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Research questions

1. How do the experiences of displacement and access to
durable solutions among IDPs in Irag change over time?

2. What are the needs, coping strategies and aspirations of IDPs,
and which events or factors are perceived to impact these
needs, coping strategies, and aspirations over time?

3. How does the experience of IDPs in Irag inform our
conceptualization and operationalization of quasi-durable and
durable solutions?



IASC Framework on Durable Solutions
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Summary

stipul e
circumstances”, Drawing on existing international law, the right of intermally displaced
persons to a durable solution is articulated in principles 28-30.

The Framework on Durable Solutions for Intemnally Displaced Persons set out in this
report is organized around four questions.

Question 1 on for internally displaced persons?
The spes concerns of internally displaced persons (IDPs)
0 NOt AULO! onflict or natural disaster ends. Nor do they fade
way when safety from ongoing conflict or disaster. Rather, the
displaced to their homes, settle elsewhere in the country or try to

integrate ! ontinuing problems, requiring support until they achieve a
durable sol nt

A ed when internally displaced persons no longer have any
specific assistance and protection nceds that arc linked to their displacement and can enjoy
their human rights without discrimination on account of their displacement. It can be
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“A durable solution is achieved when internally displaced
persons no longer have any Sspecific assistance and
protection needs that are linked to their displacement
and can enjoy their human rights without discrimination
on account of their displacement.”

Durable solutions can be in terms of their return to their
place of origin, integration in their current place of
residence, or resettlement elsewhere.

A rights-based process to support DS should be organized
around the principles of choice, access and participation
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IASC Framework on Durable Solutions

What criteria determine to what extent a durable solution
has been achieved?

Long-term safety & security

Adequate standard of living

Access to livelihoods and employment

Effective & accessible mechanisms to restore housing, land &
property

Access to personal & other documentation

Family reunification

Participation in public affairs

Access to effective remedies & justice
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Research Design and Methodology

* Mixed methods and longitudinal
design: 3 rounds over 1.5 years

* Quantitative structured
questionnaire to a 4,000
Households in 4 governorates

e Qualitative interviews with 80 IDPs,
80 host community members per
round

* Family tracking: TEXTIT, and monthly
compensation of 10,000 IQD per
family

* Data collection teams involved in
question generation and data
analysis




I Sample in Round 1 and Round?2

MNLUMEBER OF Iﬂl:l-ﬂl HNUMBERS WHC MNLUMBERS WHEO HUMBERS WHO III.I-I
m CHAMNGED m II'I'I.I'-I REMAIMED
GOVERMNORATE llllll

_-----
NS T S ST U N
U e e 4
© SULAYMANIYAH 1082 1037 34 156 847 45

TOTAL: 3854 3746 171 458 3099 108
(100%) (97%) |5%) (12%] (83%]) (3%)

2.8% of the initial sample was lost



®  Qualltative Interview Locations
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General description of the sample
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Age Brackets
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Findings and Conclusions
related o the 8 Durable

Solutions

Long-term safety & security

Adequate standard of living

Access to livelihoods and employment
Effective & accessible mechanisms to
restore housing, land & property
Access to personal & other
documentation

Family reunification

Participation in public affairs

Access to effective remedies & justice




1. Long term safety & security

Feeling of safety and security
80.0%

60.0%

40.0%
0.0% | —

before displ 2016 2017

IDPs feel safer in their current place of
B Neither, moderately unsafe, or totally unsafe reSidence than in the areas Where they
| Completely Safe were living before they had to flee.

B Moderately Safe

Feeling accepted by the community

100%

This sense of safety increases with
o I length of displacement and is tied to
| — feeling more accepted by the

2016 2017 community.

B No mYes



Ability to provide for basic needs

120.0%

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

40.0%
20.0% .
0.0% —

before displ 2016 2017
B No MYes

Living arrangements

—_— e Nl wm N
before displ 2016 2017

B Owned house for my family or extended family
Rented accommodation for my family only
Rented accommodation shared

B Unfinished building

M Hosted by friends or relatives or host community

B Others (incl. institutional accommodation)

2. Standard of Living

|IDPs experience
e a considerable decline in their standard
of living

* decreased ability to provide for basic
needs decreased sharply right after
displacement.

Basic needs provision and housing
situations improve with time.



Employment

80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0% I I I
0.0% . =
before displ 2016 2017
W Employed/working

B Unemployed and Looking for a job
Not part of labor force or not applicable

Primary sources of income
100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0% L

o LM L »
before displ 2016 2017

B Paid job public

M Paid job private
Agriculture/farming on own land
Agriculture or farming on others’ land

M Business

® Informal commerce daily labor

B Pension

B No source of revenue

B Other

| 3. Livelihooo

* Growing pool of “discouraged workers”(from
60 to 70%)

* People working in daily labour as primary
income source nearly doubled from 18%
before displacement to 43% after
displacement (no change in 2017).

* Agriculture: 24% of families before
displacement obtained their primary income
from agriculture. In 2017, this was only 1% of
families.

* Government employee salaries/transfers




Documentation of property ownership 4' EffeCTlve & OCCGSSIble
oo moe woewoc v @ Mechanisms to restore housing,
Tapoo (land deed) | NN
Community ] |Ond' & proper-l-y
elders/neighbour’s verbal...
Regisration of records with - gy The vast majority of IDPs (96% in 2016)
No documertation 1ot were unable to access their place of
B

destroyed
o residences as of 2014, citing “active
Other fighting” and “community tensions” as
Most important factors for return the prima ry ObStaCIeS-
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Lost documents?

6.5%

' ® Yes

m No

Replacing lost documents:

Do not know |

No, they did not

documentation
Yes, they replaced

some of the
documentation

Yes, they replaced all -
of the documentation

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%

5. Access to personal & other
documentation AND 6. Family
reunification

Unlike other IDP situations, loss of
documentation and separation of family
members seems not to be a significant
problem among IDP populations in these

governorates.



/. Participation in public affairs

Do you feel that you and your family how the
power to make important decisions that can

change the course of your lfe? Very low rates of participation in public
affairs suggests substantial lack of IDP
oo T — involvement in community decisions
FORR | I and their absence from consultative
o processes.
 mil lI II II

Totally unable  Mostly unable Mostly able  Totally able



8. Access To effective remedies
m As Individual/family Ond jUS'l'ice

m As member of local community

® As member of ethnic/religious group
3.2%

39.2% ‘lll!illll')

Justice is a key condition for...

IDPs believe in the need for justice,
especially to create the desired
security and safety; however, great
variations exist in what justice means,
and how it should be pursued.

long term peace and
national reconciliation

livelihood and
economic development

peaceful cohabitation
and social cohesion

I
I
I

others return and
]
I
I

reintegration

your return and
reintegration

security

60 65 70 75 80 85
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Main Conclusions from Findings

* Since 2014, displacement in Iraqg: e Safety and security is most important
* is an urban phenomenon. factor in IDPs’ willingness to return,

+ is an effective protection strategy followed by housing and livelihoods.

e Safety and security is also most likely to

* Neither loss of documentation nor ;
keep people where they live now.

family separation seems to be a
significant problem among IDP study * Borrowing from family and friends is the
participants most widespread strategy to cope with
the decline in living standards. But this

* In 2017, by less than 2% of remainin )
4 - 5 puts a huge burden on the family.

IDP families argue that IDPs as a group
are strongly or very strongly * |DP participation in governance and
discriminated against. community life is very low, and thus

e Registration with the MoMD has been challenges aid programming, political
successful, with 94% registered. participation, and the growth of civil

society.
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