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[bookmark: _Toc453490829][bookmark: _Toc453600974]1.0 Background of the study
Somalia has experienced civil strife close to three decades now after the collapse of the former government in 1991, which resulted into protracted conflict at the both national and the other regions levels.  The situation has been compounded by the difficult geography and harsh climatic conditions, which has made the country prone to disasters including drought, flash floods and disease outbreak. The cumulative impact of these challenges on the Somalia population and particularly Jubba region has been severe.

There are a variety of causes of displacement notably Human made disasters including armed conflict, generalized violence and extreme violations of human right; and natural disasters (drought, flash floods and disease outbreak).

Unfortunately, it is not always easy to clearly identify the factors that force individuals or groups to flee, as the causes of the displacement in Jubba by extension whole of Somalia are often multi-causal and multi-faceted. The impact of the on-going conflict, military operations and human rights violations may be compounded by a natural disaster, while the lack of critical services in an area may reduce the resilience of populations, making them unable to sustain their families in their places of habitual residence. For instance, if the irrigation system in a village is destroyed as a result of aerial bombing in an area experiencing drought, and families can no longer productively farm their land. It is a combination of both conflict and natural disaster that forces them to leave their villages. If there is no effective follow-up in the wake of a natural disaster, i.e., no implementation of early recovery projects, people will be unable to return to their places of habitual residence and end up in displacement – a situation which cannot be attributed solely to “natural” disaster

Forced displacements also vary considerably with regard to the time-frame of the displacement, the frequency and the distance of the displacement. In some instances, where military engagements have taken place, displacement may be of short duration and to locations not far from people’s habitual residence; people flee the fighting and then, for the most part, are able to return to their homes weeks or months later. However, when conflict intensifies and positions of the warring parties become entrenched, displacement can be increasingly prolonged. Explosive Remnants of War (ERW), land mines/Unexploded Ordnance (UXOs) and the destruction of crops, agricultural fields, homes and properties during fighting also have a direct impact on the ability of displaced populations to return to places of origin and to resume livelihoods.
Additional factors may result in secondary or tertiary displacement: for example, deterioration of the security situation in the places to which IDPs have fled, land disputes, seasonal weather extremes, reduction or absence of critical services and facilities, or the collapse of livelihood opportunities. In such cases, provincial centers and especially main urban centers like Dobley and Dolow, where there is more security, easier access to services such as water, health and education, as well as potential for livelihood opportunities attract people from the insecure rural areas.

In Jubba region, there are people who have been in displacement for long periods of time and remain isolated from livelihood options and/or services afforded to unaffected communities. For various reasons they are unable to socially and economically integrate in the areas where they took shelter. These reasons may include the fact that they do not have security of tenure for the land on which they are living, that they are of a different ethnic or tribal group from the people amongst whom they settled and are perceived as outsiders, or because local authorities are prepared to offer them “temporary sanctuary” but not permanent residency. As a result, they continue to have special unmet needs associated with their status as displaced populations.
Despite the varied causes of displacement, two common criteria have been observed among all causes: (a) the movement is forced, there is an element of coercion, involuntariness or lack of options involved; and (b) the displaced remain within the national borders of the country.
The scale of displacement in Jubba, and the fact that the region is still in the midst of a protracted war, has resulted in a situation in which thousands of people, more than half of them children and adolescents, are living under emergency conditions where basic needs are not being met across the health, food, nutrition and protection sectors. The fact that these conditions may be further impacted by recurrent and slow onset, as well as rapid onset, natural disaster, underlines the need for a unified response at all levels of government with support from national and international humanitarian actors.

Jubba Land Refugee and Internally Displaced person’s agency (JRIA) in partnership UNHCR and with the other key actors undertook the profiling of all IDPs and Returnees in Dobley and Dolow in the month of December, 2016 and got updated data for the purpose of planning and decision making. The exercise was meant to improve the availability and quality of information on IDPs to obtain figures through a collaborative process that can be used for the operations. This is expected to lead to timely and reliable data for better understanding and planning to protect and assist them. The profiling exercise helped to establish the figures of the IDPs living in Dobley and Dolow camps as well highlight some of the key challenges faced in terms of access to services.
It is the primary responsibility of government of Jubba Land to provide protection and assistance to IDPs and returnees within its jurisdiction. As such, through its commission (Jubba Land Refugee and Internally Displaced person’s agency (JRIA) to provide the leadership and coordination for effective management of humanitarian assistances. 
2.0 Purpose of the study
The study was conducted to determine the following: 
· The general statistical data and demographic background of the population; 
· The specific needs of the target community; 
· To understand the history of the displacement and migration issues in a given region; 
· To get comprehensive information upon which to plan an intervention including advocacy issues and direct assistance; 
· To determine the protection issues and risks 
· To determine the IDPs own intentions for the future 
3.0. Methodology
Study was undertaken in the towns of Dobley (Waberi, Kutur, Bosnia, Kambi Kanasib and Kowaad IDP camps) and Dolow (Kapasa and Qasaxley IDP camps). The exercise took place in December, 2016 and lasted for Seven (7) days. A set of semi-structured questionnaires was development and used to collect data the primary data. The data across the camps was collected by trained data collectors under the supervision of the senior Juba land Refugee and Internally Displaced Persons (JRIA) commission staff.  A total of 6,179 household were targeted for interview which were all the targeted camps in the two towns of Dobley and Dolow. 

3.1: Limitation of the Survey
· Limited level of education among data collectors hence need to simplify and summarize the questionnaire.

· High level of illiteracy among respondents that may have affected the answers where the real meaning of the words could have been lost during translation and interpretation of the question to the respondent


4.0 Findings
[bookmark: _Toc475383951]4.1 Background information 
[bookmark: _Toc475383952]4.1.1 Age of respondents (Histogram Standard)
The study revealed that the larger percentage (34 percent) of the respondents were in the age bracket of 26 to 35 years. Similarly 21.5 percent of the respondents were aged between 19 and 25 years. 
[image: ]
Figure 4.1: Age of respondents
Source: Field data 
After cleaning, the data took the shape of a normal curve as presented in the figure below and was therefore deemed suitable for further analysis. From the above findings, it can be deduce that the population of study was mature enough to give reliable data about the variables of study.
[bookmark: _Toc475383953]
4.1.2 Gender of respondents
[bookmark: _Toc475384017]Findings revealed that majority (76 percent) were female while 26 percent were male. This indicated that more women than men participated in the study and most probably they form the highest population in the targeted camps. 
Figure 1: Gender of respondents

[bookmark: _Toc475383954]4.1.3 Marital status
The analyses deduced that, 78 percent of the respondents were married while 7 percent were single. Moreover, 9 percent of the respondents were widowed while 6 percent were divorced. Evidently, majority of the respondents were married. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384018]
Figure 2: Marital status

[bookmark: _Toc475383955]4.1.4 Duration of stay
Cumulatively, 88 percent of the population had lived in the Dobley and Dolow IDP camps for less than 5 years. Only about 11percent of the respondents had lived there for a period between 6 and 10 years. A small percentage of 1percent who had had there the longest had lived there for a period between 11 and 15 years. Deductively, the largest percentage of the respondents was composed of individuals who were not indigenous or native residents. 
[bookmark: _Toc475383956]4.1.5 Head of household
[bookmark: _Toc475384003]Out of the 5,753 respondents, close to 70 percent were the heads in their households while only about 30 percent were not heads in their families. Borrowing from the finding that majority of the respondents were female, this indicated that most of the females were heads in their households. 
Table 1: Head of household
	Head of Household
	Frequency
	              Percent

	Yes
	4007
	69.7

	No
	1745
	30.3

	Total
	5752
	100.0



Further, the study sought find out the head of the household in cases where the respondent was not the head. Findings reveled that, out of the 30 percent of the households where the respondents’ were not heads, 65 percent were headed by their husband with 31percent reporting that their fathers headed the households. Moreover, 2 percent of the said the family were headed by their sons with an equal percentage indicating the families were headed by their mothers. Only one respondent indicated that their family was headed by their daughters. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384004]
Table 2: If No who is the head of the household
	Head of Household
	                                                            Valid Percent

	Husband
	64.9

	Dad
	31.2

	Son
	1.9

	Mum
	1.9

	Daughter
	0.1

	Total
	100.0


[bookmark: _Toc475383957]4.1.6 Main Source of income
The study also sought to find the respondents’ main source of income. As shown in the figure below, a large percentage of more than 40 percent said that they did not have any income whatsoever while at least 38 percent said that they were working as casual laborers. However, close to 17 percent of the population had businesses and were self-employed while more than 4 percent relied on help from relatives and non-governmental organizations for assistance. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384019]
Figure 3: Main Source of income

[bookmark: _Toc475383958]Empirically, it can be said that high levels of unemployment were evident as a global 78 percent of the population was either unemployed or working as casual laborers.
4.2 Socio- economic characteristic of respondents
[bookmark: _Toc475383959]4.2.1 Household size 
The study sought to understand family sizes of the respondents. The average family size was six (6), however, a few outliers were observed where the average was going for seven (7) persons.
[bookmark: _Toc475383960]4.2.2 Children aged 5 years and below (male)
The study sought to further understand the composition of the households by diving them into smaller units. As shown in the table below, an analysis of boys aged below five years revealed that more than 99 percent of the household had either four or less boys in this category. However some families had more than four boys where approximately 15 households had five boys, four households had 6 boys and seven had more than 6 boys. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384005]


Table 3: Children aged 5 years and below (male)
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1 boy
	2535
	44.1
	66.7
	66.7

	
	2 Boys
	1040
	18.1
	27.4
	94.1

	
	3 boys
	162
	2.8
	4.3
	98.4

	
	4 boys
	35
	.6
	.9
	99.3

	
	5 boys
	15
	.3
	.4
	99.7

	
	6 boys
	4
	.1
	.1
	99.8

	
	7 boys
	3
	.1
	.1
	99.9

	
	8 boys
	1
	.0
	.0
	99.9

	
	9 boys
	3
	.1
	.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	3798
	66.0
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	1,955
	34.0
	 
	 

	Total
	5,753
	100.0
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383961]4.2.3 Children aged 5 years and below (Girls)
As shown in the figure below, an analysis of girls aged below five years revealed that over 70 percent of the households only had one give while over 23 percent of the households had only two girls below five. A significant 4 percent of the families also had three girls below five years. Globally, this meant that over 97 percent of the households only had less than three girls in aged below five while only three percent of the population represented families with more than three girls less than five years of age. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384021]
Figure 5: Children aged 5 years and below (Girls)

[bookmark: _Toc475383973]4.2.15 Missed meals
[bookmark: _Toc475384022]The study asked the household about whether they had missed to eat from time to time. A majority of the population (55 percent) as shown in the pie chart below agreed that they skipped meals from time to time. Only 45 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the frequency of their meals. This meant that majority of the population are food insecure and require external support to enable access the basic three meals in a day. 

Figure 6: Missed meals

[bookmark: _Toc475383975]
4.2.17 Reasons for leaving/moving away from their original homes
According to data from respondents, insecurity (37 percent), drought (21 percent), hunger (20 percent) and inter-ethnic conflicts (17 percent) were highlighted as the major reasons for moving away from original homes.  The above four reasons contributed to over 95percent of the migrations into the IDP camps. Other reason were identifies as presented in the figure below. However, family separation and search for humanitarian aid appeared very insignificant in influencing migration. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384023]

Figure 7: Reasons for leaving/moving away

[bookmark: _Toc475383976]4.2.18: Plans for moving back to place of origin
[bookmark: _Toc475384024]Interestingly, findings revealed that the number of respondents who had plans to return home was approximately equal to that of individuals without such plans. While 49 percent of the population had plans to return to their place of origin, 51percent lacked similar plans.

Figure 8: Plans for moving back to place of origin

4.2.18.1 Reason wanting/not wanting to go back
For those who lack plans to return to their places of origin, the study further sought to investigate the reasons for wanting to stay. Reasons that score highest here were the respondents felt secure at their current residence (44 percent), societal disintegration (16 percent), lack of peace (13 percent), and hunger (10 percent). Other reason that significantly discouraged the household from going back to their original homes were political instability back home, unemployment, war and poor infrastructure. However, the 54 percent respondents said that they would eventually go home. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384025]
Figure 9: Reason wanting/not wanting to go back

[bookmark: _Toc475383977]4.2.19 Access to health services
Agreeably, 92 percent of the population could currently access health services. Only a small percentage of 8 percent highlighted challenges in access single medical services. This indicated that the individuals were not currently at risk of prone diseases and possible a lower death rate. Findings were as presented in the table below.  
[bookmark: _Toc475384006]Table 4: Access to health services
	Access to healthcare
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Yes
	5291
	92.0
	92.0
	92.0

	No
	462
	8.0
	8.0
	100.0

	Total
	5,753
	100.0
	100.0
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383978]4.2.20 Ownerships of health facilities
The study further sought to understand the ownership of the health facilities. As presented in the pie chart below, findings revealed that a majority (91percent) of the health facilities were publicly owned while only 9 percent of the facilities were owned by private investors. This indicated that medical services were easily accessible due to high presence of government/humanitarian subsidized health services. 


[bookmark: _Toc475383979]4.2.21 Proximity of the health facilities
The study also sought to find out how distant the facilities were from the respondents’ residence. Generally, about 63percent of the population said that the facilities were far while close to 37 percent said the facilities were nearer. These findings were as shown in the table below.
[bookmark: _Toc475384007]
Table 5: Proximity of the health facilities
	Proximity
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Far
	1,345
	23.4
	44.9
	44.9

	Near
	969
	16.8
	32.3
	77.2

	Very far
	541
	9.4
	18.1
	95.3

	Very near
	142
	2.5
	4.7
	100.0

	Total
	2,997
	52.1
	100.0
	 

	System
	2,756
	47.9
	 
	 


[bookmark: _Toc475383980]4.3 Access to water and Sanitation (WASH) Facilities
[bookmark: _Toc475383981]4.3.1 Source of water for home use
The main source of water was identified as boreholes by over 33 percent of the population. Other significant sources of water included tapped water (21percent), water kiosks (13 percent), rivers and lakes (10 percent) and Dolow company (4 percent). Moreover, hand carts and earth pans/dams were also mentioned as source of water for a smaller population. Clearly, there were several sources of water for the residents indicating minimal water shortages. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384026]
Figure 10: Source of water for home use

[bookmark: _Toc475383982]4.3.2 Distance to the nearest water point
The study also sought to find out how distant the water points were from the respondents’ residence. Generally, about 43percent of the population said that the water points were far while close to 57 percent said the facilities were nearer. These findings were as shown in the table below
[bookmark: _Toc475384008]
Table 6: Distance to the nearest water point
	Distance to the nearest water point
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Far
	929
	16.1
	31.8
	31.8

	Near
	1363
	23.7
	46.6
	78.4

	Very far
	330
	5.7
	11.3
	89.7

	Very near
	302
	5.2
	10.3
	100.0

	Total
	2924
	50.8
	100.0
	 

	System
	2829
	49.2
	 
	 


[bookmark: _Toc475383983]4.3.3 Do you pay
Unfortunately, 70 percent of the population had to pay for the water while only about 30 percent of the respondents had access to free water. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384027]
Figure 11: Do you pay

[bookmark: _Toc475383984]4.3.4) clean water collection points
The study sought to find out if the residents had access to clean and safe water. Findings revealed that 84 percent of the population had access to clean water while 16 percent had no access to clean water. This implied reduced proneness to water borne diseases. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384028]
Figure 12: Access to Clean Water Points


[bookmark: _Toc475383985]4.3.5 Type of container for collecting water
The most commonly used containers were Jerri cans which were used by above 83 percent of the population. Other containers used included plastics buckets (5.5 percent), drums (3 percent), plastic tanks (2 percent) and other containers (6 percent).
[bookmark: _Toc475384009]
Table 7: Type of container for collecting water
	Type of container for collecting water
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Jerri can
	4265
	74.1
	83.1
	83.1

	Tank
	108
	1.9
	2.1
	85.2

	Drum
	149
	2.6
	2.9
	88.1

	Plastic
	280
	4.9
	5.5
	93.6

	Container
	331
	5.8
	6.4
	100.0

	Total
	5133
	89.2
	100.0
	 

	System
	620
	10.8
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383986]4.3.6 Do you boil water regularly?
According to the respondents almost 73 percent of the residents consumed water before boiling while only 27 percent were keen enough to boil water before use. This indicated that a majority of the population was exposed to the risk of water borne diseases. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384010]
Table 8: Do you boil water regularly?
	Do you boil water?
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Yes
	1427
	24.8
	26.9
	26.9

	No
	3879
	67.4
	73.1
	100.0

	Total
	5,306
	92.2
	100.0
	 

	System
	447
	7.8
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383987]4.3.7 Have access to latrines
[bookmark: _Toc475384011]A majority of the population (52 percent) had access to latrines (shared household latrines) while a minority of 48 percent had no access to latrines, thus practicing open defecation (OD). However, the 48 percent who lacked access to latrines exposed the whole community to the risk of diseases associate with non- use of toilets. 
Table 9: Access to latrines. 
	Access to latrines
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Yes
	2759
	48.0
	51.6
	51.6

	No
	2593
	45.1
	48.4
	100.0

	Total
	5352
	93.0
	100.0
	 

	System
	401
	7.0
	 
	 


[bookmark: _Toc475383988]4.3.8 Household waste disposal
The respondent indicated 33percent of the waste was disposed through underground pits while 32 percent of the waste was burned. Other two main methods of disposals included latrines (13percent) and dumping sites (12 percent). Toilets, bushes and dust bins were also mentioned as ways of disposal. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384012]
Table 10: Waste disposal

[bookmark: _Toc475383989]
4.4 Access to Food Aid
[bookmark: _Toc475383990]4.4.1 Is food aid/cash adequate to meet household needs
A majority comprising 78 percent of the population was dissatisfied with the aid arguing that it could not meet their household needs. However, 22 percent of the residents acknowledged that aid was sufficient to carter for their household needs.
[bookmark: _Toc475384029]


Figure 13: Adequacy of food/ cash aid


[bookmark: _Toc475383991]4.4.2 Other sources of food
However, 41percent of the population confessed that they had other sources of food while a majority of 59 percent of the respondents said that they single handedly relied on food aid. This indicate a high risk of exposure to hunger incase on interferences in the food aid programs. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384013]
Table 11: Other sources of food
	Other source of food?
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Yes
	2341
	40.7
	40.7
	40.7

	No
	3411
	59.3
	59.3
	100.0

	Total
	5752
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	System
	1
	.0
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383992]4.5 Access to Education
[bookmark: _Toc475383993]4.5.1 Have any school going children
Majority of the population (77 percent) had no kids in school while only 23 percent of the population had kids in schools. This probably indicated that either there were very few kids in the camp or that the kids in the camps were not attending school.
[bookmark: _Toc475384030]


Figure 14: Have Kids in school?

[bookmark: _Toc475383994]4.5.2 Level of education
[bookmark: _Toc475384031]Figure 15: Level of education

Indicatively, the highest numbers of school attendance was observed in the lower classes. For instance, findings revealed that 36 percent of the children were in class one while 32 percent was in class two. This number decreased as with the increases in the level of education. Only 7 children were in class 8 comprising only 0.8 percent of the total population. Findings were as presented in the figure above. This indicated that majority of the schools were started in the recent past and that there were more young children in the camp.
[bookmark: _Toc475383995]4.5.3 School within your area
Almost 76 percent of the population said that there were no schools in their neighborhood. Only about 24 percent of the respondents that said that there were schools within their areas. Deductively this explains the low school turnout as well as why 77 percent of the kids did not attend school.
[bookmark: _Toc475384014]
Table 12: School within your area
	School within your area
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Yes
	1366
	23.7
	23.7
	23.7

	No
	4386
	76.2
	76.3
	100.0

	Total
	5752
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	System
	1
	.0
	 
	 



Level of education
Unfortunately, 60percent of the population lacked any form of formal education. Moreover, 31percent of the people only had quranic/madrassa education indicating a 91percent level of illiteracy in secular education. Close to 7.3 percent had attained primary education while 1.6 percent had attained secondary education. Only 0.2 percent of the population had acquired tertiary education, that is, college. 

	Level of Education
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	No formal education at all
	3317
	57.7
	59.9
	59.9

	Quranic Madrassa education
	1718
	29.9
	31.0
	90.9

	Primary education
	404
	7.0
	7.3
	98.2

	Secondary education
	88
	1.5
	1.6
	99.8

	College
	12
	.2
	.2
	100.0

	Total
	5539
	96.3
	100.0
	 



[bookmark: _Toc475383996][bookmark: _Toc475383997]4.6 Shelter/ Housing
4.6.1 Type of house
The most common type of housing were Buuls about 31 percent and iron sheet houses (27 percent). However, 16 percent of the population used temporary housing (makeshifts). Other preferred types of housing were as represented in the figure below. Manyatta houses were the least preferred and were been used by only 0.5 percent of the population. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384032]
Figure 16: Type of house

4.6.2 Explain the type of house
[bookmark: _Toc475384015]A significantly high percentage (85 percent) of the population lived in deplorable housing conditions. Only 13 percent of the respondents had better housing. This indicated that a majority of the households were not satisfied with their shelters and would have wanted better housing. 

Table 13: Condition of Housing
	Condition of Housing
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Good
	157
	2.7
	13.1
	13.1

	Poor
	1019
	17.7
	84.8
	97.9

	Fair
	25
	.4
	2.1
	100.0

	Total
	1201
	20.9
	100.0
	 

	System
	4552
	79.1
	 
	 


[bookmark: _Toc475383998]4.6.3 Support on shelter from any organization/institution
Moreover, 79 percent of the population reported that they were not getting any assistance whatsoever from the any organizations. Only 21percent had been assisted to find shelter. 
[bookmark: _Toc475383999]4.7 Land Ownership
[bookmark: _Toc475384000]4.7.1 Explain the type of house you live in
The bigger percentage of the population (39 percent) has been assisted with land to live by the land owners (individuals) while 23 percent were living in temporary housing. However, 20 percent owned the land they lived on. Moreover, 17 percent live in rented form of housing. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384016]
Table 14: Details of housing
	Explain the type of house you live in
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Temporary
	800
	13.9
	23.6
	23.6

	Assisted by owners
	1315
	22.9
	38.8
	62.4

	Pay rent
	583
	10.1
	17.2
	79.6

	Its mine
	692
	12.0
	20.4
	100.0

	Total
	3390
	58.9
	100.0
	 

	System
	2363
	41.1
	 
	 


[bookmark: _Toc475384001]
[bookmark: _Toc475384002]4.8 Other issues affecting IDPs
4.8.1 Feeling insecure in the current resident
Almost 95 percent of the respondents indicated that they felt insecure in their current residence. Only 5 percent felt comfortable in their current residence. This meant that a majority of the people were dissatisfied with their current location of living. 
[bookmark: _Toc475384033]
Figure 17: Insecure in current residence?


5. Conclusion and recommendations 
Based on the key outcomes of the survey the following recommendations are made:
· Findings revealed that majority (76 percent) were female while 26 percent were male. This indicated that more women than men participated in the study and most probably they form the highest population in the targeted camps. Since women are the most vulnerable in this case there is need to put deliberate measure to assist them. Given that there are no economic activities in camps, there is need to sensitize them on the need to embrace peace and education. Education will help them acquire relevant skills required to counter both natural and manmade catastrophes they are subjected to. This will also help them see the need of going back to their original homes.

· There is high need to invest service delivery to enable everyone in the camps access basic service which is also a basic right.

· There is need to provide market oriented skills to empower the most vulnerable ones engage in income earning.

· Deliberate effort is required to re-integrate the people in the camps into the local community to regain their dignity.
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