DRAFT debriefing note, 22-4-2010
Socio-economic and Environmental Study of the Impact of the Refugee Camps in Dadaab, Kenya
Fieldwork was undertaken from 7th to 19th April in the Dadaab area. This note is presented immediately thereafter when the team is part-way through its data analysis, so findings are preliminary. 

General findings

Population dynamics in the camp hosting area. The study has established that the population in the host area (within 50 km of the camps) is around 148.000 people. This comprises approximately 60% in settlements and 40% mobile pastoralists. The camp-hosting area has seen a significant rise in population from the estimated 1999 level of 41.000, with an annual growth rate over the last 11 years of 11,7 % p.a. compared with the average for North Eastern Province of 3,7 %. Population density is significantly higher within the first 10 km of the camps (66 people/sq.km) and declines with increasing distance. The average density across the 0-50 km range is now 15 people/sq km, compared with the average for rural areas of North Eastern Province of 7-8 people/sq.km.  

Interviews have established that people have moved in from a much wider region and have deliberately chosen to settle in the camp hosting area rather than the many other alternative locations where they could have migrated. Although most say that they come originally from the local area, it becomes apparent this refers to the wider area where their respective clans have traditionally been roaming, and not necessarily the immediate vicinity of Dadaab. The fact that the population concentration is most pronounced close to the camps, where the most immediate impacts of the camps are reported, suggests that people have chosen to concentrate here rather than further away. The population dynamics show that there are specific factors attracting people to the host area, factors that are different from other areas in north-eastern Kenya and are in addition to the known push factors of drought and poverty.

Defining refugee camp and host community identities. Host and refugee communities overlap and their identities intertwine in a complex pattern. The two populations share a common language, culture and religion, and in many cases clan and sub-clan identity, together with a common-property approach to resources use across large swaths of land either side of the border. Arriving at a fair and just method of pinning down the identity of this large population, taking into consideration the history and livelihood systems of the cross-border society, is difficult. Confusion has been exacerbated by the different interpretations of identities by the states of Kenya, Somalia and the international agencies, allowing many Somalis to assume whichever identity is most beneficial at a particular point in time. For those Somalis who sought refuge in the camps, relationships with ethnic Somali host communities have, over the 20 years of the camps’ existence, evolved into a deep and intimate overlapping. The nomadic Somali fiercely maintains a trans-national clan identity, which often contradicts the border lines of the modern state that are built on a territory-based concept of citizenry, identity and belonging. 

Clan affiliations, access and interactions. Somalis are broadly divided into six large clan families, namely the Darod, Isaq, Dir, Hawiye, and the riverine Ranhanwein and Digil-Mirifle. The majority population in the host area are Ogaden, part of the Darod confederacy, and they also form the majority population in the refugee camps, followed by other sub-clans of the Darod. The same Ogaden sub-clans are found in Wajir South, Lagdera and Fafi Districts of Kenya, and across the border in Middle and Lower Juba of South Somalia. The majority sub-clan in Lagdera are the Aulihan, and they form a large proportion of the refugees in Dagahaley and Ifo camps. The majority Ogaden sub-clan in Fafi are the Abdwak, and they form a large proportion of the Ifo and Hagadera camps. In Wajir South are found another four Ogaden sub-clans.

The similar clan backgrounds and the sharing of resources in good and bad times, dominates relations between the ‘host’ and ‘refuge’ communities. On the surface, host communities generally deny any interaction with refugees, but digging deeper it is clear that they share much in common with the people in the camps, many of whom are not seen as refugees but as fellow clansmen. The acceptance of a large influx of people who are given access to local natural resources, as well as the incorporation of local pastoral drop-outs into the camps, has been made possible by these close sub-clan relationships. Access to natural resources is to a large extent regulated along clan lines by leaders and elders of the host communities, who are involved in various agreements with camp residents that govern access, including to grazing resources.

Negotiations between stakeholders in host area. There are some formal avenues for negotiation and conflict resolution between host and refugee community, but the larger part of such negotiations is informal and clan-based. 

Push, pull and deterrent factors in the host area. The recurrent droughts in the arid and semi-arid areas of Kenya have had profound effects on the population in the host community, as elsewhere. Significant reductions in livestock holdings have pushed large numbers of people into poverty and settlement. Pastoral drop-outs are everywhere. Drought is unanimously given as the main reason for settlement, whether in a camp-affected area or not. Droughts have undoubtedly been a major push factor sending people to the host community area and concentrating them in centres with available water, food relief, schools and other services. But in addition to this push factor there are a number of important pull factors in the hosting area, which are not typical of the other parts of the north-east. The most important are: the availability of cheap food due to indirect subsidy via food delivery to the refugee operation and imports via Somalia; the opportunity to register as a refugee and receive a ration card; the availability of more services in the area than in other comparable places; and the existence of more employment opportunities than in other areas. Deterrent factors keeping people from moving into the host area are the need to belong to the clans owning land in the area and competition for access to natural resources. 

Range of impact from the Dadaab camps and defining host area. The study has attempted to establish the area impacted by the camps. Different impacts are experienced at different distances right up to the national scale. Environmental impacts are largely confined to 50 km from the camps, although this is increasing. Socio-economic impacts materialise most clearly within the 30-40 km range and economic impacts as far away as Garissa and Nairobi. The host communities and associated land within the 50 km radius were found to be the most relevant study area as impacts are heavily concentrated here. Traditionally, the districts being considered as the host community have been Fafi and Lagdera (from which Dadaab District has just been carved). Although the camps are located in these districts, Wajir South is as much a host community district, starting only 3 km from the nearest camp. 
Social impacts

Livelihoods and diversification strategies. Livelihoods in the host community are mainly pastoral, but also strongly diversified. Households are applying many different strategies to make ends meet. The vast majority own some livestock although many have only a few. All households have some form of access to relief food distributed by Red Cross/WASDA in the host area and a large number of households have relatives in the camps or have access to refugee rations (either by being registered as refugees themselves or by sharing with family members who have access to the rations). Many households are involved in selling products to the camps or to other local people who have settled in the immediate camp environs. These products include livestock, milk, firewood and donkey cart transport services. Access to formal employment is only significant in the host communities immediately adjacent to the camps or in Dadaab town.

Although the households in the host community adopt a range of different strategies to patch together a livelihood, there is still widespread poverty in the area. However, the level of poverty is somewhat less pronounced than in other part of the north-east, and the dependency on free food, services and projects is more pronounced than in other comparable pastoral areas.

Developments in pastoral production. The vast majority of local households (outside Dadaab town) are involved in some form of pastoral production, and virtually everyone with more than a few shoats is keeping part of their livestock herd mobile. Livestock are trekked long distances and a significant numbers are moved to dry season grazing in Southern Somalia, crossing back a forth over the border depending on where grazing is available. Very few people report any problems associated with this practice and with avoiding conflict zones in Somalia. The mobility of pastoral production follows age-old movement patterns, where the border between the two countries is not considered relevant. 

Pastoral production in the host community has been developed towards further commercial off-take aimed at supplying the camps. Specifically selling of milk has developed due to a ready camp-based market. Livestock has always been sold into regional market centres, but clearly the proximity of new market opportunities in the camps has further increased sales. 

Droughts in which huge number of livestock die-off are a recurrent phenomenon, as vividly remembered by several respondents. Most households expect a significant increase in livestock as a result of the current good rainy season. A recovery period of 3-5 years with normal rains is needed to get livestock herds back to pre-2006-2009 drought levels. 

Although pastoral production and mobility is a vital feature of the local livelihood system, little is done in the host area to support mobility. The opposite in fact, with NGO and government investments in infrastructure and service provision focussed on settlements. More could be done in terms of supporting pastoral production instead, such as: veterinary services (including veterinary outreach services and training community animal health workers), mobile schools, mobile clinics, development of stock routes, development of livestock holding grounds, dispersed water development, development of access rules and supporting customary institutions for negotiation and regulation.

Livestock in and outside camps. Livestock owned by people in the camps are mostly taken out in large flocks each morning and brought back in the evening. Very few are grazed further away than this daily movement allows. This means that the grazing competition is largely limited to a 15 km radius, which is confirmed by host communities. The study team undertook a livestock count and estimated that 53,000 shoats and 8,000 cattle are kept in the camps. The number of livestock owned by the host community is still being analysed, but preliminary figures indicate at least six times the number in the camps and including an additional 40-60.000 camels – which are not kept at all by the camp population.

Grazing and browsing patterns and management. The host area has seen a steep increase in settlement and this is having profound impacts on mobility and grazing patterns. Mobility, so essential for the pastoral system, is being hampered by fast-growing populations around water points with depleted grazing and browsing resources, by fenced-off areas of grazing land and greenbelts, and by the physical expansion of the camps and towns. Systems that regulate access to grazing are dependent on clan affiliation and reciprocity. Nevertheless, few if any regulations are apparently implemented to regulate access by livestock to certain areas during part of the season in order to conserve fodder for other periods. This is surprising and probably linked to the concentration of population in the area and the undermining of previous access control systems. 

Firewood and building material collection. Collection of firewood and building materials is undertaken by members of host communities and camp populations alike, and both are engaged in its buying and selling. Good quality firewood is increasingly difficult to find close to the camps and closest settlements, leaving only low quality firewood available for collection by women and girls. As the distances to good firewood have become greater, the collection process has been taken over by men using donkey carts. Firewood collected in this way is exclusively for sale in the camps and nearby communities.

Reducing and managing the collection of firewood and building materials has been addressed by organisations and agencies working in the Dadaab area, particular by the UNHCR-funded programmes of GTZ. The most prominent of these initiatives has been the organised programme of fuelwood purchase and supply to the camps. In several communities there is strong resistance to this programme from locals who, find they are not benefitting because contractors bring in labour from outside (usually from the camps), elders and chiefs take the lion’s share of the funding, and the contracts further increase local competition for the available resources. GTZ also allows contractors from those Divisions now devoid of dead firewood to harvest their fuelwood in other Divisions, which may win political favour but further undermines local people’s scepticism towards the operation.

Employment situation. Very few people from the host community, except in Dadaab town and those settlements closest to the camps, have ever had any formal employment. Some are now finding opportunities with local NGOs (RRDO and FaIDA) as manual labourers in the fully donor-funded operation of tree nurseries. Host community members cite employment as the most important positive feature of the operations of these and other refugee-related agencies. 

Access to remittances. From both interviews and preliminary quantitative results, it seems that hardly any households in the host communities receive remittances, with just a few examples in Dadaab town and settlements closest to the camps.

Farming. Farming has been promoted by several agencies in the host communities. So far the returns have been poor and no respondents had any positive experience of farming. Those who participated did so because they were given free inputs and asked to take part, but were reportedly not provided with training. The relatively low cost of food stuffs in the area, together with the high cost of growing food in such a dry environment (where irrigation water has to be pumped and unit costs are high), means that farming is likely to be limited to kitchen gardening in compounds, where domestic waste water is available.

Food relief, access to food rations and poverty. Food relief is widely distributed in the area and the operation is generally reported to be well implemented. The food relief is shared among all community members. The nature of the sharing system varies, but in some places discontent was expressed with the manner in which food relief committees were distributing rations and how some people in need were being side-lined. Acquisition of refugee ration cards is widespread among host communities. Card holders know this is mis-use of the system, but access to ration cards is seen as a very important source of food and many people are willing to forego a formal Kenyan identity in return for the benefits of refugee registration. The closer to the camps, the greater the proportion of people holding ration cards. Poverty is clearly one reason for this, but at the same time it is not a way out of poverty.

Social infrastructure and services. Social infrastructure is well developed in the host communities. Water supplies, schools and clinics/dispensaries were available in all visited communities. 

· Access to water for people and livestock. Access to water has become easier and more secure for both people and livestock. Boreholes, tap-stands and livestock troughs have been constructed in all communities. Better access to water is uniformly reported to be a positive development by the host communities. Many of the water development initiatives have been supported by the agencies active in the refugee operation. The ample supply of potable water from these boreholes greatly influences pastoral production in the area by decreasing mobility, attracting pastoralists from other districts, and changing the use of grazing and forage resources. Host communities are paying for water as they do elsewhere in Kenya, but prices are subsidised as they only cover infrastructure maintenance and not the investment costs of the agencies.
· Access to and use of education in the area. Most of those interviewed gave education as a key reason for settling down in a community. All local settlements have a primary school and in all locations access to education was said to have improved. Both boys and girls attend schools. Government, CDF and refugee agencies have all supported school construction, usually with some community contribution (e.g. local materials). Where the government is not providing teachers, typically in the smaller and more recently settled communities, teachers are employed through community initiatives through a school fee top-up. The extended family structures that are typical of the host area makes it possible for children from mobile pastoral families to attend school by staying with relatives. Only one nomadic school is operating in the area and this is not linked to the refugee operation.

· Access to and use of health services and sanitation. Health services have been addressed by many of the organisations working with host communities, in cooperation with the Ministry of Health. In most areas health was said to have improved due to easier access to services, although there is a widespread lack of nurses and medicines. Host community members also use private clinics in the refugee camps and benefit greatly from the hospital services in the camps and in Dadaab. Latrines are seen in all communities and are widely used, but overall coverage is still limited. They have mostly been constructed with assistance of the refugee agencies through various host community programmes. 

· Access to transport. The communities included in the study have all experienced much improved transport in the form of buses, matatus, pick-ups, private cars and “taxis”. Members of communities use these forms of transport to go to the camps to trade, visit relatives, access health facilities and collect/buy food. Donkey carts are widely used to transport firewood, building materials, food and other products to and from the camps. 

· Access to electricity and communication. Solar energy is installed in many mosques and in some schools and dispensaries. Shops providing mobile phone charging services also use solar energy. Mobile telephone coverage is available in most of the visited host communities. 

Impacts related to gender and age. The division of labour in host community areas is heavily gender-based. Men and boys herd and water livestock, while women and girls collect firewood, fetch water for household use, take care of children, handle the milk, prepare the food and are responsible for other domestic chores. Little change is seen in the division of labour. However, the increased access to schooling for girls has the potential to change these established divisions. Also when people settle down in centres with less dependency on livestock in their day to day lives, the duties of men and boys tend to reduce whereas those of women and girl remain the same or even increase (if they need to go further for firewood or get involved in additional income generating activities now that pastoral production is less prominent). This under-employment of males is a problematic trend and contributes to a number of social problems (e.g. miraa chewing, smoking and domestic debt).

Security issues for host community. Security in the host area is perceived as good and much improved over the last 10-15 years. People can move around in and outside communities without any reported problems. 

Economic impacts 
Income from production. By far the largest contributor to host community income comes through pastoral production in the form of milk and livestock sales. The refugee camps have developed as major local markets with considerable purchasing power, and their livestock markets are now competitive with Garissa. The slaughterhouses in the camps process around 15 camels and 30 shoats per day, and with half of camels and two thirds of the shoats being supplied by the host community, this suggests an estimated total value of KSh 133 million (USD 1,8 million) accruing annually as income to the host area. 

The sale of milk is also a considerable source of income to the host community. There are an estimated 500 sellers in the camps, mostly women, each having a daily turnover of about KSh 600. Gross income for these vendors is provisionally estimated at USD 1.2 million/yr, a large share of which is ploughed back to producers. 

Food prices and the impact of subsidised food. Commodity prices in the Dadaab area are significantly lower than in comparable parts of Kenya (dryland towns). Sugar costs KSh 60-65/kg compared to KSh 79-92 elsewhere, rice costs KSh 40-50/kg vs. KSh 72-92 in other areas. Powdered milk may be half the price and maize is KSh 42/kg in the camps vs. KSh 63/kg in other comparable areas. Wheat is KSh 40/kg in camps and KSh 63-78 in other parts of the country. Reasons for lower prices of foodstuffs in the Dadaab area are found to be:

· Re-sale of WFP food rations distributed to refugees. WFP distributes foodstuffs like maize, wheat, pulses and cooking oil in the camps, and reports that 18% of the cereals are typically sold to obtain more preferred food commodities. This is a very conservative figure compared to the stocks clearly available in local shops. It is assumed that about 10.000 households in the host community benefit from the bargains and that average prices are about 20% lower than locations elsewhere in Kenya. This amounts to an annual saving on food purchase of USD 1.8 million for the host population.

· Registration of host population as refugees, to benefit from WFP food. The value of the food rations given to locals registered in the camps is substantial, running into several million USD, but preliminary findings have so far not allowed the team to make quantifications. 

· Cheap goods imported through Somalia. The wholesalers inside the refugee camps arrange imports from Somalia of basic commodities with high unit value such as sugar, powdered milk and pasta, and more upmarket consumer goods, clothes, cosmetics and electrical items. Although the border with Kenya officially is closed, shops display many products that have come via the port of Kismayu and transport is available on a regular basis through well-established routes, most of them following oil exploration cut-lines between Liboi and Amuma. The trade in these products is heavily dependent on the existence of the refugee camps and their extensive networks of businesses.

In the analysis an average saving of KSh 30/kg of commodity has been applied. The volume of goods imported through Somalia is difficult to estimate, but could constitute 25,000 t./yr. On these assumptions, the annual savings for consumers through under-priced goods will amount to about KSh 750 million (USD 10 million). About 10 % of this could be benefiting the host population on the basis of its share in the purchase.

Volume of trade and impact of trading on host area. There are more than 1,000 shops each in Ifo and Dagahaley camps and more than 2,800 in Hagadera. Dadaab town in comparison has only 370 shops. Many of the camp shops are far more than petty traders. They display large selections of upmarket goods (e.g. fashion and electronics). The turnover per shop is larger than in Dadaab town and results in economic activity worth over USD 70 million annually in the camp-based shops, with Dadaab accounting for less than USD 4 million. 

Vendors from the host community often put up their shops in the camps alongside the refugees. Dagahaley in particular hosts non-refugee traders in large numbers, making up more than the half of the business community. Informal regulations outside the control of government have permitted the influx of non-refugees seeking business opportunities in the camps.

Business development. Even though the business centre of Dadaab is located right outside the UN and NGO compound gate, few of the shops report significant direct sales to the staff who work there. This can be partly explained by security concerns within the UN and its partners. Local shop-owners also complain about stiff competition from the refugee camps, although many of them get their supplies there, and are concerned that the lack of regulation and taxation of businesses inside the camps distorts the terms of competition.

Income from employment. 600-750 persons from the host community are believed to work with UN and NGOs engaged in the refugee operation. Major employers are the hospitals, the security company and UNHCR, plus about 200 persons working with the NGOs. The total wages accruing to these locally-based staff could be around USD 0.8 million/yr.

Economic impact of camp operations on host area. Several businesses in Dadaab have responded to invitations for tender and obtained contracts for works or deliveries to the UN and NGOs. The contracts comprise mainly construction of houses and fences, repair works, wholesale deliveries of foodstuffs and household articles to the compounds, and transport services. Local wage rates were found to be high in comparison with other parts of Kenya. NGOs report that contracts given to local companies are frequently sub-contracted to others, who often bring in labour from outside (e.g. Wakamba for construction work, and including people registered as refugees). Some figures still need to be accessed, so the analysis is only preliminary.

The combined financial contribution of agencies to the refugee operations in Dadaab has grown from USD 44,6 million in 2007 to USD 82,8 million in 2009 and is projected to USD 99 million in 2010.

Access to credit/loans. No banks have established branches in Dadaab. Savings and credit services are nevertheless available though numerous money transfer and group-based schemes. There are formal micro credit schemes in operation servicing both the local population and refugees and Hawala agencies offer short-term credit to reliable customers. Many of these have a loyal clan base, reflecting the overall clan ownership of the enterprise.

Combined economic impact on hosting area, The total annual direct and indirect benefits of the camp operation for the local host-community are estimated at USD 7,6 million. In addition, a sizeable - but so far not quantifiable - amount of several million USD (being the probable value of refugee food rations being received by host communities) should be added, as should the value of direct host community support projects through NGOs. The combined estimation of the economic impacts is given below:
	Type of economic impact
	USD mill. per year

	Savings on the purchase of foodstuffs
	1,8

	Savings on imports from Somalia
	1,0

	Sale of animals for slaughter
	1,8

	Sale of milk
	1,2

	Local staff wages
	0,8

	Incomes to local contractors
	0,5

	Fuel wood contracts
	0,6

	Total economic impact
	7,6


Impact beyond the immediate hosting area. Many of the contracts offered within the refugee operation, for example the transport of food for WFP, are too large for any of the companies found in Dadaab to handle. A large share of the direct benefits in the form of purchase of goods and services is realised outside the Dadaab area. In particular it has been observed that Garissa has become a flourishing town over the last years as a result of contracting benefits, together with NGOs’ use of the town as a re-supply base and the above-mentioned deflation of food prices in the camp-hosting area.

Environmental Impacts
Environment Overview. The Dadaab environment is hot and dry for most of the year but also experiences unpredictable spells of torrential rain. Soils are poor so productivity is low. While the area has no natural resources of high value or biological endemism, a healthy environment underpins the fragile pastoralist livelihoods of the people who live there.

Impact on biomass from fuelwood. Fuelwood is the main form of biomass harvested around the camps and average consumption has reduced to 1.0 kg per person per day (p.p.p.d.) from 1.5 kg p.p.p.d. in 1998. Increasing shortage and commercialisation of supply has obliged users to become more economical. Total consumption in the camps is 73,000 t. per year. Adding local people living within 50 km brings total consumption to 138,000 t., 90% of which is consumed within a 10 km radius. Hence Dadaab is a large and concentrated focus of energy demand, second only to Garissa within the Province. Most fuelwood is transported to the camps on donkey carts which spend several days in the bush and travel 30-50 km to find suitable dead material. The supply operation is a major commercial enterprise involving some 3,000 carts. Many are owned by local people, though operated by refugees. Fuelwood demand is species-specific with a preference for Terminalia obicularis, T. spinosa, Cordia sinensis, Acacia reficiens and A. tortilis.
Impact on biomass from building and fencing material. Camp residents build houses, kitchens, latrines, animal shelters and compound fences using locally harvested poles. NGO programmes to provide alternative mud-brick houses can only keep pace with internal population growth and new arrivals, and cannot replace existing structures that are continually being repaired and re-built. Demand for local building poles therefore remains high and is estimated at 23,000 t/yr within the camps and 32,000 t/yr including local consumption within 50 km, 94% of this being consumed within a 10 km radius. Tall uprights usually come from Terminalia spp., intermediate poles, fence posts and cross-pieces from Cordia sinensis and withies from the shrub Phyllanthus somalensis. A shortage of raw material is indicated by the sale in camp markets of eucalyptus poles from central Kenya and Terminalia from Somalia and Ijara District.

Thorn fencing and greenbelts. Thorn fencing around NGO-supported “green belts” is dominated by Commiphora africana. Branches are harvested selectively to allow the tree to survive and the impact of the cutting is hence extensive but not serious. However, the purpose of the green belts is unclear, besides aesthetics, and 900 ha of rangeland has now effectively been privatised in a process of unilateral land closure that runs contrary to community-based pastoral management.
Combined impacts of biomass consumption. Local access for wood harvesting is granted on the basis of clan affiliation but these arrangements are becoming hard to sustain as wood shortage pushes donkey carts into more distant areas. This is generating conflict and leading to accelerated cutting of live trees up to 50 km away. With a higher population now in the camps and surrounding communities, the conclusion of a 2000 study that wood harvesting could reach sustainable equilibrium within a 30-35 km radius is no longer valid. Standing biomass is heavily degraded to 10 km with no trees of commercial value remaining. From 10-20 km is a zone of dead wood removal and heavy selective cutting. The amount of dead wood available within 20 km has declined by 60% since 2000. From 20-50 km there are fewer visual impacts and standing volumes are higher. Within 50 km (9,600 km2), 1 M t of wood can still be sustainably harvested each year and approx. 1.7 M t. of dead wood are still available on the ground. Given that annual demand for fuelwood and poles totals only 96,000 t. from the camps plus 57,000 t. from local people within a 10 km radius, consumption seems to be far lower than available dead wood plus sustainable off-take. However, harvesters are heavily targeting particular species rather than all trees, many of them being unusable as fuel or poles. 30% fewer species are recorded 20 km away than 50 km away, so biodiversity has been measurably degraded by this selective cutting, even if standing volumes remain high. Unless the population of the camps and nearby settlements is reduced, the future will see ever-increasing harvesting distances, rising wood prices and intensified cutting of live trees, together with more use of charcoal and the introduction of lorries to transport fuel to the camps. This evolution is typical of permanent urban centres - essentially what the camps have become.

Livestock and grazing. Livestock may only be grazed in particular areas by members of the resident clan or others with negotiated access rights for defined areas or seasons. Such rights are not generally granted to people living in the camps so their livestock are limited to daily return trips under the care of hired graziers. This is an orderly and regulated system, with a distance limit of around 15 km in place. The camps have led to loss of grazing access for local people over around 2,000 sq km, which is 4% of Garissa District and not regionally significant. Grazing pressure is heavy within this zone from at least 53,000 sheep and goats, 8,000 cattle and 3,000 donkeys, but negligible beyond. During dry periods there is insufficient local grazing so these animals are fed maize and corn soy blend from the refugee rations and water from the camp boreholes. Their water needs are around 340,000 l/day, almost 6% of total consumption in the camps.

Water abstraction. The refugee operation draws water from the Central Merti aquifer. Total abstraction across greater Garissa, Wajir and Isiolo is around 4.6 M m3/yr while the rate of aquifer recharge is at least 4.5 M m3/yr, possibly higher (if a suspected infiltration mechanism via the Lagh Dera plain can be confirmed) and perhaps lower (due to drying up of the Ewaso Ng’iro river, a key source of recharge). Rates of abstraction are hence now in excess of confirmed recharge. Over-abstraction can be indicated by a decline in borehole static water level (SWL), but the average decline in the camp boreholes has been only 1.3 m since 1992 and the rate of decline has not accelerated since a 2002 study. The picture of water use is therefore mixed: While SWLs do not indicate unsustainable abstraction, a threshold may have been reached where discharge is now exceeding the confirmed rate of recharge and impacts will soon be observed. The refugee camps are only one area of water consumption and the aquifer is heavily influenced by regional population growth and unregulated off-take from the Ewaso Ng’iro. But the camps nevertheless account for 47% of current discharge and are a significant contributing factor in overall consumption.

Wildlife. Wildlife populations in the Dadaab area have been greatly reduced as a result of human influence through migration, hunting and loss of food due to competition with livestock. As herbivore numbers have fallen, predators (mainly lion and hyena) are increasingly forced to attack goats, sheep and cattle to survive. Refugees play their part in the process of wildlife destruction. The Sudanese and Bantu Somali trap birds and hunt warthogs for their own consumption, and hunt antelope to supply meat to the wider Somali community in the camps, among whom game was not traditionally consumed. Dramatic loss of wildlife has been observed across most non-protected areas of Kenya over the last 20 years, but the presence of the camps has intensified this process around Dadaab. It is unlikely that game populations can recover unless the camps and associated settlements are dispersed. 

Solid waste management in camps. Camp residents generate 1.6 kg p.p.p.d. of solid waste, of which 75% is animal dung which enriches sandy soils low in organic matter. The balance of solid waste is lower than the volume produced by inhabitants of normal towns of comparable size and is no different to the quantity routinely generated - and disposed of haphazardly - in local communities. The advantage in the camp setting is that agencies are concerned about this issue and involved with collection, recycling and landfill initiatives. The local water table is 110 m below surface level and there is no infiltration mechanism that could channel leachates from solid waste to these depths. The risk of livestock ingesting plastic bags has been over-stated and the principal objection to the current solid waste situation is aesthetic. Better management of solid waste is well suited to community mobilisation by local and refugee groups.
Brick making in camps. The mud brick building style brings a trade-off between benefits – security, space, dignity, weather-proofing and the non-use of local timber and thatch - and drawbacks, primarily a requirement for clay soil and water for brick production. Building 3,500 houses p.a. requires 49,000 cu.m. of soil and 9,000 cu.m. of water. The risks associated with hole-digging for soil extraction have been over-stated and the pits are inappropriately pinpointed as a major source of danger to children and a breeding ground for mosquitoes, given that such risks arise from numerous other sources and the environmental trade-off of brick houses compared with unsustainable wood use in traditional shelters is clear. The consumption of water should always be moderated, but 9,000 cu.m./yr is only 0.4% of total abstraction from the camp boreholes and a fraction of that which leaks, is fed to livestock or is pumped freely at community boreholes.
Sanitation in camps. With a deep water table and no known infiltration mechanism to channel surface water, the latrines in the camps cannot affect groundwater quality. Surface flooding leads to overflow of latrines, particularly in the clayey soils of Ifo and Dagahaley, presenting a localised health risk to camp residents.

Environment impacts in context. There has been a tendency to characterise the environmental situation around Dadaab with superlatives at the expense of facts. Typically the environment is portrayed as fragile, refugee behaviour as indiscriminate, impacts as a regional disaster, local people as victims requiring compensation and mitigation programmes by refugee-support agencies as grossly inadequate in scale and scope. The reality is more complex. The environment is hardy and resilient; refugee behaviour is tightly structured in the context of clan affiliations, the impacts of the camps in purely environmental terms have been spatially restricted, and the differentiation between local people and refugees is blurred, making definitive attribution of impact impossible. Given that large-scale rehabilitation of the environment is called for by most government and donor-funded missions that visit Dadaab, it is also unsurprising that local spokespersons claim that little has been achieved – it will never be possible to meet inflated expectations that some 10,000 km2 of dryland bush can be rehabilitated. Reforestation efforts are largely futile because of low survival rates and high cost, and because introduced tree species cannot substitute for the rich diversity found in the natural rangeland, to which local culture and lifestyles are finely adapted.

Several realities become apparent:

a) environmental degradation is an inevitable consequence of the government’s decision to house refugees in large camps with tight movement restrictions in an area of low productivity;

b) there is a trade-off when hosting refugees in this concentrated way between costs and benefits, with the evidence pointing to significant economic benefits accruing to the hosting area at the expense of losses through environmental degradation;

c) large-scale rehabilitation of the hosting area is not technically or financially feasible; a significant reduction in the camp and local population would permit natural regeneration, but otherwise Dadaab will exhibit increasingly urban-like characteristics and an expanding ring of resource degradation.

Changes to the ecological balance of plant, animal, bird and insect species brought about by the presence of the camps are having unquantifiable impacts on pasture, browse and the stability of the rangeland. These changes are accelerating a process of resource deterioration and livelihood vulnerability that is seen across Kenya’s drylands and particularly around urban centres, and which is pushing growing numbers of pastoralists to towns where they are becoming dependent on hand-outs rather than their own resources.

If the environmental impacts of the camps are seen from this perspective, then response measures will focus less on rehabilitation, compensation and further donations of infrastructure in settlements, and more on ways of supporting pastoral production and those pastoralists still mobile and self-reliant to remain so. This requires skills in development and timeframes and funding modalities that are not normally associated with refugee operations. 

Preliminary general conclusions 
Impacts from the Dadaab camps are felt widely through trading opportunities and reduced food and commodity prices. Likewise refugees seeking opportunities outside the camps in far away places maintain strong networks within the camps. However, the most immediate impacts are felt within a 50 km range and the study defines the inhabitants of this area as the host community, essentially an oval-shaped zone 120 km long x 100 wide (9,600 sq km), oriented roughly N-S.

Impacts on the host community in this area are complex and both positive and negative. Positive impacts are related to access to distributed food, economic opportunities and services, while negative impacts are largely related to depletion of firewood and building material as well as grazing competition in the immediate vicinity of the camps. Depending on the situation of the individual household, the positive and negative impacts will play out differently and it is not possible to make an overall assessment of how the positive and negative impacts balance against each other. 

The Dadaab area has attracted a substantial number of people and therefore the host community has grown very significantly. This is explained by general impoverishment in the drylands together with strong pull factors in the area. These pull factors include opportunities for trade, access to subsidised food, access to free food rations and better level of services. 

Refugees and host population often share clan identities and the two populations are closely interlinked to the extent that it can be difficult to distinguish them. The shared identity and the blurred line between refugee and host is a key reason why a refugee operation of this scale has been able to operate relatively smoothly in terms of host/refugee relationships. Access to resources is organised based on clan affiliations. 

Livelihoods in the host area are widely diversified, but pastoral production remains by far the most important strategy. Mobility is widely used in response to changing resource conditions and livestock movements take place within large areas of clan land or land with negotiated access in Kenya and Somalia.

Livestock are kept both inside and outside camps. Livestock holdings by the host community are at least six times the livestock holdings of the camp population. Within the first 15 km from the camps grazing competition is significant, while beyond that it is limited.

Food relief is widely distributed in the area and is generally reported to be well implemented. Access to ration cards for refugees is also widespread among the host population and constitutes an important part of their livelihood strategies.

Social infrastructure is well developed in the host communities. Water supplies, schools and clinics/dispensaries are widely available and access to additional health facilities in camps is considered very important. The security situation in the area is considered to be good.

Host communities derive significant income from selling pastoral products to the camps, mainly livestock and milk. Host community benefits from availability of food at prices subsidised by the refugee operation are significant. The savings on items imported via Somalia also constitute a significant economic benefit among the host population.

Income from employment and contracting is important, especially in the area closest to the camps. Trade and business development associated with the camps is substantial with more than 5,000 shops in the camps with an estimated annual turnover of above USD 70 million.

The total cost of the refugee operation is approaching USD 100 million per year. This has a significant impact on the area. The combined economic impact is considered to be at least USD 7,6 million per year and this excludes the value of ration cards and host community projects.

The environmental impacts from firewood and building material collection associated with the camps and nearby host populations are very significant within the first 10 km from the camps, still highly visible within the 10-20 km radius and gradually diminishing with little impact on standing volumes at 50 km – but major impacts on biodiversity. Accessing firewood and building material is increasingly difficult for both refugees and host communities. Likewise grazing and browsing is negatively affected by the cutting of live trees. Water abstraction is close to the level of sustainable yield and care should be taken in increasing the abstraction volume from boreholes and with the way water is used.

The environment is hardy and resilient and the impacts of the camps in purely environmental terms have been spatially restricted. Impacts are not an environmental disaster but do impact negatively on host communities’ opportunities to utilise natural resources. Environmental degradation is an inevitable consequence of the government’s decision to house refugees in large camps in an area of low productivity. Large-scale rehabilitation of the hosting area is not technically or financially feasible; a significant reduction in the camp and local population would permit natural regeneration, but otherwise Dadaab will exhibit increasingly urban-like characteristics and an expanding ring of resource degradation.

Preliminary general recommendations

Based on the above, the team presents the following preliminary recommendations. These are early thoughts and require significant elaboration, including inputs from the SAG.

· Support to host communities should focus on developing pastoral production, pastoral trade, and, above all, mobility. It could include support to: veterinary services (including veterinary outreach services and training community animal health workers) mobile schools, mobile clinics, development of stock routes, development of livestock holding grounds, dispersed water development, development of access rules and supporting customary institutions for negotiation and regulation.

· Support to host communities by the agencies and the Kenyan government should be better coordinated. This can most effectively take place if the point of departure is the host community locations and their own planning processes. Efforts should therefore be made to support empowerment in localised planning and implementation and common pooling of funding by the various agencies into a “Locality Development Fund” for each community. Such a Fund should have its major focus on financing activities that improve production and income generation, which in most cases are related to pastoral production. A continued emphasis on infrastructure is not required and will exacerbate high population growth rates and the shift from mobile pastoralism to sedentary lifestyles and hand-out dependency.

· Support to communities further away from the camps should be prioritised over further investments in those nearby, not only as a matter of equity but also because the population in and around Dadaab is unsustainable and pull factors to take people further away would be helpful. A “doughnut”-shaped development zone can be envisaged, at 40-100 km from the camps.

· The significant amount of trade taking place with Somalia, the large movements of people across the border and the problems that a closed frontier present to vulnerable refugees, point at the need to re-open the border and legalise the trade and movements. This would benefit the host community at large, the refugees and the Kenyan government’s ability to monitor movements and collect taxes.

· The informal clan-aligned arrangements for negotiation between host communities and camp populations should be given more formal status and more should be done to support regular and open dialogues between the two populations. The successful operation of the Dadaab refugee camps over a long time in a difficult area has depended on the existence of formal and informal avenues for settling disputes and negotiation. Supporting such institutions for dialogue is clearly a crucial aspect in addressing other situations of refugee/host interactions in other parts of the world. 

· In order to decrease dependency and reduce the Dadaab pull factor, the provision of free food to host communities through refugee ration cards should be scaled down through development of a system that ensures ration card holders are actually present at food distribution and do not send delegates. 

· Further development of greenbelts around the camps should be avoided as they are not making a significant contribution to environmental management and represent privatisation of the range to the detriment of pastoral production. Any investments in fenced fodder banks should permit broad-based access and not become private grazing areas.

· Firewood contracting should be moved to a different agency to introduce new thinking and break long-standing  structures that work against local benefit. Contracts should be made only with communities where firewood is actually present and should be more focused on facilitating access of common people from the actual communities to sell firewood to the contractors, not merely camp-based donkey carts. Otherwise the operation is nothing but a costlier version of the system that already operates spontaneously from the camps and its original security and environmental justifications are invalid.

· A more developmental and long-term approach to work in the hosting area should be developed, moving from short-term humanitarian-style thinking towards integrated development interventions. Humanitarian agencies should develop longer-term planning horizons and joint implementation approaches, development actors with pastoralist specialisations should be approached to work in the area, and organisations open to actual implementation through projects on the ground should be prioritised.

· Close harmonisation of humanitarian work with development programming is required. Participation of the humanitarian agencies in the various district development processes including the District Steering Groups and District Development Committees and presenting their opportunities for contribution more openly will contribute to such harmonisation.

Observations regarding the study process. The study has been given good support by most participating agencies. Background information on the host community was found to be very limited, even settlement names and locations. Likewise there is significant lack of information on host community–refugee interactions and impacts in other parts of the world. Information from agencies on their budgets and operations has not been easy to obtain. Statistical information relevant for the study area has only to a limited extent been possible to access, due largely to limitations of available government data. Results from the fieldwork are giving a consistent picture on impacts, however, and only few cases of contradicting information have been encountered. But it should be stressed that much of the information provided by host community leaders at the public and superficial level paints a very different picture of impact than the reality found during the study. Tne nature of the dynamic between refugee agencies and host communities tends to generate long lists of requests for support that must be provided as “compensation” for the negative impacts of refugees.

Uncertainties and risks related to study findings. Due to the lack of statistical information, especially in relation to economics and trade but also in relation to population and household socio-economic development, the study team has been forced to develop its own estimates for various figures. This has created a new way of looking at changes in the host area, but it should also be stated that figures are estimates and have margins of error. Lastly, the ownership of the study findings and the development of recommendations need to be carefully addressed by the SAG, otherwise there is a risk of the study not being properly utilised. 

Action plan for finalising study
	Activity
	Date
	Responsible

	Debriefing report circulated
	23rd April
	Study team/SAG chair

	Commenting on debriefing report incl. initial recommendations by SAG
	23rd April – 10th May
	SAG

	Further analysis of data
	23rd April – 15th May
	Study team

	Drafting of report
	10th-28th May
	Study team

	Draft report circulated for comments
	31st May 
	Study team /SAG chair

	Commenting on draft report incl. further development of recommendations by SAG
	31st May – 16th June
	SAG

	Final report 
	22nd June 
	Study team

	Launching of report
	30th June 
	SAG/Study team

	Distribution of report
	July 
	SAG
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