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OVERVIEW OF DISPLACEMENT IN LIBYA

This report presents the findings of round 36 of the Mobility Tracking component of IOM 
Libya’s Displacement Tracking Matrix (DTM) programme, covering March – April 2021. The 
reporting period also marks two years since the start of 2019 western Libya armed conflict 
and six months from the October 2020 permanent ceasefire agreement.

As the security situation continued to be stable, by end of April 2021, no new displacements 
were reported as the trend of previously displaced families returning to their places of 
origin continued. The number of returnees identified during the reporting period increased 
to 642,408 individuals, compared to 623,219 returnees reported in the previous round’s 
report. 

Whereas a corresponding decline in the number of IDPs in Libya was observed, as the 
total number of IDPs reduced to 223,949 by April 2021 from 245,483 identified during 
the previous round. 

The current displacement dynamics, in terms of the number of people displaced, shows that 
the prevalent displacement trend is on course to reflect pre-April 2019 situation where the 
number of IDPs in Libya was on decline (see figure 1: displacement and return timeline). If 
the security situation remains stable a further decline in the number of individuals displaced 
is expected in the months to come as previously displaced families return to their places 
of origin. 

Protracted Displacement:

However, further analysis shows that the decline in IDP figures and increase in return is 
largely driven by spontaneous return of IDPs displaced since April 2019 from the armed 
conflict affected areas in Tripoli and Aljfara regions (mantika). Despite this recent increase in 
return a significant proportion of IDP population in Libya is facing protracted displacement 
due to damaged houses and infrastructure in their places of origin.

Fig 1 Libya displacement and return timeline
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Tawergha IDPs in Protracted Displacement

Over 40,000 individuals were reported to have displaced from Tawergha in 2011 due to armed conflict. 
While at least 1,700 previously displaced families (8,500 individuals) from Tawergha are reported 
to have returned to their homes, a significant proportion of IDPs from Tawergha face protracted 
displacement due to lack of viable durable solutions. 

A DTM intention survey with the Tawergha IDPs identified that while 64% of the surveyed IDP 
households intended to return to Tawergha, a vast majority were deterred from returning as their 
houses had been destroyed or badly damaged over the course of the armed conflict. 61% of the IDP 
households also identified a need for support in repairing their houses or reconstruction.1

Murzuq IDPs

During August - September 2019, over 28,000 individuals were displaced from Murzuq municipality 
due to armed conflict and remain displaced. As of this rounds’ data collection around 10,000 IDPs from 
Murzuq were still reported to be displaced in Algaroun, Alsharguiya, Taraghin, Wadi Etba and within 
areas of Murzuq municipality. While an additional 17,800 Murzuq IDPs were also reported to be still 
mainly displaced in the various areas of Aljufra, Albawanees, Edri, Benghazi, Ghat, Sebha, Alghrayfa, Bint 
Baya, Brak, Sabratha, Alkufra, Tobruk, Suq Aljumaa, and Sabratha municipalities. 

Considering the overall trend of increased returns of previously displaced families in Libya, the case of 
IDPs displaced from Tawergha and Murzuq represent specific cases where focus on durable solutions 
programming, stabilization, peacebuilding and reconciliation may be required due to lack of return 
trends in these two areas.

Various Other Displacement Trends

In addition to the specific cases of IDPs displaced from the communities of Tawergha and Murzuq, 
various other displacement trends also exist. However, these trends can be broadly summarized in two 
categories reflecting geographic displacement patters:

a. IDPs from Benghazi displaced to Alkhums, Msallata, Misrata, and Tripoli 

b. IDPs from various western Libya municipalities such as Tarhuna, Sirt and Tripoli displaced to Benghazi

c. Locally displaced: A significant proportion of IDPs in Libya are displaced from their homes locally 
within their municipality or region, but unable to return to their damaged or destroyed houses due to 
reduced financial capacity resulting from disruption of livelihoods and local economy

1. DTM Libya - Intention Survey of Tawergha IDPs (Report can be accessed here)

https://dtm.iom.int/reports/libya-%E2%80%94-intention-survey-tawergha-idps-may-2021


7

IDP AND RETURNEE REPORT

MARCH - APRIL  2021

DISPLACEMENT AND RETURN DYNAMICS

Fig 2 Number of IDPs by Region (Mantika)
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The overall situation in Libya remained stable during the 
months of March - April 2021, encouraging return of 
Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and further resulting in 
a reduction in the number of people displaced by around 
21,500 individuals. 

A total of 223,949 IDPs were identified during this round, 
a 9% reduction in the IDP figures from the previous round. 
While the number of returnees increased to 642,408 
individuals during this round, 

The Tripoli region (mantika) continues to host the largest 
displaced population in Libya with over 40,943 IDPs present 
in its six municipalities. The municipalities of Suq Aljuma 
hosts 35% of the IDPs in the region of Tripoli. While Tajoura 
hosts and Hai Alandalus hosted 25% and 19% respectively.

The region of Benghazi continued to host the second largest 
population of IDPs with 37,965 IDPs (individuals) present in 
the region during the months of March - April 2021. A vast 
majority of these IDPs (73%) are reported to face protracted 
displacement since 2017 within the Benghazi municipality, as 
no IDP families were reported to have returned to their 
homes during the months of March - April 2021. 

The region of Misrata hosts the third largest IDP population 
in Libya with 33,755 individuals displaced.  Nearly half 
of these IDPs were in the Misrata municipality and also 
reported to face protracted displacement having arrived 
from the municipalities in eastern Libya.

Damage to public infrastructure and housing remain the 
main obstacles preventing the return of most families 
displaced in Libya.
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Fig 3 Number of Returnees by Region (Mantika)
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During March - April 2021, an additional 3,838 families 
(around 19,189 individuals) were identified to have returned 
to their places of origin, as the total number of returnees in 
Libya reached 642,408 individuals.

The highest number of previously displaced families had 
returned to their places of origin in Benghazi region 
(mantika) with 189,025 returnees reported to be present 
there. Nearly all of these IDPs had returned to Benghazi 
municipality (99%) prior to 2019.

Tripoli region has the second largest number of returnees 
with 150,860 individuals returned, followed by Aljfara with 
105,190 individuals previously displaced having returned to 
their houses by April 2021.

The highest increase in previously displaced IDPs returning 
to their places of origin was identified in Almargeb region 
during this round, as over 2,400 individuals returned during 
this reporting period.

DTM’s Round 36 Mobility Tracking data collection also 
gathered data on the drivers of displacement, which helps to 
better understand why those who remain displaced initially 
had to leave their homes. As reported in previous rounds, 
displacement in Libya is primarily linked to security related 
issues, such as the 2019-2020 armed conflict in Western 

Libya.

However, as the number of IDPs decreased during this 
round, due to increase in returns since the cessation of 
armed conflict, insecurity as a driver of displacement was 
reported less frequently (88% compared to 92% in the 
previous round, and 94% in December 2020).

While for 92% of returnees an improvement in security 
situation was reported as the main factor driving their return.
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LOCATIONS OF DISPLACEMENT AND RETURN MAP

DEMOGRAPHICS

Fig 4 Map of IDPs and returnees by region (mantika)

Fig 5 IDP Profiling: Age - Gender Disaggregation

Demographic composition of IDP families as per DTM  rapid 
profiling of displaced households is shown in figure 7. This 
demographic data is from a sample of 87,573 IDPs (16,530 
families).
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MULTI-SECTORAL LOCATION ASSESSMENT

HUMANITARIAN PRIORITY NEEDS

DTM Libya’s Mobility Tracking includes a Multi-Sectoral 
Location Assessment (MSLA) covering all regions (mantika) 
and municipalities (baladiya) of Libya. The MSLA key 
informant interviews regularly collect sectoral baseline data 
on availability and access to services and priority humanitarian 
needs. The regular and continuous implementation of the 
MSLA is aimed at supporting both strategic and operational 
planning of humanitarian programming via identification of  
specific sectoral issues and needs at community-levels. This 
round 36 report presents the multisectoral priority needs 
of IDPs and returnees during the months of March - April 
2021. The following sections also cover key findings related 
to education, food, health, nonfood items (NFI) and access 
to markets, protection security and Mine Action), water 
sources (WASH), and other public services, across Libya.

The humanitarian priority needs reported for IDPs during 
March -  April 2021 data collection were related to food 
assistance, accommodation, and access to health services as 
shown in figure 6. 

Whereas for returnees the top priority humanitarian needs 
reported were related to food, Non-Food Items (NFIs), and 
access to health services (figure 7). 

Similar to the previous rounds, the main challenge faced by 
affected populations in fulfilling these needs was related to 
financial vulnerabilities brought on by the erosion of coping 
mechanisms over the course of Libyan crisis. Access to 
health services was reportedly constrained due to irregular 
supply of medicines, and several health facilities reported as 
not fully operational.

The chart shows ranked priority needs of affected population 
groups based on the top three needs reported at community 
(muhalla) levels. Area analysis of priority humanitarian needs 
shows variation in the reported priority needs for the top 
three regions (mantika) as per the population figures for 
IDPs and returnees in these regions (more details in the next 
section).

Fig 6 Priority Needs of IDPs (Ranked)

Fig 7 Priority Needs of Returnees (Ranked)

Area analysis of priority humanitarian needs shows variation 
in the reported priority needs for the top three regions 
(mantika) as per the population figures for IDPs and returnees 
in these regions (more details in the next section).
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HUMANITARIAN PRIORITY NEEDS BY REGION

The top three ranked humanitarian needs for the regions 
(mantika) with the largest IDP and returnee populations are 
shown below. The ranking is based on the weighted average 
score calculated for the highest number of people with 
humanitarian needs. This indicates regional variation in the 
humanitarian needs of IDPs and returnees identified by key 
informants.

For IDPs in the Tripoli region, the top three humanitarian 
needs were related to shelter assistance, access to health 
services (particularly critical in the context of COVID-19), 
and provision of food assistance.

Fig 8 Priority humanitarian needs of IDPs (ranked) 
for top three regions (mantika) with highest IDP 
populations.

Fig 9 Priority humanitarian needs of returnees 
(ranked) for top three regions (mantika) with 
highest returnee populations.

For returnees in the Benghazi region the top three needs 
were related to improved access to water, sanitation and 
hygiene (WASH) services, access to Education, and nonfood 
items (NFI).
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HEALTH

As part of the Multi-Sectoral Location Assessment (MSLA), 
62% of the public and private health facilities in Libya were 
reported to be operational, while 33% were reported to 
be partially operational, and 5% were reported to be not 
operational at all. Figure 10 provides more detailed statistics 
on reported operational, partially operational, and non-
operational private as well as public health facilities.

With regards to functionality of health facilities, the range 
of services available in operational health facilities was often 
reported to be limited due to various factors, such as 
shortages of medicines for chronic disease.

Fig 10 Availability of health services in the assessed municipalities

The number of municipalities reporting irregular supply of 
medication decreased from 96 in the previous round to 82 
municipalities during March - April 2021.

Round 36, also included a set of questions aimed at 
understanding the extent of COVID-19 public health or 
social measures implemented. Figure 8 shows the entire 
range of public health and social measures put in place 
shown as percentage of municipalities where these were 
being implemented. The comparison with previous rounds’ 
findings, from February 2021, shows that implementation of 
most measures had reduced.  
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Fig 12 Public health and social measures in place (% municipalities)

Apart from enforcement of physical distancing and 
cancellation of mass gatherings, all other public health 
and social measures aimed at preventing the spread of 
COVID-19 were reported to a lesser extent compared to 
the previous round. This shows that further implementation 
of public awareness and infection prevention measures was 
required. 
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SECURITY AND MINE ACTION

In Round 36, security-related indicators were collected in 
all municipalities across Libya, including questions related to 
mine action (Mine Action Area of Responsibility).

The objective was to understand the challenges faced by 
residents in moving safely within their municipalities, the 
reasons preventing safe movement, and awareness of the 
presence of unexploded ordnances (UXOs).

The number of municipalities where presence of UXOs 
was reported during this round decreased in comparison 
to the previous round of data collection. The number of 
municipalities decreased from 11 in the previous data 
collection round to 8 municipalities in the present round. 

Furthermore, residents were reported as not being able to 
move safely within their area of residence in 6 municipalities. 

In municipalities where movement was restricted, the main 
reasons were insecurity (4 municipalities), road closures 
(3 municipalities) and presence or threat of unexploded 
ordinance (1 municipality).

Fig 13 Presence of UXOs reported in 8 
municipal it ies

Fig 14 Reasons for restrictions on freedom of movement as reported in 6 municipalities
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EDUCATION

During the months of March - April 2021, 4% of the public 
schools and 13% of private schools were reported as non-
operational. Whereas 42 schools were reported to be fully 
destroyed due to armed conflict. See figures 15 and 16 for 
further details.

Fig 15 Operational and non-operational schools 

Percentage of schools reported 
operational / non-operational

Fig 16 Number of schools reported as partially and 
fully destroyed or being used as shelter for IDPs
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During the assessment period COVID-19 related mobility 
restrictions and closures were reported to have been relaxed, 
and schools were also reported to be open throughout 
Libya.42 

4 DTM COVID-19 Impact In Libya Dashboard (April - May 2021) 
dashboard can be accessed here. 

https://displacement.iom.int/reports/covid-19-impact-libya-dashboard-april-may-2021
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FOOD

In 98 municipalities, local markets, such as grocery 
stores, supermarkets, and open markets, were 
reported to be the main source used by residents 
to procure food items, including IDPs and returnees.
Iin 26 municipalities food distributions by charity or 
aid organizations were also identified as a source of 
food supply for vulnerable populations as shown in 
the figure below.

Fig 17 Sources of food supplies for residents by 
number of municipalities (multiple choice)  

Number of municipalities

The modes of payment utilized for purchasing food 
were reported to be payments in cash, followed by 
ATM cards and purchases made on credit (see figure 
18 on the right).

The biggest obstacle related to adequate food supply 
to meet household needs was reported to be food 
prices, often considered to be too expensive by key 
informants compared to the purchasing power of 
affected populations.

Fig 18 Various modes of payment used for purchasing food 
by number of municipalities (multiple choice)

Fig 19 Main problems related to food supply
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NFI AND ACCESS TO MARKETS

DTM’s data collection on humanitarian priority needs also included non-food items (NFIs). The most commonly cited obstacle in 
accessing NFIs was that items were too expensive for those in need of assistance. Furthermore, in 14 municipalities a challenge 
in accessing non-food items was also reported to be poor quality of items available on local markets, while distance from local 
markets was indicated as key challenge in 13 municipalities.

The most commonly reported NFI to be needed by IDPs and Returnees were mattresses, gas or fuel, and hygiene items.

Fig 20 Main challenges reported in obtaining the required Non-Food Items (multiple choice)

Number of municipalities

Fig 21 Most reported priority Non-Food Items in need (multiple choice)
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ACCOMMODATION

During March - April 2021, 78% of all IDPs identified in 
Libya were reported to be residing in privately rented 
accommodation, while 13% were staying with host families 
without paying rent, and 9% were taking shelter in other 
settings including public buildings and informal camp like 
settings utilized on a temporary basis.

For those families who were previously displaced and now 
returned to their places of origin, 88% were reported to 
be have returned and staying in their own houses. The 
remaining returnees were in rented accommodation (6%), 
with host families (5%) or utilizing other accommodation 
arrangements (1%) primarily because of being unable to 
return to their pre-displacement houses due to damaged 
buildings and infrastructure. 

Fig 22 Accommodation types utilized by IDPs
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Fig 23 Accommodation types utilized by returnees
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Fig 24 Map of public shelter or communal accommodation types used by IDPs by location
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WATER SANITATION AND HYGIENE (WASH) 

In 68 municipalities water trucking was reported as the 
primary means to meet the water needs of residents, 
including IDPs, returnees, host community and migrants. 
Furthermore, in 61 municipalities open wells (boreholes) 
were reportedly frequently utilized while the public water 
network only constituted one of the main water sources in 
44 municipalities. The entire distribution of the main water 
sources reported can be seen in figure 25.

Fig 25 Sources of water in use by the number of 
municipalities (multiple choice)

Analysis of water source availability and utility by municipality 
shows that in 28 municipalities only one source of water was 
available and therefore utilized.

Figure 26 below shows that in 12 municipalities of the 
28 municipalities (43%), that depended on one source of 
water, open wells were the most common source of water, 
followed by 32% (9 municipalities) depending mainly on 
water trucking. 

The reliance on water trucking – reported by 68 municipalities 
– as a source of water for household use was the most 
common in Libya, followed by open wells reported as one 
of the main water sources in 61 municipalities and water 
network in 44 municipalities.

Fig 26 Analysis of number of water sources in use by municipality and their diversity
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The most frequently cited obstacle related to access to 
water of residents, IDPs and returnees was the price 
reported as being too expensive for those in need in 54 of 
surveyed municipalities. This issue was observed primarily in 
communities dependent on resource intensive water trucking 
and use of bottled water. Furthermore, in 25 municipalities 
available water was reported not to be safe for drinking or 
cooking. While in 32 municipalities no problem in accessing 
water was reported.

Fig 27 Challenges related to water availability by number 
in municipalities (multiple challenges reported by several 
municipalities)
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METHODOLOGY

75		
Enumerators

5
Implementing Partners

IOM Data collection in numbers

100%
coverage

The data in this report is collected through DTM’s 
Mobility Tracking module. Mobility Tracking gathers 
data through key informants at both the municipality 
and community level on a bi-monthly data collection 
cycle and includes a Multi-Sectoral Location Assessment 
(MSLA) component that gathers multisectoral baseline 
data. A comprehensive methodological note on DTM’s 
Mobility Tracking component is available on the DTM 
Libya website.

In Round 36, DTM assessed all 100 municipalities 
in Libya. 1,944 key informant interviews (KIIs) were 
conducted during this round. 286 KIIs were carried out 
at the municipality level and 1,658 at the community 
level. 31% KIIs were with the representatives from 
various divisions within the municipality offices (Social 
Affairs, Muhalla Affairs etc.), 14% were local crisis 
committee representatives, 13% were from key civil 

society organizations, and 10% were representatives 
of health facilities. 3% KIIs were with female key 
informants, whereas 97% were male key informants.

46% of data collected was rated as “very credible” 
during the Round 36, while 47% was rated “mostly 
credible”, and 5% was “somewhat credible”. This rating 
is based on the consistency of data provided by the Key 
Informants, on their sources of data, and on whether 
data provided is in line with general perceptions.

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat

47%

Very Credible

46%

Mostly Credible

5%

Somewhat



REFERENCE MAP - LIBYA
! P

! P
! P

! P! P

! P

! P
! P

! P! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P
! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P ! P
! P

! P
! P

! P ! P

! P

! P ! P

! P ! P

! P
! P
! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P ! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P
! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

M
ad

am
a

M
at

ru
m

Ill
iz

i

D
ja

ne
t

Se
lim

a 
O

as
is

Eg
yp

t
A

lg
er

ia

N
ig

er

C
ha

d
Su

da
n

Tu
ni

si
a

A
ga

de
z

Ti
be

st
i

En
ne

di
 O

ue
st

En
ne

di
-E

st

Ta
ta

ou
in

e

Ke
bi

li

G
ab

ès
M

éd
en

in
e

To
ze

ur

Illi
zi

Ta
m

an
gh

as
se

t

O
ua

rg
la

El
 O

ue
d

W
ad

i A
lja

di
d

M
at

ro
uh

G
iza

M
en

ia

A
le

xa
nd

ria

Be
he

ra

G
ha

t

Ed
ri

B
ra

k

Ja
du

Si
rt

Ja
lu

U
ba

ri

Se
bh

a

Z
w

ar
a

D
ar

aj

W
az

in
K

ab
aw

H
ra

w
a

D
er

na

M
ur

zu
q

K
ik

kl
a

Z
ilt

un

Z
lit

en

Su
rm

an

Es
pe

aa

M
ar

ad
a

A
uj

al
a

To
br

uk

Em
sa

ed
Su

lo
ug

To
uk

ra
A

lm
ar

j

La
br

iq

A
lju

fr
a

N
es

m
a

M
is

ra
ta

Tr
ip

ol
i

Ta
rh

un
a

A
lk

hu
m

s

Ta
zi

rb
u

A
lk

uf
ra

A
lb

ay
da

Ej
da

bi
a

A
la

by
ar

Ta
ra

gh
in

G
ha

da
m

is

A
lb

ra
yg

aG
em

ie
ni

s

B
en

gh
az

i

W
ad

i E
tb

a

A
lg

at
ro

un

A
sh

sh
ge

ga
A

rr
ha

ib
at

G
ar

ab
ol

li

B
in

t 
B

ay
ya

A
lb

aw
an

ee
s

A
bu

 Q
ur

ay
n

A
sh

sh
w

ay
ri

f

B
an

i W
al

ee
d

U
m

m
 a

rr
az

am
Ja

no
ub

 A
zz

aw
ya

Ja
rd

as
 A

la
be

ed

K
ha

le
ej

 A
ss

id
ra

A
lh

aw
am

id

N
al

ut

Baten Aljabal

A
lg

ur
dh

a 
A

sh
sh

at
i

A
lg

hr
ay

fa

B
ir

 A
la

sh
ha

b

A
lq

ub
ba

Alqayqab

Shahhat

A
ss

ah
el

Ej
kh

er
ra

Alharaba

A
lku

fr
a

M
ur

zu
q

Ej
da

bi
a

Si
rt

A
lju

fr
a

N
alu

t

To
br

uk

G
ha

t

W
ad

i A
sh

sh
at

i

U
ba

ri

A
l J

ab
al 

A
l G

ha
rb

i

M
isr

at
a

D
er

na

Se
bh

a

Almarj

Beng
haz

i

Zw
ar

a

A
lm

ar
ge

b

Al Jabal Al Akhdar

! P
Ba

la
di

ya

W
at

er
 B

od
y

A
dm

in
ist

ra
tiv

e 
Le

ve
l 1

C
ou

nt
ry

 B
ou

nd
ar

y

Pr
im

ar
y 

Ro
ad

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
Ro

ad

Se
a 

Ro
ut

e

La
nd

 R
ou

te
s

±
0

26
0

52
0

13
0

Ki
lo

m
et

er
s

1:
2,

25
1,

13
2

1 
cm

 =
 2

3 
km

LI
BY

A

D
is

cl
ai

m
er

: T
hi

s 
m

ap
 is

 fo
r i

llu
st

ra
tio

n 
pu

rp
os

es
 o

nl
y.

 N
am

es
 a

nd
 b

ou
nd

ar
ie

s 
on

 th
is

 m
 a

p 
do

 n
ot

 im
pl

y 
offi

ci
al

  e
nd

or
se

m
en

t 
or

 a
cc

ep
ta

nc
e 

by
 IO

M
.

So
ur

ce
 D

at
a:

 E
sr

i, 
IO

M
, B

SC
, O

SM

C
ou

nt
ry

 O
ve

rv
ie

w

IO
M

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
Ro

ut
e

M
ap

 P
ro

du
ct

io
n 

D
at

e:
 1

0 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
9

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P ! P
! P

! P

! P

! P ! P

! P

! P ! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P

! P

! P
! P

! P

! P
! P

A
lm

ar
ge

b

A
ljf

ar
a

A
l J

ab
al 

A
l G

ha
rb

i

Zw
ar

a

A
zz

aw
ya

M
isr

at
a

Tr
ip

ol
i

Ja
du

Zw
ar

a

K
ik

kl
a

Ye
fr

en

Su
rm

an

Es
pe

aa

G
hi

ry
an

A
zz

aw
ya

Ja
nz

ou
rTr

ip
ol

i

Ta
jo

ur
a

A
la

sa
ba

a

A
zz

in
ta

n

Sa
br

at
ha

Msallata

Arrayayna

G
ar

ab
ol

li

A
l A

zi
zi

ya

Ja
no

ub
 A

zz
aw

ya

Sw
an

i B
in

 A
da

m

A
ljm

ai
l

A
zz

ah
ra

A
l M

ay
a

Ta
rh

un
a

A
rr

aj
ba

n

A
l Q

al
aa

A
bu

sl
ie

m A
in

 Z
ar

a

R
ig

da
le

en

A
l A

ja
yl

at

Su
q A

lju
maa

Si
di

 A
ss

ay
eh

Q
as

r 
 A

kh
ya

r

Ghar
b A

zza
wya

Su
q 

A
lk

ha
m

ee
s

H
ai

 A
la

nd
al

us

Th
ah

er
 A

lja
ba

l

Q
as

r 
Bi

n 
G

ha
sh

ee
r



Project funded by 
the European Union

dtm.iom.int/libya dtmlibya@iom.int

Funded by the European Union, the Displacement 
Tracking Matrix (DTM) in Libya tracks and monitors 
population movements in order to collate, analyze 
and share information to support the humanitarian 
community with the needed demographic baselines 
to coordinate evidence-based interventions. 

To consult all DTM reports, datasets, static and 
interactive maps and dashboards, please visit DTM 
Libya website: 

dtm.iom.int/libya

http://dtm.iom.int/libya
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