EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Somaliland, a self-declared state in the horn of Africa, is one of the poorest countries in the world with a livelihood base
constantly eroded by frequent droughts and extreme weather. The harsh climate in the region makes its population
vulnerable and food insecure, with limited access to water affecting almost two thirds of the population.1
Somaliland Village Mapping (North West Agro Pastoral Zone of Maoodi Jex) is a situational analysis study aimed to help The
Pharo Foundation to understand the key features of the north western agro-pastoral livelihood zone in Maroodi Jex
(seven districts) as the Foundation seeks to develop its first programme intervention in Somaliland. In addition to this,
the study aims to contribute to the information needs of other existing and potential development actors in Somaliland.
Thus, the study has two main objectives:
1) to enable The Pharo Foundation to select the most appropriate location in which to focus its programming
efforts within this Zone.
2) to contribute to the information needs in development planning (such as government, multi-lateral and bilateral agencies and civil society actors) and to present this in a usable way (i.e. in suitable and consistent
formats).
For the first aim of the study, an in-depth situational analysis of 110 pre-selected villages was conducted. This preselection of villages was conducted by The Pharo Foundation. The analysis aimed to assess a number of criteria in each
village to evaluate the potential to implement a programme in the village. This programme would seek to improve
agro-pastoral livelihoods, improve the domestic water supply and sanitation systems in order to improve overall
livelihood outcomes, support relevant interventions to improve resilience, to ensure sustainable environmental
management and access to basic services, such as health and education.
To achieve both objectives, a mixed method approach was utilised. This approach included qualitative Focus Group
Discussion (FGDs) with community members, quantitative surveys conducted by a water expert that assessed the
existing and potential water supplies, interviews with local leaders and elders, as well as a quantitative follow-up survey
conducted by the lead researchers to quantify the information provided in the FGDs.
In a first round of a comparative analysis, which was based on a weighted index reflecting eight different selection criteria
(water, livelihoods, population/settlement, accessibility, governance, willingness to work with a development
intervention, education, and health), Illinta, Fara-Weyne A, Shaarub, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor, and Wajale were
identified as the villages with the highest potential to implement a programme in. As a second step of the analysis, these
seven villages were examined based on their locations, accessibility, and population size. Five out of these seven villages
(Illinta, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor, and Wajale) were deemed suitable for a programme as they were clustered
around other high potential villages, accessible, and the aggregated number of households in the cluster of high potential
villages matched The Pharo Foundation’s target.
In a second round of analysis, three other villages (Botor, Gabiley, and Gobka Daarimo) were considered suitable to
implement a programme in. This was based on their location to the five villages deemed suitable for implementation,
their relatively high index scores, and relatively large populations.
In the last step of analysis, the eight villages deemed as having excellent potential (Illinta, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor,
Wajale, Botor, Gabiley, and Gobka Daarimo) were analysed in terms of the selection criteria not reflected in the index:
duplication, conflict, and food security. Because there was no conflict in any of the villages and because they were all

1

The Guardian. ‘Somaliland stricken by drought: ‘We need what all humans need’, November 25 2015.
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drought affected, they were still considered to be the most appropriate villages for The Pharo Foundation to
best focus its programming efforts.
For the second aim of this study, information was produced on a number of the selection criteria themes that may be of
use to government and other development actors. These were on general information such as village name and location,
population numbers, governance systems, the main types of livelihood practiced, and settlement patterns. Separate
excel sheets covered health and education service availability; detail on livelihood practices such as crops grown and
livestock kept and agricultural support services available in the villages; detail on the location and functionality of dam
and borehole water structures; and potential sites for new dam construction. Much of this information was collected
pursuant to the first aim of the study, but some of it was collected solely for the purposes of satisfying this second aim.
Each village also has its own three-page mini report setting out this information in more detail and showing the scoring
used for the first aim of the study.
Much, but not all, of this information was represented spatially on a Google Earth Pro map. It also includes the switch
on/switch off function, which enables users to tailor the map to their particular research needs.
Both Excel and Google Earth map documents called Pharo Village Mapping – Detailed Information on North West AgroPastoral Region of Maroodi Jex are available to government and development actors upon request together with the 108
village mini reports.
Finally, a summary of some key characteristics was produced. This summary established that agriculture was both the
main livelihood type and income source across the 110 villages. The average population size was 481 households, with
most villages having a population smaller than 1000 households. Almost all villages had one centre rather than multiple
centres. No clear pattern could be established between the livelihood types and the settlement type or population sizes.
Further, 65% of the villages had an operational village management committee (VMC).
Access to health services was limited in most villages. Only 19% of the villages had a health post and only 13% had a
MCH. In terms of education, 70% of the villages had a primary school, yet only 8% had a secondary school in their
village. According to 99% of the respondents, drought was the worst type of disaster their village had experienced in
the past 10 years. None of the village leaders said that there was an ongoing conflict in their village, though one village
refused to participate in the survey due to a conflict and in another village the issue of conflict was mentioned in a focus
group discussion.
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INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND
1.1.1 BACKGROUND ON SOMALILAND
Somaliland is a self-declared state situated in the southern shore of the Gulf of Aden, in eastern Africa. The state
unilaterally proclaimed independence from Somalia in 1991, following the overthrow of Somali military dictator
Said Barre. While it is not an internationally recognised state, it has a working political system, its own currency,
a police force and governmental institutions. Further, Somaliland has a population of approximately 3.5 million
people.2
According to the World Bank, Somaliland is one of the poorest countries in the world with a GDP per capita is
347$.3 Livestock is one of the main livelihood activities and livestock exports is one of the main income sources,
accounting for approximately 40% of gross domestic product and 80% of foreign earnings.4 Yet, due to a changing
climate and frequent droughts, the quality of the livestock is declining and a significant number of livestock have
died in recent years.5
Somaliland is located in a region where droughts are frequent and where extreme weathers are getting more
common. The harsh environment and changing climate erode the livelihood base and make the population
vulnerable and food insecure.6 Approximately two thirds of Somaliland’s population lack access to safe drinking
water.7 According to the UN, the proportion of severely food insecure people is alarmingly high throughout
Somalia and Somaliland is one of the worst hit regions. Further, erratic rains in the region during 2015 resulted in
almost complete failure of cereal production and put pressure on pasture and livestock.8

1.1.2 BACKGROUND ON THE PHARO FOUNDATION
The Pharo Foundation’s vision is to facilitate the economic self-reliance of African people through the promotion
of sustainable livelihoods and job creation in Africa. In the first four years, The Pharo Foundation has funded
projects initiated and managed by both local and international actors in East Africa (Somaliland/Somalia, South
Sudan and other neighbouring countries affected by conflict, and Ethiopia). At the end of 2015 it approved a new
strategy which will see The Pharo Foundation initiating and managing its own programme work in the region. Its
2025 vision is to bring about positive changes in the lives of at least 100, 000 households in Africa through integrated
development programmes anchored on agriculture and water.9
1.1.2.1 Somaliland Programme
One of The Pharo Foundation’s first programmes under this new strategy will be in Somaliland. As a result of The
Pharo Foundation’s initial research it has decided to focus its first programme in the north western agro-pastoral
livelihood zone of Somaliland (FAO term). The north western agro-pastoral zone is a FAO classification that
demarks areas where agro pastoral livelihoods are practiced. It covers two regions in Somaliland (Awdal and

2

BBC. ‘Somaliland Profile’, May 2016.
The World Bank, ‘New World Bank GDP and Poverty Estimates for Somaliland’, January 2014.
4
The Guardian. ‘In Somaliland, climate change is now a life-or-death challenge’, November 23 2015; The Guardian. ‘Somaliland stricken
by drought: ‘We need what all humans need’, November 25 2015.
5
The Guardian. ‘In Somaliland, climate change is now a life-or-death challenge’, November 23 2015.
6
The Guardian. ‘In Somaliland, climate change is now a life-or-death challenge’, November 23 2015.
7
The Guardian. ‘Somaliland stricken by drought: ‘We need what all humans need’, November 25 2015.
8
The United Nations, ‘In Somalia, food insecurity and malnutrition situation is ‘alarming’ – UN report, February 8 2016.
9
Further information about the strategy can be found at http://Pharo Foundation.org/.
3
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Maroodi Jex). The Pharo Foundation has decided to restrict itself to the zone that falls within Maroodi Jex to
effectively manage liaison with the local authority. It believes this is one of the places with good potential to improve
agro-pastoral livelihoods in line with The Pharo Foundation’s strategy. As a result of the climate of unpredictable
rain patterns, The Pharo Foundation is exploring ways to support smallholder agriculture and pastoralism that
utilises both rainwater, water from seasonal rivers and/or groundwater for maximum efficiency. This will involve
mixed crop and livestock for subsistence and market.
Any proposed programming will in addition aim to make improvements in domestic water supplies and sanitation
systems to improve overall livelihood outcomes and support improvement in production practices. Where
identified by the community, The Pharo Foundation will also look at supporting relevant interventions to improve
resilience, ensure sustainable environmental management, and access to basic services such as health and education.
Issues of gender empowerment will be mainstreamed through all interventions.
However, more work is needed in all of these areas to help The Pharo Foundation decide where it can best focus
its programming efforts within this Zone.
In light of this, Forcier Consulting undertook Somaliland Village Mapping on behalf of The Pharo Foundation. The
mapping is a situational analysis study that will help The Pharo Foundation to understand the key features of the
north western agro-pastoral livelihood zone in Maroodi Jex (seven districts).

RESEARCH PURPOSE AND FRAMEWORK
2.1 AIM OF RESEARCH
The overall purpose of the study was to contribute to both The Pharo Foundation’s information needs as it seeks
to develop its first programme intervention in Somaliland and the information needs of other existing and potential
development actors in Somaliland. The mapping exercise had a dual purpose:
1. The Pharo Foundation has information on the key features of the Northwest Agro-pastoralist Livelihoods
Zone of Maroodi Jex (i.e. approx. 110 villages in the 7 districts) to enable it to select the most appropriate
location in which to focus its programming efforts within this Zone (“first aim”).
2. Other development actors have some, or all of the information, gathered under the first purpose for use
in development planning (such as government, multi-lateral and bi-lateral agencies and civil society actors)
(“second aim”).
Hence, the first aim of the study was to provide The Pharo Foundation with an in-depth situational analysis of 110
villages in Somaliland in order for The Pharo Foundation to make an informed decision on where it can best focus
its programming efforts within this Zone. The situational analysis aimed to assess a number of criteria (see section
2.2) in each village in order to evaluate the potential to implement a programme aiming to:
➢ improve agro-pastoral livelihoods (including support improvement in production practices and making
improvements in water supply for production purposes)
➢ make improvements in domestic water supplies and sanitation systems to improve overall livelihood
outcomes
➢ support relevant interventions to improve resilience
➢ ensure sustainable environmental management and access to basic services such as health and education.
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2.2 ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
For the first aim, the study assessed, for each village within the Maroodi Jex part of the NW agro pastoral livelihood
zone (seven districts), the selection criteria set out in the left-hand column of the table 1.
Additionally, given that systematic data collection was to happen in 110 villages for the second aim, additional
information was collected to provide a reasonably comprehensive data set for other development actors (including
relevant government departments). Additional information is set out in the right-hand column alongside the criteria
set out in the left-hand column.
Table 1: Selection Criteria
No.

Criteria:
1. Water availability (potential)

Additional information
• Number and type of existing water
sources
• Survey of all boreholes and dams
(including inspection of a number
of features replicating some
elements of an earlier survey10)

2. Livelihood types and potential for growth (including Types of crops grown and livestock
accessibility to markets)
kept.
3. Population numbers

Percentage of nomadic population.

4. Settlement patterns

n/a

5. Accessibility from Hargeisa

n/a

6. Governance systems

Existence of VMC and types of
subcommittees

7. Willingness to engage with a development intervention

n/a

8. Education services available

Public versus private facilities

9. Health services available

Public versus private facilities

10. History of food security (looking back 10 years)

n/a

11. Other agencies having previously operated or presently n/a
operating

2009, SWALIM: Water Resources Inventory for Northern Somalia Technical Report No W -12 Somalia Water and Land
Information Management Project
10
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12. Harmful conflict or security issues

n/a

For the first aim, each of the selection criteria were broken down into indicators which are briefly explained in
table 2. These indicators were then converted into questions which were set out in the relevant research tools. For
the purposes of analysis, these questions were then converted into both a categorical score and a numerical score.
The categorical score was solely used for the village reports to make it easy for the reader to get an overview of
each village. The numerical score was used to create an index as explained further in section 3.7. Further
information about the indicators used is set out in Annex E. The questions set out in the research tools were
supplemented, where necessary, by the additional information needs of the second aim.
Table 2: Assessment Criteria: Indicators

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA: INDICATORS
Selection
Criteria

Potential to
increase water

Indicator (s)

1. Potential to develop
ground water sources.
2. Potential to renovate
existing water sources

3. Potential to develop
new surface water
sources (large earth
dams

Overall
Overall
Notes
Categorical
Numerical
Scores (used in Scores (used
village reports)

for analysis to
compare
and
distinguish
villages)

High= Existing
surface water
that needs
renovating and
is deemed
worth
renovating11

High=1
Medium= 0.5
Low= 0

Medium= one
groundwater

Where a village had more than
one indicator present
demonstrating potential to
increase water then only the
highest scoring indicator was
used the purposes of assessment.
Groundwater potential =
presence of boreholes12 and/or
shallow wells13 and/or positive
identification from recent
hydrological survey14Surface

This means that the conditions are technically right so that if it were renovated it would be full with water for a sufficient
time to support livelihood activities and is also well suited to support livelihood activities (either livestock or crop farming)
and the cost and effort of bringing it back into functionality does not exceed $100,000
11

the borehole should produce adequate water for nine months or more/year or if it is not working it should be able to produce
adequate water for nine months or more/year if it was renovated.
12

13

The shallow well should be produce adequate water for six months or more/year

14

2013, Hydrological Survey and Assessment of Selected Areas in Somaliland and Puntland. FAO SWALIM
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potential test is
met or new
surface water
potential

water= Large earth dams (i.e.
over 150 meters by 150 meters)
Surface water potential was
assessed using a number of
assumptions and ignoring
others15.

Low= No
surface water
or groundwater
available

Livelihoods
1. Potential to increase Very
High Very
High These livelihoods indicators were
volumes,
quality
and
Potential
for
Potential
Potential=5.25- further developed into subfinancial returns from
growth
4.78
elements which are explained in
crop agriculture
detail in annex E.
High Potential
The individual agriculture score is
High
2. Potential to increase
calculated based on question 1
Potential=4.77volumes, quality and
and 3, and the livestock score is
Potential
3.83
financial returns from
based on question 2 and 4.
livestock
The score for livelihoods are
No Potential
Potential=3.82- calculated as the mean value of the
3. Existing access to
2.40
livestock and agriculture values,
markets for crops
which are calculated individually.
No
Potential=02.39

4. Existing access to
markets for livestock

Population/
Settlement

15

1. Is the majority of the High
population nomadic?
Permanent
settlement

= High=1

Low=0

No account was taken of the following issues:
•

the presence of farms or waste disposal sites in the catchment area

•

the ownership status of the land where a dam could be sited

•

whether the location is central or at the edge of where people are settled

•

the technical feasibility of creating gravity or other types of irrigation from the dam.
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Nomadic population is defined as
people that spend more than six
months of the year away.

Low
Nomadic
settlement
Accessibility

=

1. Ease of accessibility High = Easily High=1
from Hargeisa?
accessible
Low=0
Low = Not
easily accessible

Governance

1. Presence of an
operational village
management committee

2. Presence of an
operational
subcommittees

High= there is
a group of
elders to lead
the village plus
functioning
subcommittees

High=3-1.5

Medium=1

The accessibility is based on the
lead researchers comment on
how easy it was to travel to the
site from Hargeisa, i.e. road
conditions.
For a high potential, the VMC
should have a water committee,
an education committee and a
health committee.

No potential=0

Each committee is given a 0.5
numerical score, while an
operational VMC is rewarded
with a 1 numerical score.

Very high=4-3

Interest could be either from the
leaders (expressed in interview
with them) or the community
members (FGDs).

Medium=
there is a group
of elders to
lead the village,
there are no
subcommittees,
or not all
subcommittees
are there

No potential=
there is no
group of elders
or
subcommittees
to lead the
village
Willingness to 1. Community
engage with a contribution past
development
projects?
initiative
2. Interest in
participating in a project
that focuses on

Very high=
interested and
willing to
contribute
(evidenced by
earlier efforts)
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High=2

Medium=1

improving livelihood
opportunities and water
access

3. Community
willingness to make
contributions to the
project

4. Willingness of village
leaders to contribute
their time for free in the
organisation and
management of project
activities

Educational
need

High=
Interested and
willing to
contribute
(expression but
not backed up
by evidence)

Low=0

Medium=
Interested but
not willing to
contribute

Low= No not
interested

1. Presence of a (fully) Met = If a
functional
primary village has a
fully functional
school in the village?
primary school
and access to
2. Access to adult adult literacy
within
the
literacy education?
village
Partially Met =
If a village has a
partially
functional
primary school
or where there
is no access to
adult literacy
tuition within
the village
Not Met= No
primary

Not Met=3

Partially
Met=1-2

Met=0

Fully functional primary school
means all of the following are
present:
1. minimum of two paid
qualified teachers (paid)
2. minimum of two classrooms
3. furniture (even if very basic)16
4. teaching materials
(blackboard, instruction
manuals)
5. toilets for both sexes and
handwashing facilities
6. water supply
7. ratio of 40 pupils:1 teacher17
If all or some of item 5-7 are
missing, then the primary school
is considered as partially
functional

Omitted from the criteria after a translation issue in the survey was found after the data collection, as outlined in the
limitations section
16

17

Not considered in the score.
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education and
no access to
adult literacy
Health needs

1. Presence in village of Fully Met= If a Not Met=5-3
village has a
a functional health post
Partially Met=2
functional or
partly
Fully Met=0-1
functional
2. Villagers have access
within a reasonable MCH within a
reasonable
distance to a functional
distance, then
clinic
its basic health
needs are met
3. Presence in the village
of a functional MCH
where most issues can be
Partially Met=
dealt with (including
If a village has a
childbirth etc.)
functional or
partly
4. Villagers have access functional
post
within a reasonable health
within
a
distance to a functional
reasonable
MCH
distance but no
access to a
functional or
partly
functional
MCH, then its
basic
health
needs
are
partially met

Not Met= If a
village does not
have access to
either
a
functional or
partly
functional
health post or a
functional or
partly
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A health post will be fully
functional if it has all the
following features: features.
1. At least one consultation
room
2. At least one store and staff
office room
3. At least one toilet
4. One water facility (could be
burked or roof water tank)
5. Basic medications
6. At least one health worker
(community health worker
paid by the Ministry of
Health)
7. At least on TBA (Traditional
Birth Attendant) (normally a
volunteer and member of the
community)
A health post will be partially
functional if it has features 1, 5, 6
and 7.
A MCH will be fully functional if
it has all of the following features:
1. At least one ward
2. At least one consultation room
3. At least one delivery room
4. A pharmacy
5. An office
6. At least two toilets
7. A roof water catchment tank
8. Basic equipment and supplies
(E.g. beds with mosquito nets,
birthing
kits,
basic
medications)
9. At least three qualified staff,
including a midwife and paid
by the Ministry of Health

functional
MCH then its
needs are not
met

A MCH will be partially
functional if it has features 1, 2, 3,
8 and 9.

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
In order to achieve the research aims, Forcier Consulting used a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods
including focus group discussions (FGDs) and smartphone survey methods (CAPI). Prior to data collection, the
consultant led their research team (including The Pharo Foundation’s Water Adviser, Mohamed Osman) in a
comprehensive training to learn the survey, sampling methodology, respondent selection, and review smartphone
data collection techniques.

3.1 WATER POTENTIAL ASSESSMENT
Four smartphone surveys were developed for the water potential assessment part:
1. A general water survey with the aim to assess the general water accessibility in the village
2. A borehole survey (including a technical inspection) with the aim to get more detailed information about
each existing borehole
3. An earth dam survey (including a technical inspection) with the aim to get more detailed information
about each existing earth dam
4. A potential area survey with the aim to get more detailed information from the community about areas
with potential to develop a new earth dam
The Pharo Foundation’s Water Adviser conducted the field work for this part of the mapping survey and conducted
the general survey in all 110 villages. The other three surveys were conducted in villages that claimed they had
access to the types of facilities in which the surveys focused on, i.e. boreholes, earth dams, and potential areas to
develop a new earth dam. For villages with existing boreholes and/or earth dams, all sites were visited and the
surveys for boreholes and earth dams were filled in at the site in real time. This was additional information collected
to meet the second aim of the study. For villages that claimed to have access to areas suitable to develop a new
earth dam, these were recorded and visited for a physical inspection. Again, the survey was completed in real time
whilst visiting the site18.

3.2 QUALITATIVE TOOLS
The following qualitative tool was utilized for this study:

3.2.1 FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS
The researchers conducted one FGD per village with:
• A mixed group of local community members, including both men and women.

18

Yet note the limitations section for an issue which occurred during this part of the survey.
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The total number of FGDs conducted for the programme is 108, with one village refusing to participate and one
village deemed not suitable to conduct the research due to an ongoing conflict. The FGDs contributed to the
research aim by providing insights into what challenges and opportunities existed in each village when it comes to
a number of the selection criteria. These were criteria on livelihood types and potential for growth (including
accessibility to markets); the history of food security (looking back 10 years), other agencies having previously
operated or presently operating, and harmful conflict or security issues.

3.3 QUANTITATIVE TOOLS
The following quantitative tool was utilized for this study:

3.3.1 SURVEY
The quantitative portion of the evaluation consisted of a smartphone survey with one observation per village,
totalling 108 observations for the programme, as one village refused to participate and one village was deemed not
suitable to conduct the research in due to an ongoing conflict. The quantitative survey was conducted with at least
one community leader or clan elder from each location.

3.4 SAMPLING
The survey was carried out with a representative of the village in the form of at least one local leader or elder. The
participants of the FGDs were both female and male and were selected to represent the community in terms of age
and occupation. The local leaders were asked to facilitate the organization of the FGD by getting community
members together.

3.5 FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS
The researchers and water adviser were trained on how to conduct the survey and on relevant data management
by the consultant before the field work begun. All FGDs were recorded and stored properly. After each discussion,
the moderator completed a post-FGD survey with short questions which provided the basis for the subsequent
analysis.
The data of the survey, water survey, and the post-FGD survey was uploaded via an online application and reviewed
by the consultant and compiled into individual village reports. A total of 110 village reports were produced and
shared with The Pharo Foundation.
The analysis was conducted in two stages:
for the first aim, information from each village was brought into a whole to provide advice and recommendations
based on The Pharo Foundation’s selection criteria. An assessment was made to allow The Pharo Foundation to
understand the spatial concentration of villages with potential and the numbers of HH within these. The assessment
included:
1. District and village ID and name
2. Water availability and potential (including updated information on water facilities)
3. Livelihood types (including types of crops grown and types of livestock kept) and potential for
growth (including accessibility to markets)
4. Population size
5. Settlement patterns and type of settlement (permanent or non-permanent; and pastoral or agropastoral)
6. Accessibility
7. Governance systems
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8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Willingness to engage with a development intervention
Updated information on educational facilities
Updated information on health facilities
History of food security
Duplication of work (including other agencies currently working there or past work)
Harmful conflict and security issues.

For the second aim, some, but not all, of the information was set out in an Excel document for each village under
the following themes:
• general information (population numbers, settlement patterns, livelihood type, governance structures
• health services information (including details of the features available where there was a facility in a
village)
• education services information (including details of the features available in each village)
• detailed livelihoods information (including types of crops and livestock and agricultural services
provided)
• Water point information (including areas identified for potential new large dams; detailed assessment of
all dams and boreholes inspected)

3.6 CODING AND QUALITY CONTROL
The quantitative data was coded and cleaned and checked for integrity and validity using the STATA statistical
software. The data was checked by the Project Officer continually as it was uploaded to the server. Any anomalies
in the data between places and between research teams were investigated and follow-up calls were made to the
respondents to solve any outstanding issues. Moreover, the interviews were checked for internal consistency in
answers as well as interview length, to ensure high quality.

3.7 INDEX SCORE
For aim one of the study, indices were utilised to easily and comprehensively compare the potential across villages.
Eight individual index scores were calculated for the following selection criteria:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Access to water potential
Livelihoods potential
Settlement density/population size
Accessibility
Governance
Willingness to engage with a development intervention
Access to educational services
Access to health services

Each of these individual index scores were based on the respondents’ answer to a set of pre-selected questions from
the surveys. Every answer option was assigned a numerical score. Each set of numerical scores was summed to
create an aggregated score. Then the aggregated score for each selection criteria was converted into a standardised
number by taking the aggregated score and dividing it by its highest possible score. This standardised number, a
value between 0 and 1, where 0 corresponds to the lowest potential and 1 with the highest potential, made up the
individual index score. Further, for ease of the reader, in the village reports, a categorical score was assigned to
each indicator, which corresponds to the individual index score. These categorical scores are described in table 2
and in further detail in Annex E. The pre-selected questions and the numerical score assigned to each answer option
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can be found in annex F. A summarised explanation of the numerical scores can also be found in table 2 alongside
an explanation of the indicators and the categorical scoring.
Each of the individual index scores was assigned with a weight based on information provided by The Pharo
Foundation. This weight corresponded to how important The Pharo Foundation considered the indicator to be.
The weight was multiplied with the individual index score to create a weighted individual index score. All the
weighted individual index scores were added together to create a total index score. The weights can be found in
Annex G.
The other three selection criteria (other organisations working in the village, conflict and security issues, and the
resilience/food security position) were not part of the index scoring system. It was agreed these would only be
analysed once the index scoring assessment systems had provided a smaller number of villages of interest to
consider.

3.8 LIMITATIONS
A couple of limitations to this research are worth noting. First, due to the scope of the study, quantitative surveys
with households were not feasible. Instead the quantitative survey was conducted with a representative of the
village. This implies that the responses may be biased and may not provide an accurate representation of the
community. To circumvent this problem, FGDs were conducted with community members. FGDs are less
resource intensive than household surveys and allow for comparison with the representatives’ responses. Thus, by
using these two methods in combination, the accuracy and representativeness of the quantitative survey results
could be controlled and checked for.
Second, as the aim of the research was to select the most appropriate location in which to focus programming
efforts, people may be inclined to provide misrepresenting information. In order to circumvent this problem, a
second round of research are recommended. This second round of research should target the villages that were
deemed most appropriate for targeted intervention. Further, this second round would allow for a more in-depth
verification of the results from the first round. In addition to this, the researchers could and should have noted if
any observations contradicted the representative’s responses.
A number of practical issues arose during the fieldwork to collect the data. These were:
•

during the water potential assessment survey, when identifying a potential area to develop a new earth
dam, the enumerator may have inadvertently taken into account the ownership status of land by not
specifically advising and directing the leader in how to correctly identify potential areas for inspection by
him. This may have limited the number of potential areas identified for the new construction of large
dams.

•

no villages identified sorghum as a major crop. Subsequent inquiry suggests that in the Somali language
corn and sorghum all use the same word and can easily be confused. We have therefore adjusted the results
by aggregating answers for each of these crops.
a translation issue, in terms of features of primary schools, was identified after the data collection was
completed. Basic furniture had been translated as school materials made of wood, which confused the
respondents. It was therefore established that no meaningful data could be derived from this indicator,
and the feature basic furniture was omitted from the functionality assessment as outlined in table 2. We
have subsequently corrected the mini reports and interactive map to reflect the changed test.

•
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3.9 INTERVIEW ROSTER
Table 3: Interview Roster
Interview Type

Interview Group

Focus Group Discussion

Mixed Group of women and men living in the
village/community
-

1 per community

Total Number: 110
Quantitative Interviews

Interview with community leader/clan elder
-

1 per community

Total Number: 110

FINDINGS
4.1 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS, AIM 2: DATA ON NORTH WEST AGRO-PASTORAL REGION OF
MAROODI JEX AND OVERVIEW STATISTICS
Detailed information on each of the villages and relevant districts for the second aim of the study was set out in the
separate Excel spreadsheet document called Pharo Village Mapping – Detailed Information on North West Agro-Pastoral
Region of Maroodi Jex. (Available upon request). Much, but not all, of this information was also set out in an
interactive Google Earth map that enables the user to identify and narrow down his or her respective research
interest by turning off or on each of the relevant features described. For example, if the user is interested in seeing
a spatial representation of villages where there is poor educational facility provision, they can shut off other features
such as water points or health facilities. Again, this document is available upon request.
The aim of the rest of this section is to set out some of the key themes that arose from the data collected across all
110 villages in the north west agro-pastoral region of Maroodi Jex and to put the village information and subsequent
specific findings for aim 1 of the study, in context.
For the subsequent analysis, except for the water assessment, which was conducted in all 110 villages, 106 villages
were analysed. The reason for this is that out of the 110 villages, 2 villages were split into two parts: Caddaaley
A/Caddaaley B as well as Fara-Weyne A/Fara-Weyne B, thus these villages were analysed as one village each.
Further, in one village, Haleya, the village leaders refused to participate in the research and in another village,
Laaleys, a conflict was reported, thus no interview with the leaders nor FGD was conducted.

4.1.1

POPULATION AND SETTLEMENT

In terms of the population, the average population size was 481 households. Almost all villages had a population
size below 1000 households with only six villages having a larger population. In fact, most villages, 60 out of 106,
reported a population between 20 and 300 households, with 30 of those populating 100 or less households. Further,
almost a fifth of the villages had a large nomadic population with 19 out of 106 villages reporting that more than
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half of its population were nomadic settlers. However, more than a half of all villages, 62 out of 106, reported that
between 0 - 20 % of its population were nomads, thus having a minority of nomads.

Figure 1: Household Numbers
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Figure 2: Nomadic Population
Nomadic Population
50

46

45

Number of Villages

40
35
30
25
20

18

16

15

12

10

7

7

5
0
Less than 10%

10-20%

21-30%

31-50%

51-89%

90-100%

% of village population that are considered Nomadic

When asked about the settlement type, most respondents indicated that their village had one centre. Only 10
villages were said to have multiple centres. Out of the 97 villages with one centre, it was almost an equal
distribution between respondents stating that most of the population lived clustered around the centre (51 villages)
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and villages were the population was said to be living sparsely across an area (45 villages). In terms of the
relationship between the settlement type and the population size, the villages with smaller population tended to be
associated with one centre where people lived close to the centre, whereas the slightly larger population was
typically associated with one centre where people lived sparsely across an area.

4.1.2

WATER ACCESS

Earth dams were the most commonly reported water source across all villages. Almost two thirds of the villages,
72 out of the 110, reported that they had one or more earth dams and 65 out of these villages had at least one dam
that was considered to be a functional dam. For the non-functional large dams, The Pharo Foundation’s Water
Adviser was asked to assess if the dam was worth renovating or not (total cost and effort not exceeding 100,000
USD). A total of five villages were reported to have a non-functional large dam. Out of these, four were deemed
as worth renovating.
Villages with shallow wells, on the other hand, were not as common, as 68 of the 110 villages reported that there
were no shallow wells in their village. Out of the villages that reported having shallow wells, the number of wells
varied from one to 520. There was a fairly even distribution between public and private wells, and all except two
of the wells were said to be functional.
Further, 63 villages said that there were no berkads in their village. Out of the 47 villages that reported they had
one or more berkads, everyone said that these were all functional.
Additionally, only 17 of the villages had one or more boreholes and 11 out of these were said to be functional.
Finally, The Pharo Foundation’s Water Adviser was asked to identified areas with potential to build a new large
dam, such areas were identified in 17 villages.

4.1.3

INCOME AND LIVELIHOODS

In terms of livelihoods, agriculture was the main livelihood type in most of the villages (83%). Only 17% reported
that livestock was the main livelihood type. No clear pattern could be found between the main livelihood type and
the settlement type, the proportion of nomadic population, or the population size. One reason for this could be
that most villages reported the main livelihood type to be agriculture, thus making it difficult to establish any real
causal connection. Further, most villages (78%) reported that agriculture was the main income source. While
almost 7% stated that livestock was the main income source, and 15 % said that there was an even mix of livestock
and agriculture.
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Figure 3: Main Livelihood Type
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Figure 4: Main Income Source
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Even mix of livestock and agriculture

4.1.4

AGRICULTURE

Each village leader was asked about the main crops grown in their village. Vegetables, corn/sorghum, and maize
were the most common crops with 84% of the respondents stating that maize was grown in their village, 86% said
corn/sorghum was grown, and 93% said that vegetables were grown. Only 21% responded that wheat was grown
and not even 6% stated that millet was grown. Further, almost none of the respondents (1%) indicated that fruit
was grown. The reason for this may be because of how the question was phrased. The question was to list the major
type of crops grown. It could be that even though fruit was grown, it was not considered a major part of the
agriculture production or it could also be that fruit was not considered to be a crop.
Figure 5: Types of Crops Grown
Types of crops grown
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When asked about what agricultural services that were available in their village, only 5% of respondents stated that
finance services were available and only one respondent (less than 1%) said that marketing support was available.
Further, 13% of the respondents said that technical knowledge and advice was available and 29% said that inputs,
such as seeds, fertilizers and pesticides, were available. Yet, 60% of the respondents stated that no agricultural
services were available in their villages.
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Figure 6: Agricultural Services Available
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Insufficient and/or irregular access to water was the most frequently mentioned challenge to increase the volume
or quality of, and the financial returns of crop production. With more than 60% saying that it was the primary
challenge. Further, 34% of the respondents believed that insufficient access to agricultural knowledge and/or
technical advice was the primary challenge to crop production in their village.
Figure 7: Primary Challenge to Crop Production
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Over 62% of the respondents said that there was no additional suitable land available for crop production in their
village, thus suggesting that if agricultural support is to be given it may be more appropriate to target intensification
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rather than extensification. Moreover, 83% of the observations said that if they had a surplus of crops or higher
quality crops, then they did have access to existing markets where they could easily sell their produce. Thus, this
indicates that the market structure is available to support an improved and increased crop production.

4.1.5

LIVESTOCK

Each village head was asked about what types of livestock existed in their village. Sheep and goats were the most
common type of livestock, with more than 99% of the respondents saying they had these types in their village. Both
camels (78%) and cattle (72%) were also common in the villages.
Figure 8: Types of Livestock Owned
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When asked about which livestock services were available in their village, 80% of the respondents said that no
services were available. Only 3% indicated that finance services were available, less than 4% said that marketing
support was available, and less than 6% indicated that technical knowledge and advice was available. When it comes
to inputs, such as drugs and animal feed, 16% of the respondents indicated that such support was available in their
village.
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Figure 9: Livestock Services Available
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When asked about the primary challenge to livestock production in their village, insufficient animal husbandry
knowledge (48%) and insufficient access to free communal grazing land (42%) were the most frequently mentioned
challenges. The respondents were also asked a hypothetical question, that if they were to have a surplus of livestock,
then were there current markets where they could easily sell their products. More than half, 55 %, said that there
were. Yet, many people complained about a monopolised market, which interfered with their business.
Figure 10: Primary Challenge to Livestock Production
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0.00%
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4.1.6

GOVERNANCE & CONFLICT

In terms of governance, 65% of the respondents said their village had a village management committee (VMC).
None of the village leaders interviewed said that there was an ongoing conflict in the village, except one leader that
said he did not know if there was a conflict or not. Yet, in one village, it emerged from the focus group discussion
that there may be a conflict. Further, of the two villages where it was not possible to conduct the interview, one
was reported to have a land conflict issue that prevented the researchers conducting the interview.
Figure 11: Operational VMC Available
Operational VMC available in village
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4.1.7

No

HEALTH AND EDUCATION ACCESS

Access to health services was limited across most of the villages. Only 19% of the respondents said they had a health
post in their village. Out of the 81% that said they did not have a health post in their village, only 7% said that there
was a health post in a reasonable distance from their village (defined as maximum 1 hour walk). Almost three
quarters (73.1%) of the health posts that the respondents had access to, either in their village or in a reasonable
distance from their village, was considered non-functional, according to the assessment of available features as
outlined in table 2.
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Figure 12: Health Post in Village
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Figure 13: Health Post in Reasonable Distance
Health post in reasonable distance, if not in village (N=86)
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No

Figure 14: Functionality of Health Post
Functionality of health post (N=26)
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The respondents were asked about their access to maternal and child health centre (MCH). Only 13% of the
respondents said they had a MCH in their village. Out of the 87% that said they did not have a MCH facility in
the village, only 5% said they had a MCH facility in a reasonable distance. Further, 84.2% of the MCH facilities
that the respondents had access to, either in their village or in a reasonable distance, were considered nonfunctional according to the assessment criteria in table 2.
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Figure 15: Maternal Child Health Facility (MCH) in Village
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Figure 16: Maternal Child Health Facility in reasonable distance
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Don't Know

Figure 17: Functionality of Maternal Child Health Facility
Functionality MCH (N=19)
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In terms of access to education, 70% of the respondents said there was at least one primary school in their village.
All except one of these schools were public. Out of the primary schools, 44.6% (33 schools) were considered fully
functional according to the criteria outlined in table 2, after omitting the furniture data as explained in the section
limitation.
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Figure 18: Primary School in Village
Primary school in village
80.0%
70.0%

69.1%

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
28.3%

30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

1.9%
0.0%
Yes

No

Don't know

Figure 19: Primary Schools, by Functionality
Primary schools, by functionality (N=74)
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Only 8% of the villages had a secondary school. Yet, in 37% of the villages that did not have a secondary school,
the respondents claimed that most students who want to go onto further study are able to do so. Just as for the
primary schools, only one of the secondary schools were private rather than public.
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Figure 20: Secondary School in Village
Secondary school in village
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Figure 21: Secondary School in Reasonable Distance
Secondary school in reasonable distance, if not in village (N=97)
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Only 5% of the respondents said that people in their village had access to vocational training, while 12% said that
people in their village had access to adult literacy education.
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4.1.8

DISASTERS & FOOD SECURITY

The survey also inquired about what disasters the village had experienced in the past 10 years. Almost all, 99%, of
the respondents said that a drought was the worst type of disaster that their village had experienced. The most
common (80%) outcome of the disaster was that some household members moved as a result of the disaster and
then later returned. Furrther, 45% of the respondents said that food security worsened as a result of the disaster,
75% said they lost a lot of their crops, and 59% said they lost a lot of their livestock. When asked who they applied
to for help to deal with the disaster, government or UN agencies was the most commonly mentioned response
(88% of those who applied for help).
When asked to classify the food security situation in their village, most village heads (89%) said that most
households had water and at least two meals a day all year around. Thus, indicating that the food security situation
was not very severe in their village. This may contradict the response that droughts were the worst disaster in their
village, yet it could also be that in the past couple of years the food security situation has not been as severe. Further,
the quality of the water and food was not asked about, therefore even if people have water and food it may not be
of a high quality.

5.1 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS, AIM 1: SELECTION OF MOST PROMISING VILLAGES
The following section presents the analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data collected by Forcier Consulting
and The Pharo Foundation. Ultimately, the analysis attempt to fully evaluate the data in accordance with the first
aim of the study, which was to provide an in-depth situational analysis of 110 villages in Somaliland in order for
The Pharo Foundation to make an informed decision on where it can best focus its programming efforts within this
Zone. The situational analysis aimed to assess a number of the selection criteria (see table 4) in each village to
evaluate the potential to implement a programme aiming to:
➢ improve agro pastoral livelihoods (including support improvement in production practices and making
improvements in water supply for production purposes)
➢ make improvements in domestic water supplies and sanitation systems to improve overall livelihood
outcomes
➢ support relevant interventions to improve resilience
➢ ensure sustainable environmental management and access to basic services such as health and education.
Table 4: Selection Criteria

Selection criteria
1.

Population Numbers

2.

Settlement Patterns

3.

Water Availability (Potential)

4.

Livelihood Types and Potential for Growth (Including Accessibility to Markets)

5.

Accessibility of the village from Hargeisa

6.

Governance Systems
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7.

Willingness to Engage with a Development Intervention

8.

Education Services Available

9.

Health Services Available

10. History of Food Insecurity (Looking Back 10 Years)
11. Other Agencies Having Previously Operated or Presently Operating
12. Harmful Conflict or Security Issues

As a first step in analysing the potential of villages, descriptive statistics were produced for the variable total score,
as displayed in table 5. The variable total score, is a weighted index score, which takes into account selection criteria
1- 9 i.e.: access to water potential, livelihoods potential (including market access), settlement density and
population size, accessibility, governance potential, willingness to work with The Pharo Foundation, education
access as well as health access. As can be seen in table 5, the median value for the total score is 10.2 and the mean
value is 9.95.
Table 5: Descriptive Statistics Total Score

Descriptive Statistics Total Score
1%
5%
10%
25%

Percentiles
2
6.31
7.41
8.54

50%

10.195

75%
90%
95%
99%

11.37
12.37
13.17
13.47

Observations
Sum of Wgt.

Largest
13.3
13.42
13.47
13.81
110
110

Mean
Std. Dev.

9.949818
2.110671

Variance
Skewness
Kurtosis

4.454932
-0.9239
5.053195
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Smallest
2
2
6.09
6.29

The descriptive statistics indicated two outliers in the data set. Two villages, Laaleys and Haleya, both scored well
below the other villages. Both villages received a total score of 2. The reason to why these villages scored relatively
low is because neither a leaders’ survey nor a FGD with the villagers were conducted in any of these villages due
to ongoing conflict (Laaleys) and refusal of the village leaders (Haleya). Thus, these villages’ total scores were based
solely on the water data provided by The Pharo Foundation’s researcher. A decision was made to drop these two
observations to avoid them skewing the overall results. A new set of descriptive statistics was produced, as displayed
in table 6. Dropping the two outliers gave a median value of 10.21 and a mean value of 10.1
Table 6: Descriptive Statistics Total Score, excluding outliers

Descriptive Statistic Total Score
1%
5%
10%
25%

Percentiles
6.29
6.94
7.64
8.59

50%

10.205

75%
90%
95%
99%

11.375
12.39
13.17
13.47

Observations
Sum of Wgt.

Smallest
6.09
6.29
6.29
6.31

Largest
13.3
13.42
13.47
13.81
108
108

Mean
Std. Dev.

10.09704
1.826205

Variance
Skewness
Kurtosis

3.335025
-0.14754
2.42013

As a second step of the analysis, the quartiles provided in table 6 (25%, 50% and 75%) were used to divide the
observations into four equal groups and to categorise the potential across the villages. Thus, each group contains
27 observations. The four categories were:
1. Villages with limited potential, corresponding to the observations in the 1st quartile.
2. Villages with moderate potential, these reflect observations where the value of the total score falls in the
2nd quartile.
3. Villages with good potential, corresponding to the observations in the 3rd quartile.
4. Villages with excellent potential, these reflect observations where the value of the total score falls in the
4th quartile.
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The four categories were used to produce four different layers in Google Earth Pro in order to visualise the
geographical spread of the potential across villages and to make a basic geographical analysis. Different colours were
assigned to the different categories in the map:
1. Villages with limited potential were marked with black placemarks in the map.
2. Villages with moderate potential were marked with red placemarks in the map.
3. Villages with good potential were marked with yellow placemarks in the map.
4. Villages with excellent potential were marked with green placemarks in the map.

Moreover, within each layer, the villages were listed in order based on their potential. Thus, the first village that
appears in each layer folder was the village with the highest score in that category. In this way, one can easily
visualize the most promising villages by continually switching on villages down the list19.
The villages with the highest potential are summarized in table 7. The villages are listed in accordance to their total
score, thus Illinta was the village with the highest potential. The seven villages in table 7 were the only villages with
a total score higher than 13, which corresponds to over 70 % of the score value.

19

Google Earth pro allows for information folders to be switched off and switched on so the user can control what they see.
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Table 7: Summary of Villages with the Highest Potential
Village
Name/
Village ID/
Total Score

No.
of
Households/

Located in a
cluster of high
potential villages/
Accessible

Settlement Pattern

Livelihoods

Water

Governance

Willingness

Illinta/69

550/ 10%

Y/Y

One center, people
living sparsely across
a large area

Potential
(28 % of the
total score)

High

High

Very High

200/ 20%

N/Y

One center, people
living close to the
center

Very High
Potential
(95 % of the
total score)

Medium

Medium

High

200/ 50%

N/Y

One center, people
living sparsely across
a large area

Potential
(41 % of the
total score)

High

Medium

High

600/ 20%

Y/Y

One center, people
living sparsely across
a large area

Potential
(46 % of the
total score)

High

Medium

High

4000/ 2%

Y/Y

Multiple
centers,
people living close to
the centers

Potential
(46 % of the
total score)

Medium

High

Very High

100/ 50%

Y/Y

One center, people
living sparsely across
a large area

High
Potential
(71 % of the
total score)

High

No Potential

Medium

700/ 10%

Y20/Y

Multiple
centers,
people living close to
the centers

High
Potential
(90 % of the
total score)

Medium

High

High

% Nomadic
Population

/74%
Fara-Weyne
A/44
/72%
Shaarub/92
/72%
Illma
Daddo/70
/72%
Arabsiyo/5
/71%
Boqor/15
/71%

Wajaale/101
/71%

A basic analysis of the geographical spread of these seven villages was conducted in Google Earth Pro. This analysis
shows that Illinta and Illma Daddo were less than 10 km apart21. Further, Boqor was approximately 15 km away
from Illinta, while Wajaale was approximately 20 km away from Illma Daddo. These four villages had a combined
population of 1950 households, thus almost reaching The Pharo Foundation’s target of 2000 households.

20

Wajaale is situated approx. 20-25 km away from the villages Boqor and Botor, thus it is not in the centre of a cluster, but not far away.
The distances between villages are drawn in Google Earth and reflect the distance from point A to point B, thus does not necessarily reflect
the distance of the road between the villages
21
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Additionally, Arabsiyo was located roughly 20 km from Boqor and less than 30 km away from Illinta. Arabsiyo had
a total population of 4000 households, thus well above The Pharo Foundation’s target number of households.
The other two villages analysed above, Fara-Weyne A and Shaarub, although scoring well, were not located near
other villages with a high potential. Further, these two villages had a relatively small population, both 200
households. The only villages with excellent potential close to any of these villages were Cadaroosh and KaamBarwaaqo, villages located less than 20 km away from Fara-Weyne. Yet, Cadaroosh only had 30 households and 90
% of the population were nomadic and Kaam-Barwaaqo had only 10 households. When expanding the analysis to
include villages categorized as good potential, there were still no villages in close proximity to Shaarub. While
there were a handful of villages within a rough 20 km radius from Fara-Weyne, all of these villages had a small
population, all less than 10 households. Thus, it was deemed not feasible to conduct a programme in any of these
villages.
There were three other villages that were fairly close to the cluster of villages analysed in table 8. These were
Botor, Gobka Daarimo and Gabiley. All of these villages were located less than 15 km away from Illinta. What was
interesting with these villages was that they all had relatively large populations. A summary of these villages is found
in table 8.
Table 8: Summary of Villages with Excellent Potential within the Cluster of Villages with the
Highest Potential
Village
Name/
Village ID

No.
of
Households/

Located in a
cluster of high
potential villages/
Accessible

Settlement

Livelihoods

Water

Governan
ce

Willingnes
s

Botor/16

1500/ 20%

Y/Y

One centre, people
living sparsely across
a large area

Potential
(55 % of the
total score)

Medium

High

Very High

20000/ 0%

Y/Y

One centre, people
living sparsely across
a large area

Potential
(55 % of the
total score)

Medium

High

Very High

250/ 20%

Y/Y

One centre, people
living sparsely across
a large area

High
Potential
(86 % of the
total score)

Medium

Medium

Very High

% Nomadic
Population

/66%
Gabiley/46
/65%
Gobka
Daarimo/55
/68%

An additional layer, called recommended villages, was created in Google Earth based on the above analysis. This layer
depicts those villages analysed in depth in this section and that were deemed feasible in terms of location. Thus,
this layer included the following villages: Illinta, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor, Wajaale, Botor, Gabiley and Gobka
Daarimo. These villages were marked on the map with a green circular placemark.
As a third step of analysis, the villages in the layer recommended villages were analysed in terms of the selection criteria
not reflected in the total score. One of these indicators was duplication, thus if there were any other NGOs
operating in the village. Only two villages reported not having any other organizations working in the area, these
two villages were Illma Daado and Boqor. Yet, none of the recommended villages said that the projects in their
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village focused on livelihoods. Moreover, only Gabiley, Botor and Arabsiyo said that there were projects in their
village which focused on WASH.
None of the villages that were categorized as having excellent potential reported any ongoing conflict in their
village. Further, all the villages said that drought was the worst disaster that they had experienced in the past 10
years. With the exception of Boqor and Wajaale, all other recommended villages said that food security worsened
as an outcome of the drought.
The Pharo Foundation then narrowed down from these eight villages in the recommended layer by applying, again,
the following criteria:
• Villages together to have a population of approximately 2,000 to 3,000 so that The Pharo Foundation can
commit to serving all/most households in the selected villages to enhance impact
• No village has excessively large or small number of households.
• Villages have a geographic proximity to each other (i.e. are adjacent to each other to allow for operational
efficiency)
This resulted in the selection of four villages: Illinta, Illma Daddo, Botor, and Gobka Daarimo that made an
appropriate cluster of adjacent villages. The reasoning was that Wajaale and Arabiyso were too far from this
cluster and Boqor also a little isolated. Further, Boqoor only had 100 households. In the case of Gabiley, it was
not too far, but had a large number of households.
Subsequent visits by The Pharo Foundation team to these four villages confirmed that the selection was appropriate.

5.2 ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS
After reviewing the analysis and recommendations in section 5.1, The Pharo Foundation selected nine villages as
back-up villages.22 These villages were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Booday
Alalo Sadka
Xunba Wayne
Jaleelo
Aw Barkhadle
Darar Wayne
Burcada
Dheenta
Ceel La Helay

An additional analysis of the indicators not reflected in the total score was conducted for these villages. These
indicators were duplication, conflicts, and food security.
In terms of duplication, five of the nine villages reported that other NGOs work or had worked in the village. These
villages were: Alalo Sadka, Xunba Wayne, Jaleelo, Darar Wayne, and Ceel La Helay. The types of projects which
these NGOs focused on indicated that there was a risk of duplication for all of the five villages. The types of projects
across the villages are summarised in table 9:

22

These villages were selected by Pharo Foundation after an internal meeting.
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Table 9: Summary of types of projects across the villages analysed in section 5.2
Villages

Types of projects
WASH

Alalo Sadka, Darar Wayne and Ceel La Helay

Crops

Alalo Sadka and Jaleelo

Livestock

Jaleelo and Xunba Wayne

Digging Wells

Xunba Wayne

None of the nine villages, except Darar Wayne, reported any ongoing conflict in their village. The leaders in Darar
Wayne said that they did not know if there was any ongoing conflict, yet the researcher stated that there was an
ongoing violent conflict. This was based on information provided by the community members during the FGD,
which could cause a security risk for programme staff visiting the villages. Further, the researcher said that the
conflict involved land, which could make it challenging to implement a successful programme.
All of the nine villages reported that drought was the worst type of disaster that they had experienced in the past
10 years. Yet, only Aw Barkhadle reported that food security worsened as a result of the disaster.

CONCLUSION
6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS – STUDY AIM 1 SELECTION
A comparative analysis of the total index score, a weighted index reflecting eight different indicators, suggests that,
out of the 110 villages surveyed in this study, Illinta, Fara-Weyne A, Shaarub, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor and
Wajale had the highest potential to implement a programme in.
The geographical location of each of these seven villages were analysed in relation to their population size. Five of
these villages: Illinta, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo, Boqor, and Wajale, were deemed as having excellent potential to
implement a programme in. This result was based on a combination of factors: their accessibility and proximity to
other high potential villages, the aggregated number of households in the cluster of high potential villages as well
as their total index score. The other two villages, Fara-Weyne A and Shaarub, were not deemed feasible to conduct
a programme in. The reason for this was that they were not located in a cluster of high potential villages nor were
they situated in close proximity to any other high potential villages. Further, both of these villages had a relatively
small population, approximately 200 households per village. Thus, population numbers well below The Pharo
Foundation’s target of reaching 2000 households.
In a second round of analysis, three other high potential villages: Botor, Gabiley, and Gobka Daarimo, were
analysed because of their location and total index score. The reasons to why these villages were selected were that
they were relatively close to the other five villages deemed as feasible to conduct a programme in, they were in the
highest category of potential, a categorisation based on the quartiles of the total index score, and they all had
relatively large populations. Thus, after analysing the geographical location, the population size, and the score of
these villages, they were all considered as having excellent potential to implement a programme in.
As a third step of analysis, the eight villages deemed as having excellent potential (Illinta, Illma Daddo, Arabsiyo,
Boqor, Wajale, Botor, Gabiley, and Gobka Daarimo) were analysed in terms of the indicators not reflected in the
total score. These indicators were: duplication, conflict, and food security. After completing this analysis, these
eight villages were still considered as the most appropriate villages where The Pharo Foundation could best focus
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its programming efforts. The reason for this was because there was no conflict in any of the villages and they were
all affected by droughts. The Pharo Foundation then conducted a fourth step of analysis to narrow down the
selection further by applying the criteria, again, of a target of approximately 2-3,000 households in close proximity
with no one village having too many or too small a number of household. This resulted in a cluster of four villages
being finally selected (Illinta, Illma Daddo, Botor, and Gobka Daarimo). Subsequent visits by The Pharo Foundation
team confirmed that the selection was appropriate.
On the request of The Pharo Foundation, nine other villages: Booday, Alalo Sadka, Xunba Wayne, Jaleelo, Aw
Barkhadle, Darar Wayne, Burcada, Dheenta, and Ceel La Helay were analysed in terms of the indicators not
reflected in the total score. These villages were selected by The Pharo Foundation as back-up villages. This analysis
indicated that Xunba Wayne was not an appropriate location to implement a programme in. The reason for this
was an ongoing violent conflict, which was related to land issues.
It is worth noting that several of the villages listed in this section have or have had other projects in their villages,
which focused on water and livelihood related topics. Thus, it is recommended to conduct further investigation of
these villages in order to minimise the risk of duplication.

6.2 INFORMATION - STUDY AIM 2 - SUMMARY OF OUTPUTS
Information was produced on a number of the selection criteria themes that may be of use to government and
other development actors. These were on general information such as: village name and location; population
numbers; governance systems; the broad types of livelihood practiced; and settlement patterns. Separate excel
sheets covered health and education service availability; detail on livelihood practices such as crops grown and
livestock kept, and agricultural support services available in the villages; detail on the location and functionality of
dam and borehole water structures; and potential sites for new dam construction. Much of this information was
collected pursuant to the first aim of the study, but some of it was collected solely for the purposes of satisfying
the second aim of the study.
This information is available upon request in an Excel format where information is displayed per village and can
be organised by each of the seven districts covered by the study. Each of the 110 village mini reports are also
available upon request and set out the village information together with the scores assigned under the first aim of
the study.
A second Google Earth pro map has been produced in which much, but not all, of this information is represented
spatially. It includes: village locations and some general information; the presence and status of health and
education facilities; and the location and status of water points (dams and boreholes). Again, this document is
publicly available upon request to government and other development actors. It also includes the switch
on/switch off function which enables users to tailor the map to their particular research needs.
Finally, a summary of some key characteristics was produced. This summary established that agriculture was both
the main livelihood type and income source across the 110 villages. The average population size was 481
households, with most villages having a population smaller than 1000 households. Almost all villages had one
centre rather than multiple centres. No clear pattern could be established between the livelihood types and the
settlement type or population sizes. Further, 65% of the villages had an operational village management
committee.
Access to health services was limited in most villages. Only 19% of the villages had a health post and only 13%
had a MCH. In terms of education, 70% of the villages had a primary school, yet only 8% had a secondary school.
99% of the respondents claimed that drought was the worst type of disaster their village had experienced in the
past 10 years. None of the village leaders said that there was an ongoing conflict in their village.
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ANNEX A: QUANTITATIVE TOOLS
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SURVEY GUIDE – LEADERS & VILLAGE ELDERS
Questions:
Introduction
Enumerator Name

Question
Type:
Instruction
Single

Enumerator ID

Single

District (do not ask)

Single

□
□

Allaybaday (1)
Arabsiyo (2)

□
□

Cadaadley (3)
Fara-wayne (4)

□
□
□

Gabiley (5)
Laas-geel (6)
Wajalee (7)

Village (do not ask)
□ Abuurin (1)
□ Agamsaha (2)
□ Alalo Cadka (3)
□ Allaybaday (4)
□ Arabsiyo (5)
□ Aw Barkhadle (6)
□ Bali Qaasim (7)
□ Balliga Cas (8)
□ Bandar maan (9)
□ Baqa dabaal (10)
□ Beeyo Liibaan (11)
□ Biyo Macaan (12)
□ Booday (13)
□
□

Boodhley (14)
Boqor (15)

□
□

Botor (16)
Buqdhada (17)

□
□

Burcada (18)
Bus (19)

□
□

Butuji (20)
C/samad (21)

□

Cadaad-dhaadheeray (22)

Single
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Filter
Logic:

Indicators:

All
respondents
All
respondents
All
respondents

Basic Info

All
respondents

Basic Info

Basic Info
Basic Info

□

Cadaroosh (23)

□
□

Caddaaley B (24)
Caddaley A (25)

□
□

Carra-yaanbo (26)
Carro Guduudan (27)

□
□

Carro tuulka (28)
Ceel La Helay (29)

□
□

Ceel Xaddi (30)
Ceelbardaale (31)

□
□

Ceelbaxay (32)
Ceelginiiseed (33)

□
□

Dacar Budhuq (34)
Dacarta (35)

□
□

Danbis (36)
Darar Wayne (37)

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Dhaboolaq (38)
Dhalaadda (39)
Dheenta (40)
Dhubato (41)
Diinigoobaale (42)
Fadac (43)
Fara-weyne A (44)
Fare-wayne B (45)
Gabiley (46)
Gadhka W.xaad (47)
Galdawo (48)
Galooley (49)
Garabis (50)
Garbahaadle (51)
Geed-Abeera (52)
Geesdheere (53)
Geesta dheer (54)
Gobka Daarimo (55)
Gogaysa (56)
Gogolwanaag (57)
Goray (58)
Guriga Cad (59)
Hadhley (60)
Haleya (61)
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□

Harcadaad (62)

□
□

Heeryo (63)
Hulluuq (64)

□
□

Idhanka Jufa (65)
Ijaara (66)

□
□

Ijiwaaji (67)
Ilkaweyne (68)

□
□

Illinta (69)
Ilma daddo (70)

□
□

Isha Gudban (71)
Jaleelo (72)

□
□

Jidhi (73)
Kaam-Barwaaqo (74)

□
□

Kalabaydh (75)
Laaca (76)

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Laalays (77)
Laaye (78)
Laftafaroweyne (79)
Lanqayrta (80)
Magaalo Farxaan (81)
Makalli Barkhad (82)
Maraaga (83)
Marda (84)
Mataan (85)
Qudhaco (86)
Rablay (87)
Saarrey (88)
Sanlaawaha (89)
Satiile (90)
Saylo Galbeed (91)
Shaarub (92)
Sheekh Mooldhe (93)
Teysa (94)
Tiin (95)
Tincadda (96)
WaalidXoor (97)
Waddada Godka (98)
Wado Bariis (99)
Wado Makahiil (100)
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□

Wajaale (101)

□
□

Weraarta (102)
Xaaji Daahir (103)

□
□

Xaaji Magan (104)
Xagal (105)

□
□

Xaraf (106)
Xareed (107)

□
□
□

Xidhinta (108)
Xunba Wayne (109)
Xuunshaley (110)

Collect the GPS coordinates of the village (do Geopoint
not ask)
How would you rate the accessibility to this Text
village from Hargeisa? Please explain. (E.g. is it
easy to drive from Hargeisa to this village, is the
village cut off for a significant period of the year
(say during the rainy season), or you have to get
out and walk for the last mile because there is
not a road etc.)
Which sub-clan is the majority in this village? Text
(do not ask)
If there are any other clans/sub-clans in this Text
village, which are they? (do not ask)
1. Hello, my name is ____________. I work for Single
Forcier Consulting, a private company that
does research in Somalia. We are conducting a
feasibility study where we try to understand
water and livelihoods issues in rural villages in
Somaliland. Today we are interviewing people
such as yourself in order to help us assess the
possibilities of developing water and agriculture
projects in this area. This survey will take
around xx minutes of your time and while there
is no direct compensation for this, your
responses would be greatly appreciated.
Further, in addition to this survey a water
engineer will make a visit to your village
sometime in the next coming days to make a
water assessment and ask some additional
questions related to water availability. Would
you be interested in participating in this survey
in order to provide information crucial for
future aid programs in this area?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
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All
respondents
All
respondents

Basic Info

All
respondents

Basic Info

All
respondents
All
respondents

Basic Info

Basic Info

Consent

Please bear in mind that when we are asking you
questions about the villagers, we are interested in the
experiences of the majority of the people living in this
community. I would first like to start by asking you a
few questions about the settlement here in {name of
village}.
2. Approximately how many households are there
in your village? (Don't know=98)
3. How would you explain the settlement pattern
in this village?
□ One centre, people living close to the
centre (1)
□ One centre, people living sparsely across a
large area (2)
□ Multiple centres, people living close to the
centres (3)
□ Multiple centres, people living sparsely
across a large area (4)
4. Approximately, how long does it take to walk
to the furthest cluster of the village from the
main centre? (Measured in minutes by walking,
e.g. half an hour is 30 etc.)
5. a) Is the village known by any other name or
spelling?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
b) If yes, what other names and/or spellings?
6. a) Has the village changed name in the past?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

Instructions

If q1=1

Settlement

Integer

If q1=1

Settlement

Single

If q1=1

Settlement

Integer

If q1=1

Settlement

Single

If q1=1

Settlement

Text
Single

If q5a=1
If q1=1

Settlement
Settlement

If q6a=1
If q1=1

Settlement
Settlement

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

b) If yes, what name(s) did it use to have?
Text
7. Approximately what percentage of the people Percentage
in the village are nomadic (i.e. spend more than
six months of the year away)?

Livelihoods
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I Instructions
would like to ask you more about livelihoods
and markets in your village.
8. a) What is the main livelihood activity in this Single
village?
□ Mainly agriculture with
some livestock (1)
□ Mainly livestock with
some agriculture (2)
□ Even mix of livestock and
agriculture (3)
□ Only pastoral (4)
□ Only agriculture (5)
□ Other (97)
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b) If other, please specify

Text

c) Approximately what percentage of the
Percentage
village population is engaged in the main
livelihood activity?
9. a) What is the main source of income in this Single
village?
□ Agriculture (1)
□ Livestock (2)
□ Even mix of livestock and
agriculture (3)
□ Remittances (4)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

c) Approximately what percentage of the
Percentage
village population get their primary income
from this main livelihood?
10. a) If remittances, what is the main source of Single
income next to remittances?
□ Agriculture (1)
□ Livestock (2)
□ Even mix of livestock and
agriculture (3)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

If q8a=97
If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q9a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1
If q9a=4

Livelihoods and
Market

If q10d=97

Livelihoods and
Market

Multiple

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

Text

If q11a=97

Livelihoods and
Market

Text

Agriculture
11. a) What are the main crops grown in the village?
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Maize (1)
Corn (2)
Wheat (3)
Beans and Legumes (4)
Vegetables (5)
Sorghum (6)
Millet (7)
Fruits (8)
Other (97)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

b) If other, please specify
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12. What types of agricultural services are available
in the village?
□
□
□
□
□

Multiple

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If 13a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Finance (1)
Marketing Support (2)
Technical knowledge and advice (3)
Inputs (e.g. seeds, fertilizers, pesticides)
(4)
None (5)

13. a) What do you consider to be the primary Single
challenge to increase the volume or quality of,
and the financial returns of crop production in
the village?
□ Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical advice (1)
□ Insufficient access to agricultural land (2)
□ Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
□ Challenges with markets (4)
□ Insufficient access to financial services (5)
□ Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides (6)
□ Insufficient labour (7)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

14. a) What is the second biggest challenge people Single
in the village face to increase the volume or
quality of, and the financial return of crop
production?
□ Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical advice (1)
□ Insufficient access to agricultural land (2)
□ Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
□ Challenges with markets (4)
□ Insufficient access to financial services (5)
□ Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides (6)
□ Insufficient labour (7)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

15. a) What is the third biggest challenge people in Single
the village face to increase the volume or quality
of, and the financial return of crop production?
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If q1=1

If q1=1

If q14a=97
If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical advice (1)
Insufficient access to agricultural land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to financial services (5)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides (6)
Insufficient labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

16. a) In your opinion, what would be the best or Single
most efficient way of increasing the volume, the
quality or financial gain of crop production in
the village?
□ Agricultural training (1)
□ Diversification of crops (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as seeds, fertilizer, pesticides) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (5)
□ Increased access to financial support (6)
□ Support in marketing (7)
□ Increased access to labour (8)
□ Other (97)
b) If other please specify

Text

17. a) In your opinion, what would be the second Single
best or most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of crop
production in the village?
□ Agricultural training (1)
□ Diversification of crops (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as seeds, fertilizer, pesticides) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (5)
□ Increased access to financial support (6)
□ Support in marketing (7)
□ Increased access to labour (8)
□ Other (97)
b) If other please specify

Text
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If q15a=97
If q1=1

If q16a=97
If q1=1

If q17a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Market

18. a) In your opinion, what would be the third Single
best or most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of crop
production in the village?
□ Agricultural training (1)
□ Diversification of crops (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as seeds, fertilizer, pesticides) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (5)
□ Increased access to financial support (6)
□ Support in marketing (7)
□ Increased access to labour (8)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify
Text

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q18a=97

19. a) In terms of land use in this community, is Single
there any land that is suitable for growing crops
that is not being used?
□ Yes, there is land that is not used (1)
□ No, there is no more available land suitable
for crops (2)

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

20. a) Would the community be interested in Single
taking action to increase the volume and quality
of crop production?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

b) Would the community be interested in Single
taking action to increase marketing efforts of
crops?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

21. a) If you produce a surplus of agricultural crop Single
or grow higher quality crops, are there markets
that you can easily access to sell these?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

22. a) What would you say is the main challenge to Text
marketing agricultural produce and/or access
to agriculture markets in this village?
b) What is the best way to overcome this Text
challenge?
Livestock
Multiple
23. a) What types of livestock are there in this
village?

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market
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□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Cattle (1)
Camels (2)
Sheep (3)
Goats (4)
Other (97)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

b) If other, please specify

Text

If q23a=97

24. What does the average family use the cattle
for?
□ Internal Consumption of
Meat (1)
□ Internal Consumption of
Milk (2)
□ Sale of Meat (3)
□ Sale of Milk (4)
□ Sale the Animal (not as
meat or milk) (5)

Multiple

If q23a=1

25. What does the average family use the camels
for?
□ Internal Consumption of
Meat (1)
□ Internal Consumption of
Milk (2)
□ Sale of Meat (3)
□ Sale of Milk (4)
□ Sale the Animal (not as
meat or milk) (5)
□ Transportation (6)

Multiple

If q23a=2

Livelihoods and
Market

26. What does the average family use the sheep
for?
□ Internal Consumption of
Meat (1)
□ Sale of Meat (2)
□ Sale the Animal (not as
meat) (3)

Multiple

If q23a=3

Livelihoods and
Market

27. What does the average family use the goats
for?
□ Internal Consumption of
Meat (1)
□ Internal Consumption of
Milk (2)
□ Sale of Meat (3)

Multiple

If q23a=4

Livelihoods and
Market

Final Report |The Pharo Foundation| © 2017 Forcier Consulting.
50 | P a g e

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

□
□

Sale of Milk (4)
Sale the Animal (not as
meat or milk) (5)

28. What types of livestock services are available in
the village?
□
□
□
□
□

Multiple

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q29a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Finance (1)
Marketing Support (2)
Technical knowledge and advice (3)
Inputs (e.g. drugs, animal feed) (4)
None (5)

29. a) What do you consider to be the primary Single
challenge to increase the volume or quality of,
and the financial returns of livestock production
in the village?
□ Insufficient animal husbandry knowledge
and technical advice (e.g. use of vets, use
of fodder, collective range management)
(1)
□ Insufficient access to free communal gazing
land (2)
□ Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
□ Challenges with markets 4)
□ Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. drugs,
animal feed) (5)
□ Insufficient labour (6)
□ Insufficient financial support (7)
□ Insufficient access to markets (8)
□ Lack of fodder (9)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

30. a) What is the second biggest challenge people Single
in the village face to increase the volume or
quality of, and the financial returns of livestock
production in the village?
□ Insufficient animal husbandry knowledge
and technical advice (e.g. use of vets, use
of fodder, collective range management)
(1)
□ Insufficient access to free communal
grazing land (2)
□ Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
□ Insufficient markets (4)
□ Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. drugs,
animal feed) (5)
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If q1=1

If q1=1

□
□
□
□
□

Insufficient labour (6)
Insufficient financial support (7)
Challenges with markets (8)
Lack of fodder (9)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

31. a) What is the third biggest challenge people Single
in the village face to increase the volume or
quality of, and the financial returns of livestock
production in the village?
□ Insufficient animal husbandry knowledge
and technical advice (e.g. use of vets, use
of fodder, collective range management)
(1)
□ Insufficient access to free communal gazing
land (2)
□ Insufficient and/or irregular access to
water (3)
□ Challenges with markets (4)
□ Insufficient access to inputs (e.g. drugs,
animal feed) (5)
□ Insufficient labour (6)
□ Insufficient financial support (7)
□ Insufficient access to markets (8)
□ Lack of fodder (9)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

32. a) In your opinion, what would be the best or Single
most efficient way of increasing the volume, the
quality or financial gain of livestock production
in the village?
□ Training on animal husbandry (1)
□ Increased access to free communal grazing
land (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as drugs and animal feed) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (5)
□ Support with marketing (6)
□ Increased access to labour (7)
□ Increased access to fodder (8)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text
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If q30a=97
If q1=1

If q31a=97
If q1=1

If q32a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Market

33. a) In your opinion, what would be the second
best or most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of livestock
production in the village?
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Single

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

Text

If q33a=97

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Training on animal husbandry (1)
Increased access to free communal grazing
land (2)
Increased access to water (3)
Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as drugs and animal feed) (4)
Increased access to markets (4)
Support with marketing (5)
Increased access to labour (6)
Increased access to fodder (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

34. a) In your opinion, what would be the third Single
best or most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of livestock
production in the village?
□ Training on animal husbandry (1)
□ Increased access to free communal grazing
land (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support services (e.g.
finance, technical knowledge, inputs such
as drugs and animal feed) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (4)
□ Support with marketing (5)
□ Increased access to labour (6)
□ Increased access to fodder (7)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

If q1=1

If q34a=97

35. a) Would the community be interested in Single
taking action to increase the volume and quality
of livestock production?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

b) Would the community be interested in Single
taking action to increase marketing efforts of
livestock?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1
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Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Market

36. If you have a surplus of livestock, are there Single
markets that you can easily access to sell these?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

37. a) What would you say is the main challenge to Text
marketing livestock and/or access to livestock
markets in this village?
b) What is the best way to overcome this Text
challenge?
Duplication
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I would like to Instruction
ask you about other projects in your village.

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Livelihoods and
Market

If q1=1

Duplication

38. a) Do you know of any international or local Single
groups, NGOs or government programs who
either work or have worked in this area?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Potential

If q38a=1

Potential

If q38a=1

Potential

If q38c=97

Potential

If q38a=1

Potential

b) If yes, please tell me the names of these Text
groups or organisations.
c) If yes, what types of interventions did they Multiple
focus on?
□
□
□
□
□
□

Agriculture - Crops (1)
Agriculture – Livestock
(2)
Security (3)
Water and Sanitation (4)
Livelihoods (5)
Economic Development
(6)

□
□

Food Security (7)
Climate (8)

□
□
□
□
□

Infrastructure (9)
Education (10)
Other (97)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

d) If other, please specify

Text

39. a) Has the community contributed in any way Single
to any of these projects ?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
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b) If yes, could you explain how the community Text
was involved?

If q39a=1

Potential

Thank you for your answers so far. Now I would like to Instruction
ask you about the potential to implement a water and
livelihoods project in your village.

If q1=1

Potential

40. a) Would people in your village be interested in Single
participating in a project that focuses on
improving livelihood opportunities and access
to water in the area?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Potential

b) If yes, would the community be willing to Single
make any contributions to the project?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q40a=1

Potential

c) In what form would the participants be Multiple
willing to contribute?

If q40b=1

Potential

If q1=1

Potential

If q1=1

Governance

If q1=1
If q1=1

Governance
Governance

Community involvement

□
□

□
□
□

Cash (1)
In Kind (e.g. provide
locally
available
materials, sand, water,
gravel, stones, land) (2)
Free Labour (3)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

41. Would you as leaders be willing to contribute Single
your time for free in the organisation and
management of project activities?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

Governance
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I would like to Instruction
ask you more about governance in your village.
42. How are decisions made in your village?
Text
43. a) Is there a Village Management Committee Single
(VMC) in operation?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
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b) Does the VMC have sub-committees?
c) If yes, which sub-committees
operational?
□ Water (1)
□ Education (2)
□ Health (3)
□ Other (97)
□ Don't Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)

are Multiple

d) If other, please specify

Text

If q43a=1
If q43a=1

Governance

If q43c=97

Governance

Conflict and resilience
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I would like to
ask you more about the current situation in your
village.
44. a) Are there any ongoing conflicts in your
village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
b) If yes, who is fighting?
c) What is the reason for the conflict?
□ Land (1)
□ Water (2)
□ Livestock (3)
□ Other Resources (4)
□ Political (5)
□ Clan (6)
□ Other (97)
□ Don't Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)

Instruction

If q1=1

Security/Resilience

Single

If q1=1

Security

Text
Multiple

If q44a=1
If q44a=1

Security
Security

If q44c=97
If q1=1

Security
Resilience

d) If other, please specify
Text
45. a) What is the worst type of disaster that the Single
village has experienced in the past 10 years?
□ Flood (1)
□ Drought (2)
□ Heavy Rains (3)
□ Diseases Affecting a Large
Part of the Community or
Livestock (4)
□ Other (97)
□ Don't Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)
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b) If other, please specify

Text

If q45a=97

Resilience

c) Could you provide some basic details of what Text
happened? e.g. When was this? What
happened?
d) If drought, how many rains did the village Integer
miss?
e) Which of the following would best describe Single
the outcome of the disaster? (Please note that
for the purposes of this question moving means
leaving the village for a short or prolonged
time. This includes moving away and
returning).
□ Whole families moved and did not return
(1)
□ HH members moved and did not return (2)
□ Whole families moved and returned (3)
□ HH members moved and returned (4)
□ None of the above (5)

If q45a≠98
or 99

Resilience

If 45a=2

Resilience

If q45a≠98
or 99

Resilience

f) How long did it take before they returned? Integer
(in months)
g) How was the average household affected by Multiple
the disaster?
□ Not affected (1)
□ Food security worsened (2)
□ Lost some of their crops (3)
□ Lost a lot of their crops (4)
□ Lost all of their crops (5)
□ Lost some of their livestock (6)
□ Lost a lot of their livestock (7)
□ Lost all of their livestock (8)
□ Other (97)

If q45e=3 or
4
If q45a≠98
or 99

Resilience

h) If other, please specify
Text
i) Did people apply for help to cope with the Single
disaster?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q45g=97
If q45a≠98
or 99

Resilience
Resilience

j) Who did they ask for help?
□ Other people in the community (1)
□ Other villages (2)
□ Diaspora (3)
□ NGOs (4)
□ Government or UN agencies (5)
□ Other (97)

Multiple

If q45i=1

Resilience

k) If other, please specify

Text

If q45j=97

Resilience
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Resilience

46. a) Has the village experienced any other type of Single
disaster in the past 10 years?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Resilience

b) What types of disasters did the village Multiple
experience?
□ Flood (1)
□ Drought (2)
□ Heavy Rains (3)
□ Diseases Affecting a Large
Part of the Community or
Livestock (4)
□ Other (97)
□ Don't Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)

If q46a=1

Resilience

c) If other, please specify

If q46b=97

Resilience

If q46a=1

Resilience

If q46a=1

Resilience

If q46e>0

Resilience

If q1=1

Resilience

Text

d) How many times in the past ten years has the Integer
village experienced any of these types of
disasters
e) How many of these disasters caused Integer
substantial numbers of people in the village to
move?
f) Did they return to the village?
Single
□ All returned (1)
□ None returned (2)
□ The majority returned (3)
□ A minority returned (4)
□ Don’t know (98)
47. How would you classify the food security Single
situation of an average household in this village
during a good year (i.e. no drought or floods?
□ Most households have water and at least
two meals of food for all of their HH
members (men, women and kids) all year
around
□ Most households have water and at least
two meals of food for all of their HH
members (men, women and kids) during
more than 9 months of the year, but for less
than the entire year
□ Most households have water and at least
two meals of food for all of their HH
members (men, women and kids) during
less than 9 months of the year
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Health and Education
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I would like to
ask you more about health and education services in
your village.
48. Is there a health post in the village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

Instructions
Single

If q1=1

Health and Education

If q1=1

Health and Education

b) If not, is there a health post in a reasonable Single
distance from your village? (maximum 1 hour
walk)?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q48=2

Health and Education

b) If yes, which of the following items are Multiple
available in the health post?
□ At least one consultation
room (1)
□ At least one store and staff
office room (2)
□ At least one toilet (3)
□ One water facility (could
be burked or roof water
tank) (4)
□ Basic medications (5)
□ At least one health
worker
(community
health worker paid by the
Ministry of Health) (6)
□ At
least
on
TBA(Traditional Birth
Attendant) (normally a
volunteer and member of
the community) (7)
□ None (8)
□ Don't Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)

If q48a=1 or
48b=1

Health and Education

If q1=1

Health and Education

If q49a=0

Health and Education

49. a) Is there a maternal and child health centre Single
(MCH) in the village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
b) If not, is there a MCH in a reasonable Single
distance from your village? (maximum 1 hour
walk)
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
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c) If yes, which of the following items are Multiple
available in the MCH?
□ At least one ward (1)
□ At least one consultation
room (2)
□ At least one delivery
room (3)
□ A pharmacy (4)
□
□
□
□

□

□
□
□

Health and Education

Single

If q1=1

Health and Education

Single

If q50a=1

Health and Education

If q50a=1

Health and Education

An office (5)
At least two toilets (6)
A roof water catchment
tank (7)
Basic equipment and
supplies (e.g. beds with
mosquito nets, birthing
kits, basic medications)
(8)
At least three qualified
staff, including a midwife
and paid by the Ministry
of Health (9)
None (10)
Don’t Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

50. a) Is there a primary school(s) in the village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
b) If yes, is it public or private?
□ Public (1)
□
□
□

If q49a=1 or
if q49b=1

Private (2)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

c) If yes, are any of the following items available Multiple
in the primary school(s)?
□ At Least Two Paid
Qualified Teachers (1)
□ At Least Two Classrooms
(2)
□
□
□
□
□

Furniture (3)
Teaching Materials (e.g.
black board, instruction
manuals) (4)
Access to Water (5)
Toilets for Both Sexes and
Handwashing Facilities (6)
None (7)
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□
□

Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

51. a) Is there a secondary school in the village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

Single

If q1=1

Health and Education

If q51a=0

Health and Education

If q51a=1 or
if q51b=1

Health and Education

52. Do people in the village have access to any Single
vocational training?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Health and Education

53. a) Do people in the village have access to adult Single
literacy education?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q1=1

Health and Education

If q53a=1

Health and Education

b) If no, are most students who want to go onto Single
further study able to go to a secondary school?
□
□

Yes (1)
No (0)

c) If yes, is the secondary school public or Single
private?
□
□
□
□

Public (1)
Private (2)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

b) If yes, are any of the following items available Multiple
in the facilities where the adult literacy
education is conducted?
□ Paid Qualified Teachers (1)
□ A Place or Location to
Meet (2)
□ Teaching Materials (e.g.
black board, instruction
manuals) (4)
□ None (5)
□ Don’t Know (98)
□ Refused to answer (99)
We’ve now reached the end of our survey. We’d like
to finish by asking you a few personal questions to learn
a little more about you. I would like to remind you that
your personal information remains confidential and will
not be shared with any other organizations or
individuals.

Instructions
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If q1=1

Demographics

54. If needed, may we call you to ask more Single
questions about your village?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (2)

If q1=1

Demographics

55. What is your phone number?
Integer
If q54=1
Demographics
56. What is your name?
Text
If q54=1
Demographics
This concludes our interview. Thank you for your time and for sharing your opinions.
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ANNEX B: QUALITATIVE TOOLS
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE
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FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE
Questions

Somali

Introduction
Hello, my name is ________ and I am working with Forcier
Consulting. We’re undertaking research as part of a feasibility study
for Pharo Foundation where we try to understand water and
livelihoods issues in rural villages in Somaliland. Today we are
interviewing people such as yourself in order to help us assess the
possibilities of developing water and agriculture projects in this area.
This discussion should not take more than 90 minutes and while there
is no direct compensation for this, your responses would be greatly
appreciated. I want to assure you that all the opinions you give are
completely confidential. You may refuse to answer any particular
question. You may also end or leave the discussion at any point
without any negative consequences. However, we would greatly
appreciate your opinions on these topics, which will contribute to
learning more about livelihood issues and water accessibility in this
area.

Number of participants:
Age:
Gender/mixed:
Start time of FGD:
End time of FGD:

Part 1 First I would like to ask you some general questions about the village and its history
1. Has the village ever changed name?
• If yes, what names?
2. Do most people live here in the village for the
whole year or do they move around a lot?
• If they move around:
a) Who migrates? (Men, families, youth, etc.)
b) What time of the year/season do they
move/leave?
c) For how long do they stay away?

Part 2 Next, I am going to ask you some questions about livelihoods and markets in the village
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3. What are the main sources of income for people in
the village?
PROBE:
-How do most people get food?
-Do people receive remittances, if yes how much of their
income is made up of remittances?
-Is this different from the main type of livelihood
activity, if yes what is the main type of livelihood
activity?
4. What challenges do you face in growing, buying
and selling crops?
PROBE:
-What are the three main challenges to increasing
quality and volume of crops? Please rank the challenges,
1st being the most important one.
-Could you use more land or increase the productive of
land if you had more water and support services, such as
finance, technical knowledge, inputs (seeds, fertilizers,
pesticides)?
-Is there a lack of available land? Lack of labour?
-What are the three main challenges to increase money
made from crops?
-Do you have problems selling goods, if yes why ?
- Is there easy access to existing markets, lack of support
with marketing?
5. What plans or ideas do you have to increase
returns from your own crop production?
6. What would help you to increase your crop
production?
7. Would you be interested in taking action to
increase the volumes and quality of crop
production? To improve marketing?
8. How would you describe the access to existing
markets for crop products?
PROBE:
-If you had a surplus of crop products, or higher quality
of crop products, would you be able to sell them?
9. How would you market extra surplus of crops, if
you were to receive no help on this from anyone?
10. What do you think are the main challenges to
access to markets and marketing for agricultural
produce?
11. What is the best way to overcome these
challenges?
12. What challenges do you face in livestock
production in the village?
PROBE:
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13.
14.
15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

-What are the three main challenges to buying and
selling livestock?
-What are the three main challenges to increase quality
and volume of livestock?
-What are the challenges to increase money made from
livestock?
Could you have higher quality livestock and produce
more products if you had more water and support
services, such as finance, technical knowledge, inputs
(drugs and animal feed)?
-Is there a lack of free communal grazing land? Lack of
labour? Lack of fodder?
-Do you have problems selling livestock products (milk,
meat etc.), if yes why?
- Is there easy access to existing markets, lack of support
with marketing?
What plans or ideas do you have to increase
returns from your own livestock production?
What would help you to increase your livestock
production?
Would you be interested in taking action to
increase the volumes and quality of livestock
production? To improve marketing?
How would you describe the access to existing
markets for livestock products?
PROBE:
-If you had a surplus of livestock products, or higher
quality of livestock products, would you be able to sell
them?
How would you market extra surplus of livestock
products, if there is no help on this from anyone?
What do you think are the main challenges to
marketing livestock?
What is the best way to overcome these
challenges?

Part 3 Now I am going to ask you a few questions about different types of disasters
20. a) Can you tell me about the worst disasters that
the village has experienced in the past 10 years?
PROBE:
(E.g. droughts, floods)
-When was this?
-What happened?
-Who was affected and how?
-If it was a drought, then how many rains did the
village miss?
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b) How severe was the impact of this disaster?
PROBE:
-Did whole families move? Did HH members move? How
long did it take before they returned? (Moving = for a
short or prolonged time and includes moving away and
then returning)
-Did peoples’ food security position get worse?
-Did people lose a lot of livestock? Whole of their
livestock? Lose some or all of their crops?
-For how long did the community feel the impact of this
disaster?
21. How did the community cope during this time?
PROBE:
-Did more people have to apply for help from others? If
so from who? e.g. other villages, diaspora, NGOs, the
government, UN?
-Did they get that help?
22. Has any other disaster of a similar nature affected
the whole community in the last 10 years?
PROBE:
-What types of disasters? (e.g. (flooding, heavy rains,
disease affecting large numbers of the community, price
shocks, other)
-How many times during the past ten years did this type
of disaster happen? (ask for each type of disaster
mentioned)
- How many of these disasters caused substantial
numbers of people in the village to move? Did they
return to the village?
23. a) Throughout the year, do most people in this
village have enough to eat?
Probe:
- Do people have enough to eat during the rainy
season? Dry season?
- Does everyone in the HH (men, women and kids)
have two meals to eat per day?
b) If not, for how many months per year do they
eat less than two meals per day?
c) If not, who and how many people eat less than
two meals per day?

Part 4 Next I am going to ask you a few questions about the security situation in your village.
24. What kind of conflicts are there in this village?
• Probe: who is fighting/in disagreement?
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•

Conflicts because of different clans, resources (e.g. land,
water), politics etc.?
25. In case of violent conflict:
- Are weapons used?
- Is there large scale community violence?
-Are or has people been hurt in any way? What ways?
- Is the conflict one that shows no sign of being resolved
easily and quickly?
26. How does you community cope with conflicts?
PROBE:
- Would you say that, broadly, conflicts get resolved
easily in the community?
-Are conflicts managed or resolved so that they are at a
level where people feel safe and don’t have to take
matters into their own hands?
27. If the conflict involves land or water, what issues
do you think need to be solved before an
agricultural and water project could be
developed?

Part 5 Finally, I am going to ask you some questions about past projects in the village
28. What NGO (or Govt. where applicable) programs are
active here? What do they do? What problems are
they trying to resolve?
PROBE:
-Name of NGOs working in the area?
-Who benefits from the programs and how? (men,
women, youth)
-Who does not participate/benefit? Why? (minority
groups, disabled, etc.)
29. Is or has the community been actively involved in
any of the programs/interventions?
30. If yes, how?
Thank you for your time and opinions. This information will contribute to information needs of other
existing and potential development programmes in your village.
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ANNEX C: QUALITATIVE TOOLS
POST FGD QUESTIONNAIRE
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POST FGD QUESTIONNAIRE
Questions:
Introduction
Enumerator Name
Enumerator ID
District (do not ask)
□ Hargeisa (1)
□ Gabiley (2)
Village (do not ask)
□
□

Abuurin (1)
Agamsaha (2)

□
□

Alalo Cadka (3)
Allaybaday (4)

□
□
□
□
□
□

Arabsiyo (5)
Aw Barkhadle (6)
Bali Qaasim (7)
Balliga Cas (8)
Bandar maan (9)
Baqa dabaal (10)

□
□

Beeyo Liibaan (11)
Biyo Macaan (12)

□
□

Booday (13)
Boodhley (14)

□
□

Boqor (15)
Botor (16)

□
□

Buqdhada (17)
Burcada (18)

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Bus (19)
Butuji (20)
C/samad (21)
Cadaad-dhaadheeray (22)
Cadaroosh (23)
Caddaaley B (24)
Caddaley A (25)
Carra-yaanbo (26)
Carro Guduudan (27)
Carro tuulka (28)
Ceel La Helay (29)

Question Type:
Instruction
Single
Single
Single

Single
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Filter
Logic:
All
respondents
All
respondents
All
respondents
All
respondents

Indicators:

Basic Info
Basic Info
Basic Info

Basic Info

□

Ceel Xaddi (30)

□
□

Ceelbardaale (31)
Ceelbaxay (32)

□
□

Ceelginiiseed (33)
Dacar Budhuq (34)

□
□

Dacarta (35)
Danbis (36)

□
□

Darar Wayne (37)
Dhaboolaq (38)

□
□

Dhalaadda (39)
Dheenta (40)

□
□

Dhubato (41)
Diinigoobaale (42)

□
□

Fadac (43)
Fara-weyne A (44)

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Fare-wayne B (45)
Gabiley (46)
Gadhka W.xaad (47)
Galdawo (48)
Galooley (49)
Garabis (50)
Garbahaadle (51)
Geed-Abeera (52)
Geesdheere (53)
Geesta dheer (54)
Gobka Daarimo (55)
Gogaysa (56)
Gogolwanaag (57)
Goray (58)
Guriga Cad (59)
Hadhley (60)
Haleya (61)
Harcadaad (62)
Heeryo (63)
Hulluuq (64)
Idhanka Jufa (65)
Ijaara (66)
Ijiwaaji (67)
Ilkaweyne (68)
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□

Illinta (69)

□
□

Ilma daddo (70)
Isha Gudban (71)

□
□

Jaleelo (72)
Jidhi (73)

□
□

Kaam-Barwaaqo (74)
Kalabaydh (75)

□
□

Laaca (76)
Laalays (77)

□
□

Laaye (78)
Laftafaroweyne (79)

□
□

Lanqayrta (80)
Magaalo Farxaan (81)

□
□

Makalli Barkhad (82)
Maraaga (83)

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Marda (84)
Mataan (85)
Qudhaco (86)
Rablay (87)
Saarrey (88)
Sanlaawaha (89)
Satiile (90)
Saylo Galbeed (91)
Shaarub (92)
Sheekh Mooldhe (93)
Teysa (94)
Tiin (95)
Tincadda (96)
WaalidXoor (97)
Waddada Godka (98)
Wado Bariis (99)
Wado Makahiil (100)
Wajaale (101)
Weraarta (102)
Xaaji Daahir (103)
Xaaji Magan (104)
Xagal (105)
Xaraf (106)
Xareed (107)
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□

Xidhinta (108)

□
□

Xunba Wayne (109)
Xuunshaley (110)

1. Would you say that the majority of Single
people in the village are nomadic (i.e.
spend more than six months of the
year away)?
□
□

□
□
□
□

Livelihoods and
Market

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market

If q2a=97

Livelihoods and
Market

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market

If q3a=97

Livelihoods and
Market

If q3a=4

Livelihoods and
Market

If q4a=97

Livelihoods and
Market

Yes (1)
No (0)

2. a) What would you say is the main Single
livelihood activity in this village?
□

All
respondents

Mainly agriculture with some
livestock (1)
Mainly livestock with some
agriculture (2)
Even mix of livestock and
agriculture (3)
Only pastoral (4)
Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

3. a) What would you say is the main Single
source of income in this village?
□ Livestock (1)
□ Agriculture (2)
□ Split between Livestock and
Agriculture (3)
□ Remittances (4)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

4. a) If remittances, what is the main
Single
source of income next to remittances?
□ Agriculture (1)
□ Livestock (2)
□ Even mix of livestock and
agriculture (3)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text
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5. a) Based on the FGD discussion, what Single
would you rank as the primary
challenge that the villagers face to
increase the volume and/or quality of,
and the financial returns from crop
production?
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Text

6. a) Based on the FGD discussion, what Single
would you rank as the second biggest
challenge that the villagers face to
increase the volume and/or quality of,
and the financial returns from crop
production?

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

If q5a=97
All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical
advice (1)
Insufficient access to agricultural
land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to financial
services (5)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
seeds, fertilizer, pesticides (6)
Insufficient labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

7. a) Based on the FGD discussion, what Single
would you rank as the third biggest
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Livelihoods and
Market

Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical
advice (1)
Insufficient access to agricultural
land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to financial
services (5)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
seeds, fertilizer, pesticides (6)
Insufficient labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

□

All
respondents

If q6a=97
All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

challenge that the villagers face to
increase the volume and/or quality of,
and the financial returns from crop
production?
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Insufficient access to agricultural
knowledge and/or technical
advice (1)
Insufficient access to agricultural
land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to financial
services (5)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
seeds, fertilizer, pesticides (6)
Insufficient labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

8. According to the villagers in the FGD,
Single
what is the best or most efficient way
of increasing the volume, the quality
and/or financial gain of crop
production in the village?
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

□

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Agricultural training (1)
Diversification of crops (2)
Increased access to water (3)
Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides)
Increased access to markets (4)
Increased access to financial
support (5)
Support in marketing (6)
Increased access to labour (7)
Villagers do not seem to be
interested in increasing the
volume and/or quality of crop
production (8)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

9. According to the villagers in the FGD,
Single
what is the second best or most
efficient way of increasing the
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If q7a=97

If q8a=97
If q8a ≠8

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

volume, the quality and/or financial
gain of crop production in the village?
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

Agricultural training (1)
Diversification of crops (2)
Increased access to water (3)
Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides)
Increased access to markets (4)
Increased access to financial
support (5)
Support in marketing (6)
Increased access to labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

10. According to the villagers in the FGD,
Single
what is the third best or most efficient
way of increasing the volume, the
quality and/or financial gain of crop
production in the village?
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

Text

11. Was lack of sufficient labour or Single
agricultural land mentioned as one of
the primary challenges in the
discussion?

Livelihoods and
Market

If q10a=97
All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Markets

Yes (1)
No (2)

12. Do you think that if the villagers had a Single
surplus of crops or higher quality of
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If q8a ≠8

Livelihoods and
Market

Agricultural training (1)
Diversification of crops (2)
Increased access to water (3)
Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as seeds,
fertilizer, pesticides)
Increased access to markets (4)
Increased access to financial
support (5)
Support in marketing (6)
Increased access to labour (7)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

□
□

If q9a=97

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Markets

crops, they would be able to sell
them?
□

Yes (1)

□

No (2)

13. Please explain

Text

14. Do you believe that the villagers are If q12=1
interested in taking action to improve
marketing of crop products?
□
□

16. According to the villagers in the
FGD, what is the main challenges to
marketing agricultural produce
and/or access to agriculture markets
in this village? (Please rank the three
primary challenges, where 1 is the
primary challenge)
17. Do you think, after hearing about the
challenges to marketing and the
existing markets identified by the
villagers, the existing markets have
the capacity to absorb a new influx of
crop produce? Why, why not?

Text

All
respondents

Text

All
respondents

Text

All
respondents

18. a) Based on the FGD, what would you Single
rank as the primary challenge that the
villagers face to increase the volume
and/or quality of, and the financial
returns of livestock production in the
village?

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Insufficient animal husbandry
knowledge and technical advice
(e.g. use of vets, use of fodder,
collective range management) (1)
Insufficient access to free
communal grazing land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
drugs, animal feed) (5)
Insufficient labour (6)
Insufficient financial support (7)
Insufficient access to markets (8)
Lack of fodder (9)
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All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Markets

Yes (1)
No (0)

15. Please explain

□

All
respondents

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Markets

Livelihoods and
Markets

Livelihoods and
Market

□

Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

19. a) Based on the FGD, what would you Single
rank as the second biggest challenge
that the villagers face to increase the
volume and/or quality of, and the
financial returns of livestock
production in the village?
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Text

20. a) Based on the FGD, what would you Single
rank as the third biggest challenge that
the villagers face to increase the
volume and/or quality of, and the
financial returns of livestock
production in the village? (Please rank
the three primary challenges, where 1
is the primary challenge)

□
□
□
□
□

Insufficient animal husbandry
knowledge and technical advice
(e.g. use of vets, use of fodder,
collective range management) (1)
Insufficient access to free
communal grazing land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
drugs, animal feed) (5)
Insufficient labour (6)
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All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Insufficient animal husbandry
knowledge and technical advice
(e.g. use of vets, use of fodder,
collective range management) (1)
Insufficient access to free
communal grazing land (2)
Insufficient and/or irregular
access to water (3)
Challenges with markets (4)
Insufficient access to inputs (e.g.
drugs, animal feed) (5)
Insufficient labour (6)
Insufficient financial support (7)
Insufficient access to markets (8)
Lack of fodder (9)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

□

If q18a=97

If q19a=97
All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

□
□
□
□

Insufficient financial support (7)
Insufficient access to markets (8)
Lack of fodder (9)
Other (97)

b) If other, please specify

Text

21. a) According to the villagers in the
Single
FGD, what would be the best or most
efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of
livestock production in the village?
□ Training on animal husbandry (1)
□ Increased access to free
communal grazing land (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as drugs
and animal feed) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (4)
□ Support with marketing (5)
□ Increased access to labour (6)
□ Increased access to fodder (7)
□ Villagers do not seem to be
interested in increasing the
volume and/or quality of
livestock production (8)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

22. a) According to the villagers in the
Single
FGD, what would be the second best
or most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of
livestock production in the village?
□ Training on animal husbandry (1)
□ Increased access to free
communal grazing land (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as drugs
and animal feed) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (4)
□ Support with marketing (5)
□ Increased access to labour (6)
□ Increased access to fodder (7)
□ Other (97)
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If q20a=97
All
respondents

If 21a=97
If q21a≠8

Livelihoods and
Market
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Market

b) If other, please specify

Text

23. a) According to the villagers in the
Single
FGD, what would be the third best or
most efficient way of increasing the
volume, the quality or financial gain of
livestock production in the village?
□ Training on animal husbandry (1)
□ Increased access to free
communal grazing land (2)
□ Increased access to water (3)
□ Increased access to support
services (e.g. finance, technical
knowledge, inputs such as drugs
and animal feed) (4)
□ Increased access to markets (4)
□ Support with marketing (5)
□ Increased access to labour (6)
□ Increased access to fodder (7)
□ Other (97)
b) If other, please specify

Text

24. Was lack of sufficient labour, lack of Single
fodder or free communal grazing land
mentioned as one of the primary
challenges in the discussion?
□
□

If q21a≠8

If 23a=97
All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Market

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Markets

Yes (1)
No (2)

25. Do you think that if the villagers had a Single
surplus of livestock products or higher
quality of livestock products, they
would be able to sell them?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (2)
26. Please explain your answer.

Text

27. Do you believe that the villagers are Single
interested in taking action to improve
marketing of livestock products?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
28. According to the villagers in the
Text
FGD, what are the main challenges to
marketing livestock and/or access to
livestock markets in this village?
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If 22a=97

All
respondents

All
respondents
If q25=1

All
respondents

Livelihoods and
Markets

Livelihoods and
Markets
Livelihoods and
Markets

Livelihoods and
Markets

(Please rank the three primary
challenges, where 1 is the primary
challenge)
29. Do you think, after hearing about the
Text
challenges to marketing and the
existing markets identified by the
villagers, the existing markets have
the capacity to absorb a new influx of
livestock products (milk, meat etc.)?
Why, why not?
30. According to the villagers in the
Single
FGD, are there ongoing interventions
by other actors (NGOs, INGOs,
government) in the village
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
31. If yes, what sector are the
Multiple
interventions working in?
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

All
respondents

If 30=1

Livelihoods and
Markets

Potential and
Duplication

Potential and
Duplication

Agriculture - Crops (1)
Agriculture – Livestock
(2)
Security (3)
Water and Sanitation (4)
Livelihoods (5)
Economic Development
(6)
Food Security (7)
Climate (8)
Infrastructure (9)
Education (10)
Other (97)
Don't Know (98)
Refused to answer (99)

b) If other, please specify

Text

32. a) Did you notice any sign of any Single
international or local groups, NGOs
or government programs in this area?
(E.g. signs, boards, staff, buildings
etc.)
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
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All
respondents

If q31=97
All
respondents

Potential and
Duplication
Potential and
Duplication

b) If yes, could you elaborate?
33. a) Would you say that there is any
conflict in the village that involves
land or water within the village or
between villages that could make it
challenging to implement a successful
agricultural programme?
□
□

34. a) Would you say that there is any
conflict in the village that involves
violence that could cause a security
risk for programme staff visiting the
villages?

All
respondents

Potential and
Duplication
Security

Text
Single

If q33a=1
All
respondents

Security
Security

Yes (1)
No (0)
b) If yes, please provide more detail

35. a) If there is an ongoing conflict in
the village, can you think of any other
reason why this conflict may be a
challenge for the implementation of
any programme?
□
□

Single

If q32a=1

Yes (1)
No (0)
b) If yes, please provide more details

□
□

Text

Text
Single

If q34a=1
All
respondents

Security
Security

Yes (1)
No (0)
b) If yes, please provide more detail

Text

36. How resilient would you say the Single
village is towards disasters, such as
droughts?
□ Resilient = HH members were food
secure, did not need to move and did
not lose all of their livestock as a result
of a shock (even if this came as a result
of people accessing assistance other
than from NGO, diaspora or
government humanitarian aid). Those
affected were helped to live normally
by the community or others.
□ Partially resilient = Some HH
members had to move for 2 months or
more when before they would stay,
food insecurity became much worse
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If q35a=1
All
respondents

Security
Resilience

□

than in normal times and/or people
lost more livestock than they would
normally, but overall HH stayed and
coped without external humanitarian
aid. Those affected were helped by
community or others, but it was not
sufficient for them to live normally.
Not resilient = Villagers had to access
government or NGO humanitarian
assistance, whole HHs had to move
for 2 months or more and/or high
levels of intense food insecurity.
Those affected were too great for
others to support them in all their
needs.

37. How would you describe the food Single
security situation of average
households in the village?
□ Most households have water and at
least two meals of food for all of their
HH members (men, women and kids)
all year around
□ Most households have water and at
least two meals of food for all of their
HH members (men, women and kids)
during more than 9 months of the
year, but for less than the entire year
□ Most households have water and at
least two meals of food for all of their
HH members (men, women and kids)
during less than 9 months of the year
38. Was anything notable discussed in the Text
FGD that was not covered in the
survey?
39. a) Do you believe that this village Single
would be a good candidate for an
intervention?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)
b) Explain why or why not

Text

c) If yes, what type of intervention Text
would be the best type for this village?
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All
respondents

Resilience

All
respondents

Feedback

All
respondents

Feedback

All
respondents
All
respondents

Feedback
Feedback

ANNEX D: WATER ASSESSMENT TOOL
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WATER ASSESSMENT TOOL
SURVEY GUIDE
Questions:

1. District (Do not ask)
□ Allaybaday (1)
□

Arabsiyo (2)

□

Cadaadley (3)

□

Fara-wayne (4)

□

Gabiley (5)

□

Laas-geel (6)

□

Wajalee (7)

2. Village (Do not ask)
□ Abuurin (1)
□

Agamsaha (2)

□

Alalo Cadka (3)

□

Allaybaday (4)

□

Arabsiyo (5)

□

Aw Barkhadle (6)

□

Bali Qaasim (7)

□

Balliga Cas (8)

□

Bandar maan (9)

□

Baqa dabaal (10)

□

Beeyo Liibaan (11)

□

Biyo Macaan (12)

Question
Type:

Filter
Logic:

Single

All
respondents

Basic Info

Single

All
respondents

Basic Info
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Indicators:

□

Booday (13)

□

Boodhley (14)

□

Boqor (15)

□

Botor (16)

□

Buqdhada (17)

□

Burcada (18)

□

Bus (19)

□

Butuji (20)

□

C/samad (21)

□

Cadaad-dhaadheeray (22)

□

Cadaroosh (23)

□

Caddaaley B (24)

□

Caddaley A (25)

□

Carra-yaanbo (26)

□

Carro Guduudan (27)

□

Carro tuulka (28)

□

Ceel La Helay (29)

□

Ceel Xaddi (30)

□

Ceelbardaale (31)

□

Ceelbaxay (32)

□

Ceelginiiseed (33)

□

Dacar Budhuq (34)

□

Dacarta (35)

□

Danbis (36)
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□

Darar Wayne (37)

□

Dhaboolaq (38)

□

Dhalaadda (39)

□

Dheenta (40)

□

Dhubato (41)

□

Diinigoobaale (42)

□

Fadac (43)

□

Fara-weyne A (44)

□

Fare-wayne B (45)

□

Gabiley (46)

□

Gadhka W.xaad (47)

□

Galdawo (48)

□

Galooley (49)

□

Garabis (50)

□

Garbahaadle (51)

□

Geed-Abeera (52)

□

Geesdheere (53)

□

Geesta dheer (54)

□

Gobka Daarimo (55)

□

Gogaysa (56)

□

Gogolwanaag (57)

□

Goray (58)

□

Guriga Cad (59)

□

Hadhley (60)
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□

Haleya (61)

□

Harcadaad (62)

□

Heeryo (63)

□

Hulluuq (64)

□

Idhanka Jufa (65)

□

Ijaara (66)

□

Ijiwaaji (67)

□

Ilkaweyne (68)

□

Illinta (69)

□

Ilma daddo (70)

□

Isha Gudban (71)

□

Jaleelo (72)

□

Jidhi (73)

□

Kaam-Barwaaqo (74)

□

Kalabaydh (75)

□

Laaca (76)

□

Laalays (77)

□

Laaye (78)

□

Laftafaroweyne (79)

□

Lanqayrta (80)

□

Magaalo Farxaan (81)

□

Makalli Barkhad (82)

□

Maraaga (83)

□

Marda (84)
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□

Mataan (85)

□

Qudhaco (86)

□

Rablay (87)

□

Saarrey (88)

□

Sanlaawaha (89)

□

Satiile (90)

□

Saylo Galbeed (91)

□

Shaarub (92)

□

Sheekh Mooldhe (93)

□

Teysa (94)

□

Tiin (95)

□

Tincadda (96)

□

WaalidXoor (97)

□

Waddada Godka (98)

□

Wado Bariis (99)

□

Wado Makahiil (100)

□

Wajaale (101)

□

Weraarta (102)

□

Xaaji Daahir (103)

□

Xaaji Magan (104)

□

Xagal (105)

□

Xaraf (106)

□

Xareed (107)

□

Xidhinta (108)
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□

Xunba Wayne (109)

□

Xuunshaley (110)

Latitude,
3. Collect the GPS coordinates of the
Longitude
village (Do not ask)
4. Looking
at
the
Somaliland
Hydrological Map, which Aquifer ID
covers the area of this village? (Do not
ask)
□ A (1)
□ F (2)
□ I1 (3)
□ I2 (4)
□ I3 (5)
□ K1 (6)
□ K2 (7)
□ KF (8)
□ N (9)
5. Hello, my name is ____________. I
work for Forcier Consulting, a private
company that does research in
Somalia. We are conducting a
feasibility study where we try to
understand water and livelihoods
issues in rural villages in Somaliland.
Today we are making visits to rural
villages in this area to conduct water
assessments and we would like to ask
you some questions about water
availability. In addition to my visit
today, our researchers have or will
conducted a Focus Group Discussion
and a survey in your village. Today’s
water assessment will take around xx
minutes of your time and while there
is no direct compensation for this,
your responses would be greatly
appreciated. Would you be interested
in participating in this assessment in
order to provide information crucial
for future aid programs in this area?
□ Yes (1)

All
respondents

Basic Info

Multiple

All
respondents

Basic Info

Single

All
respondents

Consent
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□

No (0)

I would first like to start by asking you a few Instructions
questions about the water points here in
${village}.

If q5=1

Water Points

6. How many shallow wells are there in Integer
your village? (Don't know=98)

If q5=1

Water Points

7. a) How many of the shallow wells are Integer
public?
b) How many of the shallow wells are Integer
private?
8. How many of the shallow wells are Integer
functional? (Don't know=98)

If q6>0

Water Points

If q6>0

Water Points

If q6>0

Water Points

9. Does at least one shallow well Single
produce adequate water for 6 months
or more of the year?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (0)

If q6>0

Water Points

10. How many berkads are there in your Integer
village? (Don't know=98)

If q5=1

Water Points

11. a) How many of the berkads are Integer
public?
b) How many of the berkads are Integer
private?
12. How many of the berkads are Integer
functional? (Don't know=98)

If q10>0

Water Points

If q10>0

Water Points

If q10>0

Water Points

13. How many boreholes are there in Integer
your village? (Don't know=98)

If q5=1

14. How many of the boreholes are Integer
functional? (Don't know=98)

If q13>0

Water Points

Water Points

15. For non-functional boreholes, what Text
are the problems? (Don't know=98)

If q13>q14

Water Points

16. How many earth dams are there in
Integer
your village? (Don't know=98)

If q5=1

Water Points
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17. How many of the earth dams are Integer
functional? (Don't know=98)
Make a plan on sites to visit. Visit all
Note
boreholes and dams, and a maximum
of three (3) areas that are suitable to
develop a new large earth dam.
Thank you for your answers so far. Now I
Note
would like to ask you to show me all of the
existing earth dams, boreholes and maximum
three areas that are suitable to develop a new
large earth dam so that I can assess them.
Fill in the following questionnaire for each
Note
Earth Dam.
18. Collect the GPS for the earth dam (Do
Geopoint
not ask)
19. What is this earth dam used for?
Multiple

□
□
□
□

21. Based on your assessment and
by asking, what is the
operational status of the earth
dam?

If q5=1

Water Points

If q5=1

Water Points

If q16>0
If q16>0
If q16>0

Single

Single

If q16>0

If q16>0

Earth Dam
Earth Dam
Earth Dam

Earth Dam

Earth Dam

Functioning (1)
Non-functioning (2)
Abandoned (3)
Don't Know (98)

22. Who owns the earth dam?
□ Community owned (1)
□ Privately owned (2)
□ Other (3)
□ Don't know (98)

Text

23. Is there a management committee
Single
who is responsible for the
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Water Points

Domestic (1)
Livestock (2)
Agriculture (3)
Don't Know (98)

20. Does the earth dam hold the water
until the next rain season (i.e. is it
permanent)(not permanent=only
used in the rainy season)?
□ Yes (1)
□ No (2)

□
□
□
□

If q16>0

If q16>0

If q16>0

Earth Dam

Earth Dam

maintenance and operation of this
earth dam?
□
□

Yes (1)
No (0)

24. What is the general condition of the
earth dam? (Do not ask)
□
□
□
□

Single

□
□
□
□

If q16>0

Earth Dam

Yes (1)
No (2)

26. a) What type of intervention of the
Single
earth dam is required? (Do not ask)
□

Earth Dam

Good (new) (1)
Fair (in its mid-time) (2)
Poor (lifetime ended) (3)
Unknown (4)

25. Is any intervention of the earth dam
Single
required
(e.g.
rehabilitation,
renovation)? (Do not ask)
□
□

If q16>0

If q25=1

Earth Dam

Develop (clearing the inlet of the
dam and cleaning the borehole
casing and submersible pumps)
(1)
Improve (upgrade or extension)
(2)
Rehabilitation (maintenance of
damaged parts) (3)
None (4)
Unknown (5)

b) Please provide details to the type of
intervention required and your
assessment of this.
You have now completed the collection of the
Note
basic information to send back to SWALIM.
For the following questions, as this is a big earth
dam (150m x 150 m) that is not functioning,
please make sure you carry out extra scrutiny
in your assessment for Pharo’s purposes.
27. a) Is this earth dam large? (Definition
Single
of large dam= over 150 meters by 150
meters)
□
□

Yes (1)
No (0)
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Earth Dam

If q16>0

Earth Dam

b) If yes and if it is not functioning, is
Single
it worth renovating the dam (either
for livestock and drinking or for
irrigation)? Hence, are the conditions
technically right so that if it was
renovated it would be full with water
for a sufficient time to support
livelihood activities. (Do not ask)
□
□

If q27a=1

If q16>0

If q27b=1

Fill in the following questionnaire for
each Borehole.

If q13>0

29. Collect the GPS for the
borehole (Do not ask)
30. What is the borehole used for?

Note

Geopoint

Multiple

If q13>0

If q13>0

Earth Dam
Borehole

Borehole

Borehole

Domestic (1)
Livestock (2)
Agriculture (3)
Don't Know (98)

31. What is the operational status of the
Single
borehole?
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Earth Dam

Yes (1)
No (0)

b) Please make a narrative note about
Text
a potential renovation.

□
□
□
□

Earth Dam

Yes (1)
No (0)

28. a) Would the cost and effort of
Single
bringing the dam back into
functionality exceed $100,000? (do
not ask)
□
□

Earth Dam

Yes (1)
No (0)

c) Is the earth dam well situated to
Single
support livelihood activities (either
livestock or crop farming)? (Do not
ask)
□
□

If q27a=1

If q13>0

Borehole

□
□
□
□

Functioning (1)
Non-functioning (2)
Abandoned (3)
Don't Know (98)

32. Who owns the borehole?

□
□
□
□

Single

Good (new) (1)
Fair (in its mid-time) (2)
Poor (lifetime ended) (3)
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Borehole

If q31=1

Borehole

If q31=2

Borehole

Yes (1)
No (0)

37. What is the general condition of the
Text
borehole? (Do not ask)
□
□
□

If q13>0

Yes (1)
No (0)

36. Based on asking and your assessment,
Single
could the borehole produce adequate
water for 9 months or more of the
year if it was functional?
□
□

Borehole

Yes (1)
No (0)

35. Does the borehole produce adequate
Single
water for 9 months or more of the
year?
□
□

If q13>0

Yes (1)
No (0)

34. Is the borehole used for 12 months of
Single
the year (i.e. permanent) (not
permanent=only used in the rainy
season)?
□
□

Borehole

Community owned (1)
Privately owned (2)
Other (3)
Don't know (98)

33. Is there a management committee
Single
who is responsible for the
maintenance and operation of this
borehole?
□
□

If q13>0

If q13>0

Borehole

□

Unknown (4)

38. Is any intervention of the borehole
Single
required (e.g. rehabilitation)? (Do not
ask)
□
□

□
□
□
□

If q38=1

Borehole

Develop (clearing the inlet of the
dam and cleaning the borehole
casing and submersible pumps)
(1)
Improve (upgrade or extension)
(2)
Rehabilitation (maintenance of
damaged parts) (3)
None (4)
Unknown (5)

b) Make a brief note that expand on
Text
the assessment
Fill in the following questionnaire for a
maximum of three areas that the villagers
identified as suitable to develop a new large
earth dam.

Note

40. Collect the GPS for the site (Do not
ask)

Geopoint

41. How permeable is the soil? (Do not
ask)

Single

□
□
□

Borehole

Yes (1)
No (0)

39. What type of intervention of the
Single
borehole is required? (Do not ask)
□

If q13>0

If q13>0
If q5=1

If q5=1

If q5=1

Borehole
Potential

Potential

Potential

Permeable (1)
Moderately permeable (2)
Non-permeable (3)

42. Using your assessment criteria please
tell us the overall score you assign to
this site.
□ High (1)
□ Medium (2)
□ Low (3)

Single
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If q5=1

Potential

43. What is the input size of the
Integer
catchment area (in square metre)

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

44. Is there a contaminated site in the
Single
catchment area and/or dumping place
nearby ?

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

□
□

Yes (1)
No (0)

45. If yes, can you please explain
46. Who owns the land?
□
□
□
□

Text

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

Single

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

Community owned (1)
Privately owned (2)
Other (3)
Don't know (98)

47. If privately owned, can you provide
details of the owner (name, contact
info)

Text

48. Would a new dam here be suitable to
Single
use for livestock and agriculture in
terms of its location to the
community? (Do not ask)
□
□
□
□

Text

50. Is the area suitable for gravity
Single
irrigation? (i.e. there is a slope beyond
the dam that would enable farms to be
irrigated (new or existing)) (Do not
ask)
Yes (1)
No (0)
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Potential

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

Yes, suitable for livestock (1)
Yes, suitable for agriculture (2)
Yes, suitable for both livestock
and agriculture (3)
No, not suitable for either
livestock or agriculture (4)

49. Explain why or why not

□
□

If q46=2

51. Is the area suitable for other type of
Single
irrigation? (Do not ask)

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

Photo

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

b) Take photos (maximum 3) of the
Photo
area)

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

c) Take photos (maximum 3) of the
Photo
area)

If q42=1 or
2

Potential

□
□

Yes (1)
No (0)

52.
a) Take photos (maximum 3) of the
area)

53. Is there anything else that you would
Text
like to note? Please specify.

If q5=1

We’ve now reached the end of our survey.
Instructions
We’d like to now finish by asking you a few
personal questions to learn a little more about
you. I would like to remind you that your
personal information remains confidential and
will not be shared with any other organizations
or individuals.

If q5=1

54. If needed, may we call you to ask
Single
more questions about your village?

If q5=1

□
□

Demographics

Demographics

Yes (1)
No (0)

55. What is your phone number?
56. What is your name?

Integer
Text

57. What is your position? (i.e. work
Text
title)

If q54=1
If q54=1
If q54=1

This concludes our interview. Thank you for your time and for sharing your opinions.
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Potential

Demographics
Demographics
Demographics

ANNEX E: CATEGORICAL SCORES
WATER
High= Existing large dam (surface water) that needs renovating and is deemed worth renovating
Worth renovating means that the conditions are technically right so that if it were renovated it would be full with water for a sufficient time to
support livelihood activities and is also well suited to support livelihood activities (either livestock or crop farming) and the cost and effort of
bringing it back into functionality does not exceed $100,000

Medium= at least one of the three groundwater tests has been satisfied indicating groundwater potential and/or new
large dam (surface water) opportunity is identified
The three groundwater tests are:
1. presence of boreholes (where the borehole should produce adequate water for 9 months or more/year or if it
is not working it should be able to produce adequate water for 9 months or more/year if it was renovated)
and/or
2.

presence of at least one shallow well (where the shallow well should produce adequate water for 6 months or
more/year) and/or

3. positive identification from recent hydrological survey (2013, Hydrological Survey and Assessment of Selected
Areas in Somaliland and Puntland. FAO SWALIM)
Low = if nothing were present to indicate surface water or groundwater potential

LIVELIHOODS
Very high potential

High potential

Potential

•
•

•
•
•

•

Intensification only (no
extensification) (LQ = 0pt)

•

Potential ideas identified by
the community that match or
Sara is happy after various
triangulation efforts that they
make sense) PFG = 2pt
No significant restriction of
land or labour PFG = 1
Existing markets access =
PFG = 1pt or 3pt not sure so
have used 1 for sake of
expediency)

•

•

•

Leaders willing (LQ) = 1pt
Extensification possible (LQ
= 0.5pt)
Potential ideas identified by
the community that match or
Sara is happy after various
triangulation efforts that they
make sense) PFG = 2pt 23
No significant restriction of
land or labour PFG = 1
existing markets access =
PFG = 1pt or 3pt not sure so
have used 1 for sake of
expediency)
Existing markets access =
PFG = 1pt or 3pt not sure so
have used 1 for sake of
expediency)

•
•

Leaders not willing(LQ) = 0pt
Extensification possible (LQ = 0.5pt)
Potential ideas identified by the community
that match or Sara is happy after various
triangulation efforts that they make sense)
PFG = 2pt
No significant restriction of land or labour
PFG = 1 pt.
Existing markets access = PFG = 1pt or 3pt
not sure so have used 1 for sake of
expediency)

•
•

OR

•
•

Leaders willing (LQ) = 1pt
Intensification only (no extensification) (LQ =
0pt)

OR

23

No potential
Any of the following present:

No potential ideas identified by
the community
Or
Significant restriction of land or
labour

Scores 3 or below

This also indicates that the community are willing to go ahead and that they have ideas.
As we have stated the match of challenges and ideas of the leaders are only for triangulation not for counting in the numeric score
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•

Max score is 5.5

•
•

Max Score is 5

Potential ideas identified by the community
that match or Sara is happy after various
triangulation efforts that they make sense)
PFG = 2pt
No significant restriction of land or labour.
PFG = 1 pt.
Existing markets access = PFG = 1pt or 3pt
not sure so have used 1 for sake of
expediency)

First two of high potential but
where existing markets access is
zero

Leaders willing = 1pt
Or no potential except there is
existing market access

No ideas identified by community
= 0pt
Ext possible = 0.5pt

Max score tot 5.25

OR

Max score is between 4

100%

Very high potential except no market access

Max score is 3.63
Max score 3.82

Max score is between 5 Max score is 4.55

(for example:

=72,72%

Max score tot 4.77
90,90=%

No sign restriction land or labour
=1
Existing markets = 0
This total is 2.5
Max score is 2,27
Max score tot 2.39
45,45%

NOTED: Livestock has one less question (extensification) which is worth 0.5 p, meaning the scale is shifted 0.5,
for ex high potential is 4.5 -4. Potential 3.5-3, no potential is 2. This means that the total scores should be divided
by their max value and then compared to a scale in the middle of the two scale (max value 5.25 etc.). Unless, the
categorical score is the same for crops and livelihoods, then the categorical score for the total livelihoods is given
the same. For example, if crops is categorized as potential and livestock as potential then livelihoods is categorized
as potential as well.
1. Access to existing markets results in a yes or no score (3 is yes – anything else is a no).
2. The relevant yes are added to the relevant overall livelihood score for its category. We will keep the
four categories. The markets element will be added to the other features of these categories. The result
then is that if there is no access to markets for very high, high or potential for the existing elements in
those categories it will cause them to drop down a category.
3. We will get an overall score for each of livestock and crops. We will add these together to come up
with an overall livelihoods score. To determine the final category of very high / high / potential and no
potential we will need to agree the score bands. Effectively we will be using the average position
between livelihoods and crop livelihood potential.

GOVERNANCE
High =

there is a group of elders to lead the village plus functioning sub-committees

Medium =

there is a group of elders to lead the village, there are no sub-committees, or not all subcommittees are there

No potential = there is no group of elders or sub-committees to lead the village

WILLINGNESS
Very high = interested and willing to contribute (evidenced by earlier efforts)
High = interested and willing to contribute (expression but not backed up by evidence)
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Medium = interested but not willing to contribute
Low = No not interested

EDUCATION
➢ If a village has a fully functional primary school and access to adult literacy within the village then it is
has its basic educational needs met
➢ If a village has the above plus access to secondary school/formal vocational training then it has its basic
needs fully met and beyond.
➢ If a village has a partially functional primary school or where there is no access to adult literacy tuition
within the village then this will be scored more highly since basic education needs are only partially met.
Access to secondary education is irrelevant in this regard.
➢ Not met: If there is no primary education and no access to adult literacy then this will have the highest
score as it has the highest need. Again access to secondary education is irrelevant in this regard.
Primary School amenities:
1. minimum of two paid qualified teachers (paid)
2. minimum of two classrooms
3. furniture (even if very basic)24
4. teaching materials (blackboard, instruction manuals)
5. toilets for both sexes and handwashing facilities
6. water supply
If all items are there this is fully functional. If all or some of items 5- 6 are missing, then it is partially functional.

HEALTH
If a village has a functional or partly functional MCH within a reasonable distance, then its basic health needs
are met
If a village had a functional or partly functional health post within a reasonable distance but no access to a
functional or partly functional MCH, then its basic health needs are partially met.
If a village does not have access to either a functional or partly functional health post or a functional or partly
functional MCH then its needs are not met.
Maternal and child health facility features:
1.
2.
3.
4.

24

At least one ward
At least one consultation room
At least one delivery room
A pharmacy

Omitted from the functionality criteria as outlined in the section limitations
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5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

An office
At least two toilets
A roof water catchment tank
Basic equipment and supplies (e.g. beds with mosquito nets, birthing kits, basic medications)
At least three qualified staff, including a midwife and paid by the Ministry of Health

A MCH will be fully functional if it has all of these features. It will be partially functional if it has features set out
in 1, 2, 3, 8 and 9.
Health post facility features:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

At least one consultation room
At least one store and staff office room
At least one toilet
One water facility (could be burked or roof water tank)
Basic medications
At least one health worker (community health worker paid by the Ministry of Health)
At least on TBA (Traditional Birth Attendant) (normally a volunteer and member of the community)

A health post will be fully functional if it has all of these features. It will be partially functional if it has features 1,
5, 6 and 7.
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ANNEX F: INDIVIDUAL INDEX SCORES: PRE-SELECTED QUESTIONS AND
NUMERICAL SCORES ASSIGNED TO EACH ANSWER OPTION
In this annex, after each answer option, the numerical score is indicated in parentheses and red text

WATER
The water score could take on three different values: 0 for low potential, 0.5 for medium potential and 1 for high
potential. The high score was assigned to villages with an existing earth dam that needs renovation and where
renovation was deemed to cost less than 100,000 USD. Medium score reflects villages with either access to an area
with potential to develop a new earth dam or where the groundwater test was met. The low score was assigned to
villages that has neither groundwater potential nor surface water potential. Groundwater is defined as either
borehole or shallow wells and surface water is defined as earth dams.

LIVELIHOODS
The livelihoods score is the average score of crop potential and livestock potential.

CROPS POTENTIAL
Pre-selected questions and assigned score marked in red after each answer option:
1. Post FGD: Three main challenges listed next to three main opportunities – if these match (do not have to be
ranked in the same order) then 2 otherwise 0 (0 if they have answered community does not seem interested in
post-fgd)
2. In terms of land use in this community, is there any land that is suitable for growing crops that is not being used?
"Yes, there is land that is not used", 0.5, otherwise 0)
3. Would the community be interested in taking action to increase the volume and quality of crop production?
"Yes", 1, otherwise 0
4. Was lack of sufficient labour or agricultural land mentioned as one of the primary challenges in the discussion?
"No", 1, otherwise 0
5. Access to Crop Markets*
Yes 1, otherwise 0
*Access to Crop Markets is based on the three following questions:
1. Do you believe that the villagers are interested in taking action to improve marketing of crop products? (Yes 1
no 0)
2. Do you think, after hearing about the challenges to marketing and the existing markets identified by the villagers,
the existing markets have the capacity to absorb a new influx of crop produce? Why, why not? (Text) This will be
an ad-hoc analysis by me (Sara) – if the answer is yes (unless the reason sounds unreasonable) 1, if no (unless the
reason sounds unreasonable) 0
3. Do you think that if the villagers had a surplus of crops or higher quality of crops, they would be able to sell
them? (Yes 1 no 0)
Access to Crop Markets is consider all the three questions are assigned a 1, otherwise it is considered as a No.
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LIVESTOCK POTENTIAL
Pre-selected questions and assigned score marked in red after each answer option:
1. Post FGD: Three main challenges listed next to three main opportunities – if these match (do not have to be
ranked the same order) then 2 otherwise 0 (0 if they have answered community does not seem interested in postfgd)
2. Would the community be interested in taking action to increase the volume and quality of livestock production?
"Yes", 1, otherwise 0
3. Was lack of sufficient labour, lack of fodder or free communal grazing land mentioned as one of the primary
challenges in the discussion? "No", 1, otherwise 0
4. Access to Livestock Markets*
Yes 1, otherwise 0
*Access to Livestock Markets is based on the following three questions:
1. Do you believe that the villagers are interested in taking action to improve marketing of livestock products? (Yes
1 no 0)
2. Do you think, after hearing about the challenges to marketing and the existing markets identified by the villagers,
the existing markets have the capacity to absorb a new influx of livestock products (milk, meat etc.)? Why, why
not? (Text) This will be an ad-hoc analysis by me (Sara) – if the answer is yes (unless the reason sounds
unreasonable) 1, if no (unless the reason sounds unreasonable) 0
3. Do you think that if the villagers had a surplus of livestock or higher quality of livestock, they would be able to
sell them? (Yes 1 no 0)
Access to Livestock Markets is considered as a YES if all the three questions are assigned a 1, otherwise it is
considered as a NO.

SETTLEMENT DENSITY
1. How would you explain the settlement pattern in this village?
1.
2.
3.
4.

One centre, people living close to the centre 1
Multiple centres, people living close to the centres 0.5
One centre, people living sparsely across a large area 0.25
Multiple centres, people living sparsely across a large area 0

2. Approximately, how long does it take to walk to the furthest cluster of the village from the main centre?
(Measured in minutes by walking, e.g. half an hour is 30 etc.)
-if above 30 min 0 otherwise 1

3. Approximately how many households are there in your village?
If less than 20 HH 0
If between 20-100 0.25
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If between 100 – 300 0.5
If between 300 – 1000 and beyond 1

4. Approximately what percentage of the people in the village are nomadic (i.e. spend more than six months of the
year away)?
If 41% or more are nomadic 0
If 20% - 40% are nomadic 0.5
If 19% or below 1

ACCESSIBILITY
1. How would you rate the accessibility to this village from Hargeisa? Please explain. (e.g. is it easy to drive from
Hargeisa to this village, is the village cut off for a significant period of the year (say during the rainy season), or you
have to get out and walk for the last mile because there is not a road etc.) (Do not ask) This is an ad-hoc analysis by
Sara, if the answer indicates a good accessibility it is assigned a 1 otherwise 0

GOVERNANCE
1. Is there a Village Management Committee (VMC) in operation? Yes 1 No 0
2. If yes, which subcommittees are operational? Water 0.5 Education 0.5 Health 0.5 Other 0.5

WILLINGNESS
1. Has the community contributed in any way to any of these projects? Yes 1, otherwise 0
2. Would people in your village be interested in participating in a project that focuses on improving livelihood
opportunities and access to water in the area? Yes 1, otherwise 0
3. If yes, would the community be willing to make any contributions to the project? Yes 1 otherwise 0
4. Would you as leaders be willing to contribute your time for free in the organisation and management of project
activities? Yes 1 otherwise 0

EDUCATION ACCESS
1. Is there a primary school(s) in the village? (Yes 0 otherwise 1)
2. Ad-hoc analysis, is the primary school functional (see appendix C categorical scores)? (No 1, otherwise 0)
3. Ad-hoc analysis, is adult literacy education met (see appendix C categorical scores) (No 1, otherwise 0)

HEALTH ACCESS
1. Is there a health post in your village? (No 1, otherwise 0)
2. if not, is there a health post in a reasonable distance from your village? (No 1, otherwise 0) (*counted as 0 if 4
is given a 1)
3. Ad-hoc analysis, is the health post functional (see appendix C categorical scores)? (No 1, otherwise 0)
4. Is there a maternal and child health centre (MCH) in the village? (No 1, otherwise 0)
5. if not, is there a MCH in a reasonable distance from your village? (No 1, otherwise 0) (*counted as 0 if 4 is given
a 1)
6. Ad-hoc analysis, is the MCH (see appendix C categorical scores)? (No 1, otherwise 0)
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ANNEX G: TOTAL INDEX SCORES: WEIGHTS
Livelihoods

X4

Water

X4

Settlement

X3

Willingness

X2.4

Accessibility from Hargeisa

X1.6

Governance

X1.6

Health need

X1

Education need

X1
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