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Summary inception phase findings from the Somalia displacement financing country study  
 
The research draws on an extensive literature review and 24 semi-structured interviews with 
representatives of the Federal Government of Somalia (FGS) and Federal Member State (FMS) 
governments, UN agencies, bilateral and multilateral donors, and NGOs carried out between 
19th October 2020 and 5th November 2020. 
 
Overall financing context  
 
Somalia faces profound challenges in financing its development priorities, the FGS’ scope for 
increasing domestic revenues is highly constrained and Somalia and will continue to rely 
heavily on ODA and remittances in the medium-term.  
 
Historically, ODA flows to Somalia have been dominated by humanitarian funding. The 
composition of ODA has shifted over time as development donors have re-engaged and 
scaled-up support in parallel with Somalia’s political transition. Somalia’s development 
ambitions require investment in infrastructure, capacity building and policy reform, all of 
which require a transition from humanitarian towards developmental investments and 
approaches to financing. Meeting Somalia’s development goals will also require access to 
substantial additional ODA financing.  
 
Somalia is currently grappling with two linked challenges in achieving this transition and scale-
up: (1) resuming relationships with IFIs to increase access to development finance and (2) 
reducing aid fragmentation and shifting towards use of country systems in the delivery of aid.  
 
As Somalia progresses through the HIPC process, substantial additional financing has already 
become available through the World Bank’s pre-arrears clearance grants of US$250 million in 
2018 and 2019, with an additional US$ 902.5 million in IDA grants in 2020.  
 
Efforts to improve Somalia’s historically highly fragmented aid landscape, and to consolidate 
and align investments with government-led priorities and systems have had limited impact to 
date and there are limits to the feasibility to channel funds through the treasury - with respect 
to the government’s capacity to deliver programming with funds channeled through the 
treasury.  
 
Funding and financing landscape for durable solutions  
 
Financing for durable solutions falls squarely within this incomplete transition from 
projectised internationally driven aid towards programmatic and nationally aligned funding. 
Financing for durable solutions remains relatively rooted in a traditional grant funding model 
with the majority of funding provided by a small sub-group of donors (the EU TF, the UK 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCDO), SDC and Danida). 
 
Policy environment: Under the leadership of the UN and the FGS, targeted financial and 
technical support from the Swiss Government, from the regional Inter-governmental 
Authority on Development (IGAD), funded by the World Bank, and from the EU have 
contributed to substantial progress in achieving an enabling policy environment for durable 
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solutions in a relatively short period of time. The Somalia Durable Solutions Initiative (DSI) 
was launched in early 2016 by the DSRSG/RC/HC and led by the FGS to support government-
led delivery of durable solutions and to provide a unifying framework for government and 
international partners. International partners have worked closely with the government to 
establish key policy frameworks and commitments and hope to continue to carry through this 
work through to anchoring key rights in legislation. International partners have also 
encouraged and supported government to establish institutions and coordination 
mechanisms to support implementation. The policy and institutional environment for durable 
solutions in Somalia is therefore relatively advanced and displacement and durable solutions 
are no longer considered a marginal theme and concern of humanitarian actors only.   
 
Allocative efficiency: It is now possible to track funding for durable solutions with the 
introduction of a durable solutions marker within the government’s Aid Flow Mapping tool, 
which both enables identification of investments contributing to durable solutions and links 
them to pillars of the National Development Plan. However, The Durable Solutions Strategy 
is not yet supported by costed and prioritised plans. This in turn creates challenges for 
resource mobilization, prioritization and sequencing of investments. Despite the existence of 
a donor working group on durable solutions, funding decisions are reportedly determined on 
the basis of donor priorities. The financing architecture in Somalia does not effectively 
support durable solutions. The MPF has funded very few durable solutions projects to date 
and while a new fund for durable solutions has been mooted, it is currently in discussion only. 
Overall, funding for durable solutions remains fragmented and relatively short term.   
 
Durable solutions programming: Area-based programming approaches to durable solutions 
are perhaps the earliest concerted programmatic approach to supporting durable solutions 
in Somalia, with the first generation of these programmes initiated in 2016, just as durable 
solutions were established at the national policy level as a key priority through the Durable 
Solutions Initiative. A small sub-set of donors – notably the EU TF, the UK FCDO, the SDC and 
the Danida - have been key to initiating and supporting the evolution of this “very new and 
innovative sector”.  
 
Each of the major durable solutions consortia and programmes have received multi-year 
funding, which in some cases is flexible by design, or in its management by donors, to allow 
adaptative management in response to new evidence and changing circumstances.  The 
multi-year and outcome focussed approaches targeting wider displacement affected 
communities represent a significant progression from short-term humanitarian projects 
providing relief assistance to IDPs and funding recipients consider this level of predictability 
and flexibility to be a substantial enabling factor for the delivery of outcome focussed and 
responsive programming.  
 
However, while the multi-actor consortium model provides a more streamlined and 
coordinated approach among consortia members they are nevertheless designed, funded 
and managed largely outside of government-led processes.  
 
Integration of durable solutions into the national development agenda: NDP 9 (2020-24) is 
built from an analysis of poverty and its causes and is streamlined under four pillars which 
link to a government-owned framework. Durable solutions is identified as a cross-cutting 
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policy priority mainstreamed across all pillars and supported by a separate Durable Solutions 
Strategy intended to more clearly identify priority programming. As noted above however, 
the Durable Solutions Strategy is not yet supported with a costed prioritized plan and 
integration of durable solutions into development programming is in a relatively early stage. 
The capacity of government to lead and delivery national level programmes is highly 
constrained. Donors also do not have the right financing instruments to support these 
programmes. Notably, the national social safety net programme, perhaps the only 
government-led national development programme at this point, does not currently prioritise 
displacement affected communities and donor support is relatively small in scale, 
fragmented, and short-term (see below).  
 
Private sector engagement: There is no clear strategy to engage the private sector in the 
delivery of durable solutions although it is widely acknowledged that private sector 
investment and services will be critical in scaling durable solutions and efforts to engage with 
the private sector as key partners in supporting the delivery of durable solutions have been 
limited overall. Markets are heavily deregulated and a high-risk environment for investment 
and efforts to use public sector funding and financing (including ODA grants, loans and 
guarantees) to incentivise or reduce risks to private sector investment for durable solutions 
have received very limited attention to date.  
 
Summary of thematic areas of focus  
 
Lessons from area-based durable solutions programming A set of lessons pertinent to 
funding and particularly the scale-up and effective targeting of investments are summarised 
as follows:  
 

• Delivering outcome-focussed programming: Despite a clear aspiration to deliver 
durable solutions at outcome level ultimately the first generation of durable solutions 
programmes struggled to demonstrate a clear causal linkage between the activities 
and progress in achieving durable solutions. The second generation of programmes 
has invested in developing theories of change and tools to monitor indicators of 
integration. There may be scope to integrate monitoring and outcome evidence into 
design of future funding arrangements.  

• Sustainability: Although multi-year funding is a significant advance on short-term 
humanitarian funding, evaluations of EU REINTEG funded durable solutions 
programmes raised serious questions about the sustainability of major areas of 
programming in the absence of continued donor funding. Given the large-scale 
investment in some of these programmes it is worth questioning whether the focus 
and duration of investments is appropriate.  

• Cost-efficiency: As durable solutions programmes consider how to move to delivering 
outcomes at scale, the cost-efficiency of the multi-sectoral, multi-stakeholder 
consortium model will require careful planning and consideration.  

• Prioritisation and sequencing of investments: Many obstacles to achieving durable 
solutions are outside of the scope of influence and life-span of durable solutions 
programmes. The second generation of durable solutions programmes have included 
notably stronger emphasis on engagement and investments in capacity strengthening 
of government counterparts at FMS level. Without greater coherence with national-



 

 4 

level development priorities, policies, development programmes and timeframes, the 
impact of durable solutions programmes and the return on investments will be 
limited.  

 
Thematic focus – preliminary findings 
Social safety nets: In contrast to area-based durable solutions programmes, the social 
protection agenda in Somalia aspires to deliver a unified national-level programme. It is also 
a priority with a broad base of support across government and the international donor 
community.  
 
Donor approaches to support the government’s social safety do not currently appear to 
support the delivery of the government’s stated ambition of achieving a “sustainable and 
comprehensive national system”. Donor priorities and initiatives risk driving a fragmented 
approach to developing and scaling up a national social protection programme. The two large 
World Bank and EU programmes are expected to need to be reconciled at some point. They 
currently proceed however according to their own timelines and objectives. There are also a 
range of smaller-scale experiments in predicable transfers underway.  
 
There are currently two major donor funded social protection programmes under 
development, the World Bank Baxnaano programme, and EU-funded programme, which is 
part of the EU’s wider ILED programme funded through the EU TF. Although these 
programmes were developed with reference to the national social protection policy, and 
reportedly synergies are discussed through donor and operational coordination forum, they 
were in practice developed separately and differ in a number of respects. The inclusion of 
IDPs is reported to not be a priority within the World Bank and EU programmes and is 
reportedly a low priority issue in coordination discussions.  
 
Donors are constrained in their ability to provide long-term funding commitments to the 
national social protection programme. The World Bank has funded the Baxnaano programme 
through its HIPC pre-arrears clearance fund, but in order to scale up in 2020 to respond to the 
locust crises, the World Bank had to draw funds from another regional crisis window, which 
required development of a new programme and agreement. EU funds are drawn from the EU 
TF, which will close in 2021. Scale-up will rely on donor contributions, but there is not yet a 
model or vehicle for channelling funds, apart from in principle bilateral contributions to World 
Bank programmes.  
 
Housing, land and property: Durable solutions programmes have experimented with a wide 
range of models to support the shelter needs of DACs including provision of rental subsidies, 
provision of temporary shelter kits, and a range of construction models, including 
constructions co-financed by IDPs through access to credit from community savings and loans 
associations.  There are avid debates on the merits and relative costs of different shelter 
options and the implications of costs for the feasibility of scale-up.  
 
Addressing the housing needs of DACs however, rests primarily on the ability to secure 
property rights, and not on the physical provision of shelter and most land tenure problems 
in Somalia cannot be resolved at the level of a durable solutions programme. The logical 
sequencing and appropriate level of investment in resolving the housing needs of DACs is the 
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subject of active debate that spans many foundational issues in Somalia’s development and 
political settlements between Somalis that include resolving historic claims to property and 
reaching settlements on people’s rights to access and reside in cities.  
 
Among development actors there is an emerging consensus that housing for IDPs should be 
considered within the framework of a more comprehensive urban development strategy, that 
does not target populations on the basis of displacement status. And that solutions are likely 
to be highly context specific and are likely to advance at different speeds depending on local 
opportunities and enabling conditions. There is currently an opportunity to address these 
issues by bringing together urban and durable solutions working groups to see how to best 
work together at city level.   
 
There are committed investments in urban development, notably the World Banks’ Second 
Urban Resilience Project, worth US$112 million, which works directly with municipal and 
regional governments to strengthen the public service delivery capacity of local governments 
and increase access to urban infrastructure and services.  
 
Sustainable financing options would rely heavily on government (including Federal 
government, Member States and municipalities) and private sector leadership and 
investment. Construction and service provision are already provided by the private sector. 
There are opportunities for government to use regulation and tax incentives to improve 
quality and accessibility of services to the poorest and most vulnerable. There are also 
opportunities to incentivise private sector investment with financing instruments including 
access to finance and risk guarantees. Discussions on private sector engagement are currently 
in very early stages. 
 
Meanwhile, piecemeal investments among in the provision of shelter for IDPs continue across 
an array of UN and NGO programmes. This risks further fuelling the status-based separation 
of IDPs, particularly where projects relocate IDPs to new and often peri-urban locations, rent-
seeking, land speculation and cycles of eviction.   
 
 
 
 


