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It is with a deep sense of pride and responsibility that I present 
this profiling report on the local integration of internally displaced 
persons (IDPs) in our council. This document is the outcome of a 
collective effort bringing together local authorities, decentralized 
government services, civil society organizations, and our technical 
and scientific partners, including UNHCR, GIZ, JIPS, INS and BUCREP.

For several years, the Bafoussam I Council, a historic crossroads 
and the heart of Mifi, has been home to a growing number of IDPs 
seeking security, dignity and hope. Their presence represents not 
only a humanitarian challenge, but also an opportunity to strengthen 
“living together”, foster social inclusion and stimulate local develop-
ment.

Based on reliable data and in-depth analysis, this report provides 
a clear picture of the realities experienced by these populations. It 
sheds light on their living conditions and basic needs, as well as the 
challenges they share with host communities, such as limited access 
to drinking water, healthcare, employment, sanitation and food secu-
rity. It also draws attention to specific issues, such as the lack of civil 
status documents, which hinder their full integration.

This information now serves as a strategic instrument to inform 
public policies and guide local action, enabling the development of 
inclusive and sustainable responses that benefit all residents of the 
council.

I would like to extend my warmest thanks to everyone who contri-
buted to this initiative, including the technical experts, institutional 
partners, and most importantly, the communities of the Bafoussam I 
Council, who demonstrated great openness and solidarity by sharing 
their experiences.

This report should serve as a reference framework for our future 
actions. It reflects our shared ambition to create a council where 
everyone, regardless of where they are from, can find their place, 
live with dignity, and contribute to shared prosperity.

Let us continue this commitment together and ensure the successful 
integration of IDPs.

FOREWORD

M. NGANG Cyrille
Mayor of the Bafoussam I Council
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CONTEXT

In 2024, Cameroon topped the list of displacement 
crises that were most overlooked. This underscores 
the persistent gaps in funding, media visibility, and 
international political and diplomatic engagement3. 
Since 2016, Cameroon has faced escalating violence 
between the central government and non-state armed 
groups in the South-West and North-West regions. The 
ongoing conflict and attacks on border communities 
have led to significant internal displacement throughout 
the country, including in the West region. According 
to OCHA and IOM, nearly 650,000 people have been 
displaced by the crisis in the North-West and its spillover 
into the West and Littoral regions. While 494,000 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) are reported to have 
returned home in September 2024, the humanitarian 
situation in areas affected by displacement remains 
critical. 

A multi-sector needs assessment conducted in 20224  
revealed that the situation in the West region was 
particularly serious (level 4 out of 5). There are urgent 
needs for shelter, food, water and sanitation, and 
protection – particularly with regard to child labour. 
However, demographic estimates and socio-economic 
data on displaced persons remain fragmented, often 
unverifiable and limited. In this context, a profiling 
exercise in the Bafoussam I Council (Mifi) and four 
other councils in the West Region, namely Dschang 
(Menoua), Foumban and Kouoptamo (Noun) and 
Mbouda (Bamboutos), was implemented as part of the 
multi-year project to promote the economic and social 
participation of displaced persons and host communities 
(PESoP). These five councils collectively host nearly 34% 
of the 114,111 displaced persons in the West (OCHA, 
2023).  

Overview of the PESoP Project: Objectives 
and Key Components 

The Promoting Economic and Social Participation of 
Internally Displaced Persons and Host Population 
(PESoP) project is a German-Cameroonian cooperation 
project implemented by the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit Gmbh (GIZ) and the 
United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR). 
PESoP is funded by the German Federal Ministry for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and 
overseen by the Ministry of Decentralisation and 
Local Development (MINDDEVEL). It aims to promote 
the economic and social participation of internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) and host populations, parti-
cularly women, in five councils (Bafoussam I, Dschang, 
Foumban, Kouoptamo, and Mbouda) in the West region 
of Cameroon. The project provides direct support to 
beneficiaries and strengthens the capacity of local 
and non-governmental stakeholders to improve living 
conditions sustainably. 

The PESoP project is structured around four main 
components:

	» Economic participation: Facilitating access for 
IDPs and host communities to vocational training, 
as well as employment and income-generating 
opportunities;

	» Social participation: Strengthening the social 
inclusion and cohesion of these populations 
within their host communities.

	» Socio-economic profiling: Produce and make 
available up-to-date data on socio-economic 
vulnerabilities to better target interventions;

	» Gender-based violence: Improve the provision of 
prevention, protection and care services for survi-
vors of GBV by state and non-state actors.

INTRODUCTION
I. 

3 COR, 2024
4  IOM, 2022, Multi-Sectoral Needs Assessments (MSNAs)
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PROFILING: OBJECTIVES AND 
COLLABORATIVE PROCESS

The profiling exercise in the Bafoussam I Council had 
two main objectives: 

	» To identify the specific vulnerabilities faced by 
displaced persons and the obstacles they encoun-
ter in integrating locally in the Bafoussam I Council. 

	» To identify the challenges faced by both displaced 
persons and non-displaced residents in the Bafous-
sam I Council, which are therefore not specific to 
displacement status and instead indicate broader 
development needs.

	»The profiling exercise was carried out in collabo-
ration with the following stakeholders: municipal 
authorities, sectoral ministries (MINDDEVEL, 
MINEPROFF, MINEFOP, MINPMEESA, MINJEC, 
MINJUSTICE, MINSANTE, MINMIDT, MINADER 
and MINAT), technical government entities (INS, 

BUCREP and BUNEC), and community represen-
tatives. These stakeholders formed the Expanded 
Steering Committee, which coordinated the 
profiling process. The profiling was implemented 
by UNHCR, GIZ, BUCREP and INS, with technical 
support from JIPS. 

Throughout the process, the expanded committee 
played an advisory role. Its responsibilities included 
defining objectives, reviewing and validating tools and 
procedures, supporting training and field operations, 
and analysing results. More specifically, a series of 
consultations and workshops were held: 

	» Council-level workshops to define the geographic 
and thematic scope (June 2024);

	» A technical workshop with INS and BUCREP to 
review analytical tools and standards (March 2025);

	»  Council-level workshops to review and confirm 
preliminary findings (May 2025).
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Analysis approach and target populations:  Internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) and non-displaced persons 
were included in the profiling. The approach was 
designed as a comparative analysis of the socio-eco-
nomic situation of the displaced population compared 
to that of non-displaced persons, based on key criteria 
defined by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) 
on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons 
. By identifying the main differences and similarities 
between the situations of displaced and non-displaced 
persons, the analysis highlights areas where displaced 
persons are worse off and can be considered to face 
displacement-related vulnerabilities, while also under-
scoring common challenges that point to broader deve-
lopment issues. 

Geographical scope: A series of workshops were 
organised in each of the five target councils to deter-
mine the geographical scope of the profiling exercise. 
Each workshop included a mapping exercise using 
BUCREP-produced maps to identify neighborhoods 
(villages or ADMIN4) with high, medium, or low concen-
trations of internally displaced persons. This analysis 
was refined by drawing on the knowledge of local 

community members, including imams, pastors, and 
representatives of displaced persons from local PESoP 
committees, as well as council stakeholders.

Thematic scope: The profiling focused on the following 
criteria from the IASC framework on durable solutions: 
security; an adequate standard of living, including access 
to services, food and shelter; access to documentation; 
livelihoods; housing; land and property; family reuni-
fication; and participation in public life. In addition, 
intentions for the future were collected. These themes 
were discussed at the council level during preparatory 
workshops to ensure that all relevant sub-themes were 
included. Subsequently, identifying indicators by crite-
rion ensured alignment with national INS and BUCREP 
standards, as well as international recommendations on 
statistics for displaced persons and standards for analy-
sing durable solutions.  

Sampling and identification of displaced persons: The 
sampling plan was meticulously designed using BUCREP 
map data and estimates of the number of displaced 
persons (IDPs) obtained during council-level meetings. 
Two-stage stratified random sampling was used as the 

METHODOLOGY
II. 

5 Brookings-Bern Project on Internal Displacement (2010) IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for IDPs, April 2010.
6 For more information on the sustainable solutions analysis approach, see: UN Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights 
of Internally Displaced Persons, JIPS, UNHCR, IOM, UNDP, DRC et al. (2018) Sustainable Solutions Analysis Guide & 
Indicator Library.
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Table 1 : Sample - households and individuals, collected and weighted

COUNCIL HOUSEHOLDS SAMPLED NON-DISPLACED TOTALIDPs

BAFOUSSAM 1er

288 248 536

1099 1687 2786

3680 15 956 19636

14 412 84 988 99 400

 

method. Within the Bafoussam I Council, 28 displace-
ment zones (DZs) with a medium or high concentration 
of internally displaced persons (IDPs) were randomly 
selected. A complete list of all households was compiled 
for each sampled enumeration zone. According to a 
criteria-based identification module, households were 
categorised as displaced or non-displaced. This was in 
line with the recommendations of the Expert Group on 
Refugee, IDP and Stateless Statistics (EGRISS . This clas-
sification was carried out in collaboration with BUCREP 

and INS. The sample was then selected at random from 
among the households listed in each enumeration 
area. A total of 536 households were surveyed in the 
Bafoussam I Council, divided between displaced and 
non-displaced persons. The samples were weighted 
prior to analysis. The survey results are representative of 
neighbourhoods with a medium or high concentration 
of displaced persons. However, they do not reflect the 
situation in areas where there are few or no displaced 
persons, nor in the council as a whole.

Unweighted
Households

Individuals

Weighted
Households

Individuals

8 EGRISS (2023) Vers une approche standardisée pour identifier les personnes déplacées, les réfugiés et les populations apparentées dans les enquêtes auprès des ménages. 
Cette publication décrit les critères recommandés pour l’identification des personnes déplacées dans les enquêtes à l’aide d’une série de questions.

Source: 2024 profiling survey
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DISPLACEMENT TO BAFOUSSAM I COUNCIL

PRESENTATION OF BAFOUSSAM I 
COUNCIL 

The Bafoussam I Council was established on 17 January 
2008 by Decree No. 2008/022. Covering an area of 91 
km², it has an estimated population of 148,786 (BUCREP 

estimates for 2023) and is composed of several ethnic 
groups, including the majority Bamiléké, as well as 
Bamoun, Sawa, Beti and Bassa. The council comprises 
41 villages and neighbourhoods, which correspond to 
third-level chiefdoms that form the Bafoussam group. 
This group is headed by a second-level chief. 

III. 

Map 1 : the Bafoussam I Council in the West Region of Cameroon

Source : IM Unit, UNHCR, 2024

The council’s economy is divided into three sectors: 
primary, secondary and tertiary. The primary sector 
comprises agriculture and livestock farming. The area’s 
agricultural development is due to favourable natural 
conditions. Thanks to this potential, the population 
engages in a variety of agricultural activities, including 
vegetable crops (leeks, onions, peppers, tomatoes, chil-
lies, cabbage, etc.) and food crops (e.g. maize, beans, 
plantains, yams, cocoyam, tomatoes, black nightshade, 
potatoes and bananas). They also grow cash crops such 

as Arabica coffee, plantains and sugar cane. Given the 
rudimentary tools used (hoes, dibber, pickaxe, machete, 
etc.), this agriculture remains traditional. As most farms 
are family-based, it is fair to say that this is family farming.

These assets, which are plentiful in the culturally diverse 
Bafoussam I Council, can promote the integration of 
displaced populations, most of whom are from the North 
West region and have been affected by armed conflict. 
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HISTORY OF DISPLACEMENT AND 
INTENTIONS OF IDPs

A predominantly young displaced population: Nearly 
50% of the internally displaced persons surveyed in the 
Bafoussam I Council are between 15 and 34 years of 
age. Women are slightly more represented than men 
in the 15–34 age group (48% compared to 45%) and in 
the 60+ age group (3.2% compared to 2.7%). Conver-
sely, men are slightly more represented than women 
in the younger age group (under 15: 34% compared to 
32%) and in adulthood (35–59 years: 17% compared to 
16%). These differences appear small and do not, at first 
glance, indicate any significant difference in the gender 
structure of the displaced population.

The majority of displaced persons originate from the 
North-West: the north-west and south-west regions 
are the main regions of origin of the populations that 

have moved to the Bafoussam I Council. The majority 
of internally displaced persons come from the North-
West region (81%), followed by the South-West region 
(13%) and the West region (4%). At the departmental 
level, most displaced persons come from Bui (23%) and 
Mezam (28%). 

Almost all displacement is caused by armed conflict: 
almost all internally displaced persons (97%) moved to 
Bafoussam I because of armed conflict. 

The flow of displacement in the Bafoussam I Council 
reached its peak in 2019: Figure 1 shows that 23% of 
internally displaced persons moved to the Bafoussam 
I Council for the first time in 2019. It should be noted 
that this proportion increased from 1% in 2016 to 23% in 
2019. It then fell in 2020 to 14% and continues to decline 
until 2024, when it will return to almost the same level 
as before 2016, i.e. 1%.

Graph 1 : Proportion of IDP according to initial year of displacement
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Graph 2 : Proportion of IDP households that have made concrete plans for the next 12 months, 
according to the main obstacle to moving to their desired location
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A difficult return for displaced persons to their place 
of origin: Few IDPs residing in the Bafoussam I Council 
can return to the locality where they lived just before 
being forced to flee if they so wish. However, several 
IDPs have found the opportunity to visit their place of 
origin for specific reasons. With regard to checking on 
property (land, house, shop, etc.), 51% of men and 49% 
of women visited their place of origin for this reason. 
68% of men compared to 32% of women visited their 
place of origin to meet relatives or friends. Women 
(68%) are also more likely than men to visit for family 
events (weddings, funerals, etc.).

One in two displaced households sees its future in a 
place other than its current place of residence: nearly 
half of households (48%) express a desire to leave their 
current place of residence, reflecting a high level of 
dissatisfaction or instability. Among them, the majority 

wish to return to their place of origin (47%), reflecting a 
desire to rebuild their previous life. Others are conside-
ring internal mobility, mainly to another locality in the 
same district (23%) or another region of the country 
(11%). A minority (6%) wish to leave Cameroon, which 
remains marginal in the context of prolonged displace-
ment.

While the majority wish to move, only a minority have 
concrete immediate plans: among IDP households in 
the council, only 10% have concrete and immediate 
plans (within the next 12 months), revealing a significant 
gap between intention and actual capacity for mobility. 
The main obstacle is a lack of financial resources (42%), 
followed by difficulty finding housing (27%) and insecu-
rity (21%). The lack of contacts to access employment 
(10%) is also an obstacle.
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KEY FINDINGS

OVERVIEW

From an overall perspective, displaced and non-displaced 
populations in the Bafoussam I Council experience 
different realities in most areas, including demographic, 
socio-economic, security and even cultural. However, 
there are a few similarities in these areas. More speci-
fically:

	» IDP households are denser (more people) than 
non-displaced households. The high density of IDP 
households seems to be caused by the rapid and 
spontaneous regrouping of members in the coun-
cil, given that more than a third of IDP households 
have lost members due to their forced displace-
ment.

	» Most IDPs are English-speaking and are more 
bilingual than non-displaced persons. Bilingualism 
is becoming an undeniable asset for the integration 
of IDPs in the Bafoussam I Council and also an asset 
for non-displaced persons to improve their spoken 
English.

	»In terms of security, displaced persons are more 
at risk than non-displaced persons. IDPs face 
greater challenges in protecting themselves than 
non-displaced persons, as they experience more 
violence, fear reprisals more and report incidents 
to the authorities more often than non-displaced 
persons.

	»With regard to food insecurity, IDP households 
use high-risk coping strategies more than non-dis-
placed households. IDP households are therefore 
more dependent on strategies to manage a food 
crisis than non-displaced households.

	»In terms of employment, IDPs are less employed 
than non-displaced persons. Adults (aged 35-64) 
have the highest employment rates (in both 
groups), with a higher rate among non-displaced 
persons than among displaced persons. IDP jobs 
are mostly temporary or self-employed. IDPs are 
also affected by higher underemployment than 
non-displaced persons.

	»In terms of schooling, the two groups have 
almost identical trends, with a clear advantage for 
non-displaced persons. The level of schooling is 
high in both groups. In terms of health, however, 

IDP households have easier access to healthcare 
than non-displaced persons. In addition, they 
make greater use of specialists for childbirth than 
non-displaced persons.

	»The majority of IDPs are tenants in the housing they 
occupy. Some of them face evictions and difficul-
ties in accessing better living conditions (access 
to water and other resources, access to property, 
etc.). Indeed, IDP households have less access to 
developed or secure water than non-displaced 
persons.

	»Forced displacement due to conflicts in Engli-
sh-speaking areas, particularly in the North-West 
for most displaced persons, in the Bafoussam 
I Council, has led to family separations, with 
many families finding it difficult to reunite. The 
households most affected by family separations are 
those consisting exclusively of IDPs, and the main 
difficulties encountered in family reunification are 
financial.

	»Relations between the two groups are considered 
positive. Indeed, several non-displaced persons 
consider that the situation of IDPs is much better 
than their own, which reflects the better social inte-
gration of IDPs into host communities. However, 
there have been reports of incidents of violence 
and discrimination against displaced persons. 

	»Nearly half of displaced persons wish to leave their 
current place of residence. This may be explained 
by a feeling of dissatisfaction or instability due to 
living conditions in their environment. However, 
very few of these households have concrete imme-
diate plans for relocation.

It is clear that, despite efforts to integrate IDPs into host 
communities in the Bafoussam I Council, significant dispa-
rities remain, prompting some IDPs to consider moving in 
order to improve their living conditions. 

The following section describes in detail, by theme, the 
main challenges faced by displaced persons more than 
non-displaced persons, as well as the challenges shared 
by both groups, but also the significant achievements of 
displaced persons, the host population and the Bafous-
sam I Council in terms of the integration of the displaced 
population and development.

IV. 
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BASIC DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

More displaced persons live in large households, while 
single-person households are more common among 
non-displaced persons. Overall, in the Bafoussam I Coun-
cil, a household has an average of 6.6 persons. This size 
varies from 6.9 persons in IDP households to 6.5 persons in 
non-displaced households. The majority of IDP households 
have between six and nine people (40%), compared to 33% 
among non-displaced persons. Single-person households 
are twice as common among non-displaced persons (12%) 
as among IDPs (7%).

As many IDP households as non-displaced households 
are headed by women. Nearly two in five displaced 
households (38%) are headed by a woman, as are 
non-displaced households (37%). The majority of heads 
of household (HH) are married (48% among displaced 
persons compared to 56% among non-displaced persons) 
or live as if they were married (15% among IDPs compared 
to 14% among non-displaced persons). 

Just over a third of displaced households (IDPs only and 
IDPs & non-displaced persons) have been separated 
from their members as a result of their forced displace-
ment since they fled: Approximately 37% of households 
with at least one IDP currently have a member missing 
due to displacement (including 48% among households 
with only IDPs and 31% among mixed households (IDPs 
and non-displaced persons). Among them, in equal 
proportions in both IDP household subgroups, three quar-
ters have tried to reunite (74%), but only 7% have been 
reunited to date (5% in IDP-only households and 9% in 
mixed households), and most households that were sepa-
rated during displacement have not been able to reunite. 
More specifically, 89% of displaced households are still 
separated from at least one family member, mainly due to 
financial difficulties (65%, including 61% among IDP-only 
households and 68% among mixed households), ongoing 

insecurity (43%, including 42% among IDP-only households 
and 44% among mixed households) in the region of origin, 
and lack of transport (27%, including 34% among IDP-only 
households and 20% among mixed households). 

The level of disability reported in the general popula-
tion is low: disability, as reported, affects a tiny proportion 
of the population (6%). This rate is 5% for the IDP population 
and 6% for the non-displaced population. Among heads of 
household, 14% report having a disability. This rate is twice 
as high among non-displaced heads of household (15% 
compared to 9% among IDP heads of household). In order 
of importance, the most frequently reported disabilities 
among persons with disabilities are visual impairment (49% 
among IDPs and 53% among non-displaced persons), motor 
disability (32% among IDPs and 46% among non-displaced 
persons) and difficulty caring for oneself (17% among IDPs 
and 15% among non-displaced persons). 

Bilingualism is an undeniable asset for the integra-
tion of IDPs. Most displaced persons speak only English 
(64%), while non-displaced persons speak only French 
(84%). However, bilingualism is much more widespread 
among displaced persons (20%) than among non-displaced 
persons (9%). This represents an important lever for their 
socio-economic integration and social cohesion. Their 
access to public services, education and the labour market 
has become slightly easier. It would therefore be essential 
to strengthen language training programmes, particularly 
in English for English-speaking IDPs and in French for 
French-speaking host populations, in order to promote 
communication and mutual inclusion.

The level of literacy is relatively high in both groups, 
with a slight advantage in favour of host populations: 
83% of displaced persons over the age of 12 and 89% of 
non-displaced persons can read and write. This gap is 
observable among both men (84% versus 92%) and women 
(83% versus 87%). 

  

Graph 3 : Percentage of people aged 18 and over according to highest level of education attained, by status
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SECURITY, SAFETY AND 
GENDER-BASED VIOLENCE

Non-displaced persons feel safer than displaced 
persons: in terms of security, non-displaced persons 
report a greater sense of security than displaced 
persons. Among IDPs, 15% feel very safe in their 
neighbourhood during the day and 38% feel relatively 
safe, compared to 16% and 43% among non-displaced 
persons, respectively. In addition, 32% of IDPs feel 
somewhat unsafe, compared to 24% of non-displaced 
persons.

Furthermore, the proportion of IDPs who feel a high 
level of violence in the neighbourhood where they live 
is higher than that of non-displaced persons. It should 
be noted that 2.4% of IDPs believe that the level of 
violence is very high, compared to 1.6% of non-displaced 
persons. The observation is the same for a high level of 
perception, with 12% of IDPs believing this to be the 
case, compared to 7% of non-displaced persons. In addi-
tion, 32% of non-displaced persons believe that the level 
of violence is very low or low, compared to 28% and 27% 
of IDPs respectively.

Graph 4 : Households according to their sense of safety when walking around their neighbourhood during the day

The incidence of violence is slightly higher among IDPs 
than among non-displaced persons: IDPs appear to 
be more afraid of becoming victims of violence than 
non-displaced persons in the 12 months preceding 
the survey. Nearly 10% of IDPs report fearing that they 
could become victims of violence during this period, 
compared to 3% of non-displaced persons. Among IDPs 
who express such fears, 61% believe that non-displaced 
persons would be responsible for their victimisation, 
while 30% believe that the threat would come from 
IDPs themselves. Nearly 24% of non-displaced persons 
consider that any potential victimisation would be 
caused by other people.

IDPs are more likely to be victims of GBV than non-dis-
placed persons: 7% of IDPs have experienced GBV in 
the last 12 months, compared to 1% of non-displaced 
persons. When disaggregating GBV survivors by gender, 
men appear more likely than women to experience GBV, 
regardless of household status (IDP or non-displaced). 
Among IDPs, 7.5% of men reported having experienced 
GBV in the 12 months preceding the survey, compared 

to 7% of women. Among non-displaced persons, the 
pattern is reversed, with a slightly higher prevalence of 
GBV among women (0.9%) than among men (0.7%).

Incidents of violence are mainly reported by IDPs: 
Among IDPs who were victims of violence, 68% reported 
the incident to the authorities, compared with 29% 
of non-displaced persons. IDPs reported incidents of 
violence to all relevant authorities, whereas non-dis-
placed persons approached only a limited number of 
them. Only IDPs reported incidents to the police (38%), 
to traditional authorities (28%), and to the gendarme-
rie (20%). By contrast, non-displaced persons reported 
incidents exclusively to the gendarmerie (56%) and to 
traditional authorities (44%). 

Reprisals and lack of trust are the main reasons for not 
reporting incidents of violence: 70% of IDPs who did not 
report the incident said they were afraid of reprisals or 
further harm. Among non-displaced persons, 34 percent 
cited fear of reprisals, while 48 percent reported a lack 
of trust in the police or other authorities.
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LIVELIHOODS AND EMPLOYMENTI9   
With three out of four displaced households expe-
riencing food insecurity10, their vulnerability is higher 
than that of non-displaced households: approximately 
73% of IDP households use high-risk coping strate-
gies, compared to 60% of non-displaced households, 
highlighting an increased reliance on less sustainable 
strategies to manage food shortages. Furthermore, 
the coping strategy index is 26.05 in households in the 
Bafoussam I Council, which translates into a high index. 
The level of coping strategy is higher in IDP households 
(31.35) than in non-displaced households (24.83).

Unlike non-displaced persons, internally displaced 
persons rely mainly on less stable and more precarious 
sources of income: IDPs rely mainly on casual work 
(41%, compared to 28% for non-displaced households), 
reflecting the greater precariousness of their liveli-
hoods. In contrast, non-displaced households derive 
a larger share of their income from agriculture (29% 
compared to 16% among IDPs) and formal employment 
(15% compared to 7%). IDPs are also slightly more 
likely to engage in small-scale commercial activities 
(17% compared to 14%). These data suggest that IDPs 
have more limited access to stable resources, such as 
land and formal employment, and are therefore more 
frequently compelled to resort to informal or unstable 
activities.

The employment rate is low in both groups, with a 
slight advantage for non-displaced persons. Displaced 
women have a lower employment rate than non-dis-
placed women, and lower than men—whether displaced 
or not: employment was measured by having worked in 
the last seven days. It appears that the percentage of 
people who have worked in the last seven days is lower 
among IDPs (23%) than among non-displaced persons 
(29%), both for men (31% versus 39%) and women 
(17% versus 19%). Overall, women are significantly 
less active than men, regardless of their status, with 
an average employment rate of only 19%, compared to 
38% for men. These data reflect a double vulnerability 
for displaced women, who face both gender-related 
and displacement-related obstacles, significantly redu-
cing their access to the labour market.

The unemployment situation is a cause for concern for 
both groups, with high rates. The most common reason 
given by people, whether displaced or not, is that they 
have never worked or are looking for work: IDPs are 
proportionally more likely to be unemployed (77.0% 
compared to 71.4% among non-displaced persons). This 
higher level of inactivity is largely explained by the fact 
that a greater share of IDPs has never worked (39.7% 
compared to 31.4%) and that they are more frequently 
looking for work (25.2% compared to 20.0%), reflecting 
their limited access to the labour market. Conversely, 
non-displaced persons are more engaged in the educa-
tion system (34.4% students compared to 24.9% among 
IDPs) and include a higher proportion of retirees, pensio-
ners and housewives, which points to relatively greater 
socio-economic stability.

The higher unemployment rate among IDPs underscores 
their vulnerability in the labour market, in contrast with 
the comparatively less pronounced socio-economic 
vulnerability of non-displaced persons. The high propor-
tion of people actively seeking employment highlights 
the need for targeted labour-market integration 
programmes for both groups.

Employment trends are better for non-displaced 
persons than for displaced persons across all age 
groups, with fewer young people in work: employment 
increases with age up to 64, then declines. People aged 
35 to 64 have the highest employment rates, particularly 
the non-displaced (52%) compared to 39% among IDPs 
in the same age group. In general, the non-displaced are 
more active than internally displaced persons in almost 
all age groups. The gap is less pronounced among those 
aged 25 to 34 (34% of non-displaced persons are econo-
mically active, compared to 29% of IDPs). Conversely, 
young people aged 14 to 17 have very little presence in 
the labour market, with a very low overall employment 
rate (1% in total). Finally, among those aged 65 and 
over, employment remains marginal (14%), reflecting a 
possible age-related withdrawal from the labour market.

9 Employment here refers to having worked at least one hour in the last seven days. Anyone who has a job within the meaning of this study is considered to be 
employed.
10 To assess food insecurity, we analysed how often and to what extent households resort to coping strategies when faced with a lack of food or insufficient resources 
to obtain it. A higher score on this scale reflects greater reliance on negative coping mechanisms, such as skipping meals or borrowing food, and is indicative of more 
severe food insecurity. The survey adopted the reduced coping strategies index (rCSI) module, which examines the frequency and severity with which households 
adopt coping strategies when they lack food or the means to purchase it. A high score on this scale reflects greater reliance on negative coping mechanisms – such as 
reducing or skipping meals, borrowing food, etc. 
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Graph 5 : Percentage of the population (aged 14 and over) by employment status, age group and status of household member
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IDPs are more likely to work in temporary jobs than 
non-displaced persons, who are mainly self-em-
ployed: internally displaced persons (IDPs) are mainly 
employed in temporary jobs (44%), a significantly higher 
proportion than among non-displaced persons (29%). 
Conversely, non-displaced persons are more often 
self-employed (38% compared to 27% among IDPs) 
and permanent employees (23% compared to 19%), 
reflecting greater job stability. IDPs are also more likely 
to be in less structured or more precarious forms of 
employment, such as unpaid internships (5% compared 
to 1%), while non-displaced persons are more likely to 
be domestic workers (4% compared to 1%).

These data highlight that IDPs are more confined to 
temporary or unstable forms of employment, reflecting 
more difficult integration into the formal labour market 
and more limited economic opportunities.

The proportion of young people aged 15-24 who are 
not in education, employment or training (NEET/SDG 
8.6.1) is significant: 33% of displaced men and 21% of 
non-displaced men, as well as 39% of displaced women 
and 22% of non-displaced women. This group of young 

people faces barriers to economic (and social) parti-
cipation. It is important to prevent the loss of human 
capital (by supporting education and vocational training 
for young people) and to facilitate their entry into the 
labour market.

Compared to non-displaced persons, underemploy-
ment affects IDPs more severely, particularly women, 
revealing unequal access to stable, full-time employ-
ment. Measured in this study by the percentage of 
people working less than 40 hours per week, underem-
ployment highlights a form of job insecurity. Conversely, 
full employment is captured by the percentage of people 
who worked 40 hours or more per week. Underemploy-
ment affects IDPs slightly more (24% compared to 20% 
among non-displaced persons), but the gap is particularly 
marked among women. Among employed IDP women, 
24% work less than 40 hours per week, compared 
to 16% among non-displaced women. Furthermore, 
non-displaced women are more likely to work full-time 
(84%), while IDP women have a lower rate (76%). These 
data highlight that underemployment affects displaced 
women more, exacerbating vulnerabilities related to 
both gender and displacement status.
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Graph 6 : Percentage of the population who did not work in the seven days prior to the survey, by reason
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ACCESS TO SERVICES AND 
DOCUMENTATION  

School enrolment rates are high in both groups, but 
slightly higher in non-displaced households: the popu-
lation aged 6-18 enrolled in a public or private formal 
educational institution represents more than 85% of the 
population in this age group. This proportion is higher 
among the population (aged 6-18) living in non-displaced 
households (94%) than among the population of IDP 
households (87%). Taking into account the gender of the 
head of household, non-displaced households headed 
by women have the highest enrolment rate (95%). This 
is followed by non-displaced households headed by men 
(93%), IDP households headed by men (88%) and finally 
IDP households headed by women (86%).

Non-displaced households appear to have greater diffi-
culty accessing health services than IDP households: 

non-displaced households in need of healthcare have 
greater difficulty accessing health services than IDP 
households. The proportion of IDP households encoun-
tering these difficulties is 72% compared to 65% among 
IDP households. In the specific case of IDP households, 
their members encounter difficulties accessing health-
care due to their displacement. Women (33%) are more 
affected by this phenomenon than men (27%). 

IDP households consult specialists more often for 
childbirth than non-displaced households: in the last 
12 months, 21% of IDP households had at least one 
member who gave birth, compared to 7% of non-dis-
placed households. Among these households, in 32% 
of IDP households, deliveries were assisted by a doctor, 
compared to 14% of non-displaced households. 31% of 
IDP households and 28% of non-displaced households 
were assisted by a nurse. Non-IDP households are more 
likely to use the services of a midwife (48%) than IDP 
households (37%).

Graph 7 : Households with a member who gave birth in the last 12 months, by status of assistance from 
qualified health personnel and household status
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Drinking water is less appreciated among IDPs than 
among non-displaced persons: 30% of IDP households, 
compared to 34% of non-displaced households have 
access to a safe source. 51% of IDP households and 46% 
of non-displaced households have access to an impro-
ved source. Unimproved sources and surface water are 
the least used by households, with 19% and 0.5% for 
IDP households, compared to 17% and 2.3% for non-dis-
placed households, respectively. With regard to drinking 
water supply, 54% of IDP households believe that the 
water supplied to them is not drinkable, compared to 
48% of non-displaced households.

In the six months prior to the survey, 15% of IDP 
households were denied access to drinking water 
because of their displaced status, compared to 10% of 
non-displaced households.

Almost all households have access to electricity: 99% 
of IDP households and 97% of non-displaced households 
have access to electricity. However, in the six months 

prior to the survey, 11% of IDP households were denied 
access to electricity because they were displaced. 

The national identity card and birth certificate are 
the personal documents most commonly held by 
households: 83% of IDPs have a birth certificate, 
compared with 91% of non-displaced persons. As 
for national identity cards, 49% of IDPs and 48% of 
non-displaced persons have one. Among those who do 
not possess any personal documents, 9% are internally 
displaced persons, compared to 3% of the non-displaced 
population. Among those who do not have identity 
documents, 42% of IDPs and 60% of non-displaced 
persons say that this is due to a lack of knowledge about 
the registration and documentation process. 

The births of the majority of children (aged 0-5) are 
registered: birth registration is effective for more than 
80% of children aged 0-5. Nearly 90% of the non-dis-
placed population aged 0-5 is registered at birth, 
compared to 82% of the displaced population aged 0-5.
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HOUSING, LAND AND PROPERTY 
Several internally displaced households are evicted 
from their homes: In the six months prior to the survey, 
16% of IDP-only households were evicted from their 
homes, compared to 20% of mixed households. Evic-
tion seems to have affected mixed households more 
than IDP-only households. With regard to problems 
encountered in their current housing, 9% of IDP-only 
households have a dispute over property ownership, 
while no mixed households are affected. 34% of IDP-only 
households have a dispute over access to water or other 
resources, compared to 17% of mixed households. 
Financial barriers to recovering or accessing property 
affect 22% of IDP-only households, compared to 17% of 
mixed households. 

IDPs mainly abandoned their homes and agricultural 
land: IDPs abandoned their homes, agricultural land, 
small businesses and livestock before arriving in the 
Bafoussam I Council. In fact, 80% of IDPs abandoned 
their homes, 73% their agricultural land, 25% their 
small businesses and 18% their livestock  . 

Difficult access to property abandoned by displaced 
persons: Very few displaced persons have access to the 
property they abandoned in their previous place of resi-
dence. Among those who abandoned their households, 

15% still have access to them. The same is true (15%) 
for those who have access to their farmland. Between 
8% and 9% of those who abandoned commercial trans-
port, agricultural tools, seeds or plants still have access 
to their property. The majority of IDPs (95%) who aban-
doned their property face obstacles in accessing it due 
to armed conflict, insecurity or violence. 

The majority of dwellings occupied by IDP or mixed 
households are rented: almost all IDP households are 
tenants in the dwellings where they live. The occu-
pancy status «ordinary rental without a lease agree-
ment» applies to 51% of mixed households (IDPs + 
non-displaced persons), compared to 36% of IDP-only 
households. Only 31% of IDP households have the status 
of «ordinary rental with a lease agreement», compared 
to 25% of composite households. Less than 2% of IDP 
households are owners with land titles and building 
permits, i.e. 1.9% for IDP households only and 1% for 
composite households.

Sanitary facilities are less common in IDP households 
than in non-displaced households: It appears that 32% 
of IDP households have improved sanitary facilities, 
compared to 37% of non-displaced households.

11  It should be noted that a displaced person may lose multiple assets at once.
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CIVIC PARTICIPATION AND 
INTERGROUP RELATIONS

Voter turnout is lower among IDP households than 
among non-displaced households. In the 2020 legisla-
tive and municipal elections, only 32% of IDP households 
voted, compared to 65% of non-displaced households. 
Among those who did not vote, 32% of IDP households 
were not registered on the electoral roll, a rate identical 
to that observed among non-displaced households ( ). 
It should be noted here that the question was asked to 
the main respondent for each household.

IDP households are less involved in local deci-
sion-making bodies than non-displaced households, 
largely due to a lack of information: over the past 12 
months, only 31% of IDP households participated in 
local committees, compared to 53% of non-displaced 
households. Among IDP households that did not partici-
pate in these committees, 34% reported that they were 
not informed of their existence, more than double the 
rate observed among non-displaced households (15%). 
This lack of information is therefore a major obstacle 
to their participation in social life. Furthermore, 17% 
of IDP households explained their non-participation by 
a lack of invitation or inclusion, compared to 15% of 
non-displaced households. It should be noted that 32% 
of non-displaced households said they did not know the 
reasons for their non-participation, a figure significantly 
higher than among IDP households (9%). Actions such 
as the creation of a local community alert and parti-
cipatory information system dedicated to the regular 
dissemination of information on local committees, their 
dates, locations, objectives and participation proce-
dures should be encouraged to raise awareness among 
the population and IDPs, particularly with regard to 
community participation.

Intergroup relations are generally positive, but with 
significant incidents of violence and discrimination: 
The perception of internally displaced households 
regarding their reception by host populations is gene-

rally positive (90%). However, a minority express reser-
vation: 7% have a neutral opinion, and 3% disagree. This 
suggests that, while the majority of IDPs feel welcome, 
some still perceive limitations to their acceptance. 
Among non-displaced households, the perception of the 
reception given to IDPs is even more favourable (92%). 
No respondents disagreed. This reflects a very positive 
and consistent view of their hospitality towards IDPs.

The perception of community violence is generally more 
negative among IDPs: 15% of them consider the level 
of violence to be high or very high, compared to 9% of 
non-displaced persons. This reflects a more fragile sense 
of security among IDPs, possibly linked to their increased 
vulnerability, forced mobility or past experiences of 
violence.

In terms of perceived discrimination, although rates 
remain relatively low, a significant proportion of inter-
nally displaced households report having faced discrimi-
nation in accessing basic services in the last six months 
because of their displacement status. Health is the 
sector most affected, with 10% of IDP households repor-
ting discrimination as the reason for being denied access 
to healthcare. This is followed by electricity (10%) and 
education (7%). In addition, 12% of displaced persons 
report having experienced harassment or discrimina-
tion, compared to 5% of non-displaced persons.

Non-displaced persons acknowledge that IDPs are in a 
more precarious situation than they are: when non-dis-
placed persons compare their own situation to that of 
IDPs, 63% consider it to be better or much better, 26% 
consider it to be the same (while only 7% consider it to 
be worse). This awareness is important for cohesion and 
understanding between groups. A better understanding 
of the specific challenges faced by displaced persons can 
contribute to understanding between groups.
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADVANCING SOLUTIONS 
TO DISPLACEMENT IN THE BAFOUSSAM I COUNCIL

According to the IASC framework on durable solutions 
for IDPs, «a durable solution is achieved when displaced 
persons no longer have specific assistance and protec-
tion needs related to their displacement and can enjoy 
their human rights without suffering discrimination on 
account of their displacement». The search for durable 
solutions – whether in the form of local integration, 
resettlement or return – is a process aimed at overco-
ming the vulnerabilities associated with displacement 
and encompasses several criteria, including safety and 
security, access to basic services and livelihoods. It is 
important to note that displaced persons must meet 
these criteria to the same extent as the non-displaced 
population. For this reason, the profiling adopted a 
comparative analysis of the socio-economic situation 
of displaced populations relative to non-displaced 
populations, based on the criteria defined in the IASC 
framework. By identifying the differences between 
the situation of displaced persons and that of non-dis-
placed persons, the analysis highlights areas where 
the displaced population is worse off and where it can 
be assumed that they still face vulnerabilities related 
to displacement. In this way, the analysis identifies the 
main obstacles to finding solutions while highlighting 
shared challenges in the council that are linked to 
broader development issues.  

The results show that while challenges related to food 
security, access to basic services and youth inactivity 
affect both displaced and non-displaced households, 
displaced persons are more severely affected. In other 
words, displacement exacerbates these vulnerabi-
lities, making affected households less resilient and 
more exposed. Among the most significant challenges 
observed are: 

Food insecurity among IDPs. IDPs are more exposed to 
food insecurity than non-displaced persons. Nearly three 
out of four IDP households use high-risk coping strate-
gies, compared to 60% of non-displaced households. 
The coping strategies implemented by households 
reveal insufficient food supplies or difficult access to 
food due to financial difficulties. It is therefore necessary 
to increase food supplies by developing the agricultural 
sector, facilitating access to land for the population, and 
creating GICs or development committees to integrate 

food-insecure populations so that they can participate 
in agricultural activities. For dependent populations, it 
is necessary to deploy food aid programmes with the 
support of individuals and NGOs.

Job insecurity: IDPs have greater access to precarious 
jobs and small commercial activities. In general, their 
income comes from casual work. In contrast, the income 
of non-displaced persons comes mainly from agriculture 
and formal employment. In order to improve IDPs’ access 
to decent jobs, it is necessary to promote entrepre-
neurship, the creation of stable jobs, and the integration 
of IDPs into vocational training in promising professions 
in agriculture, livestock farming, aquaculture, etc.

Youth inactivity: The proportion of young people aged 
15-24 who are not in education, employment or trai-
ning (NEET/SDG 8.6.1) is significant: 33% of displaced 
men and 21% of non-displaced men, as well as 39% of 
displaced women and 22% of non-displaced women. 
This group of young people faces barriers to economic 
(and social) participation. It is important to prevent the 
loss of human capital (by supporting education and 
vocational training for young people) and to facilitate 
their entry into the labour market.

Current housing situation: Internally displaced 
populations, like host populations, live in precarious 
housing conditions. However, these conditions are 
more prevalent among IDPs than among non-displaced 
persons. IDPs have an average household size of nearly 
seven members, compared to slightly less among 
non-displaced persons. In addition, the majority of IDP 
households are in rented accommodation and face seve-
ral difficulties in accessing basic services. To improve 
these conditions, it is necessary to facilitate access to 
property titles by reducing the costs of obtaining them 
and simplifying the process of applying for them. 

Birth certificates for children: 18% of displaced children 
under the age of five do not have a birth certificate, an 
essential document for accessing services and, later, for 
obtaining a national identity card. Given the efforts to 
register displaced persons in the Bafoussam I Council, 
and with the support of BUNEC, households with young 
children who do not yet have birth certificates can be 

V. 
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identified and assisted in obtaining the required perso-
nal documents, thus ensuring that they will not face 
difficulties later on. 

Access to water: Difficulties in accessing basic services, 
particularly access to safe drinking water and sanitation 
facilities, are almost identical for IDPs and non-dis-
placed persons (nearly 20% for each group) and are 
at an acceptable level. However, efforts to improve 
the situation are noteworthy, with the construction 
of drinking water points and high-quality sanitation 
infrastructure to protect the health of the population. 
Local authorities must improve access to water by 
setting up drinking water points and providing regular 
assistance to households.

Development of strategies for family reunification: Due 
to armed conflict in the places of origin of the majority 
of IDPs (90%), many family members have been sepa-
rated. The households most affected are those consis-
ting exclusively of IDPs, nearly half of which (48%) have 
experienced family separations. Family reunification is 
a crucial issue that requires the intervention of several 
administrative, judicial and social institutions.

As highlighted above, the vast majority of displaced 
households in the Bafoussam I Council are expected to 
remain in the council for the foreseeable future. Support 
for addressing the obstacles hindering the local inte-
gration of displaced persons, along with sustained 
attention to social cohesion within host communities, 
is therefore essential for the future—both for the well-
being of displaced persons and for the sustainable 
development of the Bafoussam I Council.
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TABLE OF FACTS - SELECTED ‘PROGRESS’ INDICATORS 
PER DURABLE SOLUTIONS CRITERIA

ANNEX 1
INFORMATION SHEET

KEY INDICATORS INDICATING PROGRESS TO DURABLE SOLUTIONS
DURABLES 
SOLUTIONS 

CRITERIA
IDPs NON DISPLACED

 

Households that report feeling safe/very safe when walking in the day - SDG indicator 16.1.4

Households having experienced a security incident the past 12 months

Women who experienced Gender Based Violence or another form of violence the past 12 months

Men who experienced Gender Based Violence or another form of violence the past 12 months

Households that needed to access health services in the past 6 months and faced challenges

Births attended by skilled health personnel (doctors, nurses or midwives) - SDG indicator 3.1.2

Households accessing improved drinking water sources (likely to be protected from outside contamination)

Households accessing improved drinking water sources, who do NOT share with other households - safely 
managed water sources - SDG 6.1.1.

Households accessing improved sanitation facilities not shared with other HHs - SDG 6.2.1

Households accessing electricity SDG 7.1.1

Girls between 12 and 18 years of age who attend secondary school

Fréquentation de l’enseignement secondaire par les filles de 12-18 ans

Men above 15 years of age who are literate (can read and write) - SDG indicator: 4.6.1 (a)

Women above 15 years of age who are literate (can read and write) - SDG indicator: 4.6.1 (a)

IDP households that have tenure security in their current housing (that is: have legal documentation, including 
land title, rental agreement etc.) - component of SDG 11.1.1

IDP households residing in sufficient living space (no more than 3 persons per room) - 
component of SDG 11.1.1

Households applying ‘high coping’ strategies based on the reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) - food insecure

Men between 14 and 64 years of age who worked in the 7 days prior to the survey

Women between 14 and 64 years of age who worked in the 7 days prior to the survey

Male youth (15-24 years) Not in Education, Employment, or Training (NEET rate) - SDG indicator 8.6.1

Female youth (15-24 years) Not in Education, Employment, or Training (NEET rate) - SDG indicator 8.6.1

Long-term safety 
and security

Access to 
employment and 

livelihoods

Adequate standart 
of living / access to 

basic services 

(health, water, sa-
nitation, education, 

housing etc.)

53%

65%

100%

99%

100%

95%

83%

82%

37%

56%

80%

30%

32%

15%

73%

30%

17%

33%

39%

40%

60%

20%

21%

22%

11%

5%

12%

1%

1%

59%

73%

90%

97%

98%

94%

92%

86%

80%

34%

37%
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IDP households who feel welcomed and accepted by the local community

Non-displaced households who welcome IDPs

Persons that report having been discriminated against the past 12 months due to different reasons (sex, 
language, tribal, etc) SDG 10.3.1

Persons with a birth certificate

Persons 18 years and above with a National Identity Card

Persons with no personal documentation at all

Children up to 5 years of age with a birth certificate - SDG indicator 16.9.1

Displaced households that left a house behind in place of origin

Displaced households who can still access their house, out of the households who left a house behind in place 
of origin

Displaced households that have proof of ownership of the house they left behind, out of the households who 
left a house behind in place of origin

Displaced households that left agricultural land behind in place of origin

Displaced households that still can access their agricultural land, out of the households that left agricultural 
land behind in place of origin

Displaced households that have proof of ownership/documentation, out of the households that left 
agricultural land behind in place of origin

Men 20 years and above who voted in the 2020 legislative and municipal elections

Women 20 years and above who voted in the 2020 legislative and municipal elections

IDP households that currently have family members that are seperated from them

Access to 
documentation

Civic participation Civic participation 
in localin local

Family Family 
reunificationreunification

Social cohesion 
& discrimination

Access to effective Access to effective 
mechanisms to mechanisms to 

restore housing, restore housing, 
land and propertyland and property

33 %

87 %

49%

84 %

15%

84%

32%

10%

15%

44%

25 %

35 %

82%

15 %

27 %

92%

88%

3%

5%

89%

69%

62 %

92%

KEY INDICATORS INDICATING PROGRESS TO DURABLE SOLUTIONS
DURABLES 
SOLUTIONS 

CRITERIA
IDPs NON DISPLACED
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ANNEX 2

This section highlights the essential contribution of the partners who played a key role in the successful implementa-
tion of this socio-economic profiling project. Their collaboration, expertise and dedicated support were essential to 
the successful implementation of the project and the conclusions presented in this report.

We express our sincere gratitude to all the institutions and individuals who contributed to this endeavor.

GOVERNMENT PARTNERS

We warmly thank the following government institutions for their essential participation and support: 

TECHNICAL AND IMPLEMENTATION PARTNERS

We would like to extend our special thanks to our main technical and implementation partners for their leadership 
and expertise:  

FINANCIAL PARTNERS
This project was made possible thanks to the generous financial support of: 

BMZ

STRATEGIC PARTNERS

Our sincere appreciation to the following organizations for their valuable strategic collaboration: 

COMMUNITY PARTNERS

We would like to express our deepest gratitude to the community stakeholders, whose commitment was essential to 
making this project a reality:
• Traditional and religious leaders;
• Representatives of IDPs;
• Representatives of host communities.

MINDDEVEL MINPROFF MINEFOP MINJEC MINJUSTICE MINATMINMIDT

PRESENTATION OF PARTNERS
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UNHCR Representation in the Republic of Cameroon 
P.O. Box: 7077. 1778 Bastos Street, Yaoundé 
Tel: 222 202 954 / 222 213 591/691 14 12 23 
Fax: 222 210 544 Email: cmrya@unhcr.org

GIZ Regional Office for Central Africa 
P.O. Box: 7814 Yaoundé
Cameroon 3ème Rue Hippodrome 
Tel: (+237) 650 27 69 31 Email: afanwi.niba@giz.de

Contacts


