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FOREWORD

Over the last 4 years, since the onset of the displacement crisis affecting the Kurdistan Region of Iraq,
there has been ample information and analysis on the situation of IDPs and refugees sheltered in camps.
With this strong focus on camp-based interventions, the situation of out-of-camp populations and the
host community has been long overlooked. In the Kurdistan Region, the majority of refugees (60% out of
250,000) and IDPs (80% out of more than 1 million) live in urban areas, co-existing with host communities,
sharing the often scarce resources.

To address displacement out-of-camp and their effect on host community adequate and specific
information is required about all populations of concern, with the aim to promote more resilient
communities. This is the objective of the present urban profiling exercise. Today, the Duhok Governorate
and the whole of the Kurdistan Region is facing a multi-faceted crisis, consisting of ongoing conflict,
protracted displacement, a financial crisis, and significant development challenges. There is a need to
shift the focus of planning from emergency to medium-term interventions. For this, it is also necessary
to have the whole displacement picture, see the whole picture of the displacement situation, applying an
area-based approach and including IDPs and refugees, alongside the host communities.

It pleases me to note the collaborative effort taken to carry out this assessment which complemented the
comprehensive registration of displaced persons (CRDP) that was conducted by Ministry of Planning-
KRSO in 2015 and its data was used in listing framework for this survey. The urban profiling has been
conducted by our specialised government institutions, such as the Duhok Statistics Office, the Board
of Relief and Humanitarian Affairs, and supported by United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR), other UN agencies, and the Geneva-based Joint IDP Profiling Services (JIPS).

On behalf of the Ministry of Planning, whose mandate is to deal with the current displacement challenges,
I would like to express my appreciation for the efforts of all those who diligently worked to produce this
relevant and interesting document. 1 am looking forward for a continuing collaboration in implementing
the jointly developed recommendations.

Ali Sindi ,...:3““

Minister of Planning
Kurdistan Regional Government
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WHY A PROFILING STUDY?

The Duhok Governorate, with a total host pop-
ulation of 1.47 million people as well as 718,000
displaced people (IDPs and refugees aggregated),
lies at the western side of the Kurdistan Region
of Iraq, bordering with Turkey and Syria. It is the
main entry door by road of both people and goods
from these two countries. It also borders the Mo-
sul Lake, which separates the Nineveh
Governorate from Duhok. This

geographic position has placed

the Duhok Governorate as

the principal shelter for

Syrian refugees flee-

ing the conflict in the

northern areas of Syr-

ia in 2012, as well as

for families displaced

after the fall of Mosul,

Nineveh, in June 2014.

In August 2014, after

the fall of Sinjar, Duhok

received large numbers

of Yezidi IDPs, often fleeing

and transiting through the Sinjar

Mountains and Syria, before settling

in the Duhok Governorate.

While the host community and the local author-
ities have endured the impact of displacement in
the first years, the deterioration of security in the
rest of Iraq and the pervasive financial crisis af-
fecting the public and private sectors of the econ-
omy are placing the governorate under enormous
strain. Budget disputes between the Kurdistan
Regional Government (KRG) and Iraq’s Federal
Government led to the KRG receiving irregular
and intermittent funds from Baghdad for the last
3 years. In addition, due to a lack of an adequate
taxation system in the Kurdistan Region to fund
the public budget,

the Kurdistan Regional Government has been
almost completely dependent on its own oil ex-
ports to cover costs. These revenues, however,
have diminished drastically after international
oil prices dropped by around 70%, starting mid-
2014, which has limited and paralysed any fur-
ther development of public service provision,
mainly education and health care.

Taken together, conflict, displacement,
and a weak economy are negative-
ly impacting government func-
tions, household resilience,
private sector survival, and
public service provision in
the Duhok Governorate
and in the Kurdistan Re-
gion of Iraq in general.

Solutions to redress the

situation must stem from a

holistic analysis. This profil-

ing exercise takes place within

a complex environment, affected

by many layers of external and inter-

nal shocks. It is therefore crucial to com-

plement the significant amount of information

available on the families sheltered in camps for

refugees and internally displaced people (IDPs)

with a new and comparable analysis of those re-

siding out of camps, in urban areas. It is also rel-

evant to include a review of the needs of the host

community living alongside these populations,

so that the strategies to mitigate the effects of dis-
placement can benefit all.

For these reasons, the profiling exercise has been
conducted; it aims to address the need for an in-
depth analysis of the urban displacement situa-
tion as it relates to both displaced and host popu-
lations in the Duhok Governorate.



Why an urban approach?

As mentioned by the Minister of Planning, Ali
Sindi, in his foreword to this report, the shift
of focus from an emergency response to a lon-
ger-term one has to include urban areas in its
core. Even though the governorate has a relative-
ly high percentage of refugees and IDPs in camps
compared to the rest of Kurdistan’s governorates,
the majority of refugees and IDPs live in urban
areas, as explained in the following section.

The case of the Duhok Governorate, with 33%
of the total population now being IDPs or ref-
ugees, is especially relevant given the

fact that the displacement did not

primarily stem from within its
boundaries, like in the case of
the Anbar Governorate, but
originates from different
governorates.  Therefore,
an additional number of
households compete for

the available resources in
urban areas across the gov-
ernorate and require public
services in addition to the lo-
cal population.

Urban areas, ultimately, offer newly dis-

placed populations a very dynamic environment
in which to develop their own livelihood strat-
egies. Frequently, these households prefer to es-
tablish themselves in urban areas in spite of the
challenges in terms of living costs, employment,
and social cohesion.

Duhok’s Board of Relief and Humanitarian Af-

fairs (BRHA), for instance, reported on the dif-
ficulties in encouraging people to move into
camps, including families living in unfinished
buildings, who are not willing to abandon the
opportunities that urban areas offer.

Urban areas,
ultimately, offer newly
displaced populations a very
dynamic environment in
which to develop their
own livelihood
strategies.

Objectives of the profiling

The overarching aim of the assessment is there-
fore to establish an evidence base for policy and
practice recommendations for the governorate
authorities and humanitarian and development
actors in developing comprehensive, long-term
responses to out-of-camp displacement con-
cerns. The specific profiling objectives are:

o To provide demographic profiles disaggregat-

ed by sex, age, displacement status (i.e., refugees,

IDPs, and host community), and diversity in
the targeted areas;

o To provide profiles of the differ-

ent urban areas with a high con-

centration of out-of-camp dis-
placed populations;

« To analyse the capacities, vul-

nerabilities, and coping mecha-

nisms of the populations resid-
ing in the targeted areas;

« To analyse the resilience of urban
areas in relation to the availability and
limitations of services and livelihoods;

« To provide a dataset available to the KRG and
the humanitarian / development community.
Preliminary findings were shared and validated
with Governorate stakeholders, UN agencies,
and NGOs in a workshop held in the Governor’s
office in July 2016. The recommendations for the
report were subsequently jointly discussed by all
parties. This report is, in effect, a joint effort be-
tween all the stakeholders playing a significant
role in the humanitarian response to the dis-
placement crisis in the Duhok Governorate.



Introduction and methodological considerations
The profiling exercise takes an area-based approach
in order to provide an analysis of the different ur-
ban areas hosting displaced populations. It looks
at all population groups impacted by displacement
living in these locations (i.e., Syrian refugees, IDPs,
and host community).

The aim is to analyse not only the differences
between the target populations, but also

the diversity within the urban areas

of the governorate; each territorial

part of the governorate present

different dynamics and differ-

ent socio-economic realities.

A mixed-methods approach is
used, combining quantitative
and qualitative data collection
methods: desk review, house-
hold survey, key informant in-
terviews, and focus group dis-
cussions (FGDs).

The profiling covers urban and peri-urban areas
across the governorate with a large concentration
of refugees and IDPs'. For the area-based analy-
sis, these areas are grouped on the basis of their
population density (i.e., densely populated areas
in terms of inhabitants per square kilometre com-
pared to more scarcely populated areas) and geo-
graphical proximity to each other, hence forming
three different strata:

« High-density districts: Duhok and Sumel.

o Medium-density districts: Zakho.

o Low-density districts: Amedi, Akre, Bardarash,
and Sheikhan.

A sample of 1,205 households was selected for the
survey (409 from the host community,394 IDP
households, and 402 refugee households),stratified
by population group and urban stratum(Figure 1).

The survey was conducted in May 2016 by the Duhok
Statistics Office and it covered the following topics:
 Household composition (age, gender, family rela-
tions)
« Education (school attendance, education achieve-
ments, literacy)
« Employment (work status, occupation,
industry, income, employment meth-
ods)
o Housing (dwelling, sharing,
evictions, rent costs)
« Livelihood strategies (income
sources, expenditure, debts,
coping strategies, assets)
» Mobility (migration history,
future intentions, return)

The sample drawn from each

of the targeted subdistricts was

proportionate to the size of each

population group in that subdistrict

(Table 1). Population figures for the

host community and IDPs were facilitated

by the Duhok Statistics Office based on an in-

ternal census carried out in 2015, which included

IDPs pre- and post-2014; figures for refugees were

facilitated by UNHCR. Population weights were

subsequently applied during the analysis in order

to obtain results applicable to all urban areas at the
governorate level.

The sample size used allows for an extrapolation
of statistically representative results with a 5%
margin of error for each geographical stratum.The
results are also representative for each population
group with a 5% margin of error.Results at district
level are only statistically representative with a 10%
margin of error due to a smaller sample size (there-
fore, without the possibility to disaggregate into
population groups within each district).

Table 1. Sampling of households interviewed per population group and stratum
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Focus group discussions (FGDs)

The FGDs aimed at providing in-depth and con-
textualising information on some of the topics
addressed by the household survey. Based on pre-
liminary findings from the survey, the additional
information gathered in FGDs explored inter-
community relations and perceptions in order to
better understand the degree of social cohesion
between (and within) the communities, as well as
future intentions on migration.

For the purpose of this assessment, FGDs with
the host community in particular were conduct-
ed in two geographical areas: 4 FGDs with groups
of women, men, and students in the Duhok Dis-
trict Centre (area of high density with the eth-
no-religious background of the IDPs partially
differing from the host community), and 4 FGDs
in Sheikhan (area of low density with a partially
similar ethno-religious background of the IDPs
to the host community).

These FGDs were conducted by UNHCR in May
and June 2016. Insights from groups of IDPs and
refugees were obtained from previous UNHCR’s
regular FGDs with women, men, adults, and
youth, carried out during 2015.

Limitations

It is important to note that the findings for the
host community do not allow for generalization
at the governorate level, but only for the urban
areas of the subdistricts covered.

A specific note applies for the districts of Akre
and Bardarash. Due to an insufficient sample size,
the analysis of these two districts must be done
by merging the observations; therefore, in the as-
sessment, Akre and Bardarash will be analysed as
a combined group.

Peshkhapour boarder crossing point from Syria to Kurdistan Region Iraq, Duhok



DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

In spite of Duhok being the governorate that has
established most camps for refugees and IDPs,
the displacement crisis has a distinctly urban face.

About 39% of the 93,000 Syrian refugees and 68%
of the 625,000 IDPs hosted in the Duhok Gover-
norate are living out of the camps, the majority
in urban areas, which are the focus of this assess-
ment.

This gives a combined percentage of 64% of the
displaced population in Duhok living in host
community settings. With a host community of
around 1.47 million people, this implies that the
total population has increased about 31% in the
last 4 years (49% if we also include the displaced
people hosted in camps).

The urban areas covered in this assessment en-
compass about 1.1 million people (79% being
host community members, 17% IDPs, and 4%
refugees). These areas have been divided into
three strata for the assessment: high-density, me-
dium-density, and low-density areas, based on
the total density of population living in each area.
The high-density areas, which correspond to the
districts of Duhok and Sumel, host around 50%
of IDPs and refugees. These families have pre-
dominantly sought shelter in Sumel, which has
experienced an increase of 50% of its population,
while the increase in Duhok has been only 13%.

Sumel offered lower living costs, more available
space and a location close to the two economic
centres of the governorate (Duhok and Zakho).
The medium-density areas correspond mainly to
the district of Zakho. It lies next to the Syrian and
Turkish borders and hence it is the main entry
door into Iraq and the Kurdistan Region. For this
reason, the majority of Syrian refugees entered
Iraq through this district. Finally, the low-density
areas mainly host IDPs, especially in the areas of
Sheikhan and Bardarash, which also have experi

enced population increases of about 50%.

These areas border the Nineveh Governorate,
which is the home of 99% of the IDPs now hosted
in the Duhok Governorate. These areas are also
marked by great ethnic-religious diversity, with a
significant population of Christians and Yezidis,
thus hosting IDPs from these same religious
communities that fled Nineveh.

While the vast majority of Syrian refugees are
Kurds, thus sharing the same ethnic belonging
as the host community, the population of IDPs
is more diverse in terms of their ethnic-religious
background. A total of 85% of IDPs are also Kurds
(either Sunni or Yezidi), while 8% are Arabs, 5%
Christians, and the remaining divided into other
minorities such as Turkmen and Shabaks.

The three population groups (host community,
IDPs, and refugees) show similar demographic
characteristics. The average population size for
host-community and IDP households is slightly
more than 6 members on average, while refugee
households consist of 5 members.

There is no large variation across strata. Further-
more, exactly half of the population is under 19
years of age. In sum, household size is consistent-
ly large and the population very young even in
urban areas. As a hybrid society between tradi-
tionalism and urbanism, large family networks
provide the necessary cohesion and wellbeing to
its members - to the young and the old.

A further factor contributing to the large house-
hold size is the situation of displacement, conflict,
and unemployment. As a result, the data indi-
cates that 15% of the total refugee population and
5% of the total IDP population have been born in
displacement.
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1. DISPLACED POPULATION IN CAMPS AND OUT OF CAMPS: REFUGEES AND IDPs

The Duhok Governorate has received the largest
influx of displaced population, both refugees and
IDPs, since the beginning of the Syrian crisis.

According to data from UNHCR
(31st May 2016), the governorate
hosts a total of 92,831 Syri-
an refugees, 38% of the to-
tal number of refugees in
Irag, although during

the very first years of

the crisis, it hosted the
majority of refugees

as they were entering

Iraq through DuhoK’s
border.

Syrian refugees share

not only the ethnic back-
ground with the Kurds in
Duhok but also the Kurdish
dialect, which plays a role in
facilitating co-existence.

The governorate also hosts 625,169 IDPs,
according to estimations by BRHA (taking into
consideration only persons displaced post-
2013/2014 and including the districts of Akre and
Sheikhan). This is about 19% of Iraqs total IDP
population. Virtually all the IDPs in the Duhok
Governorate are originally from other governor-
ates of Iraq, which poses an additional number of
population to be provided with public services.

There are 22 camps in the
governorate
(4 for Syrian refugees and 18 for IDPs)
However, the majority
of the population lives outside
of the camps , mixed with the
host communities in either urban
or rural areas.

The area of Duhok has historically held close ties
with Nineveh and its diverse ethnic-religious
make-up. Indeed, the cities of Duhok and Mosul
are only separated by 75 kilometres.

Therefore, the population distri-

bution in the Duhok Gover-

norate has significantly

changed after the latest

waves of displacement

(Figure 2). A total

of 67% of the pop-

ulation is formed

by the host com-

munity, 29% by

IDPs, and 4% by
refugees.

A significant pro-
portion of the dis-
placed population is
hosted in camps estab-
lished by the governorate
authorities and internation-
al partners. There are 22 camps
in the governorate (4 for Syrian ref-

ugees and 18 for IDPs).

However, the majority of the population lives
outside of the camps (Figure 3), mixed with the
host communities in either urban or rural areas;
this highlights the importance of carrying out an
analysis focusing on the out-of-camp living situa-
tion vis-a-vis the host community.

Figure 2. Distribution of the total population in the Duhok Governorate between host community, IDPs, and refugees

Host community
1,470,000 individuals

67%

0% 25%

50% 75% 100%

Percentage over total governorate population
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2. POPULATION FLOWS IN URBAN AREAS

Distribution of the urban population

Focusing only on the urban areas in the Duhok
Governorate and based on the planning fig-
ures used for this assessment , the number of
the displaced? population is 186,100 IDPs (or
29,900 households) and 44,200 Syrian refugees
(or 9,200 households). This is added to an urban
host community of 895,800 inhabitants. The total
urban population covered in this assessment is
1,126,100 individuals, corresponding to 4% refu-
gees, 17% IDPs, and 79% host community (Table
2)3.

Bardarash or Sumel, the population increase has
been 50% or more, highlighting a potentially
great impact on the local socio-economic struc-
ture.

In add ition, an extensive rural area also hosts
IDPs and refugees. This population living in rural
areas frequently interact with their closer urban
centres in order to access livelihoods or public
services. In addition, the Duhok Governorate
also hosts a small population of refugees origi-
nally from Turkey and Iran that are not included

Some districts witnessed a significant increase of in the assessment as separate groups.

the population in a very short time period (3 to 4
years) due to the arrival of displaced households.
In some locations like Sheikhan,

Table 2. Population distribution in the profiling coverage areas (urban areas in the Duhok Governorate) by stratum and district
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2. Data facilitated by the Duhok Statistical Office; estimations corresponding to 2015.

3. The figures in this section (and hence the ones used for the household survey design and for the rest of the report) are the planning figures used by the Duhok
Governorate, based on their own census of the displaced population, which, for IDPs, includes displaced persons prior to 2014. The figures here have been adapt-
ed to include only IDPs and refugees in the coverage areas.
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Clusters of displaced population across the strata: a
social and geographical explanation

The clustering of both refugees and IDPs in spe-
cific areas within the governorate follow some
patterns that can be linked to social and historical
factors. High-density areas host around 50% of the
displaced households (both IDPs and refugees tak-
en together).

This geographical area corresponds to the two
main cities of the governorate (Duhok and Sumel),
and therefore it tends to offer more opportunities
than other areas.

Within this area, most households are settled in Su-
mel, which offers lower living costs, more available
space and a location near Duhok, the governorate
capital city. Both cities of Sumel and Duhok can be
regarded as an interrelated social ecosystem.

Due to past waves of displacement from Syria, Tur-
key, and the rest of Irag, the migrant families in
Sumel have created strong and informal econom-
ic networks where even the host community finds
cheaper products and more reliable services.

Figure 3. Distribution of refugees and IDPs between in-camp and out-of-camp population

Refugees

Out of camps
36,000 individuals
39%

61%

Influx of displaced households from Syria and Iraq

The Syrian refugees currently hosted in the Duhok
Governorate began to be displaced from Syria in
2011, but the majority of refugee households were
displaced between 2012 (35% of the households
displaced that year) and 2013 (46%). The remain-
ing 15% were displaced between 2014 and early
2016 (Figure 4).

Regarding the IDP population, it should be noted
that about 13% of the households currently host-
ed in the urban areas of the Duhok Governorate
were displaced before the current internal conflict
in Iraq (i.e., pre-2014, mostly displaced during
the sectarian violence of 2006-2007). For the re-
maining IDPs, virtually all of them were displaced
during 2014.

In camps
57,000 individuals

Out of camps
426,000 individuals
68%

13

IDPs

In camps
199,000 individuals
32%

In addition, almost without exception all IDP
households are originally from the Nineveh Gov-
ernorate (further divided into 54% from Mosul
City, 39% from Sinjar, and the remaining 7% from
Telkaif, Hamdaniya, and Telafar).

A note on the ethnic belonging of the displaced
households: while virtually all Syrian refugees are
Kurds, the IDP population is more diverse. About
85% of the IDP households are Kurd (which en-
compasses mostly Sunni Muslims as well as
Yezidis), followed by 8% Arabs, nearly 5% Chris-
tians (Assyrians, Chaldeans, Syriacs, and Arme-
nians), 1% Turkmen, and 1% labelled as ‘other’.
Almost without exception all IDP households are
originally from the Nineveh Governorate (further
divided into 54% from Mosul City, 39% from Sin-
jar, and the remaining 7% from Telkaif, Hamdani-
ya, and Telafar).



Medium-density areas, mainly the town of Zakho Finally, low-density areas mainly host IDPs. These

followed by the surrounding areas of Rizgari and areas are extensive farmlands in the eastern side
Derkar, also host a significant number of Syrian of the governorate, close to the Erbil Governorate
refugee households. and the current frontline.

These urban centres are virtually next to the Syr- It is hence the main entry doorfor IDPs fleeing
ian and Turkish border and they are the main the conflict from the rest of Iraq. As such, urban
entry door into Iraq and the Kurdistan Region. centres such as Sheikhan and Bardarash, on the
Zakho used to be one of the most cru- way to Mosul, host most of the IDPs and have
cial commercial hubs in Iraq be- experienced drastic population increases, of
tween 1991 and 2003, thanks Almost without about 50% .

to its Ibrahim Khalil Border  exception all IDP house-

Crossing at a time when holds are originally from the Theseareasare also marked by a great
Iraq was embargoed . Nineveh ethnic-religious diversity, with a sig-
nificant population of Christians

rnor .
It still remains a signif- (fur th (?OV(;E dO Etltes 4% f and Yezidis, thus hosting IDPs from
icant centre, offering a urther divided mto 0 IFOM thege same religious communities

wide range of economic Mosul City, 39.%. from SINjar,  that fled Nineveh.
opportunities, although it ~ and the remaining 7% from

has lost some of the impor- Telkaif, Hamdaniya,
tance as other border cross- and Telafar).
ings have been opened over the

past 10 years.

Figure 4. Number of families displaced in the areas covered by the assessment of the Duhok Governorate, by year of displacement
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DISPLACEMENT AS A CHALLENGE AND OPPORTUNITY: DUHOK URBAN PROFILE OF REFUGEES, INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS AND HOST COMMUNITY

3. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

Age, gender, and heads of household

By gender categories, the total urban population com-
prises 52% men and 48% women. There are no sig-
nificant differences between population groups or by
geographical strata.

The structure of the population by age groups is very
similar in all population groups (Figure 5). Exactly
half of the individuals are under 19 years of age. In
particular, refugees have a higher proportion

of children aged 0 to 9 years.

Regarding data for heads of house-

specifically, 10% of the IDP house-
holds are female-headed, com-

Exactly

hold half of the
individuals are under
pared with 6% of both refugee 19 years of age. In particular,

Household size

The largest households in terms of size are those
in the host community: the average size is 6.6
members (ranging from 6.4 in high-density areas
up to 7.1 in low-density areas). IDP households
comprise on average 6.2 members and refugee
households, 4.8 members.

For these last two groups, there is no sig-
nificant difference in household sizes
between the high-, medium-, and
low-density areas of the Duhok
Governorate.

These numbers are not differ-
ent from the average size es-

and host community households. refugees have a hlgher Propor- timated in other areas of the

In addition, refugee households

tend to have the youngest heads

of household, with an average age

of 39, compared to an average of 44
years for IDP households and 46 for the
host community*.

tion of children
aged 0 to 9 years.

Kurdistan Region.

Figure 5. Distribution of population groups by age

Age cohort Host community
Age +60 %I
Age 50-59 [B%Il
Age 40-49 [0
Age 30-30 (AN
Age 20-2 (AN
Age 10-10 I
Age 00 BRI

IDPs Refugees

0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 10% 20%
% over total group % over total group % over total group

4. The average age of female heads of household is significantly higher compared to male heads, with more than half of them above the age of 50.
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DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

The main factor influencing refugees and IDPs
when deciding in which specific area or neighbour-
hood to seek shelter was the presence of relatives
or other families also originally from their area of
origin; the most recent displaced households also
mentioned factors such as security and afford-
ability of the place. Most refugees and, especially,
IDPs arrived in locations where neighbourhood
ties were particularly strong and rigid, and con-
cepts such as trust and comfort were based on this
long-standing acquaintance between neighbours.

The arrival of displaced families and the realisation
that this was a protracted displacement altered -
and deteriorated - the dynamics and the day-to-
day environment of most neighbourhoods in ur-
ban areas. Protracted displacement was added in
addition to other factors such as the influence of
a war being waged next door and a deep financial
crisis that reduced the disposable income of most
families as well as the capacity of the authorities to
supply an adequate level of services.

As a consequence, creating the conditions for a
peaceful sharing of the urban space has become a
challenge as well as an opportunity. The main anal-
ysis on this issue covers three structures: the hous-
ing structure, the social structure, and the public
services structure.

Housing constitutes a large part of the analysis. The
overall housing situation in urban areas is relatively
optimal, in the sense that up to 94% of the house-
holds live in either individual houses or apart-
ments. There is, however, a relatively large pocket
of IDP families in the areas of Sheikhan, Barda-
rash, and Zakho who live in unfinished buildings
or informal settlements.

Only 10% of the host community are tenants (the
rest mainly owning their dwelling), while the per-
centage of tenants is as high as 60% and 90% for
IDPs and refugees, respectively (the rest mainly
being hosted or, in the case of IDPs, living in un-
finished buildings). This draws particular attention
to the rental market in urban areas, as the influx
of displaced households drastically changed its
configuration. Out of the total number of families
that rent, only 41% are host community families,
40% are IDPs, and 19% are refugees, on average, in
all strata. In areas of heavy displacement, such as
Sumel or Sheikhan, up to three quarters of rented
houses are inhabited by refugees or IDPs.

Housing undeniably emerges as one of the key
challenges of protracted displacement, as this sit-
uation is conducive to negative effects, especially
in the form of overcrowding and evictions. On the
one hand, regarding overcrowding, up to 45% of
the IDP households share their dwelling with other
families (the percentage is as low as 25% for refu-
gees and the host community), with the associated
impact on family relations (e.g., deteriorating do-
mestic bounds, increasing domestic violence, etc.).

Evictions, on the other hand, are on the rise, with
an estimated total of 3,500 IDP families (12% of to-
tal IDPs), 1,400 host community families (2%) and
550 refugee families (6%) having been evicted in
the last 6 months, half of them due to an inability
to continue paying rent. The fact that written rent-
al agreements are not a general practice certainly
contributes to the high number of evictions.

Regarding the social structure, a lack of interaction
between groups and a lack of understanding each
other’s needs and respective hardships increasingly
polarises the host and displaced communities. This
is happening to the extent that many focus group
participants felt they were not being treated equally
and with the same rights in their day-to-day co-ex-
istence in the urban space. Security perceptions,
although still very positive, were also linked to nu-
anced feelings of fear between population groups.

There were, however, positive examples in these
FGDs of close interactions between host commu-
nity and IDP families that created a positive rela-
tionship of trust among them.

Finally, a note on the return of IDPs and refugees to
their areas of origin. The data indicate the extent to
which this is a protracted displacement situation.

A total of 22% of IDP households and 29% of refu-
gee households stated that they are unwilling to re-
turn back under any circumstance, at this moment.
In addition, 9% of the IDPs and 17% of the refugees
imposed the reconstruction of the area as the main
condition for return, once the area is re-taken from
ISIS. In sum, this implies that about 35% of the to-
tal displaced population is likely to remain in their
current location in the Duhok Governorate for the
next 5 to 10 years.

Even for those households willing to return, the
feasibility of returning is seriously limited by ex-
ternal factors such as reconstruction needs, the fi-
nancial cost, and legal land and property disputes.
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1. CHANGING DYNAMICS IN URBAN AREAS

Changes seen by the host community

Although the influx of Syrian refugees reached its
peak in 2013, with Duhok welcoming large num-
bers, the magnitude of IDP arrivals in 2014 again
quickly mobilised the host community to respond
to the crisis. Discussion in focus groups showed
how neighbourhoods and communities opened
the doors to assist the newly displaced population.

“In the beginning of the crisis, we
had IDPs everywhere, even in our
schools. We used to help them
and tried to make them not
feel strange. Even in the centre

dren, and we did our best to
help them and make them

forget about what they had Iraq expanded, while at the same

time, the financial crisis

increased the burden on
everyone.

been through.” FGD with host
community in Duhok (men’s

group).

“Each family provided some items to

the IDPs; food, TVs, blankets... at the start,
Syrian people came, and we assisted them. And
likewise when people came from Nineveh, irre-
spective of their ethnicity or religion. But the IDP
situation has been ‘heavy’ on our community.”
FGD with host community in Sheikhan (men’s

group).

However, it quickly became clear that the situation
would become protracted. Host community mem-
bers saw how IDPs who settled in their neighbour-
hoods would not be able to return quickly as the
conflict in Iraq expanded, while at the same time,
the financial crisis increased the burden on every-
one. All these factors altered the dynamics and the
day-to-day environment of most neighbourhoods
in the urban areas.

Host community
members saw how
IDPs who settled in their
there were around 700 chil- peighbourhoods would not be able

It must be taken into account that the majority
of host community families have been residing
in their neighbourhoods either ‘always’ or since
before 2010, according to the survey data® . This
indicates longstanding community networks. The
impact on the local social and trust network was
thus felt, and perceptions and comfort quickly de-
teriorated.

“Psychologically people are tired, not because of
the IDPs, but because nobody is engaging with us
properly. Questions are not answered.” FGD
with host community in Duhok (men’s

group).

“The displacement, the [fi-
nancial] crisis, all this has
an effect on our feelings, not
only on our everyday life.

to return quickly as the conflictin We were satisfied before

the crisis, and now we are

struggling for our daily life.”

FGD with host community in

Duhok (men’s group).“Many

things changed since the arrival

of IDPs. There is no freedom any-

more, our parents do not let us go out

at night. The displacement situation has

taken control of our lives because we used to go

out, take walks, and now it is not easy to do that

because our parents said that it is not safe.” FGD
with host community in Duhok (girls’ group).

“Because of the economic crisis, people are scared
of each other. Many people who are much affect-
ed by the economic crisis try to find other ways of
living, even if through bad ways.” FGD with host
community in Duhok (women’s group).

Taken together, the impact of displacement as per-
ceived by the host community has many vectors:
(a) the influence of a war being waged next door;
(b) the deep financial crisis that reduced the dis-
posable income of most families; (c) the impact of
IDPs, both negative (additional burden on limited
public services) and positive (additional consump-
tion for local businesses).

5. Around 7 out of 10 families in high- and medium-density areas and 9 out of 10 in low-density areas have lived in their current neighbourhood either always or before 2010 - a very
small degree of internal mobility. This implies very deep and old relations within the neighbourhoods.
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As a consequence of such reactions and of the ur- Reasons by IDPs and refugees to move and live in

ban nature of the displacement, creating the con- their current neighbourhood

ditions for sharing the urban space has become a

challenge as well as an opportunity. Different narratives emerge regarding the reasons
that motivated both refugees and IDP households

“No one expected this huge number of IDPs com- to settle in their current neighbourhood. In gen-

ing to our city, everything became a mess. There eral, families that have been displaced for a longer

was no plan to take care of the IDPs and, honestly, period (and hence have had time to find certain

they should all be in camps instead of staying in stability in the area) tend to have chosen the loca-

the urban areas.” FGD with host com-
munity in Duhok (men’s group).
“Their camps should have

tion based on two factors: better employ-
ment opportunities they provide,
and the proximity to relatives

be}:zn separated. Eszl;’y- The impact (Figure 6).

where you g0, you Wit of displacement as perceived by the

see places that are ) On the other hand
left out and dirty. host community has many vectors: 1 the other hand, re-

cently displaced fami-
lies tend to prioritise
(a) the influence of a war safer locations above

There are new peo-
ple, more IDPs,
they are strangers

to us” FGD with (b) the deep financial crisis f”lﬂd_(P:?bablYf thtili is
host ity i . 1ndicative o ese
Doush (me'?fv':nerZ (c) the impact of IDPs, households not yet
group). having found a more

creating the conditions for tPef ma_‘;}elf}t " delsgmg-
The following sec- . _tion within the Kurd-
tions aim to focus on sharing the urban space istan - Region). Seeking
the dynamics that have has become a challenge as well affordable housing is also
created these perceptions as an opportunity. important, pointing to sec-

ondary displacements after the
original displacement due to deteri-
orating financial capacity.

across most of Duhok’s neigh-
bourhoods.

Figure 6. Reason of IDP and refugee households for choosing their current neighbourhood, by displacement period from origin

Time of displacement

Reason Before 2012 2012 2013 2014 2015

Better employment 15% 44% 34% 14% 15%
E::ztives, friends are also 51% 18% 26% 25% 14%
Better affordability 9% 21% 24% 12% 25%
Safer location 22% 9% 9% 38% 26%
Other 3% 8% 7% 11% 20%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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2. HOUSING AND LIVING CONDITIONS

Housing / shelter situation

The overall housing situation is . 1 Tenancy is predominant in high-
relatively optimal as 94% of Written renta and medium-density areas

the total households in ur- ~contracts are not a general prac- (28% and 31%, respective-

ban areas, on average, live tice in urban areas ly, aggregated for the three
in either individual houses population groups) as com-
or apartments. However, pared to low-density areas
some pockets of inadequate ~ Only 15% of households that rent (14%). Only 1 out of 10 host
shelter situations persist, 4 house or an apartment actual- community households are

especially in medium- and Ivh . X tenants, while the rest princi-
low-density areas, where there 'V ave a written and signed pally own their house or apart-

is a significant number of IDP contract ment (Figure 8).
households living in either informal

shelters or unfinished buildings (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Type of housing in urban areas per stratum and population group
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The situation is the opposite for refugees and IDPs,

who predominantly rent (9 out of 10 refugee fam-
ilies, 6 o ut of 10 IDP families). The situation is
similar in all strata, except for IDPs in low-density
areas, who have a significant percentage of house
ownership.

Written rental contracts are not a general practice
in urban areas.

Only 15% of households that rent a house or an
apartment actually have a written and signed con-
tract. The rest presumably rely on verbal agree-
ments. Written contracts are virtually non-exis-
tent in medium- and low-density areas. The data
by population group indicates that only 1% of the
refugee households, 15% of the IDPs, and 20% of
the host community households do have a written
contract.

Figure 8. Property status of housing in urban areas per stratum and population group

Host community IDPs Refugees
95%
83% 77% .
High density
areas
14% 0
Co2% 1% 8% 3% 2 2% 3% 0%
94%
70% 67%
Medium density .
areas
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Low density 0
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Families sharing the dwelling Rent and cost of housing

The reasons for sharing a house or flat with other families are Displacement created a strong pressure on the rental market.
presumably linked to the high costs of renting (particularly Out of all the households that rent a house or apartment in the
in Duhok), as well as to the lack of available housing as com- urban areas, 41% are IDPs, 40% are host community house-
pared to the influx of displaced households (particularly in holds, and 19% are refugees (no difference across strata).
Sheikhan and Zakho). The percentage of households sharing The highest rent costs are found in the Duhok urban centre,
a house or flat is only relatively high among IDP households, with an average rent of 353,000 IQD/month ($282/month)®.
with 45% of house sharing. This is predominant in the areas For the other locations, there is very little variation in the av-
of Zakho, Duhok, and Sheikhan. The percentage for both erage rent, ranging from a minimum of 206,000 IQD/month
refugees and the host community stands at around ($165/month) in Akre, to 228,000 IQD/month
25% on average, which is a moderately low The ($182/month) in Sheikhan. When the average
level. rent paid by the different population groups
per Celltage of are compared, the data suggest that refu-

The average size of the shared dwell- households sharing a house or ¢ and IDPs tend to rent the cheapest

ings that displaced households oc- housing available in the market. Some
cupy is 3.2 rooms in high-density ﬂat 1s Only I‘elatively hlgh among participants in FGDs with Syrian ref-

areas, 3.8 in medium-density areas, ugees, however, indicated that the
and just 2.9 in low-densit; areas. IDP households, v;gere often the target of abusive pres)-’
This must be compared with the with 45% of house sharing. sure by landlords who allegedly take

average household size of 6 mem- advantage of their more vulnerable

bers. The housing units that tend to This is predominant in the areas of status, adding that there are no com-

be shared are frequently the smallest plaint mechanisms through which to
and the least adequate to host multiple Zakho, DllhOk, address rental disputes.

families. This has an impact on family and Sheikhan.

relations, deteriorating domestic bounds, The ratio of rent over total household ex-
and increasing domestic violence, as was re- penses (only for those who pay rent) is 29% for
vealed in focus group discussions with IDPs. all urban areas taken together. There are no signifi-

cant differences between strata, as they range between 28%
in high-density areas and 35% in low-density areas, although

“We feel extremely uncomfortable sharing rooms with other it is critically high in Sheikhan (Figure 9). As regards popula-
men and women. There is little space for everyone and some tion groups, however, refugees make up for the highest ratio,
of us are forced to sleep in corridors or kitchens.” FGD with with 34% of the total expenses dedicated to pay rent, com-
IDPs (women’s group). pared to the 28% ratio for IDP and host households.

Figure 9. Ratio of rent over total household expenses by district

r T T T T T T T 1
A o] 10 40 Kilometers

High Density

Medium Densit;

Percentage of rent paid over total household

expenses

Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-Iraq (KR-I)

Subdistrict For info: pleasee contact GIS section (DSO) , Ziyad Khorki, ziyad_1970@yahoo.com
Projection: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N

Low Density

B ]

6. Based on an exchange rate of $1 = 1,250 IQD.
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3. CAPACITY AND ACCESSIBILITY OF PUBLIC SERVICES (EDUCATION AND HEALTH)

General public services provision

Employment data from the survey Great differences emerge between
were used to estimate the num- Great districts (Figure 10), with the
ber of persons employed in key differences emerge urban areas in the districts of

Sheikhan and Zakho criti-

i L cally below the governorate
urban areas in the districts  average, and Amedi nearly

public services (provision of between diStl‘iCtS, with the
health care, education, and

utilities such as water, elec-

tricity, and waste collection). of Sheikhan and Zakho doubling the average value’.
In the urban areas, 3.9% of the critically below .Those loc?tlons with a he:aVY
total population were found influx of displaced people (i.e.,
to be employed in these public the governorate Sumel, Sheikhan, and Zakho)
services — in other words, near- average, tend to have a lower ratio than

ly 4 employees are servicing every other areas.

100 residents (including host commu-
nity, IDPs, and refgees). The expansion of service provision, in

terms of capacity and quality, came to a halt during
2014 due to the financial crisis. It left many new
educational and health care facilities unfinished,
and the increase of the public service staff had to
be discontinued.

Figure 10. Percentage of people employed in the public health care, public education, and utilities sectors

Akre & Bardarash 3.7%
& " )

Sheikhan 1%
“'
’ﬁ“

Percentage of people employed in public health,
education or utilities over total population

Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-Iraq (KR-I)
Subdistrict For info: pleasee contact GIS section (DSO) , Ziyad Khorki, ziyad_1970@yahoo.com
Projection: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N
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Medium Density|

Low Density
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7. The case of Amedi is explained by the fact that towns and villages are highly dispersed across the district, which
requires a higher number of teachers and medical staff to guarantee health and education services in each town.
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Education services in urban areas

The provision of education services in urban areas is
measured here by the percentage of children that re-
ported not attending school due to ‘no easily accessible
facility’; therefore, this refers to constraints in the ac-
cess to education (note that other reasons not linked
to service provision are explored in the final section of
this report). A total of 10% of the children between the
age of 6 and 14 in the district of Zakho do not attend
school due to access constraints®.

For the rest of the strata, this percentage is relatively
low; only in Sheikhan it is slightly above 4%. Of chil-
dren aged 15 to 18, 10% in Sumel cannot attend school
due to access constraints, followed by 5% in

Zakho. The percentage in the rest of the

locations remains below 3%.

However, it is important to sep-
arate school access issues be-
tween population groups:

A total of
10% of the children between the

As mentioned, this section referred only to issues in the
provision of education services. Other issues not linked
to access, such as a lack of willingness to study, dissatis-
faction with the service, barriers such as language, etc.,
are referred to in the final section of this report.

Health services in urban areas

The general satisfaction ratio regarding access to

health services in urban areas indicates that 3 out of 4 re-

spondents qualify access in positive terms (8% as very good

and 68% as good)® . There is no significant difference be-

tween the ratings given by refugees, IDPs, and host
community members.

There are, however, pockets of dissat-
isfaction in some of the low-density
areas, the most rural ones, espe-
cially in the districts of Akre and

10% of the IDPs and 10% of age of 6 and 14 in the district of Zalkho Bardarash (31% of households,

the refugees between ages
6 and 14 reported prob-
lems with school access.
However, in the case of
refugees, these problems

do not attend school due to access con-
straints.

in total, rating access levels as
insufficient).

The two main reasons for the
low ratings in these areas are

are more frequently found . o/ : attributed, first, to a decrease
in Akre-Bardarash, Amedi, Of children aged 15 to 18, 10% in Sumel

and Sheikhan, where up to
30% of the children of this age
reported no access to school.

For IDPs, access issues are frequent

mainly in Zakho, with 25% of the chil-
dren unable to attend school. For the host
community, access constraints affect 2% of the chil-
dren. In the age group of 15 to 18 years, 15% of refugees
reported no access to schools in general, compared to
8% of IDPs and 3% of host community members. In
particular, again, Zakho and Amedi have more educa-
tional access problems for IDPs and refugees.

Information from FGDs with IDP groups in urban
areas corroborated these data. Many families point-
ed to obstacles in terms of access to service provision.
Distance to schools was frequently mentioned, in ad-
dition to an inability to afford for the transportation
costs. Also, many IDP families indicated that they had
no information about how to register their children at
schools because they did not know whom or where to
ask.

cannot attend school due to access
constraints, followed

by 5% in Zakho.

in service quality linked to the

financial crisis and, second, to

long distances between the house

and the health facilities. In the rest

of the urban areas in the governorate,

the levels of dissatisfaction are generally
very low.

In general, however, alternatives such as private health care
are reportedly not viable options due to a lack of affordability,
according to FGDs held with IDPs and refugees.

Data available by the Duhok Governorate’s department of
health pointed out that households’ out-of-pocket spend-
ing on health services has become the highest compared to
other Middle Eastern countries. This poses a high burden on
households’ domestic budget.

8. Most of the remaining children attend school without problem and a remaining minority do not attend school but due to other reasons not linked to

access problems (i.e., because they are working or parents decided not to take them to school).

9. It has to be noted that this is an open question about general access. More information would be necessary to better understand specific issues such as

access to primary, secondary, or tertiary health services.
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4. SOCIAL COHESION AND INTERACTIONS BETWEEN COMMUNITIES

Interaction between the groups The comments received in the FGDs with the host
community in Sheikhan regarding interaction and
The testimonies gathered in the FGDs point to a co-existence with TDPs were femarkabl’y more
negative state of interactions between some of the positive than the general feeling in Duhok’s FGDs.
IDP communities and the host community. While most of the IDPs in Sheikhan share the eth-
no-religious identity with the host community
Interactions are often minimal or even negative (Christians gnd Yezidis), a signiﬁcant proportion
in some cases. Language barriers are significant of the IDPs in Duhok were Sunni Arabs.
(many Kurds do not speak Arabic, and most of
non-Kurd IDPs do not speak Kurdish), but In the FGDs with the different ethno-reli-
it is not the only factor explaining the gious communities of IDPs, it was no-
lack of interaction. ticed that there are tensions and
After t grievances between Sunni Ar-
The initial welcoming in 2014 he initial demonstration abil’ thethSt community, and
gradually turned into distrust the other minorities.
as the displacement became of support and emp atlfy’ o .
protracted. In some cas- the hosts tended to have no interac- Mm"fl‘“es’ refuseld to live
es, positive outcomes have . . n the same locations
emerged through Children’s tlonS Wlth them anym()re. Wlth OtheI‘ grOHPS, espe_
interaction, as shown in the c1glly Arabs;gdueh to past
final testimony below. . . grievances. At the same
Y Several FGD participants perceived ;" rGps with Sunni
“We only interact with them themselves as strangers Arab IDPs showed how
if they come and beg for celos . they tend to live in isolation
within their new
things. Otherwise we stay far ) from other groups and from
from them because our husbands community. the host community because of
have told us to stay away from IDPs their alleged role in Iraq’s conflict.
and to not trust them.” FGD with the ' ) _
host community in Duhok (women’s group). They reported to only interact with their

extended family members in the governorate.

“At the beginning we were not very comfortable
with the arrival of IDPs to Sheikhan, when we

saw strange faces in the city. Then, after that, we Sense of safety in everyday life

became close friends with the IDP girls, and our

families became closer to each other” FGD with Based on the survey data, only one respondent re-

the host community in Sheikhan (girls’ group). ported feeling unsafe in their location. This sug-
gests a positive sense of safety (virtually all house-

From the point of view of IDPs, the FGDs showed holds indicate a good or very good sense of safety).

similar results. They reported that, after the initial

demonstration of support and empathy, the hosts Regarding cases of street harassment, there is only

tended to have no interactions with them anymore. a relatively significant percentage in medium-den-

Several FGD participants perceived themselves as sity areas.

strangers within their new community.
There, nearly 4% of the respondents pointed out

Perceptions of community belonging matter, when that a member of the household had experienced
trying to understand the interaction between the hara}ssment - no significant difference across pop-
different population groups. ulation groups.
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However, topics such as safety, violence, and co-ex- Divides between communities
istence between population groups are difficult to
assess based solely on household survey findings,
due to limitations of exploring such perceptions
through a questionnaire. More nuanced reports

Although previous sections highlighted specific
and particular issues related to co-existence, the

are given by the focus group participants. Host dlffererllt IPOP ul(;lju_oél g{)oups did hnot cxpress, 1n
community participants reported a gradual deteri- general, farge divides etween the communities
oration in their security feelings directly linked to now living together in the urban areas.

the arrival of refi d IDPs.
© arrval o fefugees at ° Just 13% of the host community households re-

Overall, the sense of security has re- sponded that there are issues dividing
mained strong but, as indicated by the Each the groups (18% for refugees, 9% for
quotes below, the described lack of IDPs), but the large majority did
interaction is linked to an increas- not point to major issues placing
ing distrust between the commu- themselves as the ViCtimS co-existence in the Duhok Gov-

nities. of this situation without  ernorate at risk.

“Now we have many IDPs in our consider ing that the entire particular, in the high-density
neighbourhood. We do not know population irrespective areas of Duhok and Sumel, more
who they are, where they come respondents (an average of 17%
from. That is why we do not feel for all groups) pointed to co-exis-

community perceives

of origin are in need of

as secure as before.” FGD with host support. tence issues. In these large cities, the
community in Duhok (men’s group). pressure on services is felt more keenly
“Many of the IDPs must have a residence and competition for jobs is more intense, as
guarantee from Asayesh [local security], and described in the following section.

this is making us comfortable about them stay-
ing among us.” FGD with host community in
Sheikhan (men’s group).

Regarding the specific issues that generate these
divides, answers vary by population group. Host
community respondents tend to point to a diverse
set of issues, from unfair competition for jobs (56%
of the respondents that indicated divides pointed
to this issue in particular) and the way assistance
is given to IDPs and refugees only (54%), to cul-
tural differences between communities (48%). In
the case of refugees and IDPs, respondents pointed
uniquely to two similar issues: the way aid and as-
sistance is targeted (58%) and competition for jobs
(52%).

FGD participants from other groups of IDPs such
as Arabs, Turkmens, or Shabaks, share similar
concerns about safety and security, unlike, for in-
stance, Kurdish IDPs. These groups reported being
scared of harm, and accounted for security inci-
dents they had encountered after displacement.

Sometimes this causes families to prevent children
from attending school due to a fear of threats and
attacks (although the survey data did not show
that this is a prevalent issue), which further isolates
these communities and obstructs any cohesion.

It is interesting to note that the way assistance is
given emerges as a clear point of divide. This points
to a direct link between assistance targeting and
social tensions, due to a perceived unfairness on
how aid is given by international organizations.
Each community perceives themselves as the vic-
tims of this situation without considering that the
entire population irrespective of origin are in need
of support.
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Zakho District, Duhok, Living conditions of IDPs, Nov. 2014, Jozef Merkx,UNHCR

27



5. POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE PUSH FACTORS: EVICTION, MIGRATION, AND RETURNS

A negative push: evicted families An ambiguous push: migration abroad

Up to 12% of IDP households report having been In almost 1 out of 10 families (7%) there is at least
evicted in the last 6 months (approximately 3,500 one member who stated having plans to leave the
families), as well as 6% of refugee house- household unit. Half of them have intentions to
holds (approximately 550 families). move abroad, to Europe. This is not only
The average percentage for the limited to refugees and IDPs, but the
host community is less than Up to same proportion of host community

members indicated such plans.

2% (approximately 1,400
families). In relative terms, 12% of IDP households re-

evictions tend to be more port having been evicted A range of reasons for attempting
frequent in Akre-Barda- . the migration path are indicated,
rash, Duhok, and Sumel in the last 6 months but the most cited ones refer to

(Figure 11)1°, willingness to seek better em-

(app r 0x1mately 3,500 famlhes)’ ployment, better education, and

The reason for most of the as well as 6% of refugee households safety.
eviction cases is related . e
to an inability to contin- (appr0x1mately 550 families).  The data was further corroborat-

ue paying rent (49% of the ed through the FGDs. Participants
eviction cases)!1. The second pointed to an increased trend to
most cited reason for eviction, migrate during the last two years as
especially frequent in low-density the overall situation in Duhok had dete-
areas, is the property owner’s inten- riorated further. They also predicted an in-
tion to undertake new development proj- crease in the rate of migration to Europe as soon
ects and tear down the building (21% of the evic- as there was enough money available to do so.

tion cases).

Figure 11. Proportion and total number of families evicted per location

r T T T T T T 1
A [ 10 20 40 Kilometers

‘
Amedi 1.1% | >
—
-{__
Sumel 4.6%
Al
Low Densit: R
W hd Percentage of households evicted

kre & Bardarash 5%
[ -
Sheikhan 0%
v‘ X
“ ‘
Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-Iraq (KR-I)

Subdistrict For info: pleasee contact GIS section (DSO) , Ziyad Khorki, ziyad_1970@yahoo.com
Projection: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N

High Density
Medium Density|

10. If only considering eviction rates among households that rent (excluding those that own or live in informal housing), the percentages are the following: 16% of IDP households,
7% of refugee households, and 6% of host community households have been evicted in the last 6 months.
11. Those households that were evicted due to not paying rent now allocate 26% of their total household expenses to rent, which indicates a more adequate ratio of rent costs.
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Many participants also cited the recent problems
in health care provision as the main cause for mi-
gration: the fact that it is no longer possible to go
to Turkey for medical reasons without a visa has

increased the willingness to migrate permanently.

“It is mostly young boys leaving, even if they have
good grades in school. But recently, after ISIS
came, girls started leaving too. Before it was al-
most only men leaving. This year, also, more un-
der 18 than before are travelling illegally.” FGDs
with host community in Sheikhan.

“Many families are thinking to move abroad but
they cannot do it right now due to financial rea-
sons. As soon as these families save enough money
to move, they will do it” FGDs with host
community in Duhok.

Special attention must be
given to religious minori-
ties. Most of the Chris-
tians and Yezidis in
the FGDs expressed

the country and
seek safety abroad.

As reported in these
FGDs, they stated

in general that they

do not see any future

for themselves in Iraq
and they have no hope
in the situation getting
better.

After losing all their belongings

and being specific targets in the con-

flict, they reported not being able to trust

people in the country anymore nor ever being able
to feel safe in the country.

For these reasons, migration either through smug-
gling or through asylum is accentuated among
these minorities.

A significant
majority of the displaced households view
their wish to leave their return as feasible and desirable, althoug
there is still a substantial
percentage of IDPs and refugees
who at this moment do not have any wish to
return All indicators point to a
protracted displacement even if
there is a willingness of the
household to return.

A positive push: willingness and feasibility
to return to place of origin

A significant majority of the displaced households
view their return as feasible and desirable, although
there is still a substantial percentage of IDPs and
refugees who at this moment do not have any wish
to return (Figure 12).

With respect to refugees, 71% of households re-
ported that they would consider going back to Syr-
ia, but 29% (about 2,700 families) were unwilling.
Similarly, 22% of IDP households were also unwill-
ing to return (about 6,500 families).

Within the group of IDPs, it is
mainly those originally from
Mosul who report a higher
unwillingness to return
(32%), while only 10%
of those from Sinjar
J, are unwilling to re-
turn.

As a condition for

the return to take

place, virtually all

households  (only

those willing to re-
turn) stated that the
primary condition for

return is the ‘liberation’ of
their place of origin.

As a second condition, however,

about 50% of the IDPs highlighted the

ability to reclaim property in the place of origin as
the main condition.

This is frequently entrenched in legal and political
issues and usually out of the hands of the families
themselves. Responses do not vary depending on
whether the IDP household is originally from Mo-
sul or from Sinjar.

12. Such responses on return have to be seen in light of the actual history of forced displacement that took place in the 1970s and 80s, especially in the Nineveh Governorate. Many of
the IDPs currently hosted in Duhok were also forcibly displaced at that time by the former regime and were reallocated in collective towns (especially in the case of Yezidis). Therefore,
areturn to these collective towns may not be perceived as a return to the “true” place of origin. This is an issue that is linked with the ability to reclaim back the original properties
before the displacement in the 1970s and 80s.
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Regarding refugees in particular, responses are
equally spread across the possible conditions (fi-
nancial assistance, reconstruction of property, and
the reclaiming of property), with a relative prepon-
derance on financial assistance!2.

All indicators point to a protracted displacement
even if there is a willingness of the household to
return. The area of Sinjar, for example, is now lib-
erated but it has suffered from insecurity and it is
heavily damaged. In this case in particular, plans
exist to build a new town next to the destroyed old
town.

“I returned to my town in Sinjar, to check the situ-
ation. I found my house destroyed and found that
some relatives were killed by ISIS. The area was
empty, and there was some demining team work-
ing there.” FGD with IDPs (Yezidis).

FGDs with the host community also showed an
understanding of the situation and an acceptance
of the fact that return is part of a bigger and com-
plex process.

All FGD participants showed knowledge of the
conditions in most liberated areas that would make
daily life challenging. As a consequence, there was
a relatively positive reaction to hosting the dis-
placed population.

“Whether we want them to stay or not, we will
treat them as guests for as long as they stay. They
cannot go back now, so we are aware that they will
have to stay even though it will further impact
our area.” FGD with host community in Sheikhan
(men’s group).

“As long as IDPs cannot go to their places, we will
continue helping them as we consider them part
of our community” FGD with host community in
Sheikhan (women’s group).

Figure 12. Distribution of households by willingness to return and area of origin!3

Willingness to return to area of origin

Syria Mosul (Iraq)

No No
29% 32%

Yes Yes
71% 68%

Sinjar (Iraq) Other districts in Niniveh

(Iraq)
No
10%
Yes
Yes 71%

90%

13. Apart from Syria, only the Iraqi districts of Mosul and Sinjar (pertaining to the Nineveh Governorate) are highlighted in the figure because 94% of the IDPs in the assessment’s

coverage area come from these two districts in Iraq.



DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Duhok remains the governorate with the highest
percentage of population searching for work and
the lowest percentage of population working, com-
pared to the rest of the Kurdistan Region. The in-
flux of IDPs and refugees only had a partial effect
on this situation, because employment and unem-
ployment for the host community was at similar
rates prior to the arrival of IDPs.

In this matter, it must be taken into account that
the working-age population in Duhok has substan-
tially lower education levels (e.g., 58% of the adults
working do not have a basic education degree).
Employment for the Syrian refugees, on the oth-
er hand, is extraordinarily high, with rates for the
adult male population at about 75%. IDP house-
holds have the same percentage of population em-
ployed than the host community (63% for men and
11% for women), but a higher number of people
searching for work.

This situation is, however, compensated partially
by IDPs’ access to public transfers by the Federal
Government of Iraq for their previous employment
in their place of origin (although only if working
for the public sector).

The dynamism of the private sector is a key aspect
in this protracted displacement situation, as refu-
gees and IDPs cannot usually work for the govern-
ment (although some exceptions exist for teachers
and health care personnel).

Nevertheless, in Duhok most employment is gen-
erated by the public sector, with 55% of the em-
ployed host community working for the govern-
ment or public companies.

Half of the IDPs and refugees working in the gov-
ernorate are employed in construction, and dai-
ly-waged labour in agriculture is the second most
common job. In a geographical sense, private sec-
tor jobs are generally more available especially in
the areas of Zakho and Akre, as well as Sumel,
which are also the areas with the largest influx of
displaced persons.

The percentage of unemployed population, howev-
er, is very significant across the governorate and it
poses some challenges for integrating them back
into the labour market.

Although the host community has the lowest per-
centage of people unemployed in relative terms, in
absolute terms 67% of all the individuals unem-
ployed belong to the host community. Most live-
lihood interventions, in this sense, have frequently
not targeted the host community.

Furthermore, for livelihood purposes, it must be
taken into account that half of the unemployed in-
dividuals are between 15 and 24 years of age, and
the integration of youth into the labour market is
one of the most crucial challenges facing Duhok.

Education levels are also a challenge, in the sense
that the population searching for work generally
have very low education levels, with 72% having
none or only basic education and 21% being illiter-
ate. Finally, in geographic terms, Amedi, Sheikhan,
and Sumel are the areas facing much higher un-
employment than other locations, while Zakho has
very low unemployment levels.

This indicates that the private sector in Zakho
(mostly informal) has been able to absorb the
newly arrived population, while the other areas
have struggled more (Sheikhan and Sumel had the
highest population increase due to displacement,
and Amedi has the lowest levels of private sector
development).

As regards the employment of women, the propor-
tion of women working is extremely low and few
opportunities exist outside of public sector jobs.
This derives in large part from traditional cultur-
al norms and beliefs across communities regard-
ing the role of women. Most women currently at
working age, displaced or not, are illiterate, which
virtually excludes them from the labour market.

Young women are gradually accessing higher ed-
ucation levels and will be seeking to enter the la-
bour market. Their entrance will be critical to the
growth of the economy in the area, but will pose
a challenge for the labour market if it is not mod-
ernised and if jobs are not diversified to allow ac-
cess for young women.



1. WORK STATUS OF THE POPULATION

Explanation of concepts

The work status of the population is analysed
through three different indicators. First, through
the percentage of individuals between the ages of
15 and 64 who have been employed at some point
during the month preceding the survey, either as
self-employed or paid employees, full-time or spo-
radically (‘employed’).

Second, through the percentage of in-
dividuals between the ages of 15 and
64 who have not been working but
have been actively searching for
a job, either for the first time or
after losing their previous job
(‘searching for a job’).

Third, through the remain-

ing percentage of individuals
between the ages of 15 and 64
who are outside of the labour
force, which means that they are
full-time students, disabled per-
sons unable to work, home-makers,
early retired persons, or simply per-

sons unwilling to work. These individuals

are ‘economically inactive’ and do not count as
part of the unemployed population (‘out of the la-
bour force’). The three categories sum up to 100%.
The traditional concepts of employment and un-
employment rate do not fully apply to the context
of the Kurdistan Region and to a complex displace-
ment setting as the present one.

traditional concepts of
employment and
unemployment rate do not fully gory that in many cases hide
apply to the context of the
Kurdistan Region and
to a complex displacement
setting as the present

The definition of employment is an example of
this: informal employment or underemployment is
common within this context, which means that in-
dividuals may not have worked for the full month,
but rather sporadically in different places, for some
days. In the survey approach for this report, such
an individual is counted as employed, even if s/

he has only worked for one week during the

month and spent the remainder of the

The time searching for a job. Underem-

ployment is thus not visible in
the data. In addition, self-em-
ployment is also a fluid cate-

precarious employment situ-
ations.
Therefore, the boundaries of
unemployment are difficult to
define, especially because there
are no safety nets for someone

one. officially declared unemployed or

jobless, as is seen in other countries.

Finally, some additional limitations apply

for the data on work status of the IDP popula-

tion related to the lack of clarity regarding current

employment in the Duhok Governorate, as many

IDPs have retained their public posts in their plac-
es of origin and are being paid their salary!4.

For all of the above reasons, the analysis of the
population’s work status is divided into the follow-
ing three indicators: ‘employed;, ‘searching for a
job’ and ‘out of the labour force’ Gender plays an
important role in this analysis, as the percentage
of women out of the labour force is extremely high
as compared to men. Therefore, work status here
is always disaggregated by gender, and informa-
tion on women’s participation in the labour force
is provided later in this section.

14. An IDP survey respondent, when asked about his/her employment situation, might have answered that he/she is employed, but at their place of origin, not in the Duhok Gover-
norate. His/her employment status is maintained, especially in the case of public employees. For instance, a teacher from Nineveh would declare he/she is employed and still receiving
salary, although not actually working anymore due to displacement. Technically, this person does not work in the Duhok Governorate. However, other IDPs may be working in fact as
employees within the Duhok Governorate. This distinction cannot be made with the survey data available.
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Data on work status increases gradually as we move from higher-den-
sity areas to lower-density areas. In these latter ar-

The average percentage of individuals employed in eas, the rate of unemployment is double compared
the areas covered by the assessment, taking togeth- to Duhok and Sumel, on average. The percentage
er men and women of adult age, and independent- of people out of the labour force is also higher in
ly of the population group, is 39%. This is disag- Duhok and Sumel than in other areas, mainly due
gregated into 64% for men and 14% for women. to a higher number of full-time students.
The average rate is slightly lower than that of the
Sulaimaniya and Erbil Governorates, which stands By age group, the lowest employment levels are
at 41%. found among youth (15% on average for both gen-
ders), mainly because most of them are still full-
By population group (Figure 13), there is a very time students. This age group also shows higher
high percentage of employment among male Syri- rates of people searching for work than the older
an refugees, with only a very small number of them age groups, affecting mostly both IDPs and refu-
out of the labour force (i.e., less full-time students, gees. Employment rates for individuals older than
disabled or inactive people than in other 25 years are particularly high, nearing 90% for
groups). The host community and men and around 15% for women.
IDPs, on the other hand, have a Regarding the type of employment
similar labour force participa- There is

for those individuals with a job,
a very high percentage of on average 2 out of 3 workers
employment among male Syrian  #'¢ paid employees in the
urban areas!>. Most of the
remaining are employers
of them out of the labour force. and business owners (i.e.
mainly small shops), and a
minority work as self-em-
ployed. Self-employment
other hand, have a in particular is very prom-
similar labour force 63% inent in_high-density areas
but less relevant in the rest of
the governorate.

tion, but the IDP group has a
higher number of individ-
uals searching for work.
In comparable terms, the refugees, with only a very small number
total amount of individu-
als searching for work is
relatively high, especial-
ly affecting the displaced The host community and IDPs, on the
population.

By geographical stratum, all
areas tend to show similar em- participation.
ployment levels among the pop-

ulation. The main difference is that

the rate of individuals searching for work

15. The data also shows that the vast majority of paid employees (in the private sector) are working within the informal economy. The
rate of workers with a written labour contract does not exceed 8% in any of the geographical strata.
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2. GEOGRAPHIC PATTERNS ON EMPLOYMENT

This is the only area with a relevant presence of
jobs in manufacturing, even if generating only 10%
of private sector jobs.

Jobs in the public and private sectors

Slightly more than half of the employment avail-

able in both high- and low-density areas is pri- In low-density areas, construction is clearly the
marily in the public sector (exactly 55% of the most prominent sector, with agriculture and retail-
employed population work for the government or ing having a more minor role compared to other
public companies). areas.

Where are the IDPs and refugees employed?

Conversely, in medium-density areas
It must be taken into account that vir-

such as Zakho, the private sector

generates up to 69% of the jobs Slightly tua}llg a‘ll O}f the@ can only( access
31% for the public sector). jobs in the private sector (except
e ’ ) more than half of the those IDPs still holding their

employment available in both  public posts in the place of

An analysis of the jobs cre- - '
ated by the private sector high- and low-density areas is origin, for which they re-

; ot . . . ceive a salary, even if irreg-
in each district shows primarily in the public sector. larly) Y 8
that there are no signif- ularly).

icant differences within Conversely, in medium-density o
Construction is the most

the governorate (with areas such as Zakho, relevant sector, employ-

the exception of Amedi, the private ing nearly half of the work-

where few private sector
jobs are available), with sim-
ilar values across all locations of the jobs
(Figure 14) - although Zakho and

Akre deviate positively from the rest

of the urban areas (i.e., the private sector is
more developed in these two locations).

sector generates up to 69% ing IDPs and refugees in
some locations. Agriculture

(daily-waged labour) is the sec-

ond most common occupation for
working IDPs and refugees, especially in
high-density areas. Other sectors such as retailing
and the food sector are also relevant employers, al-

‘ ' though to a lesser degree.
Regarding private sector employment, each geo-

graphical area presents a different narrative. In
high-density areas, agriculture is the primary em-
ployer in the private sector, providing a significant
amount of daily-wage labour in nearby locations.
Another relevant sector is construction. Both ag-
riculture and construction employ around half of
the working population in the private sector. In
medium-density areas, the most developed sectors
are construction and retail ing, together account-
ing for half of the employ ment in the private sec-
tor.

Lack of jobs

Low-density areas show a relatively high ratio of
individuals searching for jobs (Figure 15). Histor-
ically, these areas have been the least developed in
terms of investments, infrastructure, and private
sector capacity. In particular, Sheikhan, Amedi,
and Sumel face much higher unemployment than
other locations. All other areas have similar - and
relatively low - ratios of the population unable to
find work (including areas such as Zakho, one of
the districts with the largest influx of refugees and
IDPs, which is nevertheless able to absorb addi-
tional workers thanks to its dynamic private sec-
tor).

35



Figure 14. Percentage of the adult population employed in the private sector
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Figure 15. Percentage of individuals searching for work over total adult population by district urban areas
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3. INTEGRATING THE POPULATION INTO THE LABOUR MARKET

Who are the unemployed?

In light of demographic data, about half of the unemployed
individuals are between 15 and 24 years of age. The second
largest group comprises individuals aged 25 to 44 years

(42% of the unemployed individuals), with the

of remaining 11% being individuals older than

all the individuals 45 years. This irlldicates that the integre.l—

tion of youth into the labour market is

unemployed, about 67% are  one of the most crucial challenges in
host community members.

The segment of the population that is unemployed and look-
ing for a job is here disaggregated into different demograph-
ic and socio-economic categories, such as population
group, age, education and experience, and pov-

erty situation (Figure 16).

Although the level of unemployment
is relatively higher for IDPs and ref-
ugees than for the host community,
in absolute terms the majority of
unemployed people belong to the
host community. Of all the individ- Furthermore’ about half of them worked before and holds no profes-

uals unemployed, about 67% are host are within the middle sional experience.

community members.
S0Cio-economic
class.

the governorate, especially when also
considering the fact that 58% of the
unemployed population has never

Another challenge for the integration of

the unemployed population is their very

low human capital levels (further discussed

below). Nearly 3 out of 4 individuals looking for
a job have not completed any formal education de-

gree. Only 16% of the unemployed population has a higher

education diploma. In addition, 21% of the unemployed are
illiterate. This calls for further emphasis on vocational for-
mation that is more closely linked to manual labour.

Furthermore, about half of them are with-

in the middle socio-economic class; only

28% of the unemployed individuals are from the
poorest segment of families (5th expenditure quintile).

Figure 16. Characteristics of the group of population currently searching for job in the Duhok Governorate’s urban areas
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Challenges of human capital (education,
skills, and occupation)

The labour force (host community, IDPs, and ref-
ugees aggregated) is mostly characterised by low
levels of human capital.

For instance, nearly 19% of the individuals either
working or searching for work is illiterate - un-
able to read or write. This population mostly works
in construction and agriculture, but a significant
proportion also within low-skilled positions in the
public administration.

In addition, 58% of the individuals in the labour
force have not completed all grades of basic edu-
cation (up to Grade 9), 18% have obtained a basic
education level, 7% a high school education level,
and 17% have completed university studies.

Both high- and low-density areas have the most
educated population, while medium-density areas
have the lowest levels of human capital. In terms
of population groups, host community members
tend to hold higher education levels than the other
two groups, although the difference is not great.

In terms of occupation, the data suggests that there
is a scarcity of semi- or, especially, high-skilled
positions (Table 3). Even individuals with higher
education levels are actually working in either un-
skilled or semi-skilled positions.

This is indicated by the low ratio of individuals
with university or technical studies in high-skilled
positions (26% for the host community, 28% for
IDPs). Only refugees seem to be occupied exten-
sively in highly specialised job positions.

Table 3. Type of occupation held by the employed population by population group and education level

I"apulatizn group | dweiacxin Ievel | owe-zkillad Srmi-skidlled | ligh-skilled Tedal

| IS A T RN HA TP A VRN T L PR Y L7 R L P R T e - 1 1
LN LR HRH IR TR o i= 15 130
Civersivy s e Ll s sor el - - (B

I3l s et L e e e el r . . 130
LN LR HRH IR TR 14 - - 130
Civersivy s e Ll s sor el 2= 1 (B

| R R T A T AT W B R W VY 1 1 e 130
LN LR HRH IR TR : - i- 130
B HN E W RO H T N TR o SR N | 1 . 1

Note on the definition of each occupation segment: high-skilled occupations include managers, professionals, and technicians; semi-skilled occupations

include clerical workers, service and sales, skilled agricultural workers, and craft workers; low-skilled occupations include machine operators and assem-

blers and elementary occupations. People in armed forces are excluded.
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Women’s participation in the labour force

The vast majority of the employed women are in
the public sector (9 out of 10 women, virtually all
of them being host community members). Within
this sector, most women work in education (66%)
and health (8%). In the private sector, agriculture is
the main employer (45% of women).

However, employment rates for women are ex-
traordinarily low — not only in the Duhok Gover-
norate, but across the entire Kurdistan Region.

A first explanation for this situation is the lack
of adequate education levels among adult wom-
en. For instance, regarding literacy rates, the data
shows similar, very low levels for all population
groups: about 57% of women older than 35 years
cannot read or write. The majority of working
women tend to have high education levels, such
as university degrees. FGD participants pointed
to education, but also referred to cultural norms
as the second main obstacle that prevents a higher
rate of women working.
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“This is the way society thinks. Our society does
not accept women to work in most jobs, and much
of this is realistically difficult to change. Women
can be teachers and doctors. If women work, they
experience a lot of difficulties. Their families often
do not allow it, or family members make negative
comments about that” FGD with host community
in Sheikhan (boys’ group).

However, the current crisis and the need to bring
additional revenue to the house is changing the so-
cial dynamics and gradually incorporating women
into the labour force, as shown by the final testi-
mony below.

“I think it is not true that women are not partici-
pating in the labour force. We have many indica-
tors that show that the community has advanced
a lot and it is much better than 15 years ago. It is
true that women in our society cannot perform all
kinds of jobs because it is culturally not acceptable.
They cannot work in restaurants or drive taxis.
But the economic crisis is forcing many families
to let their women work to help the family” FGD
with host community in Duhok (men’s group).

Duhok City Overview, R. Rasheed, UNHCR



DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

The weakening of the financial situation of house-
holds in the Duhok Governorate primarily origi-
nates from the financial crisis in the Kurdistan Re-
gion and the general deterioration of the economic
outlook of Iraq as a whole, more than it does from
the displacement crisis.

Salaries in the public sector (both for the host com-
munity working for the government and IDPs still
receiving payment from the Federal Government)
were not fully paid in the preceding year due to
budget restrictions and other irregularities and
delays, and wage earners are in a precarious situ-
ation due to employment insecurity and increased
competition.The average household expenditure
per capita (one of the most frequently used indi-
cators for financial vulnerability) stands at $174/
month for the host community. This is about a 40%
higher than the $124/month for refugee and IDP
households.

However, this indicator covers concerning dynam-
ics, affecting all population groups equally, that
place also the host community into a very vulnera-
ble position. In particular, these dynamics include
two aspects: indebtedness and income sources.

As regards indebtedness, the percentage of house-
holds having borrowed money reached very high
levels. A total of 59% of the refugee households,
40% of the host community households, and 37%
of the IDP households have outstanding debts.
Indebtedness is especially high in Zakho and the
high-density areas.The host community is largely
indebted due to previous long-term loans linked
to asset purchases (houses, cars, etc.), which still
remain due. As regards IDPs and refugees, the vast
majority of households have borrowed money for
emergency and coping purposes, that is, for sus-
taining domestic consumption and helping in pay-
ing rent.

However, the key aspect that illustrates the extent
of vulnerability across all groups are income sourc-
es. This also includes the host community in spite
of it having a relatively higher household expen-
diture. On average, nearly 40% of the income that
households received or generated in the preceding
month of the survey came from borrowing and
family support.

Other non-sustainable sources of income, such as
coping strategies (e.g., selling assets), comprise,
on average, about 7% of the total income sources.
Salaries, wages, business earnings, and pensions,
therefore, only account for slightly more than half
of the total income of an average family.

This aspect is not captured by simply examining
household expenditure per capita, but such a situ-
ation, as a consequence of the financial crisis, plac-
es many ‘middle-income level’ households across
all groups at risk of poverty if they must continue
sustaining their consumption through debts, asset
sale, assistance, or income from insecure employ-
ment.

Finally, this section develops a household vulner-
ability analysis, using consumption poverty as the
measure of vulnerability. The model identifies fac-
tors contributing to household vulnerability and
it allows an overall area-based assessment of the
most vulnerable locations.

The narrative emerging from the assessment in-
dicates three areas of special vulnerability: first,
the area compressed between Sheikhan and Akre;
second, the district of Zakho; and third, to a lesser
extent, Sumel and its outskirts.
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1. HOUSEHOLD BUDGET

Economic situation at stratum level

The average household expenditure per capita, Both medium- and low-density areas tend to
which is the most common measure have a higher proportion of poorer
used to evaluate a household’s liv- Both families than high-density areas. In

ing standard, stands at 204,000 medium- and low—density particular, 31% and 32% of the
IQD/month  ($163/month) households in medium- and

for the governorate’s urban areas tend to have a higher low-density areas, respec-

areas. proportion of poorer families than  tively, are within the low-
high—density areas. est (and poorest) expen-

Compared to this aver- diture quintile, whereas

age, the Duhok District only 11% of households

Centre has the highest in high-density areas

expenditure per capita 31% and 32% of the households in are in the poorest quin-

compared to other areas . . tile.

(272,000 1QD/month, or medium- and low-density areas,

$217/month) (Figure 17). respectively, are within the lowest Conversely, about 27% of
(and poorest) expenditure the households living in

In Sumel, the value is nearly ntil high-density areas are within

40% lower, indicating a worse quintile the richest expenditure quintile.

welfare situation in spite of the

close proximity to the city of Duhok. The opposite situation holds true to the

Regarding the other areas, the expenditure per area of Zakho, where only less than 10% of house-

capita in medium- and low-density areas is nearly holds represent the richest quintile.

the same on average, around 166,000 IQD/month

($132/month).

Figure 17. Average household expenditure per capita in urban areas per district (data in IQD/month)
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Economic situation across population groups

IDP and refugee households have a very similar
household expenditure per capita, both with an
average of 155,000 IQD/month ($124/month).

In contrast, host community households on av-
erage have an expenditure per capita of 217,000
IQD/month ($174/month), about 40% higher
(Figure 18). However, it is important to
highlight that the current levels of ex-

penditure per capita for the host

community are significantly low-
er than the levels of 2012, before
the onset of Iraqgs conflict and
financial crisis. In 2012, the av-
erage household expenditure
per capita was 265 IQD/month
($212/month)16,

This deterioration of the host commu-

nity’s economic situation is directly attrib-

utable to a lower income available; as discussed in
the following sections, most of the households un-
derwent a cut or withholding of their salaries and
wages during 2015 and 2016, especially if working
for the public sector.

IDP
and refugee households
have a very similar household
expenditure per capita,
both with an average
of 155,000 IQD/month
($124/month)

When examined in more detail by population
group (Figure 19), the data shows significant differ-
ences between hosts, IDPs, and refugees regarding
the distribution of households across expenditure
quintiles (a methodological note on the analysis of
quintiles is provided in Box 1).

The situation is especially challenging for

IDP households, as 40% of them are

concentrated in the poorest quin-

tile across the urban areas (this

is the case for only 18% of the

refugee households and 15%
of the host ones) .

Conversely, very few refugee

or IDP households are in the

richest quintile (less than 10%)17

— in fact, refugee households tend to

be clustered in the medium-level quin-

tiles (second, third, and fourth quinile), show-
ing a relatively robust financial situation.

Figure 18. Comparison of household expense per capita and total household expense by population group
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16. Figure in nominal terms. The real terms should be adjusted taking into consideration the inflation rate, for which data is not available.

17. Interestingly for the case of IDPs, there is no actual difference between the distribution across expenditure quintiles of those IDP households displaced pre-2014
and those displaced as a consequence of the current Iraqi conflict, indicating that there is no visible improvement for households displaced about 10 years ago
compared to the most recent ones.
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Box 1. How to analyse quintiles

Quintile
1st: 20% richest households
B 2nd:20% second richest households
B 3rd:20% middle income households
M 4th:20% second poorest households
B 5th:20% poorest households

The use of quintiles is a common and explicative
way to statistically compare the characteristics of
households according to their wealth levels, that
is, between the poorer and the richer households.
Here, “expenditure quintiles” are used. To calculate
them, all households have been ordered from the
richest to the poorest according to their house-

hold expenditure per capita. Then, the households
are divided into 5 groups of the same size, each of
them representing 20% of the total. The first group,
or quintile, contains the richest 20% of households;
the second quintile contains the next richest 20%
of households, and so on.

With this grouping, it is possible to analyse wheth-
er the households in the richer quintiles have any
differentiating characteristic when compared to
the poorer quintiles (e.g., the majority of house-
holds in the richest quintile are male-headed
households, while the majority of households in
the poorest quintile are female-headed house-
holds). A number of characteristics are evaluated
in the following sections.

Figure 19. Distribution of households across expenditure quintiles, by population group
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The total household expenditure showed in Figure
18 is disaggregated below into the different ex-
pense items that comprise the family budget (Ta-
ble 4). The disaggregation is relatively similar for
all population groups. The main expense item that
absorbs between 35% and 39% of the total
household expenses is food purchase.

The next item is rent payment or
house purchase instalments,
which accounts for between
25% and 33% of the house-
hold budget. Both items,
food and rent, make about
70% of the total household
expenses on average.

2. INDEBTEDNESS

The current percentage of households in the host
community with outstanding debt is 40%. The per-
centage is similar for IDP households (37%), while
for refugees it is higher, at 59%.

The

current percentage
of households in the host
community with outstanding
debt is 40%. The percentage is

similar for IDP households
(37%), while for refugees
it is higher,
at 59%.

Other relevant expenses correspond to health care
(about 10% of total expenses) and fuel and trans-
portation (about 6%). However, it must be take
into account that the absolute numbers (in IQD/
month) vary for each population group: for in-
stance, while IDP and refugee families
spend about 46,000 IQD/month/
person ($37/month/person) on
food, host community families
spend 60,000 IQD/month/
person ($48/month/person).
Similarly, total health expen-
diture per household ranges
from the 70,000 IQD/month
($56/month) of refugee fam-
ilies to 125,000 IQD/month
($100/month) of host com-
munity families.

In the host community, the most com-

mon purpose of loans are long-term

asset purchases, such as housing (38% of total

debt purposes), consumer durables such as vehi-

cles (15%), or business establishments (7%). A mi-

nority of host community households hold debt

for emergency and coping purposes, such as sus-

taining domestic consumption (17%) or helping in
paying rent (5%).

Table 4. Total monthly household expenses distributed by item, in IQD/month and in percentage over total

= E £ &
= B & & b1 o & a F
= [ 7] =
T 3§ § EE zE £ % %t £ %
& I~ 2| = 2 = B = o & a8 o =
Host . Total HH expense 393 320 124 67 04 84 32 78 134 1,204
community ?
Percentage over total 34% 25% 9% 6% 6% 6% 2% 4% 8% 100%
1DPs Total HH expense 279 192 88 38 46 42 32 38 103 860
Percentage over total 390% 24% 10% 5% 6% 5% 1% 2% 8% 100%
Refugees Total HH expense 235 215 70 38 30 15 8 10 35 658
Percentage over total 38% 33% 9% 6% 5% 2% 1% 1% 5% 100%
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For IDPs and refugees in particular, the households
living in high- and medium-density areas tend to
be more frequently indebted than those living in
low-density areas. In these low-density areas, the
percentage of households indebted stands below
25%.

The vast majority of indebted IDP and
refugee families have borrowed
money for emergency and cop-
ing purposes (42% for sustain-
ing domestic consumption
and 23% for helping in pay-
ing rent — IDPs and refugees
aggregated). Only 5% of the
indebted families borrowed
money for establishing a busi-
ness, 7% for housing, and 4%
for purchasing consumer dura-

bles!8 .

3. VULNERABILITY ACROSS THE
URBAN AREAS

Methodology and household/area factors
determining vulnerability

In most vulnerability analyses, household vul-
nerability (and hence the eligibility for assistance
programs such as cash support) has been evalu-
ated by taking into account household-centred
factors (e.g., disability, gender of the household
head, dependency ratio, etc.). Other factors affect-
ing households, including geography and the so-
cio-economic context, have been overlooked. The
framework described below therefore combines
both approaches, household-based and area-based
factors, in order to understand vulnerability across
urban areas in the Duhok Governorate. This is a
first attempt to integrate both approaches.

This section, therefore, develops a statistical model

and a subsequent analysis on the factors that are

expected to influence household vulnerability.

The model is described in Annex D and it shows

in greater detail the regression coefficients, which

indicate the possible presence and magnitude of a
causal effect.

In most
vulnerability analyses,
household vulnerability
(and hence the eligibility
for assistance programs such
as cash support)
has been evaluated by taking
into account
household-centred
factors.

The sections below do not enter
into a statistical discussion of
these effects for each factor,
but they provide information
on the differences between
the richer and the poorer
households, and they map
the locations of the vulnera-
bility. Consistent with the ar-
ea-based approach used in this
assessment, vulnerability exists
across all population groups and
hence emphasis is given to a geo-
graphical comparison.

The household factors evaluated are:

« Gender of the household head;

« Dependency ratio;

« House overcrowding;

« Rent paid over total household budget;
« Indebtedness for emergency purposes;

« Non-sustainable household income sources.
The area / district factors evaluated are 1°:
o Private sector development;

« Intensity of the financial crisis;

« Human capital levels;

o General unemployment;

o Influx of displaced households.

The indicator used in this model to categorise
households according to their expected vulnerabil-
ity is household expenditure per capita (as showed
in Figure 17).

18. The relatively high percentage of households with debt contrasts with the low amount of expenditure allocated to debt repayments (Table 4). This is explained with the vast major-

ity of households borrowing money from their wider family network — formal debts are a minority except for the funds obtained from the government for property purchase. It should
not be assumed that all financial support from family is expected to be repaid.

19. The last two area-based factors were found to be statistically not significant in the statistical model. This indicates that no dependence relation was found between these factors and
the likelihood of a household to be relatively poor. Therefore, they are not discussed in the sections below.
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This indicator is frequently used in similar vulner-
ability assessments20 . However, it presents some
limitations for fully understanding vulnerability
and the dynamics related to this concept.

Household per capita is used to explain poverty
or, more specifically, consumption poverty. An-
other type of vulnerability is more closely linked
to household resilience, or the ability to withstand
shocks. From this perspective, a household might
be vulnerable but not necessarily poor; however, it
might be at risk of falling into poverty in the event
of an external shock. In the context of the Kurdis-
tan Region, this is equally alarming.

For instance, host community households have
a relatively high expenditure per capita, but the
fact that many households underwent salary cuts
implied that they are engaging in negative coping
strategies in order to sustain their expenditure lev-
els. A prolonged period in this situation may place
the household at risk of heavy indebtedness, in-
ability to pay rent, and potential eviction and re-
location to less well-oft districts. Similar situations
are experienced by refugee and IDP households.

Presumably, this latter type of vulnerability is not
accurately measured by household expenditure
per capita, for the reasons stated above. However,
some discussion is provided in the sections below
on specific factors more closely linked to resilience,
such as non-sustainable income sources.

Zakho District, Duhok. Living conditions of IDPs , Nov. 2014, Jozef Merkx, UNHCR

20. Jordan’s Vulnerability Assessment Framework, an initiative of UNHCR’s response to the refugee crisis in that country, considers (predicted) household expenses as the proxy to
identify those families that require assistance. UNHCR’s models used in Egypt and Lebanon follow a similar framework.
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Gender and vulnerability The poorest female-headed households are
also characterise aving relative

e Iso ch d by having relatively

Levels of household expenditure distribution of young heads of household (below
per capita are significantly differ- the age of 40) or a household size
ent between male-headed and households across of 7 or 8 members, on average.
female-headed households. expenditure quintiles shows  This is opposed to the rela-
0 . _tively richer female-headed

In particular, the distribu- that about 47% of the female-head households, which have older

tion of households across €d households are concentrated in heads and an average house-
expenditure quintiles shows the two poorest quintiles and are hold size of 3 to 4 members.

that about 47% of the fe-  giopjficantly underrepresented

male-headed households are Geographically, it can be ob-

concentrated in the two poorest in the richest served that the areas of Sumel

quintiles and are significantly un- quintiles. and Zakho have the highest per-

derrepresented in the richest quin- centage of female-headed households

tiles (Figure 20). when compared to the other districts
(Figure 21).

Figure 20. Female-headed households distributed by expenditure quintiles

Quintile
Female head of household 19% It (richest)
M 2nd
B 3d
B 4th
Male head of household 20% B 5th (poorest)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage over total population
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Dependent members and vulnerability in the richest quintile, there are almost 2 non-de-
pendent members on average for each dependent

The number of dependent members within a member (Figure 22).

household (i.e. either below the age of 15 or above Highly vulnerable households can be character-
the age of 64) is also a significant determinant of its ised as having, for instance, at least 2 dependent
financial situation. In simple terms, poorer house- members for each non-dependent member. Geo-
holds are characterised by having more dependent graphically, households with this characteristic are
members than relatively richer households. For in- more frequently found in the area of Zakho. There,
stance, households in the poorest quintile actually around 22% of the households have twice as many
have more dependent members in the family unit dependent members as non-dependent.

than non-dependent members. On the contrary,

Figure 21. Mapping of the female-headed households in the Duhok Governorate
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Figure 22. Households” dependency ratio distributed by expenditure quintiles
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Figure 23. Mapping of the households with a relatively critical dependency ratio
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Note: areas of heavy displacement (Sumel, Sheikhan, and Bardarash/Akre); areas of medium displacement (Zakho); areas of light displacement (Duhok and Amedi).
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House overcrowding and vulnerability For instance, the average ratio for households in
the richest quintile is 1.2 people per room, while

The ratio of household members per room in the for those in the poorest quintile, the ratio is about

house (excluding bathrooms) is used here as a double, 2.6 people per room (Figure 24).

proxy to evaluate the effect of housing conditions

and potential overcrowding on financial well- Therefore, a situation of overcrowding that

being. could be determined by having 3 peo-
ple per room is more frequently

The data suggest that a higher The seen in Sheikhan (31%) than in

number of people per room is in- average ratio for other districts (Figure 25). The

average across urban areas in
the governorate is 11%.

dicative of the household being . . . e
relatively poorer than others, households in the richest quintile

controlling for other variables. 15 1.2 people per room, while for
those in the poorest
quintile, the ratio is about
double, 2.6 people
per room.

Figure 24. Households’ ratio of members per house room by expenditure quintiles
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Renting and vulnerability

Households’ financial vulnerability is It is generally understood that allocating
also explained with the amount of half or more of the total expendi-
rent paid as a proportion of the It is ture to rent can be deemed as a

total household expense. The 1l d d that all critical and concerning situa-
statistical analysis indicates ~ 5CT1€Tally under stood that allocat-  (jon On average, 11% of the

a relationship between ing half or more of the households across urban

households that allocate  tgta] expenditure to rent can be deemed 23S are in this situation
an elevated proportion - this number excludes

of their total expendi- as a critical and concerning non-tenants. The ratio is
ture to rent and a rela- situation critically high in the area

tively poorer status. In  The ratio is critically high in the area of ~©f Sheikhan. There, 44%

particular, households in . of households use more
the poorest expenditure Sheikhan. 44% of households use more ., half of their total

quintile allocate on aver- than half of their total expenditure to expenditure to pay rent.

age about 35% of their bud- pay rent. Zakho and Duhok also have
get to rent, while this ratio is a significant percentage in this
23% for those in the richest quin- aspect, although to a lesser ex-
tile (Figure 26). tent (Figure 27).

T T T T T T

Figure 25. Mapping of the households in a situation of overcrowding
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Note: areas of heavy displacement (Sumel, Sheikhan, and Bardarash/Akre); areas of medium displacement (Zakho); areas of light displacement (Duhok and Amedi).
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Figure 26. Households’ ratio of rent costs over total expenses by expenditure quintile
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Figure 27. Mapping of the households in a situation of rent vulnerability
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Note: areas of heavy displacement (Sumel, Sheikhan, and Bardarash/Akre); areas of medium displacement (Zakho); areas of light displacement (Duhok and Amedi).
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Debts for emergency purposes and vulnera- for these purposes are situated in the two poorest
bility segments, while only 8% are in the richest quintile
(Figure 28).

Poorer households are also characterised by a ten- On average, about 13% of households in urban ar-
dency to borrow money for emergency and cop- eas are indebted for emergency purposes. Again,
ing purposes more frequently than relatively richer in Zakho, the proportion of households is above
households. This type of debt is aimed at sustain- average (20%). Conversely, the areas of Amedi and
ing domestic consumption and helping in paying Sheikhan have virtually not a single household in
rent, as seen in the previous section. Therefore, the this situation.

data indicate that 53% of the households indebted

Figure 28. Households with emergency debt distributed by expenditure quintiles

Quintile
Households with debt for o 1st (richest)
8%

emergency purposes M 2nd

M 3rd

M 4th
Other households 19% 22% Il 5th (poorest)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percentage over total population

Non-sustainable income and vulnerability income sources. Loans or borrowing are the sec-
ond most important source, followed by business
The main source of income for most revenues and pensions, assistance from the
households in urban areas is the As government or NGOs being relatively

money obtained from wages or significant only in the case of IDPs.
salaries. However, as a conse- . . . Refugees, in particular, are heav-
quence of the financial crisis, financial crisis, in reality only ily indebted if compared to the
in reality only half of a house-  half of a household’s average  other population groups, as
’ i i . . . in th i
hold’s average income shareis 1, .o me share is obtained from V25 °bserved in the previous

a consequence of the

obtained from wages or sala- . section.
ries; virtually all households wages or salaries;
complement this with other virtually all households
complement this with
other income
sources.
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DISPLACEMENT AS A CHALLENGE AND OPPORTUNITY: DUHOK URBAN PROFILE OF REFUGEES, INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS AND HOST COMMUNITY

Figure 30. Break-down of households’ total income sources by population group
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In order to fit this factor within the vulnerability The statistical analysis indicates that the higher the

assessment, a ratio is created that denotes the de- percentage of non-sustainable income over total
pendence of the household on income sources that income, the lower the household’s expenditure.
are not sustainable, and therefore may imply a sig- In simple terms, poorer households rely more fre-
nificant degree of vulnerability. quently to non-sustainable income sources.

Such sources are remittances, support The In general, nearly 7% of households
from family members, assistance across the urban areas are in a situ-

from the government or NGOs, situation 1s ation where half or more of their
charity, or begging. The ratio relatively more critical for total recurrent income comes

thus divides non-sustainable IDPs, as 15% of these households from non-sustainable sourc-

income over total house- . .. es (Figure 31).
hold in CO; e (but excludes obtain more than half of their in- (Fig )

savings, sale of assets, and come from non-sustainable sources. This situation is particularly
money borrowed, because predominant in the areas of
these are one-off revenues For refugee households, the Akre, Bardarash, and Zak-

and may distort the analysis). percentage stands at 9% and, ho. The situation is relatively
more critical for IDPs, as 15%

for host community, of these households obtain more
at 4%. than half of their income from
non-sustainable sources. For refugee
households, the percentage stands at 9%

and, for host community, at 4%.

Figure 31. Households’ ratio of non-sustainable income sources over total income

High Density
Medium Density|
Percentage of households with 50% or more of

’ recurrent income coming from non-sustainable
Low Density
sources
Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-lraq (KR-I)
Subdistrict For info: pleasee contact GIS section (DSO) , Ziyad Khorki, ziyad_1970@yahoo.com
Projection: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N

Note: areas of heavy displacement (Sumel, Sheikhan, and Bardarash/Akre); areas of medium displacement (Zakho); areas of light displacement (Duhok and Amedi).
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Private sector development and vulnerability

A discussion of the actual figures on private sec-
tor jobs per location was presented in previous
sections (Figure 14). The data by district indicated
that it is more frequent to find private sector jobs
in the areas of Zakho and Duhok (high- and
medium-density strata).

Private sector development is the first area-based
factor discussed within the household vulnerabil-
ity assessment.

This factor aims to evaluate whether living
in a location with a relatively prominent
presence of private sector jobs makes

a difference in households’ financial locations where the Financial crisis and vulnera-
situation. The statistical analysis

suggests that household expendi- financial crisis has had bility
ture per capita tends to be higher the strongest impact,
Data for this second area-based

in locations that have a larger and .
more developed private sector. the average expenditure factor indicates that, in locations
per capita is where the financial crisis has had

In

Presumably, this can be linked to o the strongest impact, the average

the presen};e of more diverse and significantly expenditure per capita is signifi-

dynamic opportunities in terms of lower cantly lower.

livelihoods that can be beneficial for the

overall welfare of households in these areas. In The impact is measured here in terms of sal-

other terms, where there is less economic develop- ary reductions or job losses (as asked in the house-

ment, households tend to be relatively poorer and hold survey); salary cuts were introduced in the

therefore more vulnerable. Kurdistan Region’s public sector in January 2016
due to the financial crisis of which the region cur-
rently suffers.

Figure 32. Ratio of households directly impacted by the financial crisis

Duhok 34%

N B B S R E— ——
A 0 10 20 40 Kilometers

Zakho 43%

Medium Density|

High Density

Low Densit Percentage of households that have experienced a
Y salary reduction or job loss

Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-Iraq (KR-I)
Subdistrict For info: pleasee contact GIS section (DSO) , Ziyad Khorki, ziyad_1970@yahoo.com
Projection: WGS 1984 UTM Zone 38N

Note: areas of heavy displacement (Sumel, Sheikhan, and Bardarash/Akre); areas of medium displacement (Zakho); areas of light displacement (Duhok and Amedi).
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The impact is different depending on the location,
as the intensity of the financial crisis has been dif-
ferent across locations. In areas such as Sumel,
Zakho, or Sheikhan, up to 40% of households have
suffered an economic shock through loss of jobs or
salary reductions. In these areas, expenditure per
capita is lower than in other, less affected areas.

The data by population group also indicate that
the impact is widely felt in host community house-
holds. Up to 70% of the host community members
that are employed have experienced a reduction of
salary/wages or have salaries pending to be paid by
the employer. Similar problems have affected 42%

of working refugees and 59% of working IDPs.

Levels of human capital and vulnerability

The general levels of human capital (defined as the
proportion of adult individuals with completed ba-
sic education) of a given location also hold a cer-
tain relation with the households’ wealth.

The data indicates that a household is more likely
to be relatively poorer if they live in a location with
relatively low levels of human capital than if they
live in a location with high human capital.

While the generally low levels of human capital in
urban areas have been discussed above, in terms
of location, Sheikhan, Zakho, Akre, and Bardarash
stand out compared to the other districts due to
critically low levels of education attainment by the
adult population (Figure 33).

Figure 33. Percentage of adult individuals without completed basic education
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Duhok Statistics Office (DSO),Kurdistan region-Iraq (KR-I)
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Summary and trends of the vulnerability

model

Once the particular components of vulnerabili- This aspect can explain why there is a higher per-
ty are analysed, the emerging narrative indicates centage of IDPs owning a house in these areas, very
three areas of special vulnerability: first, the area few rates of evictions, very few households indebt-
compressed between Sheikhan and Akre; second, ed for emergency purposes, and more overcrowd-
the district of Zakho; and third, to a lesser extent, ing due to family hosting.

Sumel and its outskirts.
Households in Zakho, on the contrary, may be

These areas have a relatively larger influx of dis- able to access more opportunities for employment
placed households, a stronger impact of the finan- thanks to the more dynamic private sector.

cial crisis on the domestic economy, and much

lower education levels in the adult popu- However, a significant part of the employ-
lation. More than 50% of the house- ment is informal, subjected to an in-
holds living in these districts creased competition, and social

are situated in the two poor- Three areas of capital in the area in general

est expenditure quintiles, special Vulnerability: first, the area is much lower. The ratio
pointing to an alarming ¢ mpressed between Sheikhanand ~— ©f noP-dependent work-
consumption  poverty. L ing-age individuals is
Vulnerability, however, ~ Akre; second, the district of Zakho; and  also relatively lower.

manifests differentlyin ~ third, to a lesser extent, Sumel and its

each area. tskirt Consumption poverty
OULSKILLS. is thus generally high.

The area between Households ~ mostly

Sheikhan and Akre, in  These areas have a relatively larger influx of ~experience financial

particular, is the worst- displaced h hold . difficulties in the form
off across the governor- isplaced households, a stronger impact ¢ ot unaffordability,

ate’s urban areas. It has  of the financial crisis on the domestic  increasing debt levels,

the lowest level of expen-  ¢¢onomy, and much lower education 79 @0 increasing reliance
diture per capita. Overall, on income from non-sus-

it also has fewer available jobs levels in the adult tainable sources.

and a relatively lower public ser- population,

vices provision. However, the advan- Finally, Sumel seems to consistently
tage it has over other areas such as Zakho is that fall in the middle ranks of all indicators for
households in Sheikhan have much stronger safe- vulnerability. While not facing an extremely bad
ty nets, provided by the family or the community situation in any of the indicators, it does not fare
— linked probably to the stronger ethnic bounds well, either. This holds true, for instance, for in-
between IDPs and the host community (mostly debtedness levels, dependency ratio, or overcrowd-
Kurdish as well as Christian and Yezidi). ing.
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DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Here, education data is analysed by way of gross
school enrolment rates, which show the percent-
age of students enrolled in each grade regardless
of whether they are in the official age group corre-
sponding to their current level of education.

This is done because students in this context do not
follow a direct path from basic to intermediate ed-
ucation to university, but rather intersperse their
schooling with periods of being out of school.

Drop-out rates between basic education and high
school are high, but most students re-enter high
school in later stages in life. For instance, half of
the students in grades 10 to 12 are actually 3 to 5
years older than the official age group for this level
(15 to 17 years old).

Enrolment rates in basic education are relatively
high and adequate in the high-density areas. How-
ever, they drop significantly in medium-density
and, especially, in low-density areas. The lower rate
in these areas is linked to a relatively lower school
capacity, but also to a higher portion of households
being financially constrained and unable to afford
the cost associated to education (from materials
to transport, apart from the opportunity cost, in
some cases, of the child having to work).

An important characteristic, in addition, is the fact
that the enrolment of girls is on a par with that of
boys - or even higher, for instance, in the case of
high school education (i.e., girls attend high school
in a higher proportion than boys).

In general, school attendance remains relative-
ly high in spite of the financial constraints faced
by the public education system, in terms of a lack
of sufficient funds to pay salaries to teachers and,
where needed, to expand the education infrastruc-
ture (for instance, by increasing school facilities).

These constraints have an impact on a greater class
overcrowding and on maintaining the quality of
the education provided.

The refugee children, however, comprise the great-
est challenge for authorities and humanitarian
partners in the field of education.

When in displacement, Syrian households do not
send children to school, with enrolment rates at
73% and 16% for basic education and high school,
respectively, for the male population, and 81% and
18% for basic education and high school for the fe-
male population.

On aggregate, the situation is alarming in the sense
that 44% of the children aged 6 to 17 are outside of
the formal education system, posing serious con-
cerns to their future human development.

The main questions that remain are why this group
does not attend school as opposed to similar co-
horts within the host and IDP communities, and
how to bring these students back to school.
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Enrolment rates by stratum

School attendance is analysed by way of gross

enrolment rates into basic education and high
school?! .

In this context, it is preferable to rely on gross rates
due to the fact students in both basic and inter-
mediate levels are frequently older than the age
cohort that technically corresponds to that grade.

Drop-out rates are high, but many students re-en-

ter education in later stages of their lives (a regret

effect). It is then normal, and desirable, to see en- In
rolment rates above 100% in basic education, for medium- and,

instance. For this reason, an examination of net especiallv. low-densitv areas
rates only would largely underestimate school P Y, 10w Y ’

attendance?2. enrolment rates are significantly
sub-optimal; for instance, only 78%

While enrolment in basic education fth 1 lati ttend basi

(grades 1 to 9) seems to stand at relative- o1 the male population attend basic

ly appropriate levels on average, there is a education in these areas.
significant decline in terms of enrolment
in high school (grades 10 to 12) with rates

being about 30% lower (Figure 34). Regardlng hlgh school rates,

the decline is only significant in

This decline is expected, as there is a signifi- low-density
cant number of male and female children that all
either enter the labour force or help in domestic areas, especially
work. for boys.

A critical characteristic of school enrolment rates
is the large variation between the different strata
as regards basic education. In medium- and, es-
pecially, low-density areas, enrolment rates are
significantly sub-optimal; for instance, only 78%
of the male population attend basic education in
these areas.

Regarding high school rates, the decline is only sig-
nificant in low-density areas, especially for boys,
which is indicative of a relatively lower interest in
pursuing formal education (and higher incentives
to join the labour force).

21. Gross enrolment is obtained by dividing the number of students, independently of their age, in each grade (in basic education or high school) by the total number of children of the
age group corresponding to each grade. In contrast, net enrolment divides the total number of only those students whose age corresponds to the grade they should be attending, by the
total number of children of that age group. Gross enrolment, in practice, includes children that are attending a specific grade ‘out of their corresponding cohort. For instance, a 19-year-
old attending high school would be included in gross enrolment but not in net enrolment rates.
22. Technical age cohorts for primary education (grades 1 to 9) would correspond to children between 6 to 14 years old. For high school (grades 10 to 12), age cohorts would corre-
spond to children between 15 and 17 years old.
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Enrolment rates by population group

There is a clear division between Syrian refugee chil-
dren and other groups (Figure 35).

Enrolment rates for refugees are substantially low,
which indicates a very high proportion of children
out of school at an early age. In particular, 28% of the
children between 6 and 14 years of age do not attend
any kind of formal education.

The situation is especially critical at the high school
level, where a minority of refugee households choose
Th . to enrol their children; in other words, 79% of the

creisa children between 15 and 17 years of age do not at-
clear division between Syrian tend school.

refugee children and other groups.

Regarding the oth lati , 1-
Enrolment rates for refugees ceareing A O POR T aTION STOUPS, RO

ment rates for IDP children also tend to be

are substantially low, 28% relatively low, although without reaching the

of the children between critical levels of the refugee group.
6 and 14 years of age do not attend Rates for the host community remain high in
any kind of formal education spite of the financial constraints faced by the
79% of the children between education system, in terms of a lack of suffi-

cient funds for teachers’ salaries and for main-

15 and 17 years of age do not taining the quality of the education provided (in
attend school. some cases, these challenges have led to the tempo-
rary closures of schools).
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!
A il

Dabin city, Zakho, Duhok, Urban IDPs living in unfinished buildings. 2014- R. Rasheed, UNHCR
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Figure 34. Gross enrolment rate in basic education and high school per stratum and gender
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23. Basic education for the case of IDPs integrates primary education (grades 1 to 6) and intermediate education (grades 7 to 9).
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1. HOUSING SITUATION

o Local authorities should create incentives for the
development of affordable housing. Low-income
families are significantly affected by the lack of ac-
cess to housing with affordable rents and, as a con-

sequence, overcrowding and eviction rates tend to
be high.

One way to decrease average rents in urban areas is
to increase the supply of housing. In the past, gov-
ernorate authorities initiated new housing projects
for low-income families in Duhok, but the invest-
ment ceased due to the financial crisis.

One solution to this situation would be to create
financial incentives and regulations in order to in-
volve private stakeholders in starting such housing
developments. Local authorities have also issued
new ordinances aiming to request landlords to au-
tomatically reduce their rents. This point deserves
more attention as to how it might be best imple-
mented.

o Humanitarian actors should scale up support to
vulnerable families that rent. Many families, wheth-
er IDPs, refugees, or host community members, are
currently struggling to pay their rent, which leads
to indebtedness or constant relocation, in search of
cheaper housing.

In order to prevent this through support, two in-
struments can be used that have already been
tested in some areas: targeted cash-for-rent pro-
grammes?* , and medium-scale rehabilitation or
refurbishment of buildings in exchange for tem-
porary rent-free housing (with the involvement
of governorate authorities in reinforcing the trust
of property owners). This must be matched with
greater support from donors for predictable and
longer-term funding for well targeted cash assis-
tance.

o Shelter and protection actors should scale up legal
assistance for families to report eviction situations,
and local authorities should regulate and promote
written rental agreements. The districts of Duhok
and Sumel have the highest rate of households
evicted, especially affecting IDPs (20% households
evicted in the last 6 months).

For displaced households, access to legal support
is relatively more difficult, and evicted households
would benefit from legal assistance to report un-
fair evictions or to find a negotiated solution with
landlords, as well as to find new accommodation.

In addition, as most rental agreements are verbal
throughout the governorate, there needs to be ad-
vocacy from public authorities to enforce written
agreements that would better protect both tenants
and property owners.

« Property owners, shelter actors, and local author-
ities must collaborate in generating adequate solu-
tions for households living in unfinished buildings,
especially in Sheikhan and Akre.

A total of 31% and 17% of IDP households in these
districts, respectively, live in unfinished or aban-
doned buildings.

Some NGOs have launched programmes for in-
stalling doors, windows, and water/sanitation fa-
cilities in these locations, but the involvement of all
parties can support these families to access a more
adequate housing situation.

24. Such cash programmes must ensure that they do not generate inflationary effects on the rental market or trigger a surge of potential renters into already overcrowded areas. See for

instance, ALNAP (2015) “Technical guidelines: Conditional cash for rent”.



2. SOCIAL COHESION IN URBAN AREAS

« Local authorities are encouraged to facilitate spac-
es and events for interaction between host and dis-
placed communities, in order to strengthen the rela-
tions between neighbours, mitigate social tensions,
and enable peaceful co-existence.

FGDs with host community members and IDPs
revealed a significant lack of trust between these
communities in urban areas. The role played by
communal spaces and joint events (such as com-
munity halls, sport activities, or youth/women’s
groups) as points of connection between residents
of all groups can be further developed.

It is also important to carry out projects that ben-
efit the whole community, as some of the divisions
between groups pointed out in the assessment
were linked to a perceived ‘unfairness’ of the as-
sistance. Humanitarian actors can also contribute
to this effect through the implementation of Quick
Impact Projects (QIPs) that create physical spaces
that benefit the entire community.

The feedback from implementing partners sug-
gested, however, that QIPs are not yet systematised
effectively in order to cover the general needs of
the population.

« Local authorities, with the support of civil society
organisations, should promote programmes offer-
ing Kurdish language classes to IDPs. A frequent
comment in the FGDs with the host community
and IDPs referred to language barriers as a reason
for the lack of interactions between the communi-
ties.

Offering and encouraging Kurdish-language learn-
ing would ease the adaptation of IDPs into the new
environment and enhance interactions and co-ex-
istence.
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3. DURABLE AND SUSTAINABLE LIVELIHOODS

o Livelihood actors should partner with the local
chamber of commerce in order to enhance voca-
tional training programmes.

Given that a majority of the adult population cur-
rently unable to find employment have very low
education levels and do not have labour experi-
ence, their re-enter into the labour market, either
as employees or self-employed, can be aided by
providing training on craftsmanship and manual
skills (and funding for basic equipment if neces-

sary).

« UN agencies, national and international NGOs,
and the local chamber of commerce can cooperate in
order to facilitate refugees to develop joint ventures
with host community members.

Given their refugee status, Syrian individuals can-
not set up businesses in non-camp settings. An al-
ternative system for entrepreneurial refugees is to
create joint ventures with local entrepreneurs.

This requires a platform that supports refugees in
identifying, linking, and partnering with locals,
ensuring at the same time the legal protection of
the refugee partner.

« A stronger presence of micro-finance actors in
the governorate is necessary for longer-term live-
lihoods. Although the absence of micro-finance
actors is an extended problem in the whole of Iraq,
livelihood interventions in the area of business de-
velopment would strongly benefit from this type of
funding.
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4.CASH ASSISTANCE MECHANISMS

o Humanitarian and development actors together
with local authorities have to work on the coordina-
tion of different cash mechanisms and on ensuring
its sustainability in the longer term, while avoiding
double social protection systems.

Cash assistance is quickly becoming one the most
important response mechanisms to the displace-
ment crisis in the Kurdistan Region. In the Duhok
Governorate, many programmes implemented by
different partners co-exist: cash for rent, cash for
education, cash for food, cash for work, and un-
conditional cash payments.

This funding is provided in addition to the pay-
ments that the local authorities give to vulnerable
families in the host community as part of the pub-
lic safety net. As the amount of money disbursed
and the number of families targeted increase, it is
important to strengthen the coordination between
partners and gradually converge to a common un-
derstanding.

Feedback from participants in the analysis work-
shop held in Duhok with all partners including
local authorities indicated that there is plenty of
room for further collaboration and coordination.

In addition, to guarantee the sustainability of these
safety nets and avoid the proliferation of parallel
structures, discussions should be initiated between
humanitarian and development actors and the
governorate’s Department of Labour and Social
Affairs (DOLSA) in order to better link and con-
verge the different cash mechanisms with existing
governmental social protection systems.

o Humanitarian actors working in cash assis-
tance should consider implementing a holistic ar-
ea-based programme and target vulnerable fami-
lies across population groups, independently of
their being IDPs, refugees, or members of the host
community.

The data on the living conditions of the host com-
munity has been increasing recently, and it has
revealed that there is a significant percentage of
the population in a relatively vulnerable situation
(showing that vulnerability is present across all

groups).

This warrants the targeting of host communi-
ty households in addition to IDPs and refugees
through an area-based approach. Innovative strat-
egies can be applied that focus on well-targeted
pockets of poverty across the Duhok Governorate,
where all population groups face similar situations.
Coordination with planning authorities such as
the statistics office can be sought for this purpose.

o The Duhok Governorate's DOLSA is encouraged
to methodologically enrich their current welfare
system and criteria in order to adequately target
the vulnerable population and increase the efhi-
ciency and effectiveness of its programming.

Previous reviews2> highlighted the need of DOL-
SA to upgrade the functioning of their safety net
by easing, clarifying, and simplifying the proce-
dure by which a household is entitled to assistance.
Collaboration with humanitarian partners deliver-
ing cash assistance in the Duhok Governorate can
generate useful lessons for DOLSA.

25. See for instance World Bank (2015), Economic and social impact assessment of the Syrian crisis and ISIS on the Kurdistan Region of Iraq.
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5. EDUCATION CHALLENGE

o Local authorities should collaborate with educa-
tion partners in order to implement bridging pro-
grammes that facilitate re-enrolment into educa-
tion (either formal or non-formal) for children and
youth not currently attending school.

Many children have lost one or two years of edu-
cation due to displacement. Re-enrolment poses a
challenge due to the need to adapt courses to their
needs (e.g., intensive courses offered over shorter
durations, remedial courses to allow students to
make up learning they have missed, holding class-
es in the evening after work, etc.).

In some cases, re-enrolment may pose a challenge

due to bureaucratic procedures required to access
educational programs (e.g., proof of education
achievements in Syria or the rest of Iraq to re-ac-
cess education).

Efforts in this direction would significantly con-
tribute to the achievement of the goals of the ini-
tiative ‘No Lost Generation’, which was launched
by a number of international actors with respect
to the Syrian crisis, but which can be extended to
cover also Iraq’s displacement crisis.

« Humanitarian actors should evaluate how to scale
up programmes providing incentives to families in
order to prevent students from missing school.

The percentage of children not attending school
remains prominent for IDPs and dramatically
high for refugees. While some reasons are linked
to obstacles in access, such as insufficient capacity
or availability of education facilities, other reasons
refer to an inability to afford costs linked to edu-
cation as well as a preference to work instead of
studying (often children are forced by their family
to the latter).
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Work is on-going through some programmes in
the Duhok Governorate that provide households
with cash in exchange of taking the children to
school, as well as other programmes offering
households assistance in terms of school materials
and transportation.

Other solutions could consist of generating a pos-
sibility for the children to divide their time be-
tween work in a more protected, less abusive envi-
ronment, and a flexible attendance to school.

o Local authorities, in partnership with humani-
tarian actors, should expand the provision of ed-
ucation in Sheikhan, Bardarash, Akre, but also in
Zakho, by building quick, temporary, and cost-ef-
fective facilities.

These areas present important bottlenecks for the
provision of education, especially to IDPs and ref-
ugees, who follow a different education curricu-
lum than the host community.

The need to increase the facilities is urgent in this
sense, and well-targeted investments by humani-
tarian actors such as Quick Impact Projects in the
field of education can contribute to increasing the
provision of public education services in the most
unserved areas, as part of a rapid, emergency re-
sponse.
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6. INSTITUTIONAL STRENGTHENING FOR A MEDIUM- / LONG-TERM RESPONSE

« Development actors are encouraged to support
their counter-parts in governmental departments
in terms of infrastructure, hardware, or technologi-
cal support, gradually phasing out other financially
non-sustainable assistance.

The development of many new public facilities in
the areas of health care, education, or water pro-
vision have been paralysed due to the financial
crisis, and it may become problematic in a crisis
situation, especially in the case of health care.

It has to be taken to account that the majority of
IDPs and refugees are expected to remain in the
Duhok Governorate for the next decade at least,
given the high percentage of households not will-
ing to return or only willing to return upon recon-
struction of the infrastructures.

Longer-term support to Duhok’s institutional ca-
pacity can come in the form of infrastructure (re-
habilitation of facilities or quick development of
new ones) or operational capacity (e.g., for health
care, it may involve mobile medical clinics, ambu-
lances, equipment, while for education it can in-
volve transportation funding offered to teachers).

This requires a gradual shift from the short-term
funding of public functions (e.g., payment of in-
centives for work, or funding of solid waste col-
lection - although it may be currently inevitable
in order to avoid major problems such as health
issues) to longer-term aims such as the ones de-
scribed here.

» Development actors are also encouraged to col-
laborate with their government counter-parts in
providing upgrades to their technical capacity and
expertise.

Apart from supporting public authorities in up-
grading their physical capacity, it is important to
contribute to the building of capacity by placing
technical experts and qualified staff within govern-
ment agencies. Human resources are an important
component of service delivery and, therefore, this
recommendation aims to achieve an institutional
change from within the system by the transfer of
skills, methods, and procedures.

oInternational actors are encouraged to work more
closely through local NGOs and local civil soci-
ety organizations when it comes to implementing
programmes. A longer-term approach to respond-
ing to the crisis would also benefit from a grad-
ual reorientation of activities away from direct
implementation by international actors, to a more
enabling role that allows local non-governmental
actors to upgrade and develop their capacities26.

Even though it means ceding some ‘power’ on the
ground, local actors are the ones that will continue
the action in the coming years.

26. See for instance ODI (2016) Time to let go, a three-point proposal to change the humanitarian system.
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7. STAKEHOLDER COMMUNICATION, COORDINATION IN PLANNING

« UN agencies, NGOs and local authorities should
enhance their communication efforts with benefi-
ciaries and communities in general in order to in-
crease awareness, legitimacy, effectiveness, and ac-
countability to aid recipients.

Keeping a sense of fairness in the assistance distri-
bution, improving participation by the communi-
ties, and carefully explaining the work implement-
ed can also be key aspects in shifting programs
into long-term approaches.

The perceptions of both the host community and
the displaced population on humanitarian inter-
vention can sometimes be negative due to a lack
of communication. The displaced population in
urban settings reported that there is sometimes a
lack of clarity on how assistance is delivered, usu-
ally distorted by rumours.

It was suggested by some groups that temples,
mosques, or public spaces such as hospitals should
be used as centres for information dissemination.
Most importantly, in the case of the host commu-
nity, FGDs showed that they generally felt neglect-
ed when it came to assistance or attention, and this
creates mistrust.

In this sense, it was strongly suggested that both
local authorities and NGOs keep regular FGDs
with host communities as well as their regular
communication with direct beneficiaries. Addi-
tional efforts are needed in order to develop strong
‘Communication with Communities’ strategies.
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o UN agencies and international NGOs should
communicate and advocate with donors for a
longer-term commitment and a shift in funding
priorities. Funds allotted to programming are fre-
quently targeted to emergency purposes, which
in some cases hinder the shift into longer-term
interventions. Therefore, it is important to com-
municate the needs and benefits that more devel-
opment-oriented programmes can bring to ease
the crisis in the Duhok Governorate, and in Iraq
in general. For this to happen, it is also important
that, inside UN agencies and the NGOs, the opera-
tional areas dedicated to emergency responses and
those dedicated to development and stabilisation
are better coordinated.

o Humanitarian actors should integrate the local
authorities (and related agencies) as often as pos-
sible in their programme design and implementa-
tion in order to avoid parallel structures.

This also creates benefits in terms of producing
more sustainable programmes that can later be
better integrated into the work of public authori-
ties, in addition to ensuring a greater buy-in of the
local population.

o All stakeholders should gradually move towards
a greater harmonisation of data needs and a co-
ordination of the data available. Data dispersion,
conversely, negatively affects programme plan-
ning. For instance, generating and sharing data in
order to track the movement of refugees and IDPs,
and updating lists of beneficiaries, can be helpful
to eliminate duplicate cash assistance.

In this sense, stakeholders would benefit from col-
laboration between different information manage-
ment offices and actors such as the Duhok Statis-
tical Office (which has a longer-term focus in data
gathering) and the REACH Initiative (which is
relatively more focused on emergency and needs
assessment).
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A. Household Survey Questionnaire (Cont.)
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A. Household Survey Questionnaire (Cont.)
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DISPLACEMENT AS A CHALLENGE AND OPPORTUNITY: DUHOK URBAN PROFILE OF REFUGEES, INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS AND HOST COMMUNITY

B. Focus Group Discussion Question Guide

Topic 2

Topic 3

Views on the

Migration
intentions

Topic 1

economic

Daily life in the neighbourhood- cohesion

situation

Questions

In which ways do you think that your neighbourhood has changed over the past few
years? And how do you explain this change?

How safe is your neighbourhood? Are these situations where you or others family
members do not feel safe? Has your neighbourhood become more or less safe the
past years, and how do you explain this?

How do you think that the arrival of IDPs affects the neighbourhood?

In which ways/situations do you interact with the IDPs?

Do you see the return of IDPs as a realistic option? If not, which options do you see?
If the IDPs stay for several years, what would be the best way to allow for it?

Are there situations where you are treated differently than others in the
community? For example: Do you think that employers treat people differently? Do
you think that schools treat people (parent, students) differently? Do you think that
health centers treat people differently? In which ways?

What is important in order to get a job? Who in this neighbourhood finds jobs easier
than others and why?

We have found out from a recent household survey that very few women are
working; why do you think this is the case?

Questions:

Are there people/families in this neighbourhood who are planning to move abroad,
e.g. to Europe?

Are there people/families in this neighbourhood who have already migrated?

When you think about the families you know/hear about, which family members are
usually migrating?

Questions:

When you think about the current economic crisis, what are the most important
effects on the everyday life of families in this neighborhood?

How do families cope with the difficult economic situation?

What do you think are the main reasons for the current economic crisis?
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C. Statistical Analysis of the Factors Affecting Willingness to Return to Area of Origin

The household and area-based factors that determine the relative household vulnerability
situation are explored with a basic linear regression model. The independent variable of the
model is the household expenditure per capita (used as a proxy for vulnerability). The set of
explanatory variables used are the following:
e Gender of the household head, binary variable comparing female headed-households
with male-headed ones.
e Dependency ratio, a value dividing dependent household members and non-dependent
members.
e Overcrowding ratio, a value dividing the rooms in the house by the household size.
e Rent costs ratio, a percentage dividing the monthly rent (if household is renting) by total
household expenses.
e Emergency indebtedness, binary variable comparing households with emergency debts
(as a coping mechanism) and the rest of households.
e Non-sustainable income ratio, a percentage dividing the recurrent income from non-
sustainable sources by total household income.
e District’s ratio of private sector jobs, a value for the number of individuals in the private
sector per each 1,000 inhabitants.
e District’s impact of financial crisis, a percentage of households that experienced job
losses or salary reduction.
e District’s human capital levels, a value for the number of adult individuals without
completed basic education per each 1,000 adult inhabitants.
e District’s unemployment levels, a value for the number of adult individuals searching for
a job per each 1,000 inhabitants.
e District’s influx of displaced persons, a percentage of the total number of IDP and refugee
households over total location’s households.

Results of the regression model:

Explanatory variable Coefficient Standard error
Female headed-household -0.117 ** 0.057
Dependency ratio -0.063 *** 0.019
Overcrowding ratio 0.630 *** 0.036
Rent costs ratio -0.279 *** 0.107
Emergency indebtedness -0.158 *** 0.044
Non-sustainable income ratio -0.404 *** 0.072
District’s ratio of private sector jobs 0.014 *** 0.005
District’s impact of financial crisis -0.027 *** 0.007
District’s human capital levels -0.003 *** 0.000
District’s unemployment levels 0.015 ** 0.006
District’s influx of displaced persons 0.002 0.000
Number of observations (N) 1,157

Note: dependent variable is the log of household per capita expenses; * denotes significance at 10% margin of error, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.
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