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Executive summary

Through its work under the Safe Access to Fuel and Energy (SAFE) 

programme, FAO has contributed to improving resilience and livelihoods 

among refugees and internally displaced people in 14 countries. This 

evaluation seeks to inform future programming through a review of FAO’s 

energy-in-emergency portfolio in three Eastern African countries: Kenya, 

Uganda and South Sudan. Activities carried out during the evaluation 

included:

 exploring the energy access situation in humanitarian settings 

and its intersections with issues surrounding gender, conflict 
and natural resources;

 identifying results and lessons from past interventions delivered 

under FAO’s SAFE initiative;

 mapping the challenges that affect energy markets in 
humanitarian contexts;

 developing recommendations for innovative programming 

options for SAFE in Kenya, Uganda and South Sudan, informed 

by the findings of the other parts of the study.

In Kenya, Uganda and South Sudan, most refugees and displaced persons rely 

on energy resources that are unsustainable and that pose high risks to their 

health and well-being.  In particular, the lack of access to energy for cooking 

poses a high security risk for refugees and internally displaced people. Many 

households (HH) are highly dependent on firewood collected from areas 
around the settlements to supplement the fuel which they receive from 

humanitarian agencies or purchase through markets. Intense demand for this 

natural resource has led to the degradation of forests and conflicts with the 
host communities. 

Methodology
The evaluation process was undertaken based on key underlying principles 

derived from FAO’s SAFE Framework and the relevant FAO strategic objective. 

The evaluation used mixed methods, combining qualitative research and 

econometric analysis of quantitative evaluation data.  Specifically, the data 
collection consisted of household surveys carried out with refugees and 

internally displaced people (IDPs), focus group discussions with community 

leaders and beneficiary groups, interviews with humanitarian organizations 
and government representatives, as well as a review of literature on energy 

access and market-based approaches in the humanitarian settings in refugee 

camps in Kenya, Uganda and South Sudan. 
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Findings 

Income and livelihoods: Most households depend on donations, support 

from relatives, informal employment, and or business activities for their living. 

Most households have more than one source of income due to engagement in 

a variety of income-generating activities. For instance, in Uganda, refugees have 

access to agricultural land, so are able to supplement their income based on 

seasonal harvest periods.  Charcoal production and agriculture production are 

reported as the main livelihood strategies in South Sudan. In Kenya, refugees 

are unable to legally work so as a result rely more heavily on remittance and 

donations. The average household income levels for refugees in the camps were 

estimated to be less than United States Dollar (USD) 150 per month in Kenya, 

less than USD 66 per month in Uganda and less than USD 77 per month in South 

Sudan.

Energy demand: Energy is mainly used for cooking and lighting with preference 

mostly being on the use of firewood and charcoal in households for cooking. 
The cooking culture necessitates the use of more than one stove per household. 

Different stoves are used for different pot sizes and to allow a variety of meals 
to be cooked. Most households cook a maximum of two meals per day. The 

commonly used lighting technologies in the camps included the tin-lamps used 

by over 40 percent of the households, candlesticks, pico solar lanterns, and 

kerosene lamps. Although households received most of the lighting technologies 

from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) or other 

organizations, less than 15 percent purchased their lighting systems. 

Energy supply: FAO distributed energy-saving cooking stoves among refugees 

and host communities in the three countries. Households understanding of the 

usage of FAO stove and proper utilisation resulted in reduced cost of energy 

per household between USD  0.25- 1.51 monthly. The market penetration of 

improved stoves and cookstoves (ICS) and solar lighting is still low as market 

actors perceive refugee settlements to pose high costs due to dispersed 

communities, poor road network and lack of other support infrastructure. Only 

low‑tier mostly uncertified solar products are available in the common market; 
good quality solar products are only available in a few outlets. Suppliers also 

lack a good understanding of customer demand and segmentation in the area 

ultimately resulting in inability to market products effectively.

Host and refugee communities:  It was evident that there is high 

interdependence of refugees and the host community. For instance in Kenya, 

the refugees provide food for the host community in Kakuma town with the host 

community providing labour and fuel. In Uganda thanks to a more conducive 

refugee policy, refugees are more integrated into the local economy and they are 

allowed to engage in productive activities such as agriculture, paid employment 

and business.
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Cost and willingness to pay for energy products: Some Non-

Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have distributed energy products 

in-kind, creating dependency and leading to market distortion thus hindering 

the scale up of commercial models. Households expressed willingness to pay 

for dual purpose stoves and pico solar appliances.  However, most payment 

mechanisms for solar appliances and stoves require upfront cash or for the 

households to save and make at least a deposit of the purchase amount. 

Repayment periods are often short and inflexible to accommodate the 
irregular cash flows for refugees. 

Off grid financing mechanism: The upfront cost of energy products is a 

barrier to purchase with most transactions cash-based. The cost of most 

cooking stoves ranged from USD 1.5-6.00 depending on household income, 

type of cooking stove, and place of purchase. Mobile money as a payment 

option is constrained by the poor quality of service, low availability of agents 

to serve a dispersed population, and increased transaction costs. A semi-

formal mechanism, such as Village Savings and Loan Associations (VSLAs), 

as a financing intermediary, has been explored by various NGOs. The use of 
savings groups and VSLAs is widespread and these groups and associations 

can serve as an important point of entry for off‑grid financing. However, the 
need to facilitate the VSLAs with adequate liquidity to finance members is key. 

The commonly used 
lighting technologies 
in the camps included 
the tin-lamps used 

by over 40 percent 
of the households, 
candlesticks, pico 
solar lanterns, and 
kerosene lamps. 

©
 S

H
H

U
T

T
E

R
S

T
O

C
K

xiii



Awareness creation and sensitization: Community sensitization and 

awareness creation campaigns have been conducted to increase adoption of 

solar and clean cooking solutions among households. However the focus has 

been more on awareness creation for household use rather than a productive 

use of energy. Market awareness strategies on productive use opportunities 

for refugees and host communities would open new opportunities for local 

economic development and livelihood improvements including the energy-

agriculture nexus. 

Distribution models: Distribution of cookstoves and solar products is 

mainly through NGOs/ Community Based Organization (CBOs) who often 
offer the products at a subsidized rate. Most private companies involved in 
the distribution of these products have opened up stores and shops within 

towns in close proximity to the refugee camps with some engaging sales 

agents inside the refugee camps to sell and distribute the products. Non-

governmental organizations and other development agencies mostly work 

with local CBOs for distribution of products. For instance in Kakuma UNHCR 

and FAO partner with Lotus Kenya Action for Development (LOKADO)in their 

production centres to distribute cookstoves whilst in Uganda World Wildlife 

Fund (WWF) partners with Rural Initiative for Community Empowerment 

(RICE)-West Nile in implementing the public private partnership initiative 

utilising the Civil Society Organisations (CSO) models to increase access 

to home solar systems and energy saving stoves through a consortium 

of 16 CSOs in six districts in Northern Uganda. Key challenges in effective 
distribution of energy products include infrastructural challenges and policies 

that restrict access to refugee camps.  We consulted some private sector 

players who expressed interest in offering clean cooking and lighting products 
however would like to see the involvement of humanitarian agencies in 

supporting infrastructure development, allocate financial incentives to reduce 
risk and operating costs for private sector engagement.

The implication of humanitarian response: There is a gradual shift from 
in‑kind food aid distribution to cash‑based assistance to build financial 
inclusion and self-reliance. Several humanitarian organizations implementing 

energy‑related projects in the refugee settlement are often constrained by the 
short-term nature of the projects therefore not capable of meeting long term 

impact and sustainability of energy interventions due to funding cycle. 

Policy implications: Well-planned and secure government policies with 

defined goals and consistent regulatory actions are key to scaling‑up private 
sector investment and facilitating the integration of the water-energy food-

nexus. The evaluation realized the different countries have various policies for 
instance in Kenya, restricted movement of refugees and restraining policies 

(curfews)  results in reduced livelihood opportunities and contributes to 

reliance on humanitarian assistance whilst Uganda operates an open-door 
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policy for refugees where refugees are allowed freedom of movement and 

are entitled to work and allocation of land. Uganda has made progress 

in advancing self‑reliance from refugees specifically, Uganda National 
Refugee Policy and Uganda Refugee Management Strategy. In South 

Sudan, the UN in South Sudan has developed an UN-wide Peacebuilding 

Plan 2018–2021 that will strategically channel resources and guide 
activities.

Gender dynamics: Within the humanitarian settings, women are more 

vulnerable to energy poverty and often bear the brunt of inequitable 
energy access especially on matters of cooking. It was found that in most 

cases, the distance travelled in search of firewood was between 0.1–5 km 
and spending 1–10 hours with most of the households spending a mean 
of 5 hours collecting cooking fuel. Some of the challenges experienced 

while collecting firewood include hostility from the host community with 
refugees been chased, attacks by animals, and bad weather conditions. 

The evaluation indicated that, if the number of hours used for collecting 

cooking fuel was reduced by one hour; the cumulative cost of energy fuel 

for cooking would reduce by USD 0.63–1.33 per month. 

Sustainable natural resource management: One of the main 

drivers of degradation is the demand for wood as fuel and to produce 

charcoal, which is used by both displaced and local populations. FAO has 

developed a land and forest resource-use management plan to support 

energy needs and contribute to food security and nutrition. By curbing 

firewood demand, clean cooking technologies can reduce environmental 
degradation and related resource tensions with local communities. 

Use of quality cooking fuel and utilization of Fuel‑Efficient Stoves (FES) 
would substantially reduce ecosystem cost by USD 2.03 per month per 

household.

The report considers six recommendations that are needed to help 

transition refugee communities from the current traditional or just basic 

improved cooking technologies to the Tier-IV range of technologies in both 

cooking and lighting in line with Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 7 

targets. The six recommendations are as follows:
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Recommendations

Building capacity for the development of a market ecosystem to 

support delivery of energy services This intervention would aim at holistic 

sector development through the provision of technical advice to various 

sector actors (government, humanitarian agencies, private sector), advocacy 

leading to behaviour change and targeted financial assistance. This requires 
the creation of an enabling environment for the private sector to play a much 

larger role in delivering energy access in camps. Programmes should also go 

beyond household energy to support refugees and host communities to take 

up opportunities for the productive use of energy. 

Market-based programming and private sector engagement: 

Traditionally aid agencies have delivered energy goods and services directly 

through in-kind distributions or service provision. Therefore, to date, 

the promotion of clean energy in humanitarian settings is largely led by 

humanitarian and development agencies. While this was at times necessary  

especially in providing a humanitarian response, there is need for a gradual 

shift towards facilitation as opposed to provision by development agencies. 
This implies the need to change to a markets-centred approach that allows 

for provision by private companies. This would require humanitarian agencies 

to partner with the private sector to develop programmes and explore 

innovative funding models to support end-users and enterprises.

Scaling up community inclusive market-based solutions: From the data 

presented in this report, there is still a large population of refugees and IDPs 

that are yet to receive any form of modern energy services. These households 

can most effectively be reached through a market‑based approach. 
Development agencies should therefore seek to support alternative delivery 

options that are locally available and economically, technically and culturally 

appropriate for the end-users. Furthermore, the focus should be on leveraging 

already piloted solutions that have been developed through a bottom-up 

approach taking into account community needs. In the scale up of clean 

energy solutions in humanitarian contexts, it’s however important to be 

sensitive of the differentiated needs of men and women as well as the most 
vulnerable (people with disabilities, the elderly, the sick) so that no one is left 
behind. 

Multi-sectoral collaboration: Often without a proper institutional home 
for energy in the humanitarian setting in most countries, there is a strong 

need for enhanced coordination and collaboration amongst stakeholders 

to discuss and establish suitable interventions on energy management. This 

intervention appreciates the different state, non‑state, community and global 
actors in the energy sector. Current policies and interventions often treat 
water, energy, and food security separately. They are not separate, but rather 
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inextricably interdependent. Any effort to address sustainability in one of 
these sectors must begin with the understanding of this interdependence. It is 

important to seek holistic solutions, aligning interventions with government 

policy, to achieve clean energy access targets.  

Community-based solutions-to drive awareness and uptake of clean 

cooking: The intervention appreciates the role of the community as the 

consumer of the energy products. The evaluation process identified that “the 
community has its solutions to energy needs” and thus, their involvement 

will help establish more resilient communities. With the greatest need being 

in improving access to cleaner cooking options, there is need for massive 

sensitization and follow up to accelerate use cleaner technologies and fuels 

with a focus on the socio‑economic benefits of alternative cooking fuels 
and technologies. In raising awareness on the benefits of improved cooking 
technologies, it is also important to include awareness raising on efficient 
cooking practices beyond the stove and fuel.

Prioritizing the preservation of the natural environment: This 

intervention is very critical to create a sustainable natural resource base and 

related biomass that will ensure long term efficient and quality cooking fuel 
and related biomass fuels. Innovations, policy guidelines, and integration 

of natural resource management into programming  is needed in a bid 

to regenerate and build existing natural resources to promote increased 

awareness, responsibility, and accountability of local natural resources. Key 

actions include promotion of sustainable charcoal production, alternative 

fuels such as briquettes, bioethanol, LPG and other improved cooking 

solutions as well as immediate reforestation efforts. By targeting interventions 
at the food-energy-water nexus, programming options can improve resilience 

to climate change, address water scarcity and protect agricultural ecosystem 

services.
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1. Synthesis report

1.1 Background

Access to energy is a basic requirement for decent human lives and 

livelihoods. Across the world, millions of refugees and displaced people 

struggle to access safe and sustainable energy services, instead relying 

on energy resources and technologies that pose high risks to their health 

and well-being1 and to the integrity of natural ecosystems. As the global 

population of displaced people keeps growing, the cumulative health burden 

and pressure on natural resources also grows. 

In the domestic sphere, energy services enable cooking, heating and lighting; 

energy is typically used in the provision of clean water; and energy is an 

enabler of many income-generating activities. However, in humanitarian 

settings many displaced people – and often the nearby communities that 
host them – lack access to clean, safe and secure energy services. People 
living in and around refugee camps and settlements often have little income, 
and the remote nature of these settings limits access to more modern energy 

products and services. Inadequate funding for such services is another 

important reason for this deficit2. 

Energy is considered a crucial component of the physical capital needed 

to ensure sustainable livelihoods3 but is often overlooked in humanitarian 
response interventions in acute emergencies and protracted crises. Only 

in the recent past has energy become a key topic of discussions in the 

humanitarian sphere. It is becoming widely accepted that the provision of 

food aid without addressing recipients’ access to a secure and efficient source 
of energy for cooking and lighting will rapidly result in increased levels of risk 

for displaced people, as well as leading to deforestation and desertification 
in the mid to long term. The provision of sustainably sourced fuels coupled 

with appropriate, efficient and clean energy use technologies, can function 
as a life‑saving intervention. For example, the production of fuel‑efficient 
stoves has been shown to have an important multiplier effect on livelihoods, 
environment, food security, and nutrition4.

1 Lahn and Grafham(2015). Heat, Light and Power for Refugees Saving Lives, Reducing Costs, Chatham 
House Report for the Moving Energy Initiative

2 Gunning, R.(2014). The Current State of Sustainable Energy Provision for Displaced Populations: An 
Analysis, Chatham House Research Paper, December 2014,

3  DFID, 1999: Sustainable Livelihood Framework

4 Arnold, K. et al., 2016. Energy in Emergency Settings. Boiling Point, Issue 68, p. 1
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In Eastern Africa, as in other regions, refugees and host communities often 
depend on insufficient ‘in‑kind’ donations of fuel from humanitarian agencies. 
The quantities received are typically insufficient to meet all of a household’s 
cooking needs, or to carry out productive activities that require heat. In order 

to supplement these inadequate donations, refugees often have to travel 
long distances to collect fuel, exposing themselves to the risk of attack and/

or sparking conflict with host communities5. Other households end up using 

what little income they have to purchase traditional fuels for cooking. Direct 

donations from humanitarian agencies also feature heavily among the routes 

through which displaced people obtain energy use technologies, such as 

cookstoves and solar lights. The success of such distribution programmes 

varies. There is evidence that commercial markets for energy use technologies 

are growing in importance and reach in humanitarian contexts in the region.

Whilst refugee camps and displacement settings are characterised by energy 

deprivations, they present an opportunity for private sector companies in 

the fuel and lighting technology sectors. This sizeable opportunity arises due 

to the large populations presenting an available market for energy related 

products and technologies. These populations include the host communities 

present in affected regions who also benefit from the emerging market for 

5  Chatham House, n.d. Moving Energy Initiative
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energy products.  The goal of a market-based approach in the humanitarian 

setting is to work in existing market systems  to support energy access to 

affordable, quality products and services that are critical to the survival of 
vulnerable populations6.  Stakeholders within the humanitarian setting have 

explored ways of engaging the market before, during and after emergencies 
to ensure long term development and deliver effective programming7. These 

programme approaches include: 

 market-integrated relief (cash transfer/voucher interventions);

 providing support to energy market actors (market chain actors 

and energy service providers); 

 market strengthening and development (value chain 

programming with the aim of making markets work for the poor 

and improving livelihoods). 

These approaches  enable the inclusion and empowerment of refugee and 

host communities to utilise market opportunities and provide tailor-made 

solutions to meet local needs. 

FAO coordinates its energy-in-emergency work under the Safe Access to Fuel 

and Energy (SAFE) programme. SAFE interventions contribute to improving 

the management of natural resources in displacement settings, which is a key 

priority of the organization’s Strategic Objective 5: Increase the resilience of 

livelihoods to threats and crises. SO5 is one of the objectives approved at the 

38th Session of FAO Conference in June 20138.

The SAFE program (as outlined in FAO strategic programmatic documents9) 

seeks to provide the adequate energy access necessary for people’s health, 

well-being, and livelihoods. Notably, limited access to energy heightens 

the risks of malnutrition, spoiled food, respiratory diseases, environmental 

degradation and conflict.  Poor energy access results in more people engaging 
in unsustainable and precarious livelihood activities, such as charcoal making 

or wood selling, at the expense of other opportunities. Where cooking fuel is 

collected rather than purchased, it is women and children who usually bear 

the burden of collecting wood - increasing their workload and the risk of 

gender-based violence10. 

6 MEI. 2019. Adopting a Market-based Approach to Boost Energy Access in Displaced Contexts

7 Oxfam & WFP. 2013. Executive Brief: Engaging with markets in humanitarian response. 

8 FAO. 2016. Evaluation of FAO Strategic Objective 5: Increase the resilience of livelihoods to threats and 
crises. Office of Evaluation, Thematic evaluation series

9  http://www.fao.org/3/i8012en/I8012EN.pdf; http://www.fao.org/3/CA0021EN/ca0021en.pdf;  
 FAO SAFE briefing notes: nutrition, sustaining peace, resilient livelihoods, disaster risks and climate change, 

gender and protection, and the water – energy and food nexus

10 IUCN. 2019, Gender Based Violence and Environmental Linkages 
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This evaluation of FAO’s energy-in-emergency portfolio in Kenya, Uganda and 

South Sudan seeks to inform future programming decisions through:

 exploring the energy access situation in humanitarian settings 

and its intersections with issues surrounding gender, conflict 
and natural resources;

 identifying results and lessons from past interventions delivered 

under FAO’s SAFE initiative;

 mapping the challenges that affect energy markets in 
humanitarian contexts;

 developing recommendations for innovative programming 

options for SAFE in Kenya, Uganda and South Sudan, informed 

by the findings of the other parts of the study.

This report is structured into two main parts. Part One consists of six sections. 

The first section provides an introduction and explains the background 
and context of the evaluation. The second section introduces the SAFE 

programme in more detail. Section Three provides an overview of the 

methodological approach and the scope of the report. The fourth section 

explores the findings of the evaluation, focusing on key demographic 
characteristics of target population, the status of energy demand and supply, 

and the market implications of these factors in humanitarian settings. 

Section Five presents the general constraints which hinder markets’ ability to 

deliver energy access in the three focus countries. The final section outlines 
six innovative programming options for improving energy provisioning in 

humanitarian settings. 

Part Two of the report contains the three case studies for Kenya, South Sudan 

and Uganda which are rich in country‑specific data and context analysis.

People living 
in and around 
refugee camps and 
settlements often 
have little income, 
and the remote 
nature of these 
settings limits access 
to more modern 
energy products and 
services. 
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1.2 Introducing SAFE

Over the last decade, the humanitarian community has increasingly 

recognized the importance of addressing energy needs in emergencies, 

especially in cases of forced displacement.  Acknowledging the urgent 

need to address energy use and access in humanitarian settings, the Inter-

Agency Standing Committee (IASC) established a Task Force on Safe Access 

to Firewood and Alternative Energy in 2007. As part of the task force, FAO 

together with 24 other humanitarian agencies and NGOs worked to develop 

and implement a coordinated multi-sectoral strategy for cooking fuel in 

humanitarian settings combining improved technologies, alternative fuels, 

and livelihood and environmental activities to address energy use and access 

in humanitarian settings.

FAO’s approach to improving resilience and livelihoods through its Safe 

Access to Fuel and Energy (SAFE) programme comprises of three interlinked 

pillars: 

 Ensuring a sustainable supply of energy, by promoting 

sustainable natural resource management, sustainable 

bioenergy production, and the use of alternative and renewable 

energy sources.

 Addressing energy demand, through the promotion of fuel-

saving cooking practices and fuel‑efficient technologies for 
cooking, heating, and livelihood activities. 

 Promoting sustainable livelihoods by promoting income-

generating activities in both energy- and non-energy sectors as 

an alternative to selling wood fuel.

The FAO-SAFE project was implemented between 2014 and 2018. The 

programme supported more than 400 000 individuals in four types of 

activities: clean cooking, forest management, renewable energy in agri-food 

chains, and policy support in 14 countries. 

FAO’s work under SAFE produces a multiplier effect on the livelihoods of 
its beneficiaries. Livelihood improvements are reflected through better 
food security, nutrition and health, factors that are in turn linked with the 

sustainable management of natural resources and also result in greater 

resilience to climate change and natural hazards. The growing awareness 

of the importance of including sustainable energy access activities in 

humanitarian settings promotes environmental management and welfare 

enhancement within protracted crisis settings. These demonstrated benefits 
have led to the SAFE programme being incorporated into larger resilience-

building projects and programmes to meet the energy needs of the world’s 

most vulnerable populations in refugee/IDP camps and settlements. 

Livelihood 
improvements are 
reflected through 
better food security, 
nutrition and health

2014 and 2018
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This evaluation of the FAO SAFE programme covered three countries, Kenya, 

Uganda, and South Sudan. The evaluation was undertaken within the SAFE 

interlinked pillars – ensuring a sustainable energy supply, addressing energy 
demand and promoting sustainable livelihoods in both energy and non-

energy sectors – with FAO’s Strategic Objective 5 (SO5: Increase the resilience 

of livelihoods to threats and crises) as its underlying basis. The interventions 

evaluated through this study all target crisis‑affected populations including 
refugees, internally displaced persons, and their host communities who often 
have severely constrained access to energy for cooking, heating, lighting and 

productive activities.

This section looks at the key projects sampled from the FAO SAFE programme 

that formed the basis of the study. The study areas were identified by the 
consultants in collaboration with FAO country teams.

1.2.1 SAFE programme in Kenya 

In July 2015, FAO carried out a mission to assess the fuel needs and 

associated risks and challenges faced by women in the Arid and Semi-Arid 

Lands (ASALs) of Kenya11. Recognising the impact of refugee populations 

on local natural resources, subsequent FAO-led interventions strengthened 

linkages and supported dialogue between refugee and host communities 

in Kakuma and Kalobeyei camps (Kenya) with the aim of reducing pressure 

on natural resources while improving incomes, food security and nutrition.. 

FAO engaged with host communities to promote the sustainable production 

of charcoal using improved kilns that reduce the industry’s impacts on 

the environment. FAO provided ten new charcoal producer groups with 

one steel kiln each, and members were trained on sustainable charcoal 

production and business management. In total, the project supported more 

than 400 charcoal producers from the host community to improve their 

process efficiency, contributing to building resilience. The market model 
ensured that refugees bought the charcoal produced by the host community, 

creating new economic linkages between the two communities. Following 

the interventions, the monthly income of host community households has 

increased by 84 percent, and the income of refugee households by 15 percent. 

FAO also provided 8 000 dual-purpose stoves (charcoal and wood) to both 

refugees and host communities. Women’s and youth refugees’ exposure to 

protection risks whilst collecting fuel was significantly reduced12,13.

11  http://www.fao.org/resilience/multimedia/photos/photo-detail/en/c/384003/

12  FAO (2018). Building resilience through Safe Access to Fuel and Energy (SAFE).Moving towards a 
comprehensive SAFE Framework. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations Rome, 2018

13  FAO (2018).Safe Access to Fuel and Energy (SAFE) Strengthening resilience of crisis-affected populations
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1.2.2 SAFE programme in Uganda

Uganda currently hosts over 1 million refugees mostly from South Sudan, 

Burundi and the Democratic Republic of Congo. The refugees live in camps 

and settlements, among them Bidi Bidi Settlement in Yumbe District, one of 

the largest refugee settlements in the world. Three refugee settlement areas 

were included in the evaluation – Palorinya, Imvepi and Omugo. 

FAO distributed energy-saving cooking stoves among 700 refugees and 300 

host families in Uganda’s Yumbe district between October 2017 and June 

2018. The severity of the humanitarian crisis in this region, characterised by a 

large‑scale and very rapid influx of refugees, meant that the pressure on the 
environment exerted by refugees and host families was acute. The adoption 

of the distributed cookstoves contributed to reducing the pressure on the 

environment and promoted energy security. FAO has further supported 

access to energy for displaced and host communities and the minimisation of 

forest degradation through land and forest management planning. Projects 

adopting this approach resulted in the establishment of woodlots and two 

small-scale solar-powered irrigation schemes on host community lands, one 

in Moyo district and the other in Yumbe14.

1.2.3 SAFE programme in South Sudan 

In 2017, FAO provided 30 000 emergency livelihood kits which included 

fuel‑efficient stoves to crisis‑affected populations in camps, improvised 
settlements, and host communities in South Sudan. FAO also trained 

households on fuel-saving cooking practices and stove use to ease pressure 

on natural resources, reduce possible tensions between communities and 

to help protect women from risks of violence associated with collecting 

firewood. Efforts are also being made to decrease the pressure on forests 
and woodlands near to displacement settlements by promoting improved 

pruning techniques for the selective collection of firewood.

14  FAO. 2019. The State of Food and Agriculture 2019. Moving forward on food loss and waste reduction. 
Rome. Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO
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