
LORA 3 ENDLINE REPORT SOMALIA

DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
LOCAL (RE)INTEGRATION ASSESSMENT  

BANADIR REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION, JUBALAND AND SOUTH WEST STATE OF SOMALIA

Community consultations, Baidoa 2019, Rikka Tupaz, IOM



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

1

TABLE OF CONTENT

TABLE OF CONTENTS                                                                                                                                                     1

LIST OF ACRONYMS                                                                                                                                                                                      4

GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS                                                                                                                                                                                5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY                                                                                                                                                                                 6

1. INTRODUCTION                                                                                                                                                                                13

2. METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW                                                                                                                                                                  16

3. KEY FINDINGS                                                                                                                                                                            22

 3.1 TARGETED OVERVIEW OF DISPLACEMENT-AFFECTED COMMUNITIES                                                                                                           22

 3.2 RESULTS OVERVIEW – INCREASED PERCEIVED INTEGRATION AND DECREASE IN INEQUALITY                                                                   24

 3.3 FACTORS INFLUENCING PERCEIVED INTEGRATION AT ENDLINE                                                                                                                27

 3.4 DISPLACEMENT-SPECIFIC FACTORS INFLUENCING INEQUALITIES BETWEEN HOST COMMUNITY AND IDPS                                                        29

4. SELF-RELIANCE INDEX                                                                                                                                                                  37

5. RECOMMENDATIONS                                                                                                                                                                  38



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

2

Acknowledgement

Danwadaag would like to acknowledge the number of initiatives which have progressed the thinking about measuring durable solutions in other contexts and 
which have fed into this initiative:

• Expert Group on Refugee and IDP Statistics (EGRIS)/UN Statistics Division (UNSD): developed international recommendations on IDP statistics and 
composite measures for progress towards durable solutions & overcoming key displacement-related vulnerabilities

• Afghanistan Multidimensional Integration Index by Samuel Hall

• Iraq Return Index by Social Inquiry

• Interagency Library and Analysis Guide for measuring progress towards durable solutions developed by JIPS, methods tested in Sudan

• Durable Solutions Index by IOM Ethiopia

• Index to measure integration of refugees in Ecuador by UNHCR, developed by Equidad y Desarollo

• Self-Reliance Index, developed by the Refugee Self-Reliance Initiative

This Local (Re)integration Assessment (LORA) was commissioned by the Consortium Leadership Team (CLT) of the Danwadaag Durable Solutions Consortium, 
supported by the Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO). Danwadaag is led by IOM Somalia with partners Regional Durable Solutions 
Secretariat (ReDSS), Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), Concern Worldwide (CWW) and local partners - GREDO, SHACDO and Juba Foundation. 
Danwadaag would like to acknowledge the critical role of all partners in developing the localized concept of integration and the questionnaire, and in conducting 
the data collection.
The concept to measure integration perception was developed by Santiago Cordova Guillen, EqD Equidad y Desarrollo Consultores C. Ltda and the host 
community prediction model and integration model developed by Andrew Pinney and Jane Poole, Stats4SD. The overall design, improving the method, data 
collection, analysis and writing of the reports were led by Lena von Naso with input from Laura Bennison, Consortium Leadership Team, IOM Somalia, with 
support and many thanks to Jane Poole, Stats4SD, and GIST.

Finally, Danwadaag and partners would like to thank the displacement affected communities, who provided information and shared their experiences for this 
assessment. The research team would also like to thank the representatives of the Somalia Government, the donor, UN agencies, NGOs, and think tanks, who 
shared their knowledge and reviewed the study findings.



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

3

Tables of Figures and Charts

Chart 1. % of IDPs and returnees feeling well integrated                                                                                                                                           9

Chart 2. Average % of aspects on which households reported positively                                                                                                                              9

Chart 3. % of IDP/Returnees who feel integrated in the community                                                                                                                                 25

Chart 4. Main reason to leave previous location                                                                                                                                                                 25

Chart 5. Main reason to choose current location                                                                                                                                                                  25

Chart 6. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by trust in institutions                                                                                                                                   28

Chart 7. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by safe access to food                                                                                                                                28

Chart 8. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by school attendance                                                                                                                                28

Chart 9. % of households whose kids play with the “opposite” displacement group                                                                                                                   30

Chart 10. % of households with safe access to food sources                                                                                                                                               30

Chart 11. % of households sufficient access to water in both rainy and dry season                                                                                                                     31

Chart 12. % of households who can have three meals per day                                                                                                                                     32

Chart 13. % of households in which female members have at least some education                                                                                                               32

Chart 14. % of households in which male members have at least some education                                                                                                             32

Chart 15. % of households who earn less than 15 USD per week                                                                                                                                   33

Chart 16. % of households struggle to meet their basic needs                                                                                                                                                 33

Chart 17. % of households with daily expenditure per HH member above 1.9 USD                                                                                                            34

Chart 18. % of households who live in make-shift shelters                                                                                                                                                 35

Chart 19. % of households with written documentation for land occupied                                                                                                                                 35

Chart 20. % of households with access to legal services                                                                                                                                            36

Chart 21 Communities self-reliance index score                                                                                                                                                                  37

Chart 22. Self-Reliance Index by location                                                                                                                                                                37

Table 1 Indicators used in the analysis based on IASC framework and ReDSS Durable Solutions criteria and related questionnaire questions                                17

Table 2 Topics covered under the self-reliance index                                                                                                                                              19

Table 3 Factors influencing perceived level of integration-Midline                                                                                                                                 17

Table 4. Integ2 model - chances of increased perceived integration for certain variables                                                                                                            20

Table 5 Legend integ2 model coloured table                                                                                                                                                             27

Table 6 Factors influencing inequalities between host community and IDPs                                                                                                                              29

Table 7 HCmodel observed respondent data by domain and displacement status for significant variables                                                                               29

'Table 8 Legend HCmodel coloured table                                                                                                                                                                 29

Table 9 Aspects included in the SRI                                                                                                                                                                            37

Figure 1. Two models used for analysis                                                                                                                                                               8

Figure 2 Analysis for LORA                                                                                                                                                                                   14

Figure 3 Steps in developing the local definition of integration, data collection and analysis                                                                                                 16

Figure 4 Household contact procedure                                                                                                                                                                 20

Figure 5. Statistical relevance of factors for either model                                                                                                                                                 24



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

4

List of Acronyms

Mogadishu  Banadir Regional Administration
CAP   Community Action Plan
CWW   Concern Worldwide
DAC   Displacement Affected Community
FCDO   The Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office (formerly Dfid, Department for International  
   Development)
DS   Durable Solutions
FGD   Focus Group Discussion
FMS   Federal Member State
FGS   Federal Government of Somalia
HC   Host Community
HH   Household
HLP   Housing, Land and Property
IASC   Inter-Agency Standing Committee
ICLA   Information, Counselling and Legal Assistance
IDP   Internally Displaced Person
IGA   Income Generating Activities
IOM   International Organization for Migration
JSS   Jubaland State
KII   Key Informant Interviews
LORA   Local (Re)Integration Assessment
MESH   The Monitoring and Evaluation of the Somalia Humanitarian, Resilience and Health Programmes of  
   the government of the United Kingdom
NRC   Norwegian Refugee Council
PPPD   Per Person Per Day
RE-INTEG  EU Consortium Enhancing Somalia’s Responsiveness to the Management and Reintegration of
   Mixed Migration Flows
ReDSS   Regional Durable Solutions Secretariat
SRI   Self-Reliance Index
SWS   South West State
UK   United Kingdom
UN   United Nations
WASH   Water, Sanitation and Hygiene



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

5

Glossary of Key Terms

Area-based approach: an approach that defines an area, rather than a sector or target group, as the main entry point. All stakeholders, services and needs are 
mapped and assessed, and relevant actors mobilised and coordinated within it (ReDSS).

Durable Solution: is achieved when IDPs no longer have specific assistance and protection needs that are linked to their displacement and such persons can 
enjoy their human rights without discrimination resulting from their displacement. It can be achieved through return, local integration or resettlement (IASC 
framework).

Displacement Affected Communities: displaced persons and the communities affected by their presence, such as host communities or communities in areas 
of return or other areas where displaced persons are seeking a durable solution to their displacement (Durable Solutions in Practice 2007).

Early Solutions Planning: encompasses steps to build the self-reliance and resilience of IDPs and host communities, as well as prepare IDPs for future durable 
solutions during the early stages of their displacement. The timeframe for early solutions planning covers actions that can be taken pre- displacement and up 
to the first three years of an influx of refugees. 

Evaluation: Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, program, or policy, including its design, implementation, 
and results. The aim is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability (OECD).

Host Community: The local, regional, and national governmental, social and economic structures within which refugees live. (UNHCR). In this report, the host 
population is defined as non-displaced persons living in the same municipality as IDPs, returnees and/or refugees (ReDSS).

Indicator: An indicator is a means of measuring actual results against planned or expected results in terms of quantity, quality and timeliness.

Integrated Approach: A planning approach that brings together issues from across sectors, institutions on national and local levels, and different population 
groups (UNHCR).

Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC): A body established in June of 1992 in response to General Assembly Resolution 46/182 to serve as the primary 
mechanism for inter-agency coordination of humanitarian assistance in response to complex and major emergencies.

Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs): Persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to leave their homes or habitual residence, in particular 
because of or in order to avoid the effects of armed conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural or human-made disasters, 
and who have not crossed an internationally recognized state border (OCHA). Unlike refugees, who are protected by a specific convention and status under 
international refugee law, IDPs remain under the protection of their government, even it that government is the reason for their displacement. IDPs are therefore 
amongst the most vulnerable displaced persons.

Livelihoods: A combination of the resources used, and the activities undertaken to live. Resources include individual skills (human capital), land (natural capital), 
savings (financial capital), equipment (physical capital), as well as formal support groups and informal networks (social capital) (FCDO).

Local (Re)Integration: Settlement of displaced persons in their place of refuge. Local (re)integration refers to returnees or IDPs that have no longer specific 
assistance or protection needs linked to their displacement. Returnees or IDPs that are locally (re)integrated exercise their rights without discrimination resulting 
from their displacement. Local (re)integration is a complex and gradual process, comprising interrelated legal, economic, social, and cultural dimensions.

Local (Re)Integration concept developed for the assessment with displacement affected communities: Living in a peaceful area where one can move freely 
in safety; with the ability to build relationships with the community based on trust, addressing challenges and resolving issues together; being fully accepted 
when participating in social activities and community decision making; exercising one’s rights without discrimination on account of one’s displacement status; and 
having fair and free access to employment, economic opportunities and resources, primarily water, land, food, health, education, and housing, among others, 
even when resources are scarce.

Monitoring:  Monitoring is a continuous function that uses the systematic collection of data on specified indicators to provide management and the main 
stakeholders of an on-going development intervention with indications of the extent of progress and achievement of objectives and progress in the use of 
allocated funds (OECD).

Returnee: The act or process of going back to the point of departure. This could be within the territorial boundaries of a country, as in the case of returning 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) and demobilised combatants; or between a host country (either transit or destination) and a country of origin, as in the case 
of migrant workers, refugees, asylum-seekers, and qualified nationals. (IOM).

Self-Reliance: The social and economic ability of an individual, household or community to meet basic needs (including protection, food, water, shelter, personal 
safety, health, and education) in a sustainable manner and with dignity (UNHCR). 

Social Cohesion: The nature and set of relationships between individuals and groups in a particular environment (horizontal social cohesion) and between 
those individuals and groups and the institutions that govern them in a particular environment (vertical social cohesion). Social cohesion refers to the extent of 
connectedness, solidarity, shared values, and trust between these individuals and groups. Social cohesion is a multi-faceted, scalar concept (World Vision). In our 
context, horizontal social cohesion refers to connectedness, solidarity, shared value, and trust between IDPs and returnees and host communities in the places 
where they settled. 
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Internally displaced people in Somalia
In Somalia, an estimated 2.9 million people are currently internally displaced, with the majority living in informal urban and 
peri-urban settlements, facing significant challenges meeting basic needs. Humanitarian organisations are working to address 
the immediate needs displacement creates. In conjunction, durable solution actors, such as the Danwadaag Durable Solutions 
Consortium, are working together with the government of Somalia and displacement affected communities (DAC) towards 
longer-term solutions. 

Danwadaag Consortium
The Danwadaag (meaning common purpose) Consortium is a multi-year durable solutions programme, supported by the UK's 
Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office (FCDO). It aims to enhance progress towards durable solutions for DACs in 
the urban areas of Banadir Regional Administration, Jubaland State and South West State: Mogadishu, Kismayo, Afgooye, and 
Baidoa. Recognising that the majority of internally displaced persons (IDPs) want to remain in their current location, Danwadaag 
works with the government of Somalia, with host communities, IDPs and returning refugees towards (re)integration, to make 
DACs more resilient and self-reliant, and less dependent on humanitarian aid. Danwadaag’s programme activities are area-based, 
community-driven and government-led.

The challenge to measure progress towards durable solutions
To monitor progress towards durable solutions, we need a way to measure (re)integration, a highly complex concept that 
varies depending on its context. Aspects that are relevant for integration in Afghanistan are different from those in Somalia, 
and how someone in Afgooye in Somalia defines their integration might vary from the perspective of someone in Mogadishu. 
Objective criteria, such as whether a person enjoys an adequate standard of living without discrimination, as well as subjective 
criteria, such as the perceived integration by the person to be integrated are crucial for our understanding of this process. 
Thus far, we lacked comprehensive tools to measure progress towards durable solutions in Somalia, although the 2010 Inter-
Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons and the adapted Regional 
Durable Solutions Secretariat (ReDSS) Solutions Framework guide durable solutions programming.

Developing an integration assessment
To address this gap in measuring progress towards durable solutions, in 2019, the Danwadaag Consortium Leadership Team 
(CLT) developed a Local (Re)Integration Assessment tool, LORA. The LORA is a programme-based tool adapted to the 
Somali context that helps to monitor progress towards integration and generates analysis to adapt programming and prioritise 
resources accordingly. To measure integration, it not only surveys the perceived level of integration of IDPs, but also measures 
the inequalities between IDPs and their surrounding host communities to derive displacement-specific vulnerabilities of IDPs that 
can then be addressed through programming.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1  For a summary of the aspects measured, you can also refer to the LORA Brief

The LORA also collects data towards the Self-Reliance Index and reduced Coping Strategy Index.  The LORA allows for analysis 
over time of factors showing significant inequality between IDPs and Host Communities, perceived integration levels of IDPs, 
factors relevant for IDPs to feel integrated, and how these change over time.

In a context where the needs continually outstrip the support that can be provided, the LORA provides an opportunity to move 
beyond broad based targeting approches and use limited resources to focus on specific aspects in specific areas that will support 
tangible progress towards (re)integration and decrease displacement-specific vulnerabilities.1 Ultimately, it allows for great impact 
as implementation is based on location-specific evidence.
Within the Danwadaag consortium, we used this evidence to adapt our programme accordingly. For example, following the 
LORA analysis in 2021 showing that social cohesion was an issue in Baidoa, we invested more in social cohesion, for example 
by building community centres, that had been on the community priority list but that we had overlooked until to then, by 
doing increased dispute resolution mechanisms trainings in communities and ensuring IDPs’ inclusion in community-decision 
making processes, and by increased information sessions with host communities to explain what the benefits of having IDPs 
relocate near their houses would be for them. Based on LORA evidence from 2021 that expenditure and meals per day were 
displacement-specific vulnerabilities, we invested into activities that would increase households income and therefore ability 
to afford more meals, for example through starting a livelihoods graduation programme under one of consortium members. 
Based on the LORA identifying that housing quality and land tenure security were a key issue for displaced populations, leading 
to repeated evictions, interrupting IDPs pathway to recovery, integration and more self-reliance, Danwadaag shifted its focus 
putting sustainable land and housing solutions at the core of its programming, layering and sequencing other interventions on 
top for greater impact.
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For the second method, host community membership was predicted using logistic regression to detect inequalities between 
IDPs and host communities with regards to these same 32 variables.

The combination of these approaches measures both progress towards perceived integration and progress towards equality. It 
enables targeted programming recommendations to improve perceived integration of IDPs and to reduce displacement-specific 
vulnerabilities, while enhancing equality and social cohesion between IDPs and host community members. Although aspects of 
self-reliance were measured already at the baseline of the survey (Nov-Dec 2019), at midline (Dec 2020-Feb 2021) and endline 
(Nov-Dec 2021), a more extensive measure for self-reliance was brought in additionally, adding the internationally recognised 
Self-Reliance Index (SRI) and a reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) to the tool.

Methodology overview
LORA is a composite measure and combines subjective and objective criteria of (re)integration. The assessment is based on 32 
aspects, or variables, derived from the IASC framework for durable solutions and ReDSS sub-criteria, measuring aspects of:

• physical safety (safety and security, protection, and social cohesion)
• material safety (adequate standard of living, access to basic services, economic opportunities, housing, land and 

property); and
• legal safety (access to documentation, access to justice, participation in public affairs). Beyond access to basic services, 

people need to feel safe and confident that their families can live peacefully and without discrimination, participate freely 
in community affairs, and feel socially integrated within these new communities. 

When we developed the LORA, we first developed a concept of integration in consultation with displacement affected 
communities (DACs), local authorities, and multiple durable solutions stakeholders. A total of 3,050 households were surveyed 
in face-to-face interviews with phone-supported data collection in Mogadishu, Kismayo, Afgooye and Baidoa. Based on the 
concept of integration, survey respondents were asked to rate their level of integration on a Likert scale. For our final overlaying 
of data sets between 2019 and 2021, we were able to validate the datasets for 2,708 households that were interviewed across 
the timespan of the programme repeatedly.
The data was analysed using a combination of two methods, both using logistic regression models:

For the first method, answers given with regards to the perceived integration question were linked to – or correlated with – 
the 32 variables mentioned above to determine which are important for perceived integration. For this method, only IDPs and 
returnees’ data was used.

The LORA was implemented as panel survey, meaning that the very same households that were interviewed at baseline in 
2019, were revisited at midline in 2020 and for this endline survey in 2021. This way, progress and changes could be monitored 
over time. Because of protracted displacement, repeated evictions, and IDPs living in informal settlements, it can be challenging 
to track down the same families one and two years later. Because of this, this panel survey is the first of its kind in Somalia 
and can also serve as proof that panel surveys are indeed possible in Somalia. Through a vigorous contact procedure aiming at 
tracking down the household and the same respondent, Danwadaag managed to conduct interviews with 94% of the baseline 
respondents one year on and 89% two years on. 

If you would like to watch a brief video on the LORA, please refer to this link where we explain how the tool works and what 
the most significant findings were in brief.

Barlin one year after relocation, IOM,  December 2020 Barwaqo detention pond 2_IOM

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fw17rMUD_J0
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While Danwadaag works to decrease specific individual displacement-related needs, it utilises an area-based approach to 
enhance self-reliance more widely for the targeted DAC, inclusive of host community members, to ensure social cohesion and 
a do no harm approach. The location-specific evidence that the LORA provides, is used to adapt and improve programming 
continuously to ensure greater impact.

Key findings of LORA 3 
• Push factors for IDPs and returnees to leave their previous locations remain largely drought, flooding, and conflict, 

while pull factors moving to their current location remain the absence of conflict, presence of food aid and income 
opportunities.

• Two thirds of IDPs and returnees across all locations consider themselves well integrated, rating their level of perceived 
integration as four or five on a five-point Likert-scale. This is a significant increase by almost 30 percentage points since 
baseline in 2019 and by 9 percentage points since midline. Locations where IDPs feel most integrated are Mogadishu 
(88%) and Hanano (71%), in contrast with Kismayo (34%) and Afgooye (42%).

• The most important factors influencing how well integrated IDPs felt are trust in institutions, safe access to food and 
school attendance. Trust in institutions remains the most important factor influencing IDPs’ and returnees’ perception 
of integration in Danwadaag’s target areas since baseline: IDPs who trust at least one institution are 55% more likely to 
feel integrated, compared to 38% at baseline. 

• Inequalities between IDPs and host community members have substantially decreased since baseline and again since 
midline, over a large range of indicators. Access to food, citizenship documentation, number of meals per day, income 
diversity, and access to legal and financial services are no longer displacement-specific vulnerabilities and IDPs and host 
communities are now at par with regards to these factors. 

• Significant inequalities continue to exist with regards to education levels and social cohesion factors, specifically children 
and youth playing across different displacement groups and invitations to social events across different displacement 
groups.

• For some few aspects, IDPs now on average even scored better than their surrounding host communities, for example 
for land tenure documentation overall, or for access to food in Afgooye.

• There is significant variance between the different locations that were surveyed underscoring the critical need for 
contextualisation within programme interventions: 
 ° In Mogadishu, substantial inequalities between IDPs and host communities remain with respect to safe access to 

latrines, access to water, literacy, daily expenditure, and housing standards. 
 ° In Afgooye, access to water, educational attainment, housing standards and ownership of land documentation 

constitute key persisting displacement-specific vulnerabilities, while the literacy rate dropped for both IDPs and host 
communities since baseline. 

 ° In Kismayo, inequalities persist in access to food and water, literacy, and access to healthcare, while ownership of 
land documentation remains relatively low for both groups. 

Figure 1. Two models used for analysis Establishing the ‘norm’

The underlying hypotheses for this approach are: 
• ‘Host communities’ provide an adequate comparison 

for levels of physical, material and legal safety in the 
urban areas in which Danwadaag works to enable 
vulnerability-based targeting for displacement-specific 
aspects; and

• IDPs/returnees’ perception of integration needs equal 
consideration to ensure conditions are given that 
encourage IDPs to stay in their location of refuge and 
contribute to their overall well-being.

Danwadaag defines integration as based on the prevailing ‘norm’ 
in these urban poor host communities, which undoubtedly 
face significant development challenges. Therefore, if the host 
communities indicate that they have safer access to food or 
more acceptable housing quality, for example, then IDPs and 
returnees must attain the same level to be integrated for that 
specific indicator. This allows us to move away from prescriptive move away from prescriptive 
international standards to identify specific displacement related international standards to identify specific displacement related 
needs – this is a shift for durable solutions programming as it needs – this is a shift for durable solutions programming as it 
enables a more targeted approach.enables a more targeted approach.
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Chart 1. % of IDPs and returnees feeling well integrated

Chart 2. Average % of aspects on which households reported positively
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Host community IDP/Returnees

 ° In ADC, inequalities are particularly stark with respect to social cohesion and access to legal services, while access 
to water is low for both IDPs and host communities. 

 ° In Barwaqo, safe access to latrines, access to food and social cohesion constitute the main displacement-specific 
vulnerabilities. 

 ° In Hanano, safe access to latrines remain relevant for inequalities, while the level of social cohesion is the lowest of 
all locations for both IDPs and host communities.

Halima Hassan and family, Barwaaqo, IOM, 2019
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2 UNOCHA Internally Displaced People: Combined Report on Somalia. 2002

[1] The situation has worsened for both IDPs and host commmunities between baseline and endline. However, because the evolution was 
worse for host communities than for IDPs, inequalities over these aspects have decreased and appear no longer significant according to the 
model. 
[2] The situation over this aspect improved for both groups, however the growth rate was higher for host communities than for IDPs, which 
is why it appears significant at endline. 
[3] Overall very low numbers for host community and IDPs, thus to be interpreted with caution.

Understanding displacement-specific vulnerabilities
The concept of what defines a vulnerable population in Somalia is multifaceted with communities in constant threat of general 
poverty from a myriad of factors. While IDPs are by definition dislocated from their areas of origin and have to a large extent 
lost the benefits of their clan support systems, this varies greatly by location. The different factors influencing displacement across 
Somalia mean that urban centres have unique dynamics related to spatial marginalisation, clan affiliation, and ethnic groups. Many 
IDPs have suffered multiple displacements and have lost their assets and means to livelihoods. Unique to the Somali context is 

The following table displays all the factors identified at baseline, midline and endline that were relevant (statistically significant) 
for either perception of integration or inequalities.

   
Baseline 
2019

Midline 
2020 Endline 2021 Baseline 2019 Midline 

2020 Endline 2021

Criteria Sub-Criteria Specific Variables
High level of 
Inequality 

High level of 
Inequality 

High level of 
Inequality 

Important 
for Perceived 
Integration

Important 
for 
Perceived 
Integration

Important 
for Perceived 
Integration

Physical 
safety

Safety: Safe access to food 
sources √ √ √ √ √

Social cohesion:

Trust in institutions    √ √ √

Invitations from other 
displacement groups √

Children/Youth of 
different displacement 
groups interacting

√ √ √ √ √

Material 
safety

Standard of living:
 

Number of meals 
consumed per day √ √ √ √

Not depending on 
water trucking/ sufficient 
water access

√ √

Access to market (or 
own produce) for food 
[1]

√

Secular school 
attendance √

Highest education levels 
[2] √

Housing, land and 
property:

Housing standards 
(quality or type) √ √ √ √ √

Land documentation/
Lease agreement

√ √   

Job creation/ 
Economic 
opportunities:

Adult daily expenditure √ √ √ √

Access to & use of 
financial services  √   

Income diversity  √   

Legal 
safety

Participation in 
public affairs; 
Access to effective 
remedies & 
justice; Access to 
documentation
 

Citizenship documents 
[3] √ √   

Access to legal services 
or justice [1] √ √

Inequalities between IDPs and 
host community

Perceived integration
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Recommendations
1. Strengthening accountability mechanisms and working with the government to restore the social contract between 

DACs and local authorities is key to improve integration.
2. Continued focus should be placed on increasing social cohesion between IDPs and their host communities.
3. Safe and sustainable access to water, food and latrines continues to be a critical area of intervention for DACs.
4. Strengthening access to education must remain a priority to address displacement-specific vulnerabilities.
5. Encouraging market systems approaches, and increasing economic opportunities and sustainable livelihood activities is 

critical.
6. Continued focus should be placed on improving housing quality, and strengthening land tenure security, access to justice 

and access to citizenship documentation. 
7. Developing area-based frameworks for interventions can increase impact for durable solutions.
8. Continue to invest in building an evidence-base that can inform durable solutions priorities.
9. Continue to invest in adaptive management processes informed by this evidence-base.
10. Continue to challenge the status quo in durable solutions implementation based on evidence, piloting new approaches 

and replicating and upscaling what has worked.

Moving forward

The LORA survey was carried annually throughout the Danwadaag programme to monitor progress towards durable solutions, 
and (re)Integration, to flag issues, and to adapt programming and resources accordingly, with the final survey being carried 
out in December 2021. It builds on the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) framework for Durable Solutions and 
the ReDSS Solutions Framework, combining these with localized concepts of integration and aspects relevant for IDPs’ and 
returnees’ perception of integration, and now additionally capturing a snapshot of self-reliance trends through the Self-Reliance 
Index. Traditionally, durable solutions programmes have taken a broad approach, attempting to cover the entirety of the 
needs and elements under the IASC or ReDSS frameworks. While positive, this has resulted in the loss of specificities related 
to displacement vulnerabilities and the priorities of the displaced themselves which are unique to each individual context. 
Accordingly, the purpose of the LORA is to provide contextualized analysis to focus programming and test innovative approaches 
to IDP integration, as an alternative to broader access to basic service programming. The analysis from the LORA has provided 
the evidence-base for critical reflection and adaptation within the Danwadaag programme. The findings support the overall DAC 
approach and enable further interrogation of Somalia’s unique contextual differences. The results have greatly enhanced our 
understanding of what makes the most significant impact to displacement-affected households and communities on the pathway 
towards (re)integration. As a result, Danwadaag has put land tenure security at its core, strengthened HLP linkages with access 
to legal services, and put more focus on displacement-specific vulnerabilities and social cohesion.

When we set out to do our first round of LORA survey, inequalities between IDPs and their surrounding host communities 
were significant with regards to many variables. We are seeing now that the ‘harder’ components of inequalities between 

the role of the clan which provides a powerful social safety net that to some extent mitigates the effect of poverty on individuals 
and families. Within this there are distinct communities, for reasons of dislocation or exclusion, that are rendered particularly 
vulnerable as they generally have little or no entitlement within the dominant clan system. These communities can include IDPs, 
returnees, and host communities alike.2  Although IDPs can be particularly vulnerable, the host communities scored poorly for 
some aspects surveyed for the LORA as well, for example literacy rates, or citizenship documentation. For some surveyed 
aspects returnees scored higher than IDPs, for example in education, which is a finding echoed by results of other surveys. It is 
therefore important to note that not everybody within these categories is automatically vulnerable. Comparing IDPs’ situation 
not only to international standards but determining their inequality relative to their surrounding host communities, enables 
focusing of programme efforts to lift IDPs to the level of host communities, while addressing aspects that lead to more self-
reliance of DACs as a whole. ‘Host communities’ provide a benchmark for IDP and returnee levels of physical, material and 
legal safety in the urban contexts in which Danwadaag works, enabling targeting based on vulnerabilities. By conducting this 
comprehensive analysis, Danwadaag can define integration as based on the ‘norm’ in these communities regardless of how 
safe, secure, or productive all people in a community may be. It drives toward supporting IDPs and returnees to be at least as 
‘integrated’ as the host community, while considering aspects that IDPs and returnees deem relevant for this integration, and 
while progressing the whole community towards more self-reliance.
There are challenges that remain with this comparison, including acknowledging that host communities still have significant needs 
and vulnerabilities and so by using their levels of vulnerability as a comparison, it is a much lower benchmark than international 
standards.  We are not proposing that this approach is sufficient to address all needs but that it enables us to focus in on where 
the disparities lie due to displacement in targeted urban contexts in Somalia.  It is important not to generalise the analysis 
or presume that it would be a sufficient response to all humanitarian and development needs in these communities.  It does 
however provide a useful and necessary entry point to go beyond broad-based targeting initiatives.



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

12

host communities and IDPs have reduced, and IDPs are now at par with their surrounding host communities with regards 
to many variables. It is rather the ‘softer’ components and more specifically social cohesion aspects where displacement-
specific vulnerabilities are still visible and need to be addressed. Interestingly, the variable most significantly influencing how well 
integrated IDPs feel, has not changed throughout the timespan of the programme. It was and remains their level of trust in 
institutions, across all locations.

As we are seeing less inequalities between IDPs and host communities, the next iteration of the LORA in the same locations, will 
need to look in more detail into social cohesion aspects, and new standards, or benchmarks, have to be defined beyond reaching 
the level of host communities for our target communities for us to monitor progress towards enhanced self-reliance.  In addition, 
more detail with regards to marginalisation will need to be included in the assessment to further unpack how marginalisation is 
feeding into displacement-related challenges.

The LORA has proven an important and valuable tool to:
• Measure (re)integration and displacement-specific vulnerabilities 
• Focus programming on most significant factors for (re)integration and durable solutions
• Create an evidence-base to inform an area-based approach

It can be adapted to other contexts and programmes. For this, actors would need to:
• Adapt the questionnaire to the local context but keep it broad enough to allow for changes over time
• Include specific programme components
• Adapt the aspects surveyed and their weighting within the local context 
• Further develop the survey tool and how the logistic model is calculated

Relocated IDPs in Baidoa access IOMs water supply, 2019, Hyungbin Lim, IOM 2

The LORA provides the ability to look beyond generic standards to interrogate more closely the factors that influence perceived 
integration and to identify where there are significant inequalities between the urban poor and displaced groups in a specific 
context. This enhanced lens has the potential to vastly increase the effectiveness and impact of durable solutions programming, 
not just in Somalia but also regionally and globally. LORA is an important step in progressing the discussion on how to measure 
displacement in Somalia. Aligned to this, it is our vision that other durable solutions actors invest further in the approach to 
improve its development, enhance learnings, and increase the sectors sphere of evidence. As we acknowledge that it is important 
for IDPs to achieve the level of host communities but that this is not the end of their journey towards self-reliance, we envisage 
defining together with other stakeholders further benchmarks beyond the level of host communities. This is to monitor closely 
their progress towards greater self-reliance against realistic standards and to gather a greater evidence base as a foundation for 
durable solutions priorities and implementation.
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DANWADAAG IN BRIEF
• Duration: 2018-2022
• Coverage: Mogadishu in Banadir Region, Baidoa & Afgooye in South West State, and Kismayo in Jubaland State
• Target population: Displacement Affected Communities (Internally displaced persons, refugees and host communities)
• Partners: IOM(Lead agency), Norwegian Refugee Council(NRC), Concern Worldwide, Regional Durable Solutions 

Secretariat(ReDSS), Shabelle Community Development Organisation(SHACDO) Juba Foundation, Gargaar Relef 
Development Organization(GREDO)

1. Introduction

What is Danwadaag?

The Danwadaag Durable Solutions Consortium aims to 
enhance progress towards durable solutions and (re)integration 
for DAC in urban areas of Banadir Regional Administration, 
Jubaland State and South West State. The programme targets 
DACs inclusive of host communities, returning refugees and 
IDPs as well as local authorities and informal duty bearers.

What is a Durable Solution?

A durable solution is achieved when displaced people no 
longer have specific assistance and protection needs that are 
linked to their displacement and can enjoy their human rights 
without discrimination on account of their displacement. It can 
be achieved through three processes - return, local integration, 
or resettlement (Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s (IASC)3  
framework) with the end goal of all three being (re)integration4. 
The Danwadaag programme aims to achieve local (re)
integration,  where IDPs and returnees are (re)integrated in the 
place where they settled, no longer have specific needs related 
to their displacement and can enjoy their rights as citizen 
without discrimination on account of their displacement.

Can progress towards durable solution be 
measured? 

Danwadaag developed and piloted a method to measure 
progress towards durable solutions, the LORA, Local (Re)
Integration Assessment. The primary motivation to develop 
this assessment was to measure, monitor and evaluate progress 
towards (re)integration5.6

 , the goal of our programme, and 
to ensure on-going evidence-based adaptation. The LORA 
allows for more nuanced beneficiary targeting by highlighting 
disparities between vulnerabilities of host communities and 
IDPs regarding aspects relevant to integration. The secondary 
aim of the LORA is to advance the wider durable solutions 
agenda around measuring progress towards (re)integration and 
how to determine the end of displacement. Danwadaag has 
made significant investments to develop a broader evidence-
base for durable solutions with the LORA and sought to ensure 
the uptake of these learnings through collaboration with key 
actors, international governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders, private sector, local authorities, and DACs.

3The IASC is the highest-level humanitarian coordination forum from the United Nations (UN) system, which brings together the 18 executive heads of UN and non-UN organisations.
4Re-integration refers to returning refugees, short returnees, who had left the country and then return to their place of origin or the place where they had settled before.
5Integration. While the term is used and understood differently in different countries and contexts, “integration” can be defined as the process by which migrants become accepted into 
society, both as individuals and as groups. It generally refers to a two-way process of adaptation by migrants and host societies, while the particular requirements for acceptance by a 
host society vary from country to country. Integration does not necessarily imply permanent settlement. It does, however, imply consideration of the rights and obligations of migrants 
and host societies, of access to different kinds of services and the labour market, and of identification and respect for a core set of values that bind migrants and host communities in 
a common purpose. Local integration is one of the three durable solutions to address the plight of refugees. It may also be applied to victims of trafficking and unaccompanied children. 
(IOM Internation Organization for Migration, 2011).
6Reintegration. Re-inclusion or re-incorporation of a person into a group or a process, for example of a migrant into the society of his or her country of origin or habitual residence (IOM 
Internation Organization for Migration, 2011).

An iterative process to find the right measurement

The path to finding an adequate tool to measure local 
integration and progress towards durable solutions has been 
an iterative process. Danwadaag initially set out to develop 
an index of local integration, linking questionnaire responses 
to levels of perceived integration, assigning weights to the 
variables found to significantly influence the level of perceived 
integration, and then developing a score to display the 
integration level in a single figure. Despite working with many 
experts when developing the index, this method was found 
to have challenges: By focusing on perceived integration and 
the significant variables influencing this perception only, the 
possibility that different aspects could become relevant for 
the perceived integration at a different point in time was not 
accounted for. To make the model that is used to analyse 
the data more robust, and to avoid narrowing down to 
the aspects important only at a certain point in time, more 
variables derived from durable solutions framework criteria 
were included. Originally, an index was to be developed, 
linking all data to perceived integration. Although Danwadaag 
still considers the perception of integration essential, it was 
found to be too narrow an analysis framework to stand on its 

AREAS OF INTERVENTION
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own and did not allow us to show differences between host community and IDP members of DACs in measurable variables 
of integration. Danwadaag has hence adapted an approach to combine two methods, which together allow a clearer view of 
vulnerabilities specific to IDPs in comparison to host communities, vulnerabilities of DACs as a whole, and aspects relevant for 
IDPs and returnees to feel integrated in these communities. Aside of measuring IDPs’ perceived integration, surrounding host 
communities are used as a benchmark to drill into displacement-specific vulnerabilities, and therefore inequalities between host 
community and IDPs that can then be addressed in programming. Additionally, Danwadaag included a greater focus on self-
reliance, integrating the globally recognised Self-Reliance Index by the Refugee Self-Reliance Initiative into the tool.

on a method developed by Samuel Hall and IOM Iraq. With 
the help of this logistic regression model, we determine which 
components of (re)integration, or variables, are significantly 
different for host community members in comparison to IDPs. 
Host communities are then used as benchmark to measure 
IDPs’ level of displacement-specific vulnerabilities and their 
progress towards the level of surrounding host communities. 
Based on the findings, IDPs can then be targeted with regards 
to these displacement-specific vulnerabilities.

The second method links the perception of integration of 
IDPs and returnees - for which respondents of the survey 
were asked to rate their level of integration on a scale - to 
the framework-derived variables. Applying a logistic model, we 
determine which variables, a combination of questions from the 
questionnaire, most influence the probability of a respondent 
indicating that they feel well integrated. We can predict the 
probability of perceived integration, combining the results 
from multiple variables into a single figure. The probability 
to be integrated can then be displayed at household level, by 
DAC cluster of settlements, region, or it can be disaggregated 
by certain aspects, or variables, for example housing quality 
or trust in institutions. Targeting the influential variables in our 
programming then aims at improving the level of IDPs and 

Figure 2. Two models used for analysis

returnees’ perceived integration. This helps improve social cohesion and well-being beyond the expert-developed frameworks 
for durable solutions by using perceived integration as the reference point. 

Combining these two methods of data analysis enables Danwadaag to measure progress towards durable solutions by looking 
at a variety of aspects, and to make informed evidence-based programme adaptations.

In addition to these methods, two indices were included in the tool: one that focuses on self-reliance specifically, the internationally 
recognised Self-Reliance Index (SRI), and a reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) that captures negative coping mechanisms of 
households.

LORA – Local (Re)Integration Assessment

The LORA is a panel survey, meaning that Danwadaag visited the same households interviewed annually. This type of survey is 
unique in the Somali context due to issues locating the same households again and dropout rates. Through the development 
of a meticulous process locating and contacting the households, for which the team collecting the data was trained specifically, 
Danwadaag managed to re-visit and survey at midline 94% of the households surveyed at baseline and still 89% at the endline, 
providing a unique data set that allows comparing results across a wide time span. The data will be made public once adequate 
measures of anonymization are taken and user-friendliness of the dataset is guaranteed. The extensive questionnaire captured 
aspects across all IASC framework criteria of material, physical and legal safety to measure progress towards integration – including 
perceived integration of IDPs within their surrounding host community and decreasing inequalities between host community 
and IDPs, as well as the Self-Reliance Index. The framework and questions were adapted to the specific Somali context to ensure 
their relevance and adequacy of results. Using this questionnaire, households in displacement affected communities (DAC) in 
Banadir Regional Administration, South West State and Jubaland State in Somalia were surveyed repeatedly, in 2019, 2020, and 
2021.

To analyse the data, two different methods, both using underlying logistic regression models were combined for the integration 
assessment. Both methods use the IASC and ReDSS framework derived variables as the independent or explanatory variables in 
the models. For the first method, Danwadaag used a model to predict host community membership, which is conceptually based 
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What is the purpose of this report?

This report details the findings of the LORA endline assessment conducted in December 2021, its methodology, limitations, and 
opportunities for integration within durable solutions programming. For further details on how the LORA was developed, please 
refer to the annex of the LORA baseline  or midline report. Importantly, the report pays particular attention to the learnings 
captured throughout this process including the development of a tool to measure integration and its roll-out. In this vein, the 
annexes provide technological insight into the steps taken to further progress the tool developed at baseline and analysis of the 
data.

Before relocation in Baidoa, Somalia (2019) IOM
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4. Data collection

• Data valid for analysis was obtained from 3,050 target households in Danwadaag’s area of operation who were surveyed 
between 1 October and 24 November 2019 in face-to-face interviews, using mobile phone survey technology (Open 
Data Kit).

2. Methodology Overview

Designing the measurement tool

Creating a tool to measure integration, combining multiple variables and methods, including objective and subjective criteria 
of (re)integration was a challenging undertaking. Danwadaag started at the community level, determining in Focus Group 
Discussions (FGDs) how DACs understood integration and what signs would tell them in their everyday life whether they were 
integrated or not. This approach was inspired by the everyday peace indicator methodology7.  From this, a concept of local 
integration and indicators for integration were developed, combined with indicators from IASC framework criteria, and put into 
a questionnaire administered to 3,050 target households in Mogadishu, South West State, and Jubaland State. During the survey, 
respondents were then read the definition of local integration and asked whether they felt integrated or not, and in a separate 
question, how they rated their level of integration on a Likert scale of 1 to 5. These answers as well as responses to all other 
questions were then analysed with a combination of two different methods, looking at 32 framework-derived variables relevant 
for durable solutions

The logistic integration “integ2” model, determines the probability of a person to feel integrated, and depicts which variables 
are relevant – that is statistically significant – for IDP and Returnee’s perceived integration. For this model, integrated was 
defined as a person who responded that their level of integration was very good (score 4) or excellent (score 5). Only IDP 
and Returnee respondents are included in this model. The second logistic model, which predicts host community membership, 
“HCmodel”, which is not tied to perceived integration, shows which variables are relevant to influence someone’s likelihood 
to be a host community member. In the latter model, the relevant variables are those that distinguish most between IDPs and 
host community members, or rather show the greatest inequality. This way, it is possible to determine displacement-specific 
vulnerabilities that can then be targeted through programming. For this model, only host community and IDP respondents were 
included.

The steps of developing the local definition of integration, data collection and analysis are depicted in the visual below.

1. Developing a 
contextualise
 concept of 
lintegration

Definition of 
local 

integration

2. Developing a 
questionnaire

3. Sampling

• 40 explorative FGDs, KII, workshops with displacement affected communities and durable solutions stakeholders 
lead to a contextualised definintion of integration, taking  into account that it is is highly subjective and its perception 
depends on the person to be integrated.

• Local integration = living in a peaceful area where one can move freely in safety; building relationships with the community 
based on trust, addressing challenges and resolving issues together; being fully accepted when participating in social 
activities and community decision making; exercising one’s rights without discrimination on account of one’s displacement 
status; and having fair and free access to employment, economic opportunities and resources, primarily water, land, food 
health, education, and housing, among others, even when resources are scarce.

• A mixture of subjective and objective data form the questionnaire: Please refer to the Annex for details.

• IASC framework’s criteria & ReDSS sub-criteria: Physical Safety - safety & security and protection, social cohesion; 
Material Safety - adequate standard of living; access to livelihoods (job creation & employment; restoration of housing, 
land and property; Legal Safety - access to documentation; family reunification; participation in public affairs; and access 
to effective remedies and justice.

• Other aspects from the FGDs were added, such as social interactions and trust in institutions.

• 3,197 households were sampled, representing the Danwadaag target population disaggregated by location, programme 
solution type and displacement group with the sample size for each combination calculated at the 5% level of significance 
and a precision level of +/- 5 - 8%.

• Locations: BRA, SWS and JSS: Mogadishu, Kismayo, Afgoye and Baidoa.

7The Everyday Peace Indicators research approach investigates bottom-up indicators of peace and how such information can be meaningfully integrated into policy processes. It employs 
a participatory approach when generating indicators to measure difficult-to-measure-concepts, asking community members to identify their own measures of peace. The approach is 
based on the premise that local communities are best placed to identify changes in their environment, rather than relying on external ‘experts’ to identify indicators, URL: https://
everydaypeaceindicators.org/.

URL: https://everydaypeaceindicators.org/.
URL: https://everydaypeaceindicators.org/.


DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

17

Pillar IASC Framework 
/ ReDSS Sub-
Criteria

Indicators Questionnaire questions

Physical 
Safety

Safety & Security 
and Protection 

Access latrines safely • What are the issues you face to access latrines?

Freedom of movement (Male 
& Female)

• Are the male / female members of your HH able to move freely without fear 
in your community?

Access food sources safely • Can you safely access the food sources available to you?

Access drinking water safely • Can you safely access drinking water sources?

Social cohesion

Trust in institutions

• For each institution, organization or group identified below, rate your level of 
trust from 1 to 5

• Health System (Hospitals, Health Center, Physicians); Secular Education 
system (Schools, High schools, teachers); Justice System (Customary 
law); Public Security Services (Police, Armed Forces); Mosques/ Religious 
community; Local Authorities/ Government; Financial Institutions

Social invitations to ‘opposite’ 
displacement group

• Which social events* have you been invited to by the host community/IDPs?
• *Marriage ceremony, funeral, childbirth celebrations, graduation ceremonies, 

farewell parties, Eid celebrations.

Children playing with 
‘opposite’ displacement group • With whom do children of the HH regularly play?

Youth playing with ’opposite’ 
displacement group • With whom do youth of the HH regularly play football?

Participation in community 
events (social, political, sport 
etc.)

• Do you or any family member participate in any of the following groups?

5. Analysis

6. Interpretation 
of 

results

• Creating a framework of 32 variables based on IASC framework, ReDSS sub-criteria.

• Descriptive analysis looking at summaries of the 32 derived variables and their relationship to perceived integration and differences 
between displacement status.

• Formal analysis using two different logistic models to assess the importance of variables in predicting the perception of integration 
and in predicting the probability of host community membership.

• Interpretation of results from a durable solutions framework perspective as well as from the perspective of the people to feel 
integrated.

The questionnaire in its totality covered the following thematic areas:
• Household composition and literacy
• Displacement status
• Perceived level of integration
• Safety and security
• Social cohesion and trust in institutions
• Participation in public affairs
• Access to land tenure security and housing, land and property
• Access to documentation
• Access to basic services (WASH, Health, education, justice)
• Self-reliance Indey questions
• Coping Strategy Index questions

The following table displays the 32 derived variables used for the models and their associated questions for each component of 
the framework, which were used as independent or explanatory variables in the two logistic regression models. It is not inclusive 
of all the queries captured in the questionnaire but rather is designed to capture only those questions in form of individual 
questions or a combination of them chosen, referring to the 32 variables8

Table 1 Indicators used in the analysis based on IASC framework and ReDSS Durable Solutions criteria and related questionnaire questions

8The derived variables were developed so that ‘higher’ equals ‘better’. For simple binary yes / no variables, such as safe access to water, this means that yes equals 1 and no equals 0 in 
the models. For variables which are counts, scores or rates then a higher number is better. For example, fewer housing quality issues gets a higher score than respondents having more 
issues; conversely, trust in more institutions gets a higher score than respondents trusting few or no institutions; a literacy rate close to 1 is better than a literacy rate close to 0 etcetera.
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Material 
Safety

Adequate 
standard of 
living (access to 
basic and social 
services) 

(Secular) School attendance 
rate

• How many male and female children (5-17 years) of the HH attend secular 
school? 

Literacy rate • How many members of the HH read and write? 

Use of and Proximity to 
(formal) health facilities

• How long does it take you with your usual means of transportation to reach 
the nearest health facility? When a family member gets sick, where do you go 
to get treatment?

Drinking H2O - length of time 
to go, collect & return

• How long does it take you to go, collect and come back to your household 
with drinking water with your usual means of transportation? 

Drinking H2O - sufficient 
access

• Does your HH have sufficient drinking water in rainy season? In dry season? 

Drinking H2O - dependency 
on trucking (inv) • What are your sources of drinking water?

Access to market (for food) • What are your sources of food? How long does it take you to reach the 
nearest local market?

Number of meals per day • How many meals do members of your HH regularly eat per day?

(Formal & informal) Debt
• What is the total amount of debt your HH currently has? What services does 

your household use at this financial institution? How much money did you 
spend on loan repayment in the last 1 week?

Access to & use of financial 
services

• Do you or any family member have an account at a financial institution? What 
services do you use?

Savings
• How much money in USD have you or any HH member spent for savings 

last week? What services does your household use at this financial institution?

Money from relatives (in/out 
Somalia), aid agencies, mosque, 
humanitarian

• Do you or any member of the HH receive any monetary transfer?

Adult equivalent daily 
expenditure (grouped)

• how much money in USD has your HH spent the last week on the following 
items?

Access to jobs 
/ economic 
opportunities 

Income diversity • What is the main source of income for your household? What are other 
sources of income for your household?

Highest education level of 
female in household • What is the highest level of education of a female member of the HH?

Highest education level of 
male in household

• What is the highest level of education of a male member of the HH?

Housing, Land & 
Property (HLP) 

Housing quality • What are the issues you have with your current shelter?

Housing type • How would you describe the type of shelter you live in?

Documentation for land 
occupied / title deed or 
written lease agreement

• What type of document do you have for the land/property you live in?

Legal Safety

Participation in 
public affairs; 
Access to 
effective remedies 
& justice; Access 
to documentation

Access to justice • Where would you go if a crime were committed against you or a household 
member?

Access to legal services • Do you have access to legal services to defend your rights?

Citizenship documents • Do you have any Somali citizenship documents?

Inclusive & responsive 
community decision-making

• Do you believe that decision-making on community affairs coordinated with 
local authorities is responsive? Is it inclusive?

Additions to midline and endline questionnaires to improve the tool and incorporate internationally 
used index

Based on this methodology and baseline questionnaire, for the midline, additional questions were added to measure self-reliance 
more adequately and extensively, assessing the household’s ability to meet basic needs, ability to cope with shock and barriers 
for women to access loans. This was done using the Self Reliance Index (SRI) of the Refugee Self-Reliance Initiative and were 
necessary recall questions and questions comparing the households’ situation prior to Covid-19 and since Covid-19 were added 
for the midline survey.
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Self-Reliance 
Index (SRI)

Safety
Safety to pursue 
opportunities

• Are the male members of your household able to move freely without fear in your 
community?

• Are the female members of your household able to move freely without fear in 
your community?

• Can your household safely access the food sources available to you?
• What safety issues does your household experience accessing food (on way to or at 

food source)?
• Can your household safely access these drinking water sources?
• What safety issues does your household face accessing drinking water (on way to or 

at water source)?
• Can your household safely access latrines?
• Do you or any member of your household feel discriminated against or marginalized 

to access a source of income or at your workplace because of any of the following 
reasons?

Housing
Housing adequacy • How would you describe the type of shelter your household lives in?

• What are the issues your household has with current shelter?

Housing affordability • How often does your household pay rent?
• How many times in the last 6 months has your household been unable to pay rent?

Food Sufficient food intake

• How many meals do members of your household regularly eat in a day?
• In the past 7 days, if there have been times when your household did not have 

enough food or money to buy food, how many days in the last 7 has your 
household had to:
 ° Rely on less preferred or less expensive foods?
 ° Borrow food, or rely on help from a friend or relative?
 ° Limit portion size at mealtimes
 ° Restrict consumption by adults for small children to be able to eat?
 ° Reduce the number of meals eaten in a day?

Education Literacy and School 
attendance

• How many male / female children less than 5 / between 5 and 17 years old are in 
your household?

• How many male/female adults over 18 years old are living in your household?
• How many female/male children between 5 to 17 years old can read and write?
• How many male/female adults over 18 years old can read and write?
• How many of the male/female children between 5-17 years from the household 

attend secular education?

Healthcare Access to healthcare when 
needed

• When you or any member of your household gets sick or injured, where do you go 
to get treatment?

• In the last 6 months has your household been able to get the health care needed?

Employment Income generating activities • What is the source of income for your household?
• What are OTHER sources of income for your household?
• For your household’s main source of income, how regular is this source?
• The person that works the most, how many hours per week do they usually work?

Financial 
resources

Sources covering basic needs • What is the source of income for your household?
• What are OTHER sources of income for your household?
• Has your household relied on assistance (e.g. from aid org, religious group, 

remittances) for any of the following in the last 3 months?
• Have the assets of your household increased, decreased or stayed the same in the 

past 1 year?
• Has your household’s ability to save money increased, decreased or stayed the same 

over the past 1 year?

Assistance 
needed

Reliance on assistance to 
cover basic needs

• Has your household relied on assistance (e.g. from aid org, religious group, 
remittances) for any of the following in the last 3 months?

Debt Incurrence of debt to cover 
basic needs

• Does your household currently have any debt (no matter how small) for any of the 
following items?

Savings Savings and assets • What is the total amount of savings (money only) your household currently has (in 
USD)?

• Which of these types of assets does your household currently own?

Social capital Financial social capital and 
relational social capital

• If someone in your household had an emergency, do you know people that would 
be able to lend you money to cover the associated costs

• Do you or your household members ask others for advice and/or information?
• Do others ask you or your household members for advice and/or information?

Table 2 Topics covered under the self-reliance index
The SRI covered the following areas and related questions:

The questionnaire was then translated into Somali and digitalized using Kobo Toolbox. Separate questionnaires were developed, 
translated, and coded for the complex contact procedure that ensured households from the baseline could be tracked down, 
and for call-back interviews as part of the quality assurance. For key questions, the questionnaire was coded in a way that 
households’ answers from baseline were pulled from the data base for the enumerators to compare them with midline answers 
in real-time. This enabled enumerators to ask follow-up questions where significant changes between baseline and midline 
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answers were noted. 

Training of data collection team

To train the Enumerators and Field Coordinators, a training deck was developed. 50 Enumerators and 8 Field Coordinators 
were trained in a three-day training workshop, including on the purpose of the study, usage of survey tools, identification of 
households to be surveyed, survey ethics, and field and data quality assurance protocols. Repeated mock-interviews and data 
control thereof ensured all enumerators understood the training content and were able to carry out the household contact 
procedure and main interview correctly.

Data collection and measures put into place for panel survey

The data collection for the endline took place between 16 January to 10 February 2021 in Mogadishu, Kismayo, Afgooye and 
Baidoa, with Enumerators interviewing 2,708 of the sampled 3,050 households with the help of the phone-based app ODK 
Collect.The data was collected at household level in a panel survey using a close-ended questionnaire, re-visiting the same 
households that were interviewed at baseline one year prior, in 2019. Remarkably, the enumerators were able to re-contact 
89% of the total original sample of 3,050 households. To ensure as many households as possible from the baseline could be 
located and interviewed again, households were assigned a unique ID number, and the data collection was carried out in two 
phases: Contact procedure and main interview. The contact procedure involved the Enumerators calling households assigned to 
them, confirming key household composition data and booking interviews for the next day, or repeating calls if the household 
could not be reached, requesting assistance from camp leaders or village elders to locate the household, or using the GPS 
captured at baseline to locate the household if all other methods failed. The households that had moved but were still located 
within Danwadaag’s area of operation, were interviewed at their new location and GPS captured at the new household location 
to enable locating these again for the endline. The steps observed by the Enumerators in the contact and interview procedure 
are depicted in the diagramme below.

Figure 4 Household contact procedure Data quality control measures

The following mechanisms were put in place to ensure data 
quality: 

1. Automated checks were coded into the questionnaire 
to ensure coherence between answers to different 
questions, for example number of household members 
reported during midline not matching baseline results, 
income not matching expenditure etc.

2. Enumerators were assigned two Field Coordinators per 
location that coordinated the data collection, assigned 
Enumerators to specific households to interview and 
supervised data collection closely, performing on-the-
spot checks of Enumerators interviewing households, and 
targeted shadowing of Enumerators where necessary.

3. FCDO third party monitor MESH assisted with the set up 
an automated data quality control dashboard, monitoring 
quality criteria such duration and time of the interview, 
average of answers with do not know/refuse to answer, 
repeated figures of the Coping Strategy Index (CSI) input, 
and repeated figures of income and expenditure levels. 
Interviews that did not match the quality criteria were 
flagged on the dashboard and addressed up by the Study 
Coordinator for further quality checks and discarded if 

they did not pass these. Due to the nature of the panel survey, no replacement interviews were held but instead, quality 
measures including very frequent on-the-spot checks and re-training of enumerators put in place to ensure that this 
occurred as little as possible.

4. The Study Coordinator pulled together daily a quality assurance field report based on dashboard results, based on which 
feedback calls with the Field Coordinators took place, identifying areas for improvement and need for closer monitoring of 
specific Enumerators or repeating of training components for Enumerators when necessary.

5. Field Coordinators were asked to do at least three call-back checks daily, calling households already interviewed, and 
repeating key questions, the answers to which were matched with the answers recorded by the Enumerators. Differences 
were flagged and re-training of Enumerators took place where necessary as well as more frequent monitoring of those 
Enumerators where this was the case.
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9FAO SWALIM drought monitoring tool, accessible at: https://cdi.faoswalim.org/index/cdi 
10ACLED."Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) Codebook, 2022
11Seventy households: 35 host community and 35 IDP households.

Data analysis and challenges determination of displacement status

The data was consolidated and analysed using two logistic regression models, integ2 and HC. Additionally, data for the Self 
Reliance Index was distilled, and the raw data was analysed looking for patterns and trends.During data analysis, discrepancies 
were noted in the displacement status of some households. Since the regression models used to analyse the data use the 
displacement status as criterion, it was essential to understand whether these changes were correct, or to determine the correct 
displacement status, where this was not the case. In Somalia, determining the displacement status of a household or a person 
is not straightforward, as there is no written record of the status, and understandings of the criteria vary in the field and within 
communities. Based on the definition in the National Policy of IDPs, triangulated against internationally recognised criteria and 
the knowledge of field staff, a guideline tool was developed to confirm the displacement status of these households. With the 
help of this guideline, the Field Coordinators were asked to call back these households and ask specified questions to verify or 
correct their displacement status, recording all observations to enable the quality assurance team to make the last call on the 
status. As a result of this exercise, 20 households where the final displacement status could not be verified, were dropped from 
the survey. In order not to ‘lose’ the progress of IDP households towards greater equality as compared to host communities, 
those households that indicated verifiably that their status changed from IDP to host community, were still included as IDPs. 
However, it is important to note that this positive development was recorded for 8 households in our area of operation, and 
the shift was associated with land ownership and being recognised as host community by community leaders accordingly. For 
the final analysis, the verified displacement status at midline was used, and the set and number of households that we were able 
to track down at the endline to be interviewed, was applied retrospectively to midline and baseline to ensure alignment of data.

Data triangulation

The data collected through fieldwork was triangulated using two main data sources: 
 - FAO SWALIM Drought Monitoring Tool for Somalia, which reports a drought index on a monthly basis, per district; 9

 - ACLED dataset, which reports occurrences of violent events across the country.10

These datasets are displayed in a LORA visualisation dashboard which accompanies this report. They show that when the 
baseline data collection was conducted, in Nov-Dec 2019, the number of violent events occurring in the target locations was 
relatively low, and the areas surveyed were not subject to particularly difficult climatic conditions. On the other hand, when 
the endline survey was conducted (Nov-Dec 2021), violence levels were above average in all four districts surveyed, while 
both Afgooye and Baidoa districts were facing a drought rated as "extreme" by the FAO. These observations strengthen the 
robustness of the model results, which show a significant progress for IDPs on a large set of aspects, despite higher levels of 
violence and drought.

Limitations
The sampling calculations and its representation in the survey sample are approximations, as there is limited reliable population 
data available for Somalia. The LORA measures integration at household level as perceived by the interviewed head of household, 
in combination with the predicted probability of the head of the household being a host community member. Analysis can 
therefore not be carried out for individuals. However, the sex of the head of household can be used as a proxy when presenting 
gender disaggregated data. Only for specific questions were respondents asked to differentiate between male and female 
members of the household.
It is important to note that results of this report are in no way representative of the broader populations of DAC in Somalia. They 
are specific to and representative of DAC populations within the Danwadaag programme. The majority of beneficiaries included 
in this study were concentrated in Baidoa, as this was where Danwadaag had the highest target population of beneficiaries at 
the time of baseline and midline. Consequently, the overall results are skewed towards this population.  However, both modelling 
approaches account for the different populations within the study and in the reporting, we highlight where specific populations 
have high influence on the results presented. Limited conclusions can be derived for Kismayo, as in this location only targeted 
beneficiaries were sampled for the baseline, rather than the general population as this was the case for other locations, and the 
sample size was rather small.11 
Social and economic conditions are dynamic, and the needs of the population are changing. Consequently, the influence of 
certain variables on the perception of local integration might change over time while Danwadaag programming may influence 
the importance of different aspects or variables, and this can already be evidenced from the baseline to the midline. Importantly, 
local integration is not a linear process. It is influenced by shocks, such as forced evictions, natural disasters, conflict, pandemics, 
and/or a sudden increase in numbers of IDPs and returnees within a certain community that decreases the community’s 
absorption capacity.

https://cdi.faoswalim.org/index/cdi
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3. Key Findings
3.1   Targeted Overview of Displacement-Affected Communities

The table below outlines some of the unique characteristics of displacement in the urban centres that Danwadaag surveyed.  
This is designed to inform the interpretation of the results and programming recommendations that are subsequently drawn 
from the analysis. 

Map  1.  IDP settlements by location:  Mogadishu, Kismayo, Baidoa, Afgooye, by CCCM

[1] CCCM Cluster IDP site verification, December 2021
12IMAWG - Information Management and Assessment Working Group 2022.
13CCCM Cluster, Banadir site verification, July 2021.
14Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, URL: https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx 
15 CCCM Cluster IDP site verification, December 2021.

Mogadishu covers the area of the city of Mogadishu, making it the smallest 
region with the highest population, and host of the largest IDP population 
in the country – an estimated over  904,00013 in 1,80813 sites. Unlike in 
other areas, such as Baidoa, IDPs tend to come from further and cross 
state borders, leading to more diversity and more inequality across DACs. 
Most IDPs are from the Digil and Mirifle clan or the Somali Bantu minority 
group. They are accorded limited rights and are viewed by Somalis from 
the dominant clan as temporary residents. Over time IDPs have been 
pushed out to outskirts of the city – into less developed areas with limited 
access to services. Newly arrived IDPs tend to join IDP settlements in the 
periphery, where IDPs that used to stay in more central districts moved 
to.12 More than half of the IDP population resides in two districts, Daynille 
and Kaxda, located in the outskirts of Mogadishu, which is where the 
sample for LORA is taken from. Forced eviction remains a critical problem 
in Kahda and Daynile districts as  the large majority of all evictions in 
Mogadishu occur in these two districts, with the most recent drought 
conditions in 2022 worsening this situation, as could already be observed 
during the 2017 drought that was followed by mass evictions.14 Poor 
access to land and effective tenure security agreements combined with 
forced evictions and limited available space, have also increased tensions 
amongst IDPs, and between returnees, IDPs and host communities.

Kismayo hosts 146 IDP sites, with approximately 62,361 IDPs15 and 
has a long history of cosmopolitanism with 30 sub-clans diversifying 
communities.[1] Host community tend to be culturally different from 
IDPs, dominated by the Darod clan and by the competition for power 
and resources between the Guri (local) versus the Galti (outsider/at times 
local clan members relocating from Ethiopia), while Most IDPs are from 
the Digil and Mirifle clan or the Somali Bantu minority group. There is a 
high number of returnees – 64% of all assisted returns (83,191 individuals) 
from Dadaab have arrived in Kismayo. Labelling of IDPs in Kismayo has 
come to pose challenges, with labels becoming part of the community 
vocabulary in a bid to brand DACs as vulnerable and restrain their access 
to resources. This is the case for IDPs generally (Barakac), and especially for 
Returnees from Kenya being labelled as "Refugees" (Qaxooti) and Somali 
Kenyans (Siju).  Unlike in Baidoa, IDPs in Kismayo are settled near Kismayo 
town centre. Informal settlements juxtapose with more established host 
community settlements. Forced evictions are a significant challenge, with 
36% of all IDP sites being rated at high risk of eviction. Majority of evictions 
in Kismayo are carried out due to landowners intending to develop land 
sections currently being inhabited by IDPs. Densely populated urban 
centre that tripled in size and population since 1990 and will continue to 
expand due to rural-urban migration and returnee arrivals from Kenya.

BRA- Mogadishu

Jubaland - Kismayo

Area Displacement Characteristics

https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx  
https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx  
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16CCCM Cluster, Baidoa site verification, October 2021.
17NRC, I want my land, you need to go. Understanding the eviction phenomenon in Baidoa, 2022.
18CCCM Cluster, Afgooye site verification, September 2021.
19Also seen in the limited response to flooding in and around Afgooye in August 2020.

[1] CCCM Cluster IDP site verification, December 2021
12IMAWG - Information Management and Assessment Working Group 2022.
13CCCM Cluster, Banadir site verification, July 2021.
14Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, URL: https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx 
15 CCCM Cluster IDP site verification, December 2021.

BH23 Borehole  drilling 3.103512 latitude  and 43.675646 longitude, CWW, 2020

Collecting water in Kismayo, 2019, Hyungbin Lim, IOM

Traditionally divided into four districts: Horseed, Isha, Berdale and Hawl-
Wadaag, Baidoa has expanded significantly in the past decade, and 
now hosts  475,035 IDPs in 572 sites.16 Six new quarters of Salamey, 
Darussalam, Towfiq, Adada, Waberi, and Wadajir have recently been 
added. In Baidoa, there are simmering inter-clan conflicts; in part, these 
have been managed because of the presence of al-Shabaab outside the city. 
Dominated by the Rahanweyn (Digil and Mirifle) clan. Cultural proximity 
to IDPs coming from nearby leading to less disparities compared to other 
locations. Target communities are spatially marginalised, clustered on the 
outskirts of town, see map. These areas are traditionally poorly served 
by access to services, markets, and infrastructure, in contrast to the 
urban centre. Forced evictions are a major challenge with gatekeepers, in 
Baidoa also referred to as camp leaders often representing landowners’ 
interests.17 IDPs are unable to access and assert their basic housing, land, 
and property rights, mainly due to insecure land tenure arrangements in 
IDP settlements.

Approximately 36,856 IDPs are settled in 47 sites in close proximity 
to Afgooye town centre.18 Informal settlements juxtapose with more 
established host community settlements. Although eviction does not 
appear to be such a significant issue as compared to other locations, 
limited humanitarian response,19 and access for international actors is. 
New arrivals often farmers with limited other skills, leading to greater 
inequalities between IDPs and host communities with regards to access 
to services as compared to other locations.

SWS – Baidoa SWS – AfgooyeArea Area

Displacement Characteristics

Displacement Characteristics

https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx  
https://www.ohchr.org/en/issues/housing/pages/forcedevictions.aspx  
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3.2 Results Overview – Increased perceived integration and decrease
  in inequality

Two-thirds of IDPs and returnees across all locations consider themselves well integrated, rating their level of perceived integration 
as four or five on a five-point Likert-scale. This is a significant increase by almost 30 percentage points since baseline, where 
only 37% had perceived themselves as well integrated.20  All locations noticed an improvement in the perception of integration: 
In Mogadishu, 89% of IDPs feel integrated (+73 percentage points since baseline), 69% in Baidoa (+21), 40% in Afgooye (+33), 
and 36% in Kismayo (+21).

Figure 5. Statistical relevance of factors for either model

Inequalities between IDPs/returnees and host community members have substantially decreased since baseline and also since 
midline, over an extensive range of indicators. The study used the surrounding host community as a benchmark to monitor IDPs’ 
progress towards a similar standard of material, physical, social, and legal safety. There is evidence that inequalities significantly 
decreased across locations concerning trust in institutions, access to food sources, access to healthcare, income, average daily 
expenditure, ability to meet basic needs and land tenure documentation. However, significant inequalities in social cohesion 
(children playing across displacement groups), educational attainment, and housing quality persisted.

As was already the case at baseline and midline, not all aspects relevant for inequality between host community and IDPs are 
also relevant for IDPs’ perception of integration, but some do overlap. In Figure 5 below, all aspects relevant to IDPs’ integration 
perception and inequalities between the host community and IDPs are highlighted green.21  How relevant they are for either 
inequality (left column) or integration perception (right column) can be seen when looking at how far the blue bar for the 
respective aspect reaches beyond the green vertical lines that represent the point of statistical significance.22 

22As seen in the figure, some red bars reach beyond the green vertical line on the left; this means that these aspects have a negative correlation with perceived integration, in the case of 
IDPs being invited to host community members. For more information on this, please refer to chapters 1.2 and 1.3 Or for measuring the inequalities, it means that IDPs score better as 
compared to host community households, as seen for trust in institutions, where IDPs tend to have trust in more institutions as compared to host community families, and for external 
financial support, with more IDPs, unsurprisingly, receiving money from relatives, aid agencies or mosques.

20  Levels cited of baseline/midline in this endline report and results in the LORA baseline/midline reports regarding the integration perception, slightly differ. This is due to different sample 
sizes at baseline, midline and endline. To compare baseline and endline results without referring to different sample sizes, the endline sample was reapplied to baseline and midline data. 
21  Factors that are statistically significant for either the HCmodel or the integ2 model.

Pillar Sub-Criteria Variable definition
Host community (HC) IDPs & Returnees

Inequalities between HC and IDPs Perceived level of integration

Physical Safety

Safety & Security and 
Protection 

Access to latrines safely

Freedom of movement (male &female)

Access food sources safely

Access to drinking water safely

Social cohesion 

Invitations to ‘opposite’ displacement status (less formal)

Trust in Institutions

Children playing with other displacement group children

Youth playing with other displacement group youth

Participation in community GROUPS (social, political, sport etc.)

Discrimination to access income sources

Material Safety

Adequate standard of 
living (access to basic and 

social services) 

(Secular) School attendance rate

Literacy rate

Use of and Proximity to (formal) health facilities

Drinking H2O - length of time to go, collect & return

Drinking H2O - sufficient access

Drinking H2O - dependency on trucking

Access to market (for food)

Number of meals per day

(Formal & informal) Debt

Access to & use of financial services

Savings

Money from relatives (in/out Somalia), aid agencies, mosque

Adult equivalent daily expenditure (grouped)

Access to job creation / 
economic opportunities  

Income diversity

Highest education level of female in household

Highest education level of male in household

Housing, Land & Property 
(HLP) 

Housing quality

Housing type

Documentation of land occupied: title deed or written lease 

Legal Safety Participation in public af-
fairs; Access to  remedies, 

justice & documentation

Access to justice 

Access to legal services

Citizenship documents

Inclusive & responsive community decision-making

4.99

6.39

Variables in green are significant variables for either one of the models, 
meaning these factors are relevant for inequalities between HC and IDPs
 and/or how well integrated IDPs and returnees feel

Green lines show the t-value of +/- 1.96
from which indicators are
significant in the models
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Chart 3. % of IDP/Returnees who feel integrated in the community
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Chart 4. Main reason to leave previous location Chart 5. Main reason to choose current location

Household size and other basic information

The average household interviewed had 7.5 household members, with a slight increase in household size compared to baseline. 
The literacy rate of IDPs increased by 13% since baseline, from 30% to 45%, while literacy in host communities increased by 9% 
to reach 46% at endline. 62% of heads of household have no education, which is slightly lower than observed at baseline (67%). 

Push and pull factors and evictions

The majority of IDPs find themselves in a situation of protracted displacement, with 77% having been displaced for more than 
six months. 33% of IDPs have been displaced twice, and 23% have been displaced three times or more. More than 20% of 
households across all displacement groups have faced eviction before. However, only 3% percent of host community members 
and 4% of IDPs and returnees have faced eviction in the past year, showing a positive trend that can be attributed to the 
programme’s interventions with regards to preventing evictions and securing longer tenure. Only 1% state that they wish to 
move or return to their place of origin in the foreseeable future, making sustainable interventions all the more critical.

The reasons that IDPs leave locations and choose new ones remain the same as identified at baseline and midline: the main 
reason for displacement is reported as drought or flooding (40%), followed by conflict or insecurity (37%). Lack of access to 
water or food unrelated to drought was mentioned by 13%. Unsurprisingly, considering these push factors, the main reason for 
IDPs to choose the current location is the absence of conflict (42%), followed by the presence of food aid (20%) and income 
opportunities (15%). Those that left the previous location due to a conflict are more likely to choose their current location 
because of the absence of conflict. In contrast, those that left the last location due to drought or flooding chose the new place 
based on the availability of food aid. The large majority of displaced households stay within their state of origin, except for 
Mogadishu, where IDPs come from all over Somalia.

Marginalisation, discrimination, and safety

32% percent of IDPs and returnees report they feel discriminated against or marginalised with regards to access to income, 
with the most common reason being the displacement status. 57% report no fighting or threats between host community 
members and IDPs, while 18% report challenges between IDPs and host community members (most commonly reported 
in Mogadishu with 19% and Barwaqo with 28%), and 12% report challenges between IDPs and returnees (most commonly 
reported in Barwaqo with 19% and Hanano with 13%). Similarly, half the interviewed households report mistrust between 
different displacement groups, with the most common mistrust between IDPs and host communities (highest mistrust in 
Barwaqo and Hanano) and between IDPs and returnees (highest mistrust in Barwaqo and Afgooye).

Most IDP and host community households (74%) feel safe in their current location, although this share has decreased from 88% 
at midline, likely due to the elections, an increase in commodity prices, and more scarce resources with the COVID-19 pandemic 
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and the drought, which increased land disputes and lead to higher rates of evictions, hence negatively impacting the sense of 
security. The figure remains however high, as safety is relative. Especially families that have left their place of origin because of 
fighting or insecurity and chosen their current location due to the absence of conflict, will be inclined to rate their security as 
higher than the previous location. The high figures are coherent with findings that most households report they can move within 
their community freely and without fear, and that only 1% of households plan to move back to their place of origin within the 
next twelve months. That most people plan to stay in their current location, at least for the medium term, was also reflected in 
the Annual Aspirations Survey of consortium learning partner ReDSS. This means that absorption capacities in the places that 
people tend to migrate to need to be increased, including Early Solution or crisis mitigation responses to meet basic needs of 
new arrivals to sustain the status quo of host communities, as well as that of IDPs and returnees that have been in that location 
for longer, to encourage this trend and mitigate conflict around stretched resources and service provision in municipalities that 
are most likely to see increases in new IDP arrivals during crises, such as the current drought situation.

L2E beneficairies engaging his business_CWW, 2020 Community Centre Barwaqo, IOM
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3.3 Factors influencing perceived integration at endline
65% of IDPs feel well integrated. Locations where IDPs feel the most integrated are Mogadishu (89%) and Hanano/Baidoa 
(73%), in contrast with Kismayo (36%) and Afgooye (40%). Overall, we observe a remarkable increase in the share of IDPs 
feeling integrated since baseline (+28 percentage points). 

The perception of integration was influenced by trust in institutions, safe access to food and school attendance at endline. 
The latter is a new factor that did not affect the perception of integration at baseline or midline. Other factors which were 
identified to have an influence at baseline or endline, such as children playing, the number of meals consumed per day, housing 
quality, daily expenditure, and access to justice, appear no longer relevant overall to explain how well integrated IDPs feel. The 
table below displays the aspects that significantly influence how integrated IDPs feel. On the left-hand side are aspects that were 
relevant at baseline or midline but no longer at endline; the right-hand column displays the relevant aspects at endline.

Table 3 Factors influencing perceived level of integration-Midline

Table 4. Integ2 model - chances of increased perceived integration for certain variables

Table 5 Legend integ2 model coloured table

Factors influencing how integrated IDPs feel at baseline or midline Factors influencing how integrated IDPs feel at endline

• Trust in institutions • Trust in institutions
• Safe access to food
• Secondary school attendance

• Safe access to food

• The number of meals consumed per day

• Housing quality

• Youth and children playing across different displacement groups

• Adult daily expenditure

• Access to justice

Most of the factors influencing the perception of integration at midline were already relevant at baseline, except for access to 
justice, which likely became relevant at midline due to a rise in land disputes in parallel to advocacy efforts on property rights. 
It is therefore interesting that a year after midline, access to justice becomes no longer relevant to explain how integrated IDPs 
feel. A possible explanation is increased programming to address HLP rights violations, legal counselling, and dispute resolution 
trainings. The programme also increased its focus on IDP land rights and strengthening land administration systems. In addition, 
beyond the scope of the programme, USAID launched a 5-year programme in 2018, Expanding Access to Justice, which may 
now be starting to show positive impacts. 

Table 4 below displays the chances of IDPs feeling more integrated if we work on the relevant aspects in the respective locations. 
Cells in green indicate that if we work on these aspects (aspect displayed in the variable column on the left) in these locations, 
chances increase for IDPs to feel more integrated. The percentage displayed is the difference between the proportion of those 
IDPs who show this aspect as positive (the variable is correlated with their perception of integration), as compared to the overall 
for all IDPs in that location.

SWS BRA JSS

All Locations

Baidoa 

Mogadishu Kismayo

Variables ADC Hanano Barwaqo Afgooye

Trust in institutions (at 
least 2 out of 7)

12.1% 6.6% 21.1% 38.9% 2.9% 7.6% 15.7%

Safe food access (yes) -0.7% 3.1% 0.5% 1.3% -0.1% 0.9% 0.7%

Secular school 
attendance rate (cut 
point at 50%)

2.9% 2.8% 4% 3.3% -2.2% -2.7% 4.2%

Colours are per location and relative across the significant variables; Table to be read from 
top to bottom

Green maximum best observed perceived integration and 
the most improved level from the overall 
average

Yellow midpoint 50th23 percentile  of the ordered data

Red minimum worst observed perceived integration and 
the least improved level from the overall 
average

Social cohesion – Trust in institutions

Trust in institutions remains the most important aspect 
to influence how well integrated IDPs and returnees 
feel. Overall, among IDPs who indicated trusting no 
institution, only 21% felt integrated, while 75% of IDPs 
who trusted at least one institution felt integrated. This 
influence of trust in institutions has kept increasing, 

between baseline and midline, and again since midline. Its effects on the perception of integration are especially stark in Afgooye, 
where the share of IDPs who feel integrated is ten times larger among those who trust at least one institution. Improving trust 
23For large N the colours follow a normal distribution. The 50th percentile is the smallest value in the ordered list of values shown such that no more than 50% of the data is strictly less 
than the value, and at least 50% of the data is less than or equal to that value.
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Chart 6. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by trust in 
institutions

Chart 8. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by school attendance

in any one institution, ranging from health institutions, justice institutions, education institutions, religious institutions, security 
forces, local authorities, financial institutions, or (I)NGOs will likely increase the level of perceived integration by between 3% in 
Mogadishu and up to 39% in Afgooye.

Chart 7. IDP/Returnees’ perception of integration, by safe 
access to food

However, the number of meals per day is no longer significant to explain the perception of integration. Yet, the three 
locations in Baidoa exhibit a strong correlation between the two variables: 76% of those who enjoy three meals per day feel 
integrated, against 68% of those who can afford only less than three meals.

Access to justice and daily expenditure

The model identifies the key variables driving the perception of integration, in order to guide programming to address the 
most important aspects. Yet, there is evidence that other aspects, such as access to justice and adult daily expenditure, are still 
important in understanding the perception of integration, even though not significant according to the model standards. For 
instance, at endline, 78% of those who spend more than 1.9 USD per day feel integrated, compared to 70% of those who 
spend less. Similarly, 67% of those with at least one legitimate option for justice feel integrated, which is 15% higher than for 
those with no options for justice.
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Material safety – School attendance

The school attendance rate of children has a significant influence on the perception of integration, especially in the three 
locations in Baidoa. IDPs’ school attendance has considerably increased since midline, from 50% of children 5-17 years old 
attending secular school to 64%. Among IDP households with an attendance rate below 50%, the share of those who feel 
integrated is 58%, while for those with a higher attendance rate, the share jumps to 69% (up to 76% in Hanano/Baidoa).
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Factors influencing inequalities at baseline or midline Factors influencing inequalities at endline

• Social cohesion – children and youth playing across displacement groups
• Physical safety – Safe access to food
• Documentation – Citizenship documentation
• HLP – Housing type
• Basic needs - the number of meals consumed per day
• Basic needs – Access to food sources (distance to market and food sources 

available)
• Self-reliance – Income diversity
• Self-reliance – Access to financial services
• Legal safety – Access to legal services

• Social cohesion – children and youth playing across 
displacement groups

• Social cohesion – Invitations from other displacement groups
• Standard of living – Education levels 

3.4 Displacement-specific factors influencing inequalities between  
  Host Community and IDPs

The following table displays key factors influencing the inequality between host communities and IDPs and returnees. Displayed 
in the left column are the aspects that were relevant at baseline or midline for inequalities. Aspects identified as relevant at 
endline can be found in the right-hand column.influence how integrated IDPs feel. On the left-hand side are aspects that were 
relevant at baseline or midline but no longer at endline; the right-hand column displays the relevant aspects at endline.

Table 6 Factors influencing inequalities between host community and IDPs

Table 7 HCmodel observed respondent data by domain and displacement status for significant variables

Overall inequalities between host community members and IDPs have remarkably decreased since baseline. Significant inequalities 
continue to exist regarding children and youth playing across different displacement groups, invitations to social events across 
different displacement groups, and housing type. However, access to food, citizenship documentation, number of meals per day, 
income diversity, and access to legal and financial services are no longer displacement-specific factors. Nevertheless, as we discuss 
in the following paragraphs, some of these variables (and others) remain relevant in some specific locations. In addition, fewer 
inequalities do not necessarily imply that the IDPs’ situation has improved since baseline across these variables.  

Table 7 below displays these inequalities by location. The focus should be placed on cells in red, as they point out where 
inequalities between host community and IDPs are greatest, with figures showing the relative difference between the two groups 
per location and aspect, i.e. variable. Smaller numbers signify that the differences are not that big between host community 
and IDPs, and negative numbers tell that IDPs are better off than the surrounding host community regarding this aspect in this 
specific location.

SWS BRA JSS

All Locations

Baidoa 

Mogadishu Kismayo

Variables ADC Hanano Barwaqo Afgooye

Kids playing other 
groups (% Yes)

61% 41% 23% -7% 16% 3% 24%

Highest education 
level male (% at least 
primary)

5% 8% 10% 16% 6% 7% 8%

Youth playing 
(football) with other 
groups (% Yes)

53% 36% 20% 1% -1% 8% 20%

Highest education 
level female (% at 
least primary)

0% 15% 19% 13% 2% 6% 10%

Invitations from other 
displacement status 
groups (% at least 2 
out of 6 types)

10% -6% 6% 13% 13% -7% 7%

Table 8 Legend HCmodel coloured table

Colours are per variable, and show the relative differences (IDP vs HC) across locations; 
table to be read per variable from left to right

Green maximum smallest difference between IDP and host 
community

Yellow midpoint 50th percentile of the ordered differences

Red minimum biggest difference between IDP and host 
community

Social cohesion – Trust in institutions

As already observed at midline, trust in institutions is no longer 
relevant for inequalities between IDPs and host communities 
but as outlined earlier in this report, remains the most critical 
factor influencing how well integrated IDPs feel. Overall, more 
than 80% of IDPs and host community members, with no 
significant differences between the two groups, indicated 

trusting at least one institution at endline. None of the locations surveyed exhibit a noticeable difference, although, in Barwaqo/
Baidoa, both groups expressed lower trust towards institutions (63%). 
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Chart 9. % of households whose kids play with the “opposite” displacement group

Chart 10. % of households with safe access to food sources

Social cohesion – Children playing

Inequalities regarding children playing with the ‘opposite’ displacement group did not decrease since baseline, except in Mogadishu, 
where they were reduced by 26 percentage points. These inequalities are especially relevant in Baidoa: In ADC, only 35% of 
IDPs indicated that their children played with the ‘opposite’ group, compared to 95% for the host community. Similar figures are 
observed in Hanano, with only 49% of IDPs indicating their children played with the other group, against 88%. Barwaqo exhibits 
a relatively low level of social interactions between the two groups: 29% of host community members declared their children 
were playing the ‘opposite’ group, and only 5% of IDPs said so.

Social cohesion – Participation in community groups

Participation in community groups is relevant for inequalities only in ADC/Baidoa, where 47% of host community members 
indicated participating in at least one community group at endline, against 39% for IDPs. Both groups observed a sharp decrease 
in participation in community groups since midline, as both their shares were above 80% during the last iteration of the survey. 
In the other locations, overall participation in community groups has decreased, but differences between the two groups are 
not significant. 

Physical safety – Safe access to food sources and water

Since baseline, the gap between host communities’ and IDPs’ safe access to food sources has considerably decreased. At 
baseline, 85% of host community members indicated having safe access to food, compared to 73% of IDPs. The gap had already 
decreased at midline, and these figures reached 96% and 93% respectively at endline, showing an improvement for both groups 
in addition to a decrease in inequalities. This progress, already observed at midline, could be attributed to a greater presence of 
infrastructure to reach markets and security infrastructure such as lighting and police stations in the areas of operation.

Afgooye, Mogadishu, and Barwaqo/Baidoa observed the most remarkable progress. In Afgooye, where inequalities regarding safe 
access to food sources were largest, the gap between host community members and IDPs decreased by 24 percentage points 
since baseline, with now 97% of IDPs declaring safe access to food. In Mogadishu, safe access to food jumped from 75% to 
100% for host community members, and from 55% to 99% for IDPS, reducing the inequality gap by 19 points since baseline. In 
Barwaqo/Baidoa, where safe access to food was already high at baseline for both groups, the gap dropped by nine percentage 
points. 
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Chart 11. % of households sufficient access to water in both rainy and dry season

However, a higher share of IDPs indicated requiring less than 30 minutes to get water (54% for IDPs against 49% for host 
communities). This is especially the case in Afgooye and the three locations in Baidoa. Yet, in Mogadishu and Kismayo, the share 
of IDPs requiring less than 30 minutes to access water remains significantly lower (65% and 20% respectively) than for host 
community members (74% and 41%, respectively). While inequalities have decreased overall, both groups face more challenging 
access to water than they did at midline, when more than 75% of the population surveyed declared times to collect water lower 
than 30 minutes. 

Distances to food markets, identified as relevant during the midline survey, remain so at endline in some locations. In Barwaqo/
Baidoa, only 53% of IDPs are less than one hour away from the nearest food market, compared with 76% of host community 
members. In Kismayo, inequalities have increased since midline, by 16 percentage points: At endline, 90% of host community 
members declared being one hour away from the nearest food market, against 74% for IDPs.  

Material safety – Meals per day

Only 13% of households eat three meals per day, 81% eat two meals per day. The share of households eating three meals 
per day is similar in both displacement groups. Inequalities have decreased since baseline, although this is because the situation 
for host community members has significantly worsened in the last two years, while it remained stable for IDPs. Inequalities 
persisted in some locations, such as in Barwaqo/Baidoa, where the difference between the two groups reaches 12 percentage 
points in favour of host communities.

Safe access to drinking water has increased for both groups in all locations. It increased by 8% for host community members 
overall and 12% for IDPs, reducing the relatively small gap (6 percentage points) observed at midline. The most significant 
increase was observed in Hanano/Baidoa, where 78% of host community members and 81% of IDPs indicated safe access to 
water at baseline, compared to 94% and 96% respectively at endline.

Physical safety – Freedom of movement and safe access to latrines

Freedom of movement does not appear significant to explain inequalities between host communities and IDPs. Most respondents 
from both groups (more than 90%) indicated that they felt free to move in all locations surveyed. Progress on this aspect was 
observed in Mogadishu and Afgooye, where the gap between the two groups decreased by 18 and 8 percentage points since 
baseline, respectively. 

However, at night, safe access to latrines remains a stronger concern for IDPs than host community members in Barwaqo/
Baidoa, Hanano/Baidoa and Mogadishu. While overall, 79% of IDPs indicated safe access to latrines (compared to 83% for host 
communities), this share drops to 54% for Mogadishu, 23 percentage points less than host community members. In Barwaqo 
and Hanano, eight percentage points separate the figures for the two groups, indicating a trend of widening inequalities since 
baseline. 

Material safety – Access to drinking water and food

Overall, access to drinking water in the dry and rainy seasons increased by 10 percentage points since midline, and doubled since 
baseline for both IDPs and host communities. Inequalities are observed in Mogadishu and Afgooye, where the share of IDPs 
with access to drinking water is lower by 11 percentage points. Overall access for both groups is lowest in ADC/Baidoa, where 
only 48% of host communities and 45% of IDPs have access to drinking water in both dry and rainy seasons. Reliance on water 
trucking is, however, irrelevant for inequalities in all locations.
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Chart 12. % of households who can have three meals per day

Material safety – Education and literacy

Literacy remains an important feature of inequalities between IDPs and host communities in Kismayo, Mogadishu and Afgooye, 
although the gap decreased since baseline in almost all locations. Overall, 46% of host community members and 45% of IDPs 
indicated being able to read and write. In Kismayo, while the share of host community members who can read and write 
remained at 64% between baseline and endline, the share of IDPs who can do so increased from 49% to 57%. In Mogadishu, the 
gap between the two groups dropped from 16 percentage points but remained at 6 points at endline. In Afgooye, inequalities 
did not increase, as both groups' literacy rates dropped equally. 

Similarly, inequalities in educational attainment remain relevant. The share of male and female household members with at least 
some education increased overall since baseline. Still, the gap (9 percentage points for female members, 5 for male members) 
remained steady since baseline. Inequalities increased in Afgooye, to reach 12 percentage points at endline for female and 21 for 
male), as well as in Barwaqo and Hanano. In contrast, the gap in Mogadishu, Kismayo and ADC/Baidoa decreased.
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Material safety – Access to healthcare

Access to healthcare facilities is no longer relevant for inequalities. The 9-percentage point gap between host communities and 
IDPs observed at baseline was fully resorbed at endline, with 85% of both groups indicating access to and use of formal health 
facilities within 1 hour. Yet, in Kismayo, some disparities remain, as 80% of IDPs showed access, compared to 93% for the host 
community.

Material safety – Income amount and source of income

70% of host community members and 78% of IDPs earn less than 15 USD per week. Income inequalities decreased significantly 

Chart 14. % of households in which male members have at 
least some education
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Chart 13. % of households in which female members have at 
least some education
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over the course of the programme, from 15 percentage points at baseline to 8 percentage points at endline. Yet, both groups 
faced a significant decrease in income, as 40% of host communities and 55% of IDPs earned less than 15 USD per week 
at baseline. Only 0.3% of IDPs are now earning more than 25 USD, dropping from 16% at baseline. COVID-19 is a likely 
explanation, as 35% of households indicated they were affected by the pandemic. The situation seems however to be slowly 
improving since midline, when the share of households earning less than 15 USD per week was the highest. In parallel, household 
expenditure and savings increased for both groups, which provides evidence that low-profile interventions such as Income 
Generating Activities (IGA), Self Help Groups (SHG) and Village and Loan Savings Associations (VSLA) are essential to safeguard 
households against shocks.

The primary source of income by far for IDPs and host communities continues to be casual daily labour (61%) of households, 
with the washing of clothes, farming, and construction work being the most common types of casual daily work. 21% of 
households indicated that they relied on food aid, a figure which has been stable since baseline, with no significant difference 
between IDPs and host communities.  

Material safety – Ability to meet basic needs

89% of IDPs report struggling or not being able to meet basic needs. This is a sharp increase (14 percentage points) from 
midline. The situation has worsened for host community members as well, jumping from 68% at midline to 85% at endline, 
resulting in a reduced gap between the two groups. These figures reflect the significant decrease in income observed for both 
groups since baseline.

Chart 15. % of households who earn less than 15 USD per week
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Chart 16. % of households struggle to meet their basic needs



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

34

Material safety – Daily expenditure

Despite some progress since baseline, inequalities in daily expenditure between host communities and refugees remain important. 
37% of household members spend more than 1.9 USD per day among the host community, compared to 29% for IDPs. The 
gap between the two groups decreased by half since baseline, from 16 to 8 percentage points. The most significant progress 
was observed in Baidoa and Afgooye, while in Mogadishu, the share of host community members spending more than 1.9 USD 
per day was twice larger than the share of IDPs.

Overall, both IDPs and host community members allocate slightly over 70% of their spending to food items. Significant 
differences between the two groups are only observed in Mogadishu, where 56% of host community spending goes to food 
items, compared to 63% for IDPs.

Material safety – Access to financial services

Only 9% of host community members and 6% of IDPs declared having access to financial services. Figures are low in all locations, 
although they reach 15% for host community members and 12% for IDPs in Barwaqo/Baidoa. 39% of IDPs identified the lack 
of guarantor as a critical challenge to access loans (rising from 36% at midline), compared to 34% for host community members. 
Lack of assets appears slightly more relevant for IDPs (26%) than for host community members (20%). Figures are overall similar 
across locations, although Mogadishu exhibits the highest shares of households (more than 50%) where the lack of guarantor 
and the lack of assets are identified as significant issues to access loans. 

Material safety – Debt and financial savings

Having a debt is not a relevant factor for inequalities, neither is financial savings. Overall, 90% of both groups indicated having a 
debt, and 10% declared having financial savings (from 0% at baseline). None of the locations showed significant gaps between 
the two groups at endline, as the inequalities observed in Mogadishu, Kismayo and Barwaqo decreased over time.  These positive 
trends can be attributed to an increase in the share of households who receive informal transfers, up from 1% at baseline to 
28% at endline, overall for both groups. 

Material safety – Housing type

Inequalities with regards to housing type decreased between baseline and midline, and again between midline and endline but 
remain large.24 Overall, the percentage of households living in make-shift shelters reaches 47%, much higher for IDPs (53%) than 
for host community members (28%). However, substantial improvements were observed for IDPs, with 17% less indicating 
that they live in make-shift shelters now as compared to baseline, which can be attributed to programmatic efforts to upgrade 
housing. Inequalities are most significant in Mogadishu, where a 67-percentage point difference is observed between IDPs and 
host communities and in Afgooye (41-percentage point difference). 

The situation of host community members worsened since baseline, with 2% more host community members living in make-
shift shelters now, which is another likely consequence of the COVID-19 pandemic and emerging drought situation.

24  Housing type did not  appear as statistically significant in the main HC model. However, it did appear significant in the weighted model, as indicated by the persisting inequalities in 
Afgooye and Mogadishu. 
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Chart 19. % of households with written documentation for land occupied

Chart 18. % of households who live in make-shift shelters

Material safety – Land documentation

Half of the IDPs have documentation for the land occupied. Their share increased since baseline, from 42% to 50%.25 At the 
same time, the share of host community members with land documentation decreased from 58% to 45%, resulting in a lower 
share than IDPs at endline. This can be attributed to Covid-19, increased evictions, and more attention being placed on IDP 
vulnerabilities and the risk of eviction due to lack of tenure documentation compared to host community vulnerabilities.

Overall figures hide sharp contrasts across locations. While in ADC and Hanano, more than 60% of host community members 
and IDPs have tenure documentation, the figures drop to 7% for host communities and 10% for IDPs in Kismayo, and 2% for 
both groups in Afgooye.
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Legal safety – Citizenship documentation

Despite not showing significant in the model, citizenship documentation remains extremely low across the board for host 
community members and IDPs in all locations, with 97% of host community members and 98% of IDPs not having access to 
these documents. 

Material safety – Access to legal services and justice

The inequalities observed at midline for access to legal services persisted at endline, despite not showing significant in the model. 
43% of host community members have access to legal services, compared to 36% of IDPs, resulting in a gap that increased by 
1 percentage point since midline. The most significant gap is observed in ADC (8 points), where both groups' access to legal 
services has decreased since baseline. As indicated in the midline report, this could be attributed to increased HLP-related 

25At the point of data collection, the title deeds handover to 2,009 households in Barwaqo and for a further 278 households in other areas in Baidoa, had not been carried out, which 
would have resulted in higher percentages. 



DANWADAAG DURABLE SOLUTIONS CONSORTIUM
ENDLINE REPORT

36

legal counselling, awareness sessions, and rise in land disputes, with IDPs now being more aware of their rights and needs, and 
therefore more coherently reporting inequalities being treated differently as compared to the host community.

Chart 20. % of households with access to legal services
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Table 9 Aspects included in the SRI

Chart 21 Communities self-reliance index score 

Chart 22. Self-Reliance Index by location

4. Self-Reliance Index
The Self-Reliance Index (SRI) is the first global tool for measuring progress of households towards self-reliance and is used to 
target populations for assistance and to highlight service gaps. Danwadaag was already measuring components of self-reliance 
within the LORA but wanted to include the SRI tool to add more nuance to the data and have an internationally recognised tool 
that is designed to specifically measure self-reliance only. For the midline survey of the LORA, additional self-reliance questions 
were added to the questionnaire to establish a baseline for the SRI, using the guidelines from the Refugee Self-Reliance Initiative. 
These questions were then included in the endline survey. The SRI scoring system was applied to self-reliance questions that 
were already part of the LORA and additional questions added and adapted to the Somali context to ensure data was gathered 
for all domains of the SRI. For details of the scoring adapted to meet Danwadaag’s needs, please refer to the annex of the 
midline report.

The SRI includes the following aspects:

Safety Safety to pursue opportunities

Employment Income generating activities

Financial Resources Sources covering basic needs

Assistance Reliance on assistance to cover basic needs

Debt Incurrence of debt to cover basic needs

Savings Savings or assets

Social Capital Financial social capital

Relational social capital

The minimum score for the SRI is 1, the maximum 5. Since midline, the SRI for both the host community and IDP/Returnees 
has improved by 9%, with host community scoring 3.28 and IDP/Returnees scoring 3.17 at endline. The gap between host 
communities and IDPs remained the same since baseline (0.11).

Overall, the SRI is highest in Barwaqo (3.34), followed by Hanano (3.23). Mogadishu (3.08) and Afgooye (3.11) scored the 
lowest. Barwaqo observed the sharpest increase since midline (+11%), followed by ADC and Afgoye (+10%).
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5. Recommendations
Trust in institutions and social cohesion

Strengthening accountability mechanisms and working with the government to restore the social contract between DACs and 
local authorities is key to improve integration. Trust in institutions is a critical aspect affecting perceived integration. The health 
system (hospitals, health centres, physicians); the secular education system (schools, high schools, teachers); the justice System 
(customary law); public security services (police, armed forces); local authorities/ government; financial institutions; and the UN 
and NGOs all play a major role in the way IDPs perceive their integration. The stark progress observed since baseline in the 
level of trust in institutions, and its strong correlation with perceived integration reinforces the need to support local authorities 
through ensuring their decision-making and policies are inclusive of the most vulnerable and processes are supported that enable 
displacement-affected communities to bring forward their priorities. and social cohesion to increase perceived integration levels. 

Continued focus should be placed on increasing social cohesion between IDPs and their host communities. Fostering cooperation 
and productive interactions between DACs and host communities has a positive influence on the way IDPs perceive their level 
of integration. Encouraging the establishment of inclusive community groups, with the participation of IDPs, returnees and host 
communities, and creating opportunities for children and youth to play together across displacement groups remains critical, 
especially in locations exhibiting overall low level of social cohesion, such as in ADC, Hanano and Barwaqo. Besides, further 
research is required to understand the drivers of social cohesion in different socio-economic and cultural contexts. 

Access to food, water and latrines

Safe and sustainable access to water, food and latrines continues to be a critical area of intervention for DACs. Inequalities 
across these aspects decreased since the baseline of the programme, but this reduced gaps often hides a situation which has 
worsened for both IDPs and host communities. The share of households who can afford eating 3 meals per day is 13% overall, 
and less than two thirds report a safe access to drinking water in both rainy and dry seasons. In some locations such as Afgooye, 
Baidoa and Kismayo, distances to water sources and food markets remain much longer for IDPs. A continued focus must also 
be placed on ensuring a safe access to latrines at night, which remains a strong concern for IDPs especially in Barwaqo, Hanano 
and Mogadishu. 

Education

Strengthening access to education must remain a priority to address displacement-specific vulnerabilities. Across gender, IDPs 
face more challenges in accessing education than host communities, with a large share of their population reporting no education 
at all. Literacy remains low across the board (46%), with significant inequalities observed in Mogadishu, Afgooye and Kismayo. 
Education access should be explored more to understand better the barriers to inclusive access, such as affordability as availability 
seems to have been largely addressed in Danwadaag targeted areas.

Economic opportunities, sustainable livelihoods and access to finance

Encouraging market systems approaches, and increasing economic opportunities and sustainable livelihood activities is critical. 
While income inequalities between IDPs and host communities decreased over time, both groups faced a significant decrease in 
income: At endline, 78% of IDPs and 70% of host community members earned less than 15 USD per week. With the COVID-19 
pandemic and the emerging drought situation, a very large majority of respondents reported not being able to meet their basic 
needs, significantly more at endline than at baseline (+20%). Investments to support income-generating activities must also be 
accompanied by efforts in increasing the financial inclusion of DACs, who report a significantly low access to financial services in 
all locations. Options to offer credit to those who lack access or the support of a guarantor must be explored, with, for instance, 
Village, Savings and Loans Associations (VSLAs) and Self-Help Groups (SHGs) offering appropriate low-cost interventions which 
provide entry points for financial inclusion, access to documentation, and social cohesion. Jointly, further investments should be 
made to engage, and influence the targeting of large-scale market based economic recovery programming, to ensure inclusion 
of DACs and consideration of the unique vulnerabilities from the design phase.

Housing quality, access to justice, and citizenship documentation

Continued focus should be placed on improving housing quality, land tenure security, access to justice and access to citizenship 
documentation. Programmatic efforts lead to substantial improvements in housing quality for IDPs, yet the share of IDPs living 
in make-shift shelters remains higher than for host communities, especially in Mogadishu and Afgooye. Access to legal services 
remains low for IDPs in all locationsAccess to justice and ownership of citizenship documentation remains low for both groups, 
and lower for IDPs in all locations, with no significant improvement observed since baseline. 

Improving access to citizenship documentation is critical as well, for both IDPs and host communities as this enables households 
to access other services. Access to citizenship documentation remains at a low level, with no progress since baseline. Integrating 
access to citizen documentation into other interventions, such as birth certificates to access bank accounts for livelihoods 
programming is an approach that Danwadaag has piloted to address the inequalities that exist within DACs. This approach can 
be scaled and integrated further in durable solutions programming and across Danwadaag.
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Context specific vulnerability targeting

Developing area-based frameworks for interventions can increase impact for durable solutions. The findings from the endline 
survey suggest that the issues that durable solutions programming should address are not uniform across Somalia but very 
context specific. Beyond the results of the model, displacement-specific vulnerabilities vary across locations, and as such so does 
the potential impact of interventions. Specifically: 

 - In Mogadishu, substantial inequalities between IDPs and host communities remain with respect to safe access to latrines, 
access to water, literacy, daily expenditure and housing standards. 

 - In Afgooye, access to water, educational attainment, housing standards and ownership of land documentation constitute 
key persisting displacement-specific vulnerabilities, while the literacy rate dropped for both IDPs and host communities 
since baseline. 

 - In Kismayo, inequalities persist in access to food and water, literacy and access to healthcare, while ownership of land 
documentation remains relatively low for both groups. 

 - In ADC, inequalities are particularly stark with respect to social cohesion and access to legal services, while access to 
water is low for both IDPs and host communities. 

 - In Barwaqo, safe access to latrines, access to food and social cohesion constitute the main displacement-specific 
vulnerabilities. 

 - In Hanano, safe access to latrines remain relevant for inequalities, while the level of social cohesion is the lowest of all 
locations for both IDPs and host communities. 

The LORA proposes a way in which limited resources can be targeted and focused on specific areas and aspects related to 
displacement in order to ensure tangible progress towards durable solutions. Targeting decisions should be made on the basis 
of well understood context-specific vulnerabilities, not merely on displacement status. This represents a shift away from broader 
targeting based on displacement status alone and creates space for context specific interventions that address core integration 
elements such as forced evictions, land tenure security and trust in institutions. 

Moving forward

The LORA survey was carried annually throughout the Danwadaag programme to monitor progress towards durable solutions, 
to flag issues, and to adapt programming and resources accordingly, with the final survey being carried out in December 2021. It 
builds on the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) framework for Durable Solutions and the ReDSS Solutions Framework, 
combining these with localized concepts of integration and aspects relevant for IDPs’ and returnees’ perception of integration, 
and now additionally capturing a snapshot of self-reliance trends through the Self-Reliance Index. Traditionally, durable solutions 
programmes have taken a broad approach, attempting to cover the entirety of the needs and elements under the IASC or 
ReDSS frameworks. While positive, this has resulted in the loss of specificities related to displacement vulnerabilities and the 
priorities of the displaced themselves which are unique to each individual context. Accordingly, the purpose of the LORA is 
to provide contextualized analysis to focus programming and test innovative approaches to IDP integration, as an alternative 
to broader access to basic service programming. The analysis from the LORA has provided the evidence-base for critical 
reflection and adaptation within the Danwadaag programme. The findings support the overall DAC approach and enable further 
interrogation of Somalia’s unique contextual differences. The results have greatly enhanced our understanding of what makes 
the most significant impact to displacement-affected households and communities on the pathway towards (re)integration. As a 
result, Danwadaag has put land tenure security at its core, strengthened HLP linkages with access to legal services, and put more 
focus on displacement-specific vulnerabilities and social cohesion.

When we set out to do our first round of LORA survey, inequalities between IDPs and their surrounding host communities 
were significant with regards to many variables. We are seeing now that the ‘harder’ components of inequalities between 
host communities and IDPs have reduced, and IDPs are now at par with their surrounding host communities with regards 
to many variables. It is rather the ‘softer’ components and more specifically social cohesion aspects where displacement-
specific vulnerabilities are still visible and need to be addressed. Interestingly, the variable most significantly influencing how well 
integrated IDPs feel, has not changed throughout the timespan of the programme. It was and remains their level of trust in 
institutions, across all locations.

As we are seeing less inequalities between IDPs and host communities, the next iteration of the LORA in the same locations, 
will need to look in more detail into social cohesion aspects, and new standards, or benchmarks, have to be defined beyond 
reaching the level of host communities for our target communities for us to monitor progress towards enhanced self-reliance. 

The LORA has proven an important and valuable tool to:
• Measure (re)integration and displacement-specific vulnerabilities 
• Focus programming on most significant factors for (re)integration and durable solutions
• Create an evidence-base to inform an area-based approach
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It can be adapted to other contexts and programmes. For this, actors would need to:
• Adapt the questionnaire to the local context but keep it broad enough to allow for changes over time
• Include specific programme components
• Adapt the aspects surveyed and their weighting within the local context 
• Further develop the survey tool and how the logistic model is calculated

The LORA provides the ability to look beyond generic standards to interrogate more closely the factors that influence perceived 
integration and to identify where there are significant inequalities between the urban poor and displaced groups in a specific 
context. This enhanced lens has the potential to vastly increase the effectiveness and impact of durable solutions programming, 
not just in Somalia but also regionally and globally. LORA is an important step in progressing the discussion on how to measure 
displacement in Somalia. Aligned to this, it is our vision that other durable solutions actors invest further in the approach to 
improve its development, enhance learnings, and increase the sectors sphere of evidence. As we acknowledge that it is important 
for IDPs to achieve the level of host communities but that this is not the end of their journey towards self-reliance, we envisage 
defining together with other stakeholders further benchmarks beyond the level of host communities. This is to monitor closely 
their progress towards greater self-reliance against realistic standards and to gather a greater evidence base as a foundation for 
durable solutions priorities and implementation.

Health Centre Baidoa, IOM
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