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Executive summary 
The baseline survey confirms that the target communities of Ilinta and Botor are agropastoral 

with interwoven farming and livestock activities. However, a combination of environmental 

factors, namely soil erosion and frequent droughts, as well as limited skills in modern farming 

and animal husbandry, limit the productivity of the agropastoral systems. Consequently, the 

ongoing building of soil bunds and rehabilitation of the dams is greatly appreciated by the local 

community as more tangible mitigatory measures to improve livelihoods.  Nevertheless, 

declining livestock herd sizes and constraints to marketing of agricultural produce, in particular 

high cost of transport, are likely to remain major hurdles to communities’ ability to generate 

sufficient income from their production activities at least in the near future.   

Significant recent rural migration and resulting social changes linked to civil war and 

displacement in the 1990s have also weakened community structures and hence resilience. The 

traditional self-help and reliance schemes to support each other, especially weaker members of 

the community, are no longer feasible due to the migration of youth to towns and cities. Thus, 

most households now rely on externally supplied services, such as tractor services and casual 

labour, for their agricultural production activities. The cost associated with the provision of these 

further reduces net farm incomes.  

Although the low productivity and increased production costs appear to force most households to 

reallocate their efforts toward agriculture and away from livestock, the community in general 

lacks basic modern farming skills to support such livelihood transition. In particular, farmers 

showed little knowledge of pest and disease control, and scant use of improved seed varieties. 

Indeed, discussions with individual farmers during the fieldwork highlighted that some of these 

farmers are repeatedly re-using seed saved from crops harvested in the previous year. They also 

do not use fertilizers and pesticides to improve productivity. Some of these farmers use seed 

variety lines that go back 10-15 years from seed stock passed through generations of the same 

family, despite the fact that the reported environmental changes and pest and disease infestations 

would necessitate the introduction of improved varieties. 

The local community has also shown a poor awareness of waterborne disease, albeit showing an 

appreciation of fencing off dams and installation of water points designed for human 

consumption to reduce water contamination. For example, both water collection and 
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conservation containers appeared unhygienic. Also, there is a widespread belief among 

households that such as diseases are not affecting the community. Furthermore, there is a very 

limited awareness and appreciation of the potential impact of planned future activities including 

agricultural practical training, provision farming tools, fodder production and storage, 

cooperatives training and post-harvest technologies. An exception was the training of community 

animal health officers, which one community had a previous experience of and therefore was 

able to appreciate its potential impact. 

Access to basic education and health education services is limited. The three local primary 

schools have limited capacities and as such are overcrowded, have no sanitary facilities, and 

teachers are poorly paid through irregular community contributions and fees charged. These 

factors combined appear to be a barrier to enrolment and continuation of the schools among local 

children. Furthermore, there are no health facilities and the local community currently uses 

health services available in the surrounding towns and cities, in particular Gabiley and Hargeisa. 

In addition to distance constraints, especially in emergency cases, transport cost is a major 

limiting factor of access to these health services. 
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1. Background 
As part of its strategic goal of facilitating the economic independence of African people through 

promotion of sustainable livelihoods and job creation in Africa, the Pharo Foundation (thePF) has 

implemented livelihoods programme in the Northwest Agro-pastoral Zone (NWAPZ) of 

Maroodijex, Somaliland. Target agropastoral villages include Botor, Ilinta, Ilma Dado and Gobka 

Darimo. The Foundation commissioned this baseline survey to provide the programme with a 

proper situation analysis of livelihoods of communities in two of the target villages, namely Ilinta 

and Botor, where there are already ongoing programme activities such as building soil bunds to 

reduce erosion in farmland and rehabilitation of local earth dams to capture rainwater with a view 

to creating sufficient water reserves for human and livestock consumption. Specifically, the 

objective of the baseline is to carry out a survey covering 750 households who are currently 

beneficiaries of these programme activities.  

 

The baseline survey data is thus intended to provide information about incomes, economic 

opportunities and general access to basic services. Such comprehensive socio-economic 

information is expected to help the PF to gain a better understanding of and inform future 

livelihoods programmes in the country. The baseline information will also be used to monitor and 

evaluate the impact of the activities of the programme. 

 

We have developed a conceptual framework and robust methodology to ensure that the baseline 

survey and analysis of the resulting data are undertaken to the highest standard. In line with the 

terms of reference set for the survey, we adopted a mixed method approach to collect both 

quantitative and qualitative data. For the quantitative data, we have designed an interactive survey 

tool which enabled the collection of the data through face-to-face interviews based on the 

electronic data collection platform called KoBo TOOLBOX.1 To enhance the quantitative survey, 

we also conducted one focus group discussion (FGD) in each of the two villages to generate related 

qualitative information. In next sections of the document, we present the terms of reference (ToR) 

for the baseline survey, discuss the rationale for our methodology for data collection and 

                                                           
1 KoBoToolbox, is free and open suite of tools for field data collection used by researchers working in developing 
countries, see http://www.kobotoolbox.org/ 
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summarise the key findings of the analysis of the collected data as the main output of the baseline 

survey, alongside a file of the data collected. 

2. Terms of Reference 

The survey is required to cover five main areas of enquiry: 

1. Household characteristics and size, including head of household and children as well as 

average household income; 

2. Main production systems, including livelihood strategies, livestock assets, land holding, 

size of land held, and percent used, main crop produced and quantities (including average 

consumed vs sold), access to markets and use of input use and farming tools; 

3. Access to a water and quantities available for human consumption, domestic use and 

livestock; 

4. Access to education, including functionality and distance of schooling facilities, and 

literacy and numeracy rates as well as gender dynamics in education; 

5. Access to basic healthcare, including types of health service available and distance to 

facilities, and general hygiene and sanitation practices at a household level. 

3. Deliverables 
The deliverable of the household survey is a final report including executive summary, 

methodology for data collection and analysis, research ethics and interview protocol used, 

together with the raw data collected. 

4. Conceptual framework 
The strategic objective of the the PF programme is to significantly improve incomes and 

livelihoods of the target communities through the above-mentioned three interlinked 

interventions aimed at reducing soil erosion, improving access to basic education and health 

services and improving community structures. These activities are taking place in a challenging 

social and environmental context. Frequent natural disasters such as droughts, which not only 

limit the availability of water for human consumption but have also caused substantive loss of 

livestock and soil erosion in agricultural land, have weakened the resilience and structures of 



8 
 

local communities over time. Limited farming skills and lack of governmental support and basic 

public services exacerbate the situation.  

The aim of this assignment is therefore to establish a baseline of current livelihoods of these 

communities, and in particular to collect relevant socioeconomic data which can enable the PF to 

devise an effective monitoring of the project and evaluation its impact in a highly uncertain 

context. In effect, the PF wishes to identify a set of reliable socioeconomic indicators to guide 

the project implementation so that it can develop sustainable strategies for enhancing the 

resilience of the target communities through the set of ongoing and planned intervention 

activities, and accurately quantify the impact of the project at end of its life.  

This task clearly requires the development of a suitable analytical framework to ensure that the 

baseline provides relevant data whose analysis can yield robust evidence for the project progress 

monitoring and evaluation. In this section, we develop a suitable conceptual framework building 

on existing research and practitioners’ guidelines in this field. A departing point of such analysis 

is the assumption that the effects of the programme interventions on household income and 

livelihood would be mediated by existing household livelihood assets and strategies and its 

community structures. The resulting impact would then materialise through potential changes in 

the household vulnerability and resilience over the project life and beyond.  

There are a number of relevant conceptual models designed to aid analysis of household 

vulnerability and resilience. These can be categorised into two groups: 

- System-wide models to promote resilience (e.g., those used by DFID, Technical 

Assistance to Non-Governmental Organizations [TANGO], Practical Action). These 

attempt to capture and describe the different pathways along which the impact of shocks 

and stressors are transmitted, as well as the ways that household characteristics can affect 

the severity of the impact. 

- Models that seek to define and measure the characteristics of resilience at community 

level (e.g., that of the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations). 

For this survey, we adopted an analytical framework which draws and builds upon both models 

but also differs from them as it is designed to support a participatory and community-based 

methodology that is appropriate in this context, considering the programme’s desire to enhance 
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the community structure to improve livelihoods sustainably. The framework, originally 

developed by the UNDP Drylands Development Centre, is called Community Based Resilience 

Analysis (CoBRA). The first step in assessing the impacts of any interventions on 

community/household level resilience requires establishing a thorough understanding of the 

household characteristics underlying its vulnerability and resilience. The CoBRA methodology 

can be used to analyse the characteristics of household resilience, so that indicators for both 

qualitative and quantitative impact assessment can be identified and therefore factors that may 

have the greatest impact on household livelihood can be analysed. Such an approach also allows 

the identification of suitable indicators of the impact of the ongoing and planned programme 

interventions on household livelihood and income through, for example, a carefully designed and 

implemented participatory qualitative strategy, such as FGDs, alongside the quantitative 

household survey. These indicators can also be used during the implementation phase to monitor 

and evaluate such interventions.  

Figure 1: Conceptual framework2 

 

 

                                                           
2 Adopted from Community-Based Resilience Analysis (CoBRA) Conceptual Framework and Methodology 
http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-
energy/sustainable_land_management/CoBRA/cobra-conceptual-framework.html 
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The CoBRA method uses a Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF) to categorise and map the 

potential characteristics of resilience. This identifies five core asset categories or types of capital 

upon which livelihoods are built: financial, human, natural, physical and social. This shows that 

a combination of factors, including household characteristics and its local community context or 

aggregation level, affects the severity of the impact of external shocks, such as natural hazards 

e.g., soil erosion and droughts. In effect, the existing community structures can positively affect 

a household’s adoptive capacity to external shocks through effective mobilization of collective 

social capital, e.g., social networks, groups, formal and informal institutions. On the other hand, 

the existing structural processes (e.g., local and national administrative processes and 

interventions by external actors, such as international NGOs) and households’ own livelihood 

strategies all affect the adoptive capacity, alongside the households’ physical capital (e.g., land 

and livestock), financial (e.g., remittance) and human (e.g., kinship and extended family 

networks) assets. Definitions of these livelihood assets are provided in Table 1. 

Table 1: Definitions of SLF Components3 

Physical 

Capital 

The basic infrastructure (water supplies, roads, telecommunications) that 

people use to function more productively; also livestock. 

Human 

Capital 

The sum of skills, knowledge, labour and good health that together enable 

people to pursue different livelihood strategies and achieve their livelihood 

outcomes. 

Financial 

Capital 

 

The cash that enables people to adopt different livelihood strategies. This can 

be in the form of savings, or a regular source of income, such as a pension or 

remittance. The inputs that support livelihoods, as well as the producer goods 

(tools, equipment, services) that contribute to the ability to increase financial 

capital. 

                                                           
3 This information is based on the DFID sustainable livelihoods guidance sheets 
http://s3.ennonline.net/attachments/872/section2.pdf 
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Natural 

Capital 

The natural resources (land, forests, water) and associated services (e.g. soil 

erosion protection, flood and wind protection) upon which 

resource-based activities (e.g. farming, livestock etc.) depend. 

Social 

Capital 

Access to and participation in networks, groups, formal and informal 

institutions. Peace and security. Governance and political relationships. 

5. Methodology  

The above conceptual framework suggests that, to provide the required detailed socioeconomic 

data, this baseline survey needs to capture both quantitative data on household characteristics, 

assets and incomes, and qualitative data on, for example, the community structures and social 

networks. On that basis, we adopted a mixed method consisting of a quantitative survey 

questionnaire and qualitative FGDs, which together have enabled the collection of the 

socioeconomic data and information required. As an integrative methodology for the concurrent 

use of both qualitative and quantitative data and information generated, our approach offers both 

the precision in measurement of quantitative responses from the household survey and the 

descriptive richness of narratives from the qualitative information from FGDs.4  

The analysis of the integrated information not only allows the generation of the socioeconomic 

data encompassing the five themes listed under the ToRs but also helps to identify key 

behavioural drivers of the household livelihood strategies and thus strengthens TPF’s ability to 

make causal inferences related to livelihood dynamics at the household level as the project is 

implemented in the next five years. As such, the survey data would help the programme in 

devising an effective progress monitoring strategy and thereafter provide strong evidence for 

evaluations of various programmes activities.5 In the next two subsections, we discuss the steps 

undertaken to collect the quantitative data and qualitative information. 

                                                           
4 Felipe González Castro (2011) A Methodology for Conducting Integrative Mixed Methods Research and Data 
Analyses, Journal of Mixed Methods Research; 4(4): 342–360 
5 Christopher B. Barretta and Mark A. Constas (2013), Toward a theory of resilience for international 
development applications, PNAS. 
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5.1 Quantitative survey tool 
An interactive web-based interview questionnaire was developed, in consultation with the TPF 

project officer, to collect the socioeconomic data required. The questionnaire was filled on a 

tablet and saved off line in the field before uploading the completed questionnaire to the 

platform. In addition to rapid collection of the data, the interactive questionnaire allowed an 

effective quality assurance whereby each completed questionnaire was promptly checked and 

uploaded to the platform at the end of each day for validation of the data remotely. 

The questionnaire consisted of 147 questions organized under nine main themes including: 

 

 General demographic information about the household survey participants  

 Access to and quality of education 

 Land ownership, expenditure, use of agricultural input and marketing  

 Livestock ownership and production 

 Food security 

 Adequacy, accessibility and safety of the water supply  

 Sanitation and hygiene 

 Access to a health facility and health-related challenges  

 Sources of information 

 

Each theme included several detailed questions intended to probe responses. To reduce errors in 

data collection, most of these questions were closed-ended, with respondents offered one or 

multiple response choices. Also, the questionnaire allowed an interviewer to see only one question 

and associated response options at one time to avoid information overload by interviewers. 

Furthermore, if at the start of a section for a main theme a respondent answered ‘No’ to a question 

(e.g., whether they owned land or livestock), the questionnaire automatically skipped to the next 

section. This helped us to minimize further the information overload and also improve the survey 

efficiency. A template of the questionnaire used is provided in Annex A. 

 

5.1.1 Quality assurance 
Prior to the fieldwork, a full one-day training was provided to all interviewers. Each interviewer 

was given a further half-day to familiarize themselves with the questionnaire doing at least two 
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pilot interviews. At the end of the pilot interviews, each interviewer signed a research ethics policy 

statement. The overall goal of the training, piloting and research ethics sign off was to minimise 

enumerator-related measurement errors by ensuring that all interviewers understood the purpose 

of the survey, were able to apply a consistent approach to data collection, and could respond 

promptly to any feedback from quality assurance checks carried out by a field supervisor and 

validation at our Hargeisa office. This strict quality assurance allowed a continual improvement of 

the data collection as, at the end of each day, a field supervisor checked each questionnaire 

completed for errors and took corrective action accordingly. The next day, the supervisor collated 

any feedback from the validation analysis on each batch of completed questionnaire uploaded to 

the KoBo TOOLBOX platform. Our project staff at Hargeisa office then downloaded the data from 

the platform to check it for consistency, using a set of pre-specified statistical analysis criteria. The 

validation was particularly useful to identify promptly any systematic (i.e., non-random) patterns 

at a settlement, village and interviewer level, examining key parameters such as land size, crop 

types and quantities produced etc. 

5.2 Focus group discussions 

The primary purpose of the focus group interview was to provide an in-depth exploration of the 

topics covered by the household surveys. More specifically, the aim of the FGDs was: (a) to elicit 

general information on the communities’ current perceptions of the key issues of interest (namely 

access to water and basic social services, soil erosion and community structures) (b) to establish 

the awareness and attitudes toward the programme activities, in particular the role the existing 

community structures can play in improving livelihoods. We then introduced the programme 

activities planned and associated expected outcomes. After introducing the programme activities, 

we elicited participants’ opinions on the most sustainable ways of achieving the overall programme 

objectives - that’s improved access to water and services, reduced soil erosion, and enhanced 

community structures.  The goal was in particular to identify potential behavioural drivers of 

change, so that the programme can formulate effective intervention strategies to ‘nudge’ the 

individual households and community leadership behaviours toward the desired practices to 

improve livelihoods.  

 

Two FGDs were conducted with the village elders and relevant social committee members 

identified by TPF. At each of the two target villages, one focus group discussion was held with 
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selected 10-12 participants drawn from village elders and community leaders including the water 

hygiene and sanitation, education, health and agriculture committees. Whilst the FGD in the Ilinta 

included three women, the participants at Botor consisted only of males. In terms of timing, the 

FGDs in Ilinta was conducted at the first stages of the fieldwork and the information was reviewed 

quickly to ensure that the findings were able to inform the second stage of the household survey 

in Botor, if necessary. In order to collate the participants’ perceptions and experience, semi-

structured open-ended guiding questions were asked to facilitate an in-depth exploration of issues 

of interest. These open-ended questions are useful to induce participants to provide candid 

responses, with participants often building on each other’s ideas through “piggybacking”.6 The 

discussions were recorded and subsequently transcribed for analysis. An FGD template used to 

collect the qualitative data is provided in Appendix A. 

6. Research ethics 

As researchers, we are conscious of our responsibilities to funders and the wider society. We are 

committed to reconcile those responsibilities and make good professional judgement to uphold 

high ethical standards in all our work. As part of our commitment, we have an ethical policy 

statement signed by all our researchers and fieldworkers. It provides our staff with a framework 

to assist them in exercising such judgement. This requires the following qualities in the staff: 

1. To be honest in all aspects of their work, including: 

a. presentation of research goals, intentions and findings 

b. reporting on research methods and procedures 

c. gathering data 

d. using and acknowledging the work of other researchers 

e. conveying valid interpretations and making justifiable claims based on research 

findings 

2. To take care, and be thorough and excellent in practice: 

a. in performing research and using appropriate methods 

b. in adhering to an agreed protocol where appropriate 

                                                           
6 Leung F-H, Savithiri R. Spotlight on focus groups. Canadian Family Physician. 2009; 55(2):218-219. 
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c. in drawing interpretations and conclusions from the research 

d. in communicating the results 

3. To be transparent and open in their communication: 

a. in declaring conflicts of interest 

b. in the reporting of research data collection methods 

c. in the analysis and interpretation of data 

d. in making research findings widely available, including sharing negative results 

as appropriate 

e. in presenting the work to other researchers and to the general public 

4. To have care and respect for: 

a. all participants in and subjects of research, including humans, animals, the 

environment and cultural objects 

b. the stewardship of research and scholarship for future generations 

In addition to these core principles, our staff are required to ensure that their work is conducted 

according to any appropriate (external) ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations 

and standards. This includes seeking ethical approval for research where appropriate. They are 

also expected to treat colleagues with integrity, honesty and collegiality, including the fair 

provision of references and peer review. 

7. Overview of fieldwork activities  
The survey was carried out over a period of 15 days between March 17th and April 7th, 2018. 

Using a programme beneficiaries list, supplied by the Pharo Foundation country office, we 

identified a household head for each listed beneficiary household and interviewed him or her at 

their place of residence. In total, we interviewed 486 households, of which 351 and 135 live in 

Botor and Ilinta, respectively. A total of 264 out of the listed 750 beneficiaries (or roughly 35%) 

were found either unavailable for interview during the survey or deemed unsuitable for 

interviewing. The households not interviewed consisted of three categories: (a) households 

owning land but permanently residing outside the areas of Ilinta and Botor, (b) households who 

have temporarily moved out of the areas to surrounding pastureland and (c) a small number of 
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listed beneficiaries who were identified as minors and as such deemed unsuitable for interview 

due to ethical concerns.  

The first category of non-resident people, who own land in Botor and Ilinta through family 

inheritance but do not live there, usually live in nearby towns such as Gabiley, Arabsiyo and Tog 

Wajaale, or cities such as Hargeisa and Borama. However, the local community leaders indicated 

that some of these landowners regularly come back to the area during farming season to sow 

their land and then leave it with their resident relatives to tend to the crop. These households 

return to the area again at harvest time to collect harvested crop. The community leaders also 

indicated that some of these households pay labour costs, often in-kind by giving some of their 

harvest to relatives who looked after their crop and/or helped with the harvest. They often also 

give any straw from harvested maize and sorghum to the resident relatives who then use these as 

animal feed in the dry season. As such, some of the benefits from farming activities by these 

groups accrue to residents. Based on the discussions with local community leaders, we estimated 

that the great majority of unavailable households (65-75%) would fall in this category. 

The second important group of households found unavailable for interviews were families with 

larger livestock herds and/or small or marginal land plots who have temporarily migrated out of 

the area in search of pasture for their livestock. As these families are unable to produce and stock 

sufficient feed for their animals, they often move out of the area during the dry season to 

surrounding grazing land, such Tog Wajaale and Godka Carada plains, or in some cases travel 

long distances to Hawd pastureland south of Hargeisa (or even beyond that to as far as inside the 

Ethiopian border when there are severe droughts). As such it was not possible to locate and 

interview these households during the fieldwork. However, these semi-nomadic households 

typically come back during the rainy season to sow their land. Again, based on discussions with 

the community leaders, we have estimated that this group would be around 25-35% of the overall 

unavailable of households. 

Finally, the last category involved a small group of those not interviewed (5 people in total) who 

were identified as minors who had inherited land; often the oldest son or daughter of a deceased 

father. We were not able to interview this group due to ethical concerns. Nevertheless, in four 

cases where the mother of a minor was available, and not herself listed among beneficiaries, we 

interviewed her as that household head. The only one minor whom we were not able to interview 
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was living with a close relative who was also listed among the beneficiaries and hence had 

already been interviewed as a head of the household unit. In this regard, we considered a 

household unit a group of people living together as one household including parents, children 

and anyone else under the care of the same parents - e.g. as adopted children of deceased 

relatives or other children they look after on a temporary arrangement basis. This definition 

allowed to identify a small number of cases where a husband has two wives. In most cases, using 

the husband’s phone details provided by the first household unit, we were able to establish 

whether the second wife’s name was registered as a beneficiary for a second piece of land, and if 

found to be the case interview her as a separate household unit7.  

8. Output of focus group discussions 
In each village, we conducted one FGD attended by 10-12 participants consisting of men and 

women from village committees and elders. Using several guiding questions (see Appendix A), 

we organised the discussions around three main themes to elicit information on the communities’ 

current livelihood situation, challenges faced, awareness of impact of the programme activities 

and attitudes toward the programme. Under each theme, a set of exploratory and probing 

questions were posed to elicit detailed information on issues of interest. We provide a summary 

of the main output of the FGDs below.  

8.1 General information on livelihoods 
The residents of the target villages are typical agropastorals generating their livelihoods and 

incomes from farming and livestock production activities. Most of their production output is 

used for household consumption and animal feed, with only limited output sold largely in local 

markets to generate cash necessary to supplement household consumption and support farm 

production such as agricultural services, namely tractor and labour costs. The dual farming-

livestock production activities support each other in that live animals are often sold to generate 

income to finance acquisition of agricultural services (e.g. tractor hours for ploughing), buy food 

during the dry season and finance other household expenditure such as health and education 

services.  

                                                           
7 We acknowledge that, from livelihood analysis perspective, it is difficult to track and account for any inter-
household exchange of goods (e.g. food) and service (e.g. labour force) within a polygamous family. 
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8.2 Challenges faced 
For easy analysis, we grouped the various challenges highlighted by the discussions into 

environmental, produce marketing, health, community structure, and water facilities challenges. 

8.2.1 Environmental challenges 
A common theme that emerged from the discussions is that the local agropastoral livelihoods 

were significantly affected by recent changes in climatic events. The bimodal annual 

precipitations of Gu and Deyr season are infrequent and increasingly unpredictable. In the past 

two decades, these events have resulted in water and food shortages and land degradation, 

including changing vegetation and soil erosion which is a major problem in the area. A 

significant proportion of alluvial terrains used for farming is now abandoned due to deep gullies 

and ridges which have formed over the past decades, especially during 1990s civil war when 

most of Somaliland population, including the target villages, fled to Ethiopia where they lived in 

refugee camps, some of them for up to 10 years. The other major environmental changes 

highlighted include an extensive growth of short thorny and woody acacia shrub called Sog-sog 

which makes land reclamation and farm clearing very hard without the use of agricultural 

machineries such as tractors.  

Such changes have also considerably affected livestock production, as there is little feasible 

grazing outside the rainy season. Most households are increasingly reliant on straw (from their 

main crops of maize and sorghum) for animal feed almost all year round, especially for cattle. To 

highlight the challenges faced by the livestock producers, one participant stated that “In recent 

times, there has been a noticeable cultural shift away from pastoralism, with livestock ever more 

reared in stalls and fed on straw all year round rather than bringing in animals for only a month 

or two during the Jilaal and xagaa (dry) seasons when there is insufficient pasture”. He 

continued: “This is partly due to the fact that much of the old communal grazing land has been 

converted to privately ownership as there has no longer been designated [governmental] pasture 

reserves for the past three decades”. As a result, the average size of livestock herds has declined 

over the past three decades. This is also due to diseases and conflicts in the region, alongside the 

recurring droughts, which together have forced many households to allocate their efforts towards 

farming as an adaptive mechanism or to move to surrounding towns and cities to seek alternative 

livelihoods. The participants indicated that the resulting rural migration is a major issue for the 
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community to the extent that the traditional community structures are being weakened 

considerably, as discussed below. 

8.2.2 Produce marketing 
Sorghum and maize are the common crops cultivated in the targeted villages; however, other 

cash crops such as tomatoes, onion, beans, watermelon are also grown by some farmers during 

the rainy season. In recent years, local farmers have started to supplement this by growing 

oilseed crops, such as sunflower and sesame. However, several challenges that hinder the 

expansion of these relatively new crops were reported by the participants. Whilst most cash 

crops can be readily sold at local markets in Gabiley and other nearby towns, the sale of sesame 

and sunflower seeds is a lot more challenging. The prices of oilseeds are volatile due to lack 

processing facilities in Gabiley and other nearby towns. To highlight the extent of the problem 

related to these market uncertainties one participant stated: “The community doesn’t have its 

own grinding machine for oilseeds, and there are no such machines locally; so, the nearest place 

we can find a grinding machine is Hargeisa, which costs a lot of money in transport and other 

expenses8”.  These crops must therefore be transported currently to Hargeisa markets which have 

fluctuating prices due to changes in supplies over the year. Indeed, the sesame market in 

Hargeisa is affected by changes in seed and oil supplies from South Somalia. Most local food 

service operators (e.g. restaurants and hotels) currently source oils from South Somalia due to the 

lower prices. Also, the main sesame oil producers in Hargeisa, Mandar Foods, currently sources 

the bulk of its raw material from South Somalia, occasionally as far as Sudan because of the lack 

sufficient local supplies all year around.  

Another issue mentioned as a general marketing problem is cheap horticultural produce (e.g. 

onion and tomatoes) imported by the local business people from neighbouring countries such as 

Ethiopia, Yemen and, in some cases, from Egypt; these are perceived to discourage local 

farmers. Some participants mentioned also that some international humanitarian organizations 

often supply grains as food aid during harvest of local cereals, which then leads to significant 

decreases in local crop prices. 

                                                           
8 Further clarification indicated that there is a sesame processing machine in Boodhly –a village south of Gabiley 
city approx. 15 Km away. The project plans to connect local farmers producing sesame with this sesame mill so that 
they can send their produce to Boodhlay for processing. 
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8.2.3 Health 
There are no health facilities in either village; therefore, the sick must be transported to Gabiley 

for medical attention and treatment, including emergency cases. According to female participants 

of FGDs, when pregnant women go into labour in the night, they have to wait until morning for 

their husbands to find a locally-owned vehicle to transport them to Gabiley. If there is a 

complication with the labour and the case becomes an emergency, the family is forced to rent a 

commercial vehicle from Gabiley.  

8.2.4 Community structures  
A great sense of nostalgia was shared among the older participants in remembering how 

agropastoral livelihoods in the area used to be sustainable with little or no outside support. The 

participants recalled that most of the local households used to rear a sufficient number of animal 

including cattle, goats and sheep, and to practice rain-fed farming. During rainy seasons, the 

strongest cattle bulls were used to plough the fields while other mature animals were sold to 

generate good incomes, with most families able to support themselves comfortably all year. 

However, the prolonged and cyclic droughts in recent years have caused substantial losses of 

livestock and reduced agricultural productivity, causing widespread poverty among the local 

community. In particular, the participants indicated that the low agricultural and animal 

productivity has turned an area known for its food production and self-reliance into an area that 

is food-insecure and increasingly dependent on external support, with a large number food aid 

recipients. For example, during more recent droughts, the government of Somaliland registered 

450 families at Ilinta, but it was able to give only enough provisions for 70 households, leaving 

most families unfed. 

Some social changes linked to impact of the 1990s civil war also appear to have weakened 

community resilience. Participants indicated that the civil war has reduced community 

cohesiveness as there are no longer the traditional communal self-help schemes to support each 

other. To point out the importance of these community structures, one of the participants 

mentioned that “During farming seasons, village elders used to mobilise a gang of 20-30 young 

men to help households, in particular the weakest households,9 with land preparation, sowing and 

harvest, while women used to come together to cook food and tea for the youths working on 

                                                           
9 Further explanations indicated that these households have lost their household male head and had young children, 
or were headed by older males, in both cases they were unable to do farm work on their own. 
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farms. … Everybody is now left to fend for themselves as youths tend to seek education and 

employment in towns and cities”. As a result, most families spend significant proportions of their 

incomes on externally supplied services such as tractor services for ploughing, labour for land 

clearing and harvest, and transport of the harvested crops from field to storage facilities and 

market. Thus, the farm net income has decreased significantly.  

The participants also mentioned that, under the old Somali government, there used to be 

agricultural cooperatives in the area, and these provided collective services, such as tractor 

services, as well as training and extension services. 

8.2.5 Water facilities 
Prolonged droughts also mean that the traditional water facilities, such as Berkeds,10 dry up 

quickly and therefore people travel longer distances to fetch water. Female members from Ilinta 

highlighted that it takes more than an hour to reach some of the local water sources, and 

sometimes they have to fetch water twice a day during dry seasons. 

8.3 Awareness of and attitudes toward programme activities 
To gauge the participants’ understanding of the impact of various programme activities on their 

livelihoods, we introduced these activities in turn and then asked about their views on their 

benefits and the ways that community can support their implementation to sustain the impact 

after the end of the programme. By far the most understood and appreciated activity is the 

building of the soil bunds to mitigate erosion. As the impact of soil erosion is widely felt and 

mitigating it is challenging for most households on their own, the participants were able 

elaborate clearly its impact on agricultural productivity. In highlighting the importance of the soil 

bunds, a participant stated: “Heavy rainfall often follows a prolonged drought and water run offs 

create gullies in farm lands washing away the most fertile top soil …. One can do little about this 

with bare hands”. Another participant mentioned that “It [soil erosion] forces people to abandon 

prime land and move to less fertile plots or even give up and go to town to survive…the soil 

bunds will help to mitigate the problem”. The participants were also appreciative of the fact the 

                                                           
10 A Berked is an underground reservoir with cemented walls which is built to collect surface water often through 
diked canals designed to channel in rainwater run offs from the surrounding watershed. The walls of these Berkeds 
develop fissures or cracks due to natural earth movement over time (e.g., contraction and expansion of soils during 
dry and rain seasons). Some of them were destroyed deliberately by the Somali army during the civil war to force 
population to flee the area and so prevent the local liberation movement from hiding among local residents. 
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soil bunds will improve soil moisture and therefore improve productivity. They were able to 

elaborate on some ideas as to how they can maintain and therefore sustain the impact of the soil 

bunds; for example, by protecting them from animals clambering over the bunds and by 

reinforcing them after heavy rain. 

In contrast, the participants viewed other programme activities solely as restoration of existing 

community facilities and as such struggled to elaborate ideas about how these may be 

collectively managed. In this regard, a participant stated that “the dam rehabilitated in our area 

was originally constructed in 1987 by the old Somali government. ….although the dam remained 

the main source of water for both human and livestock consumption for part of the year, its 

capacity declined gradually because of the silting”. He continued that “it was also open to animal 

access and as result water used to be contaminated by animal urine and excrement”.  

Nevertheless, the participants widely perceived that the increased capacity following restoration 

and fencing of dams will considerably improve communities’ access to more and cleaner water.  

Surprisingly, despite appreciating the greater availability of clean water, the participants were not 

able to explicitly link the improved water hygiene to potential health benefits. Indeed, when the 

participants were prompted with the word ‘waterborne disease’, one participant stated, “We have 

been drinking all sorts of open source of water since we could remember and we haven’t seen 

any outbreak of diseases here; we only hear from the news that some people in other parts of the 

country are affected by cholera by drinking contaminated water”. Also, some participants 

perceived that the number of water points for human consumption11 are limited compared to the 

local demand. Hence, they proposed to increase the number of water points to avoid queues.  

Interestingly, the participants had a widely shared view that there was a design defect in the way 

embarkments were originally rebuilt around the dams. They believed that this defect has not 

corrected during rehabilitation and this may increase the need for regular maintenance of the 

dams in the future. Both female and male participants mentioned that when a dam is full, the 

high level of water in rainy seasons, which results in high pressure against the embarkment, is 

likely to cause earth seepage and thus weaken the embarkment over time. They perceived that 

                                                           
11 Further enquiries found that there three and four water points for human consumption at dams in Ilinta and Botor 
respectively.  
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the current limited width of the embarkment is insufficient to withstand the seepage12, potentially 

leading to the embarkment collapsing if not maintained regularly. Therefore, the participants 

demonstrated some degree of shared ownership and the desire to sustain the impact and quality 

of the dam, albeit not elaborating on how the community itself could mitigate the problem. 

The participants also showed significant appreciation of the impact of planned activities (and 

therefore not yet implemented) such as work improving access to education. The participants 

indicated that schools in both Ilinta and Botor face serious, space, financial and human resource 

challenges. For example, at Ilinta village there is one school that consists of two classrooms. An 

estimated 100 pupils13 up to level six are currently taught in these two classes. During the 

teaching sessions, children of different levels and ages share the same blackboard and the teacher 

divides the blackboard into two parts with a chalk line in the middle. Four unpaid teachers work 

in the school, and most of the chairs are broken. Furthermore, there are no latrines at the schools 

which forces pupils to urinate and defecate in an open space in the nearby bushes. With a great 

sense of embarrassment, one of the participants stated that “many female pupils have left the 

school as they grow older and feel uncomfortable going out to the bush in the full view of other 

children”. Another participant mentioned that there is a monthly fee of up to 20,000 SLSH 

(equivalent 2 USD) per child as the teachers are not paid by government. Overcrowding was 

mentioned as another barrier to attendance. The situation is more or less similar in Botor; 

although there are two schools, one with two classrooms in which children can attend up to grade 

two, and a second located at the border with Ilinta which attended by children from both villages. 

When children finish grade two, they usually stay home and support their families. Only a few 

children who have close relatives may go to Gabiley to continue their education. 

On that basis, the participants widely expressed a desire to see school facilities and teaching 

quality improved so that more children can enrol and continue to attend school until they finish 

primary education. They also expressed a wish to see a new secondary school built in the area, so 

                                                           
12 Evidence shows that the dams with homogeneous embankment, as it is the case here, are prone to failures due to 
the build-up of excess pore pressures within the embankment and seepage can be a problem, especially for a 
reservoir having high, or rapidly fluctuating water levels for long periods; or for a dam having impervious 
foundations. If seepage is excessive this can lead to instability and eventual failure of all or part of the downstream 
face, see http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/i1531e/i1531e.pdf 
13 Based on the findings of follow up questions it appeared that a large of proportion of these children do not attend 
school regularly.  
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that children can continue their schooling in the village rather than going to nearby towns and 

away from their families. 

In contrast, the participants showed very limited awareness of the potential impact of other 

planned programme activities, including agricultural practical training, provision farming tools, 

fodder production and storage, cooperatives training and post-harvest technologies. Indeed, most 

participants indicated that they were unaware of these planned activities when these were 

introduced during discussions. The most glaring gap in their understanding related to basic crop 

protection techniques, especially pest and disease control measures and use of improved crop 

varieties. No pesticides are used by local farmers even though there were frequent reported 

outbreaks of what appeared to be widespread infestations of nematodes and insects, and fungal 

and bacterial pathogens, in recent years. For example, in Botor the participants indicated that 

there was little maize crop harvested last year due to an outbreak of a pest which damaged roots, 

leading to wilting and early death of plants.14 In Ilinta, sorghum has also been badly affected by 

an infestation insect locally known as ‘Dooni shaxar’.15 

An exception to this lack of awareness of the effects of preventative techniques was the 

perceived beneficial impact of training for community animal health workers. When this 

programme activity was introduced into the FGDs, the participants promptly pointed out that 

there had been similar veterinary work carried under the old Somalia regime, and highlighted the 

impact of loss of such work on livestock production. One participant highlighted that “Although 

some medicines are now sold in towns, local people do not know what animals to use them for 

nor the right dosage of the medicine to use; hence they cannot treat their sick livestock”. 

                                                           
14 Whilst a proper diagnosis of the problem has not been done to ascertain this, the description of the pest (a larvae) 
and the damage given by local farmers suggests that this may be due to an infestation of Fall Armyworm 
(Spodoptera frugiperda), (FAW). This is an insect native to tropical and subtropical regions of the Americas but has 
been widely reported in East Africa recently, including Somalia, although its modality of introduction, along with its 
biological and ecological adaptation in the region, is still unknown. Its larval stage feeds on more than 80 plant 
species, including maize, rice, sorghum, millet and vegetable crops. FAW can cause significant yield losses if not 
well managed. It can have a number of generations per year and the moth can fly up to 100 km per night to create 
new infestations.  
15 This appears to be an aphid feeding on sorghum crops in early stage development. 
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9. Findings of the household survey 
The results of the household survey are presented under the same themes listed in the interview 

questionnaire (see Appendix B). However, here, we focus on the main findings and refer the 

reader to the attached excel spreadsheet for the full findings of the survey. 

9.1 General household information 
Out of the total of 486 households interviewed, 351 (72%) and 135 (28%) reside in Botor and 

Ilinta, respectively. 

 

Gender breakdown of the household heads (HOH) interviewed is 103 (21%) and 383 (79%) 

females and males, respectively.  

 

Whilst the age of the HOHs interviewed varied widely, the vast majority (67%) were aged 

between 21 and 50 years and therefore fall within the most productive age brackets. There is 
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however some variation in the gender distribution across the age brackets, with more males 

within age bracket 71-81years and above, and more females in the lower age bracket. An 

exception is that the age bracket 11-20 years is entirely made of males, suggesting that the 

respondents within this bracket are most likely oldest son of a household who loss father. In such 

scenario, the son inherits land and hence is identified a household head. 

 

 

 

However, roughly 79% of the HOHs stated that they either have no education or had an informal 
education (e.g. Koranic school). Only 13% and 6% of them completed primary and secondary 
schools, respectively. 
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There is a slight difference in the sizes of households living in the two villages. Whilst average 
household size in the area is 6.5 members Ilinta has slightly larger households compared to 
Botor. Using the average household size and number of household interviewed, we calculate a 
total survey population of 2,281 and 878 people for Botor and Ilinta respectively. 

 

 

The great majority of the HOHs (87%) stated that they were in good health and could work, 
which is not surprising given that the majority of these fall within the most productive age 
brackets. 
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In line with the prevalence of dual (agropastoral) livelihoods highlighted during the FGDs, two 
types of occupations, farming (49%) and livestock (34%) were reported to be main employment 
of the HOHs. Only 4% of the HOHs stated that they were unemployed. 

 

9.2 Access to education 
Households interviewed differed significantly within a village, in terms of both size (i.e. 

household members) and number of children of schooling age, 6 to 18 years. However, such 

difference is less significant across the villages in terms of age groups composition. It is worth 

420

45
8 12

HOH ABILITY TO WORK

Generally in good
health; does
productive work

Too old to do any
productive work

Serious disability or
sickness; cannot do
any productive work

Poor health, cannot
do any productive
work

3.8%

49.4%

33.6%

1.1%

3.8%

1.8%

1.0%

2.2%

3.2%

Unemployed

Farming

Rearing livestock

Beekeeping

Unskilled salary job in the private
sector

Skilled salary job in the private sector

Unskilled salary job in the public
sector

Skilled salary job in the publicsector

Small and medium trade

HOH PRINCIPAL JOBS



29 
 

mentioning that there were a significant number of households (36%) who reported to have 

children of schooling age at the first stage of the interview (general household information) but 

were unable to account for all children reported when subsequently asked about their 

schooling16.  

  

 

In line with the finding of FGDs, which highlighted considerable challenges in access and 

quality of education, the survey found low school enrolment rates among the households 

interviewed. Indeed, the households who indicated that they have one or more children aged 

between 6 and 18 years in school17. They reported that, on average, 28% and 17% of boys and 

                                                           
16 As result the data for these households were dropped from analysis to avoid biases. 
17 The data for approximately 50 % of total households with children of schooling age were found to contain some 
inconsistency and as result dropped from analysis. This were due to largely reporting and/or recording errors by the 
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girls at schooling age attend a school respectively 18. 60% of these households have one children, 

whilst 40% of them have two or more children in school. Nevertheless, the number of girls 

attending school decline significantly as the number of children attending school increases. 

Indeed, as number of schooled children at a household level increases from one to two rate of 

girls’ enrolment drops by 20%, compared to 11% drop for boys. 

 

Furthermore, significantly higher number of girls enrolled school, compared to boys of the same 

age. 35% of households who reported to have a girl not enrolled, compared to reported non-

enrolment rate of 24% for boys.  

                                                           
household head and/or interviewer respectively and found no systematic pattern in incidents of these errors across 
the sample. Hence, we report the figures for the entire sample of household. 
18 The Somaliland Ministry of Education reported 2011/12 that a Gross Enrolment Rate (GER) of 44% with a 
primary school age population (6-13). Figures disaggregated by sex, gives a GER of 50% for boys and 38% for girls. 
The rural enrolment rate is likely to be lower than the average GER; therefore, the reported figures are low in term 
of both enrolment rate and gender breakdown, see 
https://www.unicef.org/somalia/SOM_resources_primschoolcensus20112.pdf 
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The households who reported to have children not attending school gave a variety of reasons as 

to why these children do not attend school including distance from home (21%), children needed 

for support with household duties such as chores (22%) and tending livestock (13%).  

 

 

9.3 Agriculture 
The majority of household heads stated that they owned land (74%) or co-owned it with 

members of their family (23%). Meanwhile, 3% rent their land informally. Virtually all land is 

officially registered. Land is used for farming (67%), livestock rearing (13%), or both (20%). 
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Main crops produced are sorghum (45%) and maize (30%), followed by vegetable (15%), beans 

(6%) and millet (2%). 

 

Considering that water availability is a main constraint farming, it is not surprising that 86% of 

households undertake their production activities in Gu season with main crops harvested July 

and August. 
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The overwhelming majority of farmers (94%) have land plots less than one hectare, with 

remainder owning plots of 2-3 hectares (5%). Yield is generally poor but variable widely across 

the farmers, mostly ranging between less than a tonne/hectare (54%) to 2-3 tonnes/hectare 

(13%). However, there is a small minority of farmers (7%) who reported a yield of five 

tonne/hectare or more. 
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The low yield appears to be due to largely limited skills in modern farming. There is a strong 

evidence that the target communities have limited knowledge of modern farming practices. 

About 63%, 94% and 99% of households stated that they do not purchase seeds, pesticides (i.e. 

crop protection) or fertilisers respectively; response rates which are consistent the findings of the 

finding of FGDs indicating a very low knowledge and practice in modern farming techniques in 

particular input use. 

The bulk of farm produce is used for household consumption (65%), with the remainder being 

marketed in the local village market (19%) such as local village shops or traders, or in markets 

outside the village (16%) such as nearby town of Gabiley or Togwajaale, and beyond. Sorghum 

dominates the crops sold at the local markets, whilst vegetables are mostly sold at the outside 

markets. The majority of the crops is sold at the outside markets 
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Given the limited skills in modern farming practices, both the harvested quantity and incomes 

generated from sale are limited despite the sizeable land plots cropped, with 74% households 

generating less than $300 from harvested crop. However, there appears to be a significant 

difference in the income generated from farming, with 66% of households in Ilinta generating 

income between $50-$200 from crops, whilst in Botor falls to 53% of households. Furthermore, 

29% of households in Botor generate more than $300 from crops sold. 

  

The means of crop transport to markets varies widely, but animal and vehicle transportation 

emerge as a major means of transport. The crops are mainly bought by traders (59%) who are 

from local villages or nearby towns, or wholesalers (40%) who buy crops in bulk and hence are 

mostly from outside the village. Therefore, farmers can either sell their produce to a local trader 
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(who may re-sell it in retail through local shops or bulk at the nearby towns) or directly to 

wholesalers from towns who usually purchase large quantities through local agents or in 

person19.  

 

In terms of farming and agricultural practices employed, most households stated that they use 

spacing (63%) and timely planning (60%). However, only 13% and 7% use crop protection and 

non-organic fertilisers, respectively. Further 14% reported using modern farm implements. 

 

                                                           
19 The interviewers indicated that there a number of women (known as Asha qushi) wholesaler who regularly 
purchase crop produce, whilst restaurateurs in nearby town such as Gabiley and Togwajaale may also purchase 
produce locally for their own use. 
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The overwhelming majority of households (95%) do not irrigate crops. 

 

9.4 Livestock 
The great majority of households (89%) own livestock including camels (7%), cattle (35%), 

sheep and goats (31%), donkey (18%), chicken (8%) and beehives (1%). Most households own 

multiple livestock species and, on average, 1-5 camels (14%), 1-5 cattle (60%) 1-10 sheep 

(31%), and 1-10 goats (46%). 

 

Three quarters of these households stated that they sell livestock to generate income, and they 

also mainly rear livestock for milk (62%) and meat (21%). Nevertheless, the households derive a 

range of other products from their livestock, as detailed in the chart below.  
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It is worth pointing out that there is a little difference across the two villages in terms of number 

of animals owned or herd size, with Ilinta having larger herd sizes. 

 

 

Households stated that they use livestock services such as veterinary expertise to treat sick 

animals (8%), veterinary drugs (28%) and vaccination (25%). 83% of households stated that they 

pay for these services; a cost which reduces the net household incomes and therefore ability to 

purchase agricultural services and hence weakening of household livelihood resilience, 

considering the fact that the dual livestock and farm production system are supporting each 

other. 
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9.5 Household decision-making and finance 
Most of the interviewees (64%) indicated that household livelihood decisions are taken by 

husband or males in the household, with less taken jointly by wife and husband (18%) or only 

the wife (12%).  

 

The overwhelming majority of households (93%) interviewed had no savings; a finding that 

supports the low productivity and incomes reported during the FGDs. Given the lack of savings 

to draw upon, it is not surprising that a significant number of households (33%) took a loan last 

year to support their livelihoods. 
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The main sources of the loans taken are from traders (51%), relatives (34%) or friends (13%), 

and these loans were mainly spent on purchases related to household consumption (52%) and 

agricultural input (35%). Furthermore, 70% of the households stated that they had not returned 

the loans taken at the time of the interview, which is again unsurprising considering the low 

productivity and earnings among these households. 

 

9.6 Food security 
A majority of household members, including adult males (72%), children (58%) and adult 

females (68%) were reported to be able to consume three meals per day during harvest time 
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when local produce is abundant. However, these figures significantly fall during food shortages 

to 45%, 46% and 43%, respectively.  

 

Whilst 40% of households stated that they did not experience food shortages, a significant 
number of them (23%) indicated that they did so in the past 6 months. 

 
 

Main reported coping mechanisms during food shortages included borrowing money to support 
household consumption (23%), reducing food intakes per meal (15%), reducing number of meals 
per day (12%), seeking food assistance (8%), engaging in casual labour (8%) and eating less 
preferred food categories (6%). 
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9.7 Water access, adequacy and quality 
The households draw drinking water from different sources including Berkeds (29%), boreholes 
(28%), unprotected (18%) and protected (8%) shallow wells, and dams (10%). Only a minority 
of households use harvested rainwater (3%) or truck supplies (1%).  

 

 
 

Whilst most households (41%) can reach their main water source within 15 minutes, a sizeable 
minority (28%) stated that it takes between 15 and 45 minutes to reach their main source. The 
remaining 31% stated that it takes more than 45 minutes to reach their water sources. In this 
regard, households in Ilinta do greater journies to the water source than Botor. This comprises a 
significant proportion of households’ time considering that some may have to make up to two 
trips per day to meet their daily consumption, as indicated during the FGDs. 
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In terms of water volumes, majority of households (60%) consume more than 75 litres per day, 

whilst 14% and 21% of them consume 25-50 litres and 50-75 litres per day, respectively. 

Roughly, 68% of households stated that their main source of drinking water is high yielding all 

year around or part of the year, whilst 18% stated that it is low yield in all or part of the year. 

Nevertheless, more than half of the households stated that they purchase water at some point 

during the year. 
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The majority of the households use a plastic jerrycan to collect (87%) and conserve (53%) water 
at home. 

 

Observations made during the survey indicated that 65% of the containers used for water 

collection were not clean, albeit in varying degrees. It appeared that there was extensive algae 

growth in most of these containers, indicating that they were not washed on a regular basis at 

best. A similar picture emerged from the observations of the containers for water conservation at 

home. 
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With regard to the handling of water during consumption, 71% of households stated that they 

either tilt the container to pour out water directly or dip in with any available mug or cup, with 

only 24% of them stating that they have a designated scooper to draw water from the container. 

Therefore, contamination of water during collection from source and conservation at home may 

be an issue. 

 

Furthermore, 78% of the households do not carry out any water treatment at home. More 

worryingly, 65% of these households either believe that the water they consume is safe or do not 

know how to treat it. Indeed, consistent with the finding of the FGDs that waterborne disease 
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does not affect the local community, the overwhelming majority of the households (93%) stated 

that their household experienced no waterborne diseases, or they simply did not know if they had 

done so over the past 12 months. Only about 7% of the households reported such incidents, 

indicating that these disease incidents affected 54% and 29% of 0-5 years and 6-17 years old in 

their household, respectively. 

 

 

9.8 Hygiene and sanitation 
A majority of the households (75%) do not have a latrine at home. Of those who have a latrine, 

65% stated that they had built this themselves or an NGO had built it for them (34%). However, 

there is a significant difference in latrine use across the two village with Botor showing a higher 

use than Ilinta. Open defecation is prevalent (93%) among those without latrines.  
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Furthermore, the most common ways of household waste disposal are burning (47%), throwing 

away (22%) and composting (16%). As such, the overall hygiene conditions of the target villages 

are poor. 

 

9.9 Access to health 
Most HOHs indicated that they would seek medical help at a hospital (53%), health clinic (16%) 

or pharmacy (16%) as their first choice if they or a family member fell ill. The same facilities 

also emerge as second choices for a significant group, suggesting that the majority trust local 

health facilities more than other alternatives such as traditional or religious healers. 
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However, 65% of the households stated that the nearest health facility is more than 2.5 km away 

from their residence, suggesting that, based on the findings of FGDs, the cost of medical 

services, including transport and treatment, would be too high for most households, considering 

the lack of savings to draw upon and limited livelihood incomes. 

 

 

In contrast, a large number of households (58%) stated that their last child was borne at home, 

suggesting that they do not seek midwifery support – a finding that again suggests that the 

transport and treatment cost is a major barrier to access to health services. 
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However, 93% of the households stated that they have vaccinated their last child. 

 

9.10 Sources of information 
Mobile communications and village meetings emerged as the main sources of information for 
households. 
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10. Conclusions 
The survey data collected is intended to provide information about current incomes, economic 

opportunities and general access to basic services, so that TPF can set baseline against which the 

programme is monitored and evaluated. The goal is to collect socio-economic information which 

enables TPF to gain a better understanding of effects of the ongoing programme activities and 

use the findings of the survey to both improve the ongoing and planned programme activities and 

inform design of its future livelihoods programmes. The complex social economic and 

environmental context in which the programme activities are taking place in particular calls for 

rigorous monitoring of the programme activities throughout its life to adjust the activities as 

necessary. We present below the key findings of the programme. 

The baseline survey confirms that the target communities of Ilinta and Botor are agropastoral 

with interwoven dual farming and livestock livelihood systems. Livestock production 

supplements both household consumption and farming activities as the sale of live animal helps 

household to agricultural services and purchase of food in dry seasons when household run out 

of own stock. However, the sustainability of the dual livelihood system is uncertain. A 

combination of environmental factors such as soil erosion and more frequent severe droughts 

increasingly pose challenges to the community.  The ongoing activities are therefore likely to 

improve the resilience of the community. Indeed, the survey found that the community greatly 

appreciates the ongoing building of soil bunds and rehabilitation of the dams tangible mitigatory 
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measures to improve livelihoods through increased access for human consumption and animal 

and farm productivity. 

With regard to the social context, the survey found that recent social changes have negatively 

affected the community structure. Significant recent rural migration and resulting changes in 

household composition linked to civil war and displacement in the 1990s appeared to have 

weakened the traditional community self-help and reliance schemes to support each other, 

especially support given to weaker members of the community. These schemes are no longer 

feasible due to the migration of youth to towns and cities, which also reduced the local 

availability of labour force for household production activities. Youth migration appears to be 

linked to increase in the connectivity between rural and urban communities through improve 

telecommunication and growth in unskilled labour demand in cities. As such rural youth are 

increasingly less attached to the traditional agropastoral way of life compared to their parents and 

move to towns to seek employment and education. The implication of these social dynamics is 

that most households now rely on externally supplied services, such as tractor services and 

casual labour, for their agricultural production activities. Consequently, the cost associated with 

the provision of these further reduces net farm incomes.  

Furthermore, the combined environmental and social changes seem to have affected the 

household livelihood strategies by inducing gradual reallocation of the limited labour from 

pastoral toward farming over the past two decades. Nevertheless, the community in general lacks 

basic modern farming skills to support such livelihood transition. In particular, farmers showed 

little knowledge of modern farming practices such as pest and disease control, and scant use of 

improved seed varieties. Indeed, discussions with individual farmers during the fieldwork 

highlighted that some of these farmers are repeatedly re-using seed saved from crops harvested 

in the previous year. Some of these farmers use seed variety lines that go back 10-15 years from 

seed stock passed through generations of the same family, despite the fact that the reported 

environmental changes and reported increases in pest and disease infestations would necessitate 

the introduction of improved varieties. They also do not use fertilizers and pesticides to improve 

productivity.  

In contrast to the soil binds and improved water access from rehabilitated, the survey found that 

there is a limited awareness issues addressed by the ongoing programme activities and 
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consequently lesser appreciation of their potential impact on livelihoods. The survey found that 

there a limited awareness of water sanitation and hygiene among the interviewed households. 

The local community has indeed shown a poor awareness of waterborne disease, albeit showing 

an appreciation of fencing off dams and installation of water points designed for human 

consumption to both improve water availability and reduce contamination. Hygiene practice 

appeared poor as both water collection and conservation containers were found unhygienic, with 

extensive algae growth found in most water containers. Furthermore, there is a widespread belief 

among households that such as diseases are not affecting the community, with an underlying 

perception that the local conditions and practices were not as bad as those existing elsewhere 

where waterborne diseases such as cholera occurred recently.  

Furthermore, there is a very limited awareness and appreciation of the potential impact of other 

planned future activities, including agricultural practical training, provision farming tools, fodder 

production and storage, cooperatives training and post-harvest technologies. Both household 

interviewees and FGDs highlighted that the local community have received limited information 

on these planned activities and as such they largely unable to elaborate thoughts on the likely 

impact of these activities on their livelihoods when introduced the activities during the FGDs. An 

exception was the training of community animal health officers, which one community had a 

previous experience of and therefore was able to appreciate its potential impact. 

The survey found that the access to basic education and health education services is limited due 

to limited availability of schools and poor teaching quality. There are three local primary schools 

have limited capacities, which are overcrowded, have no sanitary facilities, and staffed by 

teachers who are poorly paid through irregular community contributions and fees charged. These 

factors combined appear to be a major barrier to enrolment and continuation of the schools 

among local children. Also, after completing the primary school, households have to send their 

children to the nearby towns such as Gabiley or beyond to stay with relatives, so that the children 

can continue secondary school.   

Finally, there are no health facilities. Therefore, the local community currently uses health 

services available in the surrounding towns and cities, in particular Gabiley and Hargeisa. In 

addition to distance constraints, especially in emergency cases, transport cost is a major limiting 

factor of access to these health services. 
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To conclude the ongoing programme activities are likely to have a significant impact on 

agricultural and livestock productivity, as well as improving the community health and welfare 

through improved water access and quality, and better nutrition. To realise the potential 

beneficial impact of the other planned activities the programme needs to provide more 

information on these activities and ideally improve community awareness of impact of the 

activities through greater participatory approaches and engagement within the community. 

Phasing of the activities across the four target is advisable to ensure that the insights gained in 

early stage of the implementation these activities used to improve the overall effectiveness of the 

programme. 
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