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ANNEX 1:  LORA BASELINE RESULTS IN DETAIL,    
 ORGANIZED BY IASC FRAMEWORK CRITERIA

IASC PHYSICAL SAFETY

Safety & Security and Protection

The	majority	of	Displacement-affected	communities	(DACs)	feel	either	safe	or	very	safe	in	the	place	where	they	
currently live (91%). An explanation for the high number could be that the safety aspect is relative, and that 
respondents	compare	their	current	location	to	the	location	that	they	had	to	leave,	and	often	because	of	conflict.	
The results for the feeling of safety are coherent with the results that respondents feel they can move freely 
within the community (Chart 22), with 93% of male and 90% of female respondents being able to move freely. 
The main obstacles are restrictions to move at night (53%), the presence of gatekeepers (17%), and gender-
based violence (10%). Given these high values it is understandable that the freedom of movement aspect, 
combined	across	males	and	females,	did	not	show	significant	inequalities	between	host	communities	and	IDPs	
nor	high	influence	on	level	of	integration.	

Chart 22: Are the members of your household able to move freely without fear in your community?
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The feeling of safety is also related to the household’s plans to move. Only 5% of the interviewees plan to move 
back to their place of origin within the next twelve months. 27% of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) have been 
displaced for four or more years. 65% of IDPs have been displaced twice, with 29% having been displaced three 
times or more. 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	partner	ReDSS.	This	means	that	absorption	capacities	
in the places that people tend to migrate to need to be increased. This includes Early Solution responses to meet 
basic needs of new arrivals in order to sustain the status quo of host communities, as well as that of IDPs and 
returnees that have been in that location for longer.

Access to latrines and to drinking water sources was also considered to be safe by the majority of respondents 
(Chart	23	and	Chart	24)	and	neither	aspect	showed	significant	inequalities	between	host	communities	and	IDPs	
or	influence	on	level	of	integration.	Around	17%	of	the	concerns	raised	with	regards	to	the	latrines	were	safety-
related, with people either feeling unsafe using or going to the latrine at day or night. This is consistent with 
the information obtained when households were asked directly about safe access to latrines. Worryingly, one 
quarter of the population (24%) cannot safely access latrines. One of the factors that could arguably increase 
the safety to access latrines is having separated facilities for men and women. Currently, only 12% of the latrines 
are gender-separated.
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Chart 23: How safe is your access to latrines?
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Chart 24: How safe is your access to drinking water?
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Under	this	sub-criterion	the	only	significant	aspect	in	both	the	HCmodel	and	integ2	model	was	safe	access	to	
food,	which	showed	both	inequalities	between	host	communities	and	IDPs	(Chart	4)	and	a	significant	influence	
on perception of integration (Chart 5).

Box 2: Safety & Security and Protection

The	majority	of	the	population	feel	safe	in	their	current	location	and	are	able	to	move	freely.	These	reflect	
in the small (5%) percentage of households that plan to move back to their place of origin within the next 
12 months. The conditions show an opportunity to strengthen durable solutions programmes in the area, 
reducing the risk of people dropping from the programme due to repeated forced migration.
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Social Cohesion 

The	interaction	between	different	displacement-affected	groups	is	important	for	the	integration	in	the	community.	
Therefore, multiple questions were asked to understand better social interaction and social cohesion.

Table 11. Participation in social events (sports, community, political)

Host Community IDP Returnee Total

Yes 18% 13% 11% 14%

No 81% 85% 88% 84%

Do not know/Refuse to answer 2% 2% 1% 2%

Only 14% of the households participate in social activities in the community, as shown in Table 11. Similarly, their 
participation	in	these	specific	groups	showed	a	negative	correlation	with	level	of	integration	although	given	the	
low numbers who responded positively to the question above limited conclusions can be drawn from this.

Chart 25: Level of integration for IDP and Returnees and number of groups they participate in
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Children playing with children from other displacement status families showed both inequalities between 
host	community	and	IDP	(Chart	7)	as	well	as	having	an	influence	on	perceived	level	of	 integration	(Chart	9).	
Youth playing with youth from other displacement status families also showed inequalities between host 
community and IDP respondents (Chart 8).  When households were asked if a member of the family had married 
into another displacement group, 18% of IDPs and returnees’ households had married members of the HC. 
When HC was asked about marriage with other groups, the percentage dropped to 14%. 

Cross-group invitations to special events showed a negative correlation with level of integration and is 
discussed in the main body of the report (Table 10). 

Regarding their trust in organisations and institutions, interviewees were asked to rate their trust on a scale 
from	one	to	five.	The	most	trusted	institutions	are	mosques,	followed	by	Public	Security	Services.	For	further	
details	on	the	rating,	please	refer	to	Table	12.	This	aspect	was	highly	influential	to	respondents	perceived	level	
of integration (Chart 6).
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Table 12. Level of trust from 1-5 for the groups/institutions/organizations

(None) 1 2 3 4 (A great deal)5

Health System (Hospitals, Health Center, Physicians) 22% 35% 28% 11% 3%

Host Community 25% 30% 29% 13% 3%

IDP 21% 41% 23% 11% 3%

Returnee 20% 29% 38% 10% 2%

Secular Education system (Schools, High schools, teachers) 12% 38% 32% 14% 5%

Host Community 14% 40% 29% 13% 4%

IDP 10% 40% 31% 14% 4%

Returnee 12% 30% 37% 14% 6%

Justice System (Customary law) 21% 28% 30% 15% 4%

Host Community 22% 33% 28% 12% 3%

IDP 21% 27% 29% 17% 5%

Returnee 20% 23% 36% 15% 4%

Public Security Services (Police, Armed Forces) 12% 33% 31% 17% 7%

Host Community 14% 35% 28% 16% 6%

IDP 12% 31% 30% 18% 7%

Returnee 9% 32% 35% 16% 7%

Non-Governmental Agencies (NGOs)* 18% 37% 29% 12% 4%

Host Community 16% 41% 27% 12% 4%

IDP 17% 37% 29% 12% 4%

Returnee 21% 30% 33% 13% 3%

United Nations Agencies (not included in the model) 26% 28% 26% 13% 6%

Host Community 25% 32% 26% 11% 6%

IDP 28% 24% 26% 14% 7%

Returnee 22% 30% 25% 15% 7%

Mosques/ Religious community 18% 20% 33% 23% 6%

Host Community 16% 21% 31% 25% 6%

IDP 19% 17% 32% 24% 6%

Returnee 16% 22% 37% 19% 6%

Local Authorities / Government 17% 34% 25% 15% 7%

Host Community 15% 41% 25% 12% 5%

IDP 18% 30% 26% 17% 7%

Returnee 18% 33% 26% 15% 7%

Financial institutions 26% 30% 23% 14% 5%

Host Community 27% 32% 21% 13% 4%

IDP 24% 29% 24% 15% 6%

Returnee 27% 29% 24% 12% 6%
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IASC MATERIAL SAFETY
Adequate Standard of Living Without Discrimination

Food

Almost every household has at least one food source available (99%) and more than half (59%) have two or 
more food sources available. The majority of households have a local market (78%) available close to their 
location. This percentage increases for the host community (86%) and drops for IDPs (72%) and returnees 
(80%), as depicted in Chart 26. Consequently, there is a larger percentage of IDP and returnee population that 
has to rely on other sources like food aid or their own production. Moreover, host community households live 
closer to local markets than IDPs and returnees. 78% of the host community lives less than an hour from the 
market, while the percentage reduces for IDPs and returnees to 69%. However, access to market for food did not 
greatly	influence	either	level	of	integration	or	show	significant	equalities	between	host	communities	and	IDPs.

Chart 26: What are the sources of food you have in your location?
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Accordingly, 64% of the IDPs identify the distance as the main challenge to access local markets, while this 
percentage	drops	 to	 60%	 for	HC.	This	 reason	 is	 followed	by	 transport	 difficulties	 (35%),	 and	 food	 shortage	
(29%). Only 1% of the population feels discrimination as a challenge to access food sources. Collecting data on 
nutrition	requires	a	different	and	more	complex	methodology;	instead,	a	proxy	measure	was	used,	asking	how	
many meals per day the household consumes. Only 15% of the households eat three meals per day, 78% eat 
two	meals	per	day	and	7%	eat	only	one	meal	per	day.	This	proxy	measure	showed	both	a	significant	influence	
on level of integration (Chart 14) and inequalities between host communities and IDPs (Chart 13).

Box 3: Food

The main available food sources are local markets - by far. This is followed by food aid but primarily for 
IDPs. Returnees rely equally on food aid and own production after local markets. The main challenge to 
access	food	sources	is	the	distance	to	local	markets.	This	is	followed	by	transport	difficulties,	and	then	food	
shortage. Only 15% of the households eat three meals per day. This shows that even with the availability 
of food sources, food is still scarce. This aspect is also an important predictor of whether a household feels 
integrated and inequalities between host communities and IDPs should be addressed. Accessibility to 
resources seem to present a challenge rather than distribution channels.
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Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene (Wash)

The DACs have an average of 1.2 water sources per household available and about 85% of the households 
have only one source available. The main source of drinking water is the public tap for 33% of all households.

Reliance	on	water	trucking	as	a	source	of	drinking	water	was	seen	to	have	a	significant	influence	on	level	of	
integration (Chart 12) but showed little inequality between host communities and IDPs.

According to Sphere standards,1the waiting time at water source should be less than 30 minutes. 42% of the 
households do not meet this standard, as depicted in Table 13. This access to water in terms of time to collect, 
wait and return did not show strong correlation with either level of integration or inequalities between host 
community and IDPs.

Table 13. Time to go, collect water, come back with usual means of transportation

Host Community IDP Returnee Total

< 0.5 hours 65% 54% 56% 58%

1/2 to 1 hour 29% 35% 35% 33%

> 1 hour 6% 11% 10% 9%

Regardless of the type of water source, a large percentage of households (83%) consider their access to drinking 
water as safe. The main challenge that households face to access drinking water is waiting time at the source. 
The second biggest challenge to access water is the cost (30%), and the third is the distance to the water source 
(24%), which matches the percentage of households that live more than half an hour away (42%). The fourth 
biggest	challenge	is	the	lack	of	sufficient	water	(24%).	Remarkably,	only	0.1%	stated	that	they	were	marginalized	
or discriminated with regards to their access to a source of water. The data available allows for an estimation of 
water consumption per household member per day (drinking and non-drinking): About 61% of the households 
consume 15 litres or more per person per day, with a higher percentage for host communities (68%), followed by 
IDPs (60%) and returnees (53%), see Table 14. This implies that 39% of the households cannot meet their basic 
water consumption needs according to Sphere standards of 15 litres per person per day (PPPD).

Table 14: Water per person per day (PPPD)

Host Community IDP Returnee Total

Less than 7.5 litres 4% 4% 8% 5%

7.5 – 14.9 litres 28% 36% 40% 34%

More than 15 litres 68% 60% 53% 61%

The extreme climate in Somalia with severe droughts during one part of the year and excessive rains during 
others,	affects	the	water	supply,	see	Chart	27.	During	dry	season	only	40%	of	the	households	consider	their	
access	 to	water	 resources	as	sufficient.	 In	 contrast,	 during	 rainy	 season	 the	percentage	of	households	 that	
considers	their	access	to	water	resources	as	sufficient	 is	79%.	Across	the	whole	year,	 inequalities	 in	access	
to	 water	 were	 observed	 between	 host	 communities	 and	 IDPs	 (Chart	 11)	 but	 no	 clear	 influence	 on	 level	 of	
integration.

1 The Sphere Handbook: Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Humanitarian Response, 2018, 106. 
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Chart 27: Do you consider your household has access to sufficient drinking water?
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Despite water scarcity, people are willing to share their water. However, there is a strong tendency to share water 
with people of the same displacement group. 80% of the host community households are willing to share with 
other	host	community	members;	this	percentage	rises	to	90%	for	IDPs	that	are	willing	to	share	with	other	IDPs	
and drops to 70% for returnees willing to share with other returnees. The households are less prone to share with 
other displacement groups: in the case of host communities, only 32% are willing to share with IDPs and 45% 
to share with returnees. IDPs are willing to share with host community in 50% of the cases and with returnees in 
68% of the cases. Returnees are willing to share with host community in 26% and with IDPs in 37% of the cases. 
The percentages of households willing to share their water resources is lowest for returnees, who are also the 
group that reports the least water consumption of all. 

Box 4: Water

Despite every household having a water source available, there is room for improvement in terms of water 
quality	and	quantity	of	water	available,	especially	in	dry	season.	The	water	scarcity	affects	more	than	20%	
of the population during rainy season and that percentage increases to 59% during dry season. The main 
problem the population faces to access water sources is the waiting time, suggesting that not enough water 
sources are available per head.

Similar to the water situation, the main issue people face to access latrines is the waiting time (51%). The second 
issue is the number of people sharing one latrine. The issues raised by the households are consistent with other 
data collected. Sphere Standards establish a maximum of 20 people per latrine,2but of the studied population 
46% of the households share the latrine with more than 20 people. The Sphere standards are hence not met for 
54% of the households.

Box 5: Sanitation

The main challenges in accessing latrines are the waiting time and overcrowding. Actions must be directed 
to increase the supply of latrines.3

Health

The majority of households (89%) have access to either public or private health facilities. Less than 40% of the 
households live less than half an hour away from the health facilities. As mirrored for other services, HC tend to 
live closer to services than IDPs and returnees, with 50% of HC living less than half an hour away, as compared 

2 The Sphere Handbook: Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Humanitarian Response, 2018, 116. 
3 According to the raw data, a large portion of the population was not able to safely access the latrines. This raw data evidence on safety of 
latrines	was	not	backed	up	by	either	of	the	models	and	has	therefore	little	influence	on	integration	and	inequality	-	unlike	the	raw	data	might	
suggest.	It	was	therefore	removed	from	main	findings.	There	were	several	examples	like	this	where	the	use	of	models	put	findings	in	the	raw	
data into proportion. The main report therefore only refers to those aspects that were relevant in either of the two models used. 
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to 35% of IDPs and 34% of returnees. Surprisingly, 80% of the households state that they have access to public 
or free health care centres. 

The availability of health facilities is consistent with a high percentage of households (88%) reporting that they 
seek treatment at a formal health facility whenever a family member is sick or injured. The households that did 
not seek treatment reported income-related reasons (54%) or distance to the health facility (52%) as barriers. 
Given these overall high levels of accessibility and use of formal health facilities no clear inequalities were 
observed	between	host	communities	and	IDPs	nor	significant	influence	on	level	of	integration	(Chart	28).

Chart 28: Availability and use of formal health facilities (score)
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*Score: 0 – if no use of formal health facilities and time to reach > 1hr, 1 – if no use of formal health facilities and time to reach 
<= 1hr, 2 – if use of formal health facilities but time to reach > 1 hr, 3 – if use of formal health facilities and time to reach <= 1hr

Box 6: Health

A large majority of the population has access to basic health facilities and uses them when needed. Bearing 
in mind that most of the medical facilities are run by aid organisations or funded through foreign aid, the 
provision of medical services is not sustainable. A mapping of services should be carried out to identify these 
challenges with regards to sustainability of health service provision that make the population dependent on 
programming and therefore vulnerable.

Education

The population has a very low literacy rate with only 34% of above 5-year-olds being able to read and write. 
A big gap between male and female literacy exists, with 42% as compared to 26%. Inequalities between host 
communities and IDPs were observed in literary rate	 (Chart	10	and	Table	15)	but	 little	 influence	on	 level	of	
integration.

Table 15: Literacy Rate (0 - 1)

95% Conf. Interval

Displacement Status N Mean Std. Err. Lower Upper

Host Community 968 0.375 0.010 0.355 0.395

IDP 1,403 0.259 0.008 0.244 0.273

Returnee 679 0.382 0.012 0.357 0.406

All 3,050 0.323 0.006 0.312 0.334

The	literacy	rate	increases	when	younger	population	is	taken	into	account;	for	people	between	5	and	17	years	
old, the literacy rate is 39%, compared to 34% for people between 18 and 35 years, 24 % for people between 36 
and 49 years old, and 16% for people 65 years and older. 
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Although generally low levels of education were observed, 91% of the respondents report that either a public or 
a private school is available in the area (85% report having a public school in the area, 34% a private school). 
Availability of public schools is above 80%. The majority of schools in the area are elementary (60%), followed 
by high schools (30%). Universities are only available in the area of 10% of the households. 

Although there are schools available, school attendance rates are low. Of the school-aged population (5 - 17 
years old), only 42% attend school. Females are less likely to attend school with 39%, as compared to male 
population with 46%. This tendency replicates across displacement groups. The main reason for children not 
to attend school is the lack of economic resources (38%), followed by work related issues (11%). Considering 
the Muslim culture, Danwadaag had expected to have a greater presence of Quranic education with respect 
to	 secular	 education.	Although	 in	 terms	 of	 school	 availability	 there	 is	 a	 small	 difference,	 school	 attendance	
increases 8 points from secular to Quranic schools. Quranic schools are available for 80% of the households. 
Out of those, 91% of the Quranic schools available are Madrasas.4 Attendance in Quranic schools is 50% and 
the attendance rate is higher by more than ten points in comparison to that for secular schools. Secular school 
attendance rate	did	not	influence	level	of	integration	nor	show	inequalities	between	host	communities	and	IDPs	
(Table 16).

Table 16: Secular school attendance rate (0 - 1)

95% Conf. Interval

Displacement Status N Mean Std. Err. Lower Upper

Host Community 968 0.411 0.011 0.388 0.433

IDP 1,403 0.358 0.010 0.339 0.377

Returnee 679 0.537 0.015 0.507 0.566

All 3,050 0.415 0.007 0.401 0.428

Box 7: Education

More than 90% of the households have access to schools in the area. Despite that, only around 50% of the 
school-aged population attends school (this is the case for both secular and Quranic schools). The main 
reason mentioned is lack of economic resources. Awareness campaigns on the importance of education, 
as well as education subsidy programmes are necessary to increase school attendance and literacy rates. 
Further research and coordination with actors implementing education programmes is necessary to explore 
in detail the reasons for low school attendance rates and how to counter them best.

Debt, Savings and Access to financial services

The majority of households (HC 89%, IDP 89%, Returnee 92%) reported being in debt or making a loan 
repayment	in	the	past	week.	Only	1%	said	they	had	an	account	with	a	financial	institution,	which	means	that	
the large majority has debts with informal money loaners or with private contacts. Similarly, only 1% across all 
households	said	they	saved	money	in	the	past	week	or	had	a	savings	account	at	a	financial	institution	and	only	
1% of people reported receiving money from relatives (in or out of Somalia), aid agencies, mosques or from 
humanitarian organisations. Given the consistency across households, it is not surprising that having debt, 
savings,	access	to	financial	services	or	informal	money	transfers	did	not	influence	level	of	integration	nor	show	
large inequalities between host communities and IDPs. 

Daily Expenditure

As expected, the daily expenditure per capita is extremely low for the target households, with 90% reporting 
expenditure lower than USD1.9 per person per day, as detailed in Table 17.5 Only 8% of the households 
report being able to meet their basic needs. Despite the possible biases with regards to daily expenditure, the 
information is coherent with the households that declare having a stable income and being able to meet all their 
current needs, reaching only 5%. The derived model variable for this of daily expenditure per adult equivalent 

4 Equivalent to elementary school.
5 The livelihoods questions collected were related to income, expenditure and employment. In a context with large presence of aid and 
development programmes, it is likely that the information has under or over estimation biases, when exploring income and expenditure. For 
this reason, an additional question regarding the capability of the households to meet their basic needs was included. 
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was	 found	 to	 significantly	 influence	 both	 level	 of	 integration	 (Chart	 15)	 and	 show	 inequalities	 between	 host	
community and IDP (Chart 16).

Table 17: Daily expenditure per capita

Daily Expenditure per capita Host Community IDP Returnee Total

Less than USD1.9 88% 92% 91% 90%

USD1.9 - USD3.2 6% 3% 6% 5%

USD3.2 - USD5.5 4% 3% 3% 3%

USD5.5 - USD10 2% 1% 1% 1%

More than USD10 0% 0% 0% 0%

Access to Job Creation / Economic Opportunities

The	main	source	of	income	the	majority	of	households	(74%)	is	casual	labour,	with	the	variation	between	different	
displacement groups being less than 2% (Chart 29). In 83% of the cases, households only have one source 
of income. In 23% of the households no adult individual is working. This number could be used as a proxy 
for an unemployment rate. Out of the people who do work, only 17% report working more than 40 hours per 
week. Income diversity	did	not	significantly	influence	level	of	integration	nor	show	inequalities	between	host	
communities and IDPs.

Chart 29: Number of household income sources
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68% of the heads of household do not have any education, and only 13% having done literacy school, 13% 
primary	and	4%	secondary	school.	Furthermore,	there	is	a	difference	between	the	maximum	level	of	education	
reached by male and female members of the household, with a higher percentage of female population without 
education (67%), compared to the male population reporting not to have any education (52%). Education level 
of the most senior male and female in the household were included in the analyses under access to job 
creation and economic opportunities, proxying the potential of these households to bring in income (Chart 30). 
Neither	aspect	had	a	significant	influence	on	level	of	integration.	Additionally,	neither	showed	notable	inequalities	
between host communities or IDPs.
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Chart 30: Highest secular education for household most senior male & female
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Box 8. Education and school attendance rates

More than 90% of the households have access to schools in the area. Despite that, school attendance 
rates are under 50% for secular schools and close to 50% for Quranic schools. The main reason they 
point out for children not to attend school is the lack of economic resources. Awareness campaigns on the 
importance of education, as well as education subsidy programmes might be necessary to increase school 
attendance and literacy rate. Further research is necessary to explore in detail the reasons for low school 
attendance rates.

Box 9: Access to job creation / economic opportunities

Income	 and	 employment	 are	 two	 highly	 related	 variables.	 Unemployment	 affects	 almost	 one	 fourth	 of	
the households, and for those that do work, most of them are working in casual labour, likely under poor 
conditions. It is necessary to carry out further research in order to be able to tailor economic activities 
better to the population’s needs, to boost employment and consequently increase income and decrease 
vulnerability.

Housing, Land and Property

More than 20% of the households across all displacement groups have faced eviction. From the households 
that have been evicted in the past, more than half (65%) have experience repeated eviction. Only 17% of the 
population owns the land they live on and the majority of the land on which DAC live is privately owned (67%).
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Less than half of the households (47%) have a written agreement or a land title deed for the land they occupy. The 
informality	of	land	ownership	and	land	occupation	is	also	reflected	in	the	small	percentage	(12%)	of	households	
that pay anything or give any type of good or service for staying on the land they occupy. Inequalities between 
host communities and IDPs were observed for land documentation (Chart 20).

In contrast to obvious conclusions given the informality of land ownership, only 16% perceive their risk of eviction 
as very high or high, whereas 42% perceive their risk as medium and 29% even as low. Of the host community, 
24% perceive their risk of eviction as negligible, which supports the idea that host community feels more secure on 
the land they live on, despite relatively low numbers of perceived immediate eviction risk across all displacement 
groups.	The	pie	charts	depict	the	difference	in	perceived	threat	of	eviction	between	host	community	and	IDPs	
and	returnees,	with	differences	between	perceived	risk	as	‘low’	and	‘negligible’	most	apparent.

Chart 31. Perceived risk of eviction

Box 10: Land and property

Land and property are handled informally, with most people not having any documentation that ensures 
their stay on the land they occupy. At least 20% of the population have been evicted in the past, and a high 
percentage has been evicted repeatedly, making them even more vulnerable. Despite this, the perception 
of a high risk of eviction is low. Since integration and having documentation that ensures displaced people 
can stay on it are directly correlated, there is a strong need to improve documentation of land leases.

Housing

The best durable shelters available in the area are permanent houses made of concrete, followed by shelters 
using	Corrugated	Galvanized	Iron	(CGI)	and	shelters	using	local	materials	(barako).	The	access	to	concrete	is	
very limited, with only 2% of the households being able to access this type of shelter.

Most of the households only have makeshift shelters (46%). The typology of shelters varies greatly across 
displacement group and location. It is therefore necessary to standardise housing approaches. With the great 
prevalence of makeshift shelters, the private sector should be involved in development of a concept and provision 
of	affordable	low-cost	housing.	88%	of	the	respondents	report	to	have	some	issue	with	regards	to	their	shelter:	
most commonly overcrowding (50%). Both housing type and housing quality	showed	significant	inequalities	
between	host	communities	and	IDPs	(Chart	17,	Chart	18)	while	housing	quality	was	also	an	aspect	influencing	
level of integration (Chart 19).

Box 11: Shelter

The host community has access to better quality shelters. A large portion of the IDP and returnee population 
lives in makeshift (bush) shelters, 59% and 52% respectively. The main issues the households face is 
overcrowding. This indicates the need to work towards providing shelters that take into consideration better 
the	needs	of	the	population,	including	considering	the	average	size	of	a	household.
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Access to Personal and Other Documentation Without Discrimination

Most	people	do	not	have	any	documents	certifying	Somali	citizenship.	Only	2%	of	the	population	has	Somali	
identification	documents.	Although	numbers	are	very	low	inequalities	were	observed	between	host	communities	
and IDPs (Chart 21).

IASC LEGAL SAFETY
Participation in Public Affairs Without Discrimination and Access to Justice

Across all DAC, half of the households (54%) feel that decision-making in the community is inclusive, more 
than half feel that decision-making is responsive (57%) and overall 52% felt that decision-making was both 
responsive and inclusive (Chart 32).

Chart 32: Is decision-making in your community inclusive and/or responsive?
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Overall,	 40%	 of	 households	 have	 access	 to	 legal	 services,	 although	 this	 showed	 no	 influence	 on	 level	 of	
integration nor inequalities between host communities and IDPs. 

Chart 33: Access to legal services?
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The most trusted persons when seeking justice are community leaders, with 75% of the households answering 
that if a crime were committed against their family, they would approach community leaders, followed by religious 
leaders (42%), and police (35%). 

However,	access	to	justice	showed	no	significant	influence	on	either	level	of	integration	or	inequalities	between	
host communities and IDPs (Chart 34).
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Chart 34: Where would you go if a crime were committed against you?
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*Legitimate options: religious leader, community leader, police, traditional court, other community organisation, district court

Having citizenship documentation showed inequalities between host communities and IDPs although overall 
possession levels were low (Chart 21).
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ANNEX 2: DETAILED METHODOLOGY

Local Integration Concept

The LORA methodology was based on the Local Integration Index developed to measure integration of Colombian 
refugees in Ecuador (Cordova, 2017), and drawing on the concepts developed by Samuel Hall and IOM Iraq 
used for the Multidimensional Integration Index, with both adapted to the Somali context.

The local integration concept is a central part of the methodology, with integration being a subjective concept 
depending on the context where it is used, containing subjective and objective aspects, measurable through 
objective framework indicators for physical, material, and legal safety, as well as subjective aspects, such as 
the perception of integration of the person to be integrated. Before asking respondents of the assessment how 
integrated they felt, a contextualised concept of local integration was developed, which was then presented to 
each respondent at the beginning of the interview during data collection.

Box 12: IOM’s definition of integration

Integration.	 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 IDPs 
and	refugees	(IOM	Internation	Organization	for	Migration,	2011).

IOM’s	definition	of	integration	(Box	12),	illustrates	its	subjectivity.	Integration	is	understood	differently	in	different	
countries	and	contexts.	It	was	hence	necessary	to	adapt	the	definition	to	the	local	context.	The	two-way	nature	of	
integration involving IDPs and returnees’ perception of integration, and their acceptance by the host community, 
makes it a highly subjective process. At the same time, following a rights-based approach, the index had to 
incorporate	objective	criteria	relating	to	 the	fulfilment	of	rights.	The	Inter-Agency	Standing	Committee	(IASC)	
framework	categorized	the	following	nine	criteria	as	relevant	for	durable	solutions,	to	which	local	integration	is	
one	path:	safety	and	security;	social	cohesion;	adequate	standard	of	 living;	access	to	 livelihoods;	restoration	
of	housing,	land	and	property;	access	to	documentation;	family	reunification;	participation	in	public	affairs;	and	
access	to	effective	remedies	and	justice.	For	the	LORA,	both	subjective	and	objective	criteria	guided	by	the	IASC	
framework were combined.

In order to develop the contextualised integration concept, 40 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and 12 Key 
Informant	Interviews	(KII)	were	carried	out	with	DACs,	local	authorities,	researchers,	and	(I)NGO	staff	working	
in	Somalia.	Additionally,	discussions	with	Danwadaag	partners,	 local	authorities,	other	UN	organizations	and	
donors working in the Somali context were held. This multi-stakeholder approach helped determine factors that 
are perceived to promote or present barriers to local integration. On the basis of this information and the concept 
developed	for	the	LORA	in	Ecuador	(2017),	local	integration	was	defined	as	follows:

Box 13: Definition of local integration for LORA

Local	integration	means	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.

Questionnaire

For the LORA baseline, a questionnaire was developed, based on the IASC framework, ReDSS Solutions 
Framework, and information gathered during FGDs, KIIs and group discussions with Danwadaag’s monitoring 
and evaluation team. Due to the large amount of information to be gathered, all questions are closed with single 
or	multiple	options	 to	select	and	most	 included	an	 ‘other’	 to	capture	options	not	previously	considered.	The	
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questionnaire was then translated into Somali and uploaded into the data collection software Kobo Toolbox.1

6  
The questionnaire is divided into 16 sections with a total of 135 questions, including eight criteria of the IASC 
framework, questions regarding the displacement status, perception of local integration and social cohesion, as 
detailed in Table 18. The average time administering the questionnaire was just under 50 minutes.

Table 18: Questionnaire Sections

IASC Framework Criteria Section in Questionnaire Description

NA 1. Enumerators ID Questions	filled	directly	by	the	enumerator	to	help	on	keeping	
track of the surveys and enumerators in the quality control 
process.

2. Survey ID Includes information about the interviewee, and the location of 
the household. The location is also supported by GPS location

3. Displacement status and 
integration Question

Asks directly the displacement status of the interviewee, and 
explores migration patterns, as well as time and reason of 
displacement. The perception of local integration is included in 
this section as well

Safety and security 4. Safety and security Explores the perceptions of safety in the interviewees’ current 
location and the reasons why they might not feel safe. This 
is expanded in other sections, where they are asked about 
perceived	safety	when	accessing	specific	services

Social cohesion 5. Social cohesion Participation	in	public	affairs,	social	interactions,	trust	in	
institutions, rating relations with other actors, and rating level of 
local integration

Enjoyment of an Adequate 
Standard of Living without 
Discrimination

6. Food Includes availability of food sources, challenges to access food 
sources, and food consumption in general

7. Wash Availability and safety to access drinking water, non-drinking 
water, and latrines, also the approximate water consumption

8. Housing standard Quality and type of shelter and issues they have with it

9. Health Health facilities available in the area, time to reach a health 
facility, and use of the health facility

10. Education Family composition, literacy, access to education facilities 
(Secular and Koranic), school attendance

Access to Livelihoods and 
Employment

11. Livelihoods Expenditure, sources of income, income, debt, and access to 
financial	services

Restoration of Housing, Land 
and Property

12. Housing, land and property Risk of eviction from the land or house they live in, property, and 
legal documents (contracts) that allow them to stay on the land 
they occupy

Access to personal and 
other documentation without 
discrimination

13. Access to Documentation Possession	of	Somali	Citizenship	Documents

Participation in public affairs 
without discrimination

14.	Participation	in	public	affairs Participation	in	public	affairs,	and	perception	about	inclusivity	
and responsiveness of decision-making in the community

Family reunification 15.	Family	reunification Explores if families have been separated and if they had access 
to means to reunite

Access to effective remedies 
and justice

16.	Access	to	effective	remedies	
and justice

Access to legal services and justice

NA 17. Perception of integration Measures the perception of integration in binary question and 
on a scale. Results then used to create link between these 
questions and all other variables 

6 ttps://kobo.humanitarianresponse.info/ 



   LOCAL (RE)INTEGRATION ASSESSMENT (LORA) REPORT, SOMALIA   |  17

Sample Size, Sampling and Data Collection

The sampling was supported by The Monitoring and Evaluation of the Somalia Humanitarian, Resilience and 
Health	Programmes	(MESH).	The	final	sample	of	3,050	households	includes	DACs	in	Danwadaag’s	target	states	
Banadir	Regional	Administration	(BRA),	Jubaland	(JSS)	and	South	West	State	(SWS).	Target	households	were	
selected in Mogadishu, Kismayo, Baidoa and Afgooye, in overall six target locations as presented in the second 
column	of	Table	19.	The	stratification	was	done	according	to	the	programming	solution	type	(early	or	durable	
solutions)	and	displacement	status	(IDP,	returnee,	host	community).	Separate	sample	sizes	were	calculated,	
and samples created for each location, solution type and displacement status in order to be able to evaluate 
programme implementation at this level.

Since	demographic	data	is	very	limited	in	Somalia,	the	sample	size	calculations	were	done	based	on	estimations	
of the number of households in the area, programme solution type and displacement status, provided by 
Danwadaag’s	partner	organisations.	The	exception	to	this	was	Kismayo,	where	beneficiaries	are	targeted	on	a	
rolling-baseline	upon	registration.	Across	all	target	locations	there	are	an	estimated	32,641	potential	beneficiary	
households. 

Table 19: Number of target households by district, city and solutions type

District City /  
Incubator

Solution Type IDPs Returnees Host Community Total HH

BRA Mogadishu Durable 4087 N/A Unknown Unknown

JSS Kismayo Durable+ 1,805 507 1,091 3,403

SWS Baidoa / Bar-
waqo

Early 1000 N/A Unknown Unknown

Baidoa / ADC Early 2758 290 101 3149

Baidoa / Hanano Early 1271 220 121 1612

Baidoa / ADC Durable 8541 897 314 9752

Baidoa / Hanano Durable 6483 1125 617 8225

Afgooye Durable 5331 639 530 6500

Total number of households 31,276 3,678 2,774* 32,641*
 
+ Figures are beneficiary targets (sampling was beneficiary sampling); N/A – population not specifically targeted for survey; 
*not including unknown

The	sample	calculations	for	each	stratum	were	done	with	a	modification	for	the	Cochran’s	Formula	for	sample	
size	calculation	in	smaller	populations,	as	follows:2

7 

7	https://www.statisticshowto.datasciencecentral.com/probability-and-statistics/find-sample-size/.	
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The	sample	size	was	estimated	for	a	95%	confidence	interval	and	precision	level	5-8%,	for	each	of	the	locations.	
The data collection process was challenging due to the security situation and deteriorated social conditions. 
Additionally,	 concerns	 were	 raised	 that	 multiple	 humanitarian	 and	 development	 organizations	 carrying	 out	
surveys	 with	 the	 same	 population,	 fatigues	 target	 beneficiaries	 and	 increases	 the	 chance	 of	 dropouts	 and	
low-quality	information	in	future	rounds	of	the	survey.	Taking	this	into	account,	the	sample	size	was	increased	
proportionally, taking into account a 10% dropout rate for Barwaqo and 30% dropout rate for all other rows of 
Table	20.	This	resulted	in	a	total	sample	size	of	3,153	surveys	to	be	conducted	at	this	baseline,	disaggregated	
by locations, solution type and displacement status. As all settlements were to be visited, the sample for each 
location was equally divided between the communities in the location, requiring some rounding of numbers. The 
final	sample	size	per	location	and	by	displacement	status	is	shown	in	Table	20.

Table 20: Final sample size by district, location and solutions type

District Location /  
Incubator

Solution Type IDPs Returnees Host Community Total HH

BRA Mogadishu Durable 192 NA 96+ 288

JSS Kismayo Durable 177 142 167 486 (89)&

SWS Baidoa / Barwaqo Early 298 NA 298* 596

Baidoa / ADC Early 189 126 63 378

Baidoa / Hanano Early 168 104 80 352

Baidoa / ADC Durable 210 168 126 504

Baidoa / Hanano Durable 186 155 155 496

Afgooye Durable 195 156 143 494

Sample size 1,615 851 1,032 3,594 (3,197)

+ Matched sample 50% of IDP sample size; & sample size at baseline; * Matched sample 100% of IDP sample size

Data Collection Process

Danwadaag’s partner’s monitoring and evaluation teams divided the locations according to the places where 
their	organisation	provides	services.	Each	of	the	partners	then	selected	enumerators	and	a	field	coordinator	for	
each data collection team. The enumerators were trained in a one-day workshop by partner’s monitoring and 
evaluation focal points on administering the questionnaire and the use of Kobo Collect. The training also required 
the enumerators to carry out mock surveys.

53 trained enumerators carried out the data collection between 1 October and 24 November 2019. The 
questionnaires were administered to the heads of target households, using face-to-face interview method and 
mobile phones to capture the data. The originally planned 15 days of data collection had to be extended to 39 
days due to errors detected during the quality control process, and 48% more interviews were carried out than 
planned. A total of 5,839 interviews were carried out, and after quality control and corrective measures taken 
during	the	process,	3,050	records	were	validated,	which	was	close	to	the	required	sample	size	of	3,197.

Quality Control and Challenges During Data Collection

The	field	coordinators	were	in	constant	communication	with	the	monitoring	and	evaluation	team	of	the	consortium	
management unit, as well as the external consultant in charge of quality control. The quality control of the 
data	was	originally	planned	 in	 two	phases:	The	first	phase	 in	 the	 form	of	daily	data	quality	control	 to	detect	
inconsistencies with regards to the duration of the surveys and the time the interview took place. The second 
phase	in	form	of	call-backs	of	a	random	selection	of	10%	of	the	interviewees	by	phone.	During	the	first	phase,	
the surveys, which were shorter than 15 minutes of interview time, that took longer than two hours, and that took 
place after agreed working hours two hours (4.30pm) were selected as errors. The maximum number of errors 
allowed was set to 10% of the surveys collected. When the number of errors exceeded 10%, the surveys had to 
be	replaced.	In	the	second	phase,	out	of	the	surveys	validated	during	first	stage,	10%	were	randomly	selected	
for	phone	interview	verification,	carried	out	by	field	coordinators.	During	these	call-backs,	26	questions	selected	
from the original questionnaire were asked again. If the interviewees’ answers to the original survey and the 
phone interviews matched in 80% of the cases, the data collection passed the quality control.
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However, unexpected challenges during the data collection forced an adaption of the quality control process. 
During	the	first	phase	of	quality	control,	from	2,564	surveys	collected	between	1	October	and	9	October,	27%	
had errors. The level of error was not acceptable, and errors were detected in the questionnaire’s skipping logic 
that did not allow collecting the data on the perception of local integration. MESH’s further analysis detected 
further inconsistencies regarding the household composition in 177 surveys, hence the errors increased to 34%. 
From the data collected, only 1,688 were considered valid prior the second stage of quality control.

The following actions were implemented with the partners responsible for the data collection teams:

• Stop the data collection

• Exclude from the data collection process enumerators with more than 10% errors in the data

• Select and train replacement enumerators, and retrain existing enumerators from deploying the survey 
questionnaire

• Edit and redeploy the tool, correcting skip logic mistakes

• Expand	the	phone	verification	to	all	the	surveys	collected	up	to	that	point

• Replace the survey if the respondent does not answer the phone and or data is inconsistent

Of the total number of 53 enumerators, 24 were dismissed and 22 replaced. The increased number of phone 
call-backs	was	supported	by	MESH’s	call	centre.	Initially,	MESH	carried	out	the	phone	verification	of	a	sample	
of the validated surveys using their call centre. Only 52% of the interviewees could be contacted by phone 
this way. Out of those, the average correspondence between the survey and the call back was only 53%. To 
test if the low correspondence level was due to the low quality of the initial data collected, they also did a call-
back on a sample from surveys collected after corrective measures were taken, however correspondence level 
only increased to 54%. Hence, none of the surveys met the 80% correspondence requirement. Furthermore, 
the	phone	verification	suggested	that	this	type	of	quality	control	does	not	work	well	in	the	Somali	context	and	
with	complex	questions	about	perception,	given	the	difficulties	to	contact	the	interviewees	and	the	low	level	of	
correspondence	that	might	indicate	a	bias.	While	phone	verification	was	improved,	the	data	collection	process	
resumed with new and better-trained enumerators. The new data collected had a decreased level of error of 
less	than	5%.	All	surveys	from	the	initial	data	collection	were	repeated	and	only	the	first	phase	of	quality	control	
was	deployed	going	forward.	Additionally,	a	pilot	of	face-to-face	verification	interviews	for	a	small	sample	of	30	
surveys was carried out, showing a correspondence above 80% in 77% of the cases and of 75% in 93% of the 
cases.	These	results	suggest	the	need	to	implement	face-to-face	verification	interviews	in	the	future,	as	part	of	
the quality control process.

Description of the Final Dataset

The	initial	data	analysis	primarily	looked	at	differences	between	groups	of	different	displacement	status,	of	host	
community,	 IDPs	and	returnees,	and	at	differences	between	locations.	Frequency	charts	and	tables	for	each	
question of the questionnaire were created, once errors were removed from the database. 

This subsection only presents the basic demographic information. For all other results, please refer to the section 
of the main report on baseline results. As presented in Table 21, out of the 3,050 valid records, 32% are host 
community (HC), 45% IDPs and 23% returnees. The majority of surveys were carried out in South West State, in 
Baidoa. The results are therefore not representative for a wider geographical scope but relate to Danwadaag’s 
main areas of operation. 

Table 21: Surveys by location

District BRA Jubaland South West Total %

BRA 301 301 10%

Kismayo 87 87 3%

Afgooye 480 480 16%

Baidoa 2182 2182 72%

Total 301 87 2662 3050 100%
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The population distribution by sex is well balanced across DAC, with close to 50% female and male respondents 
each. This distribution changes when the distribution by sex of the head of the household is taken into account 
(Table 22): the percentage of female-headed household is higher for IDPs (60%) and returnees (55%), compared 
to HCs (51%). This suggests that the percentage of male individuals assuming the role as head of household is 
smaller in displaced groups.

Table 22: % of households by sex of the head of the household

Host Community IDP Returnee Total

Female 51% 60% 55% 56%

Male 49% 40% 45% 44%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Consistently, the female per male ratio increases for adult population from 0.92 for the population of under- 
18-year-olds	to	1.11	for	population	of	over-18-year-olds.	This	difference	is	greater	for	IDP	households,	jumping	
from 0.90 to 1.16. Chart 35 shows how the population pyramid skews towards female population in the age 
group of between 18 and 35 years, in which persons are likely to take on the role as head of household. The 
population pyramid (Chart 35) follows the usual distribution for developing countries, with a large base of young 
population, and 43% of the population of this survey between 5 and 17 years and 24% below 5 years old. 

Chart 35: Population pyramid
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Data Analysis Methodology

Initial analyses of the LORA focused primarily on the perceived integration of IDP and Returnee respondents 
and	the	aspects	of	programming	influencing	these.	During	quality	assurance	of	this	analysis,	the	Programme	
Evaluation team of MESH (Stats4SD) raised several issues around the methodology applied and provided 
suggestions on how to improve this in future rounds of the survey.3

8 Their key recommendations were incorporated 
in this report.

After discussions with both MESH and FCDO, that the analysis and this report should be revised to implement the 
above QA recommendation as well as widened to incorporate the vulnerabilities and inequalities experienced by 
DAC members and how programming may address both these, and the feeling of local integration experienced 
by IDPs and returnees. It was agreed that it would be useful to keep measuring the perceived integration but to 
additionally	also	find	a	measure	that	enables	better	comparisons	of	host	community	and	IDPs.

8 This was originally included as an Annex in an earlier draft of this report, and can be found in the MESH Programme Evaluation Annual 
Report 2020 (SHARP-ProgEval-DanwadaagReport2019-2020.doc) 
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For	 this	 revised	 LORA	 methodology	 two	 different	 methods	 were	 combined,	 both	 using	 underlying	 logistic	
regression models. Both methods use IASC Framework and the ReDSS Durable Solutions Framework derived 
variables as the independent or explanatory variables in the models. The IASC Framework was established 
in	2010	as	a	starting	point	for	establishing	the	durable	solutions	definition	as	well	as	criteria	“to	determine	the	
extent to which a durable solution has been achieved”. The Regional Durable Solutions Secretariat (ReDSS), 
a	 member	 of	 the	 Technical	 Steering	 Committee	 supporting	 the	 operationalization	 of	 the	 IASC Framework, 
then developed the ReDSS Solutions framework	for	displacement	affected	communities	(DACs).	The	ReDSS	
framework comprised of the 8 IASC criteria uses 30 IASC indicators and is organised around three pillars: 
Physical, Material and Legal Safety.  

Thirty-two variables were derived, through discussions between the MESH and Danwadaag teams, to represent 
the	different	aspects	of	integration,	as	defined	by	the	IASC	and	ReDSS	Frameworks	shown	in	Table	2	in	the	
main report. A description of each variable is provided in Table 23, noting that each variable has the direction of 
higher equals better. 

Table 23 Derived framework variables for LORA

 Pillar Sub-Criteria Indicators Variable 
Name

Variable Derivation

Physical 
Safety

Safety & 
Security and 
Protection

Access to latrines 
safely

safe_latrines  Score = 4 minus 1 for each non-safe indicated: Do not 
feel	safe	going	there;	not	safe	going	there	at	night;	not	
safe	using	latrines;	not	safe	using	latrine	at	night

Freedom of movement 
(Male & Female)

freedom_move Score: 0 = Male & Female not safe, 1=Male of Female 
not safe, 2 = Male &Female safe

Access food sources 
safely

safe_food_
access_bin

Score:	0	=	No	safe	access	or	refuse	to	answer;	1	=	safe	
access

Access drinking water 
safely

H2O_safe_
access_bin

Score:	0	=	No	safe	access	or	refuse	to	answer;	1	=	safe	
access

Social cohesion Invitations to 'opposite' 
displacement status 
(less formal)

HC_IDP_invite_
types

Number of invitations to opposite displacement status: 
Marriage	ceremony;	funerals;	childbirth	celebration;	
graduation	ceremonies;	farewell	parties;	Eid	celebrations	

Trust in Institutions trust_institutions Number of institutions graded by respondent as 
‘sufficient’	or	‘a	great	deal’	in	terms	of	trust	in	the	
institution / 7

Children playing with 
others

kids_play_
other_gps

IDP/returnee children playing with HC and vice versa (0 
= No, 1 = Yes)

Youth playing with 
others

youth_play_
other_gps

IDP/returnee youth playing football with HC and vice 
versa (0 = No, 1 = Yes)

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

comm_grps_
participate

Number of community groups member of the household 
participates in

Material 
Safety

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

(Secular) School 
attendance rate

sec_sch_
attend_rate

Number of children 5 - 17 attending secular school / 
Number of children 5 - 17 in the household

Literacy rate literacy_rate_
gt_5

Number of household members (> 5 yrs old) who can 
read and write / Number of household members (> 5 yrs 
old)

Use of and Proximity to 
(formal) health facilities

health_use_
prox

Score: 0 – if no use of formal health facilities and time to 
reach > 1hr, 1 – if no use of formal health facilities and 
time to reach <= 1hr, 2 – if use of formal health facilities 
but time to reach > 1 hr, 3 – if use of formal health 
facilities and time to reach <= 1hr

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

time_to_back_
water_inv

Score: 0 = > 2 hours, 1 = 1.5 to 2 hours, 2 = 1 to 1.5 
hours, 3 = 1/2 to 1 hour, 4 = < 0.5 hours
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 Pillar Sub-Criteria Indicators Variable 
Name

Variable Derivation

Material 
Safety

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

Drinking H2O - 
sufficient	access

sufficient_
drinkH2O

Score:	0	–	No	sufficient	access	in	rainy	and	dry	season,	1	
–	sufficient	access	in	rainy	OR	dry	season,	2	–	sufficient	
access in both rainy AND dry season

Drinking H2O - 
dependency on 
trucking

H2O_truck_
dependant_inv

Score: 0 – trucking only source of water, 1 – trucking 
source + at least one other source, 2 – no trucking but 
other sources

Access to market (for 
food)

food_access Score: 1 – Don’t access market (or own produce) for food 
and market is > 1hr away, 2 – Access market for food or 
have own produce but market is >1 hr away, 3 – Don’t 
access market (or own produce) for food but market is 
<= 1 hr away, 4 – Access market for food or have own 
produce and market is <= 1 hr away

Number of meals per 
day

no_meals_per_
day

Number of meals per day (1, 2, 3)

(Formal & informal) 
Debt

has_debt Yes (1) if total debt > 0 OR repayment of loan in past 1 
week	made	or	uses	financial	institutional	loan	services;	
No (0) otherwise

Access to & use of 
financial	services

fin_services Yes	(1)	if	uses	financial	institution	loan,	savings	or	
payment	services;	No	(0)	otherwise

Savings has_savings Yes	(1)	if	saved	money	in	past	1	week	or	uses	financial	
institutional	saving	services;	No	(0)	otherwise

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

transfer_
informal

Score 1 (yes) if received from any of these sources. 
Otherwise 0 (no)

Adult equivalent daily 
expenditure (grouped)

tot_expend_
adeqiv_daily_
gps

Expenditure by adult equivalents uses the OECD 
formula:
Expenditure adult equivalent = Total expenditure / sqrt 
(HH	size)
Daily is then / 7 (as recall period was 1 week). This was 
then converted to groups: 1 - <$1.9, 2 – $1.9 - < $3.2, 3 - 
$3.2 - < $5.5, 4 - $5.5 - < $10, 5 - >= $10

Access to 
job creation 
/ economic 
opportunities

Income diversity income_
diversity

Count of number of Income sources from: Sale 
agricultural non-livestock products, sale wild foods, 
small / petty trade, salary (private, NGO, government 
etc.), casual daily labour, sale livestock products, 
wholesale	trade,	sale	fishing	products,	sale	handicrafts,	
transportation income. Set to score = 0 if main & only 
source = NGO Cash Assistance, Other or not answered

Highest education level 
of female in household

edu_level_
female

Score: 0 No education/Did not answer, 1 Literacy 
school, 2 Primary, 3 Secondary, 4 Vocational training, 5 
University

Highest education level 
of male in household

edu_level_male Score: 0 No education/Did not answer, 1 Literacy 
school, 2 Primary, 3 Secondary, 4 Vocational training, 5 
University

Housing, Land 
& Property 
(HLP)

Housing quality housing_
quality_
issuesno

Score is 7 minus number of issues mentioned
Issues:	damaged,	overcrowding,	insufficient	privacy,	
inadequate space, inadequate protection, inadequate 
materials, other issues

Housing type housing_type Score: 0 Make-shift/tent, 1 Local materials/hybrid, 2 
Concrete/CGI

Documentation for 
land occupied / title 
deed or written lease 
agreement

land_
documentation

Yes (1) if have land title deed for own-land or written 
agreement for rented. Otherwise No (0)
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 Pillar Sub-Criteria Indicators Variable 
Name

Variable Derivation

Legal 
Safety

Participation in 
public	affairs;	
Access	to	effec-
tive remedies & 
justice;	Access	
to documen-
tation

Access to justice (who 
go to if crime)

justice_access_
grps

Count of places to go for legitimate options (religious 
leader, community leader, police, traditional court, other 
community organisation, district court) 

Access to legal 
services

legal_svcs_
access

Score: Yes (1) if access to legal services. No (0) 
otherwise

Citizenship	
documents?

citizenship_docs Score:	Yes	–	if	have	passport	or	birth	certificate,	No	-	
otherwise

Inclusive & responsive 
community decision-
making

decision_inc_
resp

Score: 0 – if decision NOT inclusive or responsive, 1 
– if decisions inclusive OR responsive ,2 – if decisions 
inclusive AND responsive

For	the	first	analytical	method,	we	use	a	model	to	predict	host	community	membership,	which	is	conceptually	
based on a method developed by Samuel Hall and IOM Iraq. This logistic regression model, “HCmodel”, is 
not	 tied	 to	 perceived	 integration,	 but	 instead	 indicates	which	 variables	 are	 relevant	 to	 influence	 someone’s	
likelihood to be a host community member. All 32 variables are kept in the model regardless of their power to 
predict	host	community	membership.	The	significant	variables	are	those	that	distinguish	most	between	IDPs	and	
host community members, or rather show the greatest inequality. For this model, only host community and IDP 
respondents were included. The logistic regression model also included the hierarchical structure of the data 
and adjusted for clustering within settlements and the parameter estimates are shown in Table 24. Variables that 
have	high	influence	(p-value	significant	at	the	5%	level)	on	predicting	host	community	membership,	are	shown	
in	green	and	those	with	influence	at	the	10%	level	are	shown	in	yellow.	This	model	accounted	for	approximately	
37.2% of the variation (pseudo R-squared), which is a reasonable level for socio-economic data models.

Table 24. Integ2 Logistic Regression parameter estimates and significance

integ2 Odds Ratio Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]

ES_DS_Domains

IOM-Barwaqo-ES 0.9109219 0.2292763 -0.37 0.711 0.5536144 1.498839

BaidoaADC-ES 0.8233103 0.2662584 -0.6 0.549 0.4341884 1.561165

BaidoaHanano-ES 0.6560879 0.2305505 -1.2 0.233 0.3273526 1.314947

BaidoaHanano-DS 0.5981056 0.1926514 -1.6 0.113 0.3162329 1.131224

NRC-Kismayo-DS 0.1092031 0.0983666 -2.46 0.015 0.0183755 0.6489788

NRC-BRAMog-DS 0.2101609 0.0884037 -3.71 0 0.0914335 0.4830573

CWW-Afgooye-DS 0.1160069 0.042531 -5.88 0 0.0561639 0.2396131

trust_institutions 98.06046 42.97205 10.46 0 41.20482 233.3672

safe_food_access_bin 2.083551 0.4503918 3.4 0.001 1.358505 3.19556

no_meals_per_day 1.605436 0.2245006 3.39 0.001 1.217407 2.117144

tot_expend_adeqiv_daily_gps 1.330799 0.1188657 3.2 0.002 1.115229 1.588038

housing_quality_issuesno 1.16294 0.0819448 2.14 0.034 1.011605 1.336915

H2O_truck_dependant_inv 1.513995 0.309062 2.03 0.044 1.010922 2.267417

kids_play_other_gps 1.434662 0.2888694 1.79 0.075 0.9632458 2.136792

citizenship_docs 2.107578 1.164464 1.35 0.18 0.7063664 6.288359

time_to_back_water_inv 1.115073 0.0971096 1.25 0.213 0.9385813 1.324753

sec_sch_attend_rate 1.323713 0.3047642 1.22 0.225 0.8393872 2.087496

youth_play_other_gps 1.09725 0.1930592 0.53 0.599 0.7746761 1.554144

fin_services 1.60705 1.975979 0.39 0.7 0.1410935 18.30425

health_use_prox 1.032082 0.1462778 0.22 0.824 0.7797049 1.366149

edu_level_female 1.002606 0.1037157 0.03 0.98 0.8170389 1.230318
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integ2 Odds Ratio Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]

transf_informal 0.992446 0.6868882 -0.01 0.991 0.2523465 3.903161

freedom_move 0.9750158 0.1484392 -0.17 0.868 0.7214315 1.317735

decision_inc_resp 0.9624035 0.0850242 -0.43 0.665 0.8080627 1.146224

income_diversity 0.9210368 0.1384177 -0.55 0.585 0.6841369 1.239969

H2O_safe_access_bin 0.8766523 0.1849011 -0.62 0.534 0.5775561 1.33064

food_access 0.9451318 0.0814532 -0.65 0.514 0.7969656 1.120844

has_savings 0.3357304 0.4337133 -0.84 0.4 0.0260587 4.325422

has_debt 0.787369 0.2221445 -0.85 0.398 0.4505574 1.375962

land_documentation 0.8377069 0.1423936 -1.04 0.299 0.5984591 1.1726

housing_type 0.8491091 0.1296883 -1.07 0.286 0.6276599 1.148689

edu_level_male 0.9067012 0.0780188 -1.14 0.257 0.7647639 1.074982

literacy_rate_gt_5 0.6891426 0.1950174 -1.32 0.191 0.3936863 1.206335

justice_access_gps 0.8620542 0.084597 -1.51 0.133 0.7099235 1.046785

legal_svcs_access 0.7616295 0.1368185 -1.52 0.132 0.5338098 1.086678

safe_latrines 0.7701915 0.1082052 -1.86 0.065 0.5832837 1.016992

sufficient_drinkH2O 0.7559149 0.1105328 -1.91 0.058 0.5660155 1.009526

comm_grps_participate 0.7133524 0.1232717 -1.95 0.053 0.5067786 1.00413

HC_IDP_invite_types 0.3090108 0.1356934 -2.67 0.008 0.1296143 0.7367064

_cons 0.1440404 0.1350513 -2.07 0.041 0.0225344 0.9207099

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. The logistic 
integration “integ2” model, determines the probability of a person to feel integrated, and depicts which variables 
are	relevant	–	i.e.	statistically	significant	–	for	someone’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 the IDP and Returnee respondents are included in this model. All 32 variables are kept in the model 
regardless	of	their	power	to	predict	positive	levels	of	integration.	The	significant	variables	are	those	that	have	
the	highest	 influence	on	 IDP	and	Returnee	perceived	 level	of	 integration.	The	 logistic	 regression	model	also	
included the hierarchical structure of the data and adjusted for clustering within settlements, the parameter 
estimates	are	shown	in	Table	25.	Variables	which	have	high	influence	(p-value	significant	at	the	5%	level)	on	
levels	of	 integration	are	shown	 in	green	and	those	with	 influence	at	 the	10%	level	are	shown	 in	yellow.	This	
model accounted for approximately 32.5% of the variation (pseudo R-squared), a similar level to the HCmodel.

Table 25. HCmodel Logistic Regression parameter estimates and significance

host_commumity Odds Ratio Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]

ES_DS_Domains

BaidoaHanano-ES 1.74359 0.6287898 1.54 0.124 0.8568806 3.547876

IOM-Barwaqo-ES 1.446456 1.138737 0.47 0.64 0.3067551 6.820538

NRC-Kismayo-DS 0.6936667 0.3776598 -0.67 0.502 0.2373417 2.027345

NRC-BRAMog-DS 0.5672031 0.3659813 -0.88 0.38 0.1591208 2.021857

BaidoaADC-ES 0.7884106 0.1853387 -1.01 0.313 0.4961794 1.252755

BaidoaHanano-DS 0.3867476 0.2587311 -1.42 0.157 0.1035368 1.444644

CWW-Afgooye-DS 0.1188109 0.0773337 -3.27 0.001 0.0329612 0.4282615

kids_play_other_gps 4.63237 1.166121 6.09 0 2.821251 7.60615

housing_quality_issuesno 1.61917 0.139295 5.6 0 1.366764 1.918189
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host_commumity Odds Ratio Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]

housing_type 4.63611 1.581753 4.5 0 2.36738 9.079033

safe_food_access_bin 2.52814 0.6316143 3.71 0 1.545484 4.135592

tot_expend_adeqiv_daily_gps 1.285025 0.095383 3.38 0.001 1.110221 1.487351

land_documentation 2.175947 0.5219592 3.24 0.001 1.356532 3.490332

citizenship_docs 3.239017 1.69252 2.25 0.025 1.1571 9.066831

no_meals_per_day 1.400947 0.2158619 2.19 0.03 1.034193 1.897764

youth_play_other_gps 1.530276 0.3174575 2.05 0.041 1.016932 2.302754

literacy_rate_gt_5 1.680106 0.4825184 1.81 0.072 0.9541942 2.958262

sufficient_drinkH2O 1.257775 0.1636622 1.76 0.079 0.973381 1.625261

has_debt 1.327734 0.2712949 1.39 0.167 0.887778 1.98572

legal_svcs_access 1.330493 0.2990213 1.27 0.205 0.8545552 2.071502

has_savings 1.741404 1.088318 0.89 0.376 0.5084303 5.964413

edu_level_male 1.042623 0.0748459 0.58 0.561 0.9051346 1.200996

time_to_back_water_inv 1.051272 0.1254065 0.42 0.675 0.8311134 1.329749

freedom_move 1.069704 0.1784609 0.4 0.687 0.7700805 1.485905

HC_IDP_invite_types 1.147877 0.732537 0.22 0.829 0.3265377 4.035126

edu_level_female 1.017656 0.0795224 0.22 0.823 0.8724662 1.187007

justice_access_gps 1.02447 0.1102694 0.22 0.822 0.8287345 1.266436

health_use_prox 1.001449 0.1335487 0.01 0.991 0.7700891 1.302316

trust_institutions 0.9445332 0.339881 -0.16 0.874 0.4649094 1.918961

comm_grps_participate 0.9564823 0.2006314 -0.21 0.832 0.6327385 1.445871

decision_inc_resp 0.9633786 0.1037882 -0.35 0.729 0.7791647 1.191145

sec_sch_attend_rate 0.8904372 0.2190123 -0.47 0.638 0.5485047 1.445527

income_diversity 0.9280556 0.1365511 -0.51 0.612 0.6945383 1.240086

safe_latrines 0.894848 0.1500941 -0.66 0.508 0.6430613 1.24522

food_access 0.8972478 0.1141494 -0.85 0.395 0.6983486 1.152796

H2O_truck_dependant_inv 0.7163591 0.2263992 -1.06 0.292 0.3843725 1.335086

fin_services 0.394256 0.270849 -1.35 0.177 0.1018707 1.525833

H2O_safe_access_bin 0.754183 0.1487223 -1.43 0.154 0.5114133 1.112196

transf_informal 0.427503 0.1877976 -1.93 0.054 0.1799368 1.015683

_cons 0.0023036 0.002753 -5.08 0 0.0002188 0.024257

Limitations of LORA

Because of the way LORA was implemented, results and future use of the model have limitations with regards 
to the survey location, the sample target population, and the index output. In Somalia, only limited demographic 
statistics	are	available.	Hardly	any	reliable	data	exists,	which	forces	researchers	to	rely	on	unverified	information	
and estimations. The sampling calculations and its representation are hence only an approximate. Moving 
forward, there is the need for extensive data collection and to collect social and economic data during the 
process	of	registering	beneficiaries.

Gender disaggregation

The target population of the study are DAC households and the LORA measures integration at a household level 
as perceived by the interviewed head of household. This means that analysis cannot be done for individuals 
and	 disaggregation	 by	 gender	 is	 not	 straightforward,	 except	 for	 specific	 questions,	 such	 as	 on	 education,	
where	respondents	were	asked	to	differentiate	between	male	and	female	members	of	the	household.	For	some	
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questions, such as the ones on income, the sex of the head of the household can be used as a proxy for gender 
disaggregation.

Representativity of the sample

The	majority	of	beneficiaries	included	in	this	study	were	concentrated	in	Baidoa.	Consequently,	the	results	are	
skewed towards this population. However, it is important to note that the LORI results are not intended to be 
representative	of	DAC	in	Somalia	or	even	in	Baidoa.	The	sample	was	drawn	from	Danwadaag’s	specific	target	
locations, selected due to their spatial marginalisation and other aspects of vulnerability, and is not representative 
of the broader population. This should be taken into account when interpreting any results. It should also be 
taken into account that the index is a discrete variable. Given that it can only take as many values as the possible 
combinations of the seven variables that compose it.

Integration as dynamic process

Finally, it should be considered that social and economic conditions are dynamic, meaning that the needs of the 
population	are	changing.	Subsequently,	the	influence	of	certain	variables	in	the	perception	of	local	integration	
might change, meaning that the weights of the index need to be updated for future LORI studies, using a similar 
methodology. This would not hinder comparability over time, though. Because even if the scores were updated, 
the new weights could be applied to the baseline data set or vice versa. Finally, local integration is not a linear 
process,	moving	towards	better	integration	constantly,	but	a	process	can	be	influenced	by	so-called	shocks,	for	
example	natural	disasters,	conflict,	and	or	a	sudden	increase	in	numbers	of	IDPs	or	returnees	within	a	certain	
community, that can momentarily decrease DACs’ absorption capacity and lead to a decrease of the LORI 
score. Therefore, while it is challenging to compare LORI results over time, it is possible to compare between 
cohorts at the same point in time. Over time, the change in relative positions of households within the universe 
of all cohorts, impact evaluation, that is household rank, is of relevance. For example, after a shock it would be 
possible to see the change in rank as compared to the baseline for the newly calculated LORI score, and analyse 
if certain cohorts are more likely to reduce their rank as they move towards the bottom of the sample population 
in comparison to other cohorts. 
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