Joint Cash Feasibility Assessment
Michika, Michika LGA, Adamawa State, February 2018

INTRODUCTION

This situation overview presents findings from the Joint Cash Feasibility Assessment, aimed at identifying
the most appropriate assistance modality in towns across Northeast Nigeria for food, hygiene non-food
items (NFls), household NFls, firewood or fuel, and shelter repair materials' The assessment was
coordinated by the Cash Working Group (CWG) with support from REACH, and data was collected
by 13 CWG member organisations from 1-16 February. In Michika, data was collected by CISCOPE,
CRUDAN/Tearfund, and IRC.

For Michika, 214 household interviews were conducted (7 with IDPs and 207 with non-IDP populations),
along with 14 Bulama (traditional community leader) interviews and 4 consumer focus group discussions
(FGDs). In addition, 40 interviews and 3 FGDs were conducted with vendors selling the assessed
items in Michika, and 3 semi-structured interviews were conducted with heads of traders (an informally-
designated spokesperson for market vendors).

Map 1: Location of Michika in Adamawa State
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Findings from household interviews have a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 7% when
aggregated to the level of the overall town population. When aggregating the data, surveys from each
population group (IDPs and non-IDPs) were weighted based on estimated population size and number of
surveys per group, in order to ensure responses were not skewed towards any particular group. Household
data focused on household assistance modality preferences and access to items, cash, and markets.

Vendor interviews focused on vendor capacity to respond to an increase in demand for assessed items,
sources of supply, and barriers to conducting business. Findings based on data from individual vendor
interviews and FGDs with both households and vendors are indicative rather than generalisable.

Key findings and recommendations for Michika are provided below. These recommendations were developed
by CWG members during a joint analysis workshop. In addition, more general findings and recommendations
applying to all assessed areas can be found in the overview document for this assessment.

KEY FINDINGS

+ Approximately two-thirds of households reported a preference for cash-based over in-kind assistance for
assessed item categories. Of those, the vast majority preferred unrestricted cash over restricted vouchers.
The reported reasons for this preference most commonly related to freedom of choice and flexibility,
including the freedom to buy preferred items, the ability to save money for times of greater need, and the
freedom to allocate expenses between food and non-food needs.

+ The vast majority of households reported that mainly sourced assessed types of items from markets in
Michika, with very few reliant primarily on humanitarian aid.

+ While most households did not report access to credit from vendors or other sources, financial institutions
such as banks and microfinance organisations were reportedly present in Michika. Most households
reported having access to mobile phones and cellular networks, and FGD participants reported being
open to using mobile money transfers. Most vendors reported being able to buy from suppliers on credit,
although they also mentioned being unable to access financial services despite the presence of financial
institutions. Some vendors reported allowing customers to pay them via mobile money transfer.

+ Vendors were most commonly supplied through local wholesalers in Michika. Wholesalers were reported
to mostly source their goods from the nearby town of Mubi, although some were supplied from further away
locations such as Kano, Onitsha, and Lagos, suggesting trade linkages with other parts of the country.

+ Most interviewed vendors reported being able to permanently double their supply of assessed items in
response to an increase in demand, with the majority saying that they would do so by restocking more
frequently.

"Hygiene NFls include items such as soap and laundry powder. Household NFls include items such as bedding materials, mosquito nets,
and cooking utensils. Shelter repair materials include items such as plastic sheeting, nails/screws, and wooden poles.


http://www.reachresourcecentre.info/system/files/resource-documents/reach_nga_situationoverview_joint_cash_feasibility_assessment_compiled_february2018.pdf

RECOMMENDATIONS?

+ Findings show that cash-based aid, including multipurpose cash assistance, would be feasible in
Michika. Multipurpose cash would align with household preferences, and the added burden of additional
households using the market due to cash-based aid is likely to be low as the majority of households
already report using the market as their main source of items. In addition, findings suggest that the
market would be able to respond to an increase in demand, with vendors generally reporting no barriers
to the transportation of goods into Michika and an ability to increase the supply of goods.

+ Humanitarian actors implementing cash-based assistance should also consider strengthening access to
credit and financial services. Unlike many other assessed locations, there is some presence of financial
institutions in Michika, and measures to improve the uptake of financial services could make use of this
existing infrastructure. Additional market-strengthening measures should also be considered, including
support to help vendors increase storage capacity, the development of local savings associations, and
livelihoods support to encourage new people to engage in trade.

HOUSEHOLD ASSISTANCE MODALITY PREFERENCES*

Reported preference of cash/vouchers or in-kind aid:

Food 9%
Hygiene NFis 9%
Household NFls 9%
Firewood/fuel 4 K 8%
Shelter repait 9%

materials

] Cash/vouchers |[jij In-kind No preference

Of those preferring cash/vouchers, top reported reasons:

Freedom to purchase preferred brands or items R 03%
Ability to save for the future B 52
Freedom to allocate between food and non-food needs B 292%

Of those preferring in-kind aid, top reported reasons:

Prices at markets are unstable - 31%
Prefer not to visit market - 27%
Household members may misuse cash B 23%

Of those preferring cash/vouchers, reported preferences hetween unrestricted cash
and restricted vouchers:

Food R
Hygiene NFis T 3%
Household NFis S 22
Firewood/fuel (I 3%
Shelter repair T ST 2

l Unrestricted cash . Restricted vouchers No preference

Of those preferring unrestricted cash over restricted vouchers, top reported reasons:

Freedom to allocate between food and non-food needs || NG 95%
Ability to save for the future B 52%
Freedom to choose vendors B 38%

Of those preferring restricted vouchers over unrestricted cash, top reported reasons:

I 61%
I 33%
B 15%

FGD participants also generally expressed a preference for cash-based over in-kind assistance. This
preference was stronger in the case of firewood than food or hygiene and household NFls, as participants
reported that firewood was easily available within their community. Participants mentioned the ability to meet
household needs and invest in livelihoods as positive past experiences with cash. Negative experiences with
cash-based aid included vendors increasing the price of goods, diversion of cash to meet non-basic needs,
and household members misusing cash. Preferred items not being distributed was the most commonly cited
negative experience with in-kind assistance.

Household members may misuse cash
Market prices are unstable
Unsafe to carry or store cash
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2Recommendations were developed jointly by CWG member organisations at a Joint Analysis Workshop. In addition to the location-
specific recommendations listed below, more general recommendations for assessed areas can be found in the overview document for
this assessment.

*All data shown in the graphs in this section comes from household interviews.



HOUSEHOLD ACCESS TO ITEMS*

Primary method of accessing items in the past month:

Food L 8% 1% d1%dE
Pyglene NFls o VA ¥ 1"
rousehelC . o T T 2
rrewoodel o T /2% 1%
ot O

[ Markets in current location [Jj Humanitarian aid Other

[ Own production/collection No regular source Not needed

Most needed food items:

Rice I 47%
Pasta B 39%
Millet N 32%
Most needed hygiene NFls:

None B 45%
Bathing soap I 44%
Laundry soap B 39%
Most needed household NFls:

None B 50%
Bedding materials B 45%
Blankets I 33%
Most needed shelter repair materials:

None I 637
Plastic sheeting B 19%
Nails/screws M 15%

HOUSEHOLD ACCESS TO CASH AND CREDIT*

Reported perception of safety of storing or carrying cash:
Storing cash Carrying cash

Safe 84%
Unsafe 16%

Safe 80%
Unsafe 20%

Percentage of households able to buy items on credit:

Food items B 28%
Hygiene NFls B 13%
Household NFls | 4%
Firewood | 3%
Shelter repair items | 3%

Reported household sources of credit other than vendors:

None I 58%
Family/friends in assessed location I 30%
Family/friends elsewhere B1%

Mobile phones:

Possession of a Ability to use a Access to phone
mobile phone mob|le phone network coverage

Yes 91% Yes 94% Always 68% |
No 9% No 6% Sometimes
Never 0%

Not sure 3%

While a majority of households reported having no access to sources of credit other than vendors, some
FGD participants reported having access to both cash and credit through microfinance banks and other
financial institutions. This suggests that these institutions are present, but are generally not being used by
much of the community to access credit and financial services.

A great majority of both interviewed households and FGD participants reported owning a mobile phone and
knowing how to use it. A high level of access to mobile network coverage was also reported, with many FGD
participants open to receiving money through mobile money transfers.
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HOUSEHOLD ACCESS TO MARKETS*

Reported security risks at markets:

None I 34%
Gun attacks B 10%
Bombings | A

Reported non-security barriers to accessing items at markets:

None I 85%
Transportation needed but unavailable 14%
Inadequate quantity of food 14%

During FGDs, some particpants reported a number of security risks on the route to markets or at markets,
including fear of bombs, pickpocketing and theft. However, they did not report that these concerns impeded
access to markets, and were instead reflective of general fears.

Items most commonly reported by households as unavailable:

None I 92°%
Rice 5%
Laundry soap 4%
Sleeping mats I 3%
Maize 2%

Items that households most commonly report being able to afford:

None I 52%
Maize B 34%
Bathing soap B 32%
Vegetable oil B 27%

Rice B 27%

Alarge majority of households did not report availability issues of assessed items, although FGD participants
stated that availability of food items tended to decrease during rainy season (between May and August) and
that of hygiene NFIs during Harmattan season (November to February).

VENDORS AND MARKETS: OVERVIEW**

According to heads of traders in Michika, the main market in the town was still operarating in its pre-conflict
location and had not been directly affected by the conflict. Heads of traders also reported that while the
market was open every day in Michika, the main market days were Wednesday and Saturday.

Vendor FGD participants reported making small payments to traders’ associations and local authorities
to be allowed to operate in the market, in addition to the rent paid for shops in solid buildings. Some
participants reported that they had begun accepting payments from customers through mobile money
transfers to facilitate a smoother transaction process.

The majority of vendors reported that they did not face security challenges to conducting business. Vendor
FGD participants corroborated this, although some were concerned about the general climate of insecurity
in the region.

Shelter
Hygiene Household Firewood/  repair
Fooditems  NFls NFls fuel materials

Number of
interviewed vendors
currently supplying

Pre-conflict location and occupation of current vendors:
100%

' Market vendor in current location . Market vendor elsewhere
Lived in current location but not a Not a vendor and lived

vendor elsewhere

Observed type of shop or stall in the markets:

Solid covered building 55%
Open air 45%
Makeshift structure

With 17 m? of storage area on average, the reported main location of storage space:

Shop I 52%
Separate storage building B 42%
Home 5%
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Reported vendor literacy rates:
Reading Writing

’ 10%  Fluent  10% ’

Somewhat
15% Unable 15%
0%Not answered 0%

CHALLENGES TO OPERATING IN THE MARKET**

Reported security challenges to conducting business:

None I 2%
Theft of goods from storage B 28%

Reported non-security challenges to conducting business:
None I 0%

Pest contamination in shop 5%

Pest contamination in storage | 2%

Difficulty carrying goods to shop | 2%

SUPPLY AND TRANSPORTATION OF GOODS TO VENDORS **
Main supply sources for vendors:

Food 29%

Hygiene NFls

Household NFis

| Yol [ Local wholesaler
Local producers ] Other towns

Methods of transportation of goods from suppliers to vendors:

Supplier delivers I 6%
Hired vehicles B 20%
Own vehicles | 2%

Professional transporters | 2%

Challenges in the transportation of goods from suppliers to vendors:

None I 100%

Of vendors selling each assessed item category, most commonly reported shortages
in the past month:

None I 100%

Reported restocking frequency:

2 or fewer times per week 96%
3-5 times per week 4%
6-7 times per week

Vendor FGD participants reported that supplies come from mostly from the nearby town of Mubi in northern
Adamawa State and from Yola, Adamawa'’s state capital, although goods from these sources often reached
vendors via local wholesalers in Michika. Some vendors reported that wholesalers were directly supplied
from producers in Onitsha, Kano, Lagos and Aba. Items coming from Mubi and other nearby towns were
generally reported to be delivered by suppliers themselves. Participants also stated that they generally
chose suppliers based on price, trust, and past relationships. Goods to Michika were reported to be
generally transported through the use of commercial buses and trucks.

A small number of FGD participants mentioned that they lacked sufficient space for storing items and that
they sometimes faced extortion and bribery along transportation routes. However this did not seem to
impede the overall ability to bring goods into Michika, and other vendors did not report facing these issues.

VENDOR ACCESS TO CREDIT AND INFORMAL MARKET SYSTEMS**

Of the vendors selling each type of item, percentage of ahle to buy each on credit
from suppliers:

Food I 100%
Household NFls I 83%
Hygiene NFis I

Percentage of vendors reporting that they sell on credit to customers:

Only trusted customers  75%
All customers 0%
Never
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Alarge majority of vendors reported that they were able to access credit from suppliers for all types of items.
Some vendor FGD participants mentioned microfinance institutions as other sources of credit although, as
was the case for consumer households, these did not seem to be commonly used as a source of credit.

Many participants also stated that they were willing to sell to customers on credit if they believed them to
be trustworthy. However some FGD participants, in particular those selling shelter repair items, reported
not allowing any customers to buy from them on credit as they did not have enough liquidity to lend to
customers while also being able to repay credit they had taken from their suppliers.

Vendor FGD participants and heads of traders stated that there was a traders’ association in the market.
The association reportedly assisted in settling disputes, regulating the price of commodities and updating
vendors on security issues.

VENDOR ABILITY TO INCREASE SUPPLY OF ASSESSED ITEMS**
Percentage of vendors reportedly able to permanently double supply of items:

Food 100%
Hygiene NFls 100%
Household NFls 95% 5%

. Yes . No

For vendors able to permanently double supply, reported ways in which they would
do so:

Restock more frequently R 98%

Buy more each time when restocking | 2%

For vendors unable to permanently double supply, reported barriers to doing so:

Not enough vehicles available I 50%
Lack of cash flow to initially scale up B 50%

The majority of interviewed vendors reported that they would be able to permanently double their supply of
goods in response to an increase in demand. Vendor FGD participants were similarly optimistic about the
ability of the market to increase supply, with some estimating that the market supply could to at least four
times the current amount.
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