
¶ The food security situation among beneficiaries was stable compared with a year on 

year comparison. Some 39% were food insecure in December 2014 and 2015.  
 

¶ Large regional differences do exist and North-western pastoral zone (Turkana and 

parts of West Pokot) even though it has improved compared with last year, remain 

the most food insecure zone with 64% food insecure beneficiaries (severe and mod-

erate) compared with the least food insecure zone, South-eastern marginal mixed 

farming (Kitui) with 15% food insecure households. 
 

 

¶ A large proportion of households could not afford the cost of the minimum healthy 

basket (43-49%) All livelihood zones apart from Western Agro pastoral zone and  

Kakuma have however improved significantly compared with previous years.   
 

¶ North-western pastoral zone and Kakuma refugees have remained with the highest 

proportion of households who were not able to purchase the basket in December

(86 and 92%) which partly was caused by high food prices and also unreliable income 

sources.  
 

¶ Less households had an acceptable food consumption score in December 2015 com-

pared with the same time in 2014, which could be a result of ration cuts. There is 

however an improvement compared with 2012/2013.  Some 71% of WFP beneficiar-

ies had an acceptable consumption compared with 64% among non-beneficiaries in 

December 2015.  

 

¶ The admission trends from the supplementary feeding programme in the arid coun-

ties in 2015 indicate in general  lower levels than 2014. The admissions in November 

2015 was 30% lower than in the previous month, as per seasonal trends. 
 

¶ The majority (60%) of children 6-23 months were only consuming 2 meals a day or 

less and only 8.8% received the Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) a composite indi-

cator of meal frequency and dietary diversity. 
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Methodology  
115 sentinel sites were ran-

domly selected, covering all 
9 major livelihood zones 

and the two refugees 

camps . 
 

10 locations per livelihood 

are visited three times a 
year (May, September and 

December) based on their 
seasonal characteristics. 
 

Households are randomly 
selected covering both ben-

eficiaries and non-

beneficiaries. Replacement 
sites are used when security 

prevents visit to original 
sampled site.   
 

Indicators  
WFPõs standard indicators 
in assessing food security 

include coping strategies, 

food consumption score, 
market prices etc.  In addi-

tion, food security is ana-

lysed through cross tabulat-
ing food access indicators 

with consumption using 
SPSS. 

Expenditure was used as 

income proxy which is com-
pared with the cost of a 

minimum healthy food bas-

ket to evaluate purchasing 
power and dependency on 

assistance. 
 

Coverage  
2172 households were visit-

ed of which 60% were bene-
ficiaries and 40% were non-

beneficiaries.   

 

¶ Cash for assets-12% 

¶ Food for assets 26% 

¶ GFD 29% 

¶ Refugees 18% 
 

Demographics  
37% female headed house-
holds.  

Average household size: 5.6 

Food security situation 

The food security situation among beneficiaries has improved compared with the last round in 

September and is stable compared with a year on year comparison. Some 61% were food se-

cure/marginally food secure in December 2014 and 2015 compared with 51% in September 

indicating seasonal differences in food security. There were also less severely food insecure in 

December (10%) compared 

with 16% in September. 
 

The situation was the same 

for non-beneficiaries where 

the December months in 2014 

and 2015 were stable and bet-

ter than September round.  

Some 58% of non-beneficiaries 

were food secure/marginally 

food secure in December 

compared with 47% in Sep-

tember. Less households were 

also severely food insecure in 

December compared with 

September (16 versus 19%) 



 

The situation in the livelihood zones paints a varied picture where the greatest improvement was seen among beneficiar-

ies in North-western pastoral zone (Turkana) with some 36% food secure compared with only 13% in December last 

year. Despite this improvement, North-western pastoral zone still remain the most food insecure livelihood zone in the 

country which was also the case for non-beneficiaries. The largest deterioration in this round was seen in Western Agro 

pastoral zone (Baringo, Lakipia, Samburu) where the proportion of food secure households reduced from 80% in Decem-

ber 2014 to 60% in this round.  This is most likely caused by increased food basket prices as reported in next sections. 
 

Other livelihood zones where food security deteriorated for beneficiaries were; Grasslandsð and Northern pastoral 

zones as well as Dadaab and Kakuma. 
 

Improvements were seen in Eastern pastoral zone as well as South-eastern marginal mixed farming.  The marginal mixed 

farming zone (Kitui) remain the least food insecure livelihood zone that are assessed through the FSOM and only 15% of 

households are food insecure among beneficiaries and 12% among non-beneficiaries.  

Household Food security situation  
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