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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - ENGLISH

Introduction

This report summarizes the findings of a formative evaluation of camp management in the Burmese
refugee camps in Thailand. The report is divided into the following sections: background, purposes,
methodology, findings, lessons and recommendations. Carried out in 2011-2012, the evaluation was
commissioned jointly by the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the Australian
Agency for International Development (AusAID) and Act for Peace (Australia).

Background

It appears that Myanmar has embarked on an important period of political and economic transition. As
western governments begin to ease their sanctions, and investors position themselves to increase their
activity in the country, most stakeholders are treating the current political aperture with both optimism
and caution. Among other challenges in the years ahead, the complex process of repatriation and
resettlement of Burmese refugees outside the country’s borders must be planned and then managed
effectively and efficiently. Geography, ethnicity, language, gender and religion are among the many
sensitive factors that must be handled with care in reintegrating refugee populations into the Burmese
nation. It is clear that throughout this transition period, and particularly over the next five to ten years,
bolstering the qualities of adaptation and resilience need to be one of the highest priorities for success
across all sectors and institutions of Myanmar society.

One adaptive and resilient system that has demonstrated its value and which could be of considerable
relevance to the success of the repatriation and resettlement process is that of the camp management
system in the Burmese refugee camps in Thailand. Evolving over the past 25 years, this community-based
approach to camp management has involved refugees and refugee structures in the day-to-day
management of the camps, sought to promote self-reliance among displaced peoples, and, in so doing, has
provided its participants with experience and skills that could be helpful in Burma’s longer term nation-
building process.

Presently, the system manages nine camps serving 140,000 refugees belonging mostly to the Karen
(primarily in seven camps) and Karenni (primarily in two camps) ethnic groups. Although the camp
management system has recorded some impressive successes, it also has come under considerable stress,
especially over the past five years. Beginning in 2008, a series of reviews by donors which are supporting
programs in the camps, identified issues of concern and the need for changes to the system.
Commissioned in 2011 by CIDA, AusAID and Act for Peace, the present evaluation sought to examine
these concerns and assess the appropriateness of the camp management model in the present context.

Purposes

The purposes of this formative evaluation were three-fold:
1) to facilitate a constructive dialogue among stakeholders on the issue of camp management in
refugee camps situated on the Thai-Burma border;
2) to comprehensively and accurately describe the current camp management model that is in place;
and
3) to identify areas where improvements and changes should be initiated.

More specifically, the terms of reference of the study directed the evaluation team to document the history

and evolution of the model, to assess the effectiveness of the coverage of its responsibilities, to assess the
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extent to which the work of the management structures is in compliance with international standards, and
to foster dialogue between partners about the model, based on documented evidence.

Methodology

The methodology employed by the evaluation team was focussed on utilization and emphasized
stakeholder engagement. In addition to document review and key-person interviews with representatives
of donor agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the Royal Thai Government (RTG), data
were collected in the nine camps through a series of workshops and focus groups with a large sample of
randomly selected refugees themselves, including special discussion groups for minorities, women and
youth (girls and boys). An 11-member team of foreign and local researchers facilitated these discussions.
Some 545 general residents of the camps were consulted, together with 308 refugee managers and
representatives of community-based organizations working in the camps. In addition, the evaluation team
interviewed 50 RTG officials inside and outside the camps, 57 shop owners inside and outside the camps,
and 69 individuals located near the camps: owners of estates, large farms, resorts and restaurants, as well
as general community members. Overall, the evaluation team gathered data through direct interactions
with approximately 1,060 informants in and around the camps under study when representatives of the
UN, international NGOs and Refugee Committees are included.

The evaluation has several limitations. In particular, with its strong focus on camp-level data collection,
the evaluation team devoted relatively less time to the broader level of the coordination of humanitarian
assistance across the camps. Indeed, the camp-level work proved to be more labour-intensive and
complex than expected. Factors here included the geographic dispersion of the camps and the two
Refugee Committees, the leadership change in a key organization, delays in certain approvals at the camp
level, and the availability of local personnel fluent in Karenni as a result of delays. Nonetheless, in spite
of these and other constraints, the evaluation team is confident that the findings and recommendations
presented here are accurate and appropriate.

It is also important to recognize that this evaluation did not directly focus on a key dimension of camp
management - the role and performance of the Royal Thai Government agencies and representatives. The
RTG holds the ultimate authority and responsibility over the camps and their management. A condition
for this evaluation to proceed was that the focus would be primarily on the refugee-based management
structures and not on the role and performance of RTG agencies and representatives. Where issues related
to the role and performance of various Thai officials are pertinent, they have been noted in the report.
While some of the findings would seem to point to obvious recommendations to the RTG, we have
refrained from doing so since it was not of the purview of this report to address recommendations to the
RTG.

Finally, the evaluation validation process had to be curtailed due to budgetary constraints which led to
replacing the validation mission that had been planned with a series of video and audio conferences with
key stakeholder groups in Thailand: the DHAWG, the RCs and the OCDP/MOI. This final version of the
report reflects much of the feedback received during these sessions. However, interested readers can also
consult Annex 12 of this longer version of the report for a summary of the discussions that took place
during these validation sessions.
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Findings
Understanding the Camp Management Model

As it has evolved in the nine camps on the Thai border, the camp management model is composed of
three clusters' of responsibility, each comprising a network of sub-component organizations. How the
model functions overall is influenced by the capacity and performance of sub-component organizations in
each of the clusters, as well as their effectiveness in coordinating within their cluster and across clusters.

In the “camp cluster” (our term), are the organizations concerned with the delivery of services to the
camps themselves. At the core of this cluster are the two Refugee Committees (RCs) and nine Camp
Committees (CCs). Under each of the CCs and reporting to them are section leaders supported by section
committees. These structures are supported by international NGOs whose main programs involve health
and sanitation, education; food, shelter and non-food support, as well as management support, provided
by the Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC); and protection, provided by United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and more recently in five of the nine camps by a special
International Rescue Committee (IRC) project, the Legal Assistance Centres (LAC). The NGOs operating
in the camps are coordinated by the Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in
Thailand (CCSDPT), which also acts as the interface between these NGOs and the Royal Thai
Government (RTG).

A second cluster in the system is the “donor cluster” (again, our term). Here the donor countries, often
through their embassies in Bangkok, participate in the Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group
(DHAWG).The major donors include the United States and the European Union. The Working Group, in
turn, coordinates and shares information with the CCSDPT and its programs, liaises with UNHCR, and
also consults and coordinates with key actors in the Royal Thai Government (RTG). In contrast, however,
funds flow directly from individual donor agencies through the TBBC or through NGO service providers
to the camps.

The third cluster involves the Royal Thai Government (we call it the “RTG cluster”). The main actors
here include the National Security Council (NSC), the Ministry of the Interior (MOI), the Thai Army, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), and MOI’s Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons
(OCDP), which is tasked to approve CCSDPT member plans, and work with UNHCR and other bodies.
Reporting to the MOI are the four Governors of the provinces in which the camps are located, with
Deputy District Officers (the title for Thai Camp Commanders) reporting via their District Offices to their
respective Governor’s Office. Thai Camp Commanders interact directly with and retain ultimate authority
over Camp Committees and their sub-structures.

For most of the past two decades, this set of actors has evolved in their relationships and have,
collectively, constituted a kind of eco-system. That eco-system has generally functioned in an adaptive
and resilient manner, responding and adjusting to new players and needs as conditions have changed, and
mobilizing resources to achieve the objectives of its constituent parts. For much of its history, this eco-
system has operated generally effectively because, in our view, of two main factors: first, a common
vision and set of values; and, second, mutual trust. At the centre of these positive working relationships
was a commitment to the welfare of the refugees and the value and practice of transparency.

" The use of the term ‘cluster’ in this instance should not be confused with the cluster approach introduced by the IASC in its response to the 2005 UN Humanitarian Response

Review and discussed in Section 3.3.1 of this report.
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Perceptions of Refugees and Their Leaders in the Camps

There is considerable consistency across camps in terms of how refugees perceive their lives in the
camps, both in what they appreciate and the challenges they face. Furthermore, there is also considerable
consistency across categories of residents of the camps (women, minorities, youth) and between
categories and the general population. In fact, the evaluation found that there does not seem, for the most
part, to be systematic discrimination against minorities in the camps. Nor did women register significantly
different perceptions about camp life from those of men. For their part, however, youth did express a
higher degree of concern for their future prospects and lack of opportunity for further schooling, and
greater concern with the issue of substance abuse.

With respect to the role of refugee management structures, the general population is aware of the
limitations of these committees to resolve many of the challenges faced in the camps. Indeed, refugees
demonstrate a good sense of what their leaders are able to do and what is beyond the capacity of their
leaders to change. Refugees also show quite a clear sense of the duties of their camp leaders.
Furthermore, they know what they want in their leaders: residents of the camps generally seek leaders
with a good level of education, the capacity to work in more than one language, strong character traits,
and effective ways of relating to the population. Overall, for the most part, refugees are positive in their
assessment of their management structures. While there are some expected differences in specific issues
identified across camps, residents do not call into question the refugee camp management model per se.

Moreover, the refugees engaged for this evaluation display a good recollection and understanding of the
election processes carried out in 2010. However, they observe that there are challenges to be addressed,
notably giving “unregistered” refugees the right to vote. We also note the need for further improvements
in women’s representation, and finding mechanisms to give voice to the concerns of key categories,
especially minorities and youth.

For their part, refugee leaders have a clear understanding about their roles and responsibilities, which
align well with the job descriptions which guide their efforts in the camp management system. Most of
the major challenges they face are beyond their capacity to address solely at the camp management level.
Instead, such issues must be addressed at the broader level of coordination of humanitarian assistance.

Other Key Issues in Camp Management

With regard to protection and access to justice, refugees and their leaders are aware of the importance of
work in this area. However, there is also some resistance to these efforts. One challenge is that the
judiciary must be separated from the executive in the refugee justice system. A second is the need for
security personnel to be supported by innovative programs with new ways of dealing with delinquent
youth, an issue that is growing in prevalence.

In terms of camp-level coordination, there is information sharing but a lack of consultation on program
planning and priority setting in some sectors. Further, a more strategic, camp-wide look at unmet needs
and gaps has only recently been a focus of monthly coordination meetings. Some international NGOs,
such as those in the health sector, have not made it regular practice to consult CCs and RCs on decisions
on program priorities or budget cuts.

With regard to service delivery and monitoring, CCs and RCs are doing well in areas where they have
direct responsibility, such as keeping track of population figures, warehousing and distribution of rations,
maintaining basic infrastructure, and maintaining peace and order within the camps. It is less clear,
however, that the CCs and RCs have sufficient technical capacity to monitor and ensure standards in
specialized sectors such as education and health.
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The refugee camp management system is generally perceived as positive by other stakeholders,
especially in light of a number of changes in recent years, including improvements in the election
processes. Given the many changes in leadership positions in the camp structures as a result of the
elections and third-country resettlement, external stakeholders see an ongoing role for capacity building.
For its part, UNHCR has been mainly engaging with these structures around the protection agenda, and,
while supportive of these structures, believes that, as part of its protection mandate, there is a continued
need for vigilance about the potential interference of non-state actors on them. To support the
strengthening of these structures, an area where the UNHCR could make a valuable contribution is in
advocating that RTG explicitly recognize these structures as legitimate governance and management
structures of the refugee population, make explicit the responsibilities and the authority that have been
devolved to them, and make explicit the terms that govern their relationships with the RTG.

The evaluation also examined the impact of the refugee camps on neighbouring Thai communities.
Such impacts, either positive or negative, are not a major challenge for the camp management structures.
Issues that arise between the camps and the local Thai communities seem to be effectively mediated
between the CCs and community leaders by the Thai Camp Commanders. However, there are concerns
by some representatives of other RTG agencies (Forestry Department, Police and Army) that the Thai
Camp Commanders and Ministry of Interior are not actually effectively applying RTG policy regarding
the camps, particularly with respect to movements of refugees in and out of many of the camps. Some
Thai Camp Commanders note that some policies are a challenge to implement given that the camps are
not set up as fenced-in prisons with security perimeters, and that the camps should not be set up as prisons
since refugees are not criminal convicts.

The evaluation also examined the question of whether the camp management system is meeting
international standards and norms for the humanitarian assistance of refugees. On the whole, the team
found that these norms and principles are understood and are guiding the refugee management structures
and other agencies working with the refugees in the camp management system. There are, though, some
problems identified by stakeholders. One involves the large number of unregistered refugees (more than
50% in some of the larger camps), whose lack of official status renders them more vulnerable. There is
also the case where TBBC rice was provided by RCs to combatants who, in exchange, provided security
around camp perimeters; this is no longer happening, but the parties involved were not transparent about
it when it was. Concerns regarding the practices and transparency and accountability of some Thai
Camp Commanders were also raised with the evaluators by different parties.

The provision of explicit support to camp management is relatively recent. For the first twenty years,
neither the UNHCR nor any of the NGOs took (or could take) any responsibility or provide any support
to camp management, but only engaged with the communities as it related to direct service provision. The
task of providing such support fell to TBBC which, because of its commitment to refugee empowerment
and its strong relationships of trust with the RCs, was best positioned to undertake this work. Much
progress has been made since the situation was first examined in 2003: Clear management and
governance structures and processes are in place and standardized across the camps. Clear job
descriptions exist for all positions within these structures, and extensive training and capacity building for
all concerned have been provided. And Codes of Conduct have been adopted by both RCs for all refugees
occupying positions within these structures. However, challenges remain with respect to management
capacities, notably due to substantial turnover of former leaders occupying key positions as a result of
resettlement and periodic elections. Further, new challenges will emerge as attention turns towards the
eventual repatriation of the population. Going forward, therefore, it is imperative the donor community
more explicitly acknowledge that camp management is a sector in its own right that must be guided
strategically and supported financially.
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One of the issues at the level humanitarian assistance coordination that has hurt the performance and
credibility of the camp management system is a decline in mutual trust that had been critical to the
effectiveness and the resilience of the response over the years. TBBC’s knowledge of the provision of rice
by RCs to combatants (in exchange for providing security around camp perimeters) was not initially
shared with the donor group, and the level of trust between the parties fell markedly, triggering concerns
and a series of reviews. This mutual trust must be, and is being, rebuilt. We believe that one of the
contributing factors here is the general asymmetry of knowledge between TBBC and other long-term
players on the ground, and the donors, whose personnel change frequently. Among other things, the
donors need to increase their independent knowledge on the ground on a permanent basis.

Lessons

Three overarching lessons arising from this assessment are worth noting:

1) There is deep potential for self-governance and self-management in refugee communities. The
experience of the camp management system in the refugee camps along the Thai border shows
that refugee management structures can work. This is true at the level of the individual camp.
And it is also true, in this experience at least, at the supra-camp level, where refugee structures
established common camp mechanisms and policies, provided guidance and leadership, and
negotiated with outside stakeholders, including local governments, donor agencies and service
providers. Moreover, the experience reviewed here showed that refugee management structures
can adapt to changing conditions and needs over time. In fact, in many ways, they function very
much as resilient eco-systems. To be sure, refugee management structures also experience stress
and must be regularly revised, retooled and otherwise strengthened. At its most general level,
enabling refugees to exert as much control as possible over their own lives and livelihoods
through self-management is an important affirmation of the essential humanity of refugee
populations.

2) Shared values and vision, and mutual trust, form the foundation of effective refugee camp
management. Early on in the case reviewed here, efforts were made by the major stakeholders to
develop a common vision and set of values upon which the camp management model would be
built. One of these values, in particular, was transparency. Furthermore, there were equally
serious efforts made by the parties to establish and maintain mutual respect and trust. In
combination, these factors provided the bedrock upon which many gains were made by the camp
management system. Over the past five years, it is evident that, because of both internal and
external dynamics, the shared values and trust among the actors had weakened. This weakened
state requires key changes and improvements in the system. However, if such changes are made
in a forthright and timely manner, it is very likely that the camp management system will emerge
stronger and will continue to provide value to refugees, government agencies and other
development actors alike.

3) Camp management and governance skills and experience may promote nation-building in the
repatriation effort. This is less of a lesson and more of an expectation. The building of leadership
skills in political decision-making and in public administration through the hands-on experience
of camp management could serve refugee populations and receiving communities well.
Assuming that issues related to region and ethnicity can be managed in an orderly and peaceful
manner as refugees return, it is likely that refugee leaders with camp management experience
would be qualified to run for public office or take up appointments as government officials in
their locality. In other words, camp management structures have functioned as “public
administration schools.” And, for the broader refugee population on the Thai border, camp
management structures have animated an experience of citizenship—narrowly defined, but quite
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real nonetheless. Both of these experiences—of public leadership and of citizenship—will be
carried into and will hopefully strengthen Burma’s transition process.

Recommendations

In light of these findings and lessons, it is recommended that:

At Camp Management Level

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

AIl NGO service providers working in the camps consult fully with refugee management
structures, as the legitimate governance structures of the refugee population, in decisions related
to priority setting, program planning, program implementation and budget reductions. Lead:
NGO service providers.
All agencies working in the camps should participate in the monthly coordination meetings at the
camp level and strengthen the strategic role of these meetings in identifying gaps and emerging
needs and how these can be addressed in a timely fashion. Lead: Camp Committees.
While continuing to require that the RCs and CCs meet the highest standards regarding the
protection of each and all refugees and the civilian and humanitarian character of the camps,
UNHCR actively advocate with the RTG that:
(1) the RTG explicitly recognize the RCs and CCs as legitimate governance and management
structures of the refugee (aka displaced persons population); and
(2) the RTG make clear and explicit the responsibilities and authority that it has devolved to
the RCs and CCs in the day-to-day running of the camps (aka temporary shelter areas)
and the terms that govern the relationships between these structures and RTG agencies
and representatives. Lead: UNHCR.
The RCs and CCs ensure that all adults in the camps (as determined by TBBC’s verified caseload
numbers), registered or unregistered, be given the right to vote in the 2013 elections. (If the RTG
continues to object to unregistered residents voting, then the camp structures should find other
ways of ensuring that the voice and concerns of this constituency are heard). Leads: Refugee
Committees and Camp Commiittees.
The RCs, CCs and election committees at both the camp and RC levels take the necessary
measures to ensure that the current minimum quota of 33% women on camp management
structures is met and, preferably, surpassed. This includes measures to offset, minimize or
eliminate deterrents to women’s participation (e.g., long hours away from home).2 Leads:
Refugee Committees and Camp Committees.
The RCs and CCs institute mechanisms, including direct minority representation or minority
advisory bodies, to ensure that the voices of ethnic and religious minorities are heard and that
their special needs are given due consideration. Leads: Refugee Committees and Camp
Committees.
The RCs and CCs should put in place mechanisms (e.g., a camp public forum) for consulting
youth about their ideas and concerns, encouraging young people to participate in activities that
would benefit youth and the community as a whole. Leads: Refugee Committees and Camp
Committees.
UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC, in collaboration with the RCs, i) support a clearer identification
and delineation of the roles and responsibilities of the various parties with respect to protection

? Recommendations 5, 6 and 7 focus on the formal refugee management structures and do not explicitly speak of the role of CBOs. The evaluation team recognizes that there are

a number of CBOs currently active in the camps and that, as civil society organizations of the refugee population, they play an important role in the provision of certain services,

allow refugees to organize and build capacity and leadership in certain areas and, within democratic settings, often play an important role as critiques and watch-dogs of formal

management and governance structures. The current CBOs in the camps are important resources and structures that the CCs and RCs should draw on, where appropriate, in

responding to these recommendations.

E.T. Jackson and Associates

xiv



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

and access to justice; and ii) strengthen the capacity of the camp justice system and camp security
in their complementary roles of maintaining peace, order and the rule of law and dealing with
petty crimes and infractions of camp rules.

Furthermore, that these parties endeavour to find the necessary resources to expand these
‘protection and access to justice’ activities to all nine camps from the current five.

Leads: UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC.

9) UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC continue their support of the RCs to revise and roll out an updated
set of camp rules and regulations as soon as possible, and ensure that the roll-out includes an
effective process of public education of the population in the camps about the nature and purpose
of these rules and regulations and how they must be consistent with and remain subservient to
overarching Thai law. Leads: UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC.

At the Humanitarian Assistance Coordination Level

10) In the context of the transition process beginning in Myanmar, and the associated priority of
refugee repatriation, the Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group (DHAWG) invest in a
facilitation process that would identify and then rectify any dysfunctions in the workings of the
complex of agencies operating at this level. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

11) The effectiveness and efficiency of the DHAWG itself be enhanced through the establishment of
a small secretariat that would provide the donor community with ongoing support, coordination,
continuity, timely information and independent analysis. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

12) The Refugee Committees be recognized as the legitimate representatives of refugees in the nine
camps and be formally involved in the planning and priority setting processes of the DHAWG.
Lead: DHAWG Chair.

13) DHAWG formally endorse the leadership role played by TBBC with respect to supporting and
strengthening the refugee management structures, and ensure that adequate financial resources are
earmarked for the capacity building and general operations of these structures and that an
appropriate agency is engaged to provide oversight of the camp management dimension of the
humanitarian assistance. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

14) UNHCR be requested by the DHAWG to take on a leadership role on behalf of the donor
community in developing a coordinated approach in preparation for the repatriation of Burmese
refugees. Leads: DHAWG and UNHCR.

15) In the context of transition planning for the repatriation of refugees, DHAWG commission a more
detailed strategic analysis of ways and means in which the camp management model, and in
particular, its experience, lessons, tools and capacities can make an optimum contribution to
Burma’s nation-building efforts over the next five to ten years. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor
agency.

We propose that the Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand take
responsibility for animating and tracking action related to the nine recommendations at the camp
management level. We further propose that the DHAWG as a whole take responsibility for tracking action
related to the six recommendations at the humanitarian assistance coordination level and that it identify
within its membership an agency or agencies to take the lead for each of the recommendations where such
is not identified.

Conclusion

The evaluation found that the camp management system has generally worked well and is a valuable
model of participation and administration of refugee affairs. Its structures are generally regarded as
legitimate and effective by the refugee population. But the system is under stress and steps must be taken
to strengthen it at both the camp level and the broader coordination level, to strengthen the system and
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improve the environment within which it operates. As a tool for the well-being and governance of the
140,000 refugees in the camps along the Thai border, the camp management system is worthy of further
investment and improvement. It is also likely to prove to be a valuable touchstone for the nation-building
efforts, including the repatriation process, by the people and institutions of Burma in the years ahead.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - FRENCH

Adaptation, résilience et transition :
Rapport sur I’évaluation formative de la gestion des camps dans les camps de
réfugiés birmans en Thailande

SOMMAIRE

Introduction

Le présent rapport résume les conclusions d’une évaluation formative de la gestion de camp dans les
camps de réfugiés birmans en Thailande. Le rapport se divise en six parties : le contexte, 1’objet, la
méthodologie, les constatations, les legons a tirer et les recommandations. Effectuée en 2011-2012,
I’évaluation a été commandée conjointement par I’ Agence canadienne de développement international
(ACDI), I’ Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID) et Act for Peace (Australie).

Contexte

Le Myanmar semble étre entré dans une importante période de transition politique et économique. Alors
que les gouvernements occidentaux commencent a relacher leurs sanctions, et que les investisseurs se
positionnent pour augmenter leur niveau d’activité dans le pays, la plupart des intervenants traitent la
présente ouverture politique a la fois avec optimisme et circonspection. Parmi d’autres défis, dans les
années a venir, le processus complexe de rapatriement et de réinstallation des Birmans réfugiés a
I’extérieur des fronti¢res du pays doit étre planifi¢, puis géré de fagon effective et efficiente. La
géographie, I’ethnicité, la langue, le sexe et la religion font partie des nombreux facteurs sensibles qu’on
devra traiter avec soin dans la réintégration des populations réfugiées dans la nation birmane. Il est clair
que tout au long de cette période de transition, et particulierement au cours des cinq a dix prochaines
années, le soutien des qualités d’adaptation et de résilience devra étre 1’une des plus grandes priorités
attachées au succes recherché a travers tous les secteurs et toutes les institutions de la société du
Myanmar.

Un systéme adaptif et résilient qui a démontré sa valeur et qui pourrait &tre d’une pertinence considérable
pour le succes du processus de rapatriement et de réinstallation, c’est celui du systéme de gestion des
camps dans les camps de réfugiés birmans en Thailande. En évolution pendant les 25 derniéres années,
cette approche a base communautaire a mis a contribution les réfugiés et les structures de réfugiés dans la
gestion du jour le jour des camps, a cherché a promouvoir I’auto-suffisance chez les personnes déplacées
et, ce faisant, a donné a ceux qui y ont participé 1’expérience et les compétences qui pourraient étre utiles
dans le processus a plus long terme de reconstruction de la nation en Birmanie.

Présentement le systéme gere neuf camps desservant 140 000 réfugiés appartenant pour la plupart aux
groupes ethniques Karen (principalement dans sept camps) et Karenni (principalement dans deux camps).
Si le systéme de gestion des camps a enregistré quelques succés impressionnants, il a aussi fait face a
beaucoup de stress, particuliérement ces cing derniéres années. A compter de 2008, une série d’examens
effectués par les donateurs qui soutiennent des programmes opérant dans les camps ont identifi¢ des
problémes préoccupants et le besoin de changements au systéme. Commandée en 2011 par I’ACDI,
AusAID et Act for Peace, la présente évaluation a cherché a examiner ces préoccupations et a évaluer la
pertinence du modeéle de gestion de camps dans le contexte actuel.
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Objet

L’objet de cette évaluation formative était triple :
1) faciliter un dialogue constructif parmi les intervenants sur la question de la gestion de camps dans
les camps de réfugiés situés a la frontiére Thailande/Birmanie ;
2) décrire de facon détaillée et exacte le modele de gestion de camps qui est actuellement en place ;
et
3) identifier les domaines ou il y aurait lieu de faire des améliorations et d’instaurer des
changements.
Plus précisément, le mandat de 1’étude demandait a I’équipe d’évaluation de documenter 1’histoire et
1’évolution du modé¢le, d’évaluer 1’efficacité de la couverture de ses responsabilités, d’évaluer dans quelle
mesure le travail des structures de gestion respecte les normes internationales et de favoriser entre les
partenaires le dialogue sur le modéle, sur la base d’une preuve documentée.

Méthodologie

La méthodologie employée par I’équipe d’évaluation était centrée sur 1’utilisation des résultats et a mis
I’accent sur 1I’engagement des intervenants. En plus d’un examen de documents et d’entrevues auprés de
personnes clés des représentants des organismes donateurs, d’organisations non gouvernementales (ONG)
et du gouvernement royal de la Thailande (Royal Thai Government - RTG), des données ont été
recueillies dans les neufs camps par le biais d’une série d’ateliers et de groupes de discussion réunissant
un échantillon volumineux de réfugiés choisis de fagon aléatoire, ainsi que de groupes de discussion
spéciaux a I’intention des minorités, des femmes et des jeunes (filles et gargons). Une équipe de 11
membres composée de chercheurs étrangers et locaux a animé ces discussions. Quelque 545 résidents
généraux des camps furent consultés, ainsi que 308 réfugiés gestionnaires et des représentants des
organismes communautaires qui travaillaient dans les camps. En plus, I’équipe d’évaluation a interviewé
50 fonctionnaires du RTG a I’intérieur et a I’extérieur des camps, 57 petits commergants a I’intérieur et a
I’extérieur des camps, et 69 individus situés a proximité des camps : propriétaires de domaines, de fermes,
de centres de villégiature et de restaurants, ainsi que des membres de la collectivité générale. Dans
I’ensemble, 1’équipe d’évaluation a recueilli des données par le truchement d’interactions directes avec
environ 1 060 informateurs de I’intérieur et des alentours des camps a 1’étude, un fois qu’on y inclut les
représentants de I’ONU, des ONG internationales et des comités de réfugiés (RC).

L’évaluation a plusieurs limites. En particulier, étant donné I’importance de 1’accent mis sur la cueillette
de données au niveau du camp, 1’équipe d’évaluation a consacré relativement moins de temps au niveau
plus large de la coordination de 1’aide humanitaire a travers les camps. De fait, le travail au niveau des
camps s’est avéré plus exigeant en main-d’ceuvre et plus complexe qu’on s’y attendait. Les facteurs, ici,
étaient notamment la dispersion géographique des camps et les deux comités de réfugiés, le changement a
la direction d’un organisme clé, des délais de certaines approbations au niveau des camps et, suite a ces
délais, la disponibilité de personnel local s’exprimant couramment en karenni. Néanmoins, malgré ces
contraintes et d’autres, I’équipe d’évaluation est convaincue que les constatations et les recommandations
présentées ici sont exactes et appropriées.

11 est également important de reconnaitre que cette évaluation ne s’est pas penchée directement sur une
dimension essentielle de la gestion des camps — le role et le rendement des organismes et représentants du
RTG. Le RTG détient I’autorité et la responsabilité ultimes sur les camps et leur gestion. Une des
conditions pour que la présente évaluation puisse procéder, ce fut que I’accent serait principalement mis
sur les structures de gestion a base de réfugiés et non sur le role et la performance des organismes et des
représentants du RTG. Dans les cas ou le role et la performance de divers représentants thai sont
pertinents, ils ont été notés dans le rapport. Méme si quelques-unes des constatations semblent indiquer

E.T. Jackson and Associates xix



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

des recommandations évidentes a 1’endroit du RTG, nous nous sommes abstenus de le faire puisqu’il
n’était pas du ressort de ce rapport d’adresser des recommandations au RTG.

En terminant, le processus de validation de 1’évaluation a da étre écourté a cause de contraintes
budgétaires qui ont mené au remplacement de la mission de validation qui avait été prévue par une série
de conférences vidéo et audio avec des parties prenantes essentielles en Thailande : le DHAWG, les RC et
I’OCDP/MOI. Cette version finale du rapport refléte beaucoup du retour d’information regu pendant ces
séances. Toutefois, les lecteurs intéressés peuvent également consulter I’ Annexe 12 de la version longue
du rapport, ou ils trouveront un sommaire des discussions qui ont eu lieu pendant ces séances de
validation.

Constats

La compréhension du modéle de gestion des camps

Tel qu’il a évolué dans les neufs camps sis a la frontiére thailandaise, le modele de gestion des camps se
compose de trois agglomérats’® de responsabilités, chacun composé d’un réseau d’organisations sous-
composantes. La facon dont le modéle fonctionne dans son ensemble est influencée par la capacité et la
performance d’organisations sous-composantes dans chacun des agglomérats, ainsi que par leur efficacité
dans la coordination au sein de leur agglomérat et entre les agglomérats.

Dans « I’agglomérat de camps » (notre terminologie), il existe des organisations qui ont pour fonction la
prestation de services aux camps eux-mémes. Au coeur de cet agglomérat, il y a deux comités de réfugiés
(RC) et neuf comités de camps (CC). Sous chacun des CC, et relevant d’eux, il y a des chefs de sections
appuyés par des comités de sections. Ces structures sont soutenues par des ONG internationales dont les
programmes principaux portent sur la santé et 1’assainissement, 1’éducation, I’alimentation, 1’abri et le
soutien non alimentaire, ainsi que le soutien de gestion, offert par par le Thailand Burma Border
Consortium (TBBC) ; et la protection, dispensée par le Haut-commissaire des Nations Unies pour les
réfugiés (UNHCR) et, plus récemment dans cinq des neuf camps, par un projet du Comité international de
secours (IRC), les centres d’aide juridique (LAC). Les ONG qui opérent dans les camps sont
coordonnées par le comité de coordination des services aux personnes déplacées en Thailande (CCSDPT),
qui agit également comme interface entre ces ONG et le gouvernement royal de Thailande (RTG).

« L’agglomérat des donateurs » (la encore, notre terminologie) constitue un deuxiéme agglomérat dans le
systéme. Ici les pays donateurs, souvent par 1’intermédiaire de leurs ambassades a Bangkok, participent
au groupe de travail des agents donateurs d’aide humanitaire (DHAWG). Les principaux donateurs sont
les Etats-Unis et 1’Union européenne. Le groupe de travail, a son tour, coordonne et partage ’information
avec le CCSDPT et ses programmes, fait la liaison avec le UNHCR et effectue une consultation et une
coordination avec des intervenants clés du gouvernement royal thailandais (RTG). Par contre, les fonds
vont toutefois directement des organismes donateurs individuels vers les camps, a travers le TBBC ou les
ONG pourvoyeurs de services.

Le troisiéme agglomérat touche le gouvernement royal thailandais (nous I’appelons « I’agglomérat
RTG »). Les principaux acteurs ici sont le conseil national de sécurité (National Security Council -
NSC), le ministére de 1’ Intérieur (Ministry of the Interior - MOI), I’ Armée thailandaise (Thai Army), le
ministére des Affaires étrangeres (Ministry of Foreign Affairs - MFA) et le bureau de coordination des
personnes déplacées (Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons - OCDP) du MOI, qui a pour
fonction d’approuver les plans des membres du CCSDPT et de travailler avec le UNHCR et d’autres

°*Ne pas confondre I'utilisation du terme “agglomérat (cluster)”, dans ce cas-ci, avec la “cluster approach” introduite par I''ASC dans sa réponse a la Humanitarian Response

Review de 'ONU en 2005 et discutée a la Section 3.3.1 du présent rapport.

E.T. Jackson and Associates XX



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

organismes. Les quatre gouverneurs des provinces dans lesquelles les camps sont situés relévent du MOI,
alors que les agents adjoints de districts (Deputy District Officers — titre des commandants de camps
thailandais) relévent, par le biais de leurs bureaux de districts, des bureaux des gouverneurs respectifs.
Les commandants de camps thailandais interagissent directement avec les comités de camps et leurs sous-
structures, sur lesquels ils conservent I’autorité ultime.

Pendant la plus grande partie des deux derniéres décennies, cet ensemble d’acteurs a évolué dans ses
relations et a, collectivement, constitué une espece d’écosystéme. Cet écosystéme a généralement
fonctionné d’une facon adaptive et résiliente en réagissant et en s’ajustant aux nouveaux acteurs et aux
nouveaux besoins a mesure que les conditions changeaient et en mobilisant les ressources qu’il fallait
pour atteindre les objectifs de ses parties constituantes. Pour une grande part de son histoire, cet
écosystéme a fonctionné d’une fagon généralement efficace a cause, a notre avis, de deux facteurs
principaux : le premier, une vision commune et un ensemble de valeurs communes, et le deuxiéme, une
confiance mutuelle. Au centre de ces relations de travail positives s’est trouvé un engagement envers le
bien-&tre des réfugiés et la valeur et la pratique de la transparence.

Les perceptions des réfugiés et de leurs leaders dans les camps

Il y a a travers les camps une trés grande uniformité quant a /a fagon dont les réfugiés percoivent leur vie
dans les camps, tant pour ce qu’ils apprécient que pour les défis auxquels ils font face. De plus, on trouve
¢galement beaucoup d’uniformité a travers les catégories de résidents des camps (femmes, minorités,
jeunes) et entre les catégories et la population en général. En fait, I’évaluation a trouvé qu’il ne semble
pas y avoir, pour la plupart, de discrimination systématique contre les minorités dans les camps. Et les
femmes n’ont pas non plus enregistré des perceptions significativement différentes de celles des hommes
concernant la vie des camps. Pour leur part, toutefois, les jeunes ont exprimé un niveau de préoccupation
plus ¢élevé quant a leurs possibilités d’avenir et le manque de possibilités de scolarisation et une
préoccupation plus grande vis-a-vis le probléme de la toxicomanie.

Quant au role des structures de gestion des réfugiés, la population en général est consciente des limites
de ces comités quand il s’agit de résoudre de nombreuses difficultés auxquelles on fait face dans les
camps. En effet, les réfugiés montrent qu’ils ont une bonne perception de ce que leurs chefs sont capables
de faire et de ce qui est au-dela de leur capacité de changer. Les réfugiés montrent également un sens
plutdt clair des taches de leurs leaders de camps. De plus, ils savent ce qu’ils veulent chez leurs leaders :
les résidents des camps cherchent généralement des leaders qui ont un bon niveau de scolarité, la capacité
de travailler dans plus d’une langue, des traits de caractére solides et des fagons efficaces d’entretenir des
rapports avec la population. Dans I’ensemble, pour la plupart, les réfugiés sont positifs dans leur
¢valuation de leurs structures de gestion. Bien qu’il y ait quelques différences attendues dans des
questions particuliéres identifiées a travers les camps, les résidents ne remettent pas en cause le modéle de
gestion des réfugiés en lui-méme.

De plus, les réfugiés ayant pris part a cette évaluation montrent qu’ils ont une bonne mémoire et une
bonne compréhension des processus des élections tenues en 2010. Toutefois, ils font observer qu’il y a
des défis a surmonter, et notamment celui de donner aux réfugié¢s « non inscrits » le droit de vote. Nous
notons également le besoin d’autres améliorations dans la représentation des femmes et celui de trouver
des mécanismes pour donner une voix aux préoccupations de catégories clés, et particulieérement les
minorités et les jeunes.

Pour leur part, les leaders des réfugiés comprennent clairement leurs réles et leurs responsabilités. Ceux-
ci s’alignent bien avec les descriptions de taches qui guident leurs efforts dans le systéme de gestion des
camps. La plupart des principaux défis auxquels ils font face dépasse leur capacité de s’y attaquer

E.T. Jackson and Associates xxi



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

uniquement au niveau de la gestion des camps. Au lieu de cela, de tels problémes doivent étre traités au
niveau plus large de la coordination de 1’aide humanitaire.

Autres questions clés concernant la gestion des camps

Du coté de la protection et de [’acces a la justice, les réfugiés et leurs leaders sont conscients de
I’importance du travail dans ce domaine. Toutefois, ces efforts rencontrent quelque résistance. Un des
défis, c’est que le judiciaire doit étre séparé de 1’exécutif dans le systéme de la justice des réfugiés. Un
autre défi, c’est la nécessité, pour le personnel de sécurité, d’étre appuyé par des programmes innovateurs
avec de nouvelles fagons de traiter avec les jeunes délinquants, un probléme qui va croissant.

En termes de coordination au niveau des camps, il y a un partage de I’information mais un manque de
consultation sur la planification des programmes et 1’établissement des priorités dans certains secteurs.
De plus, ce n’est que tout récemment qu’un regard plus stratégique, au niveau du camp, sur les besoins et
les lacunes restés sans réponse a eu droit de cité aux réunions de coordination mensuelles. Quelques
ONG internationales, comme celles du secteur de la santé, n’ont pas fait une pratique réguliére de
consulter les CC et les RC sur les décisions touchant les priorités de programmes ou les coupures de
budgets.

Pour ce qui est de la prestation des services et de la surveillance, les CC et les RC font bien dans les
domaines ou ils ont une responsabilité directe, comme de suivre le dénombrement de la population,
I’entreposage et la distribution des rations, la maintenance de I’infrastructure de base et le maintien de la
paix et de I’ordre a I’intérieur des camps. Il est cependant moins clair de savoir si les CC et les RC ont
suffisamment de capacité technique pour exercer une surveillance et assurer I’application de standards
dans des secteurs comme 1’éducation et la santg.

Le systéme de gestion des camps de réfugiés est généralement pergu comme positif par les autres
intervenants, particuliérement a la lumiére d’un certain nombre de changements, ces derniéres années, et
notamment dans les processus de tenue des élections. Etant donné les nombreux changements dans les
postes de leadership survenus dans les structures des camps suite aux élections et a la réinstallation dans
un tiers pays, les intervenants externes voient 1a un réle continu pour un renforcement des capacités.

Pour sa part, TUNHCR s’est principalement engagé avec ces structures autour de I’agenda de protection,
et, bien qu’il appuie ces structures, il croit que, dans le cadre de son mandat de protection, il y a un besoin
continu de vigilance concernant I’interférence possible sur eux de la part d’acteurs non-étatiques. Pour
soutenir le renforcement de ces structures, un domaine ou UNHCR pourrait faire une contribution
précieuse, ¢’est d’intercéder aupreés du RTG pour qu’il reconnaisse explicitement ces structures comme
des structures légitimes de gouvernance et de gestion de la population de réfugiés, qu’il rende explicite les
responsabilités et 1’autorité qui leur ont été dévolues et qu’il rende explicite les termes qui régissent leurs
relations avec le RTG.

L’évaluation a également examiné [ impact des camps de réfugiés sur les communautés thaies
avoisinantes. Ces impacts, positifs ou négatifs, ne présentent pas un défi majeur pour les structures de
gestion des camps. Les problémes qui surviennent entre les camps et les communautés thaies locales
semblent trouver chez les commandants des camps thais une médiation effective entre les CC et les chefs
de la communauté. Toutefois, certains représentants d’autres organismes du RTG (le ministére des foréts,
la police et I’armée) s’inquiétent de ce que les commandants des camps thailandais et le ministére de
I’Intérieur n’appliquent pas effectivement les politiques du RTG concernant les camps, particuliérement
en ce qui a trait aux mouvements de réfugiés entrant et sortant de plusieurs des camps. Certains
commandants de camps thai notent que certaines politiques sont difficiles a appliquer étant donné que les
camps ne sont pas établis comme des prisons ceinturées de clotures avec périmétres de sécurité, et que les

E.T. Jackson and Associates xxii



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

camps ne devraient pas étre établis comme des prisons puisque les réfugiés ne sont pas des criminels
condamnés.

L’évaluation a aussi examiné la question de savoir si le systéme de gestion des camps répond aux normes
et aux standards internationaux pour I’aide humanitaire aux réfugiés. Dans I’ensemble, 1’équipe a trouvé
que ces normes et ces principes sont compris et qu’ils guident les structures de gestion des réfugiés et les
autres organismes qui travaillent avec des réfugiés dans le systéme de gestion des camps. Il y a néanmoins
quelques problémes identifiés par des intervenants. L’un de ces problémes touche le grand nombre de
réfugiés non inscrits (plus de 50 % dans certains des grands camps), dont 1’absence de statut officiel les
rend plus vulnérables. Il y a également le cas ou du riz de TBBC a été fourni par les RC a des
combattants qui, en échange, assuraient la sécurité autour du périmétre du camp ; cela ne se produit plus,
mais les parties en cause n’étaient pas transparentes a ce sujet quand c’était le cas. Des préoccupations
concernant les pratiques, et la transparence et la responsabilisation de certains commandants des camps
thais, ont aussi été soulevées aupres des évaluateurs par différentes parties.

La fourniture de soutien explicite a la gestion des camps est relativement récente. Pendant les vingt
premiéres années, ni le UNHCR, ni aucune des ONG n’ont assumé (ou n’auraient pu assumer) de
responsabilité ou accordé de soutien a la gestion des camps. Ils n’ont fait que s’engager avec les
communautés en ce qui avait trait a la prestation de services directs. La tache de dispenser ce soutien
incomba a TBBC qui, a cause de son engagement a la responsabilisation des réfugiés et de ses solides
relations de confiance avec les RC, était le mieux positionné pour entreprendre ce travail. Il s’est fait
beaucoup de progres depuis que la situation a été¢ examinée pour la premiére fois en 2003. Des processus
et des structures clairs de gouvernance et de gestion sont en place et standardisés a travers les camps. 11
existe des descriptions de taches claires pour tous les postes au sein de ces structures, et un programme
considérable de formation et de renforcement des capacités est fourni a tous les intervenants concernés.
Et des codes de comportement ont été adoptés par les deux RC pour tous les réfugiés occupant des postes
au sein des ces structures. Toutefois, des défis demeurent quant aux capacités de gestion, notamment a
cause du roulement substantiel d’anciens leaders occupant des postes clés suite a la réinstallation de ceux-
ci (dans des tiers pays) et aux élections périodiques. De plus, de nouvelles difficultés émergeront a
mesure que 1’attention se tournera vers 1’éventuel rapatriement de la population. En allant de I’avant,
donc, il est impératif que la communauté des donateurs reconnaisse explicitement que la gestion des
camps est un secteur de plein droit qui doit étre guidé stratégiquement et soutenu financiérement.

Un des problémes au niveau de la coordination de 1’aide humanitaire qui a nui a la performance et a la
crédibilité du systéme de gestion des camps, c’est un déclin dans la confiance mutuelle qui avait été
critique pour I’efficacité et la résilience de la réponse au cours des années. Que TBBC soit conscient de
la fourniture de riz par les RC a des combattants (en échange de services de sécurité autour du périmetre
des camps) et n’ait pas initialement informé le groupe des donateurs, a miné la confiance entre les parties
de facon marquée, ce qui a déclenché des préoccupations et une série d’examens. Cette confiance
mutuelle doit étre reconstruite, et des efforts dans ce sens ont déja été entrepris. Nous croyons aussi que
I’un des facteurs contributifs, ici, ¢’est ’asymétrie générale des connaissances entre TBBC et d’autres
acteurs a long terme sur le terrain, et les donateurs, dont le personnel change fréquemment. Parmi
d’autres choses, les donateurs ont besoin d’améliorer leurs connaissances indépendantes sur le terrain sur
une base permanente.

Lecons a dégager

Trois grandes lecons qui se dégagent de cette évaluation valent la peine d’étre notées :
1) 1 existe un potentiel profond, d’auto-gouvernance et d’autogestion dans les communautés de
réfugiés. L’expérience du systéme de gestion des camps dans les camps de réfugiés établis le
long de la frontiére thailandaise montre que les structures de gestion de réfugiés peuvent
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2)

3)

fonctionner. C’est vrai au niveau du camp individuel. Et c’est également vrai, du moins dans la
présente expérience, au niveau supérieur aux camps, ou les structures de réfugiés ont établi des
mécanismes et des politiques de camps communs, ont fourni des orientations et du leadership et
ont négocié avec des intervenants extérieurs comme les gouvernements locaux, les organismes
donateurs et les pourvoyeurs de services. De plus, I’expérience examinée ici a montré que les
structures de gestion des réfugiés peuvent s’adapter a des conditions et a des besoins changeants
au fil du temps. En fait, de plusieurs fagons, elles fonctionnent d’une fagon trés semblable aux
écosystémes résilients. Bien sir, les structures de gestion des réfugiés connaissent aussi le stress
et elles doivent étre réguliérement révisées, réoutillées et autrement renforcées. A son niveau le
plus général, permettre aux réfugiés d’exercer le plus de controle possible sur leur propre vie et
leurs moyens de subsistance par le biais de I’autogestion est une importante affirmation de
I’humanité essentielle des populations de réfugiés.

Les valeurs partagées et une vision commune, ainsi qu 'une confiance mutuelle, forment la
fondation d’une gestion efficace des camps de réfugiés. Au tout début du cas examiné ici, des
efforts ont été faits par les intervenants majeurs pour développer une vision et un ensemble de
valeurs communs sur lesquels le modéle de gestion des camps serait édifié. Une de ces valeurs,
en particulier, était la transparence. De plus, il y a eu des efforts également sérieux de faits par
les parties pour établir et maintenir un respect et une confiance mutuels. En combinaison, ces
facteurs ont fourni le fondement sur lequel de nombreux gains furent faits par le systéme de
gestion des camps. Au cours de cinq derniéres années, il est évident que, a cause de la
dynamique tant interne qu’externe, les valeurs partagées et la confiance entre les acteurs s’étaient
affaiblies. Cet état affaibli nécessite des changements et des améliorations clés dans le systéme.
Toutefois, si de tels changements sont faits d’une fagon honnéte et avec rapidité, il est trés
probable que le systeme de gestion des camps en sortira plus fort et continuera a offrir de la
valeur aux réfugiés, aux organismes gouvernementaux et autres acteurs du développement.

Les compétences et l'expérience en gestion des camps et en gouvernance peuvent promouvoir
’édification d’une nation dans [’effort de rapatriement. C’est moins une lecon et plus une
attente. L’édification de compétences en leadership dans la prise de décision politique et dans
I’administration publique par le biais de I’expérience active de la gestion de camps pourrait bien
servir les populations de réfugiés et les communautés d’accueil. En supposant que les enjeux
ayant rapport a la région et a I’ethnicité peuvent étre gérés d’une fagon ordonnée et pacifique a
mesure que les réfugiés retourneront, il est probable que les leaders des réfugiés ayant une
expérience de gestion des camps seraient qualifiés pour se présenter a des postes publics ou pour
accepter des nominations comme fonctionnaires du gouvernement dans leur localité. Autrement
dit, les structures de gestion des camps ont fonctionné comme des « écoles d’administration
publique ». Et, pour la population plus large des réfugiés a la frontiére de la Thailande, les
structures de gestion des camps ont animé une expérience de citoyenneté — étroitement définie,
mais néanmoins tout a fait réelle. Ces deux expériences — de leadership public et de
citoyenneté—seront transportées dans le processus de transition de la Birmanie et, on I’espére,
viendront renforcer celui-ci.

Recommandations

A la lumiére de ces constatations et de ces lecons, il est recommandé que :

Au niveau de la gestion des camps

1) Que toutes les ONG pourvoyeuses de services travaillant dans les camps consultent
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

de la population de réfugiés, dans les décisions ayant trait a 1’établissement des priorités, a la
planification des programmes, a la mise en ceuvre de programmes et aux réductions de budgets.
Organisme responsable : ONG pourvoyeuses de services.

Que tous les organismes qui travaillent dans les camps participent aux réunions de coordination
mensuelles au niveau du camp et renforcent le role stratégique de ces réunions dans
I’identification des lacunes et des besoins émergents, et de la fagon dont ceux-ci peuvent étre
traités en temps opportun. Organisme responsable : Comités de camps.

Que, tout en continuant a exiger que les RC et les CC répondent aux normes les plus élevées
concernant la protection de tous et chacun des réfugiés et concernant le caractere civil et
humanitaire des camps, ’UNHCR intercede aupres du RTG pour qu’il :

1) reconnaisse explicitement les RC et les CC comme structures légitimes de gouvernance et de
gestion des réfugiés (aussi appelées populations de personnes déplacées); et

2) énonce clairement et explicitement les responsabilités et 1’autorité qu’il a dévolues aux RC et
aux CC dans le fonctionnement au jour le jour des camps (aussi appelés aires d’abri temporaires)
et les termes qui régissent les relations entre ces structures et les organismes et représentants du
RTG.

Organisme responsable : UNHCR.

Que les RC et les CC s’assurent que tous les adultes dans les camps (tel que déterminé par les
chiffres vérifiés de TBBC sur les charges de cas), inscrits ou non inscrits, aient le droit de vote
lors des élections de 2013. (Sile RTG continue a s’objecter au vote des non inscrits, les
structures de camps devraient trouver d’autres fagons de faire en sorte que les voix et les
préoccupations de ces commettants puissent se faire entendre). Organismes responsables :
Comités de réfugiés et comités de camps.

Que les RC, les CC et les comités d’élections, tant au niveau des camps qu’a celui des RC,
prennent les mesure nécessaires pour garantir que le quota minimum actuel de 33 % de femmes
sur les structures de gestion des camps soit atteint et, préférablement, surpassé. Cette
recommandation inclut des mesures visant a compenser, minimiser ou éliminer les aspects
dissuasifs a la participation des femmes (par exemple, les longues heures d’absence de la
maison)’. Organismes responsables : Comités de réfugiés et comités de camps.

Que les RC et les CC instituent des mécanismes, y compris une représentation directe des
minorités ou des organismes consultatifs des minorités, pour faire en sorte que la voix des
minorités ethniques et religicuses soit entendue et que leurs besoins spéciaux soient diment pris
en considération. Organismes responsables : Comités de réfugiés et comités de camps.

Que les RC et les CC mettent en place des mécanismes (par exemple, un forum public de camp)
pour consulter les jeunes sur leurs idées et leurs préoccupations et pour encourager ceux-ci a
participer aux activités qui seraient bénéfiques aux jeunes eux-mémes et a la communauté toute
entiere. Organismes responsables : Comités de réfugiés et comités de camps.

Que UNHCR, RTG et IRC/LAC, en collaboration avec les RC, 1) soutiennent une identification
et une délimitation plus claires des rdles et responsabilités des diverses parties en ce qui a trait a
la protection et a I’accés a la justice, et ii) renforcent la capacité du systéme de justice des camps
et la sécurité des camps dans leurs réles complémentaires de maintien de la paix, de I’ordre et de
la régle de droit et pour traiter des délits mineurs et des infractions aux régles des camps.

De plus, que ces parties entreprennent de trouver les ressources nécessaires a 1’expansion de ces

* Les recommandations 5, 6 et 7 portent sur les structures formelles de gestion des réfugiés et ne mentionnent pas explicitement le réle des CBO. L'équipe d'évaluation

reconnait qu'il y a un nombre de CBO présentement actives dans les camps et que, comme organisations de la société civile de la population des refugiés, elles jouent un role

important dans la prestation de certaines services, permettent aux réfugiés de s’organiser et de batir une capacité et un leadership dans certains domaines et, au sein d’'un

décor démocratique, elles jouents souvent un réle important comme critiques et surveillants des structures formelles de gestion et de gouvernance. Les CBO actuelles dans les

camps sont des ressources et des structures importantes dont les CC et les RC devraient tirer parti, Ia ou la chose est appropriée, dans leur réponse aux présentes

recommandations.
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activités de « protection et d’acces a la justice » des cinq camps actuels a I’ensemble des neuf
camps. Organismes responsables : UNHCR, RTG et IRC/LAC.

9) Que UNHCR, RTG et IRC/LAC continuent a appuyer les RC pour réviser et sortir un ensemble
mis a jour de régles et réglements des camps le plus tot possible, et pour faire en sorte que la
sortie inclue un processus effectif d’éducation publique de la population dans les camps
concernant la nature et le but visé par ces régles et réglements et la fagon dont ceux-ci doivent
étre conformes a la loi thai et étre au service de cette loi supréme. Organismes responsables :
UNHCR, RTG et IRC/LAC.

Au niveau de la coordination de I’aide humanitaire

10) Que, dans le contexte du processus de transition qui commence au Myanmar, et de la priorité
associée du rapatriement des réfugiés, le groupe de travail des agents humanitaires donateurs
(Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group — DHAWG) investisse dans un processus de
facilitation qui identifierait, pour ensuite la rectifier, toute dysfonction dans le fonctionnement du
complex d’organismes opérant a ce niveau. Organisme responsable : DHAWG et ['organisme
donateur responsable.

11) Que I’efficacité et I’efficience de DHAWG lui-méme soient rehaussées par 1’établissement d’un
petit secrétariat qui offrirait & la communauté des donateurs une continuité de soutien, de
coordination, de permanence, d’information a temps opportun et d’analyse indépendante.
Organisme responsable : DHAWG et ['organisme donateur responsable.

12) Que les comités de réfugiés soient reconnus comme les représentants 1égitimes des réfugiés dans
les neuf camps et soient mis a contribution dans les processus de planification et d’établissement
de priorités de DHAWG. Organisme responsable : la présidence de DHAWG.

13) Que DHAWG donne formellement son aval au role de leadership joué par TBBC a I’égard du
soutien et du renforcement des structures de gestion des réfugiés et qu’il s’assure que des
ressources financicres adéquates soient réservées pour le renforcement des capacités et le
fonctionnement général de ces structures et que 1’organisme approprié soit engagé pour fournir
une supervision de la dimension gestion de camp de 1’aide humanitaire. Organisme responsable :
DHAWG et [’organisme donateur responsable.

14) Que DHAWG demande a UNHCR d’assumer un role de leadership au nom de la communauté
des donateurs dans le développement d’une approche coordonnée en préparation pour le
rapatriement des réfugiés birmans. Organismes responsables : DHAWG et UNHCR.

15) Que, dans le contexte de la planification de la transition en vue du rapatriement des réfugiés,
DHAWG commande une analyse stratégique plus détaillée des fagons et des moyens par lesquels
le modéle et, en particulier, son expérience, ses lecons, ses outils et ses capacités de gestion des
camps peuvent apporter une contribution optimale aux efforts d’édification d’une nation birmane
au cours des cing a dix prochaines années. Organisme responsable : DHAWG et ['organisme
donateur responsable.

Nous proposons que le Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in
Thailand/Comité de coordination des services aux personnes déplacées en Thailande prenne la
responsabilité d’animer et de suivre 1’action reliée aux neuf recommandations au niveau de la gestion des
camps. Nous proposons de surcroit que le DHAWG dans son ensemble assume la responsabilité
d’exercer un suivi sur les mesures reliées aux six recommandations au niveau de la coordination de 1’aide
humanitaire et qu’il identifie parmi ses membres un ou plusieurs organismes pour assumer la
responsabilité pour chacune des recommandations ot on n’a pas identifi¢ de meneur.
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Conclusion

L’évaluation a trouvé que le systéme de gestion des camps a, en général, bien fonctionné et que c’est un
modéle valable de participation et d’administration des affaires des réfugiés. Ses structures sont
généralement percues comme légitimes et efficaces par la population des réfugiés. Mais le systéme est
soumis a des tensions, et des mesures doivent étre prises pour le renforcer au niveau des camps et au
niveau plus large de la coordination, afin de renforcer le systéme et d’améliorer I’environnement dans
lequel il opére. Comme outil pour le bien-étre et la gouvernance des 140 000 réfugié¢s dans des camps
longeant la frontiére thailandaise, le systéme de gestion des camps mérite qu’on y investisse et qu’on
I’améliore encore. Il est également probable qu’il s’avere étre une pierre de base pour les efforts
d’édification d’un pays, y compris le processus de rapatriement, par le peuple et les institutions de la
Birmanie dans les années a venir.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Rationale, Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation

In 2009 CIDA evaluated the CIDA-funded project, Burma Border Areas Program 2005-2010. Though
that evaluation did not look at the humanitarian assistance component of the project in depth, it noted that
the community-based camp management model being used in the Burmese refugee camps in Thailand, a
model that involved the refugees and refugee structures in the day-to-day management of the camps,
promoted the self-reliance of displaced people through the utilisation and development of their own
resources, this with a view to preparing refugees for longer term solutions. The evaluation tendered the
view that the basic model is sound, based on approaches dating back to the 1980s that began to view
refugees and populations affected by disasters as key actors instead of as passive victims.

However, the report also highlighted that the model has been questioned of late by some, particularly the
May 2008 report commissioned by the European Commission, Strategic Assessment and Evaluation of
Assistance to Thai-Burma Refugee Camps.

Since 2008, debate among donors concerning camp management has intensified. A number of specific
concerns have been raised by some donors, primarily the European Commission (EC), which if true, call
for action. Based on these concerns, the validity of the camp management model has been called into
question and organizations delivering services in the camp, such as TBBC, are under pressure to
implement reforms.

CIDA therefore considered it prudent to investigate these concerns and the appropriateness of the camp
management model at this time. CIDA took the initiative to draft Terms of Reference for an evaluation of
the management model. These were circulated to key stakeholders in the donor community, the Ministry
of Interior of the Royal Thai Government, CCSDPT and TBBC in May of 2011. The feedback and input
received were reflected in the final TORs for this evaluation.

As planning for this evaluation was taking place, it became clear that there would be significant benefits if
the evaluation were to cover all nine camps. CIDA therefore approached other donors to gage interest in
contributing financially. In the end, both the Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID)
and the Australian NGO, Act for Peace/National Council of Churches of Australia (NCCA), agreed to
contribute substantial funds to this undertaking and joined CIDA in co-sponsoring the evaluation.

The evaluation process aimed to facilitate dialogue and learning between and among stakeholder groups
by ensuring that a broad range of stakeholders were engaged. It was the intent of the evaluation that
beneficiaries and intermediary bodies would learn through their participation in and contribution to the
evaluation. By identifying and investigating concerns raised and issues considered sensitive, the
evaluation aimed to foster a constructive dialogue that supports greater consensus among stakeholders on
the merit of existing structures and current approaches to the involvement of refugees in camp
management, on what ought to change and what principles and values ought to guide that change.

The purpose of the evaluation is threefold:
a) to facilitate a constructive dialogue among stakeholders on the issue of camp management in
refugee camps situated on the Thai-Burma border,
b) to comprehensively and accurately describe the current camp management model that is in place,
and
¢) to identify areas where improvements and changes should be initiated.
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The specific objectives of this evaluation are:

a) To document the historic development of the camp management model used in the camps and its
evolution to date;

b) To assess whether the camp management model is able to ensure that the responsibilities of camp
management are effectively covered;

¢) To assess the extent to which the work of the refugee management structures is in compliance
with international standards, practices and principles for the care and protection of refugees; and

d) To foster dialogue between partners about the model from documented evidence.

1.2 Background

For 20 years, prior to 2005, the camp committees received no recognition or formal support for the
responsibilities they fulfilled in the day-to-day running of the camps. Since 2005, significant resources
were provided for staff stipends, administration and capacity building, but the overall model was not
assessed to see whether all the responsibilities were being adequately covered and effectively carried out.
The nature of the study is a formative evaluation, not only to assess performance levels of the camp
committees, progress and achievements, but also to identify critical gaps and how they could be
addressed.

In other refugee situations the camp management function is usually the responsibility of a national or
international NGO, i.e., an independent body and not the beneficiaries themselves. Thus it is questioned
whether the Camp Management bodies comprised of beneficiaries are able to effectively conduct their
roles according to humanitarian principles and whether they are legitimate, representative bodies.
Significant donor funds are required to maintain the existing model, but replacing this with a traditional
model would entail greater allocation of resources; therefore it is incumbent to ascertain whether the
Camp Management bodies comprised of beneficiaries are effective mechanisms for this purpose.

Value added from this evaluation is expected be achieved through greater understanding of the functions
of the camp management authorities, identified potential support mechanisms, identified gaps and
appropriate delegation of support functions. It can also pave the way forward to support greater
community participation in camp management and governance in other refugee settings around the world.

Camp management is the role of the Camp Management Agency, normally a national or international
NGO. Camp management encompasses those activities in one single camp that focuses on the
coordination of services, establishing governance and community mobilisation mechanisms, the
maintenance of camp infrastructure, data collection and sharing, provision of defined services and
monitoring the service delivery of other providers.

Since 1984 the camps along the Thailand Burma border have been managed by the beneficiaries
themselves under the authority of the Royal Thai Government. The Thai authorities delegated day-to-day
responsibility for the running of the camps to the refugees. For the first twenty years, neither UNHCR nor
any NGO took (or could take) any responsibility or provided any support for camp management but only
engaged with the communities as it related to direct service provision. The community-based camp
management model that evolved is unique.

The Ministry of Interior (MOI) implements refugee policy set by the National Security Council (NSC)
and controls the day-to-day running of the camps through provincial and district authorities, in

collaboration with refugee and camp committees.

The Refugee Committees oversee all activities through the nine camp committees, coordinate assistance
provided by NGOs, and liaise with UNHCR, the RTG, KNU and KNPP.

E.T. Jackson and Associates 2
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The Camp Committees are the administrative and management bodies of the refugee camps. They
coordinate the day-to-day running of the camp and the delivery of services in collaboration with local
MOI officials, as well as provide the main link between the camp population, NGOs, UNHCR and local
Thai authorities.

1.3 Evaluation Object and Scope

At the time the evaluation was commissioned there were approximately 140,000 Burmese refugees
residing in nine camps (see Table 1 below) along the Thai-Burmese border from the Thai northern most
province of Mae Hong Son to the province of Ratchaburi which is at about the same latitude as Bangkok.
The two northern most camps were set up in the mid-1990s under the Karenni Refugee Committee and
their residents, at the time, comprised primarily people from the Karenni ethnic group. The Karen
Refugee Committee oversees the other seven camps. A large majority of the residents of these camps
when they were set up were Karen. In recent years, with the resettlement of significant number or
refugees to third countries and the arrival of new refugees, the ethnic diversity of the camps has increased,
particularly in the three camps in Tak.

Since refugees who arrived since 2006 have not been processed and registered by the RTG Provincial
Admission Boards (PABs), the camp population is comprised of both registered and unregistered
refugees. The number of unregistered refugees in some of the camps is greater than 50% of the
population.

Table 1 Basic Data on Burmese Refugee Camps in Thailand?
Population Population Mix
C(::::r:znb;anr:;ge Total Majority % % % Province C':renfum%ft:e
(at Dec. 2011) Ethnicity (%) | Unregistered | Female Adults
?S";;‘e“f;" Nai Soi 13,592 'iag%ezg‘i 242 483 54.8
Ban Mae Surin 3579 Karen 485 49.2 407 Karenni
(Site 2) ’ (84.2) ) ) ) Mae Hong
:‘:nafo")a Oon 13,763 :;ag‘;r; 346 495 515 Son
'\L"::n';?omRML) 15,901 éag%r; 425 50.4 493
:‘:naf) La 46,431 g%r; 51.0 49.9 55.7
?umlem Mai 17,609 :%rir)‘ 52.1 48.6 58.3 Tak Karen
(NN”P';° 15,325 Ea;%r; 50.7 50.1 55.7
?;SY[)”" Yang 3,883 éag%r; 36.2 523 52.5 Kanchanaburi
(TT":)"‘ Hin 7,074 éagzr; 50.9 515 54.4 Ratchaburi
Karen
Total 137,157 (78.5) 45.3 49.8 54.5

The camps vary in size. Some holding less than 4,000 refugees whereas, Mae La, the largest camp has
over 45,000 residents. Five of the camps are of medium size with populations numbering between 13,500
and 17,600.

®In this report, unless otherwise stated, the figures used as reference are the ‘verified caseload’ figures of TBBC appearing in Appendix A of the TBBC Programme Report — July
to December 2011, p. 109

° Throughout this report we will often use the camp name acronym in lieu of the camp name as we understand that most readers are familiar with these.

" To be consistent in the transliteration of the Thai name, this camp should be spelled Mae La Ma Luang and not Mae Ra Ma Luang. However, in this report, we have retained

the common spelling used by most of those working in the camps.
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At the time the evaluation was being planned it was estimated that many of these variables (size and
ethnic makeup of the population, ratio of registered to unregistered refugees, geographic location and the
Refugee Committee to which the camp is linked) would have a bearing on the management of the camps.
Since some of the management challenges could be unique to a particular a camp and selecting a
representative sample would have been difficult, it was decided to include all camps in the scope of the
evaluation and additional financial resources were secured to do this.

It was also determined at the time of work-planning that it was imperative that this evaluation capture the
voices of the refugees to ascertain how the refugee management structures were perceived by the refugees
themselves: to what extent were the structures perceived as addressing their diverse needs and serving
their various interests, or in other words to what extent were they perceived as representative and
legitimate.

This evaluation has therefore focused primarily on the refugee management structures (Section Leaders,
Camp Committees, Refugee Committees) themselves, and less on the other organizations and
mechanisms involved in the coordination of the humanitarian response for Burmese refugees in Thailand.

1.4 Lines of Inquiry

The evaluation terms of reference identified a number of major lines of inquiry and within each of these a
number of dimensions and questions to be addressed. In particular, it clearly specifies the lines of inquiry
that are to be its focus:

1. The extent to which camp management responsibilities are being effectively covered and by
whom;

2. The extent to which camps are being administered and managed in compliance with international
norms;

3. The TORs also put an emphasis on the intent that the camp management model be assessed from
the beneficiaries (i.e., the refugees) standpoint.

These were further clarified at the time the evaluation work-plan was being prepared. The main areas of
focus and lines of inquiry were summarized in the Framework of Inquiry Matrix (included here in
Annex 2).

1.5 Organization of the Report

This report presents the findings of this formative evaluation. It is organized in three parts. Part 1
describes the approach taken and the methodology adopted by the evaluation (Section 2). It also presents
important contextual information (Section 3) regarding Thai policy with respect to refugees, historical
origins of the current management model and a perspective on emerging international humanitarian
assistance practice.

Part 2 presents the evaluation findings. Sections 4 to 8 deal with Part A of the evaluation’s Framework of
Inquiry, i.e., the focus is on camp management and governance functions; roles and responsibilities,
leadership, authority and legitimacy; participation and representation; and other specific management
dimensions. Section 4 describes the evaluation’s understanding of the current camp management and
coordination model. Section 5 reports on the refugee population perspectives and assessment of their
leaders and the camp management structures. Section 6 looks at refugee leaders and managers perceptions
of their roles, the fulfillment of their management roles and responsibilities and the challenges that
continue to face. Section 7 examines the issues of participation, representation and selection of leaders as
perceived by the refugee population as a whole as well as from the perspective of specific categories of
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the population. And finally Section 8 examines specific dimensions of management, namely, protection
and access to justice, coordination and data sharing, and service delivery and monitoring.

Section 9 examines the perspectives of other stakeholders regarding the camp management structures but
also deal with the context within which the camps exist and are managed. Section 10 reports on the
impacts of the camps on neighbouring Thai communities. These two sections are responding to Part D of
the Framework of Inquiry. Section 11 examines the degree of alignment of the current camp management
model with international norms (Part B of the Framework of Inquiry). Finally, Section 12 examines the
how the management structures are being supported and strengthened, and the challenges they continue to
face (Part C of the Framework of Inquiry).

Part 3 of the report presents the evaluation’s Lessons (Section 13), Recommendations (Section 14) and
Conclusion (Section 15).

PART 1 - EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND CONTEXT

2  EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
2.1 Overall Approach

The focus of this evaluation is on camp management and therefore we are not looking so much at what is
being achieved (e.g., what services are being provided and what is the quality of these services) but how it
is being achieved, by whom and how the refugee population participates in the governance and
management of the camps. The approach adopted for this evaluation is therefore primarily utilization-
focused: Are camps being managed and their populations being provided for effectively? And are camps
being managed in compliance with international norms? What improvements might be required in how
camps are being governed and managed?

Since an emphasis is being put on an assessment from the refugee standpoint, refugees will be asked what
they look for in their leaders and what they expect of their leaders. These leadership qualities and role
expectations will serve as the basis for assessing camp management from the refugee perspective rather
than using a set of pre-defined indicators or management roles.

This focus will be complemented by the perspective of others: refugees occupying camp management
positions, representatives of other parties such as CBOs and international NGOs, local Thai authorities,
etc. And such perspectives will be examined using recognized camp management categories as defined in
the literature such as the establishment of governance and community mobilisation mechanisms, the
maintenance of camp infrastructure, data collection and sharing, the coordination, provision and
monitoring of services. The degree to which the exercise of management functions is being carried out in
due consideration and compliance with specific international norms will also be examined.

2.2 Approaches to Information Gathering in the Refugee Camps and
Surroundings

The evaluation used different approaches to information gathering. Some of the information was gathered
using traditional forms of research such as document analysis and interviews of key informants. However,
information gathering from the refugee population relied on participatory approaches and methodologies
favouring group settings including small workshops and focus group discussions. These group encounters
involved small groups of refugees randomly selected within certain categories. They provided
contextualized information that better reflected the complexity of the situation and the interplay of various
elements and factors.
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During the sessions with various refugee categories (general population, minorities, women, youth), many
of the same processes were used and same questions asked in order to allow cross-referencing and
comparison of the responses between the different categories.

During the sessions with youth groups, the first half of the session was carried out with the young women
in one sub-group and young men in a different sub-group to make it easier for participants to raise issues

that they might not be comfortable to raise in a missed group: e.g., issues related to fear about sexual and
gender-based violence or other gender specific concerns.

In some sessions in Karen camps, groups were separated according to whether participants were Karen-
speaking on non-Karen-speaking. This was necessary because of the language issue, but it also provided
some insights into how the perspectives of such sub-segments of the camp population can differ.

As noted in the previous section, the intent was to focus much of the evaluation effort on assessing the
perceptions and perspectives of the refugees vis-a-vis their leaders and the camp management structures
and secondly, to examine the refugee management structures themselves.

Many other entities are involved in the delivery, coordination and management of services, protection and
assistance to the refugees in the nine camps. While members of the evaluation team consulted with
representatives of many of these agencies, it was primarily with regard to their perception of the current
refugee management structures and not to assess their own roles in the management and coordination of
humanitarian assistance to the refugee population.

Since the evaluation was to gather information from all nine camps, an evaluation team of 11 members
was assembled. All 11 members participated in a three day orientation and training in Mae Hong Son at
the end of October 2011 where they were introduced to the evaluation’s purpose and the methodology and
the information gathering tools to be used in the camps.

All evaluation team members took part in information gathering in Ban Mai Nai Soi camp (Site 1) during
the first week of November. Site 1 allowed the team to both pilot the methodology and information
gathering tools and served, for the less experienced members of the team, as in situ training and
familiarization with the group session processes. The information gathering tools were adjusted and fine-
tuned based on the experience in Site 1. The evaluation team leader also reported back to Director of the
Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons (OCDP) of the Ministry of Interior (MOI), and on the
basis of that report, the team proceeded with data gathering in the other eight camps.

The evaluation team split up into three smaller teams, each responsible for information gathering in the
camps in Mae Hong Son, Tak and Kanjanaburi/Ratchaburi respectively (Table 2.1). Each team consisted
of a senior evaluator and facilitators/ interpreters (Karen and Burmese/Karenni) responsible for gathering
information in the camps. Each team also included a Thai evaluator who gathered information from shop-
owners inside and outside the camps, and from government officials and community members resident
near the camps regarding camp impact on the surrounding communities. The composition of each of these
smaller teams is provided in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1 Evaluation Team Members and Sub-team Composition

Mae Hong Son Tak Kanchanaburi & Ratchaburi

(Site 2, MLO and MRML) (ML, UM and NP) (BDY and TH)
Senior Evaluator Dr. Ronald Renard Mr. Paul Turcot Ms. Rachitta Na Pattalung
Facilitator/Interpreter . . . .
(Karen) Mr. Palahae Suriyetrakul Ms. Hser Htee Praikamasi Mr. Chaiyan Mungthamdee
Facilitator/Interpreter
(Karenni/Burmese) Ms. Theh Mar Mr. Aung Myo Aye (same as above)
Thai Evaluator Mr. Sompop Yeejorhor Ms. Jaranya Daengnoy Dr. Anchalee Singhanetra

Note: As well as being the senior evaluator for the Tak team, Paul Turcot was also the evaluation team
leader. Information gathering in these remaining eight camps took place during the period of
November 7-26, 2011.

2.3 Information Sources

2.3.1 Sources from the Nine Camps and Surrounding Communities

In each camp the evaluators conducted sessions with groups of refugees from the general population who
were randomly selected within certain categories. These categories were identified in the evaluation
work-plan to ensure that particular perspectives were heard given the focus of the evaluation and specific
areas of inquiry (e.g., concern about the perspective of minority groups, women and youth). Information
with respect to the selection criteria and desired number of participants for the sessions with each
category is presented in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Sessions Refugees from the General Camp Population

gessmn Es Selection Criteria Desired Numbers
efugee Category
General Refugee Population Workshops e Adults 16-20 people per workshop;
(2.5 Hours) o A mix of long-term and recent (since # of workshops varies according to
Refugees selected from the general camp 2005) arrivals from across sections size of camp:
population o A mix of women and men 1 in small camps (Site 2, BDY, TH);

¢ Randomly selected while reflecting 2 in medium size camps (Site 1,

proportions in total population MLO, MRML, UM, NP);
3in largest camp (ML)

Minority Focus Group e Adults 10 to 12 people per focus group
(1.5 Hours) ¢ From the different ethnic minority groups
Refugees belonging to ethnic or religious and different minority religious groups
minority groups o A mix of women and men

o Randomly selected
Women Focus Group o Adult women 10 to 12 people per focus group
(1.5 Hours) A mix of long-term and recent (since
Women refugees from the general camp 2005) arrivals from across sections
population o Randomly selected
Youth Focus Groups e A 50:50 mix of young women and men 10 to 12 people per focus group
(1.5 Hours) o Randomly selected for Site 1 only
Youth refugees (14-17 years) « For other camps, youth active in schools
First half of sessions were carried out in or youth CBO reps were selected "’
gender disaggregated sub-groups to
facilitate conversations around potentially
sensitive issues.

" Based on the experience in Site 1, the evaluation team decided to change the basis for identifying youth participants. Many of the participants identified via random selection
for Site 1 were young (14 or 15 years old) and quite shy. With only 1.5 hours available for these sessions, the evaluation team did not have the option of involving the participants
in a lengthy warm-up process before getting to the matters of concern. While not completely representative of the youth population, it was decided that the best approach to
address this constraint was to invite to the youth focus group sessions in the remaining eight camps youth who were more articulate through their involvement in activities at

school orin youth CBOs.
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2.3.1.1 Refugees Drawn from the General Refugee Population

The random selection of participants was carried out from the TBBC population database making use of
software designed for such a purpose. Participant lists were generated for each category. There was an
oversampling to allow for errors in the database, the possible absence of people from their section at the
time and also to provide for the elimination of individuals that held positions within the refugee
management structures. These lists were sent to Camp Committee so that Section Leaders could inform
the individuals listed that their presence was required at a set time and place to participate in an evaluation
session.

Table 2.3 provide a summary of the number of refugees from all nine camps who participated in various
sessions not including refugee managers or CBO representatives. A breakdown of the number of
participants in the general refugee population workshops and in the various focus group discussions can
be found in Annex 3 in Tables A3.1.1 and A3.1.2 respectively. Annex 3 also provides of the breakdown
of the number of by camp (Tables A3.2.1 to A3.2.9).

Table 2.3 Total No. of Participants — All Refugee Sessions

Site1 | Site 2 MLO | MRML ML UM NP BDY TH Total
Women 23 25 29 21 46 35 41 27 23 270
Men 41 14 39 28 43 36 33 20 21 275
Registered 47 27 51 32 36 28 41 34 30 326
Unregistered 17 12 17 17 53 43 33 13 14 219
Total 64 39 68 49 89 71 74 47 44 545

Minimum Sample
Size Intended 62 46 62 62 78 62 62 46 46 526

While 545 refugees participated in sessions, we did not meet the minimum sample size we were aiming
for in some of the camps such as Site 2, MRML and TH. In both MRML and TH, the random sample lists
for the various sessions did not reach the Camp Committee in time to properly alert the various
participants. Other reasons explain why some of the people listed were not able to participate in a session:
some prospective participants had other commitments (e.g., medical appointment, participation in a
training session); some were not in the camp at the time of the session (this report confirms the fact that
there is considerable movement of refugees in and out of the camp, both official and clandestine); small
logistic slip-ups resulted in someone showing up at the wrong place or the wrong time, or at the right time
but on the wrong day. However, we do not believe that these slightly lower participation numbers has
negatively affected the findings of this evaluation.

In Table A3.1.1 (in Annex 3), we can see that the general refugee population (GRP) workshops are
weighted 2:1 in favour of men. However the fact that there was a separate women's focus group session in
each camp helped re-establish a gender balance in the sample (Table 2.3). Women account for 49.5% of
our sample (270 women out of a total 545 refugee participants), whereas in the total population of the
nine camps they account for 49.8% of the TBBC verified caseload.!

With respect to the representation of registered to unregistered refugees, unregistered refugees are slightly
under-represented at 40.2% of the sample whereas in the total population of the nine camps they account
for 45.3% of the TBBC verified caseload.

The random sampling listings developed for each camp worked well. There were a few instances of wives
standing in for their husbands or vice versa. In a few cases, small errors may have slipped into the

Z1n this report, unless otherwise stated, the figures used as reference are those appearing in Appendix A of the TBBC Programme Report — July to December 2011, p. 109
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database (e.g., a person identified as male but actually female; misspelling of a person’s name). For the
most part, participants were as per the lists provided to the camps.

We are satisfied that these randomly generated lists were adhered to by the Camp Committees and that
there were no attempts to manipulate these lists in order to influence the outcome of the various sessions.

With respect to specific sub-groups of the refugee population, in reviewing the detailed information for
each of camp (Annex 3), we note the small number of people who attended the minority focus group
session in BDY and TH (Tables A3.2.8 and A3.2.9 respectively). In both cases a larger number of people
indicated that while they were Buddhist Karen they did not consider themselves different in any way from
the majority Christian Karen. For this reason they did not feel they would have much to contribute to the
session. The evaluators thanked them for showing up for the session and they returned to their homes."
However, in MLO and MRML, which are over 99% Karen, representatives from the Buddhist Karen
minority expressed interest in participating in the session with other ethnic and religious minority
representatives.

In terms of the youth focus group discussions, as noted in Table 2.2 above, the evaluation did not rely on
a random sampling of the TBBC population database but requested that youth active within schools or
youth-focused CBOs be identified and invited to the sessions. Generally, this worked well. However in
the case of TH, only half of the participants were 18 years or under, and in the case of Site 2, the
participants were mostly young adults In the case of MRML, due to a misunderstanding, while all the
participants were youth, they all were from the same section of the camp.

2.3.1.2 Refugee Leaders and CBO Representatives

In each camp the evaluators also held focus groups discussions with Section Leaders, with members of
the Camp Committee (not including the Camp Leader) and with representatives of CBOs active in
program delivery. The Camp Leader of each camp was interviewed separately.

Table 2.6 provides a summary, for all nine camps, of the number of people in these categories who
participated in these sessions. Again, detailed information for each of the camps is found in Annex 2.

Table 2.6 Total No. of Participants — Refugee Managers and CBO Representatives

Site1 | Site2 | MLO | MRML | ML UM NP BDY TH Total
Women 11 7 7 11 7 10 10 14 19 96
Men 24 21 26 19 30 26 25 23 18 212
Total 35 28 33 30 37 36 35 37 37 308
Registered 28 20 23 22 28 30 24 25 25 225
Unregistered 0 0 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 15
Total™ 28 20 23 22 37 36 24 25 25 240

2.3.1.3  Other Camp Level Informants
Interviews were also held with the Thai Camp Commanders (TCC) of all nine camps.

" This was not the case in all such instances. For example, in MLO and MRML, where more than 99% of the population are Karen, representatives from the Buddhist Karen
minority chose to participate in the session with other ethnic and religious minority representatives even though they recognized that they are in many ways not very different from
the majority Christian Karen population.

" Information on whether CBO representatives are registered or un-registered refugees was only collected for ML and UM. Therefore the totals of registered and un-registered

refugees for the other seven camps will not add up to the number who actually participated in the sessions
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Meetings were held with field representatives of NGOs active in the camps, These meetings were held in
Mae Hong Son (for Site 1 and Site2), Mae Sarieng (for MLO and MRML), Mae Sot (for ML), Umphang
(for UM and NP), Sangklaburi (for BDY) and in Suan Pheung (for TH). One senior evaluator interviewed
(in person or over the telephone) other NGO representatives unable to attend these meetings. In all 18
people representing 12 different agencies contributed to the evaluation.

Evaluation team members also met with KRC and KnRC at their offices in Mae Sot and Mae Hong Son
respectively, as well as with KRC representatives in their branch offices in Mae Sarieng and Suan
Pheung. Meetings also took place with the Karen Women’s Organization at their office in Mae Sarieng
and with the UNHCR Senior Field Coordinator in Mae Sot.

2.3.2 Informants Reached by Thai Evaluators

As part of gaining a better understanding of the context within which the refugee camps must be
managed, the evaluation examined the impacts the camps have on nearby Thai communities, and the
impact this had on camp management. One operating assumption was that the situation in neighbouring
Thai communities might influence actions or decisions taken by Thai camp commanders and other local
authorities with respect to the refugee camps.

This part of the evaluation could not be planned in advance and largely depended on the Thai evaluators’
abilities to approach various government and community informants and on others informally identified
as useful sources of information.

In the end the Thai evaluators were able to meet and hold conversations with 176 different informants.
Table 2.7 provides a summary of the number of sources of each type for all nine camps.

Table 2.7 Number of Sources by Type and Camp

Type of Informants Site 1 | Site2| MLO | MRML | ML UM NP | BDY | TH | Total
Government Officials | - inside the camp _____]__ 6 | - 3| 4| . 5 __|..] 112 12 |3 | 2] . 28__|
(‘or sor,”” etc.) - outside of camp 5 1 3 1 3 | 22
Shop Owners __-_i_n_S_i(_ig_t_hQ camp _____|__- 3 ______ 3 ______ 5 _______ 6 ________ 1_ ]__ ___8___ .___4 ______ 2_ ______ 3 _____ 4_' 5____
- outside of camp 4 2 1 1 4 12
Estate/Large Farm Owners 1 1 1 3
Resort/Restaurant Owner 1 2 4
Community Members | ~nexttocamp | - 3] 6 110 | .. S S S N S B P 6 | . 6 | . 49
- in proximity to camp 1 2 1 3 7
Other 1 2 1 2 6
Total | 21 16 23 20 23 19 15 19 20 176

2.3.3 Other Informants

A limited number of interviews and meetings took place in Bangkok. In addition to a briefing with the
OCDP, these included representatives of the UNHCR, CCSDPT, TBBC, IRC and the Humanitarian
Facilitator working with the Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group.

'®:Or sor' is the transliteration of the Thai acronym for the Territorial Defence Volunteers. Itis the expression most commonly used by all who live or work in the camps. These ‘or

sor' assist the Thai Camp Commander in manning the formal entry points to the camps and monitoring the application of RTG policy within the camps.
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2.4 Limitations

The evaluation has a number of limitations. Some of these are more significant, while a few others were
less so:

1) Insufficient focus on the broader ‘camp coordination’ level

The work-plan foresaw the emphasis of data collection to take place with the refugee population in the
camps with camp management in its narrow sense (the day-to-day management of the camps) being the
primary focus. The level of effort was therefore focused at this level. Some effort was invested in looking
at the larger context within which the camps fit but the focus here was more on the situation within the
vicinity of the camps which is the area on which the Thai evaluators concentrated their efforts.

While the evaluation TORs identified issues at both levels, it did not make a clear distinction between
these two different levels. Also at the time of work-planning, conversations with a number of stakeholders
indicated that the emphasis should be put on capturing the perspectives of the refugee population with
respect to the camp management structures and related issues, so the work-plan focused the level of effort
at this level.

Following the preliminary data analysis, as I began to draft the report, it became clear that there was a
need to differentiate these two levels. It is at this point, in consultation with CIDA, that the Norwegian
Refugee Council’s Camp Management Handbook and its reference to the Camp Coordination and Camp
Management (CCCM) model being promoted by the IASC (ref. section 3.3 of this report) was brought to
my attention. This model sets out a clear distinction between Camp Management in its narrower sense
from the larger dimension with which ‘Camp Coordination’ is concerned. Revisiting the data with this
framework in mind was helpful in organizing this report. But had this framework been available at the
work-planning stage, it would have been clear that more of the effort in data gathering should have been
directed at this broader level.

Since insufficient effort was targeted at this broader level, the evaluation has far less data and therefore
has to be more tentative with respect to findings, conclusions and recommendations. This is unfortunate
since, as this report will reveal, some of the important challenges with respect to the camp management of
the Burmese refugee camps in Thailand pertain more to this level than to camp management in its
narrower sense.

2) Limited examination of a key player in camp management — the Royal Thai Government

The Royal Thai Government (RTG) maintains ultimate authority and responsibility over the camps and
their management. As discussed in section 4.1 of this report, the various agencies and personnel of the
RTG constitute one of the key clusters of actors in the camp management model being evaluated here.

However, this evaluation could only take place on condition that it focus primarily on the refugee
management structures and not on the role and performance of the various agencies and personnel of the
RTG. This was made clear in an initial meeting between the lead evaluator and the Office for
Coordination of Displaced Persons (OCDP). This meeting began on a tense note since the OCDP,
initially, would not allow this evaluation to proceed. From the perspective of its Director as well as the
Chief of the Planning Section, camp management is the responsibility of the Thai government and
therefore it was its responsibility to authorize and oversee such an evaluation. The OCDP expressed
dismay that such an evaluation was being undertaken without their knowledge and consent. It appears
that, given a change in leadership at the end of September, the new Director was unaware of the purpose
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and plan for this evaluation.® The evaluation was ultimately allowed to proceed on the understanding that
its primary focus would be on the refugee management structures. Prior to proceeding, the OCDP
requested that a condensed version of the work-plan be prepared and translated into Thai. After reviewing
this document, the evaluation was allowed to proceed with a first step, the piloting of the proposed
evaluation approach in Site 1.7 Following information gathering in the pilot site (Site 1), a debriefing
session with the OCDP over the telephone was required before permission was given to proceed with
information gathering in the other eight camps. Once the all the data gathering at the camp level had been
completed, the lead evaluator also met with the OCDP along with one of the evaluation team’s Thai
evaluators to debrief on preliminary findings. To respect the request that interviews not be conducted with
OCDP representatives, questions were not put to them during these encounters.

The evaluation team was allowed to meet and interview the Thai Camp Commanders of the nine camps as
well as other representatives of local RTG agencies regarding the refugee management structures and the
impacts of the camps on neighbouring communities and localities. While the role and performance of
various Thai officials was not the focus of this evaluation, issues related to this were observed and, when
pertinent to the focus of this evaluation, have been noted. However, it is not of the purview of this
evaluation or its report to address specific recommendations to the RTG.

3) Various constraints resulted in fewer stakeholders encounters and interviews than planned

Due to availability, the lead evaluator was only able to meet with a few Bangkok-based agencies and
international NGO Directors during the week following the time in the camps and prior to his return to
Canada. Also fewer representatives of international NGOs than foreseen participated in the sessions held
during the information gathering period on the border.

Finally, only a limited number of donor representatives were able to attend the debriefing session prior to
the lead evaluator’s return to Canada since many were out of the country (attending a meeting of the

donor community in Rangoon).

4) Mis-estimation of the amount of time required to fully fulfill the evaluation mandate

At the time of work-planning, additional financial support was sought to allow the evaluation to examine
all nine camps. While sufficient time was allocated for data gathering in the nine camps (between three
and half and five days was budgeted for time spent in the camps depending on the size), the amount of
time to process and analyze all the data that was gathered was considerably underestimated. There were
insufficient resources to enlist additional capacity in this work which led to a significant delay in
completing this work as most of it fell on the lead evaluator.

Given this pressure on resources available, only the senior evaluators and lead evaluator met for one day
following the data collection in the nine camps for a preliminary reflection on the information gathered
and to share first impressions. Ideally the evaluation would have benefitted from a reconvening of the full
evaluation team in a two to three day workshop to undertake some preliminary processing of the
information and the identification of tentative findings for this part of the evaluation.

Time limitations and geographic location of the Refugee Committees also meant that it was not possible
to meet with the RCs following a preliminary processing of information in order to provide feedback and
validate preliminary tentative findings. Ideally, such meetings with the RCs as well as with the Camp

" While the Canadian Embassy shared the terms of reference for the evaluation with the OCDP in May for their input and feedback, it appears that the Director at the time had
not shared these with other senior officers in the OCDP office.

" The evaluation team'’s information gathering in the pilot camp had to be delayed by a week due to this unforeseen obstacle.
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Committees would have been both desirable and a requirement to be consistent with the participatory
intent of this evaluation. Following the information collection on the camps, members of the evaluation
team met with the RCs, but these encounters were limited to a few hours immediately following the time
in the camps, and prior to any significant processing of the data. So it was only possible to share
preliminary impressions with the RCs.

5) The evaluation validation process had to be curtailed due to budgetary constraints

The evaluation TORs and work-plan had foreseen a validation mission by the lead evaluator to present the
draft report and allow the various stakeholders to discuss the findings and recommendations with the lead
evaluator prior to the report being finalized. Due to financial constraints and the level of effort required to
produce the draft report, this was not possible and the evaluation validation took place through a series of
video and audio conferences between the stakeholders based in Thailand and the lead evaluator and CIDA
representative based in Canada. The feedback received during these validation sessions has been captured
in Annex 12 of this fuller version of the report.

6) Lesser limitations and challenges

With regards to the information gathering at the camp level, the evaluation team also faced a few lesser
limitations:

Information gathering in Site 1 was less complete as it was the camp that was used as the pilot to test the
approach and the various information gathering tools and processes. It was also integral to the training
provided to the evaluation team members, since it constituted their first use of the tools in real time.

Given the one week delay in obtaining permission to proceed with work at the camp level, the most fluent
Karenni member of the evaluation team was only available for two of the four days of work in Site 1 (due
to prior commitments that could not be changed). This meant that most exchanges during the two days
when our key Karenni facilitator was not available had to take place through an interpreter which both
constrained the process and limited the amount of information that could be shared given the time taken
up by interpretation.

For two of the camps, the lists of randomly selected participants arrived at the very last minute allowing
little time to inform the concerned people about the sessions they were being asked to attend. This was
especially a problem for those sessions planned for the first day in the camp.

Only one interpreter/facilitator who could work in both Karen and Burmese had been recruited for the
Southern team. Since the team would be dealing with only two camps, and these were smaller camps, this
set-up was deemed workable at the time of planning given the budget available. However, some days
involved four different group sessions. This proved to be a very heavy work load for only one interpreter/
facilitator to carry.

3 CONTEXT

To assess the refugee-based camp management structures it is important to understand some of the Thai
policy context, the history and evolution of these structures, the current context of international
humanitarian assistance, and conditions prevailing in the camps at the time of this evaluation.
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3.1 The Current Royal Thai Government Policy

Mass movements of displaced persons from Burma to Thailand began in 1984. From the outset, the Royal
Thai Government (RTG), given its recent experience with Lao and Cambodian refugees in the late 1970s
and early 1980s, declared these people were “displaced persons fleeing danger” (phuu leephai)® or
“persons fleeing fighting.” They were allowed to temporarily remain in Thailand and were to return when
the situation at home returned to normal. Thailand is not a signatory to the 1951 Convention relating to
the Status of Refugees and does not use the term ‘refugee’ in referring to these asylum seekers but the
term “displaced persons.”

These groups of people initially established themselves in small encampments™ along the Thai-Burmese
border, but when a number of these small encampments were attacked by the Democratic Karen Buddhist
Army (DKBA)? in the mid-1990s they were consolidated into the current nine ‘camps’, which the RTG
terms “temporary shelters.”

3.1.1 Key Elements of the RTG Policy with Respect to “Displaced Persons”

Temporary Asylum Seekers and Illegal Immigrants

Thailand accepts displaced persons fleeing from fighting situations in neighbouring countries temporarily;
it allows them to receive humanitarian assistance until they can be repatriated safely when durable
solutions are found to deal with their plight

According to Thai immigration law these displaced persons are illegal immigrants who entered Thailand
without proper travel documents and should normally be detained. However, recognizing the political
reasons behind their plight, the RTG has allowed these people to remain temporarily in specifically
designated areas.

Encampment

Initially established in small encampments, these people were relocated to nine government-designated
temporary shelter areas. These ‘temporary shelter areas’ are referred to as ‘refugee camps’ by the
international agencies providing humanitarian assistance, and to simplify the writing, we will use the term
‘refugee camps’ in this report). According to RTG policy, the Burmese are not to leave these designated
areas because the Thai government considers them a threat to order and national security and is also
concerned for their personal safety. While restricted to designated areas, there are administrative
guidelines?! that allow the Thai Camp Commander (‘Palad’) to issue exit passes in a limited number of
specific cases.?

Significant numbers of registered ‘refugees’ also leave the shelters unofficially or clandestinely. In doing
so they risk being ‘deregistered’, i.e., having their displaced person status ‘terminated.’

If ‘refugees’ choose to leave the camp and to become migrant workers, to be recognized as a legitimate
migrant worker they would need to register with the Thai government which requires national verification
by the government of Myanmar. Due to safety concerns, refugees are naturally reluctant to undergo such
a process. Also RTG policy does not allow a person to hold dual status: by becoming a registered migrant

" The RTG also referred to the Cambodian refugees as ‘phuu leephai’ or ‘displaced persons fleeing danger’.

' About 30 encampments ranging from 200 to 3,000 people.

» Acting on behalf of the Burmese Army.

“' Guidelines for Government and NGO Officials Including Relevant Agencies on Providing Services to Displaced Persons from Burma in the Temporary Shelters for Displaced
Persons from Burma in Kanchanaburi, Tak, Mae Hong Son and Ratchaburi, Ministry of Interior, RTG, January 2011

* The Guidelines document list three purposes for which the displaced person may leave the temporary shelter area: for educational purposes, for occupational training or for

resettlement procedures (interviews, medical examination).
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worker a refugee would be giving up their ‘displaced person’ status thereby losing the protection this
entails as well as their eligibility to 3 country resettlement.2s

Shelters
All structures in the designated shelter areas, be they houses or community services buildings, must be
temporary or semi-permanent structures:

For household shelters, the materials permitted are restricted to bamboo or eucalyptus for house frames,
and leaves or thatch for roofing.

For community service buildings (warehouses, schools, medical clinics, offices, etc.), the Guidelines
allow for semi-permanent structures: i.e., the use of metal posts and framework, concrete slabs, blocks or
bricks as flooring and non-reflective or painted corrugated zinc roofing,

Humanitarian Assistance and Modalities

The RTG has welcomed the assistance provided by the international community and donors, which cover
the costs of basic food rations, shelter and other necessities as well as provide for various services (health,
basic education, and some vocational training and livelihood activities).

The Guidelines document describes the conditions and modalities through which this assistance can be
provided and the access that representatives of NGOs and donors can have to the camps.

Some example of the conditions or modalities covered by the Guidelines include:

- the number of expatriate staff is to be maintained to a minimum and preferably agencies should
use ‘refugees’ whenever possible;

- agency representatives must report to the provincial or district authority supervising the camp
and must obtain a camp entry pass to be worn while in camp;

- the Guidelines identify the types of goods and supplies that are permitted and how they should be
processed;

- assistance to be provided only to ‘registered’ displaced persons and those registered in the pre-
screening project phase;%

- assistance is provided only to civilians; and no political propaganda or activities are allowed in
the camps.

Camp Administration and Day-to-Day Management

*The migrant worker registration process also involves fees that are not negligible, and it must be renewed on an annual basis. These are further disincentives.

“Itis not clear whether this is to emphasize the fact that these ‘displaced persons’ are only being allowed to stay in Thailand temporarily and that, therefore, their conditions
should not be made too comfortable or, for that matter, enticing (concern about a ‘pull’ factor); or whether it is to ensure that these designated shelter areas can be returned to
their former state once the ‘refugees’ have left; or both of these reasons. According to one source, when Than Hin was set up, it was “clearly established as a humane deterrent
to discourage new arrivals from coming in — it was deliberately below the standards of other camps”. There are serious consequences to the specifics of this element of the
policy:

(1) Leaves and thatch roofing is highly flammable as are bamboo frames and walls and given the very crowded nature of the shelters in the camps, an accidental fire can
rapidly spread to neighbouring buildings/nomes, as recently witnessed in Umpiem Mai on Feb. 23 when over 433 homes and buildings were destroyed by such a fire.
Fortunately, the fire was in the middle of the day and there was no loss of life.

(2) The materials used are not durable and have to be replaced every other year at incredible expense and also causing a negative impact on the local environment as
refugees try to supplement the limited housing materials they are provided with products available in the areas bordering the camps, most of which are located in designated
forest reserves.

* Tham Hin is an exception as only plastic sheeting is allowed for roofing.
% At the time of writing this report, the guidelines for 2012 were issued and the distinction between ‘registered’ and ‘unregistered’ has been removed. The guideline refers to

‘displaced persons living in the camp’.
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The RTG maintains the ultimate authority of the camps, but the camp residents have considerable scope
for self-administration through refugees committees and camp committees. The MOI at the provincial and
district level enforces the policies and oversees the day-to-day management of the camps in close
collaboration with the refugees committees and camp committees. An MOI deputy district officer
(‘Palad’) is usually appointed as the Thai Camp Commander and has under his jurisdiction Territorial
Defence Volunteers (‘or sor’) helping with internal security within the camp and manning the formal
entry point to the camp.?

Some Policy Changes since 2006

A shift in policy from “care and maintenance” to “solution oriented” appears to have evolved most likely
in recognition of the fact at the time that the situation in Burma was not improving and that the refugees
would remain in Thailand for the foreseeable future. In 2006, MOI gave NGOs permission to support
some occupational training activities so that refugees could engage in income generation activities and
employment inside the camps. For some camps, local permission has been given to use plots of land near
the camps to grow vegetables and other farm products both for consumption and for market. These
activities are being piloted by various agencies including ZOA, TBBC/CAN, and UNDP.

The RTG also provides Thai language instruction to camp residents with teachers from the Department of
Non-Formal Education.

3.1.2 How the Policy is Currently Applied

Encampment

Over time, other purposes have been added to the list for which exit passes are approved: e.g., for medical
emergencies. The TCCs for the Tak camps also provide exit passes to registered ‘refugees’ who wish to
attend the funeral or wedding of a close relative living outside the ‘camp’. With time, almost all the
camps have issued exit passes for refugees to perform seasonal farm work in the communities adjacent to
the camps.

As well as those who leave the camp with official exit passes, there are significant numbers of refugees
(registered and unregistered) who leave the camp clandestinely. This practice is well known and, for the
most part, tolerated or seen as unavoidable by the TCCs. When caught, those with registration status are
not normally ‘deregistered’. They normally return to the camp but need to pay a fine or perform
community work in reparation. Those without a registration card are sent back across the border and will
usually attempt to return to the camp. However in data gathering sessions in the camps some respondents
also noted that, with the payment of a ‘fine’, some unregistered camp residents have been allowed to
return to the camp.

Shelters

The policy of designated encampment areas and temporary shelters also only allows electricity from
generators to supply medical clinics, offices and other buildings serving the community as a whole.
Mobile telephones are also not to be allowed.

In practice, however, both Mae La and Umpiem Mai are connected to the Thai Provincial Electricity
Authority grid and electricity is available to anyone willing to pay for it, including individual households
(at a substantially marked-up rate). Some of the camps (Site 2, Mae Ra Ma Luang and Nu Po) have set up
mini-hydro generating stations to supply electricity to camp offices, but some of the electricity is also
used for lighting homes.

' The Thai military and border patrol police (sometimes assisted by Rangers) provide security on the outside of the camp and in the border region.

“ There have been instances in Mae Hong Son province, where refugees that were caught lost their status, and the threat of deregistration is being used as a deterrent.
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With respect to mobile telephone, many of the camps are so remotely located that there is no signal

(Site 1, MRML, MLO, NP, TH). However, where a signal is available (Site 1, ML, UM, BDY) mobile
phones are quite ubiquitous. They facilitate communication within the camps (between SLs and CCs) as
well as between the CCs and the RCs. They allow refugees to be in touch with relatives on the outside or
in 3™ countries both via telephone calls and access to the Internet and email.

Humanitarian Assistance and Modalities
We were told that the various modalities described in the Guidelines document are, on the whole,
enforced.

All these derogations from the official policy are, in various ways, beneficial to the refugees. As will be
seen later in this report, the lack of freedom to move in and out of the camps is one thing the refugees find
most challenging. The pressure to do so is even greater due to cuts in rations that have taken place in
recent years since refugees need to find ways to supplement the rations and/or earn income.

The lack of clarity and transparency around the application of the policy, however gives rise to grey
zones. Such grey zones, one the one hand, provide for flexibility, but on the other provide a rich terrain
for abuse.

3.2 Origins of the Current Refugee-Based Camp Management Model
3.2.1 Early Years Until 2004

Following attacks by the Burmese army deep into ethnic areas in Eastern Burma in January 1984, almost
10,000 Karen farmers and small traders and some families of KNU and KNLA combatants entered
Thailand north of Mae Sot, in Tak province, to flee the fighting. Thai authorities allowed them to set up
basic dwellings by drawing on the resources available in their immediate environment. Both the Thai
authority and the Karen believed that these shelters would only be required for a few months until, come
the rainy season, and the Burmese military retreated from the areas they had been forced to flee.

Scattered along the Thai-Burmese border, these refugees came together in various temporary small
encampments often recreating their communities of origin. Further south, Mon villagers had also been
similarly attacked and forced to flee into Thailand near Three Pagodas Pass in Kanchanaburi province.

By February 1984, the Thai Ministry of the Interior (MOI) had invited voluntary agencies working with
Indochinese refugees (numbering approximately 350,000) to provide limited emergency assistance to
these populations. Voluntary agencies and NGOs were grouped together under the Committee for the
Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand (CCSDPT), which served as the main interface
between agencies and the Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons (OCDP) of the MOIL. A group
of individual CCSDPT members rapidly mounted a mission to the border but not in the name of
CCSDPT.» This first mission led to the formation of the Burma Border Consortium (BBC),® a grouping
of NGOs interested in supporting these new arrivals and determined to do so in a coordinated approach
from the outset. Médecins sans frontieres (MSF) and Médecins du monde (MDM) had also established
separate programmes for these populations.

Given its experience with the Indochinese refugees, the CCSDPT had moved towards approaches that
maximized refugee self-reliance. What the mission found when they reached the isolated Karen
encampments along the border were refugee communities that were organized and well-run. Traditional
social and governing structures were still in place including village leaders, spiritual leaders and respected

* Jack Dunford, the current Director of TBBC, was a member of this first mission in March 1984.

* The Thai Burma Border Consortium'’s precursor.
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elders. And the various communities were linked among each other under the Karen Christian Refugee

Committee (KCRC) — later to become the Karen Refugee Committee (KRC). It therefore made sense to
the BBC and its member NGOs that they should recognize and support these existing structures and the
KCRC/KRC.

When the 1984 monsoon rains arrived and the Burmese army had still not withdrawn, the populations in
these temporary shelters adjusted to the fact that they would not be returning yet.

In 1985, a further offensive by the Burmese military led to thousands more refugees fleeing to Thailand.
In subsequent years, there were further offensives and further refugee inflows of mostly villagers from
rural communities in Eastern Burma. In 1988, following the pro-democracy uprising and the military
crackdown, approximately 15,000 students joined the populations in various additional settlements on the
border. In 1989, the Burmese army’s offensive in Karenni state sent the first large influx of refugees into
Mae Hong Son province. Between 1984 and 1995, the numbers increased every year, except in 1988,
reaching over 92,000 by the end of 1995.

At the time of the first BBC mission in March 1984, the only thing the refugees asked for was rice. They
had access to roots and vegetables from the jungle and in some cases were still able to harvest crops from
across the border. Some found work on Thai farms and provided for some of their needs in this way.
Following a review of their needs, it was agreed that there was approximately a 50% shortfall in the
amount of rice required and that BBC would top up other donations they received to cover this shortfall.
Sophisticated needs assessments and detailed baseline surveys were not undertaken. As to the needs of
special groups (the elderly, the handicapped, single parents families, unaccompanied minors), it was
assumed that these would be addressed by the communities according to their own social and cultural
traditions.

The relationship between the refugee structures and the BBC was based on a high level of trust:

“The refugees had their own community and administrative systems and were well able to work out how
to store and distribute supplies, some say, using British Quartermaster procedures. They were from
ancient, rural cultures with strong moral, family and community values and somehow exuded
trustworthiness. There was a joke that the Karen were the worst liars in the world. In those innocent days
the NGOs were little concerned about assistance being misappropriated and, apart from casual visits,
did not consider it necessary to carry out any kind of methodical monitoring or checks. These were
formative days when real partnerships were forged. It was all consistent with the Thai Government’s
policy of keeping staff presence and assistance levels to a bare minimum.

The programme was simplicity in itself. Donors were very trusting and impressed with its efficiency.
BBC could buy rice at the local shop, which arranged delivery to camp, and the job was done. No talk in
those days of international tendering or professional quality control. 3!

While in the first year only 50% of the rice requirement was provided in 1984, over subsequent years it
became increasingly difficult for refugees to find their own food, however, the BBC agreed to provide
salt, fish paste and by the mid-1990s was providing 100% of the rice ration to over 25 small camps.
Additionally, on an annual basis, BBC also provided blankets and mosquito nets.

Each settlement or camp was headed by a refugee leader, usually a man, who was assisted by a camp
committee and leaders from various sections within the settlement or camp. Members of the committees
were responsible for the storage and distribution of supplies (rice, fish paste, blankets, etc.), maintaining
and safeguarding the camp infrastructure and the physical environment of the settlements, overseeing

*' Between Worlds — Twenty Years on the Border, Burmese Border Consortium, 2004, p. 111
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community health clinics, supporting the school system, ensuring security within the settlement and
overseeing the administration of justice. These responsibilities were quite comprehensive. The refugee
leaders and the committees also ensured smooth relations with local Thai authorities and local
communities in the vicinity of the settlement and coordination of activities with BBC and NGOs
providing medical, education, sanitation and other services to the settlement.

Monitoring this assistance was not a major concern during this period. It was still reliant on the
relationships of trust established with the refugee structures at the outset:

“BBC still had only three field staff on the border, each solely responsible for all the camps in his area
without even any administrative assistance. But by now BBC was spending millions of dollars and was
becoming more reliant on government funding. The first evaluation of the programme was carried out in
1994. The evaluation was very supportive but pointed out the dangers of having such low staff presence
and working with such a high level of trust. This led to the formalising of staff field checks and an
embryonic monitoring process.”?

When the Burmese side of the border fell under the control of the Burmese army starting with Manerplaw
(the Karen resistance base) in 1995 and eventually other border areas in 1996 and 1997, even the small
refugee settlements near the border on the Thai side were no longer safe from cross-border attacks.®* To
improve security the RTG decided to consolidate the numerous small refugee settlements scattered along
the border into nine larger government-designated “temporary shelter areas” or camps. Security was
placed around the camps and refugees were no longer permitted to leave the camps to work or to gather
building materials and fuel or forage. The larger densely populated camps, all situated in forest reserve
areas, were a potential threat to the environment. However, restricting the movement of the refugees
would make them far less self-sufficient and therefore far more dependent on international assistance. It
became necessary to provide building materials and charcoal, add additional staples to the food basket to
ensure adequate nutrition, and provide other necessities including clothing, cooking pots and soap.

These consolidated camps retained many of the basic committee structures and organization of work that
had existed in the encampments from where the refugees were arriving. One encampment now became
a section within the camp and the village leader became the section leader.

In 1998 the Thai government invited the UNHCR to begin playing a role in line with its protection
mandate. The UNHCR was also given the mandate to identify gaps in services and began to look at the
extremely vulnerable individuals (EVI) of the refugee population to determine whether any particular
sub-group of the population has special needs to be addressed. Gender and equity issues also became
more of a focus.

The late 1990s also saw an increased focus by the donor community on the quality of humanitarian
assistance and the accountability of humanitarian actors to their constituents, donors and the affected
populations. For example, in 1997 a large number of humanitarian agencies established the Sphere
Project,® a community of humanitarian response of practitioners with a common aim — to improve the
quality of humanitarian assistance and the accountability of humanitarian actors.

* Between Worlds — Twenty Years on the Border, Burmese Border Consortium, 2004, p. 111

* For example, Mae Ra Ma Luang was attacked in April 1995; Wang Kha, near Mae Sot, and Mae La in 1997

* And these encampment structures reflected the village structures and village leadership that had existed in the villages from where they came.

» http://www.sphereproject.org/about/ . In 1998, the Sphere Project published the first trial edition of its Handbook, Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in
Humanitarian Response and it is now in its third edition (2011). The Sphere Handbook is internationally recognized set of common principles and universal minimum standards
for the delivery of quality humanitarian assistance. Because it does not belong to any one organization, but benefits from the contributions of many, it enjoys broad acceptance

by the humanitarian sector as a whole.
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As a result of the increased dependence on international assistance, the resulting increased value of
financial assistance (from approximately 10 million Thai baht in 1984, to 313 million in 1995)% and the
increased scrutiny and concern for international standards, the BBC needed to respond to these new
trends. In 2000, it introduced competitive tendering and professional quality control standards for the
majority of its purchases as well as methodical monitoring controls and checks on the delivery and
distribution of supplies. These were subject to extensive evaluations and audits and, when necessary,
further procedures, controls and measures were introduced to meet donor standards.

When these more rigorous accountability measures were introduced, it was critical that it be done in a
way that did not undermine the refugee management structures. As BBC noted at the time:

“The challenge in all of this has been to maintain the self-respect of the refugee committees and the
integrity of BBC'’s relationship with them. BBC has made great efforts to involve them in all aspects of
redesign of the programme and to explain current demands for accountability. It has been important for
them to understand that demands for more monitoring are not because of mistrust, but that they
themselves must also be transparent and accountable. The refugees will still retain full responsibility for
handling supplies, but there will be a verifiable paper-chain to satisfy donor requirements. ¥

The increasing emphasis on controls and the need to track and report on the delivery, storage and
distribution of supplies meant that camp management and administration was becoming increasingly
demanding. These refugee structures needed resources to run the camps and compensate those involved
since the Camp Committees were receiving only minimal financial support from BBC. While at the very
beginning, some functions had been carried out on a volunteer basis, as the responsibilities became more
onerous it was necessary to compensate workers/staff and committee members for the time invested to
fulfill their responsibilities.

Camp Committees needed resources to run their camp and the different committees responded to this
challenge in various ways: inflating population figures (by not reporting departures or death thereby
generating some surplus that could be used as payment in kind), ‘taxing’ refugees a tin of rice at the time
of distribution, selling excess supplies, selling the containers in which the supplies were shipped to the
camps (rice bags, fish paste, etc.). In 2003, in response to an increased need for transparency and to
strengthen good governance BBC, in collaboration with the Refugee Committees (Karen and Karenni),
undertook an in-depth eight month Camp Management Review of camp management practices to gain a
better understanding of the changing demands on the Camp Committees.

The Review shed light on:

1. Demands being put on Camp Committees (Table 3.1);

2. Sources of pressure on staff, Sections Leaders and Committee members (Table 3.2); and
3. Sources of income camps had identified to support the running of the camps (Table 3.3).

Table 3.1 Demands on the Committees

Managing the storing and distribution of supplies

Ensuring camp security

Supporting the work of education, health and sanitation workers

Dealing with the special needs of the elderly, the disabled and other vulnerable groups

% According to figures appearing in TBBC reports, the refugee population had increased from 9,502 at the end of 1984 to 81,653 at the end of 1995. So the average cost per
refugee increased from Thai Baht 1,052 per refugee in 1984 to 3,833 in 1995, i.e., it had more than tripled.

%" Between Worlds — Twenty Years on the Border, Burmese Border Consortium, 2004, p. 113
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Responding to the demands of various groups:

- registered camp population, unregistered people in the camp, and new arrivals

- people who have temporarily fled across the border & located themselves in the vicinity of the camp
- emergency requests for support from people inside Burma (needy villagers, IDPs),

- students from Burma studying in the camp,

- requests for support to special cultural and religious functions,

- CBOs; and

- - staff and committee members who need to support their families

Dealing with demands and maintaining good relations with Thai authorities and neighbouring Thai villages

Coordinating and supporting the activities of NGOs and UN agencies including the completion of surveys and
preparation of reports

Table 3.2 Sources of Pressure on Staff, Section Leaders and Committee Members

Some staff positions such as medics and teachers were being paid a stipend by the NGOs.

Since staff, committee members, etc. did not receive a stipend, they were given surplus supplies which they
could trade, but this was being questioned by the population. It was giving them a bad reputation and creating
distrust between the refugee structures and the population.

Since staff, committee members and others needed to support their families, they often had to find alternate
sources of income such as work outside the camp. But doing this makes it difficult to fulfill their camp
responsibilities.

The lack of stipend, compared to medics or teachers, is an added difficulty in recruiting qualified people for these
tasks and roles.

Table 3.3 Sources of Income for Camp Management

Reselling used rice sacks and fish paste containers (agreed to by TBBC); but when jute rice sacks were changed
to polypropylene, the resale value fell from 20 baht to 1 baht.

Overestimating population figures so surplus could be used to cover staff costs, support for CBOs, support for
new arrivals and general camp management costs.

When TBBC started implementing more rigorous controls to ensure that all supplies reached the beneficiaries,
Camp Committees requested financial support to cover management costs. Initially TBBC provided 1.8 Baht per
refugee. However this accounted for only 27% of costs. The remaining 73% was raised by selling excess
supplies (usually at 50% reduction of actual costs) or ‘taxing’ refugees a can of rice or yellow beans at distribution
time.

The non-transparent, ‘under-the-table’ nature of these arrangements was a source of mistrust,
misunderstandings, lack of respect and strained relationships with NGOs who could not trust the Camp
Committees’ population figures.*

The joint Camp Management Review conducted by TBBC* and KRC/KnRC involved all nine camps and
no less than four visits to all the Camp Committees and Section Leaders in order to analyze the situation
and determine the support required to manage the camps.

The Camp Management Project (CMP) would be implemented to put into practice the recommendations
of the Review.

3.2.2 Changes in the Camp Management Model Since 2005
Under the Camp Management Project, TBBC agreed to provide on a monthly basis the following:

* There was an unstated understanding that Camp Committees had additional needs for which surpluses were used. The needs themselves were not questioned. It was the lack
of transparency of the arrangements that was the cause of concern.

*The BBC registered itself as a charitable company in the United Kingdom under the name of the Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC) in September 2004.
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- enough supplies to support the camp residents, based on the actual camp population (the initial
feeding figure for all nine camps at the beginning of CMP was assessed to be 131,858, down
from 144,157)%

- rice for extra needs and contingencies (see list below)

- financial support for administrative costs to manage and administer the camp (average for all nine
camps: approximately 8.1 baht per refugee; a total of 1,064,000 baht/month)

- based on an agreement with each Camp Committee about the number of staff required, financial
support for staff stipends (average for all nine camps: approximately 7.3 baht per refugee, a total
0f 967,500 baht/month), and

- financial support (a total of 63,200 baht/month) and staff stipends (a total of 39,000 baht/month)
for the KnRc and KRC headquarters as well as for KRC offices in Mae Sariang, Ratchaburi and
Sangklaburi.

In exchange for this support, Camp Committees agreed to:
- no longer sell TBBC supplies
- no longer regularly ‘tax’ camp residents
- revise and use more accurate stock reporting forms
- provide more accurate population figures, and
- do more monitoring and financial reporting.

The extra needs and contingency supplies were required for five main categories:
- Food for logistical support: part-time workers, office lunches, support to work teams, etc.
- Relations: support to security personnel, Thai authorities, affected Thai villages, etc.
- Security: payment in kind for in-camp security staff, office lunches, etc.
- Activities: special cultural and religious functions/festivals, support to CBOs, training activities,
meetings, etc., and
- Emergencies: new arrivals, replacement for damaged rice, etc.

Since 2005, TBBC has continued to provide funding to support these refugee-based camp management
structures. In its more recent incarnation, the support provided comes under the Camp Management
Support Program. In recent years, as well as providing financial assistance to the structures, it has worked
with the Refugee Committees and Camp Committees to clarify roles and responsibilities, move towards
greater uniformity between the management structures in the camps, supported the RCs in making
changes they to election processes and the adoption of codes of conduct and provided various types of
training for committee members and staff working in these structures.

3.3 Emerging International Humanitarian Assistance Practice

That there are significant challenges in ensuring effective and efficient coordination and management of
humanitarian responses should not come as a surprise. The international community has itself only
recently come to grips with it in a concerted way.

3.3.1 The 2005 Humanitarian Response Review

Due to the ad-hoc, unpredictable nature of many international responses to humanitarian emergencies, the
UN Secretary-General commissioned an independent Humanitarian Response Review (HRR) of the
global humanitarian system which was published in 2005.

“The pre-CMP figure was therefore an overestimation of 9.3 %. This overestimation varied from one camp to another: it was as high as 11.9% in Mae Ra Ma Luang and as low
as 6.2% in Ban Don Yang.
" Information for this section draws on the following source: Appendix B, The Camp Management Toolkit, Norwegian Refugee Council/The Camp Management Project (CMP),

May 2008.
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The HRR noted that “almost all recent operations have disclosed a weakness in the sector of camp
management.” It highlighted:
- alack of ownership for the broader aspects of working with internally displaced populations in
camp situations;
- weak capacity standards; and
- the lack of tools and standards.

In response to the recommendations of the review, the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) — the
main international forum for humanitarian coordination — established measures to increase predictability
and accountability in humanitarian responses to situations of internal displacement.

One of those initiatives was the cluster approach, through which the IASC designated global cluster leads
for clusters/sectors or areas of humanitarian activity where predictable leadership and/or enhanced
partnership was needed.

The Camp Coordination and Camp Management (CCCM) cluster was one of the key priority areas
around which a cluster was formed (there are eleven clusters in all). The global CCCM Cluster is a joint
cluster with co-leads: UNHCR for conflict induced displacement and IOM for displacement following
natural disasters.

In general, the Cluster Approach aims to ensure sufficient global capacity, as well as effectiveness of the
response in five key ways. The approach aims to:

- ensure sufficient global capacity

- ensure predictable leadership

- enhance the concept of partnership

- strengthen accountability, and

- improve strategic field-level coordination and prioritisation.

The IASC has agreed that the cluster approach should be implemented at field level:
- in all new emergencies involving internal displacement
- in on-going emergencies, gradually in a phased manner, and
- in all contingency planning for new emergencies.

Clearly the situation of Burmese Refugees in Thailand predates this IASC cluster approach by some 20
years. From the IASC’s perspective it might no longer be considered an ‘emergency’.

However, we note the leadership role that has been given to the UNHCR with respect the CCCM cluster
in situations of conflict induced displacement. At the very least, this would suggest that the UNHCR
should be a source of expertise and support for whoever is charged with the responsibility of camp
coordination and camp management of the on-going Burmese refugee situation in Thailand.

3.3.2 Camp Coordination and Camp Management — Current International Practice

In reflecting on camp coordination and camp management, an important resource is The Camp
Management Toolkit*? developed by the Norwegian Refugee Council.

The Toolkit describes the list of standard stakeholders involved in camp coordination and management
and the division of roles and responsibilities (as per CCCM Cluster guidelines):

- National government: camp administrations/supervision role;

- IASC-designated cluster lead (e.g., UNHCR): camp coordination role; and

“ The Camp Management Toolkit, Norwegian Refugee Council/The Camp Management Project (CMP), May 2008.
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- Camp management agency (e.g., a national/international NGO): camp management.

An outline of the various responsibilities for each of these main roles is summarized in the Table 3.4
below.

Table 3.4 Key Stakeholders and Usual Roles and Responsibilities

Camp Administration (Supervision) / Role of National Government

Designating, opening and closing camps

Securing land and occupancy rights for camps / temporary settlements

Providing security, maintaining law and order and guaranteeing the civilian character of a displaced persons’ camps

Issuing documentation, permits and licenses (such as birth certificates, ID cards and travel permits) to camp inhabitants

Protecting citizens and preventing evictions of those living in the camp before they can regain their original homes in safety
and dignity

Facilitating access to camps by humanitarian agencies

Camp Coordination/ Role of IASC-designated Cluster Lead (e.g., UNHCR)

Primary function: to create the humanitarian space necessary for the effective delivery of protection and assistance.

Also responsible for:

- coordinating roles and responsibilities to the development and support of national plans for establishment and management
of camps (including. exit and long term solutions strategies)

- coordinating roles and responsibilities in the overall humanitarian camp response, including ensuring adherence to
standards

- ensuring situational assessment, operational planning, strategic design, monitored implementation, technical support and
overall cluster coordination

- ensuring that during the humanitarian response there is full and appropriate consultation with beneficiary populations,
national government authorities, humanitarian and development partners (including camp managers and service delivery
partners) and other actors (donors, diplomatic community, civil society, local/lhost communities)

- providing appropriate support to national authorities, including capacity building

- establishing and maintaining an open dialogue with the authorities

- promoting and encouraging government ownership of the protection and assistance strategy for camps/temporary
settlements

- ensuring that international standards are applied and maintained within and amongst camps

- identifying and designating Camp Management Agencies and service providers

- monitoring and evaluating service provision

- addressing issues of poor performance by camp management and/or service delivery partners

- providing training and guidance to all humanitarian partners

- setting-up and maintaining assessments and monitoring and information management systems

- ensuring that all partners and service providers have access to, and share, operational data at the camp and inter-camp
levels to help identify and address gaps and avoid duplication by service providers

Camp Management/ Role of Camp Management Agency (normally a national/international NGO)

Under the overall coordination and support of the Camp Coordination Agency, the Camp Management Agency will closely
collaborate with the on-site authorities (the Camp Administration) and liaise with them on behalf of all humanitarian actors and
service providers.

Camp management encompasses those activities in one single camp that focus on:

- coordination of services (delivered by NGOs and others

- establishing governance and community participation/ mobilisation mechanisms

- ensuring maintenance of camp infrastructure

- data collection and sharing of the data

- provision of defined services

E.T. Jackson and Associates 24



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

- monitoring the service delivery of other providers in accordance with agreed standards

- identifying gaps in the provision of protection and assistance and avoiding duplication of activities

- referring all problems that cannot be resolved at the camp level to the CCCM Cluster Lead Agency/Camp Coordination
Agency

- assisting the Camp Coordination/Cluster Lead Agency in defining the standards and indicators that are to be applied in
particular responses requiring camp or camp-like situations

The above division or roles and responsibilities is a useful reference as we examine the current refugee-
based camp management model. This evaluation is focused primarily on the latter of these three roles. But
all three roles are interdependent, and any gaps or shortcomings in the other roles hinder the ability of the
camp management agency to fulfill its mandate.

3.4 Certain Prevailing Conditions in the Camps at the Time of this Evaluation

Finally, we believe it is important to be aware of some of the prevailing conditions that existed in the
camps as the evaluation team prepared its work. We were cognizant of many of these prior to the
evaluation, but often only superficially. The importance of some of these factors became evident during
the information gathering processes and in the answers received.

The elements that stand out are the following:

- The recent cuts in rations (both food and non-food items).

- The resettlement that had taken in place in recent years (2006 - 2011) and was still on-going.

- The large number of new arrivals since the 2006, a large majority of which are not registered.

- The recent budgetary cuts experienced by international NGOs providing services in the camps
(especially in the education and heath sectors).

- Recent increase in interest in certain international standards, in particular regarding children’s
rights and sexual gender-based violence.

- The substantial turnover in people holding refugee management positions due both to attrition
(departures for 3™ country resettlement) and the 2010 elections.

- Finally, the political situation unfolding inside Burma during the previous year and while the
evaluation was underway. Many refugees did not seem to have ready access to much of the news,
but people at the leadership level were better informed and wondered whether real change was in
the offing and how this would impact the camps.

PART 2 — FINDINGS

4 UNDERSTANDING THE CAMP MANAGEMENT MODEL
4.1 A View of the Whole System

As it has evolved in the nine camps on the Thai border, the camp management model is composed of
three clusters® of responsibility, each comprising a network of sub-component organizations. How the
model functions overall is influenced by the capacity and performance of sub-component organizations in
each of the clusters, as well as their effectiveness in coordinating within their cluster and across clusters.

A series of graphics depict the camp management model as it has evolved to this point. Figure 1 shows
the three basic clusters. Figure 2 details the components of the camp clusters, Figure 3, the components of

“ The use of the term ‘cluster’ in this instance should not be confused with the cluster approach introduced by the IASC in its response to the 2005 UN Humanitarian Response

Review and discussed earlier in this report (Section 3.3.1).
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the donor cluster, and Figure 4 the components of the RTG cluster. Figure 5 presents a detailed picture of
the full camp management model or eco-system.

Figure 1 Camp Management Model — Three Clusters

RTG Cluster Donor Cluster

\ T /
i

In the “camp cluster” (our term), are the organizations concerned with the delivery of services to the
camps themselves. At the core of this cluster are the two Refugee Committees (RCs) and nine Camp
Committees (CCs). Under each of the CCs and reporting to them are section leaders supported by section
committees. These structures are supported by international NGOs whose main programs involve health
and sanitation, education; food, shelter and non-food support, as well as management support, provided
by the Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC); and protection, provided by United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and more recently in five of the nine camps by a special
International Rescue Committee (IRC) project, the Legal Assistance Centres (LAC). The NGOs operating
in the camps are coordinated by the Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in
Thailand (CCSDPT), which also acts as the interface between these NGOs and the Royal Thai
Government (RTG).
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Figure 2
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A second cluster in the system is the “donor cluster” (again, our term). Here the donor countries, often
through their embassies in Bangkok, participate in the Donor Humanitarian Assistance Working Group
(DHAWG). The major donors include the United States and the European Union. The Working Group, in
turn, coordinates and shares information with the CCSDPT and its programs, liaises with UNHCR, and
also consults and coordinates with key actors in the Royal Thai Government (RTG). In contrast, however,
funds flow directly from individual donor agencies through the TBBC or through NGO service providers
to the camps.
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Figure 3 Donor Cluster Components
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The third cluster involves the Royal Thai Government (we call it the “RTG cluster””). The main actors
here include the National Security Council (NSC), the Ministry of the Interior (MOI), the Thai Army, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), and MOI’s Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons
(OCDP), which is tasked to approve CCSDP member plans, and work with UNHCR and other bodies.
Reporting to the MOI are the four Governors of the provinces in which the camps are located, with
Deputy District Officers (the title for Thai Camp Commanders) reporting via their District Offices to their
respective Governor’s Office. Thai Camp Commanders interact directly with and retain ultimate
authority over Camp Committees and their sub-structures.

Figure 4 Royal Thai Government Cluster Components
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For most of the past two decades, this set of actors has evolved in their relationships and have,
collectively, constituted a kind of eco-system. That eco-system has generally functioned in an adaptive
and resilient manner, responding and adjusting to new players and needs as conditions have changed, and
mobilizing resources to achieve the objectives of its constituent parts. For much of its history, this eco-
system has operated generally effectively because, in our view, of two main factors: first, a common
vision and set of values; and, second, mutual trust. At the centre of these positive working relationships
was a commitment to the welfare of the refugees and the value and practice of transparency.
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Figure 5 Full Camp Management Model

Royal Thai Government Agencies

NSC
(sets

Thai
k\ATy MFA MOI

Donor Countries
(inc. bilateral aid agencies)

UN System A
UNHCR - Geneva Bangkok .
b |  Embassies

[ 1
/ covemnor ot
Governor of %

Governor Governor Governor of

l (coordination mechanism)

UNHCR A3|a Reg’ I
Office
(protection mandate) 1

CCSDPT

I l

US | |Etc |

Donor Humanitarian
Actors Working Group

T

1
1
1
of MHS of Tak Kanchanaburi Ratchaburi 1 | , 4
1
: e S D ,
PAB . Food, 1
: Shelter, g Mgt ; Protection .
Non-food Uuppo 1
1 r F )
i Health & * | Education geAc, . fit (Tz%%%r:\gfé";efs
Sanitation PSS R
| i - TBBC | tBBC | which 12 bilateral)
! NGOs NGOs S | S | 1 P
District : Service Service .
Offices DOs \ Providers | Providers . t
(DOs) X I : i I
1 | ' _____ o _I
[ I R "I_- 1
o : o= = N
Dep. District Officer ' # TCCs for TCC for TCC for | > KRC 5
(aka Thai Camp each of > BDY STH. 4~~~ " (HQ in MHS) (HQ in Mae Sot)
Commander or TCC) the 3 -
for each of the 4 camps
camps i
> Site 1 >UM
> Site 2 > NP
> MRML T
>MLO .
S Camp
“cLan CL&" CL& 'CL& CL& Leader & CL&‘I CL&" CL&“-

cc cCc cc CcC cc
ite 1 Site 2 MRML

SLS&" SLS&"

E.T. Jackson and Associates

§ ctiol
Leaders "" SLS & SLs & |

&Sectlon k:fy Ih SCs |

Committe

SLS& 1

SLS& 'l

SLs&'|

* also 3 Zonal Leaders & Zonal Committees above Section Leaders level

30

CE cc CC 4
BDY |TH

SLs& 4




Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

4.2 Key Organizations in the Model

While this evaluation was primarily concerned with the refugee management structures within the ‘camp
cluster’ (i.e., the RCs and the camp-level structures such as the CCs, and Zonal Leaders and Committees
and the Sections Leaders and Committees), the other important dimension in this model is the
humanitarian assistance coordination level. A number of mechanisms or agencies play important roles in
humanitarian assistance coordination, and as such are worth describing in turn:

The Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons (OCDP)

Within the Royal Thai Government (RTG), the Office for the Coordination of Displaced Persons (OCDP)
of the Ministry of Interior (Mol) was created to deal with the large number of Indochinese refugee in
Thailand in the late 1970s and act as the primary interface between the RTG and international NGOs
providing material support and services to the refugees. It continues to play this role with respect to
Burmese refugees and receives and approves all the plans for activities and services provided by TBBC
and various international NGOs to the camps. One of its roles is to affirm Thai sovereignty over all the
camps and all activities that take place in the camps. However, it does not have the staff or financial
resources to assume the role of overall coordination of the assistance being provided to the camps.

It is also our understanding that while the OCDP has a coordination and communication relationship with
the camp level Thai Camp Commanders (TCC), it does not hold a supervisory role over the TCCs. In the
performance of their roles, each TCC is answerable to his# District Chief Officer and ultimately to his
Provincial Governor.

Commiittee for Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand (CCSDPT)

The CCSDPT was created to facilitate the interaction between international NGOs and the RTG in the
provision of food, material and services to the large number of Indochinese refugees in Thailand in the
late 1970s. From the outset, the CCSDPT has also acted as the coordination body of the various NGOs
involved with providing assistance to Burmese refugees. It continues to act as the main interface between
its NGO members and the RTG as well as the donor community. It has various standing sub-committees
and working groups# that focus on specific sectors. Much of the sectoral level sharing and learning takes
place within these CCSDPT sub-committees and working groups that also contribute to ensuring that
certain standards of service are maintained across the nine camps. In recent years, the CCSDPT has, in
collaboration with the UNHCR, engaged in a dialogue with the RTG to achieve a vision of an improved,
comprehensive, solutions-oriented humanitarian policy for Burmese refugees in Thailand (see UNHCR,
below).

Thai Burma Border Consortium (TBBC)

The TBBC came about when a group of primarily church-based NGOs with prior experience working
with Indochinese refugees responded to a request of the Thai government to assist with the first groups of
Burmese refugees crossing the border. From the outset, the group decided to adopt a coordinated
approach and formed a consortium, the TBBC consortium (initially called the Consortiums of Christian
Agencies, then in 1991, the Burmese Border Consortium; its name changed to the TBBC in 2005).

From the outset, the TBBC has been responsible for coordinating the supply of most of the food and non-
food items to the nine camps. Due to difficulties and delays in the refugee registration process, the TBBC
had to establish, in cooperation with existing refugee management structures, its own camp resident ration
cards and system to determine the feeding caseload for each camp. Since 2005, TBBC has also taken on a

“ Currently all nine TTCs are male.
** There are sub-committees in the following sectors: health, education, environmental health and infrastructure, and protection. The working groups include the following: camp

management, food and nutrition sector, livelihoods, and shelter and non-food items sector.
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role of supporting the strengthening of refugee management structures through the Camp Management
Project and subsequently through the Camp Management Support Program (CMSP).

The Refugee Committees (RCs)

The KRC and KnRC have contributed to the overall coordination by establishing common policies and
practices for the provision of services and support as well as the day-to-day management of the camps,
enabling camp governance and participation (overseeing election processes, facilitating consultations with
the population) and providing guidance, capacity building and oversight of camp management. The RCs
could contribute more to overall coordination but not all parties involved in coordination make a point of
consulting with the RCs. It is mainly TBBC and CCSDPT that have made a practice of doing so

regularly.

The UNHCR

In the early years of the presence of Burmese refugees in Thailand, UNHCR was not involved. It only
became formally involved when the RTG requested that UNHCR assume its refugee protection mandate
in 1997.% In the period of 1998 to 2005, the UNHCR also worked closely with the Provincial Admission
Boards that the RTG set up at the provincial level to help determine the status of displaced persons.# This
more limited role for the UNHCR is unusual. More often, as a UN agency, the UNHCR plays the overall
coordination role of humanitarian assistance provided in refugee situations.

In recent years, the UNHCR has become more involved in overall coordination. Since 2005, in
collaboration with CCSDPT, UNHCR has engaged in a dialogue with the RTG to achieve a vision of an
improved, comprehensive, solutions-oriented humanitarian policy for refugees in Thailand. In 2009 the
two agencies developed a first draft of a medium-term strategy entitled, CCSDPT/UNHCR Five Year
Strategic Plan that sought to envisage solutions for refugees for which resettlement was not an option and
voluntary repatriation seemed to be but a distant possibility. As a result of continued dialogue with the
RTG, this strategic plan was revised to acknowledge the complexities in the RTG refugee policy and to
incorporate more realistic timeframes within which objectives might be achieved. The resulting document
is entitled, Strategic Framework for Durable Solutions.®® Given recent developments on the political front
in Burma/Myanmar, the UNHCR regional office has also been quietly working at preparing the ground
for the day when it will be possible for Burmese refugees to safely return to their country. Facilitating the
repatriation of refugees is part of UNHCR’s core mandate, and when the conditions are favourable for a
safe return, the UNHCR will be expected to play a major role.

The Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group

In the past few years, given differing perspectives within the donor community about how to best engage
with the RTG and address humanitarian assistance for Burmese refugees, the donor community set-up the
Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group. The services of a Humanitarian Facilitator were retained to
assist the group in its work.

For most of the past two decades, this set of actors in all three clusters has evolved in their relationships
and have, collectively, constituted a kind of eco-system. That eco-system has generally functioned in an
adaptive and resilient manner, responding and adjusting to new players and needs as conditions have
changed, and mobilizing resources to achieve the objectives of its constituent parts. For much of its
history, this eco-system has operated generally effectively because, in our view, of two main factors: first,

“ As of 1994, the UNHCR had a roving protection officer visiting the border. But the RTG remained resistant to the UNHCR having a role until 1997 following a change in
government and serious fighting on the border.

v Approximately 75,000 of the current 137,157 refugees still in the camps were formally processed in this way by the PABs and UNHCR. The remaining 62,000 or so are
unregistered.

“° Strategic Framework for Durable Solutions, CCSDPT and UNHCR, January 2011.
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a common vision and set of values; and, second, mutual trust. At the centre of these positive working
relationships was a commitment to the welfare of the refugees and the value and practice of transparency.

5 REFUGEE PERSPECTIVES ON CURRENT MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURES

5.1 Current Perception of Camp Life: Things Appreciated and Difficult
Challenges

The sessions with groups of refugees usually began with two questions:
1) What are the things you appreciate the most about living in the camp?

2) What are the most difficult challenges you face?

Annex 3 presents tables that summarize the responses to these questions for each of the nine camps.
Further summary tables allow the reader to compare the similarities and differences between the camps
according to different categories of respondents including the general refugee population, minorities,
women, and youth.

5.1.1 Substantial Consistency Across Camps

While there are differences between the camps, what is striking is the high degree of consistency between
the camps regarding the answers to these two questions. The tables on the following pages summarize the
things refugees identified most often. Table 5.1 presents the eight things appreciated most across all
camps and all categories. Table 5.2 presents fourteen most difficult challenges identified across all camps
and all categories.

‘Access to education’, ‘provision of food’, ‘access to health care’, and ‘security from attack (the asylum
provided by the camps)’ were identified by at least one group in each of the nine camps. Of a total of 43
different sessions, 39 identified access to education® as one thing appreciated most. Almost as many (35)
identified the provision of food. Access to health was slightly less at 30, and security from attack from
armed forces was slightly less again, at 25. But even in these latter two cases more than half of the groups
had identified them as things appreciated most. ‘Provision of other basic needs’, such as shelter and
clothing, was identified by at least one group in seven of the camps.

There is also considerable consistency in some of the most difficult challenges identified. Groups in all
nine camps identified the lack of freedom of movement (not allowed to leave the camp, leaving the camp
is risky and/or expensive) and insufficient opportunities to work, to be involved in livelihood activities
and/or to earn income among their most difficult challenges. Food ration reductions was also identified in
more than two thirds (29 of 43) of the sessions. Only Tham Hin did not identify food rations reductions as
a difficult challenge.® A third of the sessions, and at least one group in seven of the camps identified the
reductions in, or the poor quality of, shelter materials as one of their challenges. Two other challenges
were identified by seven of the nine camps, but mostly by only one session per camp: the lack of
opportunity to pursue studies (raised especially by the youth groups) and lack of hope and uncertainty
about the future.

“In the case of Tham Hin, only the two most appreciated things were recorded. Had more than two been recorded as was done in other camps, it is possible that these
numbers could be even larger.
*While in Tham Hin only the two most difficult challenges were recorded, the cut in food rations was less of a concern here than in other camps and the population was far more

concerned about the very crowded nature of their camp.
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What also became clear during the dialogue that took place with different groups is that the four most
difficult challenges are intricately interlinked. Both the reduction in food rations and in shelter materials
puts pressure on the refugees to find other ways to cope. Whereas, in the past, the food rations were such
that any slight surplus could be exchanged or sold to supplement other needs, but this is no longer the
case. Families need to find other ways of providing for themselves, i.e., they need to find work, other
livelihood means or other sources of income, food or shelter materials.

Options are limited within the camps and therefore there is considerable pressure to leave to gather
produce from the surrounding forests or to earn income. Since only a limited number of camp passes are
approved, many are forced to leave clandestinely, at considerable risk (especially for the unregistered)
and/or cost. While the lack of freedom of movement is felt as an infringement of a basic right, many
refugees recognize that some restrictions on their movement is the price paid for the security of being in
Thailand. However, recent cuts in rations have considerably exacerbated the degree to which restrictions
on freedom of movement are felt.

5.1.2 Differences Between Camps

While there is considerable consistency between the camps regarding some of the most difficult
challenges and things most appreciated, there are also significant differences. For instance:

Regarding most difficult challenges:

- ‘reductions in charcoal’ was identified in all three Tak camps but not in the other camps

- ‘the presence of alcohol and drugs’ was only raised as a difficult challenge by youth groups
(Site 2, MRML, MLO, ML and UM)#

- ‘education cutbacks’ was identified by three camps: the youth groups in Site 1 and Ban Don
Yang, and both the minority group and women’s group in Umpiem Mai

- ‘fear of aggression or gender-based violence’ was raised only as a difficult challenge in two of the
Tak camps (ML and UM);% it was not identified initially as a challenge or perceived threat, but
was raised following further probing by the facilitator

- ‘fear of attacks by Burmese forces’ was raised only in the two Karenni camps (Site 1 and Site 2),
and

- ‘insufficient water’ was only raised as a concern in Mae La and Mae Ra Ma Luang.

Regarding things most appreciated:
- ‘“freedom of religion’ was identified by minority groups in three camps (MLO, ML and UM); it
was a woman from a minority group that also raised this in the ML women’s group
- ‘cleanliness, good sanitation and access to potable water’ was raised in three of the camps (Site 2,
Mae La and BDY).

5.1.3 Consistency and Differences Across Categories of Refugees

In all of the camps, when considering the ‘things most appreciated’, there is consistency across categories
(general refugee population, minorities, women, and youth). This can be seen in looking at the
appropriate columns for each of the camps in Table 5.1 and by referring to Tables A3.1.1 to A3.9.1
(Annex 3) which provide further detail on each of the camps.

* Drunkenness and alcohol/drug abuse was also raised as a concern by another group (i.e., Sections Leaders). It also came up in response to questions regarding the qualities
looked for in leaders and the improvements to management structures refugees would like to see. This is addressed in another section of this report.

*2 These concerns were not identified initially as a challenges or perceived threats, but were raised following further probing by the facilitator on concerns of this kind. The issue

of sexual or gender-based violence was also discussed with Section Leaders, Camp Committee members and CBOs. It will be addressed at greater length in another section of

the report.
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With respect to ‘most difficult challenges’, it is important to examine each of the special categories.

Minorities

Reference to Table 5.2 indicates some divergence between what the minority group considers the most
difficult challenges and what other groups from the same camp identified: e.g., Site 1, Mae La Oon, Mae
La and Tham Hin. But it is best to look at the complete information available for each camp in Tables
A3.1.2 to A3.9.2 in Annex 3. In referring to these more complete tables, one notes that in the cases of Site
1, Mae La Oon and Tham Hin only two difficult challenges were recorded from the minority group
session in each camp, which, in itself, limits the amount of overlap possible.

That there is considerable overlap in how minorities perceive the lives in the camp compared to the
general population and other special groups such as women and youth is a first indication that there is not,
for the most part, systematic discrimination against minorities. This does not mean that camp
management structures do not face challenges to ensure fair treatment of minority groups.

Some of the challenges identified during sessions with minority groups relate directly to the participant’s
status as a member of a minority group:

In Mae La Oon, the limited access to work or additional income, as a minority person, made it difficult to
donate to religious ceremonies.

In Mae La, participants had few job opportunities and few prospects for improvement or development
because they did not speak Karen. Others noted that it was difficult for their young children to attend
school because they did not speak Karen.

In Umpiem Mai, an unregistered refugee (there is a higher proportion of minority people among the
unregistered) noted that he/she has less recourse if caught outside the camp without a pass, and passes are
not issued to unregistered refugees; this differential treatment was also noted in one of the sessions with
the general refugee population. A female member of a minority group (in the women group session) noted
that the language barrier was a difficult challenge.

In Tham Hin, minority people feel discriminated against, looked down upon and treated badly by
members of the majority group.

The situation of minorities in the camps is further discussed in Section 7.3.3. It presents the challenges
that camp management structures face in terms of ensuring their minority populations have a voice and
are represented.

Women

There is a high degree of consistency between the “difficult challenges’ identified during women group
sessions and those identified during sessions with the general refugee population. This should not be too
surprising since about a third (32.5%; ref. Table 2.4) of the participants in the general refugee population
sessions were women.

One challenge that was only sparely raised by various groups of the population is gender-based violence

(it was raised by only one woman in a women’s session as well as by two young women in youth
sessions). The issue of gender-based violence is examined further in Sections 8.1.1 and 11.3.
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Table 5.1 The Eight Things Appreciated Most by Refugees (Across All Camps and Categories)
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Table 5.2

The Fourteen Most Difficult Challenges Faced by Refugees (Across All Camps and Categories)

Most Difficult
Challenges

Mae Hong Son

Tak

Kanchanaburi

Ratchaburi

Ban Mai

Nai Soi

(Site 1)

Ban Mae

Surin

Mae La

(Site 2)
Oon

Mae Ra
Ma

Luang

Mae La

Umpiem
Mai

Nu Po

Ban Don
Yang

Tham Hin

GRP 1

GRP2

Minorities

Women

Youth
GRP

Not
allowed/expensive to
leave camp

Insufficient
opportunities
(work/livelihood) /
income

Food ration
reductions

Minorities

GRP 1
GRP2
Minorities

Youth

Women

Women

Youth

GRP 1

GRP2

Minorities

Women
Youth
GRP 1

GRP2

GRP 3

Minorities

Women

Youth
GRP 1

GRP2

Minorities

Women

Youth
GRP 1

GRP2

Minorities

Women

Youth

GRP
Minorities
Women
Youth
GRP

Minorities

Women

Youth

# sessions identifying Item

Rank per # sessions

# camps identifying Item

Rank per # camps

W
N

25

29

Reduction/poor
quality of shelter
supplies

14

Uncertain future /
depression

Lack opportunity
/incentive to pursue
studies

Health cutbacks
(medicine shortage,
low qualifications of
staff, decrease
referrals)

Presence of drugs/
alcohol in camp

Reduction in
charcoal

Education cutbacks

Insufficient water in
dry season

Fear of aggression/
of gender-based
violence

Lack of security/ fear
of attack by Burmese

Health — disease
outbreak/ often sick
in camp
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Youth

While there is considerable consistency between the ‘most difficult challenges’ raised by youth and those
raised in other sessions, youth sessions also had their own particular areas of interest. As noted earlier
youth groups in seven of the camps identified the ‘lack of opportunity or incentives to pursue further
studies’ as of particular concern (only two other groups identified this as a challenge). Youth are also
clearly concerned about the ‘presence of alcohol or drugs in the camps,” whereas this was not raised by
any other group in response to this question. Fear of sexual aggression within or outside the camp was
also raised by two youth groups. A number of other challenges were raised by just one group. The can be
reviewed by reference to Table A3.10.3 in Annex 3.

5.2 Refugee Perceptions of Refugee Leadership and Their Duties

Camp residents rely first and foremost on their own capacities, resources and initiative to solve the
challenges they face. When unable to solve the situation on their own, they turn to relatives, friends and
neighbours for assistance. For most challenges, it is only when these avenues have been pursued to no
avail will they turn to others including religious leaders, SLs, CC, CBOs, NGOs or the UNHCR.
Refugees, for the most part, are aware that they can bring more difficult issues to the attention of their
Section Leader. But they are also aware that some challenges are beyond the capacity of the Section
Leader, and even that of the Camp Committee, to resolve. This is the case with some of the most
important challenges refugees identified. The following table (Table 5.3) provides some coping
mechanisms refugees identified to deal with these challenges and their understanding of how the Section
Leaders and Camp Committee are able to assists with these challenges.

Table 5.3 Refugee Coping Strategies and Possible Role for SLs and CC

Most Important

Challenges Coping Strategies Role of SLs or CC
Reductions in food = Borrow from relatives or neighbours with a surplus (e.g., from | The rations cuts are beyond the
rations families with many children, since children who are five or power of the SLs or CC to resolve.

older get adult rations and don't eat all leaving a small The decision to cut rest with the

surplus); this is then repaid the following month. donors and TBBC.

= Leave the camp to gather/hunt from the forest or to buy from

Under special circumstances, the SL
local market/shops or neighbouring Thai communities.

can sometimes provide extra supplies
= Leave the camp to work in neighbouring communities (where | to someone facing special needs

this is permitted by the Thai Camp Commander) and use (e.g., due to illness).

income to supplement rations.

= Some grow vegetables or other crops for both consumptions
and for sale (Site 2,). In most camps the capacity to do this is
limited because of limited land inside the camps. Access to
land outside the camps is limited (various pilot projects
underway) and in some cases the quality of the soil near the
camps is poor.

= Some cook rice porridge with vegetables since it uses up less
rice. Some have reduced meals from three times to twice a

day.
Not allowed/ = Many camp residents leave the camp. Some do so with The CC helps with the issuance of
expensive to leave official passes, but many do so clandestinely with the camp passes. The SLs and CC will
the camp understanding that this is tolerated as long as it is within a often help negotiate the release of a
restricted area near the camp. refugee that is arrested. But

negotiating the free movement of the
refugees is beyond the power of the
CC. The RTG determines the policy
and the local Thai Camp Commander
decides how it is applied locally.

= There is nevertheless the risk of being arrested and having to
pay a fine or do ‘volunteer’ work in compensation. The risk is
far greater for unregistered refugees since they risk being
returned to the border if caught.
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It became clear during the sessions that many refugees were aware that the cuts in food rations (reduction
in rice, oil, etc. and the elimination of chillies altogether) and in non-food items (building materials,
charcoal, mosquito nets, clothing, etc.) are tied directly to cuts in the funding to TBBC by donors. They
believed that these cuts were due to many factors including that donors provide support to refugees in
other parts and possibly to situations that were even more desperate and that economic problems in donor
nations may affect the amount of aid countries provide. Some were aware that an increase in the price of
rice affected the amounts of rice provided.

So what do the refugees expect of their Section Leaders, Camp Committees and Camp Leaders? First, not
many of the refugees had dealt directly with their Camp Committee. They more often dealt directly with
their Section Leaders® and they understood that if a situation was beyond the capacity of the Section
Leader to deal with, the Section Leader could then bring this matter to the attention of the Camp
Committee. From responses to the various questions covered during the sessions, the following composite
picture emerges of how refugees perceive the duties of their camp leaders.

They expect that their leaders will:

= ensure security and maintain law and order within their section, zone and the camp as a whole

= ensure that the camp is a good a place as possible to live in, i.e.:
- that their basic needs (food, potable water, shelter) are addressed
- that basic services (health, education, sports, cultural/social life) are provided
- that the physical space of the camp is taken care of, i.e., the camp is kept clean (garbage

collected, latrines), roads and community buildings are maintained, etc.

= ensure that the above is done in a fair and non-discriminatory way

= act asthe main contact between, on the one hand, the camp and its population, and on the other
the outside world (i.e., with Thai authorities and RTG representatives, NGOs, the international
donor community, others interacting with the camp population such as merchants, local Thai
communities); and as part of this:
- ensure the effective communication of relevant information
- defend the interests of the refugees, and, when necessary, help them get out of trouble.

5.3 Qualities Looked for in Leaders

In the larger workshops with the members of the ‘general refugee population’ (GRP), one question that
was asked of participants was what the qualities they looked for in a leader. This question preceded the
exercise where we asked participants to rate both their Section Leaders and their Camp Committee, so
that indirectly it would serve as a backdrop to their reflection and assessment of these. We examine how
various refugee groups rated their management structures in the next section.

Table 5.4 on the following page summarizes the qualities identified in all nine camps. The list is
interesting in a number of ways including the particular qualities identified, certain qualities or attributes
not mentioned; and which qualities were deemed important in some camps but not in others.

In the following section when we examine how the refugees assess their current leaders and what
improvements they wish to see in their performance, the reason why some of the qualities have been
identified in some camps become clearer.

Some qualities were identified by at least one group in almost all camps: e.g., having a basic education
and the ability to read and write, being well-behaved (no drunkenness, drugs or gambling) was identified
in seven of the camps; as well as having good interpersonal relations was a quality identified in six of the
camps.

* There were only a few instances were refugees indicated that they did not know who their Section Leader was.
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Other qualities were identified only by groups in certain camps. For instance, the need for leaders to be
impartial and not demonstrate any favoritism was only raised in the three Tak camps, and non-
discrimination according to ethnicity, religion or social status in Mae La and Umpiem Mai. On the other
hand, it is only the two southern camps (BDY and TH) where honesty was identified as an important
quality. It is also in these latter two camps where participants seem to indicate that being Karen was an
essential attribute of a leader.>

It is striking that, with the exception of basic education and language capacities, most of qualities
identified relate to character traits, and very few relate to necessary skills required for the efficiently
fulfilling the positions expected of Section Leaders and members of the Camp Committees. Planning and
management skills and problem-solving skills were recognized as important only in the three Tak camps
and by one group in MLO. This indicates that leaders are therefore not being selected so much for the
skills they have but more on the basis of character traits. This, therefore, has implications for the type of
training and capacity building that is required when people for management positions are chosen through
democratic electoral processes. It is likely that there will have to be a focus on building management
skills and capacities.

*ltis possible that participants were expressing what they understood to be current policy as opposed to what they believed should be a necessary attribute. This distinction

was not explored during the sessions.
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Table 5.4 Qualities Looked for in Leaders
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Education and Knowledge of Languages
Be educated (Grade 7, 9, 10 or higher) -I 11 7
Be literate in Burmese as well as Karen/Karenni 5 5
Able to speak at least Karen and Burmese 3 3
Be literate in English an asset 2 2
Some basic knowledge of Thai 1 1
Skills and Experience
Experience in management & leadership / able to lead people 8 5
Has planning / management / leadership skills 6 4
Problem solving capacity 4 2
Personal Character Traits
Good behaviour (no drunkenness, no drugs, no gambling, etc.) - 8 7
Self-confident / outspoken / dares to speak up & defend our interests 5 4
Impartial / fair in decision making / no favouritism 5 3
Does not discriminate according to ethnicity, religion, status 4 2
Responsible and accountable 3 3
Honest 2 2

Character Traits re How Relate to Community

Good interpersonal relations / sociable

Generous / willing to sacrifice/work for benefit of the community
Understands people’s problems/situation

Considerate of others / good attitude

Patient / good listener

Ao
WW Wwhlo

Other Attributes
Age is important: at least xx years old 20 | 25 40 20 | 20
Can be male or female -I

Has to be Karen (cannot be minority or Burmese)
Should be registered refugee
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5.4 Refugees’ Assessment of Their Camp Management Structures
5.4.1 How This Was Done

To obtain a rough assessment of what refugees thought of their management structures, we used a simple
4-level rating scale (a rating of 4 meant very good; a rating of 3 meant good, a rating of 2 meant not so
good; and a rating of 1 meant bad). We had prepared individual ballots on which we had drawn a bamboo
pole with four sections, with each section corresponding to one of the ratings.

Figure 5.1  Rating Management Structures Using 4-Level Bamboo Scale

We asked each participant in the session to indicate on their ballot their individual rating? in response to
the question that was asked (e.g., the photo on the left in Figure 5.1 shows participants marking their
ballots in the ‘general refugee population” workshop in BDY). The ballots were then collected by an
evaluation team member, collated and the results were posted on a large piece of flipchart paper for all to
see.

The results on the flipchart were then used to hold a conversation with the group as to the factors that
brought people to give a low rating, and the kinds of improvement they would want to see in order to give
a higher rating (e.g., the photo on the right of Figure 5.1 shows the results of the rating by the Section
Leaders in Site 1 and the facilitator/interpreters clarifying the points from the ensuing discussion that
were captured on a separate sheet).

The same approach was used in all of the sessions with refugee groups, but the questions varied
somewhat according to the type of group (general refugee population, minorities, women, youth and
section leaders). More information on the different questions used for each of the groups can be found at
the beginning of Annex 5. Annex 5 also presents, on a camp-by-camp basis, the different ratings for all of
the sessions in each camp. Annex 6 provides a listing of the improvements suggested by each group for
each of the camps.

» Methodologically, we are aware that each individual rating is based on that individual's personal frame of reference, and his/her overall assessment at that particular point in
time. The individual frames of reference will be highly variable from one individual to another (e.g., what it takes to give a rating of 3). Because of this, combining the assessments
of a group of individuals is not rigorously scientific since each individual scale is unique. However, the technique does provide a useful and valid reading, coarse as it may be, of
what a group is thinking in response to a particular question. For the same reason, comparing one group to another within the same camp, must be done with caution.
Comparing results between camps, is even more problematic not only because the frames of reference will be different, but the recent history of two camps could also be very
different. For example, if the Camp Committee elected in 2010 in one camp is significantly better than their previous Committee, this will factor into people's assessment and
likely lead to a rather positive assessment. If, in another camp, the reverse took place, this will likely result in a more critical assessment. Comparing the ratings of these two

Camp Committees is problematic since both groups are using different references in making their assessment.
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5.4.2 The Results of Refugees’ Assessment of Their Camp Management Structures

Results from the GRP Sessions

Charts 5.1, below, presents the overall rating by GRP sessions of Section Leaders in all nine camps. Chart
5.2 presents a similar overall rating for the Camp Committees. These indicate that, when taken as a
whole, the overall assessment of the current camp management model by the refugee population is quite
positive.

Chart 5.1 Overall Rating of Section Leaders by All GRP Sessions in All Camps

Sections Leaders Summary Rating (all 9 camps)
Total of All GRP Sessions (264 respondents)

7
€

k- 0.5

c 41.7% 40.9%

2 04

I

)

: 03 O Rating 4 - Very Good
¥ B Rating 3 - Good

E 0.2 B Rating 2 - Not so Good
g ’ ® Rating 1 - Bad

2

t

5 o1

o

9

o 0

All Nine Camps

Chart 5.2 Overall Rating of Camp Committees by All GRP Sessions in All Camps

Camp Committees Summary Rating (all 9 camps)
Total of All GRP Sessions (261 respondents)

0.1

o

(7]

€ 06

3 50.6%

g 0.5 @ Rating 4 - Very Good
% @ Rating 3 - Good

& 0.4 4 B Rating 2 - Not so Good
& 0.3 W Rating 1 - Bad

(U]

L

o 0.2

c

2

t

[}

Q

2

o

All Nine Camps

82.6% of participants in the GRP sessions consider their SLs to be 'good' (rating of 3) or 'very good'
(rating of 4) and only 3.4% (or 9 out of 264 respondents) indicate that their SLs are 'bad' (rating of 1)
leaders. The assessment of the Camp Committees is also quite positive, since 85.8% of the 261
respondents rated their CCs as either 'good' or 'very good'. And only three of the 261, consider their CC to
be 'bad'.

Charts 5.3 and 5.4 provide a breakdown of the above ratings on a camp-by-camp basis for the Section
Leaders and the Camp Committees respectively.
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Chart 5.3 Summary of Ratings of Section Leaders by GRP Sessions in Each Camp

Summary of Ratings - Section Leaders (for each camp)
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Chart 5.4 Summary of Ratings of Camp Committees by GRP Sessions in Each Camp
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While presenting the information for all the camps in one chart is convenient, such a presentation of camp
information side-by-side can lead to making easy comparisons between camps. As noted earlier (see
footnote no. 35, p. 32), making such comparisons are risky since each respondent would have been using
their own personal frame of reference as opposed to a commonly agreed upon standard. The recent
evolution with respect to management structures in one camp vs. another could also affect how
respondents in a particular camp were rating their structures.

However, Chart 5.3 does reveal that of the nine respondents who rated their Section Leader as ‘bad’, four
were from MLO, two each were from Site 2 and UM, and one from ML. These respondents were clearly
not very satisfied with their current Sections Leaders. Given that these ratings were carried out in a group
sessions, we did not request individuals who rated their SLs as ‘bad’ to identify themselves. However,
when respondents were asked to identify what factors would lead to a less than a ‘very good’ rating and
what improvements they would want to see to give a higher rating, the areas of particular concern were

identified.
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A generally favorable assessment can sometimes mask significant differences at the level of sub-groups
of a camp population. This should be of particular concern to camps with a sizable proportion of ethnic
minorities (Site 2, the three Tak camps, and TH). As can be seen from Annex 5, some GRP sessions in
ML and UM had significant enough numbers of both Karen-speaking and non-Karen speaking
participants that the sessions were conducted simultaneoulsy with the two groups, one being facilitated in
Karen, the other in Burmese. In both these instances there were significant differences in the ratings: the
non-Karen speaking group was more critical in its rating of the management structures than the Karen
speaking group (ref. sections A5.5 and A5.6 of Annex 5). In the case of ML, this information was
somewhat offset by the more positive ratings arising from the minorities’ group. But in the case of UM,
this critical assessment was reinforced by ratings of the minorities’ group which were even more critical.
This is therefore a cause for concern.

Results from the Sessions with Specific Categories of Refugees

As noted above, it is important to look at each camp separately and compare the ratings of various groups
as is done in Annex 5. However, when looking at the ratings as a whole, it is striking that there are not
many highly divergent assessments from the distinct categories of refugees (minorities, women and
youth) when compared to those of the GRP sessions.

Also, even where there is a slightly divergent assessment from one group, this is often offset by the
assessment of another group: fore example, whereas in ML the youth group in their assessment is
somewhat more critical of the management structures than the GRP sessions (Chart A5.5.1), the women’s
group is somewhat more positive in their assessment than the GRP sessions.

With respect to special concerns of groups being addressed, on the whole the management structures are,
for the most part, assessed positively in terms of their capacity to deal with the special concerns of these
groups. The one significant exception being the assessment by the minorities’ group in UM where eight
of 11 participants (72.7%) gave a rating of ‘not so good’, and only three participants (27.3%) gave a
rating of ‘good’ or ‘very good’.

The assessment charts in Annex 5 also include ratings given by the Section Leaders. These were included
to see how the assessment of Section Leaders might differ or be similar to those of other refugee groups.
It is interesting to note, that for seven of the nine camps, the Section Leaders ratings are actually more
critical of the management structures (of which they are a part) than the assessments by the other refugee
groups and in particular the GRP session ratings of the CCs.% Only TH and UM are not more critical. And
in the case of UM, the SLs assessment is significantly more positive than the GRP sessions assessment of
management structures. This divergence of perspective could point to a lack of self-awareness on the part
of SLs in UM which should be a cause for concern.

Areas Ildentified for Improvement

The generally positive assessment of the management structrures by the refugees does not mean that there
is no need for improvement. Many areas were identified during the sessions. Some of these are
highlighted for each of the camps in Annex 5. Annex 6 also provides a detailed listing of areas identified
by each session for all nine camps.

For both the SLs and the CCs, the areas raised most often as requiring improvement relate to doing better
at being fair, avoiding favouritism and avoiding discrimination (on the basis of socio-economic status, or
ethnic /religious identity), being honest and avoiding corruption, being respectful of people and not
talking down or talking harshly to the people, and exhibiting good behaviour and abiding by camp rules

* Based on the discussions that followed rating the management structures, it became clear that most SLs were primarily thinking of their CC as the structure that they were

rating and for which they then identified improvements they wished to see.
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(leaders should be an example to the community and not get drunk or gamble). Finally, for the CCs, a
number of respondents noted the importance of maintaining good relations with NGOs (and by extension
with donors) and with Thai authorities. There is realization by the population that they are highly
dependent on both these groups for there basic welfare.

6 REFUGEE LEADERS AND MANAGERS SELF-PERCEPTIONS

6.1 Understanding of Main Responsibilities

In each camp separate sessions were held with a group of about a dozen Section Leaders and the
equivalent number of members of the Camp Committee.5 One of the questions asked of both groups was
their understanding of their main duties and responsibilities. Their answers have been consolidated in
Tables A7.1 and A7.2 of Annex 7 for the SLs and CCs respectively. For ease of reading we have grouped
similar or related answers under different headings. Reference to these tables reveals considerable amount
of consistency across all nine camps.

We highlight below what the Sections Leaders and the members of the Camp Committees have identified
as their main responsibilities.

6.1.1 Section Leaders

For Section Leaders, they see their main responsibilities as:

- maintaining order and a respect for rules and regulations within their section, and ensuring
security; part of maintaining the ‘rule of law’ within their section involves helping to solve
problems and resolve conflicts that develop between members of their section

- maintaining detailed population records including tracking new arrivals and section members
being resettled

- overseeing and facilitating the receptions of supplies and the distribution of rations within their
section

- communicating/information sharing with the section population

- coordinating with CBOs and NGOs and supporting their activities within their section, and

- overseeing their Section Committee and administrative duties, including reporting to the Camp
Committee.

6.1.2 Camp Committee Members

For members of Camp Committees, they perceive their main shared responsibilities as:

- ensuring order and the rule of law within the camp, including facilitating the requests for camp
passes, as well as overseeing camp justice and protection within the camp

- overseeing social affairs of the camp population (health, education, cultural activities, rights), and
as part of this coordination with NGOs and CBOs

- overseeing overall camp management including the supervision and support to Section Leaders
and communication with their Refugee Committee

- maintaining detailed population records including tracking new arrivals and camp members being
resettled

- overseeing and facilitating the reception of supplies and the distribution of rations

- attending to administrative matters (budgeting and accounting, reporting, filing)

“In In Mae La, a few Zonal Leaders participated in the Camp Committee session.
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6.2 How This Compares to Formal Description of Positions and Structures

The responsibilities identified by the Section Leaders (Section 5.1.1 above) as their main duties are, for
the most part, consistent with the Section Leader job description. However, the job description focuses
primarily on those responsibilities that relate to maintaining population records and assisting with ration
distribution, i.e., responsibilities that are in support of TBBC’s function of provisioning the camps with
food and non-food rations. Clearly, while these are seen to be important by Section Leaders, from their
perspective, their most important and most demanding duties relate to their roles in problem solving and
maintaining peace and order within their section.

Similarly, the responsibilities identified by Camp Committee members (Section 6.1.2 above) are
consistent with those described in the formal job descriptions. These formal job descriptions are the
results of work carried out between the KRC, KnRC, the Camp Committees and the TBBC supported
Camp Management Support Program. This effort, that was carried out in the last few years, resulted in a
clear division of responsibilities between various office holders at the camp, zone and section committee
levels, and a move towards standardization between the seven camps overseen by the KRC and the two
camps overseen by the KnRC. These job descriptions were shared with us by the some of the camp
committees and were essentially the same from one camp to the next. Here again, we note that many of
the job descriptions go into considerable detail on those responsibilities directly linked to TBBC’s
provisioning and support to camp management functions, i.e., maintaining detailed population records,
reception and distribution of food and non-food items (including ‘extra-needs’), and tracking
administrative expenses. However, those job descriptions that do not relate to these functions (e.g., Camp
Health Coordinator, Camp Education Coordinator, Camp Affairs Coordinator) are less detailed and
explicit.

Each committee member has a specific set of responsibilities and during the sessions in the camps, the
individual participants were keen to discuss each of their responsibilities. However there was not
sufficient time to explore and discuss these in detail. The conversation focused on what members
perceived to be the key areas of responsibility of the Camp Committee as a whole.

6.3 Main Challenges Faced by the Camp Level Management Structures

During sessions with the Section Leaders, Camp Committee and Camp Leader in each camp we also
enquired about the main challenges they faced in the fulfillment of their duties. It is not surprising that
these would correspond to what they see as some of their main responsibilities. The responses of the
Section Leaders for all nine camps have been tabulated in Table A7.1 of Annex 7. Those of the Camp
Committees and the Camp Leaders can be found in the same annex in Tables A7.2 and A7.3 respectively.
In reviewing these tables, it is important to remember that the challenges identified in the tables are not
exhaustive, but what respondents in the various sessions identified as top of mind when asked about the
challenges they faced as managers.

Table 6 below presents a composite picture of the main challenges identified by all three levels. It only
retains those that are most common across all camps when all three levels (SL, CC and CL) of the camp
management structures are considered. More detailed listings of challenges as identified by SLs, CCs and
CLs are provided in Tables A8.1 to A8.3 of Annex 8.
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Table 6 Composite Picture of Main Challenges

= | =~

Py N

=8

e g

5]

= § c 3 © %

S|a |58 K Sl la

_ o | O = £ £

AR T | o || 8| | E =

Camp Managers/Leaders’ Main Challenges S |=|a | |3 % g |o £ o
Common to Most Camps S| S| 8| 8|8 | E|s|5|8|%
(as identified by SLs, CCs and/or CLs) o o= | == |2 |2 @0 F %
Problem solving and dealing with conflicts 8
Enforcing rules and laws and maintaining security 7
Dealing with conflicting codes of law 6
Loss of management capacity (due to resettlement or elections of 6
new, inexperienced managers) & need for training/capacity building
Food rations reductions 6
Reduction in budgets of NGOs in the health sector 6
Dealing with new arrivals (both large numbers and diversity) 5
Shelter materials (and other non-food items) reductions 5
Needing to find alternate sources of income/livelihood to offset 4
reductions (and therefore need to obtain permission to leave camp)

‘Problem solving and dealing with conflicts’ was identified as the primary challenge by Section Leaders
in eight of the nine camps. This challenge is tied closely to ‘rations reductions’ since section leaders
indicate that many of the conflicts that have arisen of late, be they conflicts within households or between
households, have resulted from these reductions (substance abuse and crowded quarters are some of the
other causes of conflicts identified).

It is noteworthy that most of these challenges, from ‘dealing with conflicting codes of law’ to ‘needing to
find alternate sources of income/livelihood outside the camp’, are largely due to factors and
circumstances over which refugee leaders have essentially no control. Not surprising then, that they find
these challenging.

With respect to ‘conflicting codes of law’, the KRC and KnRC have worked hard at revising their own
camp rules to ensure that they are consistent with Thai law and international laws and conventions. This
understandably takes time and is not easy. It is wise that the RCs start from their own customary laws and
practices as a foundation since these are what most of the people in the camps are familiar with. These are
the norms they learned growing up in their communities. In any society, laws are a codification of societal
norms and they tend to follow, not lead the evolution of that society. As efforts are made in the camps to
align traditional practices and norms with Thai and international laws, retaining the support and
understanding of the refugee leadership (both formal and informal such as CBO leaders, religious leaders
and community elders) is paramount. Because most of current leaders are perceived as legitimate and
command the respect and moral authority of a majority of the camp population, they have a critical role to
play in helping the population to understand, endorse and adopt any revised norms.

The same kind of approach is required in promoting the various international covenants and rights

conventions such as the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child. Close to 50% of the population of
the nine camps are below the age of 18. And the problems of unruly youth and youth gangs are on the
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increase in many of the camps.® It is more challenging when the camps have both a high number of
unregistered refugees involving a mix of ethnic backgrounds. While promoting children rights is laudable,
of equal, if not greater, importance would be to invest program resources in order to channel the
capacities and energy of such youth in a more useful and productive way.

As external observers, this is one of the things that is most striking about the context in which these
refugee management structures operate. They are vested with an incredible amount of responsibility but
have virtually no financial resources at their disposal and very little say in where external service
providers, like international NGOs, direct their resources.

Many of the challenges listed in Table 6 involve other key parties which have the authority to change
things, the resources to lessen the constraints or the capacity to influence and encourage changes in other
parties. Concerted dialogue between concerned parties could bring about the alleviation or the elimination
of some of these challenges. This would be welcomed by the camp management structures as it would
lessen the heavy load they currently bear. We have no doubt that the RCs and CCs would also be happy to
participate in any such dialogues and be willing to contribute positively to these.

With respect to the loss of experienced managers, this will in all likelihood continue. There will likely be
a decrease in attrition due to resettlement, but there will continue to be the arrival of new people into
governance and management positions. New skills and capacities will be required within camp
management structures, especially if prospects of an eventual return to Burma were to firm up. So there
will continue to be an ongoing need to invest resources into training and capacity building.

7 PARTICIPATION, REPRESENTATION AND LEADERSHIP
SELECTION

7.1 Processes Used in the 2010 Elections

The process of choosing leaders for the refugee management structures is complex and multi-phased.
From the perspective of an external observer, its intent appears to be to strike a balance between giving
the population a democratic voice in selecting their leaders, and ensuring some continuity and experience
within the structures.

% This was raised as a concern during the evaluation in at least four camps: Ban Mai Nai Soi (Site 1), Mae Ra Ma Luang, Mae La and Nu Po.
* Some NGOs, such as Solidarité, are quite good in consulting with the RCs and the CCs with respect to their programs, but this is not across the board. We were also told, that
when the NGOs in the education sector realized that the whole sector would have fewer resources at their disposal, they consulted with the RCs and CCs to determine how best

to deal with this sudden decrease in resources.
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Figure 7.1 Graphic Representation of 2010 Camp Committee Election in Karen Camps
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One of the ways this is done is through the use of ‘colleges of electors’® with mixed membership to elect
the Camp Committees and the Refugee Committees. For instance, for the election of the Camp
Committees a balance is struck by ensuring that the ‘college of electors’ is composed of the out-going
Camp Committee members (approx. 15), five representatives for each section selected by the section,t!
and a larger number of Section Candidates elected (secret ballot) by the eligible voters® in the section
(three candidates per 100 eligible voters). If we use Mae La Oon as an example, this would mean 5x13
sections = 65 representatives and approximately 120 candidates.s3 This college of electors, composed of
200 members in our Mae La Oon example, would then elect by secret ballot (from the Section Candidates
and those out-going members of the CC interested in running for election again) the 15 people to sit on
the new Camp Committee. Once the 15 have been chosen, they determine also by secret ballot who
among them will occupy the five positions on the Executive Committee.’ This new Executive
Committee, together with the Camp Committee Election Commission, then allocates CC subcommittee
positions and administrative duties to the remaining ten members.

The Refugee Committee also involves a similar ‘college of electors’ composed of mixed membership.

* This term is not used in documents describing the processes. Itis the term we use - to describe our understanding of what took place in the 2010 elections. A description of
the election process can be found in TBBC July to December 2011 Programme Report, Appendix E, pp. 147-149

®'Itis not clear from the documentation whether these section representatives are chosen by the population or by the Section Committee.

6 According to documents, eligible voters are all UNHCR-registered individuals that are 20+ years old.

% The number of registered voters in Mae La Oon is about 9,000. The number of adults 18 or older is about 4,635, and an estimate of those 20 or older would be about 4,000.
This would give about 120 as the total number of section candidates ((4,000/100) x 3).

* Of the 15 there has to be a minimum quota of five female positions.

% Chairperson (or Camp Leader), Vice Chairperson (or Deputy Camp Leader), and the 2 to 3 Secretaries.
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Figure 7.2  Graphic Representation of 2010 Karen Refugee Committee Election
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For example for the election of the Karen Refugee Committee in 2010 the ‘college of electors’ was
comprised of the following: the members of the out-going Refugee Committee (up to 15), members of the
Community Elders Advisory Board (CEAB) (up to 15), candidates selected by each of the seven Karen
camps (20 candidates),® and five representatives from each of the camps (up to 35 representatives though
some of the representatives might have been chosen as candidates for their camp). So the ‘college of
electors’ would consist of as many as 85 people who then elect among the 20 candidates the 15 people to
sit on the Refugee Committee, and then among these 15 who is to sit on the new Executive Committee
(EC). The new EC then allocates respective duties to the remaining ten RC members.

At the camp level, the election is organized and overseen by a 15-member Camp Committee Election
Commission (CCEC) that is appointed by the Refugee Committee or the out-going Camp Committee. The
individuals are chosen for their prior experience in election processes and/or in camp administration;
respected religious or other community leaders might also be included in the number. The CCEC
responsibilities include explaining the process and rules to the community, designing the candidate
application form, receiving the applications, approving the ballot design and overseeing the voting
(including assistance to illiterate voters). The CCECs are supported and guided by the CEAB.

At the RC level, it is the CEAB that assumes the functions of an Election Commission.

At the zone and section levels, a similar process is used for the election of leaders at these levels with
eligible voters from the zone or section free to submit their name (or that of another eligible person) as a
candidate and participating in the election of the members to sit on the Zone or Section Committee. It is
the newly elected Cam Committee that is responsible for organizing the elections at the zone and section
levels.

% The largest camp (Mae La) chose 5 candidates, the 4 medium size camps (MLO, MRML, UM and NP) chose 3 each, and the 2 smaller camps (BDY and TH) chose 2 each.
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7.2 Refugees Awareness and Understanding of the 2010 Elections Processes

During ‘general refugee population’ sessions, participants were asked about their understanding of how
their leaders are chosen.

For the most part, what participants described corresponds to what has been outlined in the previous
section. These election processes took place almost two years ago and therefore the recollection was not
very detailed. Given that the process is quite complex, it is not surprising that members of the population
do not have a detailed recollection.

However, in most camps participants recalled that there was a nomination process using forms and
eligible voters could submit their candidacy or recommend someone else, that eligible voters got to vote
on who would be put forward as Section Candidates for the Camp Committee election, and that they got
to vote for members of their Section Committee, including their Section Leader.

There were a few differences from the process described above:

1) Who actually got to vote?

In the four camps (MRML, ML, BDY, TH) where participants indicated who got to vote, all four
indicated that it was only one representative per household that voted, and not all eligible voters. We note
that these four camps are all camps under the KRC We do not know whether this was the practice in the
other Karen camps or in the camps under the KnRC. The practice is not consistent with the process
described above, not is it consistent with most common democratic practices where all adults have the
right to vote.

2) Who were the eligible voters?

The three Tak camps were clear that only UNHCR-registered refugees had the right to become candidates
and the right to vote. This is consistent with what is described above. However, in both the southern most
camps (BDY, TH), participants indicated that all residents, both registered and unregistered, got to vote.
This seems to have been what participants in Site 2 and MLO were also indicating, but it is not as clear.

Participants in many of the sessions indicated that the process to identify their leaders that was used in
2010 was an improvement over the past. Reference was also made in some of the other sessions (with
specific categories of refugees), to the fact that refugees had a say in the selection of their leaders and that
if they were not doing a good job, they could select different leaders in the next election.

7.3 Challenges with Current Structures and Election Processes

We see a number of challenges facing the current processes in terms of representativeness and democratic
practice:

7.3.1 Giving Unregistered Refugees the Right to Vote

This is in accordance with Thai policy. Since the RTG does not formally recognize the right of these
people to be in the camps (no registration papers issued), then they should not benefit from any of the
rights accorded to those registered. In practice, however, the unregistered new arrivals did vote in some of
the camps? in the last election.

Currently five of the nine camps have about 50% of their population that is unregistered, and of the
remaining four, three have more than a third of the population unregistered. These people already face
more serious challenges because as unregistered people they are not able to leave the camp, and if they do

* The evaluation team is aware that this was the case in Ban Don Yang and Tham Hin.
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it is at the risk of being sent back across the border if caught. But since they comprise such a large percent
of the population, it is critical for the viability of the management structures that they participate in them
and be allowed to elect people that will represent their perspective.

We believe that this is also in the best interest of the RTG. It is the RTG that favored, from the outset, a
management approach that involved the refugees themselves. We suspect that their reason for doing so
was because they believed that such refugee-based structures would best be able to administer these
communities in a peaceful and orderly way. It is also for this reason, that the unregistered people should
be given a voice and a say in any new election. If in the future, SLs and CCs are only elected by
registered people, they will lack both legitimacy and representativeness. This is particularly problematic
in camps where a substantial portion of unregistered people are not part of the majority ethnic group (such
as in the three Tak camps). As an evaluation team we noted considerable discontent and latent tension in
at least one of the Tak camps, Umpiem Mai, and would not be surprised to find similar tensions present in
other camps.

7.3.2 Ensuring All Adults Get to Vote

As noted above, in KRC camps, the practice seems to allocate only one vote per household. This practice
can easily lead to over representation of men’s perspective in how the votes are cast since often the man
of the house will be considered the household head and be the one to vote. Also the varying perspectives
of the different adult members of the household are not given expression.

7.3.3 Representation of Different Sub-Groups of the Population at Different Levels

In this section when we refer to different sub-groups of the camps’ populations we are speaking of three
specific sub-groups — women, people from ethnic or religious minority groups, and youth.

Women

In the 2010 elections, women were given a minimum quota of five places on Camp Committees that
consist of up to 15 members (e.g., ML and some of the medium size camps). Some of the smaller camps
had smaller committees so the number of places ‘reserved’ for women was correspondingly less. The
intent was to ensure that women perspectives would be adequately represented. In KRC’s review of its
election procedures, it noted that while an increased number of women stood for elections, this did not
necessarily lead to more women actually being elected. To somewhat offset this shortfall resulting from
the electoral process, CCs hired a number of women into CC staff positions. CMSP figures indicate that
at the CC level 38% of people receiving stipends (i.e., CC members and staff) were women at the time of
the evaluation.® In some camps, such as Site 2 and TH, at least half of CMSP stipends are paid to women
(54% and 50% respectively), while some camps have not achieved the 33% target aimed for (MRML.:
30%; UM: 26%; NP: 30%). Interestingly, Site 2 and TH also have the largest number of women being
paid stipends at the section level (50% and 58% respectively) whereas when all nine camps are taken
together only 21% of stipends are paid to women at the section level. The refugee Camp Leader in both
Site 2 and TH are also women. As part of the review of election procedures in preparation for the 2013
elections, the KRC and KnRC should examine what conditions led to this higher representation of women
in Site 2 and TH and identify what measures could lead to a higher representation of women in the other
seven camps.

It might also be useful to reflect on how to ensure representation and a voice for other special categories
of the population, such as minorities and youth.

% During this evaluation, the sessions held with the Camp Committees consisted mostly of 11 to 12 participants. In total we met with 99 CC members (not counting the three
zonal leaders that joined the ML CC session) of which 29 were women, or 29% of the participants which is lower than the 38% of women receiving stipends at the CC level, but
participants in these sessions consisted mainly of CC members and not staff. The CC session in BDY included 5 women. Those in Site 1, UM and Nu Po included 4 women.

There were only 3 women in MRML, MLO and ML, 2 women in TH and 1 woman in Site 2.
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Minorities

The way the current system is organized, it is very unlikely that representatives of minority groups will
make it onto the Camp Committee. It is easier for minority groups to be represented at the Section Leader
level if they have sufficient numbers and concentrate in specific sections such as with the Muslim
population in the three Tak camps. It is much less likely that minority representatives will make it onto
the Camp Committees. These will tend to be dominated by the majority group within the camp.

While majorities rule in democracies, certain measures are also taken to ensure that the rights of
minorities are protected and measures usually taken to ensure that minorities have a voice and
consideration is given to their specific needs.

Each camp faces different challenges in this respect, so it is unlikely that one approach will suit all
situations. While the three Tak camps have substantial Muslim minorities, these Muslim minorities also
wield significant economic clout and seemed to have been able to ensure that their voice is heard and their
concerns addressed (e.g., difficulties in access to education or access to work opportunities,
discrimination and/or intimidation by members of the majority groups vis-a-vis a minority person, etc.).
Members of other minority groups, however, have more difficulty having their voice heard. In order to
address this, the Camp Committee in Mae La Camp set-up a minorities advisory committee. This
provides a channel of communication between these smaller minority groups and the Camp Committee.
Possibly a similar mechanism could work in other camps, but as a management structure responsible for
all the population in the camp the Camp Committee needs to find ways to communicate with and hear
from these segments of the population that are faced with specific challenges® (e.g., language barriers)
and are often poorly understood.

In camps where minorities comprise a significant segment of the population,” it would even be advisable
to include some form of minority representation” on the Camp Committees.

Given that ethnic minorities account for about 14% of the combined population of the seven Karen
camps, it would also be advisable to give serious consideration to some form of minority representation
on the Karen Refugee Committee. It is our understanding that the current Karenni Refugee Committee
involves at least one non-Karenni member, and if that is the case, it would be a good example to emulate.

Youth

Because youth are not adults, they do not get to vote and therefore cannot use the ballot box as a way of
having their views represented or addressed. However, with almost 50% of the population™ below the age
of 18, youth account for a large segment of the camp population. Some of the camps have seen the
emergence of youth gangs which concern both the population as well as the leadership of the camps.
There is an incredible amount of energy and capacity among this segment of the population, especially
those in their adolescent years. And there is a need to channel this energy and capacity in positive and
productive ways.

Channels of communication need to be opened and mechanisms found to directly engage youth. In our
sessions, some interesting suggestions were made such as the idea of holding a forum to listen to their

*In MRML, the CC noted that most of the Burmese-speaking population are in Section 13 which has its own Section Committee. The CC makes extra efforts to work with this SC
given the special nature of the population of that section (a mix of former 1988 students and more recent arrivals).

& Minority groups account for more than 15% of the population in four camps. In descending order they are UM at 25.3%, NP at 22.1%, ML at 16.1% and Site at 15,8%.

' This would probably be best done through the election of a special representative by members of the minority population, or a representative of a minorities” advisory group if
such a mechanism exists.

In UM, youth account for only 42% of the population. However in all other camps, they account for between 44% and 51% of the population.
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concerns and them to come up with activities that could benefit both themselves and the community as a
whole. Providing support to youth organizations which have become almost moribund with the departure
of their leadership through resettlement was another interesting suggestion. Others are mentioned in
Annex 4.

8 SPECIFIC DIMENSIONS OF CAMP MANAGEMENT

8.1 Protection and Access to Justice

In 2006, prior to undertaking the IRC/UNHCR Legal Assistance Center (LAC) project, the International
Rescue Committee (IRC) undertook an important and in-depth study on the protection environment in
three of the nine refugee camps and an examination of issues related to access to justice and the rule of
law in these settings. It was not really feasible for us to undertake as a comprehensive investigation as this
earlier report since ‘protection and access to justice’ was only one of many dimensions this evaluation
was mandated to look at.”

8.1.1 Dealing with Serious and Sensitive Situations

Our focus was gaining an understanding of how camp management structures perceived their role in
dealing with serious and sensitive situations involving, for example, violence or sexual assault. We noted
a heightened awareness of the types of crimes and how these should be processed, and a heightened
concern about the need to support survivors and to enlist various parties in the provision of such support.
In some instances, we also noted an awareness of the need to ensure confidentiality regarding certain
sensitive cases.

We observed a broad awareness and concern among camp management structures regarding specific
aspects and challenges related to ‘protection and access to justice’ in the camps. This heightened
awareness and concern is a direct result of efforts undertaken by various parties in the camps in the last
few years: the work of the IRC/UNHCR LAC project in some of the camps (e.g., Site 1 and Mae La, and
more recently Nu Po and Umpiem Mai), and various trainings provided by UNHCR on refugee rights,
and CBO and NGO programs related to sexual gender-based violence and children rights.

Unless otherwise noted, the following observations apply to all nine camps. There is:

- A clear sense of what issues are dealt with at what level: section, zone, camp or handed over to
the Thai justice system via Thai authorities.

- An awareness that, because the camps are on Thai soil, any serious crimes involving a refugee
from their camp (be it in or outside the camp) is to be dealt with by the Thai justice system and
according to Thai law.

- An awareness of the types of serious crimes that must be handed over and dealt with by the Thai
justice system. Both the KnRC and the KRC have a set of camp ‘rules and regulations’ that help
provide a framework for people operating within the camp management structures. In KRC’s
current revised set of Rules and Regulations for Camp Residents there are 39 rules.’ Of these, 12
relate to crimes that require the matter being immediately handed over to the Thai authority.

™ In the earlier study, 2,299 residents in Site 1, Site 2 and ML were surveyed on the sole focus of ‘protection and access to justice’ (i.e., barriers to accessing justice, challenges
to the rule of law and other protection issues).

™ The serious crimes mentioned by groups in all camps were murder, rape and sexual violence, human trafficking, forestry offences. Others crimes mentioned in only some
camps include: possession and dealing in hard drugs, child exploitation, causing serious body injury or mental harm, production and sale of alcohol, etc.

" This set of 39 rules is part of a revised set of rules that the KRC has been working on to ensure that it is in line with Thai law. The earlier set only had 33 rules. This revision is
still on- going and should be completed within the current year. In this undertaking, the KRC is in dialogue with the UNHCR, the IRC/UNHCR LAC project, and people familiar

with Thai law and the Thai justice system.
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Another three involve giving an initial warning to a perpetrator, providing education with respect
to the infraction and why it is deemed a crime, but a repeat infraction would result in the matter
being handed over to the Thai authority. With respect to the KnRC set of rules, 17 crimes’
require handing the matter over to the Thai authority.

- Anunderstanding that with respect to sexual violence a multi-sectoral approach should be used
and to involve different actors:

0 For instance, the Section Leaders are aware that when they are faced with an issue involving
women in a domestic or sexual violence situation, they will involve Section Security, Section
Social Affairs as well as CBOs (KWO or MWA if Muslim women are involved in Karen
camps; or KNWO and WCC in Karenni camps, and SGBV program staff) to assist with the
situation and provide support and counselling. Situations of serious violence are passed on to
the camp level (camp security, camp justice).

0 Similarly, at the camp level, Camp Security, Camp Justice, Camp Social Affairs as well as
relevant CBOs would be involved. In cases of rape or alleged rape, the matter would be
handed over to the Thai justice system (often via LAC in camps where LAC is present). In all
camps, either KWO or KNWO operate a safe house where women survivors can receive
protection, support and counselling. Respondents in most camps also mentioned the need to
involve the NGO responsible for health to conduct a medical exam’ and provide medical
support to the survivor.

The incidence of serious crimes varied considerably from camp to camp based on what we were told. For
instance, in BDY and Site 2, we were told that there had not been any serious crimes in the past year or
two. However, in Site 2, instances of domestic violence were quite common and most often related to
alcohol abuse by the husband. In MRML, MLO, ML, UM and NP, references were only to past crimes
(dating back to four or five years) and no mention of any specific recent crimes. In BDY, we were told
that in the past year the camp had to deal with a rape, an attempted rape and a serious domestic violence
incident where both wife and husband suffered injuries. In Site 1, during the session with the CBOs, we
were told that there had been 11 instances of rape™ in the past year.

As noted earlier in this report, section leaders report an increase in the incidence of domestic violence.
They identify substance abuse (related to prolonged encampment and lack of a future) as most often a

direct cause. They indicate that recent cuts in rations have also given rise to more conflicts both within
households and between households, and that some of these conflicts have led to physical violence.

However, significant challenges remain. For instance:

- The notion that there has to be a separation between the executive and judiciary functions of
democratic government is still not fully understood or accepted in all camps. A deep sense of
frustration with the new approach was expressed most clearly by the Camp Committee in
Umpiem Mai. UM is one of the new camps where the LAC project is being implemented.
However, even in Mae La where the LAC project has been operational for many years, not all
leaders fully understand or support this notion. While some might understand and be willing to
accept the principle, the concern is with how this can be done.

- Many within the camp management structures (SLs, CC members) feel that their responsibility
for maintaining security, order and peace within the camp is being undermined by their inability
to apply camp rules to youth under the age of 18. They are convinced that if youth, individually

" The KnRC rules also include crimes related to the possession of weapons and the production of explosives.
" This was not mentioned explicitly in Site 1, Site 2, BDY and TH. In MRML, the CC indicated that the camp does not have the ability to test whether a rape has occurred.

"® We understand that many of these were ‘statutory rapes’: i.e., involving refugees girls under the age of 18 entering into intimate, though consensual, relationships.
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or in gangs, are allowed to break the law (e.g., get into fights, carry arms, substance abuse, thefts,
etc.) with impunity and without sanction then the situation will deteriorate very rapidly in the
camp and camp residents as a whole will suffer.

- The KRC and KnRC have invested considerable effort at revising and updating the existing camp
‘rules and regulations’ to ensure that they are aligned and consistent with Thai law. Alignment
with Thai law is important since, ultimately, for serious crimes, it is Thai law and the Thai justice
system and its interpretation of these Thai laws that would apply. However, the Refugee
Committees are very wise to want to adjust their existing ‘camp rules’ since these have been the
rules that have been used to administer ‘justice’ and ensure a ‘rule of law’ in the camps for many
years. They are likely to be better known and understood than Thai law which has only been
introduced to the camp leadership in recent years and is still not well known and understood
within the larger population.

- In the process of revising the set of camp rules, there has been an attempt at suggesting that
certain terms such as ‘law’, ‘crime’, ‘article’ or ‘punishment’ not be used at all by the Refugee
Committees in their set of camp rules as these should only relate to Thai law. There appears to be
a misunderstanding that more than one code of law cannot be present simultaneously, when
actually this occurs in many jurisdictions. Most countries will have a constitution which is the
supreme law, and then their will be a national code of law that comes under the constitutions and
cannot in any way contradict the constitution. There are often, in some countries, other levels of
jurisdiction such as provinces or states and most countries have municipalities. These states or
provinces often have their own assemblies that are empowered to enact laws within their areas of
responsibility, and as long as these laws are not in contradiction with the national code of law,
they are as valid and enforceable as the national code. Municipal councils will also generally
adopt a number of municipal by-laws and codes (e.g., building codes, sanitation codes, etc.) that
will govern municipal services and determine what can be done and how within the municipality.
As long as such codes and by-laws are consistent with and not in contradiction of codes of law at
higher levels they are also valid and enforceable. So, in principle, there is nothing problematic
with the RCs and the camps being governed by a distinct set of rules as long as they align and are
not in contradiction with Thai law.

- In practice, given their particular nature, camps and camp communities require a specific set of
rules that deal with their specific circumstances. For instance, given the crowded nature of the
camps, camps require very clear and enforceable rules to manage waste, to ensure sanitary
facilities and to minimize the possibility of uncontrolled fires.

While refugee leaders spoke of certain criminal cases that had been successfully prosecuted by the Thai
justice system, it seems unlikely that the Thai justice system will be in a position to absorb a large number
of criminal cases involving refugees. Therefore, we believe that, with respect to access to justice,
continuing to strengthen the camp justice system remains imperative.

8.1.2 Abuse of Power

A few instances of milder forms of abuse of power by SLs or CC members were raised in various
sessions with refugees. For example, some instances of favouritism or discrimination were mentioned.
Favouring a friend, a relative or someone from one’s ethnic groups is a misuse of one’s power and
authority. In Nu Po, one participant noted that his/her group had to give some ‘betel nut money’ to a CC
member in order for that person to pay attention to their request. This is an example of petty corruption.
But is also an abuse of power in that one is using one’s position to gain a favour.
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In Umpiem Mai, as noted earlier, we observed some fear on behalf of participants to speak openly in a
public session. While this was not the case in all groups, the very fact that a number of people were
fearful of speaking up in some groups is an indication that these people believe that power could be used
against them which suggests that it probably had been misused in such a way in the past.

In order to address the problem of power abuse and misuse, the KRC and the KnRC have developed
Codes of Conduct. Both Codes of Conduct were developed separately but cover much of the same
ground. Their intent is to ensure that individuals working as committee members or as staff for the KRC
or KnRC (and related bodies) use their power and perform their duties in a responsible and ethical
manner. For both the KRC and the KnRC, the Code of Conduct applies to members of the Refugee
Committee, to members of Camp Committees in all camps, to the staff in the Camp Management
Program and the Camp Management Support Program (and in the case of KnRC to the staff of the Thai-
Burma Border Football program), and to Camp Justice and Camp Security staff in all camps.

Code of Conduct Committees have been set up at both the Refugee Committee level and at the camp
level. These committees have the responsibility of overseeing their respective Codes of Conduct and
receiving complaints. There is some awareness among the camp population that these Codes of Conduct
are in place and that complaints can be addressed to them. The evaluators did not meet with any of these
Code of Conduct committees, so we do not have data on the number of complaints they have received and
how these have been addressed and resolved.

8.2 Program Activity Coordination and Data Sharing
8.2.1 Atthe Camp Level

Generally each camp holds a monthly meeting that involves the CC and representatives of various NGOs
and CBOs working in the camp. These meetings provide a venue where information can be shared on
activities that are taking place and being planned. These are often limited to the sharing of broad
information and are not so useful in terms of working out specific details related to a particular activity.
With respect to particular activities, often separate ad-hoc meetings are held between the particular NGO
and the appropriate member of the CC. The CC also calls special meetings with concerned parties for
planning and enlisting support for specific activities or to deal with specific issues.

On the CC, there are Health Coordinator and Education Coordinator positions with the primary
responsibility to interface with the NGOs that are providing services in these sectors in the camp. Camp
level Health and Education Committees are also mechanisms to share information and coordinate efforts
in each sector.

Sessions with CC members and with the CLs reveal that from their perspective different NGOs have
different attitudes towards the CC. Some NGOs will not attend the meetings and will often plan and carry
out activities with very little reference to the CC. Some will not bother to request a meeting but will just
show up in the camp and expect to be able to meet with the CL or certain members of the CC on the spot.
Other NGOs, however, are very good in consulting and working with the CC.

More recently, following an initiative by CCSDPT, there has been an effort to ensure that some of these
monthly coordination meetings (or that part of the meetings) be used to step back from the day-to-day
planning of discrete activities and take a more strategic approach. We understand that the purpose of these
sessions is to reflect on the overall situation in the camp, understand how it is evolving and identify gaps
or needs that are not being addressed.

The camp is the obvious entity for the purposes of planning and managing of services to the population,
but many of the key services (health, education) are provided by NGOs that focus on a particular sector of
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expertise and across many camps. Understandably, their concern tends to be limited to the delivery of
quality services in their particular area of expertise. As they deal with reductions in budget, their sectoral
focus will tend to become even more pronounced, when from the perspective of the overall wellbeing of
the population there is a need to reassess which needs are most critical and how resources should be
allocated accordingly.

This responsibility naturally falls on the camp management structures, but the Camp Leader and Camp
Committee do not have access to significant programming funds that could be directed to what they see as
areas of priority need or important gaps that are identified. They have very little say and must rely on
moral suasion to influence how the NGOs allocate their resources. If NGOs are faced with significant
difficulties they will sometimes turn to the camp management structures (RCs, CCs) to consult on the best
way forward. We understand that this happened in the education sector when, due to budget reductions,
the NGOs involved in education realized that they would no longer be able to support education in the
camps as they had done in the past. TBBC also consulted with the RCs and CCs when its funding was
reduced and it realized there would have to be reductions in the level of food and non-food items
provided. Not all NGOs have proceeded in this way. Some, when faced with budget reduction and the
realization that they are no longer in the position to support certain programs or activities, turn to the CC
and expect the camp refugee management structures (SLs, CC) to take on the responsibility of the activity
or program but without any resources to do so.

Regarding data, the refugee management structures at the camp level (SLs and CC) gather detailed data
primarily regarding camp population and on food and non-food items (reception and distribution). This
data is kept at the Camp Committee office. It is updated on a monthly basis. On a monthly basis this
information is shared with the Refugee Committee as well as with TBBC.

8.2.2 At the Overall Humanitarian Assistance Coordination Level

In terms of overall coordination of the humanitarian response to the Burmese refugee situation, this
occurs in different ways, in different places. The key agencies and mechanisms involved are the OCDP,
the CCSDPT, the RCs, TBBC, UNHCR and the DHAWG. Their roles and functions in coordination were
described in section 4.2 above.

While considerable coordination is taking place, when all is said and done, there does not appear a clear
place (or clear entity) where the responsibility to decide and the mandate to act rest. The more collegial
approach that has characterized the humanitarian assistance to Burmese refugees has, to date, been
effective. This has been so because the community of stakeholders has been able to maintain a shared
analysis and understanding, and a general consensus around what needed to be done and the approach to
be used. However, as soon as such a general consensus no longer exists, the limitations of such a collegial
approach begin to appear.

When trying to understand how the overall coordination of humanitarian assistance works, another puzzle
is figuring out where and how the refugee-based management structures, and in particular the Refugee
Committees, interface with the parties involved in ensuring the overall coordination of assistance. Are
they consulted, and if so how? Should they not have a place at the table?

8.3 Service Delivery and Monitoring

The refugee management structures have a direct role in camp security, maintaining detailed camp
population records, the reception and distribution of food and non-food supplies and the maintenance and
upkeep of basic camp infrastructure (e.g., roadways and paths within the camp, camp buildings such as
warehouses, camp committee office, etc.).
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With respect to the maintenance and upkeep of camp infrastructure, given that the camp committee has
very minimal financial resources, it must rely primary on building supplies provided by TBBC and on
voluntary labour from the camp population.

While a Camp Health Coordinator and a Camp Education Coordinator that sit on the Camp Committee
and have the responsibility to oversee camp education activities and camp health activities respectively,
their role is more to serve as the main point of contact between the Camp Committee and their respective
camp committees (education and health) and the NGOs working in these sectors.

Chosen from among the 15 people elected to the Camp Committee, the Health Coordinator and Education
Coordinator do not necessarily have backgrounds or training in public health or education respectively. It
is not their function to monitor and ensure that services provided are up to standard, nor, for the most part,
do they have the technical competence to do so.

9 CURRENT MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES AS PERCEIVED BY
OTHERS

9.1 Thai Camp Commanders and Other Local Officials

On the whole the TCCs report maintaining good relations and open communications with the refugee
Camp Leader and the Camp Committee. The issue of language poses a problem in some instances (e.g.,
NP) so that interactions have to occur through the help of an interpreter. However, overall relations are
facilitated by the fact that some of the Or Sor™ are ethnic Karen/Karenni and a number of Or Sor are also
married to refugee women. Two of the TCCs are themselves married to Karen women (MRML and
MLO). The shared cultural affinities facilitate communication.

The TCCs also report that the refugee-based structures to manage the camps are working well. Some note
that the refugee leaders are able to take care of the welfare of the population and maintain good order
much more effectively than if it was left to the Thai military or officials from the Mol to take on this
responsibility. That being said, some of the TCCs noted areas that remain a concern for them. For
instance the TCC for Site 1 was concerned about the risk of fire within the camp and felt that the CC
could do better at introducing measures to minimize the risk of accidental fires. The Site 2 TCC noted that
while the CC was composed of good people that it has suffered considerably from the loss of experienced
people to resettlement. In MLO the TCC believed that part of the task of the CL and CC was to prepare
the population for an eventual return to Burma. In Nu Po, the TCC was concerned about the emergence of
youth gangs and violent confrontations taking place between gangs from different ethnic groups and
believed not enough was being done by the CC (and the NGOs) to deal with this matter.

A number of the TCCs also believed that the structures and democratic processes used to choose the
leaders was a good thing (TCCs in Site 2, MLO and NP talked about this explicitly). They noted that most
of these refugees were in the camps because they had fled a repressive military regime and that this was
good preparation prior to an eventual return to Burma.

With respect to the movement of refugees in and out of the camps, this is one aspect of the official RTG
policy that all TCCs acknowledged was difficult for both them and the refugee management structures to
enforce. Some of the TCCs (Site 1, BDY) have instituted more rigorous control measures for entry and
exit of the camps , but all TCC recognize that there are a number of refugees that leave, for instance, to
work in nearby communities and this is deemed ‘acceptable’ if it is in certain specific communities in

™ As noted earlier in this report, ‘Or Sor' is the transliteration of the Thai acronym for Territorial Defence Volunteers. It is the expression most commonly used by all who live or

work in the camps.
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close proximity of the camp. Some Thai Camp Commanders note that some policies are a challenge to
implement given that the camps are not set up as fenced-in prisons with security perimeters, and that the
camps should not be set up as prisons since refugees are not criminal convicts.

More often, though, other officials, such as the military operating in the area or forestry officials
responsible for protecting the forest reserves where almost all of the camps are located are of the opinion
that the TCCs are being too lax in enforcing RTG policy and Thai laws, especially as regards movement
of residents in and out of the camps. The negative impact of the presence of these camps on the local
environment is considerable. For UM and TH, there are significant concerns about who actually are the
people in the camps and how many are actually legitimate refugees (i.e., fleeing war or political
repression).

9.2 Non-Government Organizations (including TBBC)

During the field data gathering period, meetings were held in six different locations® to which
representatives of NGOs working in the camps (including TBBC) were invited to share their perceptions
and suggestions with regard to the camp management structures.

Since some people were unable to attend these meetings, four other representatives were able to share
their perspectives in separate meetings or over the telephone. In all, we were able to speak to 20 different
representatives of 12 different agencies providing services in all main sectors: protection, health,
sanitation/environmental health, education, food assistance/nutrition, livelihoods, camp management.

Almost all of the representatives we spoke to indicate having a good working relationship with the camp
management structures (primarily the Camp Committee or particular members of the CC) in the camps
were they operate. Most have been working with the refugee camps for many years and commented
positively on the changes that had been taking place over the past few years:
- clearer division of roles and responsibilities and explicit job descriptions for people occupying
positions within camp management structures;
- more democratic processes for the election of refuges into leadership positions;
- the introduction of Codes of Conduct for elected representatives and staff in management
positions.

However they also noted that significant challenges remain:

- The elections in 2010 resulted in many new people occupying positions for which they have had
no prior experience, so they are still learning their new role and responsibilities and still require
training and support to develop the capacities needed for their new functions;

- Third countries resettlement has also lead to the loss of the experienced leaders;

- In some camps, there has been less of a change-over in people occupying leadership positions; in
these camps, the challenge is bringing about changes in attitudes as many of these people still
hold to traditional notions of leadership and authority, and to practices that are not always
transparent;

- While the election of representatives to Camp Committees is a good thing, this does not
necessarily lead to the choice of people with various technical backgrounds (e.g., one of the 15
people elected to the Camp Committee will be given the position of Camp Health Coordinator;
such a person will not necessarily have any experience or training in the field of public health);

- While noting that the 2010 election process was an improvement over past practices, there is
considerable education work that needs to take place with the refugee population as a whole in
preparation of the next elections in 2013;

& Meetings were held in Mae Hong Son (for NGOs working in Site 1 and Site 2), Mae Sarieng (for NGOs working in MLO and MRML), Mae Sot (for NGOs working in ML),
Umphang (for NGOs working in UM and NP), Sangklaburi (for NGOs working in BDY) and Suan Pheung (for NGOs working in TH).
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- While the introduction of Codes of Conduct (CoC) is a positive development, some
representatives noted that the ability of the CoC Committee to carry out its mandate remained a
challenge in at least one particular camp with which they are familiar.

Most NGOs are favourable to the basic philosophy or principle that favours people participation and
control over their own lives. In practice, however, they often come up against situations which make this
challenging to accomplish. One representative noted that NGOs are often critical of the refugee leadership
which they see as not very participatory and top-down, but NGOs themselves are quite top down. For
most NGOs, most of the authority rests with the Country Director in Bangkok and while the field
representative is responsible to coordinate and work things out, he/she has very little freedom to
manoeuvre or operate beyond the NGOs clearly established guidelines.

Most NGOs operate within quite strict practices and must follow quite detailed plans and budgets with
limited room to deviate from these. NGOs that operate in more technical areas such as in the health sector
also have various protocols, norms and standards that they must respect. While, in principle, health sector
NGOs would be open to collaborate with the CC in planning health related activities, there is often no one
on the CC that has the technical background or competence to contribute knowledgeably to such a
process. This raises the question whether the CC should be only composed of elected representatives or
also include certain positions that are filled by people who are hired on the basis of the specific technical
knowledge, experience and skills they would bring to the position. Another way of addressing this need
for technical knowledge and expertise would be to have technical advisors in staff positions who are hired
by and answerable to the CC. Such people would not change at every election, thereby helping maintain
this important advisory capacity. The loss of such qualified people to 3rd country resettlement would
remain an issue.

A number of representatives noted that they can understand the frustration that must be felt by members
of the CC who have been given certain responsibilities but have very little authority or control over
anything and have virtually no financial resources at their disposal. Yet when an NGO faces cuts in its
budget, it is to the CC that it turns for help in resolving the situation they face. Some CCs have
demonstrated the ability to come up with reasonable criteria to help NGOs make decisions about what to
cut when faced with a decrease in budget.

TBBC held consultations with the KRC and KnRC as well as all the CCs when it implemented the first
cut in rations. Further consultations were being held during the period of this evaluation regarding further
cuts that would come into force in February 2012. Similarly the NGOs in the education sector held
consultations when faced with significant shortfall in that sector. None of these consultations have been
easy, but they demonstrate that there is a willingness to engage and the ability to contribute constructively
in order to try to minimize the negative impacts of such cuts on the population.

In the health sector, choices can be starker with life and death consequences: do we continue funding the
immunization program (which statistically saves many more lives over time) and cut the budget for
referrals (which almost always has to do with life-threatening injuries or illnesses), or the reverse? While
such decisions are not easy, they are decisions community leaders are often faced with. There is no reason
to believe that the refugee leadership would not be able to engage and contribute meaningfully with health
sector NGOs to these kinds of decisions. While, members of the CC might not have all the technical
expertise to usefully contribute to the planning of programs and activities, if presented with various
options and the pros and cons of each, there is no reason they could not provide some guidance and help
indicate what they believe should be the priorities (i.e., in terms of resource allocation) for the maximum
benefit of the camp population.
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Many NGO representatives acknowledged that building competent and capable refugee-based camp
management structures is challenging. When asked where the responsibility for this should rest, they were
of the opinion that it should not rest solely with TBBC (representatives of TBBC at all levels of the
organization were also of this opinion). However, few had any clear ideas about alternatives. People
recognized that they all have some contribution to make in how they work and interact with the
management structures, but it was not clear that their role should be any more than that.

9.3 Community-Based Organizations (CBOs)

A total of 91 individual representatives of various Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) and camp
committees participated in the CBO sessions in the nine camps. As indicated in Table 9 below, a large
majority of these (79%) were from organizations representing women (KNWO, KWO), youth (KNYO,
KYO) or students (KSU, KSNG). These six organizations often had more than one person attending the
same session, usually because they were involved in distinct programs or activities within their
organization. The evaluation sub-team for Mae Hong Son also met with six representatives of the Karen
Women’s Organization (KWO) at their headquarters in Mae Sarieng.

CBOs cooperate closely with the CCs in the camps and are often called upon to assist the CCs, and
certain NGOs with various tasks and function such as community mobilization, nutrition and health
education (women and student groups), psycho-social counseling and SGBV counseling and support
(women organizations), and special events, cultural activities and sports activities (youth organizations).
Some of the CBOs, especially (KNWO and KWO) are also often asked to sit on various camp
committees.
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Clearly the CBOs are a means to mobilize various segments of the camp population, a venue to provide
refugees with opportunity to learn basic planning and organizing skills and mechanisms to deliver specific
services. As civil society organizations they are both training grounds for refugee leadership (and
potential future camp leaders) and a different means to hold camp management structures accountable to
the population.

In the CBO sessions, the feedback received aligned itself closely with the feedback gathered in various
refugee sessions. Where refugee sessions noted instances of bias or lack of fairness on the part of certain
leaders, the CBO session would also raise this as an issue. Similarly with the concerns raised in one or

*' The other CBOs that participated were: BWU (2), EFCG (1), KNED (1), KNHD (1), KHWA (2), MWA (2), MYA (2), NEFCC (1) and PKLCC (2).

* The Camp Committees that participated were: Child Protection Committee (3) and Sexual and Gender-Based Violence Committee (2).
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more camps of leaders being disrespectful or not attentive to others when being spoken, of certain leaders
getting drunk or otherwise setting a bad example (by not following the camp rules and regulations), or of
some leaders in one camp having the tendency of abusing their authority and being overly harsh.

However, while noting that there are clearly areas where improvements are required, on the whole, the
CBOs believe that the current refugee management structures are working satisfactorily. Efforts to
strengthen these structures and build the capacity of managers and leaders should continue, but there is no
need to replace the current structure with an alternate structure.

Areas that were highlighted as requiring improvements (in addition to the ones noted above) were:

- to ensure better representation of women on the CCs;

- to ensure that communication channels are working better and that the information and messaging
is consistent (from the outside world to the CC, from the CC to the zonal leaders and SLs/section
committees, and from the SLs/section committees to the population;

- to provide better support and oversight of SLs; and

- to ensure that all camps are clear as to the current camp ‘rules and regulations’.

9.4 UNHCR

The UNHCR did not become involved with the Burmese refugees in Thailand until 1997.8 Following the
arrival of the first groups of people fleeing fighting in 1984, the RTG had hoped that their presence in
Thailand would be temporary. It did not invite the UNHCR to become involved in order not to
“internationalize” the situation according to one UNHCR representative. This changed in 1998, when the
UNHCR was approached by the RTG to visit the border and in 1999 an agreement was negotiated that
gave the UNHCR quite a narrow mandate that focused on protection and registration, and, in the mid-
2000s, resettlement.

These arrangements are quite an unusual as the UNHCR, along with its protection mandate is often
expected and takes on an important role in the overall coordination of humanitarian assistance. While in
recent years, the UNHCR has collaborated with the donor community and the CCSDPT in the
coordination of the humanitarian assistance to Burmese refugees (e.g., the work with the CCSDPT on the
Strategic Framework for Durable Solutions), its primary efforts have has been on its protection mandate
and the rights of the individual refugee, and less on the community of refugees as a whole and the
management of the camps.

In line with its protection mandate, the UNHCR has actively supported ‘access to justice’ work in part
through its support to the IRC LAC project as well as support to SGBV work in the camps. This latter is
in response to a heightened concern within the UN system about sexual exploitation and abuse, and
therefore the need to proactively address such issues. Through this work, the UNHCR has been working
with and providing training in conflict resolution and protection to the Refugee Committees and the CCs.
And through the LAC project, the UNHCR is supporting the efforts at separation of the ‘executive’ from
the ‘judiciary’ within some of the camps and establishing the interface between the Thai justice system
and these camps (initially in Site 1, Site 2 and ML; in the past year UM and NP have been added).

The UNHCR’s engagement with the refugee-based camp management structures has been tempered by its
continued concern about reprehensible activities and role of non-state actors (e.g., KNPP and KNU), in
the border area and their potential to exert influence over and interfere with the camp management
structures. The UNHCR does not suggest that the RCs and CCs are directly supporting or abating such

* As of 1994, the UNHCR had a roving protection officer visiting the border. But the RTG remained resistant to the UNHCR having a role until 1997 following a change in

government and serious fighting on the border.
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activities,* but recent incidents indicate that the potential for influence and interference by non-state
actors is real and on-going monitoring and vigilance is paramount. Its concern about the rights of the
individual refugee also leads it to focus on 1) the need to ensure the civilian and humanitarian character of
the camps, 2) issues of impartiality and access to justice and 3) the need to ensure both democratically
representative structures and a clear separation between the executive and the judiciary (to prevent
conditions of abuse of power). Some of these issues have been addressed by this evaluation.

Given recent changes inside Burma and the potential creation of conditions that would allow for the safe
return of refugees, the UNHCR will be called upon to play an increasing role with the current
humanitarian situation. It will need to engage even more closely with these management structures both in
helping prepare the population and in facilitating the many different processes that an eventual
repatriation and settling into Burma will entail. Making further contributions to building the capacity of
these enabling management structures is imperative. The sooner this is undertaken, the better it will serve
the interests of the refugee population as a whole as well as facilitate UNHCR’s enhanced role. In this
regards, one area of contribution that would be particularly beneficial is the explicit recognition of these
structures as the legitimate governance and management structures of the refugee population. This is an
area for which the UNHCR could take some leadership in advocating with the RTG. In doing so, it should
also advocate that the RTG make explicit the responsibilities and authority that it has devolved to these
structures (RCs and CCs), and the terms that govern the relationships between these structures and the
RTG agencies and representatives. Making these things explicit would contribute considerably to the
removal of many areas of ambiguity, lack of transparency and lack of clear accountability, all of which
lend themselves to arbitrariness, manipulation and abuse.

10 CAMP RELATIONSHIPS WITH NEIGHBOURING THAI
COMMUNITIES

When the Thai government first allowed small groups of refugees to establish small communities in
encampments in Thailand near the border with Burma, it was with the assumption that these would be
temporary, possibly only for a few months until the end of the dry season offensive of the Burmese army.
Soon, the RTG realized that this was not the case. The numbers were increasing from year to year, and
when armed forces began attacking across the border, the refugees were moved into the current camps
both for their own security and for the security of the border (to allow Thai authorities to more readily
manage these large numbers of people).

The presence of the camps in the vicinity of Thai communities — some of the camps of the size of towns,
and one camp, Mae La, the size of a city — has had considerable impacts on these communities both
positive and negative. Some of the impacts are on the local economy and the environment. Others are
more in the legal, administrative and socio-cultural domains.

The following pages summarize the impacts that were mentioned by Thai officials living and working in
the areas were the camps are located and by villagers, shop owners and other community members living
in communities that are in the vicinity of the camps.

10.1 Economic and Environmental Impacts

Many people living in the communities in the vicinity of all nine camps benefit from significant economic
advantages. As indicated in Table A9.1 (Annex 9), the most common advantage is access to relatively
cheap but quality labourers who help with various seasonal activities on farms and plantations. With

* Or for that matter supporting on-going military activity inside Burma: when representatives were asked if they believed that the camps were somehow being used to support

the groups fighting inside Burma, they acknowledged that there is no evidence that the camps are being used for combatants to be treated and rest before returning to combat.
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regards to certain camps, other industries located at a greater distance from the camps, such as tourism
and fishing, also benefit from this access to relatively cheap labour.

The trade that takes place between the camps and the local communities also provide additional income to
both shop owners and simple villagers located near many of the camps. And the access to relatively cheap
goods due to the presence of the camps was also identified as a significant benefit by communities near at
least four of the nine camps. For communities near some of the more remote camps such MLO and
MRML, the road improvements undertaken to give suppliers access to the camps has meant easier access
to markets to these communities both to purchase goods from larger centres and to sell produce.

These positive impacts are considerably offset by the overall damage done to local forest cover as well as
to the quantity and diversity of forest fauna and flora. All the camps are located in or near protected
watershed or national park areas® thereby heightening the seriousness of this damage as well as the
concerns of Thai authorities. Recent cuts in rations of both food items and building materials has
exacerbated the problem as many refugees clandestinely leave the camp and try to supplement their
rations by produce from the local forests. Indirectly, the RTG policy of temporary shelters also
contributes to the problem since the roofing materials used will seldom last for more than couple of
seasons before having to be replaced. Allowing the use of slightly more lasting as well as less flammable
materials would be more economical, less of a fire hazard as well as of enormous benefit to the local
environment. And this would not significantly change the rudimentary and temporary nature of household
shelters in the camps.

Another negative impact that is common to all the camps are thefts carried out by certain residents of the
camps in the gardens and fields of the communities that are located near the camps.®

10.2 Administrative, Legal and Socio-Cultural Impacts

With respect to other types of impacts, it is clearly the access to emergency medical attention and health
services that is appreciated the most by certain remote Thai communities located near the camps. For
communities located near MLO and MRML, the greater access they have to government services in the
district centre in Mae Sarieng due to better year round road access is also a positive impact (see Table
A9.2 of Annex 9).

However, on the negative side, Thai authorities, particularly with respect to the camps located in Mae
Hong Son province, identify increased administrative loads due to the presence of the camps both related
to general administrative matters as well as added load on the Thai justice system. Community members,
on the other hand, are more concerned about security and basic law and order issues due to the presence
of the camps nearby and the perception that there is significant movement of refugees in and out of the
camps.

On the whole, the four camps located in Mae Hong Son province seem to have a more positive
relationship with the communities located in the vicinity. This can be explained in part by cultural
affinity between the local Thai-Karen/Thai-Karenni population and the camp population, as well as
marriages that have taken place between members of neighbouring Thai communities and camp residents.
For some community members, they perceive the camp community as just one amongst a number of
communities located in their area.

* In Annex 6, the reader can consult Table A6 which identifies a number of characteristics of the camps and their local setting.
* The evaluation did not gather detailed statistics on the incidence of theft in neighbouring communities. However such thefts were raised as one of the negative impacts of the
camps by Thai community respondents for all camps. Such incidents are normally brought to the attention of the TCC via the village headman who would then bring it to the

attention of the CC.

E.T. Jackson and Associates 66



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

There is less of a sense of harmonious relationships between the camps in Tak province, where as in the
case of Ban Don Yang and Tham Hin, there has always been a considerable amount of back and forth
across the Thai-Burmese border in those areas so the presence of the camps does not seem all that
anomalous. However, the large amount of new arrivals over the past few years in the Tak camps and in
Tham Hin has been noted by the local authorities as well as by local community leaders and there is a
strong sense that many of these new arrivals are not legitimate refugees but people taking advantage of
the presence of the camps to get access to third country resettlement or to conduct commerce. This is
eroding the degree of sympathy felt by the local population towards the refugees and the level of
tolerance to the continued presence of the camps.

It is also noteworthy that there is a quite a broad negative sentiment of the local population towards the
people working in the camps that is in large parts due to how drivers of various international agencies
conduct themselves on the roads: often driving very fast, with apparent disregard to the people living near
the roads (raising large clouds of dust) or also using the roadways (on foot, bicycles or in small farm
vehicles). While the support to local community projects have been noted and appreciated such good will
gestures are being undermined by the behaviour on the road of many of their staff.

11 MEETING INTERNATIONAL NORMS

11.1 Humanitarian Principles and “Do No/Less Harm” Principle
The humanitarian principles refer to the ‘humanitarian imperative’ principle, neutrality and impartiality.

11.1.1 Humanitarian Imperative Principle

“Human suffering must be addressed wherever it is found, with particular attention to the most
vulnerable in the population, such as children, women, the displaced and the elderly. The dignity and
rights of all those in need of humanitarian assistance must be respected and protected.”

The current camp management model has been quite successful in ensuring that this principle is being
respected by both the refugee management structures and the humanitarian agencies? providing assistance
over the years.

With cutbacks in rations, this is proving to be more challenging. At the time of the evaluation, further
reductions in rations were being planned for February 2012, and discussions were underway between the
TBBC, the RCs and the CCs to identify the most vulnerable households in order to ensure that such
households are provided with sufficient rations while other households receive a reduced ration.

Where there should be a concern that the ‘humanitarian principle’ is, or could be, threatened is with the
situation of the unregistered refugees. The large number of unregistered refugees (in some camps they
account for about 50% of the total population being served) is putting significant pressure on limited
resources at a time when many donor agencies are reducing their support. Without screening to determine
which of the unregistered refugees are legitimate ‘refugees’ and should receive support, and which are
not, the whole of the camps’ population are being forced to make do with these reduction in rations and
services.

In order to keep track of new arrivals (NA), all NAs are noted by section leaders that then provide a list of
these NAs to the New Arrival Committees (NACs) set up by the CCs. The NACs will conduct ‘screening’

¥ The Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group adopted a set of guiding principles and Operating Guidelines in June 2011 in Bangkok to guide their work and interventions
along the Thailand/Burma border. These Operating Guidelines are an adaptation of the Red Cross and NGO Code of Conduct and the Good Humanitarian Partnership Principles

to the local context. The guiding principles and operating guidelines include all four principles discussed in this section.
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interviews with all NAs using pre-set questions to verify that they meet certain new arrival criteria
developed by the RCs to determine whether the NAs should eligible for food rations and non-food items.
The refugee management structures do not consider the NACs to be alternative mechanisms to determine
whether these NAs have a legitimate claim to asylum. They would prefer not to have to deal with this
responsibility but have put in place these mechanisms to deal with the fact that the RTG’s PABs have not
completed the screening of any of the large number of new arrivals since 2005/2006.

The NACs operate from the premise that all NAs have the right to asylum and to rations unless their
responses during interviews clearly indicates that they are job-seekers, resettlement seekers or that they
are from neighbouring Thai villages. Once NAs have successfully completed their NAC interview, a list
of accepted people is given to the CC and TBBC. TBBC does a further verification, take their photos and
eventually issues them a ration book. NAC statistics® for the period of August 2010 to June 2011 for all
nine camps indicate that of the 17,138 NAs enumerated by section leaders, only 13,544 (79%) presented
themselves to interviews. The others presumably chose to leave the camp rather than show up for the
NAC interview. Of those that showed up for their interview, 13,263 (98%) were accepted while 2% were
determined to be job-seekers, resettlement seekers or Thai villagers. TBBC reports that there is a further
significant drop in number in terms of NAs who show up to receive their ration book. The way these
structures are operating is consistent with the humanitarian imperative and the asylum-seekers right to
asylum. It is not the role of such mechanisms to determine the legitimacy of any asylum-seekers claim.
This remains the responsibility of the RTG’s PABs, and, if the RTG was to request its involvement, it is a
responsibility that could be shared with the UNHCR.

The legitimacy of the large number of currently unregistered refugees remains a significant issue with
respect to the humanitarian imperative principle. When asked about the number of NAs and unregistered
refugees, CC members and CLs believed that a considerable number of these were in the camps for other
reasons than fleeing fighting or political persecution. For example, in UM, they believed that as many as
60% were there for business opportunities or resettlement reasons. In ML, the camp leader believed that
as many as 20% of the numbers in his camp were there for such reasons. This underlines the urgency of
arriving at an understanding with the RTG to process the large number of unregistered refugees (62,000
people or 45% of the camp population).

If a significant percentage of the current camp population do not have legitimate grounds for being in the
camps, then this is putting unwarranted pressure on the resources available. While the measure mentioned
above (targeted support to the most vulnerable) is addressing to some extent this concern with respect to
food rations, this does not address the problem of reductions in non-food rations or the decreases in
services provided (education, health, etc.) that the legitimate refugee population is experiencing.

11.1.2 Neutrality

“Humanitarian agencies must not take sides in the hostilities or in controversies based on political,
racial, religious or ideological identity (non-partisanship/independence). Transparency and openness
are key issues to keep neutrality. ... Neutrality is not a justification for condoning impunity or turning a
blind eye to egregious human rights abuses.”

The current effort to provide support to Burmese refugees in Thailand is focused on providing support to
people fleeing military conflict, human rights abuses and political persecution. The current refugee
management structures are staffed with people who are perceived as leaders by these very populations
and they expect these leaders to provide them with a safe and liveable environment in the camps but also,
to the extent possible, protect them from further aggression by the Burmese military regime. But the focus
of these structures is to provide for these displaced populations while in Thailand and we did not come

*TBBC Programme Report — January to June 2011, p. 55
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across evidence that these management structures are participating in on-going military action against the
Burmese military regime.

The humanitarian agencies working with the refugees are deeply concerned about the plight of these
populations and many are undoubtedly sympathetic to the political aspirations of the various groups
within the refugee population for a democratic Burmese state where ethnic groups can exercise a certain
degree of auto-determination. In this sense, the agencies are taking sides, but they are doing so in the face
of the flagrant human rights abuses against these populations over the past 25 years. So in this sense, they
fall within the conditionality of the application of this principle, that ‘neutrality’ should not condone
impunity or turn a blind eye to egregious human rights abuses.

11.1.3 Impartiality

“Aid is delivered to all those who are suffering; the guiding principle is only their need and the
corresponding right. Human rights are the basis and the framework for an assessment of needs. This
principle includes both the proportionality to need (Where resources are not sufficient, priority is always
given to those most affected) as well as the principle of non-discrimination (no one should be
discriminated against based on their sex, age, ethnicity, identity, etc.).”

For the most part, the principle of impartiality is being respected in the Burmese refugee camps by both
the refugee management structures and the humanitarian agencies providing aid. Significant efforts have
been deployed over the years to be aware of the various groups and sub-groups within the population and
to differentiate their needs.

As noted above, a recent new effort has been undertaken to identify the more vulnerable households since
food rations are being cut significantly for a second time in three years and some households will have
more difficulty to cope. In this way the proportionality of need is being addressed.

While some instances of discrimination have been noted in this evaluation, for the most part there is no
evidence of systematic and intentional discrimination operating within the camps.

However, particular areas of concern have been noted and these require attention:

- Situation with unregistered refugees
Unregistered refugees do not have refugee status. It is likely that a number of these would not
pass any refugee status screening process and therefore would have no legitimate claim to the
rights, protection and aid accorded the refugees. However, many of the unregistered refugees
probably do have legitimate claims to refugee status. Currently none of these have this and
therefore suffer from discrimination: with a few exceptions, they do not have the right to vote for
the people that will occupy SL or CC positions, they are cannot obtain camp passes to leave the
camps, and are much more vulnerable than other refugees if they leave the camp clandestinely
since they are returned to the border rather than the camp.

- Minorities
While for the most part, religious and ethnic minorities indicate that they are being dealt with
fairly, there are instances where this is not the case. The Muslim minority in the Tak camps has
been able to ensure that its needs and interests are being addressed because of the considerable
economic interests that it controls and therefore the influence that it wields in the camps.
However, other minorities face more significant challenges, and with the exception of Mae La,
there is no mechanism for these people to voice their concerns and particular needs. This is
critical, since their numbers are not significant enough for them to be able to elect one of theirs to
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a position of leadership at the section or camp level. We noted earlier in the report that Umpiem
Mai is a case of particular concern in this regard.

11.1.4 Do No/Less Harm

“Although aid can become part of the dynamics of the conflict and may even prolong it, humanitarian
organizations must strive to “do no harm” or to minimize the harm they may be inadvertently doing
simply by being present and providing assistance. .... aid can be an indirect part of the dynamics of the
conflict because it creates jobs, gives incomes in form of taxes ... aid can exacerbate the root causes of
the conflict by securing rebel activities.”

Concerns have been raised in the past that, given inadequate or insufficient controls over the distribution
of rations, it was difficult to ascertain that none of the humanitarian assistance was making it into the
hands of armed members of the Karen and Karenni resistance. These concerns were made most notably in
the 2008 ECHO report.

Since then, new measures have been introduced by TBBC and the refugee management structures to
ensure much tighter and more transparent controls over the reception and distribution of rations. In the
past few years, the ration levels have also been cut a number of times so that an almost universal
complaint heard in all nine camps was that the reduction of food rations generally and rice in particular
was one of the most important challenges of living in the camps. The quantity of rations provided to CCs
for special needs (e.g., to mark special occasions such as religious holidays or to assist needy NAs until
such time as they obtain ration cards) has also been reduced. Given these significant reductions in rations
and the added controls it is far less plausible than it once might have been that such camp rations are
somehow making it into the hands of the resistance.

So given this, is the presence of these nine Burmese refugee camps in Thailand, contributing to the
dynamics of the conflict or to its prolongation by securing rebel activities?

From information gathered during the evaluation we also note the following:

- Some of the camp residents have family members (e.g., husband) fighting inside Burma. This was
mentioned in two of the camps but informants could not indicate how wide spread a practice this
was. That family members benefit from the relative safety of a refugee camp would certainly be
of succor to the combatant, but this does not constitute a contribution to the conflict and such
support has to be provided to conform with the humanitarian imperative principle. On the other
hand, if the medical facilities in the refugee camps were being used to care for combatants that
had been wounded so that they could return to the ‘front’, then this might be considered direct
support to the conflict. While the evaluation did not conduct a systematic visit to all the medical
facilities, the evaluators did not observe any instances of medical facilities being used in this way.

- RCs, Camp Leaders and CCs are aware of some the activities of non-state actors such as the KNU
and the KNPP. They note having on-going communication with these political entities for the
purpose of sharing information. While many are sympathetic to these organizations, refugee
leaders were quite clear that their mandate and responsibility is for the refugee population inside
Thailand and it is the needs of this population that are their primary concern and the basis of
decisions that they make. They state unequivocally that they are not being directed, nor do they
receive financial support from these political entities.

- The RCs have, however, provided some in-kind support (in the form of rice) to groups that help
patrol the border, in the vicinity of the camps, on the Burmese side of the border. This was done
in order to protect the camps against attacks by the Burmese army or other armed rebel groups
(e.g., in Site 1 some houses were burned down in 2005 by Burmese military, in Mae La, the
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presence of Border Guard Force/DKBA on the border since 2009 is a concern) since very little, if
any, protection was being provided by any other party. In ensuring that such protection was in
place, refugee leaders were responding to the requests of the refugee population. The in-kind
support was seen as a contribution to ensuring the security of the camps and their populations.
TBBC was aware and had approved the supply of some rice for this purpose. TBBC took it upon
itself to approve this form of support since it believed that ensuring the security of the refugees in
the camp justified this action. However, because of the increased concerns being expressed by
donors, TBBC met with the RCs in 2009 and informed them that TBBC would be phasing out (by
the end of 2011) this form of support in order to respect the wishes of the donor community and
not jeopardize the critical humanitarian support being provided to the camps.

- The UNHCR indicates that non-state actors (e.g. KNPP and KNU) are present and active along
the Thai-Burmese border. Some of these activities include extra-judicial killings, cross-border
abductions and human trafficking which are direct infringements on the basic rights of asylum-
seekers. While the UNHCR does not suggest that the refugee management structures are directly
supporting or abating such activities, it believes that such non-state actors continue to have a
strong influence and the potential to interfere with the structures. It therefore believes that
continued monitoring and vigilance are required to ensure the civilian and humanitarian nature of
the camps.

11.1.5 Other International Norms

Because of various training courses that people in management positions (Section Leaders, Camp
Committee members, Camp Leader) have received and their on-going interaction with various
international organizations (UNHCR, TBBC, various NGOs, etc.), there is a considerable degree of
knowledge and understanding of various international norms and human rights that must be respected.
Since, for most in the camp, their main reason for being there is because they were fleeing a regime where
basic human rights were not respected, refugee leaders are positively disposed to abide by and respect
international standards and norms. Of the four principles discussed above, the humanitarian imperative
and impartiality (non-discrimination) are the ones they are clearest about and do their best to put in
practice. They are also, for the most part, aware of the international community’s concern about neutrality
and the ‘do no/less harm’ principle.

Many individual refugees are also familiar with human rights and in particular their right to speak up and
be treated fairly and equally. This is particularly the case with refugees that have received training or who
have a higher level of formal education. Refugee leaders in camps with a large number of new arrivals
note that one of the challenges they face in dealing with these newer members of the population is that a
number of them come from more urban areas, or are more educated and, as a result, are more inclined to
‘demand’ certain services and rights.

Refugee leaders (SLs, CC members and CLs) and even a number of refugees from the general population,
while aware of the need to respect and promote human rights, also feel that these rights have to be
balanced with community members responsibilities towards fellow refugees, i.e., they cannot exercise
their rights at the expense of others. In all but Site 2 and Ban Don Yang, concerns were raised by refugee
leaders that increased human rights training and especially training re child rights has made their task of
maintaining peace and order in the community more difficult. In particular, that it has become more
difficult to control youth gangs (raised as a significant concern in Site 1, Nu Po and Mae La) since some
youth believe they can act with impunity because they believe that, as minors, they cannot be penalized or
detained.

The challenges of navigating various codes of law (Karen/Karenni customary law, Muslim law, Thai law
and international law) is also proving a challenge in most of the camps. In Mae La and Site 1 and Site 2,
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where the Legal Assistance Centres (LAC) were first introduced by IRC (with UNHCR support), there is
a greater understanding of the need for a clear separation of the judiciary from the executive. In Nu Po,
and in particular Umpiem Mai, were the LACs are just being introduced, there was not a good
understanding of the rationale and importance for such a separation of the judiciary from the executive,
and a high degree of frustration with this new approach. Camp Committee members, and especially the
Security-in-Charge, believed that their authority and therefore their ability to fulfill their roles and
responsibilities, was being seriously undermined.

11.2 UNHCR’s ‘Community-Based Approach’

The UNHCR’s ‘community-based approach’ is based on five guiding principles: 1) rights-based
approach; 2) meaningful participation that relies on age, gender and diversity analysis; 3) empowerment;
4) ownership, solutions and sustainability; and 5) transparency and accountability.

These five principles and how they are being applied in this context are examined in the following table.

Table 11 How Current Model Aligns with UNHCR Community-Based Approach

Guiding Principle® How it is applied in the current refugee-based camp management model
Rights-based Approach Adopting a refugee-based camp management model was in part driven by a belief that
A rights-based approach is founded on the refugee camps, when they were initially constituted, involved an amalgam of natural,
the principles of participation and self-governing communities and that to the extent possible these self-governing
empowering individuals and processes should be retained within the camps that were being set up, rather than
communities to promote change and transforming the camp populations into passive beneficiaries.
enable them to exercise their rights In recent years, additional efforts have been undertaken to ensure that the management
and comply with their duties. structures are representative of their population and that leaders are chosen
It identifies rights-holders (accounting | democratically.
for diversity), as opposed to The arrival of large number of new arrivals since 2007 is a challenge to this principle,
beneficiaries, and seeks to strengthen | since new arrivals, for the most part, do not currently have the right to vote, and do not
their capacities to make claims; and have the same degree of protection as registered refugees.
identifies duty-bearers and seeks to
strengthen their capacities to satisfy
those claims.

Meaningful Participation Considerable investment has been made by both the management structures, TBBC

and service providing NGOs into needs assessments in order to ensure that the

(based on age, gender and diversity
diversity of the population and its needs are well understood and responded to.

analysis)
A number of refugee-run community-based organizations (CBOs) that focus on the

needs of special groups (women, youth, minorities, etc.) have also emerged and are
supported in their work by the camp management structures. Places of congregation

The full and equal involvement of all
members of the community in
decision-making processes and

activities that affect their lives. and worship for different faith have also been allowed to flourish.

Meaningful participation will often Registered refugees (but not, currently, non-registered) chose the leaders and people
require special efforts to ensure that that occupy camp management positions. Allocation of resources to the population is,
that those traditionally marginalized for the most part, done in a non-discriminatory manner. Individual refugees have access
(e.g., women, children, older persons, to their leaders, and there are also opportunities for information/consultation sessions
persons with disabilities and minority between leaders and the community (mostly at the section level).

groups) are given support and specific
opportunities to contribute.

* Information in this column is drawn from Chapter 2 - The context, concepts and guiding principles (pp. 11-26), A Community-based Approach in UNHCR Operations, UNHCR,
January 2008 (http://www.unhcr.org/47ed0e212.html)
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Guiding Principle®

How it is applied in the current refugee-based camp management model

Empowerment

The process by which individuals in
the community analyze their situation,
enhance their knowledge and
resources, strengthen their capacity to
claim their rights, and take action to
achieve their goals.

The refugee management structures have provided the refugee with mechanisms to
identify the challenges faced on a camp-by-camp basis, establish priorities with respect
to the needs of the population and interface with the international community to
negotiate how such needs can best be addressed. CBOs have also provided specific
segments of the refugee population with the means to organize themselves around
issues of particular concern (e.g., women groups, youth groups) and network with like-
minded groups outside of the camps and between camps.

As well as accessing services and resources within the camp, many refugees also
venture outside the camps to gain access to additional resources and/or income to
complement what is available within the camp. While it is difficult to put an accurate
figure on the true size of the camp economy, it clearly involves considerable resources
beyond what is provided directly by the international donor community and the RTG.

The Muslim minority has played a major role in the market economy of the three Tak
camps and has generated considerable wealth in so doing. This has made it easier to
ensure that their particular needs as a religious minority are met. The challenges faced
by other minority groups are more significant.

Ownership, Solutions and
Sustainability

Ownership is achieved when persons
of concern assume full responsibility
for the continuation of the work and
manage the activities and services
they consider priorities. (Support and
assistance from external actors might
still be required, however, because of
an absence of resources or
opportunities.)

Sustainability involves building on the
capacities and skills of community
members to manage representative
and fair structures that can respond to
both immediate and long-term
protection risks and needs, and to
develop solutions while upholding
individual rights.

Through the camp management structures, refugees play an important role in ensuring
that, within the camps, they live in peace and security in a clean and orderly place.
While their basic livelihood needs (food, shelter, clothing) are being met through
contributions from international donors, the management structure ensures that these
contributions are, for the most part, provided to all refugees in a fair and non-
discriminatory fashion regardless of sex, ethnic background, religious affiliation or socio-
economic status. Through these structures, refugees have developed their human
resources policies, codes of conduct, disciplinary procedures and complaint
mechanisms. All of this contributes to a protective environment for the refugee
population. This experience, ways of doing and the skills that have been developed in
the process are all things refugees will be able to take back with them to Burma and put
to the service of their new community context when repatriation becomes possible.

With respect to economic sustainability, access to land where refugees can grow some
of their own food (or produce shelter materials) is limited. And access to alternate
sources of income outside the camps is also very limited, and for the most part ‘illegal’
(against official RTG policy).

The camp management structures only have limited input in how budgets are allocated
and priorities set re the provision of health care to the population. While the provision of
health care involves the mastery of considerable technical knowledge this should not
preclude the involvement of the refugee population in consideration of various options
and the identification of priorities.

Transparency & Accountability

Transparency refers to the provision of
accessible & timely information to
stakeholders and the opening up of
organizational procedures, structures
and processes to their assessment.

Accountability is the process through
which an organization makes a
commitment to respond to and
balance the needs of different
stakeholders in its decision-making
processes and activities, and delivers
against this commitment.

The efforts to clarify, standardize across camps, and make explicit the management
structures, job descriptions and election processes have contributed to greater
transparency and accountability.

The RCs, the management structures within the camps (leaders and committees at
different levels) and the TBBC have strived to ensure that the refugee population is
provided with timely information. In some camps this have been quite challenging given
the many different languages spoken by the refugee population.

Regular meetings (on a monthly basis at the camp level) are held to facilitate the sharing
of information and the coordination of activities between various stakeholders (e.g.,
between the CC and the TCC, between the CC and the NGOs and CBOs working in the
camp). The recent introduction of community forums as a way of providing the
population with opportunity to speak directly to their leaders has also been well received
and proven to be an effective means for feedback.

At the intra-camp level, the RCs also hold regular meetings of all the camps under their
responsibility and an RC rep will visit each camp on a regular basis.

In terms of service provision, there are also regular meetings of the CCSDPT standing
committees which brings together the various service providers in various fields (health,
education, etc.). At an overall, strategic level, there are also various encounters that take
place between the RTG, the UNHCR, the donor community, and the CCSDPT.
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11.3 TASC’s Plan of Action on Protection from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse

Some of the core recommendations for the IASC’s Plan of Action called for the following:

- Agencies and parties involved have clearly defined principles and standards of behaviour (codes
of conduct, staff rules & regulations) re sexual exploitation and abuse and are promoting and
enforcing these.

- Basic health and psychological care is being provided to survivors.

- Survivors have access to mechanisms for recourse and redress.

- Managers are tasked with promoting a culture of protection in which exploitation and abuse is not
tolerated and reports of possible violations are treated seriously and confidentially.

While it was not feasible for this evaluation to undertake a complete compliance audit of IASC’s Plan of
Action, it is clear that a lot of effort has been invested since 2003 by agencies involved with Burmese
refugees to ensure protection from exploitation and abuse.

For instance, with the support of the US Bureau of Population, Refugees and Migration, the CCSDPT has
supported its member agencies and their partners in initiatives to prevent and respond to cases of sexual
abuse and exploitation of refugees perpetrated by members of their humanitarian staff. All member
agencies are required to abide by the Prevention of Sexual Abuse and Exploitation (PSAE) Code of
Conduct, and an institutional PSAE mainstreaming checklist (a self-auditing tool) and guidelines for
gender-based violence (GBV) interventions are tools that members agencies use to assist them in their
efforts in this regard.

Contractual agreements between TBBC and all its partners, be they the Refugee Committees (via the
Camp Management Project) or refugee-based CBOs, also require that all persons receiving stipends
through these agreements abide by their internal codes of conduct as well comply with the CCSDPT
PSAE Code of Conduct and its protocols.

Regarding the core recommendations for the IASC’s Plan of Actions the evaluation observed the
following:

- Both the KRC and the KnRC have Codes of Conduct that applies to all elected and appointed
members of various committees as well as all the personnel working under the refugee camp
management structures; these Codes of Conduct specifically state that elected officials,
committee members, and staff will not sexually abuse (commit a sexually violent act) or threaten
to sexually abuse others, or use their position of power and of control over resources to seek
sexual favours from or take advantage over others.

- Both the KRC and the KnRC have in place Code of Conduct Committees that see to the
monitoring of, and compliance with, the respective Codes of Conduct.

- While some of the CBOs and NGOs that we met referred to guidelines or codes of conduct in this
regard, we did not actually see these and do not know whether they have their own distinct codes
of conduct or whether they rely on the CCSDPT PSAE Code of Conduct.

- It became clear through the various encounters with Section Leaders, Camp Committees and
CBOs in all nine camps, that the issue of sexually gender-based violence (SGBV) has been the
focus of attention and training in the past few years. There is a very high degree of awareness of
the issue among all groups with whom we raised it, and a common understanding about how to
proceed if incidents of rape, sexual violence occur.

- All the camps have in place emergency safe-houses or shelters for survivors of sexual violence
and domestic violence. These are usually managed by the women-focused CBOs (e.g., KWO and
MWA in the seven Karen camps, and KNWO in the two Karenni camps), or by the SGBV
program staff of international NGOs. Their role as part of the first intervener group appears to be
clear and explicit.
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- Cases involving rape or alleged rape are brought to the Thai justice system via the Camp
Committee and Thai Camp Commander. Where there is a Legal Assistance Centre, the Centre is
usually involved also. Less serious cases of domestic violence are handled within the camp. The
women-focused CBOs and/or SGBV program staff resident in the camp provide support and
counselling.

We did not obtain any reports or camp based statistics regarding the incidence of sexual abuse or
aggression, sexual exploitation, or the threat of sexual abuse/aggression. As noted earlier in this report
(Section 8.1.1), in the 43 group sessions® (involving 545 refugees) concerns related to this were raised
three times. In one instance, a participant in the UM ‘women’ focus group session raised gender-based
violence as a significant challenge; she had not experienced gender-based violence personally, but was
speaking from her awareness of the issue as a refugee staff member with an NGO running an SGBV
program. The two other instances involved two women in separate youth sessions (ML, UM). One raised
the danger of being aggressed if walking out outside the camp or in Section 16 of the camp (ML), and the
other talked about fear of being aggressed by drunken men (UM). In both these cases, the threat of sexual
aggression was not initially raised as of particular concern by women youth when asked about the
challenges or threats they faced as young women in the camp. These particular dangers or fears were
expressed after the facilitator further probed the group and asked explicitly whether there were concerns
of this nature.

While any act of sexual aggression is one too many, the data gathered during this evaluation suggests that
rape and acts of non-domestic sexual aggression are not wide spread and endemic in the camps.®
However, as note earlier in this report (Section 8.1.1), the incidence of domestic violence appears to be
more widespread and on the increase. Most often these incidents of domestic violence are associated with
the use and abuse of alcohol or other drugs by male household members.

We are aware that an area of increasing concern of the international donor community is whether the
particular constraints of encampment — with its limits of freedom of movement, geographic isolation and
the rationing of food and non-food items — have given rise to transactional sex.® Since the cutbacks in
food rations was raised in 29 of the 43 group sessions® and eight of the nine camps, this issue of food
rationing and its impacts was discussed with the refugees at some length. Transactional sex was not raised
as one of the coping mechanisms refugees adopted to survive and provide for their families. However, in
two of the Section Leader sessions, transactional sex was raised as a concern or as a source of violent
conflict: in Site 1, a Section Leader indicated that one of his challenges was to try to prevent girls in his
section from being enticed by money, nice clothes or job opportunities by Thai youth or by refugees who
worked outside the camp; in MLO, regarding incidences of sexually-based violence, one Section Leader
noted that there are cases of adultery due to lack of money where either the husband or wife engage in sex
with someone who is better off financially.

16 sessions with general refugee population and 27 sessions with specific sub-groups (one each with minorities, women and youth groups in each camp).

' The one exception to this was Site 1, where CBOs indicated that there had been approximately 11 rapes in the past year. It was explained that a number of these cases were
cases of statutory rape since they involved women youth under the age of 18 who were willingly involved in relationships and did not perceive that they had been raped.
However, given the age of these women youth, they were in violation of Thai law which does not allow marriage before the age of 18.

“In other refugee contexts (e.g., Haiti), studies have found that when food rations are decreased, there can be an increase in transactional sex.

*14 of the 16 ‘general refugee population’ sessions raised decreased food rations as a major challenge. Only in Tham Hin and one of the groups in MRML was this not raised.
The focus groups sessions with minorities in 7 of the 9 camps (all except Mae La and Tham Hin) and with women in 7 of the 9 camps (all except MRML and Tham Hin) also

raised decreased food rations as a major challenge. It was raised by only one of the sessions with youth: Site 1.
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It is possible that income* is earned through transactional sex outside of the camps, but this did not come
up in the information gathered by the members of the evaluation team that were gathering information
from neighbouring communities and Thai officials living or working in the vicinity of the camps.

11.4 Transparency and Accountability

Beginning in 2003, considerable effort and resources have been invested in studying and understanding
how the existing refugee-based management structures operated at the time, and then supporting a process
in close collaboration with the RCs and CCs to clarify and standardize structures, roles and
responsibilities, election processes, Codes of Conduct, etc. and then providing funding for stipends and
basic administrative costs so that these structures could operate in a transparent and accountable way.

The quid pro quo to receiving this support was that management structures operations would be above
board and open to scrutiny.

This is the way the refugee management structures continue to operate and be financed. The
administrative costs budget, which is the part of the camp management budget under the direct control of
the CC, amounts to between seven and eight Thai baht per month per refugee in the camp. In the medium
size camps the monthly administrative budget amounts to between ThB 110,000-145,000/month. In one
of these camps more than 50% of this amount has to be handed over to local Thai Camp Commander.

The CCs in some camps (Site 2, MRML, MLO) have been taxing shop owners amounts that vary between
ThB 20 to ThB 200 per month (depending on the camp and the size of the shops) and this is used to
support community projects (e.g., in Site 2 it has been used to repair infrastructure, in MRML to
supplement teachers' salaries). However, these do not constitute significant sources of income.

However, in some of the camps, large amounts of money are involved in the camp passes issued by TCCs
for a fee (e.g., in ML and UM it is ThB 150/pass;® in UM there are 16 sections so if, on average, two
passes per section per day are issued, the fees collected for passes would amount to ThB 144,000/mo.).
Usually it is the refugee management structures (the CC and in some instances, SLs) that are responsible
for collecting these fees, but there is no paper trail as to what happens with these funds.

Even larger amounts of money are involved in payments for electricity used in two of the camps (ML and
UM) that are connected to the Thai electric grid without any paper trail. We are told that the rate being
charged for this electricity is three to four times higher than the going rate charged by the Provincial
Electricity Authority to its users. The refugee management structures are not involved in the collection of
these fees.

The issue of concern in these last two examples is that it is difficult to establish and maintain a culture and
practice of transparency and accountability when the same degree of transparency and accountability is
not expected and enforced by all concerned parties involved with the camps. Such negative examples and
practices risk eroding the exemplary efforts in this regards that have been undertaken to date within the
refugee management structures.

* The number of shops, and the large number of goods on sale in these shops, are an indication that many refugees have other sources of income: remittances from family
members in Thailand or in 3rd countries, income from employment opportunities outside the camp. It is conceivable that transactional sex could be another source of such
income.

* There is not a set rate for such fees across all nine camps. While in ML and UM itis ThB 150/pass in NP itis only ThB 20/pass.
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12 BUILDING THE CAPACITY OF CAMP MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURES

12.1 Capacity Building Efforts to Date

A lot of effort has been expanded and progress has been made since the Refugees Committees and TBBC
first began to look at the camp management structures in 2003:

- camp level structures (e.g., Camp Committee, Section-level committee, etc.) have been clarified
and for, the most part, standardized across camps;

- within these structures, clear positions have been identified and for each position written job
descriptions describing the role and responsibilities have been developed;

- election processes were clarified and revised to make them more democratic and representative,
and elections held in 2010; these election processes are currently under further review in
preparation for new elections in 2013;

- management training and capacity building activities were carried out by the TBBC (CMP and
CMSP) for all positions holders within the camp level structures as well as at the refugee
committee level (Tables A7.1 and A7.2 in Annex 7, providing a listing of the trainings SLs and
CC members identified as having received during sessions with these groups);

- other targeted training has been provided by other organizations (UNHCR, NGOs) in specific
areas such as refugee and human rights, Thai law, SGBV, PSEA, etc.;

- Codes of Conduct have been adopted by both RCs and apply to all positions within the structures
and all staff that work for these structures; CoC committees have been put in place at both the
camp and RC levels;

- other separate camp level committees have been established to provide support and guidance in
specific areas such as child protection, dealing with new arrivals, etc.

It is important to note the significance of TBBC’s role and contribution in this regard. TBBC has always
been very clear in its commitment to the empowerment of the refugees in managing their own affairs.
From the outset, it engaged the refugee leadership and has worked closely with this leadership and
established a mature partnership relationship with this leadership and existing management structures. As
it became clear that, given the substantial resources at stake, it was important to put in place more
rigorous controls and checks and balances, TBBC raised these concerns with the refugee structures and
worked with them to bring about changes. These have been adopted wholeheartedly by the RCs, because
there is a good understanding of what is motivating these changes (in large part because TBBC played the
very helpful role of ‘cultural interpreter’ and context interpreter between the donor community and the
RCs), but also because TBBC has always remained transparent, and clear in its commitment to refugee
empowerment.

It is such strong relationships of trust between TBBC (and its CMSP staff) and the refugee management
structures that has made possible the introduction of substantial structural improvements and check and
balances, even as TBBC was, in its role as camp supplier of food and non-food items, in fact reducing the
amount of direct control the management structures had over the control and distribution of supplies.

12.2 Current Challenges
While there has been significant progress in all the areas mentioned above, significant challenges remain.
12.2.1 High Turnover of People in Management Positions

The challenge of the high rate of turnover of people in management positions has already been mentioned
in this report. The high turnover has resulted both because of a number of people in management
positions having resettled to third countries as well as because of new people being selected as SLs or as
members of the CCs during the 2010 election.
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Table 12 below gives a sense of how significant this turnover has been. It is based on an incomplete
sample as it refers to only those SLs and members of CCs that participated in the evaluation sessions.
However, it does give a rough indication of the magnitude of the turnover.

Two thirds of the SLs and 60% of CC members have been in their positions for three years or less,
indicating that there is a very significant number of new people in such management positions. This was
quite noticeable in some camps where a number of younger people occupied positions within the CCs
(this was less noticeable at the SL level). One advantage of having younger people in such positions is
that often they will have benefitted from more formal education than their seniors. Younger people might
also more readily adopt new ways of doing things than their elders. The disadvantage is that they would
generally have less practical management experience than more senior people. Interestingly, in most
camps, there is a mix of younger and older people in management positions.

Table 12 Years of Service in a Management Positions'
- & = S -
= 5 ®
elelzg |9 |2z |5 | §8| .
# Yrs in Position &) @ = = = = = @ FlakF] s
3yrsorless | n/a 12 | n/a 11 7 5 7 n/a 7 49 67
Secti
Lz: (;::sge >3yrs | nfa| - |na| 2 | 5| 7 | 5 |nal| 5 | 24 | 33
Total | 74 12 10 13 12 12 12 12 12
3 yrsorless 7 8 6 10 5 n/a 6 3 8 53 60
Camp
Committee >3yrs 6 - 5 1 6 n/a 5 9 4 36 40
Members®’
Total# | 13 8 11 11 11 12 11 12 12

+ - . . .
Based on participants in evaluation sessions only.

New elections are scheduled for 2013 and this is very likely to lead to further changes in the composition
of people holding positions in the management structures. So those responsible for supporting and
building the capacity of camp management structures must function with the understanding that on-going
capacity building will be required. Efforts in this area will continue to be required and funding for such
will also be needed.

Because there is always turnover in democratically elected governance structures, there would be good
reason to envisage distinguishing between people occupying positions in governance bodies (elected and
representative) and staff that report to these governance bodies that are hired by them but are chosen for
their more technical or professional knowledge and competence. Building the technical and professional
capacity of staff takes time and is costly, so it is important that there not be a major turnover in such
people every time there is an election. Building the capacity of people occupying governance positions
will always be required, but doing so is less time consuming and costly.

12.2.2 Building the Capacity of Managers

One of the main approaches to capacity building of the CMSP has been the provision of training in
various subject matters (leadership, community mobilization, problem solving, planning,

* Some of the participants in the Section Leader sessions in some of the camps were not Section Leaders but held other positions on the Section Committee: in Site 2, 8 of the 12
participants held other positions; in MRML, 1 of the 10 participants was a Section Affairs; in BDY, 2 of the 12 participants were Section Secretaries.
°" Some of the participants in the Camp Committee sessions in some of the camps were not CC members: in Site 2, 1 of the 8 was a CMSP staff member; in ML, 3 of the 12

participants were the three Zonal Leaders.
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communications, monitoring and evaluation, etc.). While such training sessions are useful, what many
SLs and CC members noted has been the lack of follow-up and on-going support. Classroom training is
useful to introduce basic concepts, but most managers learn their trade through experience and by support
and guidance from more experienced managers that act as sounding boards, coaches and counselors to
more junior managers.

With the exception of the Camp Management Coordinator and the Capacity Building Manager, most of
the CSMP staff members are quite young with little management experience of their own, so they are not
in a position to play this role of sounding boards, coaches and counselors to those that are new to their
management positions. A different strategy must be used that draws on experienced managers to be in
such a support role. This should include more direct support from the RCs to the camp level and from the
CC level to the Zone and Section levels. To ensure that members of the RCs spend more time in the
camps, resources are needed.

TBBC and CMSP should also engage agencies involved in the Burmese refugee effort and challenge
them to think about how one might draw on the management experience of their most seasoned managers
in this capacity building effort.

12.2.3 New Areas of Capacity Building Required

Developments in Burma have been very much in the headlines of late. While it is still too early to say
when conditions will be ripe for the safe and orderly repatriation of refugees to Burma, the likelihood of
this occurring now seems more hopeful than ever.

The existing refugee management structures will have an important role to play in the planning for this
eventuality and in helping the camp population to prepare itself for such a return. They will also likely be
involved in various processes to ensure a smooth transfer of the population back to Burma, and possibly
also in the reintegration of the population into new communities.

Whole new areas of skills and competencies will be required for such work, and the building of such
capacities will need to be undertaken imminently. As noted earlier, since UNHCR will be a main player
in preparation and implementation of any repatriation, it would be critical for the UNHCR to play an
increasing role in building the capacity of the refugee management structures so that they can be
mobilized and assist with this work.

12.2.4 Where to House the Responsibility for Camp Management

Another important challenge is who is to take responsibility for Camp Management.

Starting in 2003, TBBC took upon itself to find the wherewithal to examine this whole area and find the
resources required to support this. Because the TBBC had built strong relationships of trust with the
Refugee Committees and because some of the areas to be addressed had to do with the distribution and
controls over supplies, TBBC was probably best placed to play a bridging role in this area. It included the
resources required to support this work to its overall budget, and included a fourth programme objective®
to its programme so TBBC donors have de facto been supporting this work.

However, TBBC does not necessarily believe that this should be part of its mandate. Representatives of
TBBC indicated to the lead evaluator that they would welcome sharing this mandate or handing it over to
some other agency. The question of where to house the work in support of camp management structures

* Specific Objective 4 — Support mutually accountable community-based management which ensures equity, diversity and gender balance. TBBC Programme Report, July to

December 2011, p, 1xx

E.T. Jackson and Associates 79



Adaptation, Resilience and Transition: Report of the Formative Evaluation of Camp Management in the Burmese
Refugee Camps in Thailand — Long Report

including capacity building efforts was put to many of the stakeholders, and no one had any clear or
obvious viable alternative candidates.%

We believe that there continue to be good reasons to keep TBBC as the lead agency supporting camp
management. For one, TBBC (and CMSP staff) has developed very strong relationships and bonds of
trust with the RCs over the years and such strong relationships are crucial in fostering change in some of
the more sensitive nature areas involved in this work. Furthermore, since we are entering a period of
major transition (given changes taking place in Burma and the impact this is likely to have on the refugee
situation), we believe it would be unwise to transfer this responsibility to another party at this time.

An even more important question is: where should the oversight of camp management and camp
management support be located? In the absence of overall humanitarian assistance coordination agency
(what the CCCM model in Section 3.3.2 refers to as the Camp Coordination Agency), currently some
strategic framing of what is at stake is provided by the CCSDPT-UNHCR Strategic Framework for
Durable Solutions in which one of the eight sectors is the Camp Management Sector. In this document,
three agencies are identified as being the key concerned agencies: IRC, TBBC and UNHCR. What is not
clear is who is mandated (or would be willing to take on the mandate) to provide the strategic leadership
for this work and ensure some oversight. While we believe that IRC, TBBC and UNHCR could jointly
frame and provide leadership to this work, we also think it critical that some guidance and oversight of
this work rest with the Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group (or a specific donor member that is so
mandated by the group; most likely the donor member willing to invest financial resources for this work).

We also note that a number of other agencies participate in the CCSDPT Camp Management Working
Group. Building broader ownership of this work and recognizing its importance are critical. Even better
would be a commitment by all concerned to actively support the refugee management structures in the
fulfillment of their responsibilities.

PART 3 - LESSONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
13 LESSONS

Three overarching lessons arising from this assessment are worth noting:

1) There is deep potential for self-governance and self-management in refugee communities. The
experience of the camp management system in the refugee camps along the Thai border shows
that refugee management structures can work. This is true at the level of the individual camp.
And it is also true, in this experience at least, at the supra-camp level, where refugee structures
established common camp mechanisms and policies, provided guidance and leadership, and
negotiated with outside stakeholders, including local governments, donor agencies and service
providers. Moreover, the experience reviewed here showed that refugee management structures
can adapt to changing conditions and needs over time. In fact, in many ways, they function very
much as resilient eco-systems. To be sure, refugee management structures also experience stress
and must be regularly revised, retooled and otherwise strengthened. At its most general level,
enabling refugees to exert as much control as possible over their own lives and livelihoods
through self-management is an important affirmation of the essential humanity of refugee
populations.

2) Shared values and vision, and mutual trust, form the foundation of effective refugee camp
management. Early on in the case reviewed here, efforts were made by the major stakeholders to

*The only suggestion made by one of the international NGOs was the possibility of having this work located as a special program under the CCSDPT.
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3)

develop a common vision and set of values upon which the camp management model would be
built. One of these values, in particular, was transparency. Furthermore, there were equally
serious efforts made by the parties to establish and maintain mutual respect and trust. In
combination, these factors provided the bedrock upon which many gains were made by the camp
management system. Over the past five years, it is evident that, because of both internal and
external dynamics, the shared values and trust among the actors had weakened. This weakened
state requires key changes and improvements in the system. However, if such changes are made
in a forthright and timely manner, it is very likely that the camp management system will emerge
stronger and will continue to provide value to refugees, government agencies and other
development actors alike.

Camp management and governance skills and experience may promote nation-building in the
repatriation effort. This is less of a lesson and more of an expectation. The building of leadership
skills in political decision-making and in public administration through the hands-on experience
of camp management could serve refugee populations and receiving communities well.
Assuming that issues related to region and ethnicity can be managed in an orderly and peaceful
manner as refugees return, it is likely that refugee leaders with camp management experience
would be qualified to run for public office or take up appointments as government officials in
their locality. In other words, camp management structures have functioned as “public
administration schools.” And, for the broader refugee population on the Thai border, camp
management structures have animated an experience of citizenship—narrowly defined, but quite
real nonetheless. Both of these experiences—of public leadership and of citizenship—will be
carried into and will hopefully strengthen Burma’s transition process.

14 RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of these findings and lessons, it is recommended that:

14.1 At the Camp Management Level

1))

2)

3)

4)

Al NGO service providers working in the camps consult fully with refugee management
structures, as the legitimate governance structures of the refugee population, in decisions related
to priority setting, program planning, program implementation and budget reductions. Lead:
NGO service providers.
All agencies working in the camps should participate in the monthly coordination meetings at the
camp level and strengthen the strategic role of these meetings in identifying gaps and emerging
needs and how these can be addressed in a timely fashion. Lead: Camp Committees.
While continuing to require that the RCs and CCs meet the highest standards regarding the
protection of each and all refugees and the civilian and humanitarian character of the camps,
UNHCR actively advocate with the RTG that:
(1) the RTG explicitly recognize the RCs and CCs as legitimate governance and management
structures of the refugee (aka displaced persons population); and
(2) the RTG make clear and explicit the responsibilities and authority that it has devolved to
the RCs and CCs in the day-to-day running of the camps (aka temporary shelter areas)
and the terms that govern the relationships between these structures and RTG agencies
and representatives. Lead: UNHCR
The RCs and CCs ensure that all adults in the camps (as determined for feeding numbers),
registered or unregistered, be given the right to vote in the 2013 elections. (If the RTG continues
to object to unregistered residents voting, then the camp structures should find other ways of
ensuring that the voice and concerns of this constituency are heard). Leads. Refugee Committees
and Committees.
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5) The RCs, CCs and election committees at both the camp and RC levels take the necessary
measures to ensure that the current minimum quota of 33% women on camp management
structures is met and, preferably, surpassed. This includes measures to offset, minimize or
eliminate deterrents to women’s participation (e.g., long hours away from home).!® Leads:
Refugee Committees and Camp Committees.

6) The RCs and CCs institute mechanisms, including direct minority representation or minority
advisory bodies, to ensure that the voices of ethnic and religious minorities are heard and that
their special needs are given due consideration. Leads: Refugee Committees and Camp
Committees.

7) The RCs and CCs should put in place mechanisms (e.g., a camp public forum) for consulting
youth about their ideas and concerns, encouraging young people to participate in activities that
would benefit youth and the community as a whole. Leads: Refugee Committees and Camp
Committees.

8) UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC, in collaboration with the RCs, i) support a clearer identification
and delineation of the roles and responsibilities of the various parties with respect to protection
and access to justice; and ii) strengthen the capacity of the camp justice system and camp security
in their complementary roles of maintaining peace, order and the rule of law and dealing with
petty crimes and infractions of camp rules.

Furthermore, that these parties endeavour to find the necessary resources to expand these
‘protection and access to justice’ activities to all nine camps from the current five.
Leads: UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC.

9) UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC continue their support of the RCs to revise and roll out an updated
set of camp rules and regulations as soon as possible, and ensure that the role-out includes an
effective process of public education of the population in the camps about the nature and purpose
of these rules and regulations and how they must be consistent with and remain subservient to
overarching Thai law. Leads: UNHCR, RTG and IRC/LAC.

14.2 At the Humanitarian Assistance Coordination Level

10) In the context of the transition process beginning in Myanmar, and the associated priority of
refugee repatriation, the Donor Humanitarian Actors Working Group (DHAWG) invest in a
facilitation process that would identify and then rectify any dysfunctions in the workings of the
complex of agencies operating at this level. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

11) The effectiveness and efficiency of the DHAWG itself be enhanced through the establishment of
a small secretariat that would provide the donor community with ongoing support, coordination,
continuity, timely information and independent analysis. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

12) The Refugee Committees be formally recognized as the legitimate representatives of refugees in
the nine camps and be formally involved in the planning and priority setting processes of the
DHAWG. Lead: DHAWG Chair.

13) DHAWG formally endorse the leadership role played by TBBC with respect to supporting and
strengthening the refugee management structures, and ensure that adequate financial resources are
earmarked for the capacity building and general operations of these structures and that an
appropriate agency is engaged to provide oversight of the camp management dimension of the
humanitarian assistance. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor agency.

1% Recommendations 5, 6 and 7 focus on the formal refugee management structures and do not explicitly speak of the role of CBOs. The evaluation team recognizes that there

are a number of CBOs currently active in the camps and that, as civil society organizations of the refugee population, they play an important role in the provision of certain
services, allow refugees to organize and build capacity and leadership in certain areas and, within democratic settings, often play an important role as critiques and watch-dogs
of formal management and governance structures. The current CBOs in the camps are important resources and structures that the CCs and RCs should draw on, where

appropriate, in responding to these recommendations.
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14) UNHCR be requested by the DHAWG to take on a leadership role on behalf of the donor
community in developing a coordinated approach in preparation for the repatriation of Burmese
refugees. Leads: DHAWG and UNHCR.

15) In the context of transition planning for the repatriation of refugees, DHAWG commission a more
detailed strategic analysis of ways and means in which the camp management model, and in
particular, its experience, lessons, tools and capacities can make an optimum contribution to
Burma’s nation-building efforts over the next five to ten years. Lead: DHAWG and lead donor
agency.

We propose that the Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand take
responsibility for animating and tracking action related to the nine recommendations at the camp
management level. We further propose that the DHAWG as a whole take responsibility for tracking action
related to the six recommendations at the humanitarian assistance coordination level and that it identify
within its membership an agency or agencies to take the lead for each of the recommendations where such
is not identified.

15 CONCLUSION

The evaluation found that the camp management system has generally worked well and is a valuable
model of participation and administration of refugee affairs. Its structures are generally regarded as
legitimate and effective by the refugee population. But the system is under stress and steps must be taken
to strengthen it at both the camp level and the broader coordination level, to strengthen the system and
improve the environment within which it operates. As a tool for the well-being and governance of the
140,000 refugees in the camps along the Thai border, the camp management system is worthy of further
investment and improvement. It is also likely to prove to be a valuable touchstone for the nation-building
efforts, including the repatriation process, by the people and institutions of Burma in the years ahead.
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