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In the past eight years, refugee return and intedisplacement have caused rapid
urbanization rates in Afghanistan’s main citieseTghenomenon of urban migration is not
new: it follows economic development and demograghansition trends. However, the

traditional seasonal migration of largely male indiuals has been outgrown by the longer-
term settlement of entire families searching foygatal and human security in Afghanistan’s
cities. In only six years, Kabul experienced a ¢Hi@d increase of its population, from 1.5
million in 2001 to 4.5 million in 2007 and estimates reaching over 5 million people tottay

has been termed “one of the fastest growing ditiglse region.?

The central question of this papertow to respond to urban displacement and improee th
care and maintenance to vulnerable displaced artdrnee populations in Afghanistan’s
main cities?While the line between voluntary migration andckx displacement is often
blurred at the field level, it remains important thstinguish between migration and
displacement given the different risks and vulngiteds associated with each and the
corresponding responses required. As a result,pdgier will focus on specific groups that
have been made vulnerable through their experientesturn and displacement, namely
returned refugees and internally displaced perél@3s). It will not be concerned with other
categories of migrants, nor will it be concernethwthe return of highly qualified Afghans to
their homeland. Although studies have acknowledbatl returnees can illustrate successful
cases of return and reintegration, “the majorityettirnees struggle for survival, are un- or
under-employed, and live at or below the povertiel&® Secondly, this paper is limited to
urban areas, defined as areas in and around Afgfhars major cities, including surrounding
suburbs and informal settlements located on thekotg of cities and along peripheral city
roads. As such, a broader definition of “urban”l\wg used, referring to both urban and semi-
or peri-urban areas.

1 K. Koser, “Internal displacement in AfghanistaBfookings Institution, November 8, 2007.

2. Beall and D. Esser, "Shaping Urban Futuresil@mges to Governing and Managing Afghan CitiesREU
(2005).

® S. Schmeidl, “Repatriation to Afghanistan: durabtgution or responsibility shifting?Forced Migration
Review Issue 33 (September 2009).
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The findings presented in this report stem from tesearch projects led by the author in
Afghanistan in 2009 and 2010 on the coping strategf returned refugees in urban areas, for
the Norwegian Refugee Countignd on the profiles of IDPs in urban areas, comsimigd

by the World Bank Economic Policy and Poverty Te#rthe South Asia Regioh.

After reviewing the background and context of urb@éplacement in Afghanistan, this paper
aims at highlighting the relevance and timelinesrmalyzing the movements of returnees
(i.e. returned refugees) and IDPs to Afghanistamain cities. It outlines the current
conceptual and operational challenges of urbanlatisment, alongside an analysis of the
profiles and needs of vulnerable returnees and iDRsban areas in recent years. In the final
sections an overview of the lessons learned onnupb#cies towards displacement is linked
to concluding remarks on a possible joint US andefort.

Background, Relevance, and Timeliness

Afghanistan’s capital city and other urban centams likely to continue expanding for the
foreseeable future with security and living corah8 deteriorating in the rural areas. The
phenomenon of informal settlements is a resultrbfim growth driven by a combination of
natural growth, newcomers entering the housing etarind migration patterns, whether
rural-urban migration, secondary migration or dirgggration of returnees and IDPs. At a
time when about 70% of Kabul is composed of infdreeitlements, with an urban growth
rate of 5.4% annually and a doubling of the popoieibver the next seven yedrst is
becoming increasingly difficult to track, estimatnd assess the presence and profiles of
returnee and IDP populations settling in urbansarea

There are three types of influx of displaced pesstoncities (which can be grouped under the
broader term of “urban displacement”): 1) returnebs came to settle directly to cities upon

their return; 2) returnees who went to their areh®rigin and were then forced to move

again, in a pattern of secondary displacementh& dities; 3) and internally displaced

persons, which include conflict-induced, naturaaditer induced displacement, and also
poverty-induced displacement.

* Returnees and Secondary Displaced individu8isce the fall of the Taliban, it is
estimated that more than 5 million refugees havermed to Afghanistan, of which
four million were voluntary returns in UNHCR’s |lasf repatriation operation. Many
returnees are still struggling to fully reintegratéo the country. Particular problems
experienced on return are access to land, shblsit services and lack of livelihood.
While many returnees indeed came from urban amdsedurned there, some claimed
they did while yet other returnee families were hlagor unwilling) to return to the
rural areas from which they fled, and moved to orbanters instead.

* N. Majidi, “Research Study on the Coping StratedfyReturned Refugees in Urban Settings,” Norwegian
Refugee Council Afghanistan,Altai Consulting (Magdil0).

® N. Majidi, “Research Study on IDPs in Urban Seftin- Afghanistan,” Background Paper for the World Bank
Poverty Assessment Report for Afghanistan (2011).

® Statistics provided by Jan Turkstra, Urban Dewvelept Advisor, and Abdul Bagi Popal, Senior Program
Coordinator, UNHABITAT (Kabul, July 15, 2010).
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Many returnees have claimed to be originally frdra tapital in order to settle there
directly upon their return. Levron, Magnaldi, anététa recorded that 90% of
repatriating refugees claimed that their place rajio was Kabul in the years 2002—
2003/ This is in part the result of a large influx if@bul during the Taliban years,
but it is also a result of preferences acquiredrdfugees who lived in protracted
situations abroad, preferring then to relocatertzan centers in Afghanist&rThis is
the case for returnees from Iran and Pakistan whcewnvolved in the service or
construction sectors of urban areas, and less #eeimgricultural sectors, hence not
being able to revert to rural modes of subsistemoa return.

* Internally Displaced Person®#ssessments and estimates of IDPs in urban areas in
Afghanistan are lacking, as is knowledge of theseaufor displacement, which is
often a combination of poverty, lacking livelihooatsrural area and insecurity. A
significant number of IDPs are known to be livimgsiquatter and informal settlements
on the outskirts of Afghanistan’s major cities; anthny others are part of an
‘invisible’ urban population as they have not sdntified themselves nor have they
been identified as pertaining to the displacedgzate’ As a result, surveys of IDPs in
urban areas have so far concentrated on thosbvibat collective groups, as opposed
to the displaced who live individually and haveraled in the urban landscape.

Urbanization is an important phenomenon in Afghi@msas in the rest of the world. Kabul
has grown by 70% since 2002, reaching an annualtgreate as high as 15% in 2002, of
which 12% was due to migratidA.Many returnees are living in precarious conditiéms
cities, either in illegal settlements on land ttiety do not own or in shared accommodation.
During 2008, although there was a steady streametafn from Pakistan, many returnees
were unable to return to their place of origin ambntaneous settlements have arisen in
Nangarhar province housing approximately 4,700 liami

The displaced populations in urban settings armdivalongside the urban poor and host
residents in each of the major Afghan cities. Tlaiival and stay, whether in the form of
protracted or recent and temporary displacemertenpat has increased pressure on local
infrastructure and city services, further exacengathe vulnerabilities of residents and of the
mass of urban poor. This is particularly the cagh wegards to access to shelter and land,
water and sanitation, food and livelihood opportiesi The conceptual and assistance
frameworks need to be re-evaluated and adaptdtetarban context to meet the basic living
requirements and protection needs of the urbaratisg in Afghanistan. As highlighted in
the latest issue of the Forced Migration Reviewpan displacement has emerged as a new
dimension to the challenges we face in meeting Hbenanitarian needs of IDPs and
refugees

" Levron, E. Magnaldi, S. and Patera, J., “Modessdesistence des réfugiés en milieu urban: Etudeade
Kaboul Afghanistan”, UNHCR (February 2006).

8 Interview with Niamh Murnaghan and Petr Kostohiyprwegian Refugee Council (Kabul, August 2009).

® UNHCR, “National Profile of Internal Displaced Bens (IDPs) in Afghanistan,” under the auspiceshef
National IDP Task Force and the Ministry of Refugaad Repatriation (MoRR) (November 2008).

19 world Bank, “Should Kabul Grow by Expanding to @i Town or by Building Up Its Existing Suburbs?”
Kabul Urban Policy Notes Series, No(September 2005).

1 A, Tibaijuka, “Adapting to urban displacemenEdrced Migration Reviewlssue 34 (February 2010).
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These are examples of vulnerabilities faced by aading strategies used by returned
refugees in the context of return and reintegratodnthe past eight years. They find
themselves in situations where they need to renaststtheir livelihoods, in different
conditions than what they experienced before oinduexile. Overall, the absorption capacity
of many communities, even in main urban areas,réashed its limit, presenting a massive
challenge for the governments and the internaticonaimunity if the refugees’ expectations
about the conditions of their return to Afghanistaa to be fulfilled.

Conceptual and Operational Challenges

In 2008, Ewen MacLeod, UNHCR Country RepresentdtivéAfghanistan, stated that “there
are some worrying trends in internal displacemerifghanistan. Displacement is becoming
more protracted for many. For example, people atiyrelisplaced by conflict have not been
able to return home after the end of local cordlias quickly as they have in the past, and
there is a risk that these IDP populations are inéug permanently displaced ... Growing
insecurity is coinciding with drought and risingptband fuel prices in certain areas, and the
combined effects are likely to be compounded duthgwinter months. This combination
may result in more movement toward cities, placgrgater demands on urban service
providers and swelling the number of urban pdérThe reality of the situation in 2010
remains the same: there are, within the assistadoapr and government and non-
government communities, opposing views on how & besess and respond to the needs of
urban IDPs and of families living in informal urbaettlements.

In response, a national-level dialogue is beingi@drout within the framework of the

National IDP Task Force, chaired by the MinistryR&fugees and Repatriation (MoRR), with
the assistance of UNHCR. At the provincial levelldwing the winter months of 2009-2010,
and the lobbying of NGOs led by Solidarités, théd@ffor the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs (OCHA) has taken the responsibility for ardm on the appropriate humanitarian
response to displacement in Kabul, called the K&ifiokrmal Settlement (KIS) forum. These
discussions have highlighted an ongoing concejtin@loperational debate.

The main questions that have emerged within thizatdeare the following: Who are the
people living in informal urban settlements? Cagythe labeled as displaced populations, i.e.
returnees or IDPs in need of support, or are tledyntary and economic migrants? How are
they to be distinguished from the mass of urbarr pfeimg in the same urban areas? What are
their needs? Is the appropriate response humamtayt does it require a longer-term,
development policy approach? Which agency and wmictistry should be taking the lead on
this issue? Is it a question of displacement oruastjon of urban development and
management? Are donors responsible for channelindsfto assisting populations living in
the major cities in Afghanistan, given the conté@xtother areas of the country? These
guestions point to the need to clarify the proagfsglentification, vulnerability assessment,
and response to displaced populations in urbaimgsit

This puts conceptual and operational questionschatienges at the heart of the debate on the
appropriate responses to urban displacement.

12 E. MacLeod, “Displacement and Security in Afgh&anis’ seminar hosted by the Brookings Institution,
University of Bern (June 23, 2008).
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Conceptual issues: questions and challenges

The conceptual concern centers on the feasihilityi) separating conflict-inducted from
poverty-induced displacement and notably distingag IDPs from economic or rural-urban
migrants on the one hand, and (ii) delineating wthisplacement ends.

First, the broad definition for the urban displaaedkes it difficult to identify conflict-
induced IDP groups (including those secondary disgal) as well as returnees in urban areas,
and hence problematic for the humanitarian agentoesntervene to provide targeted
protection and assistance. Unlike IDPs camp saduat{either in rural or sub-urban areas), the
urban displaced are not formally and systematicediyarated from their urban environment
and from other longer-term residents. As such, treyoften less “visible” and recognizable.
The fact that they are integrated in the urban econ and social fabric makes it more
difficult to differentiate them from economic migita and the urban poor. The same holds
true of returnee movement to the cities.

A key concern remains the well-established diffigwdf distinguishing between forced and
voluntary displacement within a broader contextaflict and insecurity. Forced migration
is defined by political persecution, and the fliffmm conflict and insecurity; while voluntary
migration is viewed as being economically and dbcmotivated. In reality, this distinction
is very hard to make. As Betts observes, “In pcactthis distinction is problematic; it is not
possible to distinguish sharply between volitionl @oercion, as they exist on a spectrum. In
practice, most migration has elements of both ¢oerand volition, and is likely to be
motivated by a mixture of economic and politicaitéas.™ This division is part of the debate
today over which groups should be, in priority, gi®@ig assistance. On this question,
humanitarian assistance NGOs or agencies are te soment conflicting with donors and
government stakeholders. Some donors have arga¢dhid urban situation in Afghanistan
today does not represent a humanitarian emergecygo the vulnerable groups living in
informal settlements in urban areas systematidltiie description of displaced populations;
rather, they resemble more, in their own analybis situation of other urban poor. From the
Government of Afghanistan’s (GoA) perspective, #i@ation is one of legality over the
occupation of illegal land for many of these infalnsettlements, land that is the property of
ministries (such as the Charahi Qambar settlemtrated on the property of the Ministry of
Defense) or of private individuals.

Secondly, when does displacement formally éhdhe target is being able to determine
when the displaced stop showing signs of vulneitedsland protection needs related to their
displacemerit. The lack of clarity is in part due to the lackrneasurement of these flows
and of reintegration patterns. It is difficult tecord any progress in urban areas since durable
solutions are less visible than in rural areash@udgh this question holds heavy implications
for national and international responses and asgistto vulnerable communities, there is
currently no consensus. In Afghanistan, classioéibns of durable solutions are not adapted:
populations will not go back or voluntarily reloeand the government is not ready to accept
the prospect of local integration and in realityties do not possess the necessary

13 A. Betts, “Forced Migration and Global Politic®2009), p. 4.

% Title of the special issue of tf#@rced Migration Reviewlssue 17 (2003).

15 Ww. Kalin, “Framework on Durable Solutions for Imally Displaced PersonsReport of the Representative
of the Secretary-General on the human rights oérimlly displaced personsfA/HRC/13/21/Add.4, United
Nations (February 9, 2010).
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infrastructure. It is unlikely that the country’scairity situation will improve in months and
years to come, hence increasing displacement pessand the attractiveness of cities as safe
havens.

The concern over the duration of displacement syird® the fact that certain displaced

groups, notably the protracted caseload, have Ibgeg in urban areas for 10, 15, or 20 years
or more, with no intention of going back to theniop area of residence. This settlement
pattern shows that a significant number of themehfaund coping strategies and solutions to
displacement— integrating locally, at often low levels of sulisisce. It also means that their

initially temporary displacement has turned pernm&néhey are now less likely to leave,

although that is still the goal held by officialstbe GoA.

Often, national governments and donors are moractait to assist IDPs in urban
environments because of the widespread assumptadrtiose who make it to the cities are
not the most vulnerable and can therefore mordyedesvelop coping mechanisms to support
themselves. As a result, the plight of urban retasnand urban IDPs is not always addressed,
as it requires a specific ‘urban programming apginba

Operational challenges

The challenge of internal displacement is on thee rin Afghanistan with significant
limitations of the humanitarian space and accespaids of the country, hence limiting
assistance in areas of origin as well as in arédssplacement. The concentration of returnee
and IDP flows in specific urban areas is likelyhave significant consequences on urban
development in terms of access to services, imfreistres and labor markets. Considering the
significant share of returnees and IDPs in urbgsufadions, it is therefore critical to properly
assess the magnitude and features of displaceméfghan urban areas, in order to inform
current and future operations for development ameefy reduction. Given these contextual
challenges in Afghanistan, “delivery of assistarsckmited largely due to the lack of access,
by humanitarian agencies, to several IDP locatidwesess to land, livelihoods, education and
health cagg are also outstanding IDP needs witticplar reference to Extremely Vulnerable
Families.’

At the basis of this challenge is the lack of a piag system: numbers can greatly vary,
different organizations having different methodsiagntifying and counting the displaced,;
they also have different indicators and informatianagement systems to gather data on the
profiles of the displaced populations, their laedure, assistance needed and received, etc. So
far, there have only been limited urban initiativesch as the KIS Task Force in Kabul
(which attempts to provide a mapping of populationsinformal settlements) and an
assessment of th&ho, What, and Whe@Ws) managed by OCHA. These efforts are still at
a very early and preliminary stage in part due kack of information sharing and stakeholder
transparency. Other constraints are logisticabrmil settlements and displaced populations
fluctuate more clearly than organizations can kéegk of them through their field
assessments. There has in effect not yet been ymtgngatic way of implementing this
approach at the national, provincial or distristdle This is of particular importance given the
limited humanitarian space in countries such ashAfgstan today. “We have to pay more

18 UNHCR, BO Kabul. “Internally displaced personsIDPs leaflet’(October 2010).
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attention to what is going on in urban areas bexaescan hardly intervene elsewhere these
days.™’

Another challenge centers on the concern overliBergtion capacity of urban areas, and the
combined pressures and tensions of displacemettteonrban environment, the urban poor
and the increasing urban IDP population; which mtes a clear operational challenge for
assistance. This is a legitimate and pressing conBasplaced populations in urban areas are
notably vulnerable in their access to housing amdl,| as well as food, water, health and
education. These vulnerabilities are at the basifwonanitarian concern that has led
organizations to deliver aid in urban areas. Howebwe question remains one of relativity for
donors and one of priority for the GoA. Given theK of comparative analyses between the
needs of displaced urban populations and othemypbar or rural populations, it is difficult
to assess to what degree it should be a priorityrid and allow for interventions in the major
urban areas, such as Kabul, Herat, Kandahar, MamhrJalalabad; and to what degree the
vulnerabilities should be addressed from an urbanngng and development perspective.

Urban Displacement: An Assessment of Profiles, Vulnerabilities, and Coping Strategies

The main differences between returnees in urbaasamad IDPs in Afghanistan are not the
challenges faced, as these are dependent on s#éluetod environmental factors linked
closely to each city’s infrastructure and absorpti@apacity; as a result, vulnerable returnee
and IDP families face similar impoverishment riskwever, notable differences are to be
highlighted in their socio-economic profiles. Thaimcontrasts are the prior migration and
urbanization patterns, economic profiles and dells, access to social networks and loans,
and the important push/pull factors relating toicek@nd human agency. As the more detailed
profiles below will show, urban returnees adoptedanization as a return strategy in line
with “pull” factors and their experience of exiladaskill sets; IDPs factor in insecurity and
pressures to leave, with a higher incidence of hpuser “pull factors” and with urbanization
as a coping mechanism to minimize the adverse goesees of flight. This section aims at
comparing the profiles of the displaced with reag®in urban areas; no attempt is made here
to distinguish them from the urban poor.

Profile Comparison: Urban IDPs vs. Returnees

Urban returnee profiled® On average, urban returnees surveyed have liveeds in exile

in Iran or Pakistan. In both countries of exilee threference of Afghan refugees was for
living in urban areas- either in cities or in camps located within anamlarea. In the sample
surveyed, following a random methodology, more thao-thirds had lived in urban areas
during exile. In Iran, the Afghan population mixedthe same neighborhoods as Iranians in
cities and villages throughout the country; in B&da, half of the sample surveyed had
aggregated in camps. Tehran and Peshawar werewthantin urban hubs hosting this
population. They cover all 34 provinces of origmAfghanistan, and the majority (77.4%)
was already urban prior to their exile. Their matnategy then, upon return, was one of
continued urbanization: instead of returning tartlheeas of origin, they opted for a return in

7 Interview with Poo-Lin Stefano Wong, OCHA (Kabdyne 10, 2010).
' Data collected from a sample of 610 returnees were surveyed in Kabul, Herat, Jalalabad and Mazar-e-Sharif, NRC
(2009).
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Afghanistan’s main cities. The main “pull” factais these cities were first and foremost the
perception of better economic opportunities.

When asked if they were well prepared for theiumet 74% of interviewees responded
negatively. The degree of information on the rgabf return and the opportunities for
reintegration was therefore a general lack in #tern process of these refugeesa lack
that, from the onset, had a negative impact omn tle@gitegration process and the likelihood of
a durable and sustainable return. While in exheytreport having had better jobs and less
unemployment (with 15% of them now being unemplgyétbwever, that is well below the
current unemployment rate in Afghanistan, estimdbetiveen 25-30%, and below their
unemployment levels prior to exile (at par with thegtional average). They show a skill set
that is influenced by the patterns of employmentindu exile, with a clear shift to the
construction sector, with numbers almost triplehat sector when comparing pre and post
exile periods in Afghanistan. One-third of the eayeld labor force surveyed fell under the
category of unskilled labor, the remainder illustra range of skills from tailoring, to driving,
masonry, trade, blacksmith and metal work, carpeawing, shop keeping, teaching, and
other technical skills. Furthermore, 42% showedriggt in participating in vocational training
opportunities to learn or improve on their skiltstailoring, carpentry, shop keeping, driving
and masonry; the remainder showed a lack of comfielen such courses and voiced their
disbelief in their capacity to following such traig (either too old, or the fact that time spent
in training is money foregone). Returnees in urbattings do show other signs of economic
vulnerability: more than half voiced a lack of asgdo loans, or the presence of relatives or
friends that would provide them with financial oatarial assistance.

Urban IDP profiles'® The IDP population surveyed shows a different peofi one-fourth of
the population surveyed has suffered secondaryadisment, having returned from exile to
their area of origin before moving on to Kabul, &eior Kandahar; one-fourth suffer from a
prolonged displacement with protracted caseloadmpebeen displaced prior to December
31, 2002. On average, the duration of displacemastrecorded at six years.

One of the main findings is that 92% of urban IDR®d in rural areas before their
displacement; urbanization is a clear pattern edlab perceptions of greater security and
livelihood strategy, hence shedding light on thieade over the profiles of these people, given
that push and pull factors are inherently aboutisgcin the broad sense of the term both
physical and human security. The interplay betwéensh” factors — insecurity,
unemployment, and food insecurity and “pull” factors— security, economic opportunities,
and social networks- highlight a forced movement away from their horaed a calculated
movement towards urban centers.

The overall data does not hide the fact that eéghpoesents its own specifics as it relates to
its IDP population. Herat is home to a significamtracted caseload that lived in formal IDP
camps (of which the main three are Maslakh, Shaeaynd Minaret), that are now
considered as informal settlements no longer ruJMHCR or the government, but where
people have built their own homes. Social netwquley a crucial role in the settlements of
Herat where waves of arrivals and a longer duratiodisplacement have been turned to an
advantage in terms of know-how and experience gipldcement. The social networks are

¥ Data collected from a sample of 452 IDPs survageabul, Herat, and Kandahar, survey commissidned
the World Bank Economic Policy and Poverty Tearthef South Asia Region (2010).
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also an important element of displacement in Kaadah although security is the main pull

factor to the city, the presence of relatives anenfls has allowed IDPs from Kandahar
province a better housing situation, living predoamitly in relatives’ homes or rented homes.
In Kabul, however, the population is more “visiblieying on the outskirts of the city in tents

and temporary mud homes often built overnight,nlivin camp-like environments where
ethnic groups and displacement profiles are mixXédukir visibility and the fact that they

group more recent waves of displacements have etdbe Kabul population with a higher
rate of assistance, as 90% of Kabul IDPs survegpdrt having received some kind of
emergency or winter assistance, as opposed to Ghosé surveyed in Kandahar.

Vulner abilities of the Urban Displaced and Their Coping Strategies

Looking at the broader economic profiles of thepldised across all three cities, the main
problem is one of inadequate skill set, and sp=dlff of rural skills that are no longer

applicable in an urban context. The majority is anunder-employed, with bad quality daily
work, thereby rendering their economic integratpyoblematic if not impossible. They are

therefore led to rely not only on their wages, bignificantly on loans and donations from
relatives and friends, a phenomenon more widespadaait the IDP population than the
urban returnee population.

Urban challenges and impoverishment riskbe results of the quantitative and qualitative
surveys of both returnees and IDP populations fiormal settlements in Afghanistan’s main
cities highlighted the five main challenges as gein

Tenure security: access to land and housing,
Under/unemployment,

Food security (including food and water),
Access to electricity, and

Access to health services.

O 0O O0OO0O0o

These challenges are defined as impoverishmens: rigitoblems, which if not addressed
effectively and in a timely manner, will lead tontp term vulnerabilities permanently
affecting the reintegration process of urban retasnand IDPs. Each risk presents its own set
of coping strategies and areas of opportunity toekplored to alleviate the pressures of
resettlement on urban displaced populations. Imigortant to note that in the majority of
urban returnee and IDP experiences, risks are pheilind simultaneous. The household that
suffers from landlessness and homelessness will aisre severely suffer from food
insecurity and a decline in health levels, duertoreased living pressures. Both studies
highlight the fact that urban returnee and urbaR fpulations surveyed live on less than
$1/day for each household member, below standardrporates.

Inadequate tenure securitfhe land on which they live most often does ndoihg to them

but to public institutions or private individual85% of IDPs and 46% of returnees were
incapable of producing any form of official dee&nkbe showing a very low-level (or non
existence of) land tenure security. The formal mpsnarket in urban areas in Afghanistan
fails to keep pace with natural and urban growttesarendering much of the housing
unaffordable to displaced and poor populationsaAssult, spontaneous settlements emerge,
where the displaced occupy unused land, settingngs on vacant land, squatting buildings,
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or building mud houses on their own. One third led iDPs surveyed reported living in
unsatisfactory and precarious accommodations.

This, in turn, is susceptible to lead to land dispuand social fragmentation. The issue of the
right to land in informal settlements has led ttuaiions of heightened tensions and
confrontation. The pressures on land and servesdtrin a competition over resources and in
discriminations between longer-term residents @stltommunity) and IDPs. Specifically in
the locations in Kabul and Herat, the research teas informed of a range of disputes over
land and of failed attempts at finding alternateved durable solutions for the displaced.
Location is a crucial factor for networks and lihelods systems as poor families living far
from the center cannot afford transportation todite for work and for basic needs. The most
recent example of such conflict confronted Hazaras$ Kuchis in the Dashte Barchi area of
Kabul in August 2010, when violent clashes broke lmetween the two ethnic groups, the
former being the longer-term residents of the avba want the latter to leave the lands on
which they have settled.

Food insecurity Interviewees raised the issue of water accesmasf their most pressing
difficulties: water points are far, or there arerydew for communities of hundreds of
families, or water solutions offered to them (swah water tankers) are not sustainable.
Overall, only 7.1% of IDPs interviewed reported @evacing problems satisfying the food
needs of their household. For the majority, howefaad shortages are common, as food and
nutritional intakes are often the first needs beiompromised as a coping strategy to respond
to poverty and external shocks. As for returnegas,focus being on improving land, housing
and employment conditions, above other needs, tkdianal diet of the family is often the
first need that is compromised, with consequenocesdmily members’ health levels and
children’s development. Overall, food insecuritytige third reason or push behind their
migration; and remains a problem even in displacgn#es a result, the most common coping
strategy used by returnees and IDPs are to lowergthantity and quality of meals and
purchase food on credit from local shops.

Low health and hygiene leveRisks faced by the displaced are interlinked plisement is
known to cause serious declines in health levdies& can be “hidden” signs of social stress
and psychological trauma or more “overt” diseasassed by the lack of hygiene, with
diarrhea and parasitic diseases being common as argh unsafe water supplies. Although
displaced families acknowledge that health servazesavailable in reasonable distance from
their residence, their concern is that they camayt for medical visits and treatments. The
majority of the respondents complained of the thet they cannot afford the basic health
costs of urban areas the issue regarding health care is therefore netad accessibility but
one of affordability. The highest health hazardnformal settlements surveyed is the poor
level of hygiene, with a lack of proper latrinegyglene education and waste management.
Returnees show a higher reliance on mobility asm@ng strategy when faced with health
hazards: they will travel longer distances, to B or to Kabul, to seek treatment, whereas
IDPs are bound to the place where they have moved.

Lack of access to basic services and riglisplaced families welcome the fact that their
children are provided with access to better schants learning opportunities in urban areas.
However, there are significant differences betwbmmations: in more precarious informal
settlements, the right of children to primary edisrais not respected. There is a widespread
lack of basic educational facilities available lbath girls and boys in these areas.
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These problems show that beyond the need for emeygessistance are specific needs for
land, housing and shelter assistance, provisiorfootl, water, hygiene, and sanitation
(WASH) activities in informal settlements of Afghatan’s main urban areas. They are an
important factor to be taken into account in théigyocontext in shaping responses to the
needs of these populations. To avert certain tim@td and temporary crises, displaced
households rely on their own coping mechanismssétwmping mechanisms are aimed at a
short-term calculus, to avert a crisis, withoutegsarily attending to the potential negative
repercussions. As such, they may lead to creatavg vulnerabilities within the household,
such as increased indebtedness from loans andga@slon credit, of health hazards caused
by diminished nutritional diets for family members.

Providing Care and Maintenance: L essons L earned

“The illusion of impermanence.The Framework for Durable Solutions states thatsiRe
considered to have reached a durable solutionreetbases: if they return to their homes, if
they integrate locally in the area of displacement;f they leave to another part of the
country and no longer show signs of displacemelatee vulnerabilitie$® Two out of three

of these solutions have been set forth by autlesritn Afghanistan: in the case of IDPs,
increasing pressures for new caseloads to go baaokehor for protracted caseloads to
relocate; as for returnees, land allocations sckeh@e been, with limited success and
viability, proposed as an alternate solution. Bdhihese scenarios is the assumption that
returnees and IDPs are only “temporarily urban.”wideer, when migrants bring their
families with them, return migration is less liketyhappen.

These populations are most likely to stay wherg #re, putting an end to the myth of return.
Once they have moved all their belongings, losirtbeurces of livelihoods and often their
homes, there is little for these families to rettonin the case of returnees, coming back after
an average of 15 years of exile, they might noehawy land or homes to go back to, even in
their areas of origin.

Solutions?Although local authorities put forth that the mesible long-term solution for
returnees and IDPs is relocation under a land ailme scheme in the greater urban area,
populations interviewed in Herat or Kabul have aorfot welcomed such a solution. Location
is a crucial factor for networks and livelihoodsst®ms. Poor families living far from the
center will not be able to afford transportatiorthie city for work and for basic needs. This
was the case in Barikab in Kabul, and in Zhari Dash Kandahar. According to
UNHABITAT, the land allocation scheme of Zhari Dastias built 20—25 kms outside of
Kandahar, but it was too far for most people tomffliving there. So the question then is:
“Can we make affordable land available and at ¢&le

An example of a ineffective planning on a land ediiton scheme (LAS) is that of the
AliceGhan project, 30kms North of Kabul, funded Hye Australian government and
inaugurated in 2007 to house vulnerable returneliess, and later to include IDPs as well.
The project foundered mainly because of (i) distarec poor location too far from work in
Kabul, (ii) lack of opportunities: a proper feadilyi study was not done in AliceGhan, and

2 «pdapting to Urban DisplacementZorced Migration Reviepissue 34 (February 2010).
2 Interview with Dr. Jan Turkstra, UNHABITAT office&abul, July 15, 2010).
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(ii) lack of basic infrastructure: inappropriateusing designs and a failure to secure running
water which naturally affects well-being, healtlddearning potentials for children of school-
age. There has been a temporary arrangement c¢ogsddt bringing water tankers with
MoRR, but no permanent solution has been foundpleere therefore highly reluctant to go
settle there. As a result, while the full capacitythe AliceGhan project had been planned for
1,525 families, at the moment the occupancy rateery low, at only 20% of the total
capacity.

UN Mandate: the need to integrate a recipient-bagpgroach.Eight years after the start of
repatriation, the UN does not have a nation-widmtstly to deal effectively with
displacement and the needs of returnee familiesy fnumanitarian efforts to early recovery
and development. This is in part due to the opamatifocus on the return process, rather than
the recipient process. Large-scale developmenegi®jdo not target the specific needs of
returnees and host communities, and these popugatice in particular need of livelihood
activities. UNHCR has stretched its mandate andybutb respond with limited resources to
these needs — but it needs more support. UNHCBwsworking closely with UN-HABITAT

to benefit from lessons learned on their initiativeregularize informal settlements. Given the
importance of land in finding a long-term soluti@r the inhabitants of Kabul's informal
settlements, UN-HABITAT's partnership with the Kabonunicipality and experience
regarding regularization of settlements in Afghtamswill be useful in exploring ways to
address the humanitarian and developmental chaleoithe KIS sites.

The official fixation on returnThe GoA’s official stance has been to put off dpge of
longer-term planning for returnees and IDPs in orla@eas. MoRR has been trying to
discourage internal displacement and prevent th&bkshment of new areas for IDPs in
urban areas. “Our policy is to encourage peoplestorn to their original areas,” said Hafiz
Nadeem, a MoRR official, adding that building lag$ and wells in informal camps would
attract more IDP$& This approach has in the past prevented a dusaliéion and prevented
organizations from providing basic services. Thestmmtable example in Kabul is of Action
Contre la Faim (ACF)’s work in Charahi Qambar. Tnganization’s application for building
toilets and water points was rejected by the gavemt. “We are allowed to do anything but
nothing that is sustainable” was the reality cibtgdan NGO worker in Kabul who highlighted
the lack of durable solutions: on WASH activities £xample, the government will allow
water trucking but not building water points. Howevsuch activities are extremely costly,
without a proper exit strategy, and will therefo be funded by donors on the long run.

Concluding Remarks. Opportunitiesfor a Joint EU / US Effort

The main question to be addressed by a joint EWffi8t for the provision of assistance to
vulnerable displaced populations is the followingow to reconcile the seemingly
contradictory perspectives taken by the nationtiaities, line ministries, and municipalities
on the one hand, and the internal and ongoing ddistveen agencies on the ground?

To seek a possible reconciliation between thesé&raynpositions, we may consider certain
assumptions and conclusions about the consequehaisplacement on urban settings and
urban populations. The presence of “visible” popafes on the outskirts of Afghanistan’s

2 Integrated Regional information Networks (IRIN) “Afghanistan: Sanitation woes in makeshift IDP camps” (April 23,
2009).
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main cities can be seen as an opportunity to huibén programming initiatives in a context
where humanitarian access is increasingly limitedhe rest of the country. In this context,
what could be the role of donor countries?

1. Building a broader urban approach to displacemetiit e@omponents of humanitarian
response, early recovery, livelihood and infragtiie rehabilitation, and
development. Given the common urban challengesdfadfeer return or after
displacement by the populations discussed in tlapep there are a set of
predictable risks (related to land, housing, emmlegt, food security, access to
public and social services) that can be remediepldiyning for responses. As such,
it is an opportunity for the EU and US to jointlgwklop a model of risks and risk
avoidancé’ in urban settings.

2. Supporting the GoA in implementing programs in fibven of public works, subsidies,
and support for productive activities. Where theAGuoight not have sufficient
resources with regard to public works, it will be apportunity for EU and US
counterparts to encourage a stronger collabordgiween municipalities and non-
governmental actors, notably by negotiating offigavernment authorization for
NGOs to implement activities that address basic drumghts (e.g., developing
infrastructure for water provision).

3. Capacity building within ministries and municipag, jointly with specialized UN
agencies, to monitor the inflows and outflows opplations and assess their needs
using vulnerability mappings and poverty assesssaent

Strengthening the funding and mandate of UN agensiech as OCHA and
UNHCR, which have proven willing to take the leadloese issues in Kabut will

be necessary to increase the budget for humamtassistance and support, notably
through OCHA, which could be nudged into taking tkad in urban settings.
However, OCHA, which faces severe staffing lim@as and logistical obstacles in
its current work in Afghanistan, needs the suppbits headquarters in New York
and of member states in order to fulfill its mamddtikewise, UNHCR needs the
backing of its donors so that it can continue palctivities launched in Kabul on the
profiling of displaced populations. Such exercisesed to be implemented
systematically, in cooperation with MoRR and iteypncial representatives, in all
major urban areas, given the deterioration of sgctinroughout the country.

4, Funding additional research projects aimed at dpwey field
assessment guidelines that can be used as an agpeed set of tools for
stakeholders involved in assisting the displacdte aim of such guidelines will be
to provide (i) thorough means to estimate the dispdl populations in urban areas,
(i) a methodology for the profiling of the dispkd; and (iii) a comparative
assessment tool to review the protection needsvaimérabilities of displaced and
urban poor populations. A use of common assesstoelst by NGOs, donors, and
government alike will be a step forward in reducsgne of the conceptual and
operational challenges detailed in this paper.

2 M. Cernea and C. McDowell, ‘Risks and Reconstruction: Experiences of Resettlers and Refugees,” for the Wotld Bank,
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (Washington DC, 2000).
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