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Scope of report 
 
This report presents a comprehensive overview of information gathered through IOM Sudan’s 
Village Assessment and Returnee Monitoring Programme in Warrap State and seeks to highlight the 
reintegration challenges that returnees and resident communities face in the different counties in this 
State of high return. 
 
The following report presents the results of Village Assessments conducted in Warrap State 
between January and June 2009. A total of 2,049 villages were assessed, representing 97% of all 
existing villages in Unity State. The population in the areas is 941,045 residents (78%), 151,806 
(16%) returnees and 55,201 IDPs (6%).  
 
All of IOM’s programmes in Sudan are aimed at promoting the safe, dignified and sustainable 
return and reintegration of those who were uprooted by the civil war in Sudan. The war lasted for 21 
years and led to the displacement of more than 4 million individuals from or within Southern Sudan, 
a region dominated by poverty and scarcity.  
 
Within Sudan, IOM is most closely associated with the joint Sudanese government, UN and IOM 
IDP (internally displaced people) return programme. Through this programme, IOM has helped 
more than 112,000 IDPs return to their homes in Southern Sudan. In addition, IOM has supported 
the return of Sudanese migrants who have been stranded abroad, the return of highly qualified 
migrants from the Diaspora (and IDP settlements in Khartoum) and, in coordination with UNHCR, 
the repatriation of Sudanese refugees. In total, within the last four years, IOM has assisted in the 
return of more 160,000 individuals to different parts of Sudan. 
 
According to IOM’s Total Returns to South Sudan Post-CPA (Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
Report), published in 2008, an estimated 151,806 returnees have returned to Warrap State1.  45% of 
the returnees to Unity returned from Khartoum, while 15% returned from Western Bahr el Ghazal 
and 11% returned to the State from outside Sudan. The main return destinations are the counties of 
Gogrial West (35%), Twic (33%), and Tonj South (12%).  
 
Within this context, the IOM Village Assessment Programme (along with the Tracking of 
Spontaneous Returns Programme) represents a key commitment from IOM to extend support to this 
enormous number of spontaneous returns.  
 
The report is comprised of 3 parts:  
 

• PART I: Data Analysis and Key Findings 
• PART II: Maps Showing Key Data 
• PART III: Statistical Tables and Form Samples. 

 
The full Village Assessment Dataset is published in CD format only. The Dataset provides the 
completed forms for all the villages assessed which can be accessed through ‘clickable’ maps at the 
State, County and Payam levels.  
 
                                                 
1 IOM Total Returns to South Sudan Post-CPA to June 2008. The IOM-SSRRC Tracking of Spontaneous Return 
Programme had captured 60,051 spontaneous returnees at their areas of return in Unity State by June 2009 (see IOM 
Tracking of Spontaneous Return Report, June 2009). 
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Executive summary  
The following report presents the results of Village Assessments conducted in Warrap State 
between January 2008 and June 2009. A total of 2,049 villages were assessed, representing 97% of 
all existing villages in Warrap State. The population in the area assessed is 734,038 residents (78%), 
151,806 returnees (16%) and 55,201 IDPs (6%).  
 
Insufficient access to water, and particularly improved drinking water, was highlighted by the 
majority of the villages in Warrap as the major concern. In Warrab, averages of 926 people share a 
single improved water source. Hand pumps have been established in only 32% of the villages, 
assessed – a total of 730 hand pumps. Of these, 189 (21%) were found to be not working during the 
assessment period. Only 12% of the villages assessed had protected wells.  
 
Lack of access to health care was rated as the second major concern. Only 5% of the villages 
assessed have healthcare facilities. Logistical constraints, such as inaccessible roads, lack of public 
transport, or lack of financial means, hinder access to health care for the majority of the remaining 
villages. Of those villages which have healthcare facilities, the majority lack highly qualified 
personnel and basic equipment. Of all the health facilities assessed, 41% of health staff are mid 
wives/traditional birth attendants, 30% are nurses. Only 23% of the health facilities have medical 
assistants and only 5% have a medical doctor.  
 
Levels of HIV/AIDS awareness in Warrap State are of particular concern: only 5% of participants 
in focus group discussions reported having any knowledge about HIV/AIDS.  
 
Education is another major concern in Warrap State. Only 18% of the villages assessed have an 
education facility. 99% of exiting education facilities are basic primary schools, 1% are secondary 
schools. The structures of school buildings themselves are generally very basic: 30% are outdoor 
facilities (under trees), 57% were of non permanent structure. Only 25% of enrolled students are 
girls. 
 
Agro-pastoralism is cited as the main source of income for 78% of the population in Warrap with 
farming and livestock rearing as main activities. 18% reported supplementing this with fishing. The 
main sources of food were the products of the aforementioned activities supplemented with the 
purchasing of additional food at markets as well as humanitarian food assistance. The food basket is 
supplemented by the collection of wild fruits and hunting.  
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PART I – NARRATIVE REPORT 

A. Background – IOM Village Assessments in Warrap 
IOM began the Village Assessment Programme in villages of high return in Warrap State in 2007. 
By the end of 2008, 168 villages of high return had been assessed. By June 2009, this figure had 
increased to 2,049 villages. Initially, the Village Assessment programme was intended to direct 
IOM’s own reintegration projects in the state, but as the programme has expanded, so too have the 
objectives of the programme along with the degree of GoSS partnership. Latterly, the programme 
has come to represent one of the GoSS’s commitments to large-scale remigration planning and 
coordination.  
 
The objectives of the Village Assessment Programme are: 
 

• To provide the Sudanese state authorities the basis on which to conduct reintegration 
planning and coordination on return and reintegration activities;  

• To provide a mapping of the status of basic infra-structure and services in the selected States 
in order to support general recovery and development planning and coordination, for 
Sudanese authorities, NGOs, and UN bodies;  

• To establish databases of the conditions of basic infra-structure and services in each village 
in the selected States to provide a technical basis for the planning of humanitarian, early 
recovery and development interventions.  

  
The Village Assessment Program seeks to achieve these objectives through the following activities:  
 

• Collection of data concerning, and mapping of, population patterns and basic infrastructure 
at village level within six sectors (water, education, health, shelter, food and security);  

• Identification of reintegration needs and protection concerns in the assessed villages;  
• Sharing of information in various forums/formats in order to incorporate the collected 

baseline data into reintegration planning; 
• Build the capacity of the government to collect, monitor and manage baseline data and 

reintegration planning.  
 
Village Assessments are undertaken through direct field visits, utilizing a standardized assessment 
tool. In 2009, the program also included capacity building for SSRRC, IOM’s governmental 
counterpart in Southern Sudan, to collect and manage data. All Village Assessments were 
conducted by SSRRC enumerators in 2009. The enumerators gathered professional experience in 
baseline data collection during their work and 78 SSRRC enumerators received further theoretical 
and technical training from IOM, combined with on-the-job training..  
 
During the reporting period, IOM assessed 2,049 villages in Warrap State. The distribution of 
villages within each County is shown in the table below: 
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Table 1: Total villages assessed per county 
 

County Total of villages assessed 
Gogrial East 126
Gogrial West 398
Tonj East 318
Tonj North 345
Tonj South 359
Twic 503
Total 2,049
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B. Methodology 
 
To implement this programme, IOM developed Sudan-specific questionnaires to gather information 
on the availability and accessibility of basic infrastructure in areas of high return. The questionnaire 
was designed for village-level assessments and includes questions on population and tribal 
composition of villages, the availability of shelter and food, and livelihood opportunities, as well as 
information on water and sanitation, health, education and other issues related to protection and 
reintegration (For copies of the questionnaires see Annexes 13 and 14).  
 
The Village Assessments were conducted by 78 SSRRC enumerators (trained and supported by 
IOM). Training sessions were developed for the SSRRC enumerators for the Village Assessment 
Program and included modules in the following areas: 
 

• management and implementation of baseline surveys; 
• human rights and principles of internal displacement; 
• methodology and logic of the Village Assessment form; and 
• use of GPS, and other, technical devices (Nokia remote-database access equipment) 

 
Each county was assessed by SSRRC enumerators based in the assessed area. IOM assisted in the 
preparation and resource management of the assessments and provided necessary logistical and 
financial support. Working together, IOM and SSRRC developed an operational plan for the 
program.  
 
The methodology used for data collection combined Focus Group Discussions with different social 
groups (i.e. government representatives, local leader, residents and returnee representatives, women 
and youths), individual interviews, and visual assessments which involved team members surveying 
available facilities with key informants and recoding this using GPS.  
 
Village Assessment forms were processed in the Joint Operation Center in Juba and Khartoum and 
consolidated in a centralized IOM database. Verification and quality control was carried out at 
village level, data entry level and centralized IOM Juba and Khartoum levels. Forms with suspected 
unreliable information were placed ‘on hold’ and referred to verification teams who would revisit 
the concerned villages. 
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C. Challenges 
 
One of the main challenges was that the total of villages was not known at the beginning of the 
assessment which made efficient planning difficult. Initially the list of existing villages used for the 
5th South Sudan population census was foreseen as baseline data for planning purposes. Upon 
assessment it became obvious that several of the listed villages were not inhabited. For the other 
counties village lists have been prepared by SSRRC in consultation with the payam administrators 
and the information in view of number as well as name of villages has been corrected during the 
assessment. 
 
Accessibility of villages due to poor road conditions, non-existing roads or swamps was a challenge 
in all areas, particularly difficult was the assessment in Twic and Gogrial West. 141 villages in 
those counties were not accessible. Except the villages located next to the main roads access to 
around 75% of the villages was only possible via foot paths.  
 
Four payams in Tonj North and Tonj East could not been accessed because of security concerns due 
to the tribal conflict between Agop and Alabek which was ongoing at the time of the assessment. 
 
Establishing reliable population figures was amongst the challenging aspects of the assessment 
process. IOM and the SSRRC did its utmost to verify the numbers of returnees and residents within 
villages, it was clear that on some occasions the population data provided during the assessment 
was unrealistic and inflated. Ultimately the population figures collected through the IOM/SSRRC 
village assessments significantly exceeded the data of the 2008 Population and Housing Census, 
published in June 2009.  
 
Various factors may contribute to this difference. The census figures, for example, do not include 
the number of returnees following the date of the census in May 2008. The greatest factor leading to 
a difference in figures is, however, likely to interlocutors providing inflated population figures in 
the expectation that higher population figures would lead to greater levels of assistance.  
 
In light of these concerns, and given that the IOM conducted verification missions were able in 
general able to support census figures, the total population figures provided in this report are based 
on the data from the fifth census. Within these totals however, the relative numbers of ‘types’ of 
population (e.g. returnee, IDP, resident etc) are based on the percentage of these population types 
established by the village assessment process.  
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D. State report – Warrap 
 

1. Boundaries 
 
Warrap borders Abyei to the north, Northern and Western Bahr el Ghazal to the west and south, 
Lakes to the south-east and Unity to the north-east. In the Dinka language Warrap means ‘River of 
Sorghum’ (war=river, rap=sorghum). 
 
South Sudan was historically divided into 3 provinces: Greater Bahr el Ghazal, Upper Nile and 
Equatoria. Warrap was part of Bahr el Ghazal which also included what are now Northern and 
Western Bahr el Ghazal and Unity States. Under the Interim Constitution of Southern Sudan the 
three provinces of South Sudan were divided into 10 States, including Warrap.2  

Warrap State has historically been among the most underdeveloped regions in Southern Sudan. 
Since peace was restored by the signing of the CPA in 2004, local government structures were set 
up and the area’s development started from scratch. 

Warrap State is subdivided into 6 counties, and the counties are divided into 41 Payams and more 
than 100 Bomas in the rural area. The capital of the State is Kuajok. The division of Warrap into 
Counties and Bomas started in 2005 after the constitution entered into force. Borders, as well as the 
names of counties and Payams were modified. The return movement and political deliberations lead 
to continuous changes as new villages or Bomas are founded and others are renamed. The 
boundaries of the new Counties and States are recognized by the government, but are not yet 
officially demarcated. 
 
The following table provides an overview of the current administrative structure at payam level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 The Interim Constitution of Southern Sudan, 2005, Part I, Chapter I, Nr.1 (2) 
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Table 2: Warrap State, Counties and Payams 
  
 

County Payam County headquarters 
1 Turalei 

2 Aweng 

3 Wunrok 

4 Panyok 

5 Akoc 

Twic 

6 Ajak Kuac 

Turalei 

7 Alek South 

8 Alek North 

9 Alek West 

10 Gogrial 

11 Kuac North 

12 Kuac South 

13 Akon 

14 Akon North 

Gogrial West 

15 Riau 

Gogrial 

16 Toch North 

17 Toch East 

18 Toch West 

19 Nyang 

20 Pathoun East 

Gogrial East 

21 Pathoun West 

Liethnom 

22 Marial Lou 

23 Rual Bet 

24 Akop 

25 Alabet 

26 Aliek 

27 Kirik 

28 Pagol 

29 Manalor 

Tonj North 

30 Awul 

Warrap 

31 Makuac 

32 Ananatak 

33 Paweng 

34 Wunlit 

35 Paliang 

Tonj East 

36 Palal 

Romich 

37 Tonj town 

38 Thiet 

39 Wanhalel 

40 Jak 
Tonj South 

41 Manyangok 

Tonj town 
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2. Geography and road infrastructure 
Warrap borders Abyei to the north, Northern and Western Bahr el Ghazal to the west and south, 
Lakes to the south-east and Unity to the north-east. The capital is Kwajok. 
 
The landscape is characterized by flat grassland and tropical Savannah of around 31,027km. Each 
county has areas of high water table, where swamps and stagnant water make access difficult, 
particularly in the rainy season.  
 
Four main rivers cross the state. The Tonj River flows from Western Equatoria through the south 
(Tonj South county) to Unity State. The Jur River and the River Kuom flow from Western and 
Northern Bahr el Ghazal through the northern part of Warrap to Unity state. The River Lol flows 
from Northern Bahr el Ghazal to Gogrial West, where it is called Akon River and continues to Twic 
where it has the name Wunrok River. Several seasonal rivers exist in all counties and are used as a 
source of drinking water and livelihood. 
 
Annually, the State experiences floods from July to December. Some areas are completely cut off 
during this time, especially in Twic County in the north of Warrap, where usually 70% of the area is 
under water. In 2008, the entire State was affected by one of the worst floods in recent years. 
 
The accessibility of Warrap has significantly improved in the last two years. The capital Kwajok is 
connected throughout the year by the all-weather road from Western Bahr el Ghazal to Abyei and 
Unity State. In 2009 a permanent bridge over the Wunrok River was completed which improves the 
connection to the North. The second connection leads from Western Bahr el Ghazal via Tonj town 
to Rumbek in Lakes state. Gogrial in Gogrial West is linked to Aweil East in Northern Bahr el 
Ghazal. 
 
Road access to Tonj East and to around 70% of the villages that are located away from the main 
roads is very difficult during the rainy season (June – November). 
 
The map below provides an overview of the administrative structure, the main rivers and roads as 
well as the annual flood areas in Warrap State. 
 

 
 



  

 13

3. Population patterns and migration movements 

3.1 Population patterns in Warrap 
The main ethnic group in Warrap are the Nilotic Dinka (Jieng), minority tribes include the Luo 
(Jurchol & Jur Mananger) and Bongo. The total population for the assessed 2,049 villages is 
941,045 persons. Returnees represent in total 16% (151,806), IDPs 6% (55,201) and residents 78% 
(734,038) of the population assessed. Main return destinations are the counties Gogrial West (35%), 
Twic (33%), and Tonj South (13%), see table 3 and figure 2 for more details. 
 
Establishing reliable population figures was amongst the challenging aspects of the assessment 
process. IOM and the SSRRC did its utmost to verify the numbers of returnees and residents within 
villages, it was clear that on some occasions the population data provided during the assessment 
was unrealistic and inflated. Ultimately the population figures collected through the IOM/SSRRC 
village assessments significantly exceeded the data of the Population and Housing Census, 
published in June 2009.  
 
In light of these concerns, and given that the IOM conducted verification missions were able in 
general able to support census figures, the total population figures provided in this report are based 
on the data from the fifth census. Within these totals however, the relative numbers of ‘types’ of 
population (e.g. returnee, IDP, resident etc) are based on the percentage of these population types 
established by the village assessment process.  
 
109 villages reported that some returnees were either displaced or are separated from their families 
after their return to Unity State  those secondary displaced returnees reported to be mainly from 
villages in Tonj South county (35%), Gogrial East (29%) and Twic (25%). 
 
Table 3: Estimated population figures for assessed villages 
 

County 
Number of 
villages 
assessed 

Return 
Villages 

Census 
Population 

Current 
Estimated 
Population 

Estimated 
Returnees IDPs Residents 

Gogrial East 126 119 103,283 104,766 10,721 6,859 87,186 
Gogrial West 398 372 243,921 251,370 53,848 12,384 185,138 
Tonj East 318 143 116,122 116,572 3,252 6,858 106,462 
Tonj North 345 277 165,222 167,232 14,527 11,285 141,420 
Tonj South 359 269 86,592 89,283 19,453 4,369 65,461 
Twic 503 492 204,905 211,822 50,005 13,446 148,371 
Total 2,049 1,672 920,045 941,045 151,806 55,201 734,038 
Percentage 82%  16% 6% 78% 
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Figure 1: Return destination per county in percentage 
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3.2 Migration movements in Warrap 

Warrap State is both a safe haven for internally displaced persons from elsewhere in Sudan and a 
source of internal displacement. Various Abyei border and/or ethnically driven conflicts have led to 
the displacement of up to 20,000 people in 2008-2009 

Heavy clashes in neighbouring Abyei in May 2008 led to the displacement of 2,500 people fleeing 
the conflict: 2,000 in Twic County and 400 in Kuajok, Gogrial West. Many of the IDPs who settled 
temporarily in Twic returned to Abyei in 2009. A serious clash between the Agar Pakam in Lakes 
State and the Luanyjang in Tonj East, Warrap State led to the displacement of around 2,000 persons 
in Warrap State. 

 In March 2009 anther conflict between the Dinka-Gok from Cueibat, Lakes and the Bongo tribe in 
Agugo arose leading to the displacement of 1,000 persons. In 2008 Gogrial West tribal conflict 
between two Dinka tribes, the Apuk from Gorial East and the Agouk from Gogrial West led to the 
displacement of around 12,000 people from Gogrial West and East.  

In Tonj North another clan fight in Alabek and Akop payam in 2008 (ending in April 2009) led to 
looting of community properties, burning of houses, and the displacement of  6,535 persons from 
the two payams.  
 
In Tonj South, ongoing clan fights between the Dinka sub-groups of Thiet and Wanhalel payam 
over grazing land have led to mutual cattle raiding and killing. In March 2009 fights in Tonj East 
between Palal and Ananatak payam broke out and continue: several casualties were reported and 
300 people were displaced.  
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E. Assessments results 
1. Water coverage in assessed areas 

1.1. Availability and accessibility of water 

Only 44% of the villages in Warrap State have access to improved drinking water3. This is 
insufficient for the population density. Moreover, hand pumps have been established in only 
32% of the villages assessed and only 12% of the villages use protected wells as a water source.  
 
56% of villages had no access to safe drinking water. Instead, as highlighted by Table 4 and 
Figures 3 and 4 below, 28% use unprotected wells, 15% use river water and 5% use hafeers as 
their water source.  
 
Table 4: Correlation between villages per county and available water sources 
 

  Improved drinking water Other drinking water 

County 
Number of 

villages 
assessed 

Protected 
Well 

Hand 
pump Tanker Unprotected 

Well Spring River Hafeer 
Lake/ 
Ponds/ 
Dam 

Gogrial East 126 12 44 0 27 24 8 1 2 
Gogrial West 398 36 141 0 82 1 74 34 11 
Tonj East 318 19 36 1 66 0 6 1 0 
Tonj North 345 5 84 0 123 3 1 0 2 
Tonj South 359 127 106 0 177 0 12 3 2 
Twic 503 15 180 3 31 47 179 53 60 

Total 2,049 214 591 4 506 75 280 92 77 
Percentage  12% 32% 0% 28% 4% 15% 5% 4% 

 
Figure 2: Correlation between villages per county and available water sources 
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In each county, under 50% of the villages assessed have access to safe drinking water. Hand pumps 
have been established in 37% - 39% of the villages in Gogrial East and West and Tonj North and in 
only 25% of the villages in Tonj South.  
 
                                                 
3 Within the scope of this report protected wells, hand pumps, water tanker and bladders are defined as improved 
drinking water. Hafeers have been rated as other water source. 
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Figure 3: Correlation between villages per county and types of water sources 
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1.2. Access to improved drinking water in area assessed 

Protected wells and hand pumps represent 43% of the total water sources in the villages 
assessed. On average one hand pump serves 1,289 people, highlighting the pressing need to 
improve access to safe drinking water. Although many successful interventions have been 
made, access to water, particularly in the high return counties of Tonj East,Gogrial East and 
Gogrial West and Twic is still concerning. In Tonj East 1,766 persons access one hand pump, 
in Gogrial East and Tonj North it is around 1,500 people per hand pump. This is three times the 
Sphere Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response (Sphere 
Standards) of 500 individuals per improved drinking water source. In Tonj South however, 
access to safe drinking water is significantly better. Here, on average, 301 people share one 
source of safe drinking water. Figure 5 below shows the level of access to improved drinking 
water by county.  
 
 
Figure 4: Persons per improved drinking water sources per county 
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Table 5: Number of water sources in the area assessed 
 

  Improved drinking water Other drinking water  

County Estimated 
Population 

Protected 
Well 

Hand 
pump Tanker Unprotected 

Well Spring River Hafeer Lake/ 
Dam Total 

Gogrial East 104,766 12 56 0 36 27 8 1 2 142 
Gogrial West 251,370 48 180 0 143 1 77 35 13 497 
Tonj East 116,572 27 38 1 173  6 1 0 246 
Tonj North 167,232 12 100 0 172 3 1 0 2 290 
Tonj South 89,283 159 138 0 255 0 13 3 2 570 
Twic 211,822 17 218 10 32 47 195 53 60 632 

Total 941,045 275 730 11 811 78 300 93 79 2,377 
Percentage 12% 31% 0% 34% 3% 13% 4% 3% 100% 

 
On average, 21% of existing hand pumps were found to be broken at the time of the assessment: in 
Gogrial East 36% of the hand pumps were broken and in Gogrial West the Figure was 28% (see 
Figure 6 and Annex 2 for more details). While many villagers reported being charged maintenance 
fees for use of the water from hand pumps, capacity to maintain and repair the water sources are 
largely unavailable: the main reasons given for the breakdown of hand pumps were a lack of spare 
parts and/or lack of ‘know how’. 
 

 
Figure 5: Correlation between functioning and non-functioning hand pumps 
 

88% 87% 83% 80%
72%

64%

12% 13% 17% 20%
28%

36%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Tonj North Twic Tonj East Tonj South Gogrial W est Gogrial East

Functioning Hand pump Non-functioning Hand pump  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 18

2. Education and school enrollment 

2.1. Coverage and type of education 

 
Only 18% of the assessed villages provide children with direct access to education: out of the 2,049 
villages assessed, only 371 villages had one or more than one education facility (altogether, there 
are 386 functioning schools in the villages assessed in Warrap State).  
 
On average, one basic primary school serves the children in seven villages. In Tonj East access to 
education is significantly lower than the State-wide average: here one school serves 14.5 villages. 
See Figures 7 and 8 below for more details.  
 
99% (381) of existing education facilities are basic primary schools. Access to secondary education 
is virtually non-existent: there are only 3 secondary schools in the entire state. Two facilities in Tonj 
South provide classes for adult education. See Table 6 below for more details. 
 
Table 6: Typology of education per county 
 

County Primary Secondary Other Total 
Gogrial East 23 1 0 24 
Gogrial West 106 1 0 107 
Tonj East 22 0 0 22 
Tonj North 51 1 0 52 
Tonj South 72 0 2 74 
Twic 107 0 0 107 
Total 381 3 2 386 
Percentage 99% 1% 1% 100% 

 
 
Figure 6: Correlation of villages assessed with availability of schools 
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Figure 7: Number of villages served by one functioning educational facility 
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Thirty-two non-functioning schools were also detected during the assessment process. Reported 
reasons for non-functioning educational facilities included a lack of teachers, destroyed buildings, 
and lack of funds, as shown in Figure 9. 
 
Figure 8: Reasons for non-functioning schools in percentages 
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At the County level 26% of the villages in Tonj West, 20% in Twic and Tonj South and 18% in 
Gogrial East had functioning schools, see table 7 for more details. This result has to be evaluated in 
view of the varied type of schools assessed in each county in table 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 20

Table 7: Availability of education facilities by county 
 

County 
Number of 

villages 
assessed 

Villages 
with 

functioning 
schools 

Villages 
without 
schools 

% of 
villages 

with 
functioning 

schools 

% of 
villages 
without 

functioning 
schools 

Number of 
functioning 

schools 

Number of 
Non-

functioning 
schools   

Gogrial East 126 23 103 18% 82% 24 6 
Gogrial West 398 104 294 26% 74% 107 8 
Tonj East 318 22 296 7% 93% 22 6 
Tonj North 345 50 295 14% 86% 52 0 
Tonj South 359 72 287 20% 80% 74 10 
Twic 503 100 403 20% 80% 107 2 
Total 2,049 371 1,678  386 32 

Average 18% 82%   
 
 
For children attending school, 49% have to walk more than 60 minutes to reach their place of 
education, 25% have to walk between 31 to 60 minutes and 21% walk between 15 to 30 minutes 
(see Figure 10). Repeatedly, the distance to the nearest school was given as the main reason why 
children were not enrolled in school as well as why main drop out early.  
 
Figure 9: Average walking distance to access education in percentage 
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2.2. School enrolment and gender disaggregation 

 
School enrolment and assistance needs were solicited from school headmasters. Enrolment figures, 
based on registration figures, show that 88,997 boys (75%) and 29,239 girls (25%) were enrolled in 
school in Warrap State during the assessment period. (See Figure 11 for more details.) The average 
number of students per class is 51. 
 
School enrolment of boys and girls however differs significantly between the six counties of 
Warrap State. While the average girl enrollment is 25%, in Tonj East this is as low as 15%, but as 
high as 33% in Twic County.  
 
The average number of teachers per school is 8, and more than 3,111 teachers were identified 
during the assessment. Many, however, are volunteers who have not received teacher-training. Most 
reported that they are not included in the government payroll and rely financially on voluntary 
contributions from the community. See Figure 12 for more details 
 
Figure 10: Gender disaggregated school enrolment 
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Figure 11: Average of teachers in school by county 
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2.3. Construction type and schools equipment  

 
The construction standards of educational buildings were found to be extremely poor. 57% of the 
functioning schools are constructed out of local materials such as grass, mud and/or thatch. A 
significant number of the buildings are found to be in need of maintenance (see Figure 13 for 
details). 30% of educational facilities are actually classes held in open spaces, mainly under trees 
for shade. Only 11% of the schools are permanent structures. 
 
Figure 12: Construction materials of schools 
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85% of the schools reported that they do not receive assistance for the provision of education. The 
schools that do receive assistance from the international community were mainly in Twic County 
and Gogrial West: 33% of the schools in Twic and 27% in Gogrial West receive assistance. In Tonj 
East, however, only 4% of the schools said they received assistance (see Figure 14 and Table 8 
below for more details).  
 
41% of this assistance involves the provision of school materials such as textbooks, 20% is teacher 
training, and 21% furniture: 49 schools reported offering school feeding to encourage student 
enrolment, particularly of girls. 
    
Table 8: Type of education assistance provided by county 
 

County 
Number of 

villages 
assessed 

Total villages 
received 

educational 
assistance 

Building Furniture Textbooks Training School 
Feeding Other 

Gogrial East 126 21 7 10 17 12 0 0 
Gogrial West 398 80 9 46 76 55 24 10 
Tonj East 318 13 8 1 10 3 0 0 
Tonj North 345 44 5 10 40 12 8 1 
Tonj South 359 42 6 23 36 10 1 3 
Twic 503 99 17 46 91 43 16 6 
Total 2,049 299 52 136 270 135 49 20 

Percentage 8% 21% 41% 20% 7% 3% 
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Figure 13: Percentage of education assistance provided to supported schools 
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3. Health sector and HIV/AIDS awareness 

3.1. Coverage and accessibility of health facilities 

 
The lack of health facilities and access to health care in Warrap State is also extremely concerning: 
95% of the villages assessed have no healthcare centre or unit. A total of 95 functioning health 
facilities were identified in only 93 villages out of the 2,047 assessed, an average of 5-6%. In Tong 
East, there are only 2 health facilities for 318 villages. See Figure 15 and Table 9 for more details. 
 
The majority of the rural population relies on traditional medicine and/or use drugs without 
prescriptions.  
 
Figure 14: Number of assessed villages in correlation to villages with a health facility 
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18 health units are non-functioning, mainly located in Tonj South and Gogrial West. Reasons given 
for the non-functioning of facilities included the lack of qualified staff, lack of financial support and 
lack of medicine. 22% of the health facilities are closed because the building was damaged, 
destroyed or in need of maintenance.  
 
Table 9: Availability of health facilities by County 
 

County 
Number 
of village 
assessed 

Villages 
with 

functioning 
health 
facility 

Villages 
without 
Health 

% of villages 
with 

functioning 
health 
facility 

% of villages 
without 

functioning 
health facility 

Number of 
functioning 

health 
facility 

Number of 
Non-

functioning 
health facility 

Gogrial East 126 8 118 6% 94% 8 1 
Gogrial West 398 21 377 5% 95% 21 6 
Tonj East 318 2 316 1% 99% 2 1 
Tonj North 345 19 326 6% 94% 20 2 
Tonj South 359 19 340 5% 95% 20 7 
Twic 503 24 479 5% 95% 24 1 

Total 2,049 93 1,956   95 18 
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Access to the existing health facilities was viewed as a serious concern for 87% of the population: 
public transport is either unavailable or unaffordable. Walking distances of more than 60 minutes to 
the nearest healthcare unit were reported by 68% of the population, while a further 19% said they 
had to walk between 31 and 60 minutes to reach the nearest health facility, as shown in Figure 16 
and Table 10 below. 
 
Figure 15: Average walking distance to health facilities 
 

31 to 60 min
19%

M ore than 60 min
68%

15 to 30 min
12%

Less than 15 min
1%

 
 
Table 10: Average walking distance to health facilities 
 

County Less than 15 min 15 to 30 min 31 to 60 min More than 60 min 
Gogrial East 0% 4% 24% 72% 
Gogrial West 0% 10% 22% 68% 
Tonj East 2% 3% 6% 89% 
Tonj North 1% 12% 23% 64% 
Tonj South 0% 19% 20% 61% 
Twic 2% 18% 21% 58% 

 

 

3.2. Structure and staffing of healthcare facilities 

86% of the existing health facilities operate in permanent structures, while 13% of the health 
facilities are based in semi-permanent structures. The level of financial and material assistance to 
the healthcare units provided by the State is reported as being very low in different counties, in Tonj 
North (25% state support), Gogrial West county (19% state support). The international community 
is reported as a major actor in the health care sector, providing support to 79% of the facilities in 
Twic and to 57% in Gogrial West. The relative contributions of the state government and the 
international community are provided in Figure 17 below. 
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Figure 16: External assistance for health facilities per county 
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The level of qualified medical personnel in the 95 healthcare facilities is reported as being very low. 
Medical doctors represent only 5% of the total medical personnel in Warrap state, equivalent to 
only 10 medical doctors for the population of nearly 1 million people. Only 23% of the healthcare 
facilities have medical assistants and 30% have nurses. Midwifes and traditional birth attendants 
(TBAs) are present in 41% of facilities. Table 11 and Figure 18 below indicate the structure of the 
medical personnel in the areas assessed. 
 
Table 11: Health staff in health care facilities assessed per person 
 
 

County Doctor Medical Assistant Nurse Midwife TBA 
Gogrial East 2 0 4 4 4 
Gogrial West 3 10 10 5 10 
Tonj East 0 0 2 1 1 
Tonj North 3 2 4 4 12 
Tonj South 0 17 18 5 4 
Twic 2 14 16 13 13 
Total 10 43 54 32 44 
Percentage 5% 23% 30% 17% 24% 
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Figure 17: Health staff in health care facilities assessed in percentage 
 

14%

8%

0%

12%

0%
3%

0% 0%

8%

26%

50%

41%

28%29%

13%

25%

16%

22%
26%

48%

9%

26%

39%

24%

29%

16%

11%

29%
25%

22%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Gogrial East Gogrial West Tonj East Tonj North Tonj South Twic

Dector M edical Assistant Nurse M idWife TBA

 
 
During the assessment, representatives of the health sector were asked what kinds of resources were 
available. In the majority of the facilities, vaccination and medicines are available, however, the 
basic drugs to operate a health facility are often limited (See Figure 19 for more details). The need 
for beds and equipment was highlighted in almost all healthcare facilities.  
 
Figure 18: Lack of supply in health care facilities in percentage 
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The cost of access to healthcare in four counties is free of charge. In Gogrial West (41%) and in 
Twic (50%) fees are charged depending on the service (see Figure 20 for more details). This result 
should be interpreted taking into consideration the overall limited access to healthcare in Warrap 
mentioned in Section 3.1. 
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Figure 19: Cost of access to health care 
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3.3. HIV/AIDS 

 
77% of communities in the villages assessed report having little or no HIV/AIDS awareness, 5% 
state they had been reached by HIV awareness raising programmes and 18% were reluctant to 
answer questions about their awareness of HIV/AIDS. There is, however, significant difference 
between the six counties: in Tonj North for example, only 1% of the inhabitants reported having 
some awareness of the disease, while 92% said they had no knowledge about HIV/AIDS. 

 
 
Figure 20: HIV/AIDS awareness in the area assessed 
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4. Income generation and food resources 
 
4.1. Income generation activities in the area assessed 
 
The majority of the communities in Warrap State are agro-pastoralists who engage in subsistence 
farming and the rearing of livestock, particularly cattle. Planting is conducted during the rainy 
season, though some cultivation also occurs during summer. The main crops are sorghum, simsim, 
millet, groundnut peas, okra and pumpkin. 
 
The different Dinka clans in Warrap State keep their cattle in large numbers in cattle camps within a 
payam. Each person identifies their cattle by special marks and branding. The economic use of the 
cattle herds is limited, meat as well as production of diary products is not common. Yet, culturally, 
cattle are highly valued and play an important role in the society and are a sign of wealth. Payments 
for dowry, compensations or fines are made in cattle. To a lesser extend cattle are sold to meet 
household needs. 
 
Fishing constitutes a significant source of income in Warrap: 18% of respondents reported fishing 
to be among the three main income sources in their village. See Figure 22 for more details. 

 
Other income sources include mainly low-scale income generation activities such as carving, 
milling of grains, collection and sale of wild vegetables and firewood, the production and sale of 
charcoal, or alcohol brewing. Blacksmithing, carpentry and brick-laying are income sources mainly 
along the main roads and at river banks. The production of natural oil for cooking and cosmetics 
from “Lulu” seeds is practiced in Kuac South. Common businesses in Warrap State are vehicle, 
motorbike and bicycle rental and repair services. 
 
A considerable number of returnees in the villages assessed stated that they have no possibility to 
start farming due to a lack of agricultural tools and seeds. This was provided as the main reason 
why many turn to low-scale income generation activities.  
 
Crude oil reserves are suspected in Tonj North (Marial Lou, Awul, Akop and Alabet) and in Tonj 
East (Paweng, Wunchuei, Makuac and Toc). 
 
 
Figure 21: Main income generation activities per county 
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4.2. Food resources  
 
Pre- and post-conflict food resources are similar: the two main pillars are self-sufficiency and “wild 
food” (bush meat and bush fruits). Self-sufficiency, or ‘own production’ of food is ranked by 52% 
of the communities as being the primary source of food before the conflict (see Table 12). Since the 
conflict, ‘own production’ as the main source of food, decreased to 46%. Wild food is categorized 
by 34% as major source of food post-conflict, compared to 32% pre-conflict. See Figure 23 and 
Annex 11 for more information about the pre-conflict food sources. 
 
 
Figure 22: Correlation of pre-conflict and current food sources 
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Table 12: Percentage of current sources of food clustered by county 
 

County Food 
Credit 

Market 
Purchase 

Own 
Production Relatives WFP Wild 

Foods Other 

Gogrial East 1% 2% 50% 3% 3% 40% 0% 
Gogrial West 0% 8% 37% 12% 15% 23% 5% 
Tonj East 0% 7% 48% 10% 0% 35% 0% 
Tonj North 0% 7% 54% 2% 1% 36% 0% 
Tonj South 0% 4% 46% 3% 18% 29% 0% 
Twic 0% 15% 39% 5% 12% 27% 1% 

Average 0% 7% 46% 6% 8% 32% 1% 
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4.3. Food assistance 
 
On average 39% of the villages assessed report receiving food assistance: 96% receive three months 
assistance and 4% report receiving more than three months ration. Reported food assistance to 
communities does not vary significantly by county - see Figure 24. 
 
Figure 23: Food assistance per county 
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The main reasons for food shortages were given as destroyed crops - either by floods or by pest - 
(35%) and lack of rain (32%), see Figure 25. 
 
 
Figure 24: Reasons for food shortage during 2008 and 2009 
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5. Shelter and housing 
 
In 77% of the villages assessed, the construction of new shelters has been observed especially in 
Tonj North (93%), Gogrial Westi (88%) and Tonj East (78%)  
 
Table 13: Construction of new shelters in the assessed villages 
 

County Villages Yes Villages No NA % of shelter constructed 

Gogrial East 74 52  59% 
Gogrial West 351 42 5 88% 
Tonj East 249 61 8 78% 
Tonj North 320 20 5 93% 
Tonj South 217 131 11 60% 
Twic 359 139 5 71% 

Total 1,570 445 34 
Percentage 77% 21% 2% 

 

 
 
The majority of the new constructions are Tukuls, classified as ‘semi-permanent’ and made out of 
mud (60%) and grass walls (34%).  
 
In numerous focus group discussions, returnees state that they were not able to construct tukuls 
because they could not afford the construction materials. In Warrap State, 5% of the temporary 
residences were made of traditional tents and plastic sheets. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 34

PART II – MAPS 
 
The section of the report presents a collection of thematic maps based predominantly on the data 
collected through IOM’s Village Assessment Programme. The exceptions to this are Maps 1 and 3 
which, to greater or lesser degrees, also rely on data from IOM’s Tracking of Spontaneous Returns 
Programme.  
 
 
1. Tracking of Spontaneous Returns: Warrap - Cumulative January 2006 - March 2009 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Tracking of Spontaneous Returns Programme, based on data 
gathered from January 2006 up to March 2009. 
This programme gathers data directly from the villages of return, and thus provides actual return 
numbers. As of March 2009, the geographic coverage of IOM’s Tracking of Spontaneous Returns 
Programme is around 65% by payam. Areas of the map shown without colour indicate the lack of 
reporting mechanism, not lack of returnees. By various means, the IOM area of return tracking 
programme is directed towards the areas of highest return, and thus the coverage of numbers of 
returnees tracked is held to be above the geographical coverage of 65%. 
 
 
2. Density of villages assessed – County level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009 and shows the density of villages assessed at the county level. The lightest tone on the 
map indicates a smaller number of villages assessed in the county, and darker colours indicate areas 
where the number of villages assessed is higher. 
 
 
3. Access to Water in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map compares the percentage of villages without improved water sources in each 
county with the villages with improved water sources. The lightest tone on the map indicates the 
ratio of improved water sources to the number of villages in the county is relatively good, and 
darker colours indicate areas where there are lower numbers of improved water sources per village 
per county. As such, the darker the shading the greater the cause for concern. The map also shows 
the absolute number of villages with improved, or other, water sources for each county in bar chart 
form. Improved water sources are taken to be wells, hand-pumps, bladders and tankers.  
 
 
4. Health Facilities in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. The map compares the percentage of villages without a health facility in each county 
with those villages with a health facility. The lightest tone on the map indicates the ratio of villages 
that have a health facility to villages without a health facility in any given county are relatively 
good. Darker shaded counties indicate areas where the number of health facilities is lower compared 
to the number of villages. As such, darker shaded counties indicate areas of greater concern.  
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5. Health Services Availability in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. The map compares the percentage of villages without a health facility in each county 
with those villages with a health facility. It also indicates the services which are available in those 
health facilities. The lightest tone on the map indicates a relatively good ratio of villages that have a 
health facility to villages without a health facility. Darker shaded counties indicate areas where the 
number of health facilities is lower compared to the number of villages. As such, darker shaded 
counties indicate areas of greater concern. The size of the circle is proportional to the number of 
equipped health facilities. 
 
6. Type Of Health Facility Construction in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. The map shows the type of construction for health facilities in the villages assessed. This 
map also compares the percentage of villages without a health facility in each county with those 
villages with a health facility. The sections within the density circles in each county indicate the 
construction materials used, while the size of the circle is proportional to the number of health 
facilities in the county. The lightest tone on the map indicates a relatively good ratio of villages that 
have a health facility to villages without a health facility. Darker shaded counties indicate areas 
where the number of health facilities is lower compared to the number of villages. As such, darker 
shaded counties indicate areas of greater concern.  
 
7. Awareness Level about HIV/AIDS in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
june 2009. It shows the level of awareness of HIV/AIDS at the county level. The size of each 
density circle indicates the absolute number of villages assessed who replied to the HIV/AIDS 
question during the village assessment campaign, and the sections within the circles indicate the 
level of HIV/AIDS awareness found in each county. This map also compares the percentage of 
villages without a health facility in each county with those villages with a health facility. The 
lightest tone on the map indicates a relatively good ratio of villages that have a health facility to 
villages without a health facility. Darker shaded counties indicate areas where the number of health 
facilities is lower compared to the number of villages. As such, darker shaded counties indicate 
areas of greater concern.  
 
 
8. Type Of Education Construction in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 

 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the type of construction of schools in the villages assessed. The size of 
the pie charts show the number of schools per county, and each slice of the pie is proportional to the 
type of construction of the school. The shaded areas represent the density of primary school per 
county.  
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9. Numbers of Teachers in Assessed Villages: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009.  
This map shows the absolute number of teachers in each county, at primary school level only.   
 
 
10. Numbers of Teachers and Enrolled Student Ratios: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the relative number of teachers to enrolled students, calculated at the 
county level. Counties where student/teacher ratios are 60:1 or less are light shaded, where ratios 
are higher, darker shading is used. As such, darker shaded payams indicate areas of greater concern. 
The map also shows the absolute number of teachers in each county with the use of density circles. 
 
 
11. Enrolment in Primary Schools by Gender: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. Coloured circles on this map show the relative number of boy/girl enrolment in primary 
schools at the county level. Shading is used to indicate the absolute number of primary schools in 
each county.  
 
 
12. Percentage of Villages without Schools: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the percentage of villages without schools, calculated at the county 
level. Counties where the ratio of villages with schools to those without is good, is shown in light 
shading. Where the ratio of villages with or without schools is poor, darker shading is used.  
 
 
13. Average Walking Time to Nearest School: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the average walking time to the nearest school calculated at the county 
level. Light shaded counties indicate where walking time to the nearest school is short, darker 
shades indicate longer average walking times to the nearest school. 
 
 
14. Average Walking Time to Nearest Health Facility: Warrap – County Level 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the average walking time to nearest health facility calculated at the 
county level. Light shaded counties indicate where walking time to the nearest health facility is 
short, darker shades indicate longer average walking times to the nearest health facility. 
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The following series of maps aim at showing the vulnerability of the village by sector and are based 
on an estimated average walking speed of 3 km per hour. The calculations and representations are 
founded on a construct of 3 levels of vulnerability as 1). 3km = acceptable distance; 2). up to 5km = 
“medium” distance ; 3). up to 10km= critical distance. Above 10 km, all villages should be 
considered as priority. 
 
 
15. Access to Education – time/distance correlation in Assessed Villages – Warrap 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the level of access to education facilities in the villages assessed in 
Warrap. It presents a proximity analysis where distance buffers are applied around the villages with 
primary schools. The proximity of villages without facility is estimated according to their distance 
to the nearest primary school, ranging between acceptable (3 km) to critical (10 km maximum). 
Villages located outside these buffers should be considered as high priority areas. 
 
 
16. Access to Health Facilities – time/distance correlation in Assessed Villages – Warrap 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. This map shows the level of access to health facilities in the villages assessed in Warrap. 
It presents a proximity analysis where distance buffers are applied around the villages with a health 
facility. The proximity of villages without a facility is estimated according to their distance to the 
nearest health facility, ranging between acceptable (3 km) to critical (10 km maximum). Villages 
located outside these buffers should be considered as high priority areas. 
 
 
17. Access to Water  – time/distance correlation in Assessed Villages – Warrap 
 
This map is based on data from IOM’s Village Assessment Project gathered between June 2008 and 
June 2009. These maps show the level of access to water in the villages assessed in Warrap. It 
presents a proximity analysis where distance buffers are applied around the villages with improved 
water sources. The proximity of villages without improved water sources is estimated according to 
their distance to the nearest improved water source, ranging between acceptable (3 km) to critical 
(10 km maximum). Villages located outside these buffers should be considered as high priority 
areas. 
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Annex 1: Percentage of water sources in the assessed area, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, 
Sudan July 2009 
 

County Well Hand 
pump Tanker Unprotected 

Well Spring River Hafeer Lake/Dam 

Gogrial East 8% 39% 0% 25% 19% 6% 1% 1% 
Gogrial West 10% 36% 0% 29% 0% 15% 7% 3% 
Tonj East 11% 15% 0% 70% 0% 2% 0% 0% 
Tonj North 4% 34% 0% 59% 1% 0% 0% 1% 
Tonj South 28% 24% 0% 45% 0% 2% 1% 0% 
Twic 3% 34% 2% 5% 7% 31% 8% 9% 

Percentage 12% 31% 0% 34% 3% 13% 4% 3% 
 
 
Annex 2: Correlation between functioning and non-functioning hand pumps, IOM Village Assessment 
in Warrap Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Hand pump 
functioning 

Hand pump 
not function Total 

% of hand 
pump 

functioning 
% of hand pump not 

functioning 

Gogrial East 56 32 88 64% 36% 
Gogrial West 180 69 249 72% 28% 
Tonj East 38 8 46 83% 17% 
Tonj North 100 14 114 88% 12% 
Tonj South 138 34 172 80% 20% 
Twic 218 32 250 87% 13% 

Total 730 189 919  
Percentage 79% 21% 

 
Annex 3: Reasons for non-functioning schools, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan 
July 2009 
 

County Destroyed Lack of Teachers Lack of funds Other 
Gogrial East 3 5 3 1 
Gogrial West 6 2 3 0 
Tonj East 0 0 0 0 
Tonj North 4 6 6 4 
Tonj South 3 5 3 1 
Twic 2 2 2 0 

Total 18 20 17 6 
Percentage 30% 33% 28% 10% 

 
Annex 4: Average walking distance to access education, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, 
Sudan July 2009 
 

County Less than 15min 15 to 30 min 31 to 60 min More than 60 min 
Gogrial East 2 9 30 55 
Gogrial West 14 51 79 148 
Tonj East 3 28 63 189 
Tonj North 8 47 69 165 
Tonj South 5 74 57 95 
Twic 49 128 95 119 

Total 81 337 393 771 
Percentage 5% 21% 25% 49% 
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Annex 5: Gender disaggregated school enrolment, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan 
July 2009 
 

County Girls % of Girls Boys % of Boys 
Gogrial East 1,446 20% 5,756 80% 
Gogrial West 9,129 21% 33,363 79% 
Tonj East 737 15% 4,174 85% 
Tonj North 2,369 18% 10,523 82% 
Tonj South 3,055 23% 10,222 77% 
Twic 12,503 33% 24,959 67% 

Total 29,239  88,997  
Percentage 25% 75% 

 
Annex 6: Construction Materials of schools, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan July 
2009 
 

County Under Trees Thatch/Grass/Mud Brick Other 
Gogrial East 10 11 6 0 
Gogrial West 19 76 12 0 
Tonj East 10 15 1 0 
Tonj North 14 31 8 0 
Tonj South 44 20 6 6 
Twic 25 79 13 0 

Total 122 232 46 6 
Percentage 30% 57% 11% 1% 

 
Annex 7: Percentage of education assistance provided to supported schools, IOM Village Assessment 
in Warrap Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Number of villages 
assessed 

Total villages received 
educational assistance 

% of villages with some 
education assistance 

Gogrial East 126 21 17% 
Gogrial West 398 80 20% 
Tonj East 318 13 4% 
Tonj North 345 44 13% 
Tonj South 359 42 12% 
Twic 503 99 20% 
Total 2049 299 15% 

 
Annex 8: Average walking distance to health facilities, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, 
Sudan July 2009 
 

County Less than 15 min 15 to 30 min 31 to 60 min More than 60 min 
Gogrial East 0 4 22 66 
Gogrial West 0 22 49 150 
Tonj East 5 9 17 251 
Tonj North 2 34 66 184 
Tonj South 1 43 44 137 
Twic 8 62 72 200 
Total 16 174 270 988 
Percentage 1% 12% 19% 68% 
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Annex 9: External assistance for health facilities in percentage, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap 
Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Government International Community No external 
assistance 

Gogrial East 0% 38% 63% 
Gogrial West 19% 57% 24% 
Tonj East 0% 0% 100% 
Tonj North 26% 37% 37% 
Tonj South 0% 32% 68% 
Twic 8% 79% 13% 

Percentage 12% 51% 38% 
 
Annex 10: Heath staff in health care facilities assessed in percentages, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap 
Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Doctor Medical Assistant Nurse Midwife TBA 
Gogrial East 14% 0% 29% 29% 29% 
Gogrial West 8% 26% 26% 13% 26% 
Tonj East 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 
Tonj North 12% 8% 16% 16% 48% 
Tonj South 0% 39% 41% 11% 9% 
Twic 3% 24% 28% 22% 22% 

Percentage 5% 23% 30% 17% 24% 
 
Annex 11: Percentage of pre-conflict sources of food clustered by county, IOM Village Assessment in 
Warrap Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Food 
Credit Market Purchase Own 

Production Relatives WFP Wild 
Foods Other 

Gogrial East 1% 0% 51% 9% 1% 37% 0% 
Gogrial West 2% 5% 45% 18% 1% 28% 1% 
Tonj East 0% 2% 55% 8% 0% 35% 0% 
Tonj North 1% 1% 58% 1% 0% 39% 0% 
Tonj South 3% 2% 55% 4% 1% 35% 0% 
Twic 1% 13% 46% 7% 1% 32% 1% 
Percentage 1% 4% 52% 8% 1% 34% 0% 

 
Annex 12: Food assistance per county, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan July 2009 
 

County Number of villages 
assessed 

No. of villages with food 
assistance 

% of villages with 
food assistance 

Gogrial East 126 17 13% 
Gogrial West 398 330 83% 
Tonj East 318 3 1% 
Tonj North 345 17 5% 
Tonj South 359 224 62% 
Twic 503 214 43% 

Total 2,049 805 39% 
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Annex 13: Modified Village Assessment Form, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan 
July 2009 
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Annex 14: GPS Coordinates for village facilities, IOM Village Assessment in Warrap Report, Sudan July 
2009 

 
 
 
 


