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Abstract 

Land use dynamics is a restless phenomenon all over the world mostly driven by population 

pressure supported with growing socio-economic interests especially in cities. Addis Ababa city is 

one of rapidly the rapidly urbanizing cities in Africa. However, there is limitation of empirical 

evidences on land use dynamics as livelihoods risks of peri-urban settlers. This study has been 

conducted with the objective of assessing the trends of land use dynamics as livelihoods risks in 

Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban area.In order to achieve the study objective, satellite images were 

captured and land use dynamics analysis was done using ERDAS EMAGINE 2014 computer 

software supported with ground survey. On top of this, a questionnaire survey covering a total of 

172 sample respondents was conducted to examine the impacts of land use dynamics. The land use 

dynamics analysis results have shown built-up areas have increased by 1017.85ha (10.178km2) with 

47% and 13% decline of forestland and cropland respectively between 1986 and 2016. Even if 

cropland had a lion share in a horizontal expansion of built-up area as compared to other land use 

categories, its rate of reduction was very slow due to its illegitimate pressure on 

forestland.Consequently,46.1ha(51.4%)of forestland was converted to cropland in the study 

period(1986-2016). Such critical decline of forestland is very inevitable to trigger environmental 

vulnerability which potentially produces livelihoods risks when it reacts with locally inappropriate 

implementation strategies & approaches. Multiple linear regression analysis has identified that 

many of Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban settlers are significantly still dependent on agricultural 

activities after being compensated rather than engaging into non-farm livelihoods activities. On top 

of this, it was also examined that expropriated peri-urban settlers had not been technically 

capacitated & supported to utilize their locally available potential livelihoods capitals & 

compensated payment for adapting urban livelihoods and coping the adverse impact of land use 

dynamics. Hence, the pre-existing environmental, financial, human, social and physical assets were 

found to some extent depleted making expropriated peri-urban settlers vulnerable to adverse effect 

of land use dynamics contexts. Hence, pre-expropriation & displacement defensive measures 

associated with DRR and post-expropriation & displacement adaptation measures related to 

strengthening institutional capacity, community operational ability and promoting environment 

friendly high market value agricultural production  are recommended in the study to mitigate the 

occurrence of livelihoods risks due land use dynamics in the peri-urban settlements. 

 

 
 
 
 

 



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Rapid Land Use dynamics in peri-urban areas in the 21st century is becoming the major 

phenomenon being observed especially in developing countries. Explosive growth of human 

population and increasing socio-economic demands are some of the core drivers of land use 

dynamics in the World (Jaiyebo, 2003; Mandere et al, 2010).UN-HABITAT (2010) has also 

realized that spatial expansion of cities to peri-urban areas is triggered by movement of people 

outside of cities for residents’ preference. UN-DESAPD (2014) investigated that the urban 

population of the World was growing rapidly from 746 million in 1950 to 3.9 billion in 2014 and it 

has also projected to grow to 6.3 billion by 2050.Furthermore, according to Rockefeller Foundation 

(2013), by 2030; urban land area stands to increase by up to 1.2 million km2, a 185% increase over 

urban land cover in 2000. However, this increase accounts for only 2.5% of the World’s agricultural 

land.  

In light of this evidences, Africa is identified as the second most populous continent on the earth 

with an estimated population of 1.138 billion people which accounts for 40% urban people (UN-

DESAPD, 2014). AfDBG (2012) projected that African population is expected to peak at 1.6 billion 

by 2030 from 1.0 billion in 2010, which would represent 19% of the World’s population. 

Outgrowths of cities due to the increasing socio-economic interests of population have disrupted the 

existing peri-urban livelihoods systems through diminishing the agricultural activities and 

expropriation of farmlands for urbanization purpose. Mandere et al,(2010) defined peri-urban areas 

as those areas adjacent to built-up areas of high population concentrations where traditional farming 

activities come into conflict with alternative economic, residential and recreational interests. Aberra 

& King (2005) also articulated about peri-urban interface as a zone which is spatially located 

between urban and rural areas where livelihoods and the environment (both natural and built) are 

under constant pressure from urban expansion. Further, Ricci(2011) defined peri-urban interfaces as 

the zones where intense socio-economic engagement and interactions with the urban are taken 

place. Practically, peri-urban areas are not only used to resettle rural migrants but also it is the place 

where urban migrants are dwelled looking for cheaper land to construct a residence or business 

premise (Mandere et al,2010). In the face of environmental changes and urbanization, peri-urban 
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settlers are subject to live in the presence of spatial and temporal trends and patterns of land use 

dynamics which trigger livelihoods risks among peri-urban settlers.  

 

Studies on peri-urban livelihoods risks associated with land use dynamics are quite few in Ethiopia. 

However, various studies related to urban and rural livelihoods were undertaken by different 

researchers using different livelihoods frameworks. Depending on DFID sustainable livelihoods 

framework, it starts with the vulnerability context in which people live their lives and the 

livelihoods assets (in effect, capabilities) that they possess. It then looks at how transforming 

structures and processes generate livelihoods strategies that lead to livelihoods outcomes. 

According to Messay (2012), livelihoods can be conceptualized as consisting of six components of 

assets (building blocks) such as natural, physical, human, financial, social and personal capitals 

accompanied by appropriate activities, and approaches to utilize these assets that together decide the 

living of the individual or household. 

 

Livelihoods strategies can vary at individual, household, community and national level (Tuyen & 

Lim, 2013). A household livelihoods strategy can be defined as a logical integration of activities 

that determine the means of household survival. An individual or a household whose livelihoods is 

not grounded on this logical combination of assets with activities and appropriate approaches is 

vulnerable to any human or natural induced shocks, trends and hazards. Consequently, this trend 

may tend to disrupt the livelihoods situation of a household. Adell (1999) identified that peri-urban 

areas are often characterized by multiple livelihoods strategies as they are accessible for 

heterogeneity and proximity of different agricultural and non-agricultural activities. However, the 

land based livelihoods of peri-urban settlers is usually conflicting against the strategy of 

urbanization to effectively respond for housing demands of urban people. From all these discussion, 

it could be very logical to consider urbanization as the core determinant factor of land use dynamics 

taken place in peri-urban settlements. 

According to CSA projection (2013) for 2014-2017, Ethiopian total population is estimated to be 

92,206,005 in 2016 with remarkable growth rate reduction from 2.4% in 2014 to 2.36% in 2016. In 

spite of this fact, UN-DESAPD (2014) has projected that Ethiopia is expected to be a major 

contributors for the growth of African population in the coming 40-50 years and its urban 

population has grown from 19% of the total country population in 2015 to 20% in 2016. The 
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Rockefeller Foundation(2013) considered Addis Ababa city among few fastest growing African 

cities that together responsible for 500% increase of urban land and population in 2000-

2030.Among 900 urban centers in Ethiopia, Addis Ababa city consists about 23% of the total urban 

population in the country and consequently, the coverage  of urban areas between 1986 and 2010 

significantly increased from 12.95% to 36.28% at the expense of changing the land use composition 

of peri-urban areas around the city(Leulsegged et al,2011).Because of population pressure and 

development induced economic interest in Addis Ababa city, the city is actively and extensively 

expanding horizontally towards many peri-urban areas at the expense of farmlands and agricultural 

livelihoods strategies. Luelsegged and his friends also investigated that built-up areas have 

increased by 5.04km2 per annum against 5.20km2 per annum decrease of forest cover areas. Cernea 

portrayed that urbanization programmes are indisputably needed for improving settlers’ lives, 

provide employment, and supply better services. But the involuntary displacements caused by 

urbanization also create major impoverishment or livelihoods risks on some population segments 

(Cernea, 2000) 

To deal with livelihoods risks of land use dynamics, Koyefeche-Qilinto was one of the target area 

selected to be urbanized expropriating and dislocating farming communities for public socio-

economic interests. This is the theme of this study to look at the extent of livelihoods risks at the 

local level due to land use dynamics for urban expansion. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

The dynamic nature of socio-economic interest in Addis Ababa is the underlying cause of Addis 

Ababa city’s expansion at the expense of peri-urban agricultural livelihoods through reduction of 

farm and grasslands. From Cernea’s point of view, development will continue, however, to require 

changes in land use and thus make various degrees of population relocation at times unavoidable 

(Cernea, 2000). Based on this notion, many researchers have confirmed that Addis Ababa city has 

continuously been grown horizontally consuming considerable size of farmlands, grasslands and 

forestland and thereby affecting livelihoods base of many peri-urban settlers. This restless land use 

dynamics recently is disturbing agricultural livelihoods of Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban settlers 

through expropriation of farmlands and dislocation of households. Cernea (2000) investigated that 

all people do not equally respond to all risks. Development process has a feature of gains for those 

who prepared and pains for those who didn’t. In light of this, the responsive capacity of peri-urban 
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settlers to risks differ from households to households depending on their livelihoods capacity and 

vulnerability contexts. Within the same notion, many studies had been conducted in Akaki-Kaliti 

Sub City targeting dominantly on wastewater irrigations, threats of Akaki River quality, and 

groundwater potential to address basic livelihoods problems at the local and national level. 

However, at this time of urban & industries’ zone expansion, investigative studies have not yet been 

undertaken related to land use dynamics as livelihoods risks in Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban areas. 

Hence, this study was fervently believed to be very supportive in providing empirical evidences 

about the trends of land use dynamics and its associated livelihoods risks at the local level for 

timely measures or actions to be taken by policy makers, governmental & non-governmental 

organizations and researchers so as ensure sustainable livelihoods. Therefore, these were the issues 

in mind that Koyefeche-Qilinto was selected as the focus of this study.  

1.3 Objective of the Study 

1.3.1 General Objective 

The general objective of this study is to assess land use dynamics as livelihoods risks in Koyefeche-

Qilinto Peri-urban settlements (Woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub city). 

 

1.3.2 Specific Objective 

Aligning with the general objective of the study, the following specific objectives were designed:    

a. to examine trends of land use dynamics in cropland, grassland, forestland and built-up area 

in Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban settlement  

b. to identify impacts of  land use dynamics on livelihoods of farming peri-urban settlers of the 

study area.  

c. to investigate the most determinant factors affecting the variation of annual household 

income in livelihoods of farming peri-urban settlers. 

d. to assess the existing vulnerability contexts of Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban farming 

livelihoods. 

e. to evaluate adaptive and coping strategies employed by farming peri-urban settlers to resist 

the consequence of land use dynamics. 
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1.4 Research Questions 

The study intended to respond five research questions which are interlinked with the above specific 

objectives:  

a. What trends do cropland, grassland, forestland and built-up area show in land use dynamics 

process of the study area?   

b. What are the impacts of land use dynamics on livelihoods of peri-urban settlement?  

c. What are the most determinant factors affecting the annual household income of peri-urban 

settlers in the presence of land use dynamics? 

d. What vulnerability contexts have been manifested in the livelihoods of expropriated and /or 

dislocated koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban households? 

e. Which adaptive and coping strategies have been employed by farming peri-urban settlers in 

presence of land use dynamics? 

1.5 Significance of the Study  

In the DRM policy, Ethiopia has developed a vision to see communities who are capable enough to 

withstand the impact of hazards and related disasters at national, local, community, household and 

individual levels and significantly reduce damages caused by disasters by 2023 ( FDRE, 2013). For 

effective achievement of this vision, this study may provide empirical evidences for those who are 

willing to conduct further studies associated with land use dynamics induced livelihoods risks. 

Besides, it is very significant to indicate the existing environmental vulnerability in peri-urban 

livelihoods of Koyefeche-Qilinto area. This, in turn, may enable the woreda and other development 

agents to adjust their implementation strategies accordingly, strengthen institutional capacities 

appropriately and enhance operational abilities effectively to ensure sustainable livelihoods at local 

level in the face of land use dynamics.  

1.6 Scope the Study 

This study entailed, geographically, in woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub City as a whole with a due 

focus on four settlement sites/Qetena/ (Koye, Feche, Layignaw Qilinto and Tachignaw Qilinto) to 

view the impact of land use dynamics throughout the woreda. The results of this study were thought 

to represent other peri-urban areas affected by urban pressure and located within the same socio-

economic and agro-ecological environments.  
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1.7 Limitation of the Study 

Currently, koyefeche-Qilinto is an infant administrative woreda of Addis Ababa City which was 

administered by Kebele of farmers’ association. Since 2005, the inception year of urbanization, 

Koyefeche-qilinto has been growing to be urban settlement & industry zones. Depending on this 

situation, Koyefeche-qilinto peri-urban area is very infant and found on transition to urban 

administration. Due to this transition and dynamicity of administration at local level, documents 

related to household lists were not kept properly and handed-over to newly established Woreda 

Administration. Thus, the researcher encountered limitation to get updated and properly recorded 

list of farming peri-urban households at woreda level. Considering this limitation, the researcher 

was enforced to use simple random sampling technique for household selection so as to conduct 

questionnaire survey.   

1.8 Organization of the Paper 

This thesis paper has divided into five chapters. The first deals with the introduction part which in 

turn comprises the overview of land use dynamics in relation to peri-urban livelihoods  situations at 

global, continental and national levels, statement of the problem, research objectives and questions, 

significance , scope  and limitation of the study. In the second chapter the writer tries to review 

briefly the concepts and current thinking of livelihoods risks & impact of land use dynamics and 

definitions of important terms in this research. Conceptual model of livelihoods risks  analysis has 

also been discussed in Chapter Two. The third chapter deals with the biophysical and socio-

economic background of the study area. Both physical and socio-economic characteristics of the 

area have been briefly entertained in this chapter. Besides, data source & nature of data, sampling 

methods & sampling size determination, tools of data analysis and techniques of data analysis have 

been thoroughly discussed in chapter two. The spatial & temporal land use dynamics and its 

associated impacts on livelihoods of expropriated households have been boldly discussed in Chapter 

Four. This chapter also deals with households’ livelihoods assets positions, vulnerability contexts 

and adaptive & coping strategies of peri-urban settlers. The overall summary of the research and 

recommendations that are assumed to mitigate livelihoods risks and improve environmental 

situation of the area are covered in Chapter five. 
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CHAPTER II: RELATED LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses all about various literatures related to the study. Accordingly, different Key 

words are defined in light of the context of the study based on their scientific grounds. Concepts 

related to livelihoods risks are discussed in this thesis using various related literatures to show its 

theoretical basis supporting with frameworks of livelihoods. Discussion associated with impacts of 

land use dynamics in the peri-urban settlements is also thoroughly made while identifying 

vulnerabilities and issues related to strategies of peri-urban settlers under this section. 

2.2 Key Words and Concepts in the Study Domain 

2.2.1 Land Use:  In this study context, land-use refers to the way in which land has been put to use, 

usually with emphasis on the functional role of land for economic activities. 

2.2.2 Land use Dynamics: based on the context of this study, it reflects the changing processes of 

human activities in relation to farmlands, built-up areas, forest lands and grassland in the context of 

peri-urban settlements.  

2.2.3 Peri-urban Areas: Peri-urban areas are, as a space between the city and the countryside, 

shaped by the urbanization of former rural areas in the urban fringes, both in qualitative (e.g. 

diffusion of urban lifestyle) and in a quantities (e.g. new residential zones) sense. Aberra & King 

(2005) stated about peri-urban interfaces and their characteristics as a zone which is spatially 

located between urban and rural areas where livelihoods and the environment (both natural and 

built) are under constant pressure from urban expansion. 

The researcher also fervently believed and accepted this concept to deal with the trends of land use 

dynamics and its associated livelihoods risks within unrest dynamicity of population and local & 

national socio-economic interests in the study area.  

2.2.4 Horizontal Urban Expansion: it is used in this study referring to the expansion of urban 

settlements into surrounding peri-urban areas to respond to the increasing population pressure and 

the growing demand of local & national socio-economic interests. 
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2.2.5 Risks: this thesis employs the term ‘risk’ to portray the probability of harmful consequences, 

or expected losses may be manifested in the form degradation of livelihoods assets & disruption of 

economic activities & working ethics of environment resulting from land use dynamics in the peri-

urban areas. 

2.2.6 Win-Win Strategy: it is employed in this research to represent the type of development 

games which is designed in a way that all stakeholders can profit from it in one way or the other. 

All stakeholders are treated as equally important and valuable. It often also carries an ethical 

message of caring for the environment and a holistic approach to life and society. 

2.2.7 Livelihoods: The concept of livelihoods has been extensively discussed among academicians 

and development practitioners and International Organizations (Frankenberger,1992; DFID, 1999; 

Chimhowu & Hulme ,2006; FAO & ILO, 2009; Messay, 2012; FAO, 2013). Each household can 

have several possible sources of entitlement which constitute its livelihoods.    

Most frequently used definition of livelihoods which the researcher himself fervently agrees is ‘A 

livelihoods comprise the capabilities, assets (including both materials and social resources) and 

activities required for a means of living’. A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and 

recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance  its capabilities and assets both now and  

in  the  future,  while not  undermining  the  natural  resource  base’ (Chambers & Conway, 1992) 

Frankenberger,(1992) defined livelihoods security as the ability of  a household with adequate and 

sustainable access to income and resources to meet basic needs (adequate access to food, potable 

water, health facilities, educational opportunities, housing, time for community participation and 

social integration). For CARE, sustaining livelihoods security depends on a number of enabling 

conditions that must be in place. These include human rights recognition, civil participation/action, 

risk management, an enabling policy environment, gender equity and environmental stewardship.  

Messay (2012) has wrapped up the concept of livelihoods as having six types of building blocks 

(Human, physical, natural, financial, social and personal capitals/assets to further investigate 

livelihoods problems through personal capital focusing on motivation, self-esteem, self-confidence, 

emotional well-being, and assertiveness and spirituality of a household). DFID (1999) has also 

viewed the concept of livelihoods as an integrated efforts of five types of capitals/assets (natural, 

physical, human, financial, and social), the activities, and the approaches (mediated by institutions 
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and social relationships) that together decide the living of the individual or household. Therefore, 

livelihoods assets can be understood by the notion of the aforementioned five main capitals. 

Natural capital: consists of land, forest and biological resources such as trees, pasture and 

biodiversity. 

Financial  capital: Consists  of  stocks of  money  or  other  savings  in  liquid  form. In this study 

context, it includes not only financial assets but also income levels, variability over time, and 

distribution within society of financial savings.  

Physical capital: capital created by economic production. In view of this study, it includes housing 

and number of livestock possessed by a household. 

Human capital: is constituted by the quantity and quality of labor available. At household level, 

therefore, it is not only determined by household size, but also by education, nutrition, technical 

skills, participation, capacity and health of household members. 

Social capital: Any assets such as rights or claims that are derived from membership of a group. 

This includes the ability to call on friends or kin for help in times of need, disaster risks (e.g. 

farmers’ associations). In one way or in another the social capital is a function of power a given 

individual  or  group  assumes  and  a  kind  and  level  of  the  relationship  that  exists  in  a  given 

societal structure. 

Livelihoods are not static but change in response to various internal and external stimuli 

(Chimhowu and Hulme, 2006). In light of this, the  sustainability  of  livelihoods  may  be  degraded  

or  improved  by social actions on natural capital( land & forest).It determines the favorability or  

non-favorability  of  the  existing  structures, institutions  and  processes as  transforming  factors in  

one  hand  and trends as vulnerability contexts on other hand. Their interplay with livelihoods of a 

given community has been depicted in the following sustainable livelihoods framework.  
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Figure 2.1: Analytical Framework of the study area adapting from DFID SLF  
Source: Modified from DFID (1999) SLF  

Transforming Structures and Processes: livelihoods are shaped by policies, institutions and 

processes at all levels-from the household to the international. These determine not only access to 

the various types of capital (natural, physical, human, social and financial), but also the 

substitutability of capitals. They determine options for livelihoods strategies, as well as access to 

decision-making bodies and external sources of influence. Organizations, in both the public and 

private sectors, decide and implement policies, legislation and regulations, and undertake activities, 

that affect livelihoods. Complementary to structure, processes as ‘software’ determine the way in 

which structures and individuals operate and interact. 

Structures are considered as the hardware( the organizations, both private and public)”that set and 

implement policy and legislation, deliver services, purchase, trade and perform all manner of other 

functions that affect livelihoods” (DFID, 1999). An absence of well working structures often 
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constitutes an obstacle to sustainable development and makes simple asset creation difficult in case 

of adverse structures impeding access to apply a certain livelihood strategy.  

 Livelihoods Strategies: according to DFID (1999), livelihoods strategies denote the range and 

combination of activities and choices that people undertake to achieve their livelihoods goal. Peri-

urban settlers are characterized by different livelihoods strategies as they are influenced by urban 

and rural activities. According to Ricci’s (2011) study on the peri-urban areas of Dar es Salaam city, 

the main source of livelihoods income for peri-urban settlers is agriculture and livestock (97%). 

According to Leulsegged et al.(2011) targeting on Bole sub city peri-urban settlers, 

agriculture(crop, livestock, eucalyptus, poultry productions, renting, grass production, and 

fattening) has contributed more than half (58%) of the total household income and a household  

receives, on average, Birr 15,036 per annum from agriculture. Thus, the livelihoods strategies of 

peri-urban areas are dominated by agricultural activities which are currently found under intensive 

pressure of horizontal urban expansion. Alaci (2010), UN-HABITAT (2010) and Bah et al.(2003) as 

cited in Leulsegged et al.(2011), urbanization has positive and negative attributes  on livelihoods 

strategies of peri-urban settlers. Well planned and managed urban growth & development positively 

attribute to provide benefits to peri-urban settlers in the form of creating high demand on 

agricultural produces, access to developed extension services, and opportunities to non-farm 

employment. In the contrary, unguided urbanization like in most of developing countries negatively 

affects the livelihoods strategies of peri-urban settlers and their natural environment through 

changing land use, water resource management, waste dumping and increasing competition between 

agricultural and residential use of natural resources. 

However, many researchers including this study fervently believed that any development process 

involves unavoidable competition among resources which either contributes gains or pains for 

settlers who are engaged in different livelihoods strategies. Similarly, Cernea (2000) verified in his 

model that urbanization programs are indisputably needed for providing employment and better 

services but they cause involuntary displacement and create major impositions on the livelihoods of 

some population segments. Depending on this notion, Cernea identified eight types of 

impoverishment risks likely to be occurred associated with livelihoods of involuntarily displaced 

and resettled people (landlessness, joblessness, homelessness, marginalization, food insecurity, 

increased morbidity, loss of access to common property resources, social disintegration). In view of 
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this model, the critical livelihoods risks related to land use dynamics were assessed and analyzed 

targeting on livelihoods strategies of those displaced peri-urban settlers of the study area. 

  

Livelihoods Outcomes: refers to the achievements of Livelihoods Strategies. Outcome encourages 

the study to focus on what actually happens. According to DFID (1999) framework, ‘outcome’ is 

used in preference to ‘objectives’ focusing on two main reasons such as sustainability and 

orientation of achievement. 

Extensive Risk: the widespread risk associated with urbanization induced land use dynamics in the 

peri-urban settlements (urban margin)  

2.3 Concepts of Livelihoods Risks 

When we talk about the concept of risk, this study prefer to use the technical connotation of risks 

rather that the popular one (the combination of the probability of an event). Because, the technical 

settings of risk usually place its emphasis on consequences in terms of potential assets losses 

(UNISDR, 2009) due to land use dynamics in the peri-urban settlements.  

 

Livelihoods risk is defined, in this study, as inability of the households to properly respond to the 

existing vulnerable situations in the presence of loss of farmlands and other created households’ 

assets. Understanding the nature of vulnerability and risk is a key step in sustainable livelihoods 

analysis (Shahbaz, 2008).As Shahbaz (2008) discussed that livelihoods of an individual or a 

household is at risk when there is lack of access (limited access) to certain livelihoods assets with 

increasing vulnerability (defenselessness, insecurity) in the face of shocks, stress, trends to which an 

individual/ household is subjected. Therefore, livelihoods are said to be secured when households 

have secured ownership of, or access to, resources and income earning activities, including reserves 

and assets, to offset risks, ease shocks and meet contingencies. Households with little/no livelihoods 

assets are generally more vulnerable (incapable to withstand shocks, trends and stresses) than 

households with many assets to the impact of potential hazards (FAO and ILO, 2009). 

 

Hence, it could be very reasonable to say that livelihoods risks are greatly manifested because of 

lack of access to livelihoods assets. Peri-urban settlers are subject to both expropriations of 

farmlands and/or dislocation from built assets (houses, social institutions and adapted environment) 

due to unrest land use dynamics caused by natural and human activities. According to 
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UNHCR,1993 cited in Messay (2012),there are four recognized Worldwide core causes of human 

displacement such as environmental stress (natural disaster, human induced calamities, 

development-induced land expropriations, ecological degradation and pollution), political 

instability, economic tension and ethnic conflicts. According to the Third United Nations World 

Conference for the commencement of Sendai Framework Declaration, reduction of livelihoods risks 

is one of the top agenda expected to be achieved through integrated and inclusive implementation of 

economic, social, cultural, educational, environmental and institutional measures. 

 

This study was intended to assess the land use dynamics driven by dynamic nature of socio-

economic and environmental pressures for instability of livelihoods in the peri-urban settlement. 

Based on this notion, Cernea (2000) in his IRR model noted that expropriation of land for other 

purpose removes the main foundation upon which people’s livelihoods are constructed and can lead 

to the principal form of de-capitalization of displaced settlers, as they lose both natural and man-

made capital. Cernea generalized that loss of land has far more severe consequences for land-based 

livelihoods than loss of the house. The exposure and sensitivity of peri-urban settlers to land use 

dynamics affects the pattern of livelihoods assets. In relation to this, Wisner et al(2003) noted that 

hazards are intertwined with human systems in affecting the pattern of assets and livelihoods among 

people through altering land distribution and ownership rights.   

2.4 Impacts of Land Use Dynamics in Peri-Urban Settlements 

As Aberra & King (2005) stated about the Livelihoods of the Kumasi Peri-Urban Interface (KPUI) 

of Ghana, Peri-urban interface become exposed to sources of vulnerability and poverty typical of 

urban livelihoods when rural spaces on the fringe of urban centers are engulfed by urban land use. 

Mattingly & Gregory (2006) explained that as cities expand, the peri-urban areas also moves 

outward and  thus, places & people that were peri-urban become urban and others that were rural 

become peri-urban within unrest change of land use dynamics. This process of land use change 

provides gains and/or pains to peri-urban settlers depending on their level of preparation ahead to be 

either resilient or vulnerable to the likely livelihoods risks. 

 

Many researchers have accepted the concept of vulnerability, in general, as the susceptibility to 

damage, and is often characterized by the sensitivity to or exposure of a system (people or place) to 

shocks, stresses or disturbances, the state of the system relative to a threshold of damage, and the 
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system’s ability to adapt to changing conditions (Luers, 2005).The Hyogo Framework for Action 

has also summarized the above definition, as the conditions determined by physical, social, 

economic and environmental factors or processes, which increase the susceptibility of a community 

to the impact of hazards.  

 

Many peri-urban settlers who are engaged dominantly in agricultural activities (Leulsegged al 

et.,2011; Ricci, 2011;) are very susceptible to land use dynamics due to high population pressure 

and growing demand of settlements in cities. The World’s urban population increased from 2.3 

billion in 1994 to 3.9 billion in 2014 and is projected to grow to 6.3 billion by 2050.Within this 

dynamicity context, Africa and Asia are expected to have more rapid rates of urbanization between 

2014 and 2050 (UN, 2014). Africa’s urban lands such as Addis Ababa, Dar es Salaam,Nairobi, and 

Kampala are expected to increase by 500% as they are  the world’s fastest growing cities. 

(Rockefeller Foundation, 2013) 

 
Figure 2.2: Urban population growth prospect by Region, 1950-2050 
Source: UN,World Urbanization Prospects, 2007 
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Such trends of population growth explicitly disturb the existing livelihoods systems of peri-urban 

settlers through diminishing farmlands and increasing vulnerability to livelihoods risks. Maxwell et 

al., 1998 in Tetteh (2011) noted that in peri-urban areas although higher proportions of the 

population depend on agriculture, the amount of land available for farming is rapidly dwindling as 

the city expands. This state of condition is also identified by Wisner, et al (2003) as a major factor 

in the growth of vulnerability, particularly of low-income families living within peri-urban 

settlements. Thus, poor peri-urban settlers are more vulnerable to the adverse effect of land use 

dynamics taken place in the peri-urban settlements. Mattingly and Gregory(2006) investigated in 

their study that urbanization disproportionately affects the livelihoods of poor people by 

diminishing the natural resources available to them as they are no longer able to access common 

pool and private property resources. On top of this, these poor peri-urban settlers are often lack the 

capital and other resources they need to invest in new opportunities to survive and generate cash 

regularly and rapidly. According to Ricci (2011), peri-urban settlers are exposed to considerable 

uncertainty since continuous land use dynamics to urban land use increases land regularization 

process and the imposition of certain fees, which may force poorer settlers to migrate, further 

marginalizing and making them more vulnerable to environmental changes and heavily impacting 

their livelihoods.  

 

People without adequate access and equity to livelihoods assets are vulnerable to adverse effects of 

land use dynamics. Messay (2012) has discussed issues related to equity in his recommendation that 

ensuring gender equity and equality with enhancing skills of accessing & consuming resources 

across resettlements can reduce vulnerability in Ethiopia. Adger and Kelly, 1999; Leichenko and 

O’Brien, 2002, cited in Luers,(2005) described about the characteristics of vulnerability as a 

dynamic quality that can be altered suddenly or gradually by changes in the social and biophysical 

conditions. In light of this, in the context of land use dynamics, livelihoods vulnerability of peri-

urban settlers is an effect of a gradual process of changes associated with accessing livelihoods 

assets. 

 

Based on the empirical findings, many peri-urban areas are being engulfed by increasing urban 

settlements with decreasing of farmlands and forestlands from year to year. This horizontal growth 

of urban settlements has visible and invisible positive and negative impacts on livelihoods of peri-
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urban settlers. The pursuing land use dynamics accompanied by population pressure & increasing 

demands for settlements towards the southern fringes of Addis Ababa City (i.e. Akaki-Kaliti Sub 

City Peri-Urban areas) is diminishing the agricultural livelihoods while declining the farmlands and 

forest coverage in Koyefeche-qilinto peri-urban area. However, researches have not yet been carried 

out to get access to empirical evidences associated to the impact of land use dynamics as livelihoods 

risks in the study area. Hence, this study was conducted intentionally to fill this research gap and 

create disasters’ resilient peri-urban settlers and environment at the local level.   

2.5 Conceptual Model of Livelihoods Risk Analysis  

This study employed the conceptual framework to analyze livelihoods risks in the face of land use 

dynamic as it is set up below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2.3: Conceptual Model of land use dynamics as livelihoods risks 
Source: Researcher’s own notion based on Pressure & Release/PAR/Model 
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CHAPTER III: DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA AND METHODS 

3.1 Description of the Study Area 

3.1.1 Physical Profile 

Akaki-Kaliti is one of the ten Sub Cities of Addis Ababa, the Capital city of Ethiopia. It is located in 

the southern part of the City at 20km distance from the City’s center. According to CSA projection 

(2013), the population of Akaki Kaliti is estimated about 216,538 with proportion of 111,132 

females and 105,406 males. It is also known as an industrial zone of the city and the country as 

well. Eleven woredas are administered under the sub city and many of them are found at the fringe 

of Addis Ababa City. Woreda 2, 4,9,10 and 11 are the most considerable peri-urban areas where 

new expansion of urban settlements and establishment of industrial zone are undertaken intensively.   

 

Koyefeche-Qilinto Peri-urban is recognized as Woreda 9 Akaki-Kaliti Sub city administration    

located at 8o52’0”-8o56’0”N latitude and 38o48’0”-38o52’0”E longitude occupying about 3,140.6 

hectare (CSA, 2007 and ESRI Basemap, 2015) with total estimated population of 5119 (AACA, 

2014). Its altitude ranges  between 2190 - 2331masl enjoying mid-highland climatic conditions and 

its political boundary is also surrounded by neighborhood areas such as Gelan gura(woreda 11) & 

Kersa(woreda 10) in the north, woreda 2 in the south, woreda 1 in south west ,woreda 8 in the west  

and  Deka Seden in the east & south east. 

 

    Figure 3.1: Topo map of Koyefeche-Qilinto Area(Woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti S/City) 
    Source: CSA, 2007 and ESRI Basemap, 2015 
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The study area is characterized by a daily average temperature ranging between 15-250C and the 

mean monthly rainfall between 3.41 to 303.79mm within midland agro-ecological zone. It has two 

rainy seasons, i.e. the main rainy season (keremit) between June and September which contribute to 

more than 70% of the total annual rainfall and a small rain season (belg) between February and 

April. 

 

3.1.2 Socio-economic Profile 

Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban area is one of infant woreda administration of Addis Ababa city under 

Akaki-Kaliti Sub city, being urbanized to respond for the increasing socio-economic interests of the 

population  in the centre of Addis Ababa City. The area is divided into four villages/Qetenas/ such 

as Tachignaw Qilinto,Layignaw Qilinto, Feche and Koyeqersa dwelling a total  of 1041 households  

who are engaged dominantly in agricultural livelihoods activities. Oromifa is widely speaking 

language as it is located near to the border of Oromia Regional State and most of the community 

used to believe in Orthodox Christian Religion. According to Akaki-Kaliti sub-city  Urban 

Development & Rehabilitation Division, Urbanization was commenced in 2005 with compensation 

payment rate of 3Birr for a square meter of expropriated farmland. Recently, Koyefeche-Qilinto 

peri-urban area is administered as Woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub-city. Addis Ababa Science & 

Technology University, Qilinto Prison Camp, Waliya Beer Factory, Les Prance Adventist School, 

Condominium Houses and one government owned Health Center are the most recognizable public 

assets existing in the area expecting to provide socio-economic services to the community at the 

national and local levels.  

Generally, Socio-economic infrastructures such as highway road connecting Addis Ababa city with 

Adama,Mojo & Bishoftu , establishment of different factories and condominium houses are the 

most decisive public assets growing in the area challenging the agricultural livelihoods strategies of 

pre-settlers. 

3.2 Research Design 

As livelihoods are multifaceted in nature (Adell, 1999), it is very difficult to assess livelihoods risks 

while neglecting the status of the previous risk events. Hence, it is fervently believed to prefer a 

research design which is capable enough to assess the past and present land use trends and its 
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adverse effect on livelihoods of peri-urban settlers over a period of time. Based on this notion, this 

study employed longitudinal research design for collecting satellite images of 1986, 2000 and 2016. 

On top of this, cross-sectional survey design was also utilized to conduct household survey 

emphasizing on fully mixed concurrent dominant status approach so as to assess the impacts of land 

use dynamics on livelihoods. In this study, the quantitative phase was given higher priority in the 

analysis and applied for generalizing the result using a sample as a spring board to a population. As 

noted also by Babbie, 1990 cited in Creswell (2003) data collected using a quantitative phase is 

useful for generalization based on a sample taken among particular population. 

3.3. Data Source and Nature of Data   

Primary and secondary sources of data had been collected and utilized to achieve the intended goal 

of research. The primary data was collected through household questionnaire, in-depth interview of 

the key informants, field observations and satellite images. Besides, the secondary data was 

collected from all available written documents and electronic sources. Related to the nature of data, 

both quantitative and qualitative data were applied to including ideas, viewpoints, concepts, 

definitions, arguments and suggestions associated with land use dynamics and livelihoods risks so 

as to strengthen the analytical frameworks and come up with realistic research outputs and 

thoughtful recommendations.  

3.4. Sampling Methods and Sample Size Determination 

3.4.1 Sampling Methods  

Both the hybrid of random sampling and non-random sampling methods were employed in such a 

way to reduce the sampling error. A simple random sampling technique was utilized as random 

sampling to ensure the representativeness of on-target group households that were subject to land 

expropriation and/or dislocation. Most of the earlier peri-urban settlers were dislocated and went to 

different areas within the woreda because of urbanization in the previous settlement areas. 

Conversely, some of the community were able to remain intact at their original place but with 

reduced or lack of farmland due to expropriation. Purposive sampling technique from non-random 

sampling method was also employed to intentionally identify seven key informants from 

government offices, elders and youth groups who could provide well thoughtful information about 

the impact and trends of land use dynamics in the study area.  
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3.4.2 Sample Size Determination   

In order to determine an adequate sample size, Green’s sample size determination procedures was 

employed using n > 50 + 8� as it was believed more comfortable to conduct multiple regression 

analysis (Green,1991). Accordingly, n > 50 + 8� ,( where m is the number of predictors) was 

applied to determine the sample size which potentially represent the expropriated population of 

Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban area as depicted in Table 3.1. 

 

Hence, the sample size with 15 predictors was expected to be more than 170. Depending on this 

statistical recommendation, 172 sample households were employed to conduct household survey 

that potentially could represent 552 dislocated & expropriated population of Koyefeche-Qilinto 

peri-urban area.  

 
Table 3.1: Distribution of sample households per village 

Villages/Qetena Total estimated 

population 

Total estimated 

household 

Estimated population 

of dislocated & 

dispossessed 

households 

Proportion of 

sample households  

per Village 

Tachignaw Qilinto 1411 287 152 46  

Layignaw Qilinto 659 134 71 25   

Feche 1475 300 159 48    

Koye Qersa 1574 320 170  53   

Total 5119 1,041 552 172 

Source: Woreda 9 Administration and AKSCA, 2014 

Furthermore, seven key informants who have better understanding about the trends of land use 

dynamics and its impacts on livelihoods were selected using purposive sampling technique.And 

accordingly, two elders from both sex, two youths (male & female), government representatives 

(Akaki-Kaliti sub city Urban Development & Rehabilitation Office, Woreda Chief Executive Office 

and Woreda Agricultural Office) were intentionally interviewed so as to strengthen  the data 

received through household survey and satellite images. 

3.5. Tools of Data Collection 

So as to achieve the intended objectives and respond effectively to the research questions, this study 

utilized data collection instruments such as household questionnaire, satellite images of the study 
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area, key informant interview and personal field observations. In  order  to  acquire  deep  insight  

on the trends & impacts of land use dynamics in  the  study area,  key  informants  were sought as 

best  means to support the  information gained from household questionnaire. On top of these, 

satellite images of 1986, 2000, and 2016 were utilized as a tool to obtain data potentially describing 

the land use changes across the past 30 years in the study area.  

Thus, the researcher purposively selected three government responsible persons,  two community 

elders and two youths from both males and females in the study area because they were believed to 

be rich of knowledge and experiences as to how well the process of land use dynamics was taken 

place in the targeted peri-urban areas. Therefore, members of the  key  informants  were  drawn  

from middle  and  top  management  members  of  the woreda and Sub-city. Finally, field 

observation was carried out by the researcher to cross-check what were received through  key 

informant interview against the  existing livelihoods situations and  impacts of land use dynamics in 

the peri-urban settlements. 

3.6. Techniques of Data Analysis 

Employing appropriate techniques of data analysis is very vital to investigate livelihoods risks likely 

to occur in the process of land use dynamics in the peri-urban settlements. Understanding 

livelihoods risks is very complex as it is multifaceted in nature and thus, it was believed to apply 

different techniques of data analysis aligning with each specific objective designed to be achieved at 

the end of this thesis.  

3.6.1. Land Use Dynamics Analysis 

The study utilized this technique to analyze and come up with the degree of land use changes and to 

identify the proportional trends of forestland, cropland, grassland, plantation and built up areas in 

the study area. In doing so, analysis of the proportion of land use changes between 1986 & 2016 

were carried out by employing three imageries of Landsat TM and Landsat ETM+. The Satellite 

imageries were captured on February 24, 2016 at 1:13:45PM using the path/row numbers 168/054 

and 181/054 with careful attention of capturing cloud free images to enhance their quality. 

Depending on the scope of the study and visual interpretation of the satellite imageries, five classes 

were chosen. These were forestland (including bushes and shrubs), plantation, grassland, cropland 

and built-up (including any sort of housing construction, road, and other infrastructures) areas. The 
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study utilized the satellite images to depict the spatial and temporal land use condition of the study 

area. 

 

Using ERDAS IMAGINE Version 2014 software, there are supervised and unsupervised image 

classifications. Supervised classification involves selecting pixels that represents land cover classes 

that are recognized by the analyst. This requires, however, prior knowledge of the area by the 

analyst. Unsupervised image classification is more computer-automated. It enables the analyst to 

specify some parameters that the computer uses to reveal statistical patterns that are inherent in the 

data. These patterns are simply clusters of pixels with similar spectral characteristics. This method 

is usually used when less is known about the data before classification. Due  to  similar  spectral  

characteristics  of  grass,  crop  and  bush lands, which were determined to be independent classes 

before classification, the application of  unsupervised  classification  may  not  give  good  results.   

 

As a result, in this analysis, supervised image classification was used. After  determining  the  land 

use  features, the  next  step  employed  was  land use change detection. Land use change detection 

is the process of assessing the spatial and temporal dynamics of a given land use feature. This was 

done through overlaying the classified satellite imageries and analyzing by image differencing 

algorithm. Finally, the outputs of image classifications were verified by conducting ground truth 

while recording x and y coordinates of 41 samples of spatial features using GPS (see Table 3.2) and 

undertaking ERRMAT to show the confidence level of office interpretation of land use categories 

against the GPS observation of land use categories in the study area as being shown below in Table 

3.2 
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Table 3.2: Cross tabulation of field observed and office interpreted land use categories 

  

Field Observed Land Use Types 

Total Forestland Plantation Grassland Cropland Builtup Area 

Count 

% of 
Tota

l 
Cou
nt 

% of 
Total Count 

% of 
Total 

Cou
nt 

% of 
Tota

l Count 
% of 
Total Count 

% of 
Total 

Office 
Interp
reted 
Land 
user 
types 

Forestland 2 4.9 0 0.0 1 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 7.3 

Plantation 0 0.0 5 12.2 0 0.0 1 2.4 0 0.0 6 14.6 

Grassland 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 26.8 1 2.4 0 0.0 12 29.3 

Cropland 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 36.6 1 2.4 16 39.0 

Builtup 
Area 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 9.8 4 9.8 

Total 2 4.9 5 12.2 12 29.3 17 41.5 5 12.2 41 100.0 

  Source: Ground Survey, March 2016 
 

Matching level=
�����������

��
= 90.24 

 
Table 3.3 : Symmetric Measures 

  Value Asymp. Std. Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 
Measure of Agreement Kappa .864 .064 9.614 .000 

N of Valid Cases 41       

Source: Ground Survey, March 2016 

Based on Table 3.3 the researcher is 99% confident that about 90% of office interpreted land use 

categories match with GPS observed land use categories. 

 

3.6.2. Livelihoods Impact Analysis 

In order to examine the impact of land use dynamics on livelihoods in peri-urban settlements and 

determine the root causes of annual household income variation among the proposed independent 

variables. Hence, in order to investigate the relationships between the dependent and independent 

livelihoods variables of the survey data, the following statistical methods were used: 

i. Analysis of variance(ANOVA) 

ii. Multiple Linear Regression and Correlation analysis 
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Chi-square and non-parametric statistics for testing the significance of the relationships between 

categorical variables in the study were also utilized. In each test, the statistical significance of the 

results was assessed.   

In order to conduct multiple linear regression analysis, this research proposed the following 

explanatory variables (predictors) to identify the most determining factors of   dependent variable 

(Annual household income) after reviewing different researches’ results and academic journals.  

Dependent variable: Annual household income in ETB 
Independent variables: 

 Age of household head 

 Sex of household head 

 Educational Status of household head(0:Illitrate,1:Primary,2:Secondary 3:Completed 

high school,4: Completed under graduate, 5:Completed post graduate, 6: Read and Write 

 Family size per household 

 Land use size for cereal crops in hectare per household 

 Access to entrepreneurship training (0:Yes, 1: No) 

 Access to advisory support (0: Yes, 1: No) 

 Risk awareness raising program on the adverse effect of land use dynamics(0:Yes,1:No) 

 Number of farm oxen per household 

 Number of fatten oxen per household 

 Number of milk cow per household 

 Number of Sheep per household 

 Number of chicken per household 

 Employment Opportunity (0:Yes, 1: No) 

 Access to additional income activities(0:Yes, 1:No)    

3.7. Reliability and Validity of Instruments and Methods 

Whenever materials and methods in the data collection process are used, measuring the validity and 

reliability of that materials and methods is very crucial. Reliability and validity of the materials and 

methods are responsible to enhance the quality of data and appropriateness of the methods 

employed in the research process. According to Joppe( 2000), cited in Golafshani (2003),reliability 
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is the extent to which results are consistent over time and an accurate representation of the total 

population under study. Kirk and Miller (1986) in Golafshani (2003), identified three events such as 

stability (repeated use of instrument), internal consistency (homogeneity of items), equivalence 

(Equivalence of 2 instruments) to ensure the reliability of the study. Validity, on the other hand, 

refers to the suitability or meaningfulness of the measurement. It indicates how well an instrument 

measures the constructs it purports to measure. 

 

This research was done assessing reliability for any further measurements to be taken in the future 

related to the result of the study. The stability of the instrument was realized through repeated 

testing or test-retesting process with the same group of respondents to ensure reliability of the study. 

Golafshani (2003) described that ensuring reliability is not good enough to address the validity or 

trustworthiness of the research. Depending on this view, the validity or trustworthiness of this 

research was ensured through triangulating data collected through field observation, household 

survey and Key informant interview to draw more credible and defensible research results.  
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CHAPTER IV: 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the data with detailed analysis supported by satellite

tools such as Multiple Linear Regression Techniques and

chapter has provided discussion

households, spatial and temporal land use dynamics,

per capita income, vulnerability 

and impacts of land use dynamics on 

4.2. The Households’ Socio-Demographic F

4.2.1 Age of Respondents  

Majority of the respondents’ age ranges 

thoughtful information associated with

is very vital also to determine the 

income/   

  Figure 4.1: Age of Respondents
  Source: Household survey, March
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CHAPTER IV: DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

with detailed analysis supported by satellite imageries and statistical 

le Linear Regression Techniques and Coefficient of Correlation

provided discussion on six issues related to socio-economic 

spatial and temporal land use dynamics, and determinant factors of peri

vulnerability context of peri-urban households, adaptive liv

impacts of land use dynamics on peri urban livelihoods of the study area. 

Demographic Features 

respondents’ age ranges between 34 and 72 and were believed

ghtful information associated with the impact of land use dynamics on their own livelihoods. 

the degree of variation in the dependent variable /annual household 

Respondents 
, March 2016 

4 6 8 10 12

Frequency of Respondents

LYSIS 

imageries and statistical 

nt of Correlation. In general, this 

economic characteristics of 

of peri-urban annual 

urban households, adaptive livelihoods strategies, 

72 and were believed in providing well 

the impact of land use dynamics on their own livelihoods. It 

in the dependent variable /annual household 
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4.2.2 Sex of the Households’ Head

Figure 4.2 depicts that 84.3% of the respondents are 

very known that the degree of livelihoods impacts

access to locally available productive assets. Hence, gender has its own implication to 

the types and magnitude of vulnerability in

use dynamics. 

 
 Figure 4.2: Sex of respondents 
 Source: Household Survey, March 2016
 
4.2.4 Educational background of the households

Regarding the educational backgro

illiterate farmers. Those who were

primary level to high school level while those wh

that most of peri-urban settlers are illiterate farming

with limited adopting & operating 

use dynamics. Thus, illiteracy was assumed in this research as one 

urban livelihoods through retaining them from 

generating activities.  

0.0

50.0

100.0

145

Male:84.3%

’ Head 

of the respondents are male and 15.7% of respondents are female

of livelihoods impacts varies depending on gender differences and their 

access to locally available productive assets. Hence, gender has its own implication to 

vulnerability in Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban areas associated with 

Household Survey, March 2016 

Educational background of the households 

egarding the educational background of the respondents, Figure 4.3 shows that 56

were literate virtually decline from 20% to 1% as we move from 

primary level to high school level while those who can “read and write” shared 14

urban settlers are illiterate farming settlers whose livelihoods co

operating capacity of urban livelihoods systems as a consequence of 

illiteracy was assumed in this research as one of the key factors affecting peri

urban livelihoods through retaining them from accessing and managing alternative

145

27

Male:84.3%

Female:15.7%

Frequency

15.7% of respondents are female. It is 

varies depending on gender differences and their 

access to locally available productive assets. Hence, gender has its own implication to investigate 

urban areas associated with land 

 

that 56% of them are 

% as we move from 

o can “read and write” shared 14%.This implies 

livelihoods could be affected 

capacity of urban livelihoods systems as a consequence of land 

key factors affecting peri-

alternative non-farm income 
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  Figure 4.3: Educational background of the 
  Source: Household Survey, March 2016
 
4.2.5 Family Size 

While keeping other factors constant; a given household’s

size each of them holds. In the context of the study

family size of 4.98 per household. And the study also identified

family size of the study area are found 

family size investigated in the survey was almost similar with that of the size being used at woreda 

level (5.6) for socio-economic services. Thus, we can learn that those peri

been exposed to expropriation of farmland and/or dislocation from old settlements have a large 

family size burden with a continuous 

Figure 4.4: Respondents’ Family size 
Source: A households Survey, March
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rs constant; a given household’s expenditure is determined by the family 

size each of them holds. In the context of the study area, total family size was 856

family size of 4.98 per household. And the study also identified that the minimum

are found within a range between 2 and 12 respectively

in the survey was almost similar with that of the size being used at woreda 

economic services. Thus, we can learn that those peri-urban farmers who had 

been exposed to expropriation of farmland and/or dislocation from old settlements have a large 

with a continuous diminishing farmlands and narrower income 

Respondents’ Family size  
: A households Survey, March 2016. 

56%

illiterate

Primary

Secondary

Completed high school

Read and Write

Minimum family 
size

Maximum family  
size

Total family size

2 12

856

 

is determined by the family 

area, total family size was 856 with the average 

that the minimum and maximum 

12 respectively. The average 

in the survey was almost similar with that of the size being used at woreda 

urban farmers who had 

been exposed to expropriation of farmland and/or dislocation from old settlements have a large 

and narrower income source condition. 

 

Completed high school

Read and Write
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4.2.6 Number of Dependant 

Numbers of dependants in a household determine the amount of expenditures to be incurred during 

expropriation and dislocation due to land use dynamics. As described in Figure 4.5, contacted 

households’ head were found with number of dependants ranging from 2 to 12 and 23.3% of them 

were responsible to ensure the wellness of 5 dependants. Thus, the numbers of dependants have 

their own burden on livelihoods of expropriated and dislocated peri-urban settlers to measure the 

degree of vulnerability at the household level. 

 
            Figure 4.5: Number of dependants in a household 
            Source: Household survey, March 2016 

4.3. Spatial & Temporal Land Use Dynamics in Peri-urban Area  

Land use dynamics analysis was undertaken depending on satellite images of 1986, 2000 and 2016 

classified land use maps of Koyefeche-Qilinto (woreda 9). As can be seen from the 1986 land use 

map of the study area, there had been cropland dominated land use with very few built up areas, 

forestland and plantation but relatively wide area of grasslands uniformly distributed in all parts of 

the study area. Very few numbers of built up areas had been observed across the west, east and 

south edges of the study area. However, according to the land use map in 2000 and Table 4.1, 

plantation came into being dominant increasing by 142.6% due to high market demand for 

eucalyptus trees especially for construction purpose in vicinity urban areas such as Kaliti, Akaki, 

Gelan & Dukem towns. Built-up area was also simultaneously increasing slightly concentrating at 

Tachignaw Qilinto qetena. Due to dynamicity of population and socio-economic interests in Addis 
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Ababa city, the coverage of built-up area has, surprisingly, increased by 679.9% in 2000-2016 with 

a critical decline of forest coverage from 2.9 % to 1.5% of the study area (See Table 4.1 & 4.4)  

 

 

 

 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

 
 
Figure 4.6: Land use maps of Koyefeche-Qilinto (Woreda 9) in 1986, 2000 and 2016 
  Source: Landsat TM and ETM+ images captured & processed by the researcher himself, March 2016 
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After a critical review of the classification of land use features of each satellite images separately, 

the spatial and temporal trends of land use dynamics was detected in Koyefeche-Qilinto area 

(woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub City) using post classification comparison approach here below.  

Table 4.1: Land Use Changes of Koyefeche-Qilinto Area (Woreda 9), 1986 –2016 
Land Use 

Type 1986 2000 2016 
Change 1986-

2000 
Change 

2000-2016 
Change 

1986-2016 

Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % 

Forestland 89.6 2.9 58.1 1.8 47.5 1.5 -31.6 -35.2 -10.5 -18.1 -42.1 -47.0 

Plantation 278.9 8.9 676.7 21.5 30.4 1.0 397.8 142.6 -646.3 -95.5 -248.3 -89.1 

Grassland 820.8 26.1 812.8 25.9 341.6 10.9 -8.0 -1.0 -471.2 -58.0 -479.2 -58.4 

Cropland 1860.7 59.2 1450.9 46.2 1612.6 51.3 -409.8 -22.0 161.73 11.1 -248.0 -13.3 

Builtup Area 90.5 2.9 142.1 4.5 1108.4 35.3 51.6 57.0 966.2 680 1017.8 1124.6 

 Total 3140.6 100 3140.6 100 3140.6 100 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Source: Extracted from analysis of Landsat images of 1986, 2000, and 2016 

Table 4.2: Land Use Change Matrix of  Koyefeche-Qilinto Area(Woreda 9) ,1986 - 2016 

Land use types 1986 

 
LU type Forestland Plantation Grassland Cropland Built up Area Total 

 
  Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % 

L
an

d
 u

se
 t

yp
es

 2
01

6 

Forestland 36.0 40.2 0.0 0.0 11.5 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.5 1.5 

Plantation 2.5 2.8 3.9 1.4 13.2 1.6 7.9 0.4 2.88 3.2 30.42 1.0 

Grassland 1.4 1.5 12.9 4.6 146.5 17.9 174.0 9.3 6.93 7.7 341.64 10.9 

Cropland 46.1 51.4 153.5 55.0 452.9 55.2 914.5 49.1 45.72 50.5 1612.62 51.3 

Built-up 
Area 3.7 4.1 108.7 39.0 196.7 24.0 764.3 41.1 35.01 38.7 1108.35 35.3 

 
Total 89.6 100 278.9 100 820.8 100 1860.7 100 90.5 100 3140.6 100 

Source: Extracted from analysis of Landsat images of 1986, 2000, and 2016 

In the first analysis period (1986-2000), the built-up area expansion was contributed by 21.3ha 

(23.8%), 7.1ha (2.5%), 23.7ha (2.9%) and 81ha (4.4%) conversion of forestland, plantation, 

grasslands and cropland, respectively. In the second analysis period (2000-2016), the built-up area 

expansion was contributed by 1.5ha (2.6%), 286.5ha (42.3%), and 330ha (40.6%) and 461.3ha 

(31.8%) conversion of forestland, plantation, grassland and cropland respectively. Cropland areas 

have shown a net loss of 409.8ha in the first analysis period and reached 1450.9ha in 2000.This was 

majorly due to the conversion of 446.6ha (24%) grassland, 389.3ha(20.9%)plantation, and 

81ha(4.4%) built-up areas.  
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Table 4.3: Land Use Change Matrix of Koyefeche-Qilinto Area (Woreda 9), 1986 - 2000 

Land Use types 1986 

Lu/Lc type Forestland Plantation Grassland Cropland 
Built-up 

Area Total 

  Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % 

L
an

d
 U

se
 t

y
p

es
 2

00
0

 

Forestland 35.6 39.8 0.0 0.0 17.6 2.1 4.2 0.2 0.5 0.6 58.1 1.8 

Plantation 2.6 2.9 94.8 34.0 167.9 20.5 389.3 20.9 22.05 24.4 676.7 21.5 

Grassland 5.4 6.0 87.8 31.5 265.5 32.3 446.6 24.0 7.47 8.3 812.8 25.9 

Cropland 24.7 27.5 89.2 32.0 346.1 42.2 939.5 50.5 51.48 56.9 1450.9 46.2 

Built-up 
Area 21.3 23.8 7.1 2.5 23.7 2.9 81.0 4.4 9 9.9 142.1 4.5 

Total 89.6 100 278.9 100 820.8 100 1860.7 100 90.5 100 3140.6 100 

        Source: Extracted from analysis of Landsat images of 1986, 2000, and 2016 

However, during the second analysis period (2000-2016) the coverage of croplands has increased 

by 161.72ha in the presence of rapid urbanization which converted 461.3ha of cropland. This was 

due to unsympathetic pressure on the existing few forests and plantation to survive within 

agricultural livelihoods in the area. Consequently, 31.4ha (54.1%) of forestland and 351.5ha 

(51.9%) of plantation were converted into cropland. Due to a competitive land use dynamics 

pressure between cropland & urban expansion, the trend of forestland throughout the analysis 

period(1986-2016) have shown a continuous decline   from 89.6ha in 1986 to 47.5ha in 2016.  

  Table 4.4: Land Use Change Matrix of Koyefeche-Qilinto Area (Woreda 9), 2000 – 2016 

Land use types 2000 

LU  type Forestland Plantation Grassland Cropland 
Built-up 
Area Total 

  Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. % Ha. %        Ha. % 

L
an

d
 u

se
 t

yp
es

 2
01

6 Forestland 24.5 42.2 0.5 0.1 1.5 0.2 10.2 0.7 10.8 7.6 47.5 1.5 

Plantation 0.6 1.1 1.7 0.3 7.8 1.0 20.3 1.4 0 0.0 30.42 1.0 

Grassland 0.0 0.0 36.5 5.4 138.0 17.0 159.5 11.0 7.65 5.4 341.64 10.9 

Cropland 31.4 54.1 351.5 51.9 335.4 41.3 799.7 55.1 94.59 66.6 1612.62 51.3 

Built-up 
Area 1.5 2.6 286.5 42.3 330.0 40.6 461.3 31.8 29.07 20.5 1108.35 35.3 

Total 58.1 100 676.7 100 812.8 100 1450.9 100 142.11 100 3140.6 100 

     Source:   Extracted from analysis of Landsat images of 1986, 2000, and 2016 
 
These all imply that land use dynamics is unrest phenomena that could have a possibility of 

dislocating and /or dispossessing households while disrupting their livelihoods strategies unless 
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appropriate intervention is taken place to prevent the occurrence of livelihoods risks and to 

successfully absorb urban opportunities for enhancement of livelihoods at the local level.   

 

4.3.2 The Rate of Land Use Dynamics in Koyefeche-Qilinto Area  

Over the study period, built-up area has increased by 33.93ha per annum with 8.27ha, 15.97ha; 

8.28ha and 1.4ha per annum reduction of cropland, grassland, plantation and forestland, 

respectively (see Table 4.5). As can be seen in Table 4.2 and 4.4, even though cropland was the 

major contributor (i.e. 42.62%) for urban expansion (1108.35ha), it seems that it is less sensitive to 

respond to urban pressure as compared to others. The hidden logic behind was that the crop 

producing farmers were resisting to detach themselves from agricultural livelihoods and striving to 

survive competitively with urban livelihoods removing forests for crop expansion. 

Table 4.5: Rate of Land Use change (hectare) per annum in Koyefeche-Qilinto Area, 1986 -2016 
Land use type Year 

         1986-2000              2000-2016                 1986-2016 
Forestland -2.26 -0.66 -1.4 

Plantation 28.41 -40.39 -8.28 

Grassland -0.57 -29.45 -15.97 
Cropland -29.27 10.11 -8.27 

Built-up Area 3.69 60.39 33.93 

Source: Computed based on data extracted from image analysis, April 2016 

4.4 Impacts of Land Use Dynamics on Peri-Urban Livelihoods 

This section provides rigorous analytical descriptions related to the impacts of LUD on livelihoods 

assets/capitals since 2010, the year of intensive expropriation of farmlands. In doing so, the study 

measured the households’ asset position in terms of financial, physical, social and natural assets 

before/after expropriation of farmlands 

4.4.1. Households’ Financial Assets Position 

Before the year of expropriation and/or dislocation (2010), the target households had a capacity to 

earn an average annual income of ETB 76,154.00 from agricultural and related activities and came 

down to ETB 52,160 in 2016. The minimum annual earning capacity of affected households 

between 2010 and 2016 was also declined by 28.8% while the maximum annual earning capacity 

reduced by 38.5%. 
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Table 4.6: Financial assets position of  affected households in 2010 and 2016  

Household 
Income(ETB/annum) 

Year Change 2010-2016 

 2010 2016 ETB % 
Average HH income 76,154.00 52,160.00 -23,994 -31.5 

Minimum  earning capacity 40,000.00 28,500.00 -11,500 -28.75 

Maximum earning capacity 130,000.00 80,000.00 -50,000 -38.46 

Source: Household survey, March 2016 
 
Hence, it implies that the financial asset position of affected households in the study area has 

diminished and exposed them to less purchasing power in the market to fulfill their basic needs and 

sustain their livelihoods.  

  
4.4.2 Household Natural Assets Position 

As part of natural assets, landholding size of peri-urban settlers is restlessly changing with the 

expansion of urban area. As can be seen in Table 4.5 above, the rate of land use dynamics for urban 

use per annum is constantly increasing while the other land uses (forestland, grassland, plantation 

and cropland) are diminishing at alarming rate from year to year especially in the last analysis 

period (2000-2016).Accordingly, 41% of the total cropland and 24% of the grassland were 

converted into urban land during the study period (1986-2016). Surprisingly, 54.1 %( 31.4ha) of 

forestland of the study area was relatively more affected by actions taken by farmers to expand their 

cropland for survival as per the second phase analysis of land use dynamics (2000-2016). Even 

though forestland area was observed almost as equal as built-up area before 1986, its coverage has 

been critically declined subsequently until 2016 while built-up areas have been expanding 

horizontally controlling over other land use categories (see Figure 4.7). Such decreasing trends of 

forestland can be seen as a paradoxical phenomenon against the efforts every nation is doing to 

mitigate the global climate change problems. 



 
 

35 | P a g e  
 

Figure 4.7: Trends of forestland in relation to built
Source: Household Survey, March 2016
 
4.4.3 Household Physical Assets Position

With regard to livestock assets before and after expropriation of farmlands and/or dislocation from 

the former residences, the oxen, the cows, the sheep and poultry were purposely 

account of measurement and the following analysis has been made. 

and farmlands, except fatten oxen, all components of livestock  were decreased significantly

be seen in the Table 4.7 From this we can infer that 

phenomenon  has  significant impact not only on the size of cropland but also on the number of 

livestock assets owned by a household

Table  4.7 Livestock Asset Position

Average Number 
Livestock/HH 

Farm Oxen 

Fatten Oxen 

Milk cow 

Sheep 

Chicken 

Source: A households’ survey, March 2016
 

However, as part of physical assets, 

households for renting purpose using the advantage of urbanization 

18.2%. This, in turn, enabled the households to some extent 

dynamics even though it is not capable enough to easily adopt urban livelihoods due to limitation in 

entrepreneurial skills. 

3%

9%

26%
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Grassland(ha)
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Trends of forestland in relation to built-up area between1986-2016 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

Assets Position 

regard to livestock assets before and after expropriation of farmlands and/or dislocation from 

the former residences, the oxen, the cows, the sheep and poultry were purposely 

account of measurement and the following analysis has been made. Due to reduction of grassland 

and farmlands, except fatten oxen, all components of livestock  were decreased significantly

From this we can infer that  land use dynamics with rapid ur

mpact not only on the size of cropland but also on the number of 

livestock assets owned by a household  

Livestock Asset Position in 2010 and 2016 

2010 2016 

Change (2010-2016) 

    Livestock/HH % 

3.26 0.7 -2.56 -78.53

0.12 0.26 0.14 116.67

1.88 0.72 -1.16 -61.70

4.91 2.28 -2.63 -53.56

6.92 4.18 -2.74 -39.60

Source: A households’ survey, March 2016 

as part of physical assets, the average number of houserooms built by non

renting purpose using the advantage of urbanization in the study area 

This, in turn, enabled the households to some extent mitigate the adverse effect of land use 

ugh it is not capable enough to easily adopt urban livelihoods due to limitation in 

Forestland(ha)

Plantation(ha)

Grassland(ha)

Cropland(ha)

Built-up area(ha)

2%
1%

11%

51%

35%

2016

regard to livestock assets before and after expropriation of farmlands and/or dislocation from 

the former residences, the oxen, the cows, the sheep and poultry were purposely taken into the 

Due to reduction of grassland 

and farmlands, except fatten oxen, all components of livestock  were decreased significantly as can 

land use dynamics with rapid urbanization 

mpact not only on the size of cropland but also on the number of 
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Figure 4.8: Number of houserooms
Source: Household survey, March 2016
 

4.4.4 Household Social Capital Position

Social relationship is a crucial determinant to measure the degree of social capital that households 

should possess to sustain their livelihoods especially in the presence of dynamicity. 

having social network and cooperation

be seen in the Table 4.8, among the respondents,

were shown decreasing after farmland expropriation in 2010 and in the contrary

households in the moderate, low and very low social status categories were 

to the adverse impact of land use dynamics in the study area.

Table 4.8: Households’ social assets position before and after 2010
Social Status Category 

Before 2010

Very high 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Very low 

Source: A households’ survey, March 2016
 
This implies that many of the affected households who were categorized in very high and 

social status have come down mostly to the moderate and low social status categories

emerging very low social status category.

households in the area, the study used 

verify the degradation of social capitals at the household level.

2.60
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of houserooms built for renting as part of physical asset 
Household survey, March 2016 

Household Social Capital Position 

Social relationship is a crucial determinant to measure the degree of social capital that households 

should possess to sustain their livelihoods especially in the presence of dynamicity. 

and cooperation is expected to be in a better position of social capital. As can 

among the respondents, the very high and high social status

after farmland expropriation in 2010 and in the contrary

the moderate, low and very low social status categories were raised

to the adverse impact of land use dynamics in the study area. 

: Households’ social assets position before and after 2010 
Number of HH 

Before 2010 After 2010 

70 5 

80 48 

21 72 

1 44 

0 3 

Source: A households’ survey, March 2016 

the affected households who were categorized in very high and 

social status have come down mostly to the moderate and low social status categories

emerging very low social status category. Related to the trends of social capital among the affected 

households in the area, the study used the case received from the key informant’s view to further 

verify the degradation of social capitals at the household level. 

Average number of 
houserooms built/HH for 

rent in 2010

Average number of 
houserooms built/HH  for 

rent in 2016

 

Social relationship is a crucial determinant to measure the degree of social capital that households 

should possess to sustain their livelihoods especially in the presence of dynamicity. A household 

is expected to be in a better position of social capital. As can 

social status categories 

after farmland expropriation in 2010 and in the contrary, the number of 

raised substantially due 

the affected households who were categorized in very high and high 

social status have come down mostly to the moderate and low social status categories level while 

Related to the trends of social capital among the affected 

ved from the key informant’s view to further 
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Case: Urban Expansion and Its Impact on Social Capital 

We had very tied relationship and bonded together through different socio-cultural obligations. Formerly, 

for example, we had ‘Idir’, and ‘Debo/Jigee Mahiber’ were socio-cultural institutions to support members at 

the time of disaster risks such as illness, death  and disability to  help  powerless   households  through 

housing, farming, harvesting, weddings  and related  traditional  ceremonies,  to  settle   members’ disputes 

and  to maintain a common value. But now we rarely see such life and many of our friends and neighbors 

including me are not willing to support others since we are running to win our own bread. We have ‘idir’ 

even after expropriation and dislocation but it lost members’ commitment and participation to help others at 

a time of risk for rehabilitating their livelihoods. 

Some of us have lost our farmland and others have dislocated from their previous home and resettled in 

other place within the woreda. Due to this, many of us don’t have adequate agricultural yields and 

additional income which help us to strengthen our social relationship. Inadequate resources availability is 

not the only reason for a decline of social relationship but the attitude of people has deviated obeying the 

previous socio-cultural obligations. There is saying in Amharic regard to this-“¨ÇÏ c=Á[Ï uÕa 

ÃH@ÇM!” Generally, a culture of socio-economic relationship has become weak primarily because of urban 

intervention and insufficient access to non-farm job opportunity in our vicinities. 

(One of my key informants, March 2016) 

As the narrated information of the Case above drawn from a key informant shows us, before the 

households were being expropriated and/or dislocated due to land use dynamics over the study area, 

peri-urban settlers of this community had very tied relationship that is based on socio-cultural 

institutions that obligate each and every members to support others at the time of disasters, and 

other conditions which are beyond the capability of a household in certain time. Each  and  every 

household which is  the member  of  these institutions  have  the  rights  to  claim  support  from  the  

members  via  the institutions which all are the typical features of the peri-urban settlers. However, 

this kind of traditional institution has been shrunk almost to extinction stage after the expropriation 

of farmland and dislocation of households.  

4.5 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

This multiple linear regression analysis technique was employed in this research to analyze the 

nature and level of determinants of annual household income available among peri-urban settlers in 
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the presence of land use dynamics in the study area.  In connection to this, the study forwarded 15 

explanatory variables at the outset of Multiple Linear Regression Analysis.  

 

4.5.1 Rationale for selecting the variables 

As mentioned above, 15 explanatory variables were selected for the aforesaid regression analysis. 

They were thought to determine the annual household income status of expropriated and dislocated 

farming peri-urban settlers under the influence of land use dynamics for urban expansion. It should 

be noted that these variables are assumed to have more significant effect on the households' annual 

income variations. The effect of the other factors such as climatic conditions, soil fertility and 

policy issues are held constant or considered as if they have similar impact on all the households as 

they are settled in the same agro ecological zone (Woynadega) 

 

Number of fatten oxen per HH(X10), milk cow per HH(X11), and chicken per household (X13) have 

been selected from livestock assets as an important variables likely to predict the variation in annual 

income positively given that they have considerable market demand and favorable to develop 

resilient community through urban agriculture project in the presence of land use dynamics. 

However, number of farm oxen per HH(X9) and sheep per HH(X12) were assumed expecting that 

they are likely predict the variations of annual household income negatively as the size of grassland 

decreases due to urban expansion.  

 

Besides, land use size for cereal crop in hectare per HH (X5) was similarly proposed in the 

regression analysis as a key positive predictor for the variation of annual income at the household 

level in the view that non-farm alternative income generating activities have not been adequately 

established in the presence of land use dynamics. Even though farmland available for agricultural 

livelihoods declines due to urban expansion, it remains important to produce cereal crops and 

generate extra cash to purchase other consumable commodities and create resilient households. 

Age(X1) and educational status of household head (X3) were taken to regression analysis expecting 

that both variables are positively correlated with the variation of household income with the 

understanding that they are tools to enhance technical skills and experiences useful for income 

improvement. Family size (X4) was assumed in the regression analysis expecting a negative 

association with annual household income since farm landholding size of the household could 
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decrease with the increase in family size. Finally, sex of household head (X2) is also considered as a 

predictor for dependent variable (per capita livelihoods income) assuming that men are more 

influential than women in the variation of annual household income. Furthermore, access to 

entrepreneurship skill trainings(X6), advisory support(X7), awareness on the adverse effect of 

LUD(X8), employment opportunity per HH (X14) and additional income per HH(X15) were also 

considered in the regression analysis expecting that they are positively related to annual household 

income in the presence of land use dynamics to gear farming peri-urban settlers towards non-farm 

businesses in the study area. 

4.5.2 Regression Analysis Results 

Multiple linear regression model was used to analyze the associations between the households' per 

capita annual livelihoods income (dependent variable) and the selected 15 explanatory 

(independent) variables. In doing so, the overall significance of this model for variation of 

dependent variable (annual household income) was tested using ANOVA as shown below: 

Ho:�1 = �2 = �3 = ⋯�15: There is no linear relationship between predictors and the                                

                                                responsive variable 

H1:�1 ≠ �2 ≠ �3 ≠. . . �15: At least one predictor determines the responsive variables 

Table 4.9: Test of the model: ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares Degree of 

freedom 

Mean Square   F    Sign. 

 

Regression 10194461040.125 15 679630736.008 9.300             .000b 

Residual 11400392157.549 156 73079436.907   

Total 21594853197.674 171    

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

As indicated in Table 4.9,the overall significance of regression model for variation of annual 

household income was found to be statistically significant with F ratio=9.3 and	� = 0.000. This 

indicates that at least one explanatory variable is different from zero and determines variation in the 

dependent variable i.e. Annual household income. On top of this, the data have been tested for 

normality, homoscedasticity and multicollinearity problems. The assumption of normality was 

assessed by Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests as well as Q-Q plot (See Appendix 2 and 

3). This test was carried out in this research for the very purpose that the errors are identically and 

independently distributed.The assumptions homoscedasticity (homogeneity of variance) are that 

error variance should be constant and the variance of the residuals is homogeneous across the levels 
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of the predicted values. However, as can be seen from the scatter plot on Appendix 3, there is some 

heteroscedasticity problem in error variance distribution across the predicted value. Likewise, since 

VIF for all the variables in the Table 4.10 are less than 10 or Tolerance value is greater than 0.10, 

and thus there is no multicollinearity among independent variables. 

Table 4.10: Summary of the results of multiple linear regression analysis 

Explanatory Variables Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

 

t 

 

 

Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Tolerance VIF 

X1:Age of Respondents 109.972 119.762 .082 .918 .360 .424 2.357 

X2:Sex of HH head 177.475 2157.030 .006 .082 .935 .690 1.449 

X3:Educational Status of HH head 141.424 355.963 .026 .397 .692 .814 1.229 

X4:Family Size  180.425 391.295 .036 .461 .645 .555 1.802 

X5:Land use size for Cereal Crop in ha per 

HH  
12265.436 2876.781 .362 4.264 .000 .470 2.129 

X6:Access to entrepreneurship skill 

training(0:yes,1:No) 
1757.016 2152.188 .056 .816 .416 .715 1.399 

X7:Access to Advisory Support(0: Yes, 

1:No) 
-2341.349 5269.696 -.028 -.444 .657 .879 1.138 

X8:Risk awareness raising program on 

adverse effects of land use 

dynamics(0:Yes,1:No) 

-756.809 1639.677 -.033 -.462 .645 .665 1.505 

X9:Number of farm oxen per HH  2961.182 955.245 .252 3.100 .002 .512 1.951 

X10:Number of fatten oxen per HH  1286.730 976.613 .082 1.318 .190 .883 1.132 

X11:Number of milk cow per HH  624.842 1234.227 .037 .506 .613 .643 1.555 

X12:Number of sheep per HH  244.713 342.949 .052 .714 .477 .635 1.575 

X13:Number of Chicken per HH -97.751 198.389 -.035 -.493 .623 .680 1.471 

X14:Employment Opportunity(0: Yes, 

1:No) 
-2082.033 1594.638 -.092 -1.306 .194 .679 1.472 

X15:Access to Additional Income 

activities(0:Yes, 1:No) 
-4914.511 1659.733 -.197 -2.961 .004 .767 1.304 

Constant 42903.284 7464.243 
 

5.748 .000 
  

R 0.687       

R Square 0.472       

Adjusted R Square 0.421       

Standard error of estimate 8,548.65117       

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 
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Among the explanatory variables Land use size for cereal crop in ha per HH(X5), Number of farm 

oxen per household(X9), and Access to additional income activities(X15) were found to be the major 

determinants of the annual household income of peri-urban settlers. The associations of these three 

variables were found to be statistically significant at 99% of confidence level. 

 

Accordingly, the reduced model of regression analysis is found to be: 

  Y = α + 12265.436X�		 + 2961.182X�	 − 4914.511X��                                                       

This regression model indicates that the major source of annual household income for expropriated 

and/or dislocated households was dominantly dependent on agricultural activities related to cereal 

crop production using croplands left from expropriation and contractual farmland elsewhere in the 

vicinity area with support of farm oxen available per HH. However, the emerging non-farm 

additional income generating activities were negatively related with the agricultural based annual 

household income in the study area.  One additional hectare of land use for cereal crops per HH was 

expected to increase the annual household income by 12265.436 while one additional number of 

farm oxen per HH also contributed for growth of annual household income by 2961.182 units. In 

the contrary, access to additional income, according to the reduced model, was negatively 

associated with the annual household income and accountable for reduction of the annual household 

income by 4914.511 units.  

As depicted in Table 4.11 below, 47.2% of the variance in the annual household income was 

explained by this model and the results confirmed the availability of key determinants in variation 

of annual household income. 

Table 4.11: Model summary  

R R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics Durbin-

Watson R Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

.687a .472 .421 8,548.65117 .472 9.300 15 156 .000  1.574 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

4.6 Vulnerability contexts of the Study Area 

4.6.1 Environmental Vulnerability 

Vulnerability is a dynamic quality that can be altered suddenly or gradually by changes in social 

and biophysical conditions (Adger and Kelly, 1999; Leichenko and O’Brien, 2002 sited in Luers, 
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2005).Depending on land use dynamics analysis in 1986-2000 and 2000-2016, 24.7ha (27.5%) of 

forest was replaced by cropland aiming at off-setting 81ha of the expropriated farming land due to 

urbanization program. Similarly, during 2000-2016 analysis period, removal of forest for crop 

production purpose alarmingly increased to 31.4ha (54.1%) while horizontal urban expansion 

pursue to take over 461.3ha of farming land(cropland). These dynamic trends of forest reduction 

coupled with impervious land cover due to urban settlements is likely to facilitate runoff, flash 

floods and environmental degradation in the area as a whole seriously affecting  particularly 

farming peri-urban households. This continuous decline of forest cover in the study area was also 

verified by almost all respondents in survey, even though their views associated with the causes of 

forest reduction were different as depicted in Table 4.12. 

Table 4.12: Major factors affecting forest coverage based on HH responses 

Factors affecting Forest 

Coverage 

Number of 

respondents 

Percent 

Crop expansion 11 6.4 

Urban expansion 133 77.3 

weak protection 11 6.4 

Crop & urban expansion 17 9.9 

Total 172 100.0 
Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

Even though urban expansion was responded as the dominant factor for critical forest reduction in 

the study area, its direct impact on forest was not as such significant as compared to that of the 

cropland. However, the combination of cropland & unplanned urban expansion along with weak 

forest protection are the considerable factors for reduction of forest coverage which could trigger 

environmental vulnerability at the local level. 

4.6.2. Financial vulnerability    

Due to a dynamic pressure of socio-economic interest, sustainable livelihoods can’t be supported by 

natural resource-based activities (agriculture) in many parts of the World (Wisner et al,2003). 

According to Table 4.6 in this study, the average annual farm earning capacity of the farming peri-

urban settlers was substantially shrunk by 31.5%. As can be seen from Table 4.13, those 

instruments such as entrepreneurial skill training, advisory support and formal awareness techniques 

almost had no association with the annual household income as they had not been adequately 

carried out at the local level ahead of expropriation. Consequently, the expropriated and dislocated 

farming peri-urban settlers were not able to diversify their alternative income sources employing 
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income generating skills and compensation payment to easily engage in non-farm urban livelihoods 

activities. Recently, at the time of rapid land use dynamics with a critical decline of farmlands, 

forestlands and grasslands, using agricultural livelihoods strategies associated with cereal crop land 

use and farm oxen have become risky to generate adequate household income due to the present 

rapid urbanization in the study area. Hence, dislocated and expropriated households were found 

financially vulnerable as they had no adequate income generating skills before expropriation and 

compensation are taken place. The strength of association of access to entrepreneurial skills, access 

to advisory support and awareness raising activities to explain the variance of the existing annual 

household income was very weak as can be seen from Table 4.13. This implies that many of 

dislocated & expropriated peri-urban settlers were not able to generate non-farm income activities 

utilizing technical income generating skills in combination with compensation payment undertaken 

after expropriation and dislocation. 

Table 4.13: Strength of association between explanatory variables & dependent variable   

 
Explanatory Variables 

 
Coefficient 

of 
Correlation 

Coefficient of 
Determination 

% of 
Determination 

X1: Age of Respondents .389 0.151 15.13 

X2: Sex of HH head -.151 0.023 2.28 

X3: Educational Status of HH head -0.12 0.014 1.44 

X4: Family Size  .333 0.111 11.09 

X5: Land use size for Cereal Crop in ha per HH  .593 0.352 35.16 

X6: Access to entrepreneurship skill training 0.029 0.001 0.08 

X7: Access to Advisory Support(0: Yes, 0: No) 0.02 0.000 0.04 
X8: Risk awareness  raising program on adverse effects 
of land use dynamics(0:Yes, 1: No) -0.038 0.001 0.14 

X9:Number of farm oxen per HH  .484 0.234 23.43 

X10: Number of fatten oxen per HH  0.089 0.008 0.79 

X11:Number of milk cow per HH  .332 0.110 11.02 

X12: Number of sheep per HH  .273 0.075 7.45 

X13: Number of Chicken per HH in 2016 .167 0.028 2.79 

X14: Employment Opportunity(0: Yes, 1:No) -0.022 0.000 0.05 

X15: Access to Additional Income(0:Yes, 1:No -.321 0.103 10.30 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 
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Even though the government set compensation rate per meter square of expropriated farmland in 

different rounds (see table 4.14) based on the dynamic nature of market situation, many 

expropriated settlers were not comfortable with the rate perceiving urban livelihoods as complex 

and beyond their level experience. 

 

Table 4.14: Rate of Compensation set in different rounds for expropriated peri-urban settlers 

Expropriation 
Round 

Year of Expropriation Rate of 
Compensation(ETB/m2) 

1st 2005 3 

2nd 2005-2011 11.89 

3rd 2011-2013(Sept.) 18.50 

4th 2013(Sept)-2015(Nov.) 29.50 

5th 2015(Nov.)-up to  completion of 
the Thesis   

33.50 

Source: Akaki-Kaliti S/city Urban Development & Rehabilitation Division 

According to the household survey data, 77.9% of respondents were dissatisfied with its adequacy 

considering its weak purchasing power in the existing markets to fulfill household’s basic needs. 

However, 19.8% of respondents expressed their feeling indifferently while only 1.2% of 

respondents were satisfied with the given set compensation rate (see Table 4.15). 

 

Table 4.15: Status of HHs satisfaction for received compensation 

HH feeling to Compensation # of HH Percent of HH 

Satisfied 2 1.2 

Indifferent 34 19.8 

Dissatisfaction 134 77.9 

Total 170 98.8 

Not applicable 2 1.2 

 Total                                        172 100.0  

Source: Household survey, March, 2016 

Hence, it implies that even though there is declaration number 455/1997 that enforces compensation 

to be paid for legitimate land owner for the land expropriated to public interests, many of farming 

peri-urban settlers are willing to be compensated with another farmland. According to the key 

interview made with elders, expropriated & dislocated peri-urban settlers were using their 

compensated money to secure one season contractual farmland elsewhere inside & outside their 
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political administrative area spend

easily engage in non-farm livelihoods activities.

management knowledge and technical income generating skills, many expropriated households 

couldn’t properly utilize their financial capital 

livelihoods because of financial vulnerability.

 

4.6.3 Human Vulnerability 

The coordination among livelihoods assets of the 

skills & employability), social (cooperation, local institutions and 

process) and personal assets (motivation

play a crucial role in mitigating risks through 

household survey data in Figure

attention ahead of compensation payment and expropriation

employability and preparation to mitigate the adverse impact of land use dynamics

building blocks in sustainable livelihoods framework, Messay

of peoples technical skills within 

livelihoods security of the community to a great extent.

entrepreneurship skill training and continuous advisory support 

copping strategies and easily adapting urban livelihoods 

the land use dynamics process. 

access to income generating capacity building trainings and awareness 

compensation payment and expropriation 

  
Figure 4.9: Access to entrepreneurshi
Source: Household Survey, March 2016
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management knowledge and technical income generating skills, many expropriated households 

ly utilize their financial capital but depleted with no effective adaptation to urban 

livelihoods because of financial vulnerability.   
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to mitigate the adverse impact of land use dynamics
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livelihoods security of the community to a great extent. This implies the reality that 

nd continuous advisory support have inevitable role in strengthening 

and easily adapting urban livelihoods to mitigate the likely risks of livelihoods in 

process. To this end, this study examined that many respondents had no 

access to income generating capacity building trainings and awareness 

compensation payment and expropriation as depicted in Figure 4.8. 
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Thus, consequently, employability and 

urban opportunity to improve their livelihoods 

level after expropriation and displacement

possible to investigate weak association manifested between 

household income. In light of this, s

2.28% of variation in the annual household 

limited access to gender based income generating skill trainings

household level. 

 
4.6.4 Social Vulnerability 

Vulnerability may result from exclusion

affecting households’ well-being and responses to negative 

depicted in Figure 4.9 households were not adequately involved in 

farmland expropriation and dislocation 

activities at the local level.  

Figure 4.10: Involvement of households in urbaniz
Source: Household Survey, March 2016
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4.7 Adaptive & Coping Livelihoods Strategies of Peri-urban settlers  

Considering the pressures of land use dynamics into account, peri-urban households had different 

adaptive livelihoods strategies. These were broadly categorized into major and additional income 

generating livelihoods strategies. 

 

 4.7.1 Major Income Generating Livelihoods Strategies 

Based on Table 4.10, agriculture still remains a dominant income generating activities employing 

cereal cropland and farm oxen. Table 4.16 also indicated that agricultural livelihoods (Agriculture 

on remaining piece of farmland, fattening and sales of milk, chicken, egg & Sheep) have still been 

providing employment opportunity to about 83% of expropriated and/or dislocated households. 

Cereal crop production using the remaining piece of fragmented farmland occupied the largest share 

(53%) among major livelihoods strategies of respondents. However, daily labor, Bajaj taxi and self-

employment (small shops and alcoholic liquor shop) were also found important in providing 

alternative employment opportunities for 14.6%, 12.2% and 11.6% respondents, respectively. 

 
Table 4.16: Major income generating activities of peri-urban settlers 

Major Income Generating Activities # of HHs Percent 

Self employed 20 11.6 

daily labor 25 14.5 

Employed in Government Organization 1 .6 

Employed in private Organization, 6 3.5 

Fattening 11 6.4 

Small Restaurant & Cafe 8 4.7 

Bajaj taxi 21 12.2 

Egg, milk products, chicken & sheep selling 19 11.0 

Agriculture on remaining farmland 53 30.8 

Total 164 95.3 

Not applicable 8 4.7 

 Total                                                                                                           172          100.0 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

 

Regardless of its adverse consequences on those households who did not prepare themselves as 

early as possible, urbanization was found very opportunistic for about 45.9% of respondents who 

were able properly utilize their compensated payment. Bajaj taxi service and small restaurant & 
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Café created job opportunity for 12.2 % and 4.7% contacted households respectively and helped 

them to structurally transform from traditional agricultural livelihoods into the advanced urban 

livelihoods strategies.   

 

4.7.2 Additional Income Generating Livelihoods Strategies 

As the land use dynamics through expansion of urban areas is horizontally growing in the study 

area, this study investigated that more than 27% of respondents were generating their additional 

income from one season contractual farmland elsewhere either inside or outside of the study area. 

20.9% of the households were also engaged in houserooms renting business to generate additional 

income so as to develop resilient livelihoods in the presence of land use dynamics (see Table 4.17)  

 

Table 4.17: Additional income generating activities 

Types of additional income activities # of HH Percent 

House rental income 36 20.9 

Broker business 3 1.7 

Farmland income elsewhere 47 27.3 

Public/dry items transportation service 1 .6 

Small Restaurant & Cafe 10 5.8 

Bajaj Taxi services 10 5.8 

Small shop 14 8.1 

Fattening 5 2.9 

Total 126 73.3 

Not applicable 46 26.7 

Total                                                                               172 100.0 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

 
Small restaurant & café, Bajaj taxi services and fattening businesses were used as additional sources 

of income for 15% of households in Table 4.17 while agricultural activities on remaining farmlands 

were considered as the main sources of income generating activities in their livelihoods strategies of  

the study area for 30.8% of households (see Table 4.16)  
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

5.1 Introduction 

At present, Addis Ababa city is expanding horizontally towards its peri-urban areas at the expense 

of agricultural lands located surrounding the city. CSA has projected that the population growth rate 

of the city within the projection period (2014-2017) is estimated to be 2.4% coupled with the 

growing demand of urban settlements and food access. As a socio-economic dynamics, urbanization 

underwent   different phases in Addis Ababa development process; the current rate of dynamicity is 

very high. On top of this fact, Akaki-Kaliti Sub city is expanding with higher rate land use 

dynamics affecting crop, grass, plantation and forestland aiming at establishing urban settlements 

and industries expansion. Koyefeche-Qilinto area(Woreda 9 of Akaki Kaliti sub city)is a place 

where such dynamicity is dominantly occurring  through diminishing  agricultural livelihoods of 

peri-urban settlers. This study has assessed livelihoods risks of such dynamicity in Ethiopia by 

taking the case of  Koyefeche-Qilinto area (woreda 9) land use dynamics. 

Having employing the descriptive and inferential statistical methods, the researcher collected 

satellite imageries data and conducted survey on 162 households whose farming land had been 

expropriated and/or dislocated from their residences. The key informants, frequent field 

observations and documentary resources were tools to collect data. With the application of both 

quantitative and qualitative analysis approaches, the following conclusions and recommendations 

are drawn: 

5.2 Conclusions   

The land use dynamic process of Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban settlement has detected three land 

use era depending on Figure 4.5. These are Agricultural era (before 1986), plantation era (1986-

2000) and urbanization era (2000-2016). During Agricultural era, 59.24% of Koyefeche-Qilinto 

peri-urban settlement (Woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub-City) had been used for crop farming practices 

(i.e mainly teff, wheat and barley with some legumes) to sustain their livelihoods. During this time, 

2.9% of Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban settlement was covered by forest and recently, in the 

urbanization era, it has dramatically diminished to cover 1.5% of the area while built-up area has 

grown to cover 38% of the study area by 2016.The highest rate of this urban expansion coupled 

with rapid reduction of forestland and decline of grass & cropland has disturbed the adequacy and 
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sustainability of livelihoods through degrading assets such as natural forest, livestock, community 

participation, social integration to meet basic needs. The critical decline of forest cover in the area 

coupled with limited risk knowledge and operational technical skills to create another optional non-

farm income generating activities could likely generate livelihoods risks through triggering 

environmental vulnerability and degrading productive livelihoods assets of peri-urban settlers. And 

this may grow as the frequency of extreme rainfall events increases with the visible global climate 

change. Forest provides comprehensive ecological benefits that contribute for sustainability of 

livelihoods at the local level. The existing status of forest cover(1.5%) has no enough potential to 

provide regulating local surface and air temperature, filtering pollution from the local atmosphere 

which may positively impact the health of peri-urban settlers, trapping rainwater during heavy 

storms which prevents pollution of local waterways, and storing and sequestrating atmospheric 

carbondioxide. Besides, it can be easily understand from household survey result of this study that 

there is narrow knowledge at the local level in relation to the ecological management and benefits 

of forest. With the existing trends of land use dynamics’ impact on forest coverage without 

appropriate intervention other than compensation in the livelihoods of peri-urban settlers is likely to 

trigger the occurrence of livelihoods risks through disturbing the natural working ethics of the 

environment and its reaction with peri-urban settlers in the study area.   

 

A broaden perspective of livelihoods systems reveals households as dynamic institutions 

determined by access to income sources, assets’ positions  and  technical skills & awareness. All 

influence the households’ ability to meet basic needs and negotiate survival. The regression analysis 

disclosed that the expropriated and dislocated peri-urban settlers have not yet been adequately 

engaged in non-farm income generating activities rather cereal cropland and farm oxen are revealed 

to determine about 45% and 29% of the expropriated and/or dislocated households’ income 

variation respectively in the peri-urban settlements.  

 

Generally, land use dynamics is the unrest phenomenon manifested in all parts of the World being 

supported by the socio-economic interests and climate change. Land use dynamics facilitated with 

establishment of new industries, transportation highways or urban development has a feature of 

involuntary displacements but caused major impositions on some population segments (Cernea, 

2000).Likewise, involuntary expropriation and/or dislocation in Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban 

settlement was taken place for the same reasons to establish new industries, transportation highways 
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or urban development. However, land use dynamics and regression analysis of this study revealed 

some issues related to weak attention to forest protection, inadequate involvement of affected peri-

urban settlers in urbanization process, degraded livelihoods assets and insufficient non-farm 

livelihoods promotion in the study area. In the comprehensive view of sustainable livelihoods 

development, failing to resolve the investigated constraints have inevitable potential to trigger 

vulnerability contexts causing livelihoods risks at the local level.  

5.3. Recommendations 

As per the land use dynamics analysis, Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban area is indispensably found in 

the context of transition with a dynamic feature of natural, physical, financial, human and social 

assets for urban and rural livelihoods strategies. As a result, its ecosystems are increasingly at risk 

of forest degradation and loss of livelihoods assets. As a socio-economic development, urbanization 

should be a program that each stakeholder equally wins. But this study had investigated that there 

was no”win-win”, but “win-loss” impacts among stakeholders in the study area. The expropriated 

peri-urban farming settlers constitute the loser’s group whose livelihoods had been adversely 

affected. Based on these gaps identified and the impacts assessed by this study, the following 

recommendations have been forwarded: 

 

 Early warning for disaster risk reduction as a legitimate matter of public policy at the highest 

national levels should be strengthened to protect national resource base and productive 

assets to ensure sustainable livelihoods. By this study, forest, as a national and local resource 

base, was found almost at risk due to insufficient early assessment of community 

vulnerability situations and protection of natural resources prior to decision making for 

urban expansion. Hence, risk knowledge at community level should be promoted in addition 

to compensation to effectively cope-up the likely occurrence of livelihoods risks and to 

absorb urban opportunities for ensuring sustainable livelihoods through employing win-win 

strategies. Compensation alone is not good enough to protect natural resource base and 

rehabilitate disrupted livelihoods as a result of land use dynamics for urban expansion. 

Hence, community based environmental rehabilitation program aiming at strengthening the 

resilience of ecosystem and reducing environmental vulnerability should be also organized 

at community level. 
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  As it was examined in the analysis, many of the farming households were illiterate and had 

reservations to detach their livelihoods from agricultural activities fearing the complexity 

and expensiveness of urban livelihoods. Thus, capacity building trainings should be given 

for all affected farming peri-urban settlers to enable them easily transforms into urban 

livelihoods systems and generate non-farm income. 

 

 Among adaptive and coping livelihoods strategies, agricultural activities using residual 

fragmented and contractual farmlands inside and/or outside of the woreda have still a lion 

share in subsistence mode of life in Koyefeche-Qilinto peri-urban livelihoods affecting the 

productivity and production of farmlands through monotonous agricultural activities and 

rapid urbanization. Hence, the future intervention planning needs to reverse this 

vulnerability context through strengthening institutional capability and community 

operational ability prior to expropriation of farmland and/or dislocation of households. 

 Furthermore, urban friendly agriculture should be promoted using open spaces focusing on 

high market value crop, fattening, milk production and poultry businesses after technical 

skills are provided for expropriated and dislocated peri-urban settlers ahead of compensation 

to be effected. This may be helpful not only to develop adaptive urban livelihoods strategies 

& build resilient household but also to shape abusive characteristics of community towards 

forest protection and non-natural resources. 

 

 Based on the guiding principle of Sendai framework for Disaster Risk Reduction and 

prescriptions of other International, National and Scholars, the Woreda administration 

should execute non-discriminatory participation for risk reduction in the decision making 

process  of expropriation and/or dislocation for urbanization starting from its inception to 

implementation. Because, peri-urban farming communities are the primary settlers that 

could affect the existing natural local resource base for prolonging their survival in narrowed 

livelihoods options. Thus, urban expansion program should involve them in any cases as far 

as the decision affects their livelihoods.  
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 Even though proclamation No. 455/2005 declares to claim compensation for expropriated 

land, peri-urban farming settlers had not been satisfied with the kind and amount of 

compensation implemented in the study area. Nevertheless, if the money compensation is 

only a resolution, then it should be effected after the provision of entrepreneurship skill 

trainings and other capacity building services to the expropriated and dislocated settlers 

(Mandere, Ness, & Anderberg, 2010) as to how to make & manage non-farm businesses in 

the upcoming and emerging urban livelihoods.  
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Appendix 1: Entry Letter for Field Data Collection 
Appendix 1.1: Letter of Cooperation from Akaki-Kaliti Sub-city 
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Appendix 1.2: Letter of Cooperation from Woreda 9 of Akaki-Kaliti Sub City 
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Appendix 2: Tests of Normality 

Dependant  Variable Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Annual household 

income  
.131 162 .000 .969 162 .001 

Source: Household Survey, March 2016 

From Appendix 1, Asymp.Sig. Values (P) <0.05 was observed to indicate that the dependent 

variable (annual household income) is not significantly different to a normal distribution.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Appendix 3: Plots of normality and homoscedasticity 
     (Source: Household Survey, March 2016) 
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire for Sample households 
Informed Consent and Cover Page 

Good morning/afternoon. My name is Addis Ayano. I am MA student at Arsi University for 

specialization in Environmental Disaster Risk Management. Currently, I am doing a research to 

assess and investigate livelihoods risks of land use dynamics with major emphasis to Koyefeche-

kilinto settlement sites. Your household has been selected randomly from all settlers in the Village. 

The study will help the government to evaluate the effect of land use dynamics upon your 

livelihoods at the current resettlement sites. Your responses are useful and will be held in utmost 

confidentiality and will be used only for the analysis of this research. You will never be identified 

by name in any case. If you accept to participate in this research, you will be doing so voluntarily 

and there will not be any monetary returns. You are also free to refuse to respond to any questions 

you do not feel comfortable or to withdraw from the research all together. This questionnaire will 

take about half an hour of your time to respond to the questions. 

 

Respondent agreed to be interviewed   1. YES  

          2. NO  

Thank you in advance for your cooperation! 
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I. Background of the respondents 

1. Sub-city____________  

2. Ketena____________ 

3. Age of household head (in Year) _________ 

4. Sex of household head       Male                  Female  

5. Level of education of the household head 

      A. Illiterate                                          D. Completed high school  

      B. Primary (1-6)                                   E. Completed undergraduate  

      C. Secondary (7-8)                                F. Completed postgraduate 

      G. Read and write 

6. Household size 

      A. Male                                          B. Female                       C. Both 

7. Number of dependants in a household (in number) _________ 

II. Land Use Dynamics 

Did you have farmland before urban settlement program? Yes                No  

If “yes” for” # 1” above, what purpose did/do you use it for? 

 

 

Land use 

Before 2010 Now(2016) 

Please make √ 

(tick) 

Size (please indicate 

unit of measurement) 

Please make 

√ (tick) 

Size (please indicate 

unit of 

measurement) 

Crop land     

Pastureland     

Forest land     

Irrigation land     

Others(Specify)     

    

 
III. Determining the Underlying Factors for Livelihoods Risks  

 1. How long did you live in the former residence? A. More than 10 years         

     B. less than 10 years   
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2. If your response to # 1 is “A”, how do you think about the trends of forest coverage? 

    A. Decreasing          B. Increasing                 C. No Change 

3. If “decreasing”, what is/are the major reason/s for reduction of forest cover?  

  A. firewood/charcoal sales          B. expansion of cropland        C. Urban expansion  

  D. Other (specify)_____  

4. What benefit packages had you been promised as compensation when you’re asked to leave  

     the farmland to urban use?(multiple answer possible) 

     A.  Money compensation             B. housing plots               C. Job opportunities            

     D. Income generating Skill training, E. Property transportation fee          

     F. Money compensation & housing plot, G. Money compensation & job opportunity, 

     H. Other specify_____________ 

 5. Which of the benefit packages did you actually get at last (Multiple responses Possible)? 

     A.  Money compensation             B. housing plots               C. Job opportunities            

     D. Income generating Skill training            E. Property transportation fee          

     F. Money compensation & housing plot          G. Money compensation & job opportunity 

     H. Other specify_____________ 

6. What was your reaction towards the kind and amount of compensation (benefits) you received  

    about?    A. Satisfied                 B. Indifferent                  C. Dissatisfied 

7.  Did you get any training on how to use the benefit packages provided to you while you move to  

      urban livelihoods ?     A. Yes                                  B. No 

8. If “Yes “in which of the following training did you participate?            Yes         No 

    A. private business development, management and supervision                  

    B. Financial management saving   

    C. Basic entrepreneurship                                                              

    D. Technical training for livelihood means  

9.  Did  you  get  any advisory  support  from  any  institutions  after  displacement  or/and  

        dispossession?     A. Yes                B. No  

IV. Determining Vulnerability Contexts 

1.  Were you aware of the urban settlements program that displaces you from your former vicinity?   

A. Yes                   B. No 
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2. If “Yes”, how?(Multiple response possible) 

    A. Public orientation            B. Official training            C. Informal discussion            

    D. Urbanization trends of vicinity areas         E. Increased arrival of new settlers          

    F. Other specify_____ 

3. If  you  had awareness of urban settlements that affect your livelihoods, what preparation did you 

make ahead? A. Money saving          B. Small trade           C. ther (specify)_____________ 

4. What was your reaction when you are asked to move from your former possession?   

A. Agreed without objection            B. Objected but left force fully 

C. Objected but convinced through bargaining 

5. Did you participate in group during decision making process in the implementation of 

expropriation program?     A. Yes                       B. No 

6.  If “Yes”, what were the benefits you obtained because of participation? 

     A. Raised own interest          B. Expressed own opinion no           

     C. Created access to benefit packages            D. Created opportunity to livelihood means 

     E. Nothing               F. Other specify__________________________________________ 

7. Did you have representatives in decision making on benefit packages allotments?  

   A.Yes                B. No  

8. If “Yes” how did that represent?  

 A. Through community institution               B. Through elected community 

 C. Through individual interested group           D. through Kebele administration 

 E. other specify_____________________________________________________ 

9. Do you have access to water, schools, health institutions, saving & credit institutions, and     

    main roads?  A. Yes             B. No 

10. What are the major causes for your livelihoods problems in your current situations? 

    A. Lack of farmland                   B. Lack of income generating skill       

    C. Unemployment                      D. other (specify) __________________________   
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V. Impacts of Land Use Dynamics on livelihoods 

1.How much of  average annual household income did you earn commonly before 2010?  

    _________ETB. 

2. What do you say about the size of your average annual household income now in 2015/16? 

      _______ ETB? 

 3. How  was  your  social relationship  and  value  within  your  community  before  2010 ?   

   A. Very high          B. High           C. Moderate          D. Low          E. Very low   

4. What is your social relationship and value now(2015/16)? 

   A. Very high             B. High           C. Moderate           D. Low         E. Very low 

5. What was the total asset possession of the household before and after expropriation  

    /displacement/ dispossession? 

 Household Possession Before(2010) Now(2015/16) 

 

Oxen(#)   

Fatten Oxen(#)   

Cow(#)   

Equine (#)   

Goats(#)   

Sheep(#)   

Chicken(#)   

Bee colony(#)   

Land(in ha)   

House( in room umber)   

Forest(permanent tree)plants(in ETB estimation)   

Others specify and in ETB estimates____________________   

6.Do you agree that urban expansion into your area is advantageous to your family members?  

    A. Strongly agree            B. Agree          C. Disagree          D. Strongly disagree 

7. Explain for any of your choice for question no“6” above? 

__________________________________________________________________ 

8. Do you have young children in the family? A.Yes            B. No 

9. What was their reaction to the adverse impact of land use dynamics? 
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   A. Migration          B. Drop out school & engage in non-farm business            

   C. Daily labor in town          D. Other(specify)____________________________________ 

  
VI. Coping/Adaptive/ Strategies 

1. Were  you  engaged  in  any  of  productive income generating activities  just  right  after  the  

    dispossession/ displacement of your land?    A. Yes              B. No 

2. If “Yes” is your choice for question #”1”above, in which of the following activity did you  

    engage?    A. Agricultural                   B. Non-agricultural 

3. If your response for question number “2” above is “B”, in which of these you engaged  

    yourself?  A. Raising own business           B. serving in some one’s house        

    C. Migration to far areas of urban          D. Migration to far areas of rural  

    E. Daily labor in the city           F. Begging         G. Firewood sales 

    H. Others specify __________________________________________ 

4. Do you believe that you get jobs or works easily these days than before? A. Yes          B. No  

5. If “No” is your response for question #4 above, why? ________________________ 

6. Do you have a job (work) now? A. Yes                     B. No  

7. If “Yes” what type of job (work) it is?  A. Self employer            B. Daily labor 

   C. employed in government organization            D. employed in private business 

   E. Other, Specify _________________________________________________ 

8. Do you have any other source of income today?  A. Yes               B. No 

9. If “Yes”, which of these?    A. Rental income               B. Remittances    

    C. Farmland income from elsewhere         D. Supplementary small and micro enterprises  

    E. Other, specify___________________________________________ 

10.What did your family decide to do as an individual or group after land expropriation 

      (dispossession)? A. Raised common business          B. Disintegrated 

    B. Followed each of their livelihoods strategies           D. Other, specify __________ 

11.Do  you  believe  that  the  way  they  turned  on  become  favorable  to  them  to  secure  their  

     livelihoods?  A.Yes                           B. No 

12. What do you think about the major problems you and your family faced while coping up with    

      (to) urban livelihoods strategies? 

     A. Lack of knowledge in financial utilization          B. Discrimination by the other settlers   

     C. lack of follow-up from the concerned institutions         D. Lack of skill for job opportunity  
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     E. Others, specify__________________________________________________ 

13. Who is, as to you, a responsive body to improve the current status of your livelihoods? 

     A. Government                B. NGOs           C. Private Investors                                       

     D. Private settlers            E. All 

14. What do you think as better to be done to improve your livelihoods status? 

      ___________________________________________________________ 

      ___________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 
 

67 | P a g e  
 

¾u?}cw Çcd Ø“ƒ SÖÃp 

¾}ÖÁm u?}cw GLò ðnÅ˜’ƒ T[ÒÑÝ 

Ö?“ ÃeØM˜! eT@ ›Ç=e ›Á• ÃvLM::u›`c= ¿’>y`c=+ u›"vu= dÃ”e ²`õ ¾G<K}— ÉÓ] }T] 

’˜:: u›G<’< ¨pƒ ¾“”} S•]Á ›"vu= uS_ƒ ›ÖnkU K¨<Ø“ Ñ<Ç„‡ LÃ Ø“ƒ KT"H@É 

}S`×DM:: cKJ’U ›`e­ K²=I Ø“ƒ Ÿ›"vu=¨< ’ª]­‹ S"ŸM u°ÉM }S`ÖªM:: Ø“~U 

¾S_ƒ ›ÖnkU K¨<Ø u°`e­ ¾›“E“E` G<’@} LÃ ÁS×¨<” }î°• S”Óeƒ SÑ”²w °”Ç=‹M 

¾T>[Ç ’¨<:: 

eK²=I K°Á”Ç”Æ ØÁo ¾`e­ ULi u×U ÖnT> c=J” ¾cÖ<ƒ S[Í u×U T>eØ^©( KT”U 

}LMö ¾TÃcØ) J• ¾Ø“~” ¨<Ö?ƒ ƒ¡¡K—¨<” °¨<’} KTÓ–ƒ w‰ ’¨< ¾U”ÖkUuƒ::  

K}¨c’< Åmn­‹ Ñ>²?­” K=cÖ<” ðnÅ— ’­ƒ”;  

¾}ÖÁm¨< eUU’ƒ Ã[ÒÑØ!   }eTU‰MG< 

                              ›M}eTTG<U  

Kƒwwa­ upÉT>Á ›ScÓ“MG<! 

 



 

I. ¾SW[}© S[Í   
1. ¡õK Ÿ}T-------------------------- 
2. kÖ“---------------------------------- 

3. ¾›v ¨^ °ÉT@(u¯Sƒ Ãíõ)-------------- 

4. ¾u?}cw ›e}ÇÇ] ï}     ¨”É       c?ƒ 

5. ¾¾u?}cw ›e}ÇÇ] ¾ƒUI`ƒ Å[Í 

   G. U”U ƒUI`ƒ ›M}T\U         S. SKe}— Å[Í(7-8) ÁÖ“kk 

   K. T”uw“ Síõ                     W. G<K}— Å[Í(9-12) ÁÖ“kk  

   N. ¾SËS]Á Å[Í(1-6) ÁÖ“kk       [. ¢K?Ï/¿’>y`c=+ Ç=ýKAT/ÉÓ] 

6. ¾u?}cw w³ƒ:- ¨”É-------- c?ƒ---------- 

7. ¾ØÑ— u?}cw ›vLƒ w³ƒ(ulØ`)-----------  

II. ¾S_ƒ ›ÖnkU K¨<Ø 

1. ŸŸ}T Seóóƒ ýaÓ^U uòƒ ¾°`h S_ƒ ’uaƒ; G. ›­       K. ¾K˜U   
2. SMc­ #›­$ ŸJ’& KU” ›LT ’u` ¾T>ÖkS<ƒ; ›G<”e; 

 

 

¾S_ƒ ›ÖnkU 

 

2002 

 

2008 

 UM¡ƒ(√ ) ÁekUÖ< SÖ”(SKŸ=Á) UM¡ƒ(√ ) ÁekUÖ< SÖ”(SKŸ=Á) 

K›´`°ƒ     

¾ÓÙi     

KÅ”     

KSe•     

KK?L "K u}cÖ¨< 
x}  ÁekUÖ< 

    

    

III. ¾¨Åòƒ ¾u?}cw ¾’<a ›ÅÒ ª”— U¡”Á„‹” SK¾ƒ 

1. ¾uò~ ¾S•]Á ›"vu=­ LÃ KU” ÁIM Ñ>²? •[ªM; 
   G.Ÿ10 ¯Sƒ uLÃ           K. Ÿ10 ¯Sƒ u}‹  

2. KØÁo lØ` 1 SMe­#G$ ŸJ’& ŸÑ>²? ¨Å Ñ>²? eKT>}¾¨< ¾Å” Ã²ƒ G<’@} U” ÃLK<; 
G. k”dDM         K. ÚUbM      N. K¨<Ø ›Ld¾U  

3. KØÁo lØ` 2 SMe­ #k”dDM$ ŸJ’ U¡”Á~ U”É” ’u`; 
G. ¾TÑÊ ›”Úƒ/ŸcM ”ÓÉ Ucóóƒ    K.¾›´`°ƒ S_ƒ Seóóƒ    N. K?L----- 



 
 

69 | P a g e  
 

4. ¾°`h S_„­” KŸ}T Seóóƒ ›”Ç=Kl c=Ö¾l uUƒŸ< nM ¾}ÑvKAƒ ØpTØpU U” 
’u`;(Ÿ›”É uLÃ SMe SeÖƒ Ã‰LM) 

    G. ¾Ñ”²w "d       K. ¾S•]Á u?ƒ x}         N. ¾e^ °ÉM        S.¾¡IKAƒ eMÖ“    

       W. K?L(Øke)_____________ 

 5.nM Ÿ}ÑvKAƒ ØpTØpU S"ŸM ¾}kuK<ƒ ¾ƒ—¨<” ’¨<;(Ÿ›”É uLÃ SMe Ã‰LM)  

     G.¾Ñ”²w "d        K.¾S•]Á u?ƒ x}           N. ¾e^ °ÉM            S. ¾¡IKAƒ eMÖ“              

     W. K?L "K ÃØkc< --------------------- 

6. eK}kuK<ƒ ¾ØpTØpU("X) ›Ã’ƒ“ SÖ” U” }cT­ƒ; 

   G. °`"}       K.U”U ›M}cT˜U          N. ›M["G<U    

7. u’<a­ LÃ K=Å`e ¾T>‹K¨<” ›ÅÒ KSk’e/KSŸLŸM/¾}kuK<ƒ” ØpTØpU u›Óvu<    

  SÖkU ¾T>Áe‹KAƒ” ¾¡IKAƒ eMÖ“ ¨eÅ¨< ’u`;  G. ¨eÍKG<       K. ›M¨cÉŸ<U  

8. SMe­ #¨eÍKG<$ ŸJ’ U” U” eMÖ“ LÃ }dƒðªM;       ›­        ›ÃÅKU 
G. ¾ÓM u=´’e ›Sc^[ƒ&›e}ÇÅ`“ lØØ` ²È 

      K. ¾Ñ”²w ›e}ÇÅ`“ lÖv                

     N. Sc[}© u=´’e ²È   

     S. ¾’<a ²È ¡IKAƒ eMÖ“                                                               

 9. ¾uòƒ S•]Á­”“ Ãµ}­” ŸKkl u%EL ¾U¡` ÉÒõ ›Ó˜}¨< Á¨<nK<; 

   G. ›­             K.›ÃÅKU 

IV. K›ÅÒ }ÒLß ¾SJ” ›¨<Ê‹” SK¾ƒ 

1. kÉS¨< ¾›`e­”“ ¾u?}cw­” Ãµ} ¾T>’" ¾Ÿ}T Teóóƒ ýaÓ^U  ›”ÅT>•` Ó”³u?     

  ’u`­ƒ;   G.›­               K.›ÃÅKU 

2. SMe­#›­$ ŸJ’&›”Èƒ ’¨< Ó”³u?¨<” ÁÑ–<ƒ;(Ÿ›”É uLÃ SMe Ã‰LM) 

  G.Q´v© ¾Ó”³u? ýaÓ^U     K.u}cÖ˜ eMÖ“      N. K?L "K ÃØkc< ----------- 

3. Ãµ}­”  ›’ÅT>’" kÉS¨< Ó”³u? Ÿ’uaƒ U” ´ÓÏƒ ›Å[Ñ<; 

  G. Ñ”²w SqÖw ËS`Ÿ<      K. ”ÓÉ ËS`Ÿ<       N. K?L "K ÃØkc< -------------------- 

4. kÉV ŸT>•\uƒ x} ¨ÃU ŸÁ²<ƒ °`h S_ƒ ›”Ç=Kl c=Ö¾l ¾°`e­ ULi U” ÃSeM  

   ’u`;  G. ÁKU”U }n¨<V }eTUŠ KkŸ<˜        K. }n¨<T@ ’u` Ó” }ÑÉÎ KkŸ< 

N. }n¨<T@ ’u` uÖnT>’~ LÃ ›U–@ KpoÁKG<     

5. Ãµ}­” KŸ}T Seóóƒ ¾SMkp ¾¨<d’@ H>Åƒ LÃ ŸK?KA‹ ScM ¾›"vu= c­‹ Ò` 
J’¨< }dƒð¨< ’u`;  G. ›­          K. ›ÃÅKU 

  



 
 

70 | P a g e  
 

9. SMe­ #›­$ ŸJ’ ¾¨<d’@ GXw LÃ uSd}õ­ U” ØpU ›Ñ–<; 

G. ¨<eØ õLÔ‚” KTd¨p ‹ÁKG<       K. uSn¨U GXu?” Sd¨p ‹ÁKG< 

N.ØpTØpU TÑ˜uƒ” G<’@} ›S‰‹‰KG<  

S. ¾›“E“E` ²È” KSõÖ` }ÖpT@u}KG<    W. U”U ›M}ÖkUŸ<U    [.K?L------ 

7. ¾ØpTØpU SÅv ¨<d’@ LÃ  `e­” ¾T>¨¡M }d}ò ’u`­ƒ; G. ›­       K.›ÃÅKU 

8. SMe­#›­$ ŸJ’ uU” ›Ã’ƒ SM¡ ’¨< ¨<¡M“¨< ¾}Ÿ“¨’¨< 

    G.uIu[}cw }sU      K.u}S[Ö TIu[cw       N.ðnÅ— uJ’< ÓKcx‹ 

  S. ukuK? ›e}ÇÅ`      W. K?L "K ÃÖke--------------------------- 

9. ›G<” ¾T>•\uƒ ›"vu= K¨<G& KƒUI`ƒ u?ƒ&KÖ?“ ÖsU&KwÉ`“ lÖv }sU  

   ›”Ç=G<U Kª“ S”ÑÊ‹ U‡ °ÉM ðØaKA}M; G.›­        K. ›ÃÅKU 

10.  ›G<” vK<uƒ ¾’<a H>Åƒ ¨<eØ LKxƒ ¾’<a ‹Ó` Ÿõ}— U¡”Á„‹ “†¨< ¾T>K<ƒ  

   U” U” “†¨<; G.¾°`h S_ƒ °Ùƒ     K.¾Ñu= TS”Ý °¨<kƒ °Ùƒ  

   N. e^ ›Ø’ƒ      S. K?L "K ÃØkc< -----------------------      

V. ¾S_ƒ ›ÖnkU K¨<Ø }î°•  

1. ¾uòƒ Ãµ}­” ŸSMkp­ uòƒ Ku?}cw­ u¯Sƒ u›T"˜ U” ÁIM Ñu= ÁÑ–< ’u`;-------- 

2. u›G<’< ¨pƒe U” ÁIM Ñu= Ku?}cw­ ÁÑ—K<; ----------- 

3. ¾kÉV Ãµ}­”/¾S•]Á­” x ­”/ ŸSMkp­ uòƒ TIu^© }dƒö­“ uTIu[cw  

  ¨<eØ eLKAƒ ªÒ U” ÃLK<; 

G. u×U Ÿõ}—     K. Ÿõ}—     N. S"ŸK—     S.´p}—     W. u×U ´p}— 

4. ›G<” vK<uƒ G<’@ e TIu^© Ó”˜’ƒ­“ }dƒö­ U” ÃSeLM; 

   G. u×U Ÿõ}—     K. Ÿõ}—     N. S"ŸK—     S.´p}—     W. u×U ´p}— 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

71 | P a g e  
 

5. ukÉV“ u›G<’< ¾’<a G<’@} c=’íì` ¾u?}cw­ ¾Gwƒ Ãµ} U” ÃSeLM; 

 

¾u?}cw Gwƒ›Ã’ƒ 

 

uòƒ(2002) 

 

 

›G<”(2008) 

 

 

SÓKÝ 

G.u_­‹(ulØ`)    

K.¾ÅKu u_(ulØ`)    

N. LU(ulØ`)    

S.¾ÒT Ÿwƒ(ulØ`)    

W.õ¾M(ulØ`)    

[. uÓ(ulØ`)    

c. Êa(ulØ`)    

g.¾”w kö    

k.S_ƒ(uH@¡}`)    

u.u?ƒ (u¡õKA‡ w³ƒ)    

}.Å”(uw`)    

†.K?L "K ÃØkc<____________________    

6. ¾Ÿ}T Seóóƒ K°`f“ Ku?}cw­ ÃÖpTM;  

   G. u×U °eTTKG<          K. °eTTKG<         N. ›MeTTU       S. u×U ›MeTTU 

7. uØÁo 6 LÃ KS[×D†¨< ¾ƒ—¨<U U`Ý Te[Í K=cÖ< Ã‹LK<;----------------------------------- 

8. u¨×ƒ’ƒ °ÉT@ LÃ ¾Å[c< MÐ‹ ›KAƒ;   G. ›­        K.¾K˜U 

9. SMe­ #›­$ ŸJ’ uS_ƒ SKª¨Ø U¡”Áƒ ¾’<a }î°• KSssU U” °`UÍ ¨cÆ; 

  G. YÅƒ    K ƒUI`ƒ ›lV ¾”ÓÉ e^ SËS`  N.¾Ñ<Muƒ W^}— SJ” S.K?L "K----
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

VI. ›ÅÒ” SssT>Á ²È­‹ 

1. ¾kÉV S•]Á­”/¾°`h S_„”/ ŸKkl u%EL ¨ÉÁ¨<’< ¾Ñu= TS”Ý e^ ¨<eØ Ñw}¨<  

    ’u`;        G. ›­                         K. ›ÃÅKU 

2. SMe­ #›­$ ŸJ’ u¾ƒ—¨< ¾Ñu= TeÑ— ²`õ LÃ ’¨< ¾}”kdkc<ƒ;  

  G.Ów`“                   K. ŸÓw`“ ¨<Ü 



 
 

72 | P a g e  
 

3. KØÁo 2 SMe­#K$ ŸJ’ ŸT>Ÿ}K<ƒ u¾ƒ—¨< Ñu= TeÑ— e^ LÃ ¾}”kdkc<ƒ; 

   G. ¾ÓM ”ÓÉ     K. c¨<Ò w` SqÖw     N. ¨Å Ÿ}T ScÅÉ      

   S. ¨Å ÑÖ` ScÅÉ     W. ¾k” W^}— SJ”     [. ¾MS“ ²`õ      

   c.TÑÊ“ °’Úƒ SgØ 

4. ŸkÉV ÃMp u›G<’< Ñ>²?  e^ ukLK< TÓ–ƒ Ã‰LM wK¨< ÁU“K<;  

G.›­      K. ›ÃÅKU  

5. SMe­#›ÃÅKU$ KU”;------------------------------- 

6. ›G<” vK<uƒ eõ^ ¾Ñu= U”ß e^ ›KA­ƒ; G. ›­          K. ›ÃÅKU 

7. SMe­ KlØ`6 #›­$ ŸJ’&U” ¯Ã’ƒ e^ ’¨< ¾T>c\ƒ; G.ÓM e^     K. ¾k” e^ 

  N.¾S”Ócƒ S/u?ƒ ¨<eØ     S.¾ÓM S/u?ƒ ¨<eØ      W. K?L "K Øke------------------- 

8. }ÚT] ¾Ñu= U”ß ›KAƒ; G. ›­        K. ¾K˜U 

9. SMe­#›­$ ŸJ’& ŸT>Ÿ}K<ƒ ¾ƒ—¨< }ÚT] ¾Ñu= U”ß ›`Ñ¨< ÃÖkTK<; 

G. ¾Ÿ=^Ã Ñu=     K. Ÿv”¡“ ScM }sU uT>Ñ˜ ¡õÁ     N.K?L x} ¾Uc^¨< ¾Ów`“ e^ 

  S. Ønp”“ ›’e}— ”ÓÉ     W. K?L "K ÃØkc------------------------------  

10. Ÿ’u\uƒ °`h S_ƒ/S•]Á x}/›”Ç=Kl c=Ö¾l u?}cw­ uÓM“ uÒ^ U” ¨<d’@ ¨c’<; 

  G.¾Ò^ ”ÓÉ SËS`      K.}v}ƒ• S•`      N. ›Á”Ç”Æ ¾^c<” ’<a S•` 

  S. K?L "K ÃØkc< ---------------------------   

11.¾S[Ö<ƒ ›"H@É K’<aª†¨< U‡“ ›e}TT˜ ªeƒ“ ›K¨< wK¨< ÁU“K<;  

  G. ›­                      K.›ÃÅKU  

12. ¾Ÿ}T” ’<a KSMSwÅ“ KSssU ›`f“ u?}cw­ ¾ÑÖT‹G< ª”— ‹Ó` ›K wK¨<  

   ÁevK<; 

  G. ¾Ñ”²w ›ÖnkU ‹Ó`     K. uK?KA‹ ’ª]­‹ ¾T>Å`e ›ÉKA      

  N. ¾T>Ÿ}}K” }sU ›Ùƒ S. K?L "K Ãƒkc< -------------------------------------------- 

13. ›G<” ÁK<uƒ ¾’<a G<’@} ›”Ç=hhM ¾[Ç­ƒ T” ’¨<; G. S”Óeƒ      K. ¾°`Ç} É`Ïƒ 

  N. vKGwƒ ÓKcw       S.’ª] ÓKcw        W. G<K<U 

14. ’<a­  ›”Ç=hhM U” u=Å[Ó Ø\ ’¨< wK¨< ÁevK<;------------------------------------------------- 



 
 

73 | P a g e  
 

 

Appendix 5: An Interview Checklist to Stakeholders 
Part I: Background of Respondent (Akaki Kaliti S/City Urban Development) 

1. Address _____________ 

    Sub city _____________ 

    Woreda______________ 

2.  Level of education____________ 

3.  Your position in the Woreda_____________  

4.  Year of services in the Woreda___________ 

Part II: Risk Mitigation Strategies  

1. When did you start to urbanize koyefeche-Qilinto? 

2. What risk factors do you consider before your office decides to expropriate farmlands & 

residence plots for public interest?  

3. What did your office perform so far to mitigate the likely risks of farmland expropriation? 

4. Would you tell me the rate of compensation your office has performed so far? In what 

rounds?   

5.  Which components of household’s properties are legally qualified to be compensated? 

6. What criteria does your office employ to grant compensations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

74 | P a g e  
 

Part I: Background of Respondent (Woreda Chief Executive Office)  

1. Address ____________ 

    Sub city ____________ 

    Woreda_____________ 

2.  Lever of education_____________ 

3.  Your position in the Woreda_______________ 

4.  Year of services in the Woreda_____________ 

Part II: Questionnaire about Land Use Dynamics   

5. What approaches did you employ to create awareness for those who were supposed to be  

   dislocated and/or dispossessed due to expansion of Addis Ababa City?  

6. How did the dislocated and/or expropriated settlers participate in urbanization process? 

7. What is your future plan to create resilient community in the woreda?  

8. What mechanisms do you employ to minimize the adverse impacts of land use dynamics on  

     the dislocated and dispossessed farmers in the woreda? 

9. What programs have been undertaken to sustain the livelihoods of youth group of the  

     dislocated and/or dispossessed households?  

10. Which assets/capitals of communities have been more affected due to land use dynamics?   

11. According to your understanding, what risks likely to occur due to the reduction of  

      community assets/capitals? 

12. What trainings were given for expropriated households to smoothly engage in non-farm        

      livelihoods activities? 
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Part I: Background of Respondent (Woreda Urban Agriculture Office) 

1. Address _________ 

    Sub city ________ 

    Woreda_________ 

2.  Level of education___________ 

3.  Your position in the Woreda_________________ 

4.  Year of services in the Woreda_______________ 

Part II: Questionnaire about Land Use Dynamics & its Impacts 

5. What types of crop are potentially growing in the woreda? 

6. What did you think about the trend of crop productivity before urban settlements?  

7. If “decreasing”, what was the cause for reduction of production? 

8. What do you say about the adverse impact of land use dynamics on agricultural livelihoods?    

9. Did you observe any vulnerability contexts in the livelihoods of expropriated and/or        

   dispossessed peri-urban settlers due to land use dynamics(Urban expansion)? 

10. What are those vulnerability contexts? If your response to # 9 is “Yes”. 

11. What are the underlying factors causing livelihoods risks in life of peri-urban settlers?   

12. Do you think that land use dynamics are advantageous for peri-urban settlers?  

13. If your response is “yes”, what are those advantages of urbanization for peri-urban settlers? 

14. Which community assets/capitals have been diminishing due to land use dynamics in your   

       woreda?    
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Part I: Background of Respondent (Youth individual)  

1. Address _______________ 

    Sub city ______________ 

    Woreda_______________ 

2.  Lever of education________________ 

3.  Your position in the Woreda______________ 

4.  Year of services in the Woreda____________ 

Part II: Questionnaire about Land Use Dynamics & its Impact 

5. What do you think about the benefits of urban expansion in your locality? 

6. Are there any adverse impacts of land use dynamics unique to those young groups like you in  

    your locality? If yes, what are they? 

7. What are the adaptive strategies that you and your friends employed to cope up livelihoods     

     risks due to land use dynamics  ? 

8. What are the main factors affecting your livelihoods to be vulnerable in face of land use  

    dynamics? 

9. What are the roles expected to be played by youth groups to prevent/mitigate livelihoods   

    risks? 
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Part I: Background of Respondent (Elders) 

1. Address ______________ 

    Sub city _____________ 

    Woreda______________ 

2.  Lever of education_____________ 

3.  Your position in the Woreda _____________ 

4.  Number of years you live in the woreda ____________ 

Part II: Questionnaire about Land Use Dynamics & its Impacts 

5. Can you share your observation and experience about the trend of forestland and plantation 

in  your locality? 

6.  What do you understand about livelihoods condition of those expropriated and dislocated  

      households in the woreda?   

7. Do you believe that urban expansion is advantageous for you? If so, what are those  

advantages? 

8. Did you participate in the decision making process of land expropriation and dislocation  

process for urbanization? 

9. Do you remember any species of trees which had been common in the area but now endanger  

    due to land use change? 

10. Who is more vulnerable to the adverse impact of land use dynamics in your locality?    

11. What do you recommend to improve the livelihoods of peri-urban settlers in the face of land  

       use dynamics? 

12. What are the common coping/adaptive/ strategies that most of affected community employs  

      to mitigate the  adverse impacts of livelihoods risks?   

13. Would you please describe in depth about the social relationship you had before  

      expropriation & dislocation as compared to your current situation?   
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