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I. INTRODUCTION

Accord�ng to the est�mates of the Un�ted Nat�ons H�gh Comm�ss�oner for Refugees (UNHCR), the percentage 
of the world’s refugees that l�ve �n c�t�es has �ncreased over recent decades to the po�nt that, as of 2008, more 
than half of all refugees l�ved �n c�t�es. Frustrated over be�ng subject to petty bureaucrat�c controls, unreal�st�c 
expectat�ons of self-rel�ance �n rural areas, �nsecur�ty, unrel�able human�tar�an support and uncerta�n futures, 
refugees appear to be �ncreas�ngly opt�ng for the r�sks of l�fe �n the c�ty over the constra�nts of refugee camps.

Once they arrive in cities, the fate of the “urban refugee” is largely uncertain.  Their experience is defined largely 
by the�r �nd�v�dual success �n negot�at�ng the complex challenges of everyday l�fe.  Often settl�ng w�th�n the 
congested, compet�t�ve and contested spaces of the urban poor, the ab�l�ty of refugees to access safety and 
protect�on, shelter, l�vel�hoods, health care and educat�on depends on broader networks and relat�onsh�ps.  In 
short, if refugee camps are defined by the deprivation of social agency, creativity and entrepreneurship, life in the 
urban areas demands these qual�t�es as essent�al to surv�val and successful adaptat�on.

In 2012, CWS undertook a comparat�ve study of urban refugees �n four c�t�es located across three countr�es, w�th 
a focus on the�r �nteract�ons and relat�onsh�ps w�th other urban res�dents, referred to here as “host commun�t�es”.1  
Unl�ke much of the human�tar�an-�nsp�red research that has been conducted to date, th�s report emphas�zes what 
refugees are able to accompl�sh �n complex urban env�ronments, rather than h�ghl�ght�ng barr�ers, restr�ct�ons and 
absences �n the�r l�ves.  Wh�le th�s should not downplay the r�sks and d�scr�m�nat�ons that urban refugees face on 
a da�ly bas�s, through th�s approach CWS has sought to �dent�fy new opportun�t�es for ass�st�ng urban refugees, 
�nclud�ng through act�v�t�es that bu�ld on the relat�onsh�ps that refugees establ�sh w�th the�r urban “hosts”.   

II. METHODOLOGY

The findings in this report are based on field studies conducted in 2012, which compared the experiences of 
urban refugees �n Yaoundé (Cameroon), Jakarta (Indones�a), and Karach� and Peshawar (Pak�stan).  The results 
of the stud�es suggest that factors that �mprove refugee-host relat�onsh�ps may also enhance the capac�ty of 
urban refugees to access serv�ces �n the c�ty.  Importantly, the results also suggest that the oppos�te may be true, 
namely that improved refugee access to services strengthens refugee-host relations.  In short, the study’s findings 
suggest a relat�onsh�p that �s mutually re�nforc�ng, as represented �n F�gure 1 below:

1 The use of the term “host commun�t�es” �s somewhat problemat�c and controvers�al and used purely for conven�ence �n the context of th�s 
report.  Ne�ghbor�ng non-refugee commun�t�es l�v�ng �n the poor urban areas that refugees typ�cally move �nto may compr�se a broad range 
of c�t�zens and non-c�t�zens, w�th vary�ng res�dent�al status and h�stor�cal cla�ms to belong�ng.  They do not necessar�ly “host” refugees �n any 
d�rect sense and may themselves be l�v�ng under h�ghly unstable c�rcumstances.

Figure 1:  Refugee-Host Relations and Improved Access to Services are Mutually Reinforcing
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The follow�ng table shows the major soc�al, econom�c and �nst�tut�onal var�ables of the four c�t�es, wh�ch �nformed 
the�r select�on for th�s comparat�ve study:

Figure 2: Selected Social and Economic Characteristics of the Four Cities

The study focused primarily on field data that was generated using both qualitative and quantitative techniques.  
Th�s �ncluded a survey of 1,218 refugee households, supported by a total of 91 sem�-structured �nterv�ews 
conducted across all four c�t�es.  Sem�-structured �nterv�ews were conducted w�th refugees and members of host 
communities as well as other key-informants that included UNHCR, government officials and other agencies.  In 
add�t�on, 12 focus group d�scuss�ons were held �n total �n Cameroon and Indones�a, and �nformat�on was collected 
through d�scuss�ons w�th relevant stakeholders, �nclud�ng human�tar�an agenc�es that work w�th urban refugees.  

The follow�ng table shows the key themes and var�ables that were explored, and the bas�s for wh�ch these were 
chosen:

Cameroon Indonesia Pakistan
Yaoundé Jakarta Karachi Peshawar

C�ty Populat�on 1,817,524 9,607,787 9,339,023 982,816
Refugee Arr�val Per�od Med�um Term Recent Arr�vals Long Term Long Term
S�gnatory to 1951 
Convent�on

Yes No No

Strong UNHCR 
Presence

Yes Yes No Yes

Est. Refugees: Nat�onal 100,373 1,006 1,702,700
Est. Asylum-seekers: 
Nat�onal

3,298 3,233 1,624

Est. Refugees: C�ty 10,000 2,000 130,000 N/A
Or�g�n of Refugees Ne�ghbor/Reg�on D�stant Ne�ghbor Border
GDP per Cap�ta, 2011 $1,271.30 $3,494.60 $1,194.30
GDP Growth (an. %), 
2011

3.8 6.5 2.4

Theme Variable Rationale
Arr�val and 
Recept�on

Refugee Exper�ences 
of Arr�val and 
Recept�on

Exper�ences of recept�on shape �n�t�al refugee att�tudes to host 
commun�t�es, and �mpact the forms of soc�al and econom�c cap�tal 
that refugees are able to draw on to beg�n to engage �n refugee-
host relat�ons.  

Hous�ng Monthly Cost of 
Hous�ng

A hous�ng market based overwhelm�ngly on rental suggests that 
monthly cost of hous�ng represents a strong �nd�cator of access to 
and qual�ty of hous�ng.

Status of Hous�ng D�fferent�at�ng between hous�ng as e�ther ”unpa�d”, ”rented” and 
”owned” cons�dered hous�ng on e�ther s�de of the rental market 
– �nclud�ng those who could e�ther not access the rental market, or 
who had moved �nto hous�ng ownersh�p.

L�vel�hood Sources of Income 
and Expend�ture

The monthly average of selected sources of �ncome prov�des 
�ns�ght �nto patterns of econom�c d�fferent�at�on and the relat�ve 
significance of specific income potentials.
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Educat�on and 
Health care

School Attendance 
Rate

Compar�ng the number of ch�ldren of school-go�ng age �n the 
household that are attend�ng school, aga�nst those who are not, 
prov�des a ”snapshot” �nto var�at�on related to determ�nants of 
household access to educat�on.

School Attendance 
Patterns

Exam�n�ng wh�ch ch�ldren attend school prov�des �ns�ght �nto the 
factors that affect the �ntegrat�on of educat�on.

Use of Government 
& Pr�vate Health 
Serv�ces

Increased use of pr�vate health serv�ces �s often assoc�ated w�th 
greater level of d�sposable �ncome and personal cho�ce �n urban 
areas.

Health Care Access 
Patterns

Patterns of health-seek�ng behav�or may reveal process of refugee 
�ntegrat�on.

Ma�n Problems 
Access�ng Health 
Care

Chang�ng patterns of pr�or�t�z�ng “ma�n problems” w�th health care 
may reveal trends related to success �n access�ng health care.

Fam�ly and 
Commun�ty 
Integrat�on

Patterns of Le�sure-
Based Interact�ons

Increased levels of le�sure t�me spent w�th non-refugees may 
�nd�cate greater levels of �ntegrat�on,

Patterns of 
Part�c�pat�on �n 
Rel�g�ous Act�v�t�es

Varying patterns of participation in religious activities may reflect 
trends related to �ntegrat�on and belong�ng.

Access to Safety 
and Protect�on

Confidence in Local 
Pol�ce Serv�ces

Variations in expressions of confidence in police may reflect trends 
and patterns of d�fferent�at�on related to refugee protect�on.

Percept�on of 
Refugee Vulnerab�l�ty 
to Cr�me

Var�at�ons �n percept�ons of refugee vulnerab�l�ty to cr�me may 
reflect patterns of differences in experiences of refugee safety and 
protect�on.

Sources of 
Ass�stance

Variations in priorities in seeking assistance may reflect trends 
related to �ntegrat�on, the structure of refugee commun�t�es and 
percept�ons of safety and secur�ty.

Possess�on of 
Documentat�on

The possess�on and non-possess�on of key forms of 
documentat�on may relate to refugee percept�ons of the state, 
belong�ng and the future.

Durable Solut�ons Preference for 
Durable Solut�on

Stated preference for a durable solut�on may �nd�cate levels of 
�ntegrat�on, emplacement and percept�ons of the future.

Figure 3: Analytical Framework for Qualitative and Quantitative Results

A “m�xed methods” approach was adopted to enable researchers to �dent�fy and focus on the most appropr�ate, 
effective and efficient research techniques for their locations.  The research team consciously sought a degree 
of methodolog�cal commonal�ty across c�t�es, to allow for a mean�ngful compar�son of data.  Th�s approach 
was refined through an ongoing exchange of information and insights across study locations, to balance 
cons�derat�ons of the more common or gener�c character�st�cs of refugee-host relat�ons, on the one hand, and the 
contextually-specific historical, social, economic and cultural aspects of these relationships, on the other hand. 
Through th�s approach, the study grappled w�th the �mportant pol�cy d�lemma of the extent to wh�ch a “one-s�ze-
fits-all” approach to understanding and responding to urban refugees may account for important local variations.

III. STUDY FINDINGS

The findings of this study highlighted two general observations.  First, urban refugees’ access to resources 
and serv�ces tended to �mprove over t�me: some �mprovements were assoc�ated w�th more frequent �nteract�on 
between refugees and hosts.  Th�s observat�on broadens the perspect�ve of much of the ex�st�ng l�terature on 
urban refugees, wh�ch h�ghl�ghts the hardsh�ps that refugees face at part�cular moments �n t�me but w�thout 
cons�der�ng the fate of �nd�v�duals and households over the longer term.  Importantly, �t also revealed vary�ng rates 
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of improvement over time, implying increasing social and economic stratification within refugee communities over 
t�me.  It does not suggest, therefore, that �mproved access to serv�ces over t�me would �mply an �nev�table closure 
of any soc�o-econom�c gap between all refugees and host commun�t�es.  

Th�s temporal d�mens�on to refugee access to serv�ces supports the current �nternat�onal approach to urban 
env�ronments as leg�t�mate -- and potent�ally product�ve -- spaces for refugees to re-establ�sh the�r l�ves and 
livelihoods.  It suggests that urban refugee experiences of ongoing deprivation and suffering are likely to reflect 
e�ther the effects of restr�ct�ve legal and pol�cy reg�mes for refugee settlement or h�gh levels of local m�strust of 
refugees, rather from any �ntr�ns�c qual�t�es of refugee populat�ons themselves. Refugee successes �n overcom�ng 
these l�m�tat�ons were enabled partly by expand�ng soc�al networks and strengthen�ng refugee-host relat�onsh�ps. 

A second general observat�on was that the major problems that refugees exper�ence �n access�ng serv�ces 
ar�ses from the�r �nab�l�ty to pay for the costs assoc�ated w�th such serv�ces.  By expand�ng soc�al networks and 
relat�onsh�ps �nto the local host commun�ty, refugee-host relat�ons represented strateg�es for urban refugees 
to access the resources necessary to improve their levels of access to services. Significantly, where refugees 
were part�cularly desperate, the�r relat�ons w�th hosts were more l�kely to take shape around endur�ng forms of 
explo�tat�on and abuse of refugees. 

This second finding highlights two key implications of the current dominant approaches to refugees in urban 
areas:

It identifies the importance of providing adequate protection for refugees in urban areas, to “level the playing 
field” for them to participate more fully in the social and economic aspects of urban life.  Enhanced protection 
and respect for refugee r�ghts reduces the r�sks of the emergence of refugee-host relat�ons that are structured 
around explo�tat�on and abuse. 

It underscores that refugee-host relat�ons are l�kely to �mprove �n response to broader �mprovements 
to commun�ty �nfrastructure, �ncome levels and soc�al serv�ces. Broader �mprovements �n commun�ty 
development are l�kely to reduce the �ntens�ty of compet�t�on over resources; th�s compet�t�on has a 
d�sproport�onately negat�ve effect on more vulnerable urban refugees.

In light of these broad observations, the study identified nine specific findings, as well as a range of 
recommendat�ons that cons�der how refugee-host relat�ons may be leveraged to �mprove outcomes for refugees 
�n urban areas.  These are summar�zed below:

Finding 1: A strong protection framework promotes positive refugee-host relations.

Refugees in urban areas were more able to interact productively with the host community if they were confident 
that the�r r�ghts, as enshr�ned �n the 1951 Un�ted Nat�ons Refugee Convent�on, were protected by the host state.  
The absence of formal status, or fa�lure to protect �nternat�onal r�ghts assoc�ated w�th such status, e�ther leads 
to refugee �solat�on from the local host commun�ty or promotes negat�ve relat�onsh�ps based on explo�tat�on, 
d�scr�m�nat�on and abuse.  

Finding 2: The socio-economic stresses of arrival undermine refugee-host relations.

Refugee journeys to c�t�es are often harrow�ng, exhaust�ng and �mpover�sh�ng.  Upon arr�val, refugees face 
�mmed�ately the challenges of regular�z�ng the�r status, and establ�sh�ng the�r l�vel�hoods �n h�ghly demand�ng 
env�ronments.  An overv�ew of the soc�o-econom�c character�st�cs of refugee populat�ons suggests that newly-
arr�ved refugees2 are at a part�cularly vulnerable po�nt �n the�r journey, where they establ�sh relat�ons w�th the 
host community that will influence their well-being and relative economic success in the city.  In some instances, 
the absence of status means that new arr�vals rece�ve ne�ther protect�on nor ass�stance from the �nternat�onal 
commun�ty.

1.

2.

2 This includes asylum-seekers as well as persons fleeing the effects of conflict that may choose not to formally claim asylum from the host 
state.
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Findings 3: Housing is a major potential source of tension between refugees and hosts.

In contrast to many camp s�tuat�ons, where bas�c shelter may be prov�ded, refugees that arr�ve �n urban 
areas are typically faced with the urgent challenge of finding their own accommodation.  The process of 
finding housing often propels urban refugees into new relationships with the host community, through tenant-
landlord arrangements.  More than two-th�rds of refugee respondents to the household survey rented the�r 
accommodation, mostly from landlords from within poorer sections of local communities.  The difficulties faced by 
both landlords and tenants �n meet�ng the�r respect�ve obl�gat�ons to rental agreements emerged as a common 
source of tens�on between refugees and hosts.  Th�s had �mportant �mpl�cat�ons for urban refugees, shap�ng the 
qual�ty and cost of hous�ng that they had access to.

Finding 4: Refugee marginalization from the formal economy limits refugee-host relations.

Both qual�tat�ve and quant�tat�ve results of the study suggest that urban refugees are largely marg�nal�zed from 
the formal urban economy.  Th�s �s re�nforced, to some degree, by human�tar�an �ntervent�ons that somet�mes 
promote refugee act�v�t�es �n the �nformal economy.  Greater levels of refugee part�c�pat�on �n formal employment 
and formal bus�ness act�v�t�es would appear to contr�bute towards strengthen�ng refugee-host relat�ons.  

Finding 5: Competition over access to livelihood opportunities enhances tension between refugees and 
hosts.

As ment�oned above, the �ntens�ty of compet�t�on over access to econom�c resources �n the urban env�ronment 
was one of the most significant factors that shaped refugee-host relations.  Expanded possibilities for generating 
�ncomes enabled refugees to develop soc�al and econom�c networks that generally re�nforced pos�t�ve refugee-
host relat�ons.  On the other hand, refugee success �n access�ng l�vel�hood opportun�t�es also r�sked foster�ng 
resentment by the local host populat�on.

Finding 6: Dependency on direct assistance inhibits refugee-host relations.

The prov�s�on of d�rect ass�stance to vulnerable refugees �s an �mportant and necessary �ntervent�on that should 
rema�n as a cr�t�cal opt�on for ass�st�ng refugees �n urban env�ronments.  Ass�stance may be espec�ally cr�t�cal �n 
the per�od �mmed�ately follow�ng arr�val �n the c�ty.  However, data from our sample suggests that d�rect ass�stance 
makes a relat�vely small contr�but�on towards total household �ncome of urban refugees, wh�ch d�m�n�shes over 
t�me.

Finding 7: Refugee vulnerability limits positive refugee-host relations.

Vulnerable refugees �n urban areas have reduced opportun�t�es to engage product�vely w�th the host commun�ty 
in ways that lead to sustained benefits for refugees.  They are also more likely to be forced to develop negative 
refugee-host relat�ons that r�sk the�r well-be�ng and econom�c secur�ty.  The character�st�cs of refugee vulnerab�l�ty 
�n urban areas may be related to a broad range of factors, vary from context to context and change over t�me. 
Specific indicators of refugee vulnerability should therefore be revisited periodically.

Finding 8: Improved refugee access to education and health services strengthens refugee-host relations.

Urban refugees’ access to health and educat�on serv�ces leads was most frequently l�m�ted by cost.  The 
significance of cost, as a limiting factor, decreased over time. This suggests that longer-staying urban refugees 
are more able to accumulate the resources and knowledge necessary to access these serv�ces. Greater access 
to ava�lable educat�on and health serv�ces led to enhanced opportun�t�es for refugees and hosts to �nteract and 
strengthen relat�ons.  On the other hand, barr�ers to refugee educat�on and access to health care reduce such 
opportun�t�es to strengthen relat�ons.

Finding 9: Refugee-host relations shape urban refugee attitudes to durable solutions.

Refugee-host relat�ons may �mpact on urban refugee att�tudes and access to durable solut�ons.  Results from 
the study suggests that voluntary repatr�at�on from urban areas may be less v�able as a “preferred solut�on” 
for refugees �n urban areas, compared to camp-based s�tuat�ons.  Wh�le �nterest �n resettlement was notably 
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h�gh across all c�ty-s�tes, l�m�ted access to th�s solut�on prompted many urban refugees to accept de-facto local 
integration over time.  The social profiles and backgrounds of some urban refugees suggest that increased 
access to opportun�t�es for regular�zed m�grat�on may promote more durable solut�ons for them.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of the findings described above, the report makes the following recommendations to host 
governments, donors, UNHCR, and non-government organ�zat�ons (NGOs):

Recommendations to Host Governments:

The results of the study suggest that host governments can play a cr�t�cal role �n strengthen�ng pos�t�ve refugee-
host relat�ons, ma�nly by �mprov�ng the�r comm�tments to protect�ng the r�ghts of refugees.  By ensur�ng that 
refugees rece�ve adequate protect�on, host governments enable urban refugees to establ�sh more assert�ve 
and equ�table relat�ons w�th the local host commun�ty.  It also l�m�ts the development of relat�onsh�ps that are 
structured around refugee fear or concern over the�r s�tuat�ons, wh�ch �ncreases the r�sks of explo�tat�on and 
abuse of refugees by the local host populat�on.  The report h�ghl�ghts the �mportant role that host states can play 
�n enhanc�ng the potent�al for urban refugee-host relat�ons �n the follow�ng areas:

Improve protect�on of undocumented new-arr�vals �n urban areas by conduct�ng outreach to local government 
agenc�es and law enforcement, and allow�ng external observat�on of the reg�strat�on process. 

Operate on the presumpt�on of val�d�ty of asylum cla�ms to ensure non-d�scr�m�nat�on �n asylum-seekers’ 
access to essent�al serv�ces and protect�on. 

Recogn�ze the r�ghts of urban refugees to work. 

Focus protect�on on the r�ght to hous�ng and adequate shelter �n urban areas. 

Expand of m�grat�on and travel opt�ons for urban refugees, �nclud�ng through the acqu�s�t�on of leg�t�mate 
travel documentat�on.

Recommendations to Funding Agencies:

By support�ng ongo�ng research and p�lot human�tar�an programm�ng �n�t�at�ves, donors can play an �mportant 
role �n develop�ng the potent�al for targeted �ntervent�ons for �mprov�ng refugee-host relat�ons to lead to �mproved 
outcomes for urban refugees.  These �ntervent�ons may not necessar�ly be l�m�ted to develop�ng refugee-host 
relat�ons exclus�vely and may be l�nked to broader �n�t�at�ves to �mprove cond�t�ons for urban refugees.  The 
results of the study suggest that the areas where donors could focus may �nclude:

Support for the �mprovement of recept�on fac�l�t�es for urban refugees and prov�s�on of bas�c r�ghts to 
refugees and asylum-seekers, part�cularly the r�ght to work. 

Encourage �nnovat�ve responses to urban refugee hous�ng markets, such as prov�d�ng landlords 
�ncent�ves to �nvest �n hous�ng �nfrastructure for refugees, and develop�ng d�spute resolut�on mechan�sms 
for refugee tenants and host landlords. 

Promote of urban refugee access to formal employment, such as through �ncent�ves for local �ndustr�es to 
h�re refugees or mon�tor�ng labor pract�ces w�th regards to refugees. 

Support for more flexible and diverse approaches to durable solutions in urban areas, particularly by 
engag�ng urban refugees �n plann�ng around potent�al durable solut�ons and ensur�ng the�r perspect�ves 
are reflected in planning outputs. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Recommendations to UNHCR:

As the pr�nc�pal organ�zat�on w�th an �nternat�onal mandate to respond to refugee cr�ses across the world, UNHCR 
often plays a cr�t�cal role �n ensur�ng that refugees rece�ve adequate protect�on and ass�stance �n urban areas.  By 
cons�der�ng the�r �mpact on everyday refugee-host relat�ons, as e�ther promot�ng or underm�n�ng these, UNHCR 
may �ncrease the effect�veness of �ts operat�ons and l�m�t the r�sks of unant�c�pated negat�ve consequences that 
arise from refugee-host dynamics.  Specifically, the results of the study suggest that UNHCR can leverage the 
potent�al of refugee-host relat�ons by focus�ng on the follow�ng areas:

Focus d�rect ass�stance on new arr�vals and vulnerable refugees, so that they may access resources and 
serv�ces needed to become self-rel�ant. 

Promote the development of hous�ng markets for refugees, such as by prov�d�ng br�dg�ng support for refugees 
to meet rental obl�gat�ons as they establ�sh �ncome sources, and develop�ng m�n�mum standards for urban 
refugee rental hous�ng. 

Support local h�r�ng of refugees �n urban areas, such as through connect�ng employers w�th vocat�onal tra�n�ng 
�n�t�at�ves and prov�d�ng �nformat�on on the procedures for h�r�ng refugees. 

Prov�de �ncent�ves for educat�on and health care prov�ders to be more �nclus�ve of refugee populat�ons. 

Develop a more nuanced understand�ng of soc�al vulnerab�l�ty �n urban areas, �nclud�ng exam�nat�on of arr�val 
per�od, household s�ze and dynam�cs, educat�on levels, and urban versus rural or�g�n.

Recommendations to Non-Governmental Organizations:

Local and �nternat�onal non-governmental organ�zat�ons are well-placed to advocate for many of the suggest�ons 
outl�ned above, part�cularly regard�ng the relat�onsh�p between strengthened forms of protect�on and reduct�ons 
�n r�sks of negat�ve relat�ons between refugees and the�r hosts. NGOs are also well placed to foster d�rect l�nks 
between refugee and local commun�t�es and the development of more locally �nst�tut�onal�zed forms of commun�ty 
support for refugees.  The study suggests several act�ons that NGOs can take �n th�s regard: 

Advocate for the r�ghts of urban refugees �n reference to those enshr�ned �n the 1951 Convent�on, w�th 
part�cular attent�on to non-d�scr�m�nat�on toward refugees �n access�ng essent�al serv�ces, resources and 
protect�on. 

Ident�fy ways that refugees and host-commun�ty members can both part�c�pate �n the des�gn, �mplementat�on 
and evaluat�on of project act�v�t�es. 

Engage local c�v�c assoc�at�ons (e.g., ne�ghborhood assoc�at�ons, student groups), fa�th commun�t�es, 
bus�ness and labor assoc�at�ons, and ph�lanthrop�c agenc�es to �ncrease awareness of refugees’ r�ghts and 
foster mutually support�ve act�ons between refugee and host-commun�ty �nst�tut�ons. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Appendix 1: Survey Form (Cameroon Example)

1. Household Number
2. Locat�on (C�ty)
3. Enumerator Name
4. Name of Respondent
5. Date of Interv�ew

SECTION A: GENERAL

A. B�ograph�cal Informat�on of Respondent:
6. Gender
7. Age
8. Country of Or�g�n
9. Home Area
10. Occupat�on Pr�or to Refuge
11. Arr�val Date
12. Legal Status

B. Social Activities:
13. Do you personally part�c�pate �n any of the follow�ng 
act�v�t�es on a regular bas�s?

C. Household Characteristics:
14. Th�s Ne�ghborhood (Name)
15. Are you the head of your household?
16. Household S�ze
17. Status of Ne�ghbors (Adjacent Houses)
18. Status of Hous�ng

D. Household Expenses and Income
19. Approx�mately how much does the household pay per 
month towards the follow�ng expenses?
20. Where does the household obta�n �ncome to meet the 
expenses l�sted above?

E. Marriage
21. Number of current marr�ed couples l�v�ng w�th�n house-
hold?
22. Of these, number of marr�ages between refugees and 
c�t�zens?

F. Access to Education
23. Number of ch�ldren of school-go�ng age…
24. Ma�n reason for ch�ldren not attend�ng school
25. Pr�mary respons�b�l�ty for cost of educat�on
26. Ma�n problem w�th educat�on �n general

G. Access to Health Care
27. Ma�n source of health care
28. Ma�n ass�stance to meet health care costs
29. Ma�n household health compla�nt
30. Ma�n problem w�th health serv�ces

H. Protection and Security
31. In general, are refugees comfortable seek�ng ass�stance 
from the local pol�ce?
32. Are refugees more vulnerable to cr�me and abuse than 
c�t�zens?
33. Do you and your fam�ly members have documents to 

prove that you are refugees?
34. Is �t �mportant for you to keep your documents w�th you at 
all t�mes, to prove that you are a refugee?
35.  Who do you approach first, if you need assistance re-
lated to your secur�ty?

SECTION B: CAMEROON

I. Travel History and Arrival: Cameroon
36. After fleeing your home, how many other countries did 
you pass through before settl�ng �n Cameroon?
37. What was the ma�n reason beh�nd your household seek-
�ng refuge �n Cameroon?
38. What did you do after you first arrived in Cameroon?
39. How significant were the following, in informing the deci-
s�on for your household to move to Yaoundé?

J. UNHCR and Access to Services: Cameroon
40. Do ch�ldren of school-go�ng age �n your household cur-
rently rece�ve support from UNHCR to attend school?
41. Does your household rece�ve support from UNHCR to 
pay for hous�ng costs?
42. What �s the nat�onal�ty of the person who owns the house 
that you l�ve �n?
43. Are members of your household able to obta�n support 
from UNHCR to pay for costs related to health care?

K. Safety and Protection: Cameroon
44. Do members of your household possess sufficient docu-
mentat�on to access to follow�ng serv�ces?
45. Has any member of th�s household been the v�ct�m of a 
cr�me �n Yaoundé �n the last 12 months?
46. What was the most recent ser�ous cr�me exper�enced by 
a member of your household?
47. In general, do you (personally) feel safe l�v�ng �n Yaoun-
dé?
48. Wh�ch of the follow�ng can you rely on for help �f your 
safety or secur�ty �s threatened?
49. In general, do you personally feel that Cameroon�ans are 
happy to accept refugees �n Yaoundé?

L. Future Plans:
50. F�nally, what do you th�nk �s the best solut�on to your s�tu-
at�on as a refugee?

M. Questions for Enumerator
51. Language of Interv�ew
52. Was add�t�onal translat�on used dur�ng �nterv�ew 
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Appendix 2: Checklist for Funding Agencies when 
Preparing Requests for Proposals (RFPs) Related to Urban 
Refugees

Does the RFP �nv�te proposals that address the �n�t�al recept�on needs of urban refugees, based on method-
olog�es that contr�bute to self-rel�ance? 

Does the RFP include shelter/housing in its sectoral focus list?  If so, does it provide the flexibility to use in-
novat�ve approaches for �mprov�ng urban refugees’ access to hous�ng rental markets? 

Does the RFP �nclude l�vel�hoods �n �ts sectoral focus l�st?  If so, does �t call for �nnovat�ve approaches to �n-
creas�ng urban refugees’ access to formal employment, �nclud�ng l�nk�ng protect�on, commun�ty outreach and 
l�vel�hood act�v�t�es? 

Does the RFP �nclude a call for act�v�t�es that encourage cooperat�on, �nteract�on, and peaceful coex�stence 
among refugees and host commun�t�es, such as jo�nt commun�ty development act�v�t�es, jo�nt management of 
common �nfrastructure (e.g., water po�nts) or d�spute resolut�on mechan�sms? 

In sett�ngs where the nat�onal legal framework �s restr�ct�ve or does not recogn�ze refugees l�v�ng �n urban 
areas, does the RFP �nv�te strateg�c outreach and advocacy act�v�t�es, �nclud�ng through partnersh�p w�th local 
and nat�onal organ�zat�ons?  

Does the RFP prov�de opportun�t�es to �dent�fy and document the needs and perspect�ves of urban refugees 
regard�ng potent�al durable solut�ons, �nclud�ng for the purpose of des�gn�ng future programs that support 
these solut�ons? 

Does the RFP provide for flexibility in proposing sub-agreements with local or national organizations that 
could provide specific services or engage local stakeholders in ways that would strengthen refugee-host rela-
t�ons? 

Does the RFP use standard language, e.g., “urban refugees” or “refugees l�v�ng �n host commun�t�es” to �nd�-
cate that the proposal opportun�ty �s not l�m�ted to work w�th refugees �n camp-based sett�ngs?   

Does the RFP �nv�te analys�s of projects’ potent�al �mpacts on host commun�t�es and the relat�onsh�p between 
urban refugees the�r hosts, analys�s of heterogene�ty w�th�n a refugee host�ng commun�ty, or a needs assess-
ment of the urban poor who l�ve among refugees? 

Does the RFP �nclude an expectat�on of coord�nat�on w�th development actors and other non-trad�t�onal actors 
(e.g., local c�v�c, fa�th or bus�ness assoc�at�ons) when urban refugee programm�ng �s proposed?  

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

Appendix 3: Refugee-Host Relations Checklist for Program 
Design and Evaluating Proposals

Does the proposal �dent�fy ex�st�ng soc�al structures and d�vers�t�es (e.g., econom�c, rel�g�ous, l�ngu�st�c) w�th�n 
refugee and host commun�t�es, and cons�der how these m�ght affect refugees’ access to essent�al serv�ces 
and protect�on? 

Does the proposal �dent�fy po�nts of �nteract�on or mutual organ�z�ng between refugees and host commun�-
t�es?  Funders could request that proposals �nclude a commun�ty or �nst�tut�onal mapp�ng to �llustrate where, 
when and how refugees and the�r hosts are l�kely to �nteract. 

1.

2.
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Does the proposal assess the level of awareness of refugees and the�r r�ghts among the local host commun�-
ty, �nclud�ng relevant publ�c agenc�es?  What steps does �t propose to address these, �n terms of encourag�ng 
a more refugee-fr�endly “operat�ng env�ronment”? 

Does the proposal analyze the refugee protect�on framework and any opportun�t�es or challenges �t presents 
for local �ntegrat�on? How does �t propose to make use of opportun�t�es? How does �t propose to address chal-
lenges? Funders could request th�s be �ncluded �n the background sect�on. 

Does the proposal include ways to measure (quantitatively and/or qualitatively) the potential benefits of refu-
gees l�v�ng and work�ng �n the commun�ty to host commun�ty members?  

Does the proposal �dent�fy any gaps �n protect�on and ass�stance to new refugee arr�vals that may generate 
conflict between refugees and hosts?  If so, how does it seek to address these?  

If common property resources (i.e., shared infrastructure or physical assets) are identified, does the proposal 
�nclude act�v�t�es to strengthen the�r management through �nvolvement of both refugees and host commun�ty 
members? 

Does the proposal analyze potent�al obstacles for refugees �n access�ng essent�al publ�c serv�ces, e.g., health 
care or education?  Does it address these obstacles in ways that engage local beneficiaries of these ser-
v�ces? 

Does the proposal �dent�fy ways to engage local landlords or commun�ty �nst�tut�ons (e.g., ne�ghborhood asso-
c�at�ons, local government un�ts) �n expand�ng refugees’ access to rental hous�ng or mak�ng refugees’ tenancy 
r�ghts more secure? 

Does the proposal �dent�fy opportun�t�es to partner w�th local c�v�l soc�ety organ�zat�ons, commun�ty-based or 
fa�th-based assoc�at�ons, or volunteer networks �n prov�d�ng essent�al serv�ces or protect�on to urban refu-
gees?  Funders could request that th�s be �ncluded as an append�x to the proposal. 

Does the proposal assess prospects for durable solut�ons for refugees �n urban areas, and cons�der ways to 
engage local stakeholders in the identification and implementation of durable solutions?

Appendix 4: Sample Indicators Related to Refugee-Host 
Relationships for Use in Monitoring and Evaluation

The follow�ng are sample �nd�cators related to urban refugee-host relat�onsh�ps that could be �ncluded �n mon�tor-
�ng and evaluat�on frameworks.   

Protection Framework
The nat�onal refugee protect�on framework recogn�zes the r�ghts of refugees to res�de, access essent�al ser-
v�ces and pursue l�vel�hood opportun�t�es �n urban areas. 
The percentage of sampled municipal authorities and law enforcement officials who are able to identify or ac-
curately descr�be: 

At least one element of their country’s accepted definition of a refugee.
At least three key comm�tments of the�r country’s refugee protect�on laws or pol�c�es.
The procedures for refugee recept�on and/or reg�strat�on.

The percentage of sampled host commun�ty res�dents who are able to �dent�fy:
At least one element of their country’s accepted definition of a refugee.
At least two comm�tments of the�r country’s refugee protect�on laws or pol�c�es.

Arr�val and Recept�on
Wr�tten �nformat�on on the recept�on process �s ava�lable �n refugee languages. 

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

1.

2.

a.
b.
c.

3.
a.
b.

4.
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Interpretat�on serv�ces are ava�lable dur�ng the recept�on process as needed.  
The reception process includes a socio-economic assessment and identifies refugees in need of intensive 
short-term support, based on establ�shed vulnerab�l�ty cr�ter�a.  

Shelter and Housing
The level of secur�ty �n tenancy relat�onsh�ps, as measured by changes �n:

The number of forced ev�ct�ons of refugees.
The percentage of ev�ct�ons and rent defaults over t�me.

The extent to which identified landlords make adequate rental housing available to urban refugees, as mea-
sured by:

The percentage of sampled refugee rental hous�ng that meets m�n�mum standards.
The percentage of sampled refugee tenants who are able to meet the�r monthly rental payment com-
m�tments.

The extent to wh�ch urban refugees have secure access to shared commun�ty �nfrastructure (e.g., water and 
san�tat�on po�nts), as measured by:

The percentage of user groups that �nclude both refugee and host commun�ty part�c�pants.
The percentage of user groups that have gu�del�nes for the use and management of common prop-
erty wh�ch are mutually agreeable to refugee and host commun�ty users.

Livelihoods
The percentage of sampled host commun�ty employers who are able to �dent�fy at least two sk�ll-sets (e.g., 
carpentry, embro�dery) among refugees l�v�ng �n the�r mun�c�pal�ty. 
The percentage of sampled host commun�ty employers who are able to descr�be accurately the procedures 
for h�r�ng refugees.  
The percentage of sampled urban refugees who:

Are able to descr�be accurately the procedures for rece�v�ng perm�ts to conduct bus�ness.
Apply for and rece�ve for bus�ness perm�ts.

The percentage of sampled urban refugees who are econom�cally self-rel�ant, as measured by self-report�ng 
of household consumpt�on and �ncome sources.  

Education and Health Care
The extent to wh�ch urban health cl�n�cs (�nclud�ng government, pr�vate and NGO-managed cl�n�cs) are acces-
s�ble to urban refugees, as measured by: 

The percentage of sampled urban refugees who are able to descr�be accurately the procedures for 
access�ng local health serv�ces.
The percentage of sampled urban refugees who �nd�cate ab�l�ty to pay fees for bas�c and curat�ve 
health serv�ces.

The extent to wh�ch sampled cl�n�c and school adm�n�strators and staff are able to:
Identify at least at least one element of their country’s accepted definition of a refugee
Ident�fy at least one form of documentat�on of refugee status.
Descr�be accurately the procedures for refugees to access essent�al serv�ces.

The percentage of sampled school-age refugee ch�ldren who are enrolled �n schools. 
The percentage of sampled parents of school-age urban refugee ch�ldren who:

Are able to �dent�fy procedures for enroll�ng ch�ldren �n school.
Ind�cate the ab�l�ty to pay for fees assoc�ated w�th enroll�ng ch�ldren �n schools.

Durable Solutions
In locat�ons where durable solut�ons are be�ng explored, relevant documents (e.g., needs assessment frame-
works, strategy documents, �mplementat�on plans) �dent�fy and �ncorporate the perspect�ves of urban refu-
gees. 
Nat�onal law and pol�cy govern�ng m�grat�on prov�des mechan�sms (e.g., v�sas, permanent or temporary work 
perm�ts) for urban refugees to trans�t�on to other legally recogn�zed m�grant statuses.

Depending on the availability of baseline information, these indicators could be made more specific to planned 
activities and targeted participants, or indicate expected change over time, e.g.: “100% of beneficiaries are able to 
accurately descr�be the procedures for apply�ng for bus�ness perm�ts, as �nd�cated by act�v�ty post-tests” or “The 

5.
6.

7.
a.
b.

8.

a.
b.

9.

a.
b.

10.

11.

12.
a.
b.

13.

14.

a.

b.

15.
a.
b.
c.

16.
17.

a.
b.

18.

19.
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percentage of beneficiaries who are economically self-reliant, as measured by self-reported household consump-
t�on, �ncreases from 20% to 50% over one year.”

Informat�on for these �nd�cators could be collected through the follow�ng approaches: 

Quant�tat�ve and/or qual�tat�ve surveys (draw�ng on Append�x 1 and 2 of th�s report as examples)
Focus group d�scuss�ons �nvolv�ng act�v�ty part�c�pants 
Written stories from project beneficiaries on the most significant changes from their participation
Desk rev�ews of relevant laws, pol�c�es or procedural documents
External observat�on of refugee recept�on or serv�ce �ntake processes
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