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THAILAND BURMA BORDER CONSORTIUM
MISSION STATEMENT, GOAL, AIM AND OBJECTIVES
MISSION STATEMENT
The Thailand Burma Border Consortium, a non-profit, non-governmental humanitarian relief and
development agency, is an alliance of NGOs, working together with displaced people of Burma, to
respond to humanitarian needs, strengthen self-reliance and promote appropriate and lasting solutions
in pursuit of their dignity, justice and peace.
GOAL
To alleviate the suffering of the displaced people from Burma brought about by the ongoing conflict.
AIM
To alleviate malnutrition and food insecurity and meet the primary physical needs for survival of
women, men and children, in partnership with their community
OBJECTIVES*
•

To ensure that displaced persons will receive adequate availability and access to food to sustain
life.

•

To ensure that the displaced will receive adequate shelter, cooking fuel and basic relief items.

•

To ensure that a representative cross-section of the population (gender, religion, ethnicity) will
participate in design and implementation of the programme.

•

To coordinate all activities with other service providers.

•

To minimise any adverse effects which the presence of refugees might have on Thai communities.

ACTIVITIES
The specific activities that are undertaken to meet TBBC programme objectives vary from year to year
in response to the displaced situation and services provided by other organisations.

POLICIES AND GUIDING PHILOSOPHY
CODES OF CONDUCT AND ETHICS
TBBC complies with:
•

the Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and Nongovernmental Organisations in Disaster Relief (1994),

•

the Core Principles developed by the Interagency Standing Committee Task Force on Protection
from Sexual Exploitation and Abuse in Humanitarian Crises (2002).

and is guided by the Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Relief (SPHERE
Project).
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NATURE OF ASSISTANCE
•

To ensure whenever possible the same level of support to all displaced persons regardless of
location, ethnicity or religion.

•

To provide levels of assistance to the displaced not inconsistent with the living standards of local
communities.

•

To improve Food Security (the availability, access and utilisation of food production capability)
wherever possible.

DELIVERY OF ASSISTANCE
•

To keep staff presence and relief assistance to a minimum in order to respect cultural identity,
promote self-sufficiency and minimise aid-dependency.

•

To provide assistance through representative refugee relief committees to ensure coordination, to
avoid duplication and to enhance the capacity of community leadership structures.

CO-ORDINATION
•

To provide assistance in cooperation with the Royal Thai Government and in accordance with the
regulations of the Ministry of Interior (MOI).

•

To coordinate activities with agencies that provide health and education assistance through the
Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand (CCSDPT) and to
support these activities where appropriate.

•

To work as a consortium to avoid competition and duplication of assistance between agencies and
to maximise access to and use of all member resources.

GENDER
•

To increase understanding and practice of gender equality within TBBC’s organisation and the
relief programme through the implementation of a gender policy.

EVALUATION AND INDICATORS
•

To evaluate the programme periodically as a tool for improving the effectiveness of the programme and in accordance with donor requirements.

•

To assess achievement of the programme goal, aim and objectives using appropriate indicators.

RISKS AND ASSUMPTIONS
•

The attainment of these goal and objectives might be influenced (positively or negatively) by
external factors beyond TBBC’s control. The presence or absence of epidemics, for example,
could have a dramatic effect on the nutritional status of the population. Similarly, the policy of the
Royal Thai Government towards displaced persons will have an important effect on the accessibility and level of services that can be provided. Other important factors which may influence TBBC’s
ability to achieve its goal and objectives are Donor commitment to funding the TBBC programme,
the number of new refugee arrivals, foreign exchange rates and the price of commodities supplied
by the TBBC each year.

* Objects agreed for registration with the Charity Commission of England and Wales are set out in j)
Appendix A.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
AIT
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ASEAN
CAN
CBO
CC
CCSDPT
CDC
CEAB
CMP
COERR
EC
ECHO
GHD
GRN
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IDP
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IRC
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Asian Institute of Technology
American Refugee Committee
Association of South East Asian Nations
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Community Based Organisation
Camp Committee
Committee for the Coordination of Services to Displaced Persons in Thailand
Centres for Disease Control, Atlanta
Community Elder’s Advisory Board
Camp Management Project
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Maltezer International
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Shan Human Rights Foundation
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Shan Refugee Committee
System of Rice Intensification
Shan State Army South
Shan State Northern Army
Shan State Nationalities People’s Liberation Organisation
Shan Women’s Action Network
Shan Youth Network Group
Tsunami Action Group
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund
United Wa State Army
Vocational Training Committee
World Food Programme
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1. SUMMARY AND FUNDING APPEAL
This report describes the Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC) Programme during the first half of 2005 and
constitutes an appeal for baht 976 million for 2006. (USD 23.8 million, Euro 19.5 million).
The refugee caseload was 157,960 at the end of June, 2,175 higher than in December. Accurate population
figures will not be available until UNHCR/ MOI has completed the new registration exercise later this year, but new
refugees continue to arrive. The rate of new arrivals in the camps is probably at least 300 per month, significantly
lower than at the beginning of the decade because there is now a much reduced population living in the immediate
border areas than before and it is more difficult for displaced people to travel to Thailand due to ever-increasing
Burmese Army presence.
Included in the population increase are some 1,600 UNHCR ‘Persons of Concern’ (POCs) who were relocated to
the camps at the end of March. This move was unpopular with the POCs, camp refugees, International Organisations, NGOs and resettlement country embassies alike but the exercise went smoothly. Subsequently there was
some serious tension in Ban Don Yang between the POCs and the local Thai and refugee authorities but now that
the relocated POCs have started to depart for resettlement to third countries the situation has stabilised.
The revised expenditure projection for 2005 is baht 947 million compared with baht 913 million presented last time.
This is mostly because of an increase in the “feeding” population (+4%) due to the relocation of POCs and a higher
proportion of refugees being in camp for the UNHCR re-registration exercise. Currently income of baht 936 million
is projected. With funds carried forward from 2004 TBBC is able to cover the baht 11 million deficit in 2005, but will
carry forward a fund balance of only baht 4 million into 2006, some baht 40 million short of the target of maintaining
a one month cash flow reserve.
TBBC’s management and governance restructuring exercise begun in 2003, is now complete with the recruitment
of all key new staff and the receipt of UK charity status in May. The new TBBC Board is now developing governance policies which will define the roles and relationships of Board and Management. Management focus is on
consolidating new procedures and developing a comprehensive staff development programme. A strategic plan is
currently being drafted which will be presented to the Members at the AGM in October.
TBBC has now implemented, or is addressing, almost all of the recommendations made in the various audits and
evaluations carried out in 2003. There has been particular focus on implementing the new financial control and
field monitoring procedures. Ongoing nutrition surveillance will include an evaluation of blended food now
introduced to all camps and improved supplementary feeding and growth monitoring through the Nutrition Task
Force. Food security initiatives continue to be developed through the CAN project and the new Community Liaison
Officer has completed an initial mapping of community organisations with a view to identifying and addressing
inequalities in representation and participation in camp life.
The TBBC Budget for 2006 is baht 976 million, or 3 % higher than in 2005, reflecting an anticipated ongoing
influx of new arrivals. Several Donors have responded to the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative by making
multi-year commitments with built-in annual increases. As a result, although pledges have yet to be formally
requested, funding levels for 2006 can provisionally be projected. Because TBBC will no longer be eligible for
grants received from the EC Aid to Uprooted People Fund which have averaged around baht 100 million for the last
three years, preliminary projections indicate a shortfall of baht 133 million revenue against 2006 expenses, not
counting the brought forward shortfall of Baht 40 million to achieve a one month cash flow reserve. Unless this can
be resolved, TBBC will be forced to present budget cut options at the Donors Meeting in October. This will be
problematic since most of the budget is for basic supplies and any cut will result in sub-standard rations.
Prospects for change in Burma remain bleak with military hardliners consolidating their power following the arrest
and sentencing of former Prime Minister Khin Nyunt. Faced with the threat of western boycotts and pressure from
several ASEAN countries, SPDC in July postponed taking up chairmanship of ASEAN for 2006, arguing that it
wanted to focus on domestic efforts to boost reconciliation and democracy. SPDC has indicated that it plans to
complete the National Convention around the end of the year, put the resulting draft constitution to a referendum
some time in 2006 and then hold a general election. However, no timeframe has been announced for the release
of Aung San Suu Kyi and there is little prospect of a democratic constitution emerging from the National Convention.
Border areas are likely to remain unstable for the foreseeable future and there is little prospect for refugee
repatriation. Instead, UNHCR/ NGOs are discussing with the Thai authorities the benefits of extending refugee
opportunities to work, earn income and access improved occupational training and education. Hopefully most of
the refugees will still go back to Burma and by helping them more fully realise their human potential now would
enhance their self-sufficiency on return. In the meanwhile, it would also enable refugees to make a more positive
contribution to society and the economy during their sojourn in Thailand and prepare them better for any offer of
resettlement to Third Countries.
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2. REFUGEE SITUATION DURING THE FIRST HALF OF 2005
A brief summary of the history of the Burmese border situation is presented in Appendix C. The total refugee
caseload of concern to TBBC was 157,960 at the end of June compared with 155,785 at the end of December an
increase of 2,175.
It has been difficult to compile accurate population figures since the Provisional Admission Boards (PABs) ceased
functioning at the end of 2001 and a de facto ‘no new arrivals’ policy came into force. The population estimates
therefore remain ‘soft’ but will be able to be firmed up when the new United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR)/ Ministry of Interior (MOI) registration of the border camp population is completed during the
second half of 2005. So far the new registration broadly confirms the figures which TBBC has been presenting
based on camp committee statistics. The map on the facing page shows the best available estimates at the
present time, based on a combination of old figures and the new registration data where available. Much of the
increase in camp population during the period was a result of the relocation of some 1,600 Persons of Concern to
the camps at the end of March (see e) below).
For the last few years TBBC presented comparable official MOI camp population figures which were significantly
lower than the camp committee figures because they did not include un-registered refugees. MOI now acknowledges that there is indeed a large number of unregistered refugees in the camps and has suspended issuing new
figures pending the conclusion of the new registration exercise.
It is not possible to estimate the number of new refugee arrivals from Burma in recent years with any degree of
certainty for the above reasons. However, the evidence suggests that new refugees continue to arrive in the
camps at an average rate of at least 300 per month. If this estimate is accurate, this is a significantly lower rate
than experienced at the beginning of the decade when, on average, around 800 new refugees arrived each month.
However, the new arrivals relate familiar stories of forced village relocations, forced labour and other human rights
abuses. The reasons for reduced numbers is probably due to the fact that there is now a much reduced population
living in the immediate border areas than in former days and that it is more difficult for displaced people to travel to
Thailand than before due to ever-increasing Burmese Army presence
a) Feeding Figures
Since 2004, TBBC has based ration calculations on “feeding” population figures calculated with the camp committees, excluding refugees not currently in the camps. At the beginning of the year, the feeding population for the 9
camps in Thailand was 134,223 compared with a total “registered” camp population of 143,612 (93%). By the end
of this period the feeding figure was 139,899 compared with total figure of 145,687 (96%), an increase of 5,676.
Besides the relocation of POCs to the border, the other main reason for this increase appears to relate to the fact
that many refugees outside the camps have returned for the UNHCR/ MOI re-registration exercise (see b) below).
This has had an important affect on TBBC supply costs since the feeding population has increased by 4% whereas
the budget was based on an increase of less than 2%, close to the actual increase in total “registered” population.
b) Admissions to Asylum
The original MOI/ UNHCR registration and headcount was carried out in 1999 and, although initially new arrivals
were added to the register, there was no official registration of new arrivals after the end of 2001. Since October
2004, UNHCR/ MOI have been carrying out a new registration of the entire camp population which is now
scheduled for completion during the second half of 2005. UNHCR is establishing a ProGres data base as part of a
global pilot project with the assistance of Project Profile in UNHCR Headquarters. The registration includes
additional data such as village of origin and information on vulnerabilities, as well as biometrics as required by the
Royal Thai Government (RTG).
The exercise is officially a re-registration of the original population but it is hoped that the entire population will
eventually be included in the exercise. It is anticipated that the estimated 20,000 plus ‘unregistered’ people will
then be processed by reconstituted PABs. UNHCR has been engaged with the Thai authorities to train and set
procedures for the PABs and these are due to become operational during the second half of 2005.
Once all of this is in place, accurate up-to-date camp population figures should be available, and procedures
established for the expedient processing of any future new arrivals.
c) Shan Refugees
According to the Shan Human Rights Foundation, new Shan refugees continued to arrive in Fang District at a rate
of between 700 and 1,000 a month during the first half of 2005. Besides the usual reasons given for fleeing such
as forced village relocations, forced labour and economic demands by SPDC in central Shan State, many have fled
conflict during this period. This has been the result of SPDC clampdowns following the declaration of independence by some exiled Shan nationals in March and the decision of one of the Shan cease-fire groups to resume
military resistance against SPDC. (see l) IDPs below).
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There are three informal Shan refugee camps along the northern Thai border, all located close to Shan State Army
(SSA) resistance bases. One of these bases near to Loi Tai Lang in Mae Hong Son Province came under heavy
attack by SPDC-backed Wa forces at the end of April. The refugee population totals about 1,800 at this location
and was placed in immediate danger by the fighting. 600 of them were living on the Thai side of the border. The
SSA was able to hold its base and after the fighting had abated the Royal Thai Army insisted that the 600 population in Thailand relocate to the Burma side of the border at the beginning of June. Some 400 people moved but, for
the time being at least, a boarding house, temple and school remain in their previous locations.
Shan refugees are not generally acknowledged as such by the Thai authorities but TBBC continues to supply food
and shelter items to one official camp in Wieng Heng district of Chiang Mai Province, most of whom fled fighting in
May 2002. At the end of 2004 the Thai authorities ordered all of the population who had moved outside the camp
into the surrounding areas to return. As a result, the population increased from 463 to 623 during the period.
d) Mon Resettlement Sites
Mon refugees were repatriated to three resettlement sites in 1996 after the New Mon State Party (NMSP) and the
Burma Government agreed to recognise twelve permanent ceasefire zones. Almost ten years later, UN agencies
and international NGOs based in Rangoon have still not been able to gain humanitarian access to these areas.
TBBC therefore continues to work in partnership with the Mon Relief and Development Committee (MRDC) to
coordinate rice relief, microfinance projects and infrastructural support to these resettlement sites.
During the past six months in Yebyu township of Tenasserim Division, access from the southern resettlement sites
to rice supplies and markets for cash-crops has been further restricted by the establishment of a new Burmese
Army checkpoint. Similarly, from the Thai side, a new checkpoint and set of regulations have restricted access
from Sangklaburi to the northern sites which border Karen State. The combined affect is that over 12,000 people in
the resettlement sites have become even more isolated from trade and humanitarian assistance. If this trend
continues, vulnerability to livelihood shocks and stresses will only increase and hopes for sustainability will further
diminish.
e) Persons of Concern
At the behest of the RTG, UNHCR stopped accepting individual applicants for refugee asylum, “Persons of
Concern” (POC) status, as of 31st December 2003 pending the establishment of new PABs that will in future
determine status. At that time around 2,000 POCs had already been recognised and there was a backlog of over
2,000 applicants awaiting processing. An offer from the United States to consider the POC case-load for resettlement early in 2004 was accepted by Thailand. Immediately, all currently processed cases were handed to the US
Embassy for consideration and UNHCR allocated additional resources to speed up processing of the outstanding
case-load. Processing was completed during the second half of 2004, newly recognised POCs being immediately
passed on to the US Embassy and to other resettlement country embassies that also began offering resettlement
places during the year.
It had been the original policy of the RTG that all POCs should move to the border camps but the implementation of
this was postponed several times as the resettlement process got underway. Early in 2005 the authorities insisted
that there could be no further postponements and that all POCs must move to the camps by 31st March. By the
time of this deadline, over 1,500 POCs had already departed for resettlement, but there was a still a balance of
around 2,500 pending, either processed and awaiting clearance for departure, yet to be considered, or already
rejected by at least one resettlement country.
The relocation was not welcomed by the POCs themselves who mainly lived in urban areas and whose quality of
life would suffer in the border camps. Neither was it welcomed by the embassies and International Organisations
for whom it was much more convenient to process POCs in Bangkok or Mae Sot, or by the NGOs who foresaw
problems of overcrowding in the camps and possible friction between the POCs and camp residents. However, all
cooperated with the Thai authorities at short notice to make the relocation as smooth as possible. TBBC was
responsible for arranging additional housing and supplies and the camp committees tried to make arrivals in the
camp as comfortable as possible. The relocation went relatively smoothly. Altogether about 1,600 POCs were
moved to Tham Hin (400), Ban Don Yang (400) and Nu Po (800) camps within a period of two weeks. 150 were
allowed to stay outside the camps because they were scheduled for departure to third countries in April and some
752 POCs failed to show up, some because they had married Thais who were not allowed to go to the camps,
others for health reasons or because they had jobs or other commitments. Others are presumed to have decided
not to pursue the resettlement option.
Although the relocation went smoothly, as feared, there was friction between some POCs and the local authorities
and refugee communities, mainly in Ban Don Yang. Here conflicts resulted in protests and hunger strikes although
the situation did not get out of hand. All of the POCs may apply for, or have already been submitted for consideration, for resettlement and as they have begun to depart for resettlement, tensions have eased. For some,
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opportunities for resettlement may take a long time, particularly those who have already been rejected by one
country or more. But it is hoped that most of this population will have departed before the end of the year.
Meanwhile, however, UNHCR has received at least another 8,500 approaches from potential asylum seekers since
the 31st December 2003 deadline. It is understood that these persons will also be considered by the PABs, once
they are established during the second half of the year. There have been some instructions to set up processing
centres in the border camps although so far only one, in Site 1, seems to have reached an advanced stage of
planning. Questions remain to be answered on how / where the processing will take place. It is understood that
those who are judged to have fled (political) persecution will be allowed to be resettled to third countries, whilst
those judged to be fleeing fighting will be allowed to stay in the camps.
f)

Tham Hin

Living conditions in Tham Hin have been of concern ever since the camp was established in 1997 when space
allocated was below international standards. High level interventions have failed to achieve any improvements, the
Thai authorities insisting that no more space is available. Over the years the camp has faced major health crises
with serious outbreaks of dengue fever and typhoid. The situation took a turn for the worse towards the end of
2004 when MSF announced that the sanitation situation was critical and that nothing could be done unless the
space situation could be resolved. Latrines built under the very crowded houses were now full and could be neither
emptied nor replaced. A UNHCR consultant confirmed the seriousness of the situation and a report was presented
to the Thai authorities. In May 2005 a large delegation of Ambassadors visited the camp and expressed concern.
Several meetings have taken place and it has been agreed by the authorities that 71 houses should be relocated
from Zone 2. However, although various site options have been discussed, no action has been taken to date.
Meanwhile it is understood that the Royal Thai Government has agreed that the residents of Tham Hin can be
considered for resettlement to third countries. It is expected that a processing facility will be set up and that
interviews will begin before the end of the year. It is unknown what proportion of the population will be interested in
taking up this offer, but overcrowding in the camp may be reduced in this way.
g) Resettlement to Third Countries
Following the generally successful processing of Burmese POCs for resettlement to Third Countries, the Thai
authorities have been taking an increasingly positive stance towards the resettlement of Burmese refugees in
general. Resettlement countries have been showing an increasing interest in accepting them. Tham Hin is
considered a priority because of the apparently insoluble poor camp living conditions and expressed interest from
the USA. As mentioned above, a decision has been made to allow the entire population to apply for resettlement.
Additionally, other developed countries have also expressed an interest in taking increased resettlement caseloads and a number of delegations are due to visits other camps in the near future to interview potential cases.
Whilst all involved welcome the possibility of some refuges having a more promising future after years of confinement, this is likely to be an opportunity only for relatively small numbers, at least in the short term. There is
concern that the announcement of visiting foreign delegations is raising false expectations and also that those most
likely to go are the most skilled members of the camp populations. NGOs are already reporting in some cases that
80% of their medics or teachers have said they intend to apply for resettlement and that there is also a large
interest from camp leaders. These are early days and significant departures have yet to begin, but there is a need
for a coordinated response to this challenge. Refugees need to be given a realistic understanding of what
resettlement means and what their chances are of being selected. NGOs and donors need to prepare for greatly
increased training initiatives to replace the “brain drain” which looks increasingly inevitable.
h) Mae La Oon
Previous reports have described the precarious situation of Mae La Oon camp which was established in the 2004
hot season and is prone to landslides and flooding in the rainy season. As a result of landslides early in the 2004
rainy season, some emergency remedial measures were undertaken to improve drainage in the camp. Some 73
houses in the most vulnerable sections were relocated to nearby Pwe Ba Lu and the authorities prepared an
emergency evacuation plan in cooperation with the camp committee, UNHCR and NGOs. Mercifully there was no
major mishap during the rainy season, but in December there was another landslide damaging or destroying 5
houses. It was agreed to relocate another 96 families considered to be at risk to Pwe Ba Lu.
It was clear that large parts of the camp remained unstable and NGOs requested UNHCR to carry out an engineering study to identify any other areas of the camp needing to be relocated before the 2005 rainy season and to
determine longer-term measures to prevent soil erosion and reduce the risk of landslides. UNHCR commissioned
the Asian Institute of Technology (AIT) to carry out the survey from 2nd to 5th April. The study confirmed the
seriousness of the situation, mapping very high risk areas where evacuation was essential and designating other
areas which were also judged to be very vulnerable. It recommended that rain gauges be installed and evacuation
plans prepared in the event of exceptional rainfall. Urgent remedial work was also identified for culverts and roads.
The challenge was that the rains were almost due once again.
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Working often in very difficult conditions, COERR, with UNHCR funding, was able to complete a schedule of repairs
to culverts in some 14 critical locations and TBBC was able to relocate approximately 360 households or 2,000
refugees, from the highest risk areas to Pwe Ba Lu. It was too late to be able to start any of the recommended
road repairs but TBBC assisted with the purchase of rain gauges. The local Thai authorities have produced an
emergency evacuation plan if rains become exceptional although at the time of writing this had yet to be rehearsed,
and 29 households in high risk areas had not yet agreed to move. Hopefully the remedial measures taken will be
effective but the rainy season will again be a very testing time for the camp residents.
i)

Mae Ra Ma Luang

An unprecedented crisis arose in Ma Ra Ma Luang camp in May when medics, nurses and laboratory technicians
stopped work in protest against Maltezer International (MI), the NGO responsible for Health services in the camp.
A “Health Action Improvement Group”, comprising some 9 community based organisations emerged as a community representative voice to demand changes with a long list of complaints. Several confrontational meetings were
held in which temperatures rose, forcing MI to withdraw presence from the camp on 20th May. The local Thai
authorities, UNHCR, CCSDPT and MI’s chief Donor, ECHO all joined in mediation efforts eventually resulting in
meetings on 12/13th July at which a compromise was reached. Undertakings have been made by both parties and
Maltezer has resumed activities.
j)

Contingency Planning: Expanding Opportunities for Refugees

The last two 6-month reports recorded a process in 2004 in which UNHCR carried out a Contingency Planning
Process for voluntary return of the refugees. This process arose from some optimism early in the year that things
might be about to change for the better in Burma. But by the time the conclusions were presented at the TBBC
Seminar in Chiang Mai in October, optimism about prospects for change in Burma had all but evaporated and no
further work has been done on the plan.
One of the major conclusions of the exercise, however, was that more could and should be done to give the
refugees more skills and livelihood opportunities. This would enable refugees to be more self-reliant when the day
comes to return home and to be more useful members of society if their stay in Thailand is prolonged or they are
given the opportunity to resettle in Third Countries.
In January 2005 UNHCR hosted a consultative meeting with NGOs on Organisational Priorities, Global Needs
Assessment and Strategic Planning for UNHCR’s Operation in Thailand. This meeting reviewed needs in all
sectors and in particular focused on longer term occupational training and educational needs of the refugees. It
was agreed to work on producing a comprehensive plan for presentation to both the Thai authorities and donors.
In April UNHCR and the CCSDPT wrote a joint letter to the Thai authorities pointing out the advantages of a
comprehensive approach to the refugee situation and requesting consideration of allowing increased occupational
training opportunities, income generation projects and access to higher education facilities. It also suggested that
allowing refugees to work could contribute positively to the Thai economy as well as promoting dignity and selfreliance for the refugees. Informal exchanges have suggested some flexibility on all of these issues and it is hoped
to make progress incrementally by identifying specific projects and programmes for consideration. CCSDPT
members are currently examining occupational training needs and opportunities and, in one Province, studying
employment opportunities. Some NGOs have also been engaged in discussion with the Ministry of Education
which is pledged to opening Thai education facilities to migrants and refugees. In a recent cabinet decision, the
Ministry of Education was given a budget to open learning centres both for migrants and in the refugee camps.
k) Migrant Workers
During July 2004 all illegal migrants were invited to register with the Thai authorities and 1,269,074 (702,351 male/
566,723 female) did so, of whom around 905,881 (497,372 male/ 408,509 female) were Burmese. The registration
required photographs and the issue of an ID number, and after subsequent health check ups, provided legal status
in Thailand for one year, for both workers and their dependents. During the same period, Thai employers were
also required to register their needs for migrant labour. Registered migrant workers are allowed to work in fishery
and related production, manufacturing, domestic help, farming, plantation, rice mill, labouring for shipping business
and construction work. It is generally assumed that many illegal migrants did not register because they either did
not receive or understand the registration information, could not afford the sizeable baht 3,800 fees entailed, or
were simply too intimidated by the process.
In 2005 a decision was made to allow those who registered in 2004 to re-register in June for another 12 months.
Again employers were required to register their demand for migrant workers. The fee for re-registration ranged
from baht 3,800 to 4,650 depending on the status of each worker and if their permit had already expired. It was
expected that the demand for migrant workers would exceed the number registered, but policy appears to be that
any additional requirements will be met by recruitment from neighbouring countries rather than from the unregistered migrants already in the country. Workers not already registered were being told to return to their countries
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and request a work permit through their own governments. The number of those who re-registered has been lower
than expected however, and the re-registration date has been extended to 31st August.
In July, as mentioned in j) above, the Cabinet approved access to Thai educational facilities for stateless persons.
The Ministry of Education (MOE) has been actively studying the situation of migrant workers during 2005 and, even
before the decree, Government officials were encouraging migrant children to enrol in Thai schools. There has
also been discussion about ‘regularising’ migrant schools or ‘learning centres’ and to include Thai language
teaching. It is unclear how migrants can take up these new rights and it will take some time before systems are put
in place. But with the MOE taking a larger role in education along the border, it is expected that opportunities will
develop.
Whilst the registration of a large number of migrant workers and the extension of their rights is a very positive
development, there remain a large number of migrants who cannot register and are vulnerable to exploitation,
arrest and deportation, many of whom could be considered refugees. There remains a gap between official policy
and reality on the ground. Clearly it is impractical for most illegal migrants to return to Burma and request work
permits and the policy fails to acknowledge the ‘push’ factor which causes the majority of illegal migrants to enter
Thailand. Whilst progress is being made, there is still the need for a more comprehensive and more realistic long
term migration policy.
A number of NGOs forming the Tsunami Action Group (TAG) have provided emergency relief, health education,
counselling, referrals to state hospitals and legal assistance to Burmese migrant workers affected by the Tsunami
disaster on 26th December. Joint activities continued until the end of July after which each of the organisations
planned to continue their own activities including long-term initiatives to empower migrant communities to address
issues of well-being and rights.
l)

Internally Displaced

Peace and human rights dividends from ceasefire agreements in ethnic nationality areas have dissipated since the
October 2004 purge in the SPDC leadership. Increased restrictions on humanitarian agencies, pressures on ethnic
ceasefire parties to subscribe to centralized government control, and a decrease in dialogue with armed opposition
forces contributed to this deteriorating climate. While internally displaced persons are as vulnerable as ever, the
causes of vulnerability are increasingly indirect threats to livelihoods from abuse and conflict, rather than direct
threats on lives from physical violence.
In southern Shan state, Burmese Army troops have been reinforced in Laikha, Kehsi and Kunhing townships to
restrict contact between the main armed opposition parties (Shan State Army South (SSAS) and Shan State
Northern Army (SSNA)). SSNA revoked their ceasefire agreement in April 2005 after the Burma Army pressured
the Palaung ceasefire group, the Palaung State Liberation Army (PSLA) and one of SSNA’s brigades to surrender
their arms. With their autonomy under threat, other ceasefire groups (Shan State Nationalities People’s Liberation
Organisation (SSNPLO) in Mawkmai township and United Wa State Army (UWSA) in Mong Pan, Mong Ton and
Mong Hsat townships) have co-operated with the Burma Army in armed conflict against the SSAS. The combined
result is that 10,000 civilians are estimated to have been displaced by conflict in southern Shan state between
March and June 2005.
In Karenni (Kayah) state, fighting intensified between the Burmese Army and the armed opposition (KNPP) in
Shadaw township. The Karenni ceasefire parties were reported to have forcibly recruited porters and guided
Burmese Army patrols between February and April 2005. Circumstantial evidence suggested chemical weapons
were deployed by the Burma Army during this offensive, although this allegation has not been verified. Counter
attacks by KNPP in Demawso township led to the Burma Army retaliating against villagers by blocking trading
routes and undermining food security.
The “gentleman’s agreement” to a cease-fire between the Karen National Union (KNU) and SPDC contributed to a
reduction in armed skirmishes from over 600 battles in 2002 to less than 200 in 2004. The most severe recent
impacts on the civilian population resulted from the Burmese Army’s “counter-insurgency” operations in eastern
Pegu Division and northern Karen (Kayin) state between November 2004 and February 2005. More than 8,000
people reportedly fled into surrounding forests and over 300,000 kilograms of paddy were destroyed as a result of
these patrols.
In Mon State, the long standing ceasefire agreement has still not addressed ongoing concerns relating to human
rights abuses. While forced labour and land confiscation have been commonly reported, the Human Rights
Foundation of Monland and the Women and Child Rights Project recently also documented the rape of 50 women
and girls by the Burma Army in Mon areas. Similar reports from Shan and Karen state in recent years suggest that
such sexual abuse is occurring in a climate of impunity.
Despite the unstable investment climate, and limitations on access to multilateral finance, large scale “development” projects have diversified to other ethnic nationality areas. Since the beginning of 2004, the Thai Government’s petroleum authority has secured exploration and extraction rights to oil and gas fields off the coast of
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Arakan state, in which it plans to invest $US23 million over the next five years. The major concerns with such
“development” projects are that the lack of public consultation, confiscation of natural resources, forced relocations,
and forced labour will actually result in impoverishing local communities. The Map shows development projects in
the Thai border area since 1988.
m) Political Developments
The National Convention which had gone into recess after less than two month’s of proceedings in July 2004
resumed on 17th February 2005 only to close again on 31st March. There had been much speculation as to
whether the ethnic ceasefire groups would participate this time round since there had been no apparent response
from SPDC to their demands for some kind for power-sharing in the new constitution. In the event they did return,
but SPDC ignored their concerns once again. SPDC announced that the Convention would reconvene after the
rainy season, presumably in November or later.
Meanwhile the prospects for political change seem to have receded even further with the regime taking an
increasingly intransigent stand. It has become clear that military hard-liners are now completely in charge and
centralising their control. As the USA and Europe have renewed sanctions against the regime, SPDC has become
increasingly uncooperative with the international community. There have been calls within the country to withdraw
from the International Labour Organisation (ILO) and the UN and international humanitarian organisations are
reporting increased scrutiny and difficulties in gaining access to project sites. The regime appears to be adopting a
bunker mentality and is in the process of building a new capitol in the centre of the country to which parliament,
ministries and the army will shortly begin to relocate. Former intelligence strongman and Prime Minister, Khin
Nyunt, has recently been tried and given a 44 year (suspended) sentence for corruption and most of his former
associates are under arrest or serving prison terms. The country remains tense after 3 bombs went off in central
Rangoon on 7th May, killing 19 and injuring 162 persons according to official figures, although unofficial sources put
the figures much higher.
The time table for anticipated political change has for the last few years been linked to the prospect of SPDC taking
their alphabetic turn to chair ASEAN in 2006. Popular theory was that SPDC would be prepared to move at least
far enough in the direction of democracy before that date to remove their pariah status. Although SPDC claims to
still be committed to the 2003 7-point Road Map to democracy, it remains stuck on Step 1, the unfinished National
Convention. In the face of threatened western boycotts, several ASEAN countries petitioned SPDC to postpone
their chairmanship and on 26th July SPDC did just that, arguing that it wanted to focus on domestic efforts to boost
reconciliation and democracy. No timetable was announced but there is speculation that SPDC plans to finish the
National Convention around the end of the year, put this to a referendum some time in 2006 and then plan a
general election. SPDC has made no commitment to the release of Aung San Suu Kyi in this process.
Any hopes that the National Convention will produce a democratic constitution have long since disappeared and it
is likely that the ethnic cease-fire groups will again be given the tough choice of either accepting a very unsatisfactory conclusion, or withdrawing from the process. During 2005 SPDC has been displaying increased belligerence
towards the cease-fire groups pushing them to surrender their arms. Whilst one small armed group, the PSLA, and
a couple of brigades from SSNA gave up their weapons under pressure, the remainder of SSNA broke its ceasefire agreement and resumed military resistance. The Karen National Union (KNU) has retained contact with SPDC
this year and there continues to be speculation about more talks. It is understood that SPDC has relayed an offer
of limited territorial control to KNU for consideration, but this is unlikely to meet KNU expectations. Although the
2004 unofficial KNU cease-fire still holds, human rights abuses are rife throughout the area and prospects for a
satisfactory solution to the ethnic issue remain bleak.
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3. TBBC PROGRAMME DURING THE FIRST HALF OF 2005
Background information on TBBC, is given in Appendix A and the relief programme is described in Appendix E.
This Section describes the main programmatic and administrative developments within TBBC during the last 6
months.
a) TBBC Logframe and Programme Impact
Figure 3.1 presents a summary of the performance of TBBC’s programme as measured by performance indicators
since 2003. Appendix F details results for the first half of 2005 and the TBBC Logistical Frame is set out in Figure
3.2. The results show that in 2005 the programme is largely meeting its operational targets, with 25 of the defined
30 indicators being achieved. Reasons for those indicators failing to reach standard are discussed in the Appendix.
b) Nutrition
Blended Food
As described in c) Appendix E, TBBC began supplying blended food to the camps in January 2004 in order to
address high levels of chronic malnutrition resulting from micronutrient deficiencies and an imbalance in the
proportion of carbohydrate/protein/fat in the refugee diet. The product initially used was a wheat/soy blend imported
from Nepal. A pilot trial was carried out in Karenni Site 1 for 2 months, beginning in January 2004 after an
extensive education and demonstration campaign. One month after blended food was introduced, the rice ration
was reduced from 16 to 15kgs/ person /month to provide the correct planned overall food intake.
An evaluation of the acceptability and use of blended food was conducted in March which showed that the majority
of camp residents understood the benefits of the flour, were able to cook it and used it in their meals. The MOI
then approved the introduction of blended food border-wide on a camp-by-camp basis, subject to quick “acceptability” tests in each camp. Blended food was subsequently introduced to all camps by March 2005.
A follow-up evaluation in September 2004 revealed that whilst most families continued to use the flour, they did so
in lesser amounts than previously. Fewer residents could identify the benefits of the flour and who should eat it.
Reasons given were that either they did not like the taste (‘strong, like animal food’), they did not have ingredients
to add to it, and/or because they did not have time to cook it. Some of the groups involved in the implementation
said that the amount of flour was too much and suggested that TBBC reduce the ration for adults to 1
kg/person/month and replace the difference with sugar.
These results indicated firstly the need for ongoing education to ensure that families understand the importance of
and are able to use the flour, and secondly to address the issue of long-term acceptability. The following actions
have been taken during the first half of 2005:
• Change to a rice-based product: TBBC has now found a Thai-based supplier to develop a rice/soy formula. This flour is more versatile and more familiar to the population than the wheat/soy blend and has
proven more acceptable in the camps so far. The new flour is called AsiaMix and is being supplied at almost the same cost as the former brand. It was introduced into Site 1, Tham Hin, and Mae La in March,
Umpiem Mai in April and into Ban Don Yang and Nu Po in June. The new formula also contains higher
amounts of B vitamins, iron, and folate to address some of the nutrition deficiencies specific to refugee
camps in Thailand. The change-over to AsiaMix means that all TBBC commodity purchases can once again
be made in Thailand, although now competitive tendering has been introduced, bids are open to overseas
suppliers. AsiaMix is scheduled to be introduced to all camps by December 2005.
• Ongoing education on the benefits of blended food: Materials for teaching and distribution are being
developed and health agencies, camp committees, women’s groups and others have been engaged to help
enhance understanding of the benefits of blended food. Site 1 took the lead in planning an education campaign in the New Year, involving camp committees, community health workers, and other interested people.
It included such activities as education in schools, public announcements, education at the household level
by community health workers and posters for warehouse information boards, etc. These activities have subsequently been conducted in all camps receiving AsiaMix to date.
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c) 1994 Regulations
By 1992, a number of other CCSDPT Member agencies were providing services on the border in coordination with
approved programmes, with the tacit approval of the MOI, but without a formal mandate. The CCSDPT Burma
Subcommittee requested formal recognition of these programmes and official approval for an extension of services
to include sanitation and education. At a meeting with NGOs, international organisations and embassies on 18th
May 1994, MOI confirmed that sanitation and education services would be permitted and also announced that all
agencies should re-submit their programmes for formal approval via CCSDPT.
An NGO/MOI Burma Working Group was set up and meetings were held to establish new operational procedures.
NGOs were required to submit formal programme proposals, apply for border passes for authorised personnel, and
to submit quarterly reports via the provincial authorities. All of the CCSDPT member agencies with current border
activities were given approval for their programmes.
The programme approvals for 1995 included sanitation projects. The CCSDPT Burma Subcommittee carried out a
survey of educational needs in 1995/6 and the first education project proposals were approved in 1997.
d) 1997 CCSDPT Restructuring and RTG Emergency Procedures
With the Indochinese refugee caseload almost gone, CCSDPT was restructured for 1997. CCSDPT was now
principally engaged with Burmese refugees, making the Burma Subcommittee redundant. The former Burma
Medical and Education Working Groups were upgraded to Subcommittee status to coordinate activities in these
fields.
During 1997 refugees arrived in sensitive areas of Kanchanaburi, Ratchaburi and Prachuap Khiri Khan Provinces.
NGOs were required to submit requests for monthly supplies for these areas for MOI approval in the normal way,
th
st
th
but these now also had to be approved by the 9 Infantry Division of the Royal Thai 1 Army. The 9 Infantry
Division is able to override MOI approval and on occasion exercises this prerogative.
e) 1998/99 Role for UNHCR
During the first half of 1998 the Royal Thai Government made the decision to give UNHCR an operational role on
the Burmese border for the first time and letters of agreement were exchanged in July. The UNHCR established a
presence on the border during the second half of 1998 and became fully operational in the early part of 1999 with
the opening and staffing of three offices in Mae Hong Son, Mae Sot and Kanchanaburi. The UNHCR role is
principally one of monitoring and protection. It has no permanent offices in the camps, which continue to be
administered by the Thai authorities themselves with the assistance of the Refugee Committees. The NGOs
continue to provide and coordinate relief services to the refugee camps under bilateral agreements with RTG as
before, although UNHCR may provide complementary assistance especially regarding camp relocations.
The structure of the relief assistance and location of CCSDPT member agency services are shown in the diagrams.
f)

TBBC Organisational Structure

The TBBC structure was informal until 1996. Various agencies joined and left over the years with current member
agencies directing the programme by consensus. With the programme growing inexorably and becoming
increasingly dependent on governmental funding, a need for greater transparency and accountability led to BBC
adopting a formal organisational structure at the first Donors Meeting in December 1996 which became operational
in 1997. It comprised: the Donors Meeting, being the overall representative body of BBC; an Advisory Committee,
elected from the Donors at the Donors Meeting, representing the Donors Meeting between meetings; the BBC
Board, being the five member agencies responsible for overall governance of the programme; and the BBC
Director appointed by the Board and responsible for management of the programme. These arrangements were
set out in new BBC “Structure and Regulations”.
Following an evaluation of BBC’s Governance Structure in early 2003 the current five BBC Members invited all
Donors to join in a review of governance options. After a series of meetings and E-group discussions representatives of the Members plus 5 potential members agreed at a Workshop in Chiang Mai in March 2004, to recommend
to their organisations that they become members of a new legal entity to be registered as a Charitable Company in
England and Wales. A Mission Statement and Bylaws, Memorandum and Articles of Association were drafted. All
ten agencies present subsequently agreed to join the new entity whilst the draft documents were edited and
finalised. The TBBC Mission Statement is presented at the beginning of this report.
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The Thailand Burma Border Consortium, TBBC, was incorporated in London on 11th October 2004 and was
granted charitable status by Charity Commission of England and Wales on 13th May 2005.
Under the new structure each Member agency has a designated representative that attends a minimum of two
general meetings each year, one annual general meeting (AGM) and one extraordinary general meeting (EGM).
The first AGM was held in Chiang Mai on 29/30th October 2004 and the first EGM will be held in Kanchanaburi
14th/ 17th March 2005. The member representatives appoint five to eight of their number to be Directors and
Trustees of TBBC to be elected annually. Five members were elected for 2005. The TBBC Directors meet
regularly between general meetings and are currently working on governance policies which will be finalised by te
end of 2006.
TBBC shares an office with CCSDPT at 12/5 Convent Road. Current TBBC Member Representatives, Directors/
Trustees and Staff are listed at the beginning of this report. A full list of all Board Members, Advisory Committee
Members, Member Representatives and Staff from 1984 to 2005 is presented in Appendix H.
For many years Field Coordinators worked from offices at their homes, but separate offices were opened in Mae
Sot and Mae Sariang in 1998, Kanchanaburi in 2000 and Mae Hong Son in 2003. The Kanchanaburi office was
relocated to Sangklaburi in 2004. TBBC also has a sub-office in Chiang Mai for Displacement Research.
g) Funding Sources
TBBC has received or expects funds from the following sources in 2005:
Figure A.1: TBBC Donors 2005
ACT Netherlands
Australian Churches of Christ
Baptist International Ministries
Baptist Missionary Society, UK
Baptist Union of Sweden
CAFOD, UK
Caritas Australia
Caritas New Zealand(G)
Caritas Switzerland(G)
Christian Aid, UK(G)
Christian World Service Australia(G)
Church World Service, USA
Cooperative Baptist Fellowship

DanChurchAid, Denmark(G)
Diakonia, Sweden(G)
EC Aid to Uprooted People
ICCO(G)
International Rescue Committee(G)
Inter-Pares, Canada(G)
Norwegian Church Aid(G)
Open Society Institute
Presbyterian Church, USA
Trocaire, Ireland(G)
United Churches of Christ, USA
United Society for Propagation of the Gospel
ZOA Refugee Care Netherlands(G)

(G) The Governments of Australia, Canada, Denmark, European Union (ECHO), Great Britain, Ireland, New
Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, The Netherlands and USA contribute over 85% of TBBC’s funds. Their
funds are all channelled through these Donors. Appendix G sets out details of funding received from all Donors
since 1984.
Until mid-1997 the former BBC member agencies transferred funds received from the Donors to a programme
account held by TBMF, but in 1997 BBC was able to open its own bank accounts. Donations are now made direct
to the TBBC Bangkok account.
h) TBBC Bank Account
Donors remitting funds in GB Pounds Sterling, US Dollars or Euros are requested to use the appropriate account at
Standard Chartered Bank, London. Donations will be converted into Thai Baht on transfer by TBBC from London
to Bangkok.
Standard Chartered Bank
Clements House
27-28 Clements Lane
London, EC4N 7AP
England

Account Name: Thailand Burma Border Consortium
GBP Account # 00 01 254441501
EUR Account # 56 01 254441596
USD Account # 01 01 254441550

SWIFT BIC : SCBLGB2L
IBAN GB52 SCBL 6091 0412 544415
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Donors remitting funds in other currencies are asked to remit direct to the following account at Standard Chartered,
Bangkok. These donations will be converted into Thai Baht on receipt.
Standard Chartered Bank
90 North Sathorn Road
Silom, Bangrak,
Bangkok 10500
Thailand

Account Name: The Thailand Burma Border Consortium (Main Savings Account)
Account # 00100671624
Bank code: 020
Branch code: 101
Branch name: Sathorn

SWIFT SCBLTHBX
The TBBC Thailand Tax ID number is: 4-1070-5787-5
i)

Financial Statements and Programme Updates

The TBBC produces monthly income and expenditure statements and a summary report every six months. The
TBBC financial year was 1 July to 30 June until 2004. Accounts were audited annually and the Auditors’ report for
the period 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004 was presented in the August 2004 6-month report
An audit of the final accounts for the former BBC for the period 1st July to 10th October 2004 is presented in
Appendix H. The TBBC financial year has been changed to the calendar year effective 31st December 2004 and
the first audit of the TBBC accounts will be for the period 11th October 2004 to 31st December 2005.
The six-monthly reports include a narrative explaining the major events during the period.
j)

TBBC Mission Statement, Goal, Aim and Objectives and Guiding Philosophy

The former BBC adopted formal aims and objectives at the first Donors Meeting in December 1996, which were
subsequently revised at the Oslo Donors Meeting in 2000 and the Ottawa Donors Meeting in 2002. The Goal, Aim
and Objectives, Policies and Guiding Philosophy. are set out at the beginning of this report.
A new TBBC Mission Statement was prepared during the restructuring of TBBC in 2004 (which is also set out at
the beginning of the report) and Objects were agreed with the Charity Commission of England and Wales for
registration purposes. These were as follows:
1) The relief of charitable needs of displaced people of Burma by the provision of humanitarian aid and assistance.
2) To develop the capacity and skills of the members of the socially and economically disadvantaged community
of the displaced people of Burma in such a way that they are able to participate more fully in society
3) To promote equality, diversity and racial harmony for the benefit of the public by raising awareness of the
needs of and issues affecting the displaced people of Burma.
4) To promote human rights (as set out in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights) in the Thailand Burma
border area by monitoring and research.
A new consolidated statement of TBBC’s Goal, Aim and Objectives, Policies and Guiding Philosophy will be
prepared during the Strategic Planning process in the second half of 2005.
k) Coordination with Refugee Committees
The TBBC provides all assistance in coordination with the refugee committees of each of the three main ethnic
groups: the Karen Refugee Committee (KRC) based in Mae Sot; the Karenni Refugee Committee (KnRC) based in
Mae Hong Son; and the Mon Relief and Development Committee (formerly the Mon National Relief Committee until
1999) based in Sangklaburi. Each of these three committees report to TBBC each month recording assistance
received both from TBBC and other sources, refugee population statistics, and issues of concern.
Appendix B sets out the overall organisational structure within the refugee camps.
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APPENDIX D
INTERNAL DISPLACEMENT AND VULNERABILITY IN EASTERN BURMA
In October 2004, TBBC published “Internal Displacement and Vulnerability in Easter Burma” which is available from
the Online Burma Library at www.ibiblio.org/obl/docs/TBBC-IDPs2004-full . While access to much of eastern
Burma remains restricted, this report draws together the results of new surveys conducted by community organizations. Population estimates have been gathered from key informants in 36 significant townships and vulnerability
indicators have been developed from a multi-stage cluster survey of 6,070 people and 1,071 households affected
by internal displacement.
Population estimates indicate at least another 157,000 civilians have been displaced by war or human rights
abuses since the end of 2002. This includes people from at least 240 villages which have been documented as
completely destroyed, relocated or abandoned during the past two years.
The total number of internally displaced persons (IDPs) who have been forced or obliged to leave their homes and
have not been able to return or resettle and reintegrate into society as of late 2004 is estimated to be at least
526,000 people. The population consists of 365,000 people in the temporary settlements of ceasefire areas
administered by ethnic nationalities, while 84,000 civilians are estimated to be hiding from the military-government
in free-fire areas and approximately 77,000 villagers still remain in designated relocation sites after having been
forcibly evicted from their homes.
This represents a decrease since 2002 when 633,000 people were estimated to be internally displaced in hiding
sites, temporary shelters and relocation sites. This decrease can be attributed to a mix of sustainable return or
resettlement, forced migration into the fringes of urban and rural communities, flight into refugee and migrant
populations in Thailand and methodological differences in data collection. Speculation remains as to how many
people on the fringes of rural and urban communities have been obliged to leave their homes and are unable to
resettle and reintegrate, but whose status as internally displaced persons can not be verified.
Indicators of vulnerability for the internally displaced population reflect a critical situation. The survey found that
more than half of internally displaced households have been forced to work without compensation and have been
extorted of cash or property during the past year. While these and other human rights abuses were widespread
and a lack of protection was common in all areas, people in relocation sites had reportedly been affected the most.
Livelihoods in free-fire areas are demonstrated as largely dependent on subsistence-oriented slash and burn
agriculture, yet still they are undermined by government patrols searching for and destroying crops. Conversely,
less households were documented in relocation sites than elsewhere as being involved in any type of rice farming,
indicating a lack of access to land and greater restrictions on movement. Yet the survey also found the highest
rates of hunting and gathering were in densely populated ceasefire areas, which is indicative of the livelihood
constraints of resettlement into these areas.
This report presents indicators which suggest there is a public health emergency amongst internally displaced
persons in eastern Burma. A third of households surveyed had not been able to access any health services during
the past year, contributing to high mortality rates from infectious diseases which can be prevented and treated,
such as malaria. Child mortality and malnutrition rates are double Burma’s national baseline rate and comparable
to those recorded amongst internally displaced populations in the Horn of Africa.
The population structure shows significantly more children dependent on a smaller proportion of working age adults
compared to official data sources for Burma. This working age adult population consists of a high proportion of
women representing greater rates of mortality, economic migration, flight from abuse and military conscription
amongst young adult men. Low adult literacy rates and a high degree of restrictions on access to primary schools
were also found. This low level of educational attainment is likely to restrict the capacity of internally displaced
persons to cope and recover from all of these aspects of vulnerability.
The surveys demonstrate that the problem of forced migration in Eastern Burma remains large and complex and
that internally displaced populations are extremely vulnerable. As in 2002, TBBC presents this compilation of data
without making any recommendations. The intention is that policy makers and humanitarian organisations might
be better informed in terms of preparing for refugee repatriation and addressing the situation of internal displacement itself.
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APPENDIX E
THE RELIEF PROGRAMME
a) Royal Thai Government Regulations
Each month the TBBC submits lists to MOI, detailing supplies to be delivered to each camp the following month,
including expected delivery dates. Copies are forwarded to the Provincial and District Authorities. The MOI sends
approval to the TBBC and to the Provincial Offices, which in turn notify the District Authorities.
Under regulations introduced in 1994 the TBBC submits the overall programme to MOI for approval annually. The
TBBC submits quarterly programme reports to the Provincial Offices and six-monthly reports to the MOI. All TBBC
field staff carry camp passes issued by the MOI.
b) Refugee Demographics
The supplies are distributed to all camp residents. The breakdown by age and sex reported by the Karen, Mon and
Karenni Committees in June 2005 was as follows:
Figure E.1: Refugee Demographics June 2005
Adults*
Children
Under 5 years
Total
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Karenni
4,418
7,285
6,130
2,496
2,816
1,724
1,638
22,089
Karen
18,207 35,546
34,247 11,621
10,941
6,985
6,580 105,920
Mon
2,226
3,939
4,016
1,568
1,451
599
700
12,273
Total
24,851 46,770
44,393 15,685
15,208
9,308
8,918 140,282
* For Karen and Mon, this is over 12 years old, for Karenni over 14 years old.
Group

Families

c) Food Rations
The refugee diet is traditionally rice, salt, and fish paste, supplemented with leaves and roots gathered from the
forest, plus any vegetables or livestock that can be cultivated, raised or hunted. For many years the refugees were
not entirely dependent on the relief programme for food and showed commendable willingness to be self-sufficient
where possible. Their political organisations still controlled territory on the Burmese side of the border, traded on
the black market, and grew crops in some areas. Some refugees were also able to get low-paid seasonal work in
Thailand, forage in the surrounding forest, keep small kitchen gardens and raise a limited amount of livestock in the
camps. At the beginning of the relief programme in 1984, TBBC’s aim was to cover only around 50 percent of the
staple diet needs. At this level life in the camps remained simple and poor, but not inconsistent with standards in
their former villages, or in Thai villages in the area.
Over the years the ethnic groups lost their territory to the Burmese Army and the security situation deteriorated.
The refugee camps became subject to tighter controls by the Thai authorities and it became increasingly difficult for
the refugees to be self-sufficient. Rations were gradually increased and by the mid-1990’s it had become necessary to supply 100 percent of staple diet needs, rice, salt and fish paste. During 1997 even stricter controls were
placed on the camps for security reasons and, in some cases, it became impossible for refugees to leave the
camps to forage or get work. NGOs became concerned that the refugees were no longer getting an adequate diet
and in October 1997 the TBBC commissioned a rapid assessment of the nutritional adequacy of the rations.
TBBC rations were compared with the new WFP/UNHCR guidelines for planning estimates for populations that
recommended providing a minimum of 2,100 Kcal per person per day based on an average family, with no
differentiation for age. The conclusion was that the standard food basket should include mung beans and cooking
oil for all the camps to ensure the minimum average of 2,100 kcal, and this was implemented during the first half of
1998.
The TBBC food basket was designed to cover only the basic energy and protein needs of the refugees and did not
ensure adequate provision of many important micronutrients. It was assumed that the refugees supplemented
TBBC rations by buying, bartering, growing or foraging to make up for any other needs. But as the refugees have
become more aid-dependent the TBBC recognised that some segments of the population at least, may be at risk
for deficiencies.
In 2001/2 TBBC conducted food consumption/nutrition status surveys in two camps and rapid nutrition surveys in
three other camps. The results showed quite consistently that the ration provided was proportionately too high in
carbohydrates at the expense of protein and fat, and low in many micronutrients. It was concluded that the
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l)

Assistance to Thai Communities

TBBC has always provided assistance to Thai communities in the vicinity of the refugee camps. This is in
recognition of the fact that there are poor communities which do not have access to any other assistance and which
may feel neglected when support is given to refugees in their area. For many years assistance given was ad hoc,
TBBC providing educational supplies to Thai schools, distributing blankets during the cool season, and assisting
many times with flood relief. The TBBC also provided compensation to local communities affected by the location
of the refugee camps in their area, and assisted local Thai authorities with the cost of repairing roads near the
refugee camps.
In 1999 the TBBC established a more formal but still general policy for responding to such requests. The policy
specifies potential beneficiaries for assistance including: disasters and emergencies in the border Provinces;
communities directly affected by the refugee populations; other border communities whose standard of living is
equal or less than that of the refugees; and Thai agencies providing security or assistance which are not adequately funded by the authorities. The policy also sets out procedures for submitting requests.
Assistance given to Thai communities during the first half of 2005 is detailed in Table 7.1 totalling baht 4,393,061.
m) Procurement Procedures
Traditionally, all food items were purchased in the border provinces, usually monthly, but sometimes rice was
purchased in advance to secure good prices. TBBC monitored daily rice prices published in Bangkok, checked the
local markets and compared the prices paid at the different locations along the border. All of the commodities
TBBC used were everyday items readily available in all markets and it was relatively straightforward to informally
check value for money. Formal competitive quotations were obtained only occasionally when requested by large
donors. Generally these confirmed that local suppliers could offer the lowest prices and best service, mainly
because frequent deliveries were required to many small camps with constantly changing road conditions and
security situations.
The TBBC programme was quite small in the early years but as it grew, it became very significant by local
standards. Over time the better local suppliers geared themselves up to TBBC’s needs. In some cases they
bought their own transportation and extended their storehouses. They got to know the local officials and became
familiar with the topography. This enabled them to help solve administration blockages and to respond rapidly to
frequent emergencies, getting their supplies to difficult remote areas at very short notice. In some cases the
suppliers organised annual road repairs into the camps at the end of the rainy season to enable their trucks to get
in. In short, some local suppliers built up their operations to meet TBBC’s needs and had overwhelming advantages over other potential suppliers from a distance.
During 1999, however, mainly in response to tighter ECHO grant conditions, the TBBC adopted formal bidding/contract procedures for rice and mung bean supplies in Tak Province. And in 2000 tendering was introduced
for rice, mung beans, cooking oil and cooking fuel in all provinces. Bidding was open to all interested suppliers and
it became more realistic for new suppliers to compete because, as a result of the camp consolidation exercise,
there were far fewer camps to serve with better road access. During 2001 TBBC engaged an EURONAID
consultant to assist in upgrading its tendering and contracting procedures to meet exacting ECHO standards,
including international bidding and the opening of bids before a tendering committee.
TBBC now publicly tenders for all supplies of rice, mung beans, cooking oil, fish-paste, blended food (the new
rice/soy formula), sardines, chillies, salt cooking fuel, bednets, blankets, sleeping mats, cooking pots, plastic
sheeting and eucalyptus poles, representing around 85% of all commodity purchases. The only major items for
which public tendering will not be feasible in the foreseeable future are building supplies (bamboo and thatch)
which are restricted items under Thai law.
The whole procurement process, including the advertising of tenders, bidding process, opening of bids, awarding of
contracts and invoice/payment procedures, has been subject to several evaluations and audits and have been
gradually upgraded and standardised. These are now judged to meet all major Donor requirements and are
summarised in the chart. A TBBC Procurement Manual was drafted early in 2005 will be finalised during the year.
Most contracts are still let to local companies. Experience with ‘outside’ suppliers has often been problematic and
TBBC has adopted a policy to only award new suppliers with contracts for the less sensitive camps as a way of
testing their ability.
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n) Transportation
Transportation costs are included in the price of all food supplies. In Tak Province transportation is usually by tenwheel truck with a capacity of 400 50-kg rice sacks. For the other camps which are less accessible, transportation
is usually by six-wheel trucks or 4-wheel drive pick-ups. The TBBC staff organise the necessary permits from the
local Thai authorities.
o) Delivery/Storage
TBBC itself does not store food except for small quantities of blended food. The suppliers keep their own stock and
delivery is made direct to warehouses in the camps. TBBC supplies building materials for the warehouses and the
refugee Camp Committees are responsible for their construction and maintenance. TBBC provides guidance to
foster best practice. The frequency of delivery varies by location. For Mae La camp in Tak Province, delivery is
every two weeks, but for most of the other camps, delivery is usually monthly during the dry season. During the
rainy season remote camps have to be stockpiled for up to eight months because they become inaccessible by
truck. TBBC staff arrange and check deliveries to camps. The Refugee Camp Committee checks weights and
quality on delivery, setting aside any deficient items. Weights have been distributed to the camp stores to ensure
that scales are calibrated prior to delivery and distribution. The store managers sign for each delivery and a copy is
sent to the TBBC field office for cross reference before payment can be approved. A new goods received form
GRN was field-tested in 2004 and has been brought into full use during 2005. Delivery schedules are designed to
ensure that new supplies arrive before the refugees have consumed the previous deliveries, with sufficient
allowance for possible delays due to road conditions, breakdowns and other emergencies.
As a result of the various evaluations and the monitoring consultancy in 2004, Camp Committees are receiving
additional training in the management of supplies. Warehouse design has also been reviewed and to date,
seventy-two warehouses have been re-built or repaired in eight camps with reference to WFP guidelines and local
conditions. A further four warehouses will be rebuilt in the next dry season, and all of the previously completed
structures will be reviewed.
p) Quality Control
Since the Refugee Committees are very familiar with the quality of supplies to be expected, it was generally
considered in the past that appearance, smell and taste were adequate to assess quality. Substandard supplies
rejected by the camp committees were returned to the suppliers for replacement. Rice and other food samples
were submitted for testing by an independent inspection company only on an occasional basis.
However, regular independent quality control inspections were introduced in 2001 and now TBBC employs
professional inspection companies to carry out independent checks in accordance with major Donor regulations.
Sample checks are made on weight, packaging and quality for rice, mung beans, cooking oil, blended food, fishpaste, chillies, salt and cooking fuel. The refugee committees continue to carry out a second check at the time of
delivery/distribution. Substandard supplies are subject to penalties or replacement.
Since 2004, random checks are now being made by independent inspectors at the camp warehouses as well as at
the loading points, and refugee committees and TBBC staff have been trained in the basic tests. Quality problems
inevitably continue to occur and when this happens sampling rates are increased and further checks initiated.
Results of the checks during the first half of 2005 are set out in Appendix F.
q) Distribution
The Refugee Camp Committees are responsible for the distribution of supplies. Food distributions were traditionally organised by men because they had to carry 100 kgs sacks. However, during 2001, 50 kg sacks were
introduced to all camps and women have been noticeably drawn into the unloading and distribution process.
Distributions of household items, e.g., pots, bednets and clothing are often conducted with the assistance of
women’s organisations, teachers or health workers. Each family has a ration book stating their entitlement, and
they are called to the delivery point for distribution. Whilst most are male-headed households, it is the women who
usually collect the TBBC rations. During 2004 the UN High Commissioner for Refugees made 5 commitments to
women including their equal participation in food distribution. TBBC began looking at the role of women in food
distribution as part of the camp management project (see t) below) and this is an issue to be addressed as part of
the recently recruited TBBC Community Liaison Officer’s work.
Ration pictures are posted at each godown that depict the ration items and amounts. Amounts distributed are
recorded on the camp records and on the ration cards. TBBC has introduced standard ration books border wide
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and while it is the intention that each family should retain its own book, some sections have reverted to collection
by the section leader. One reason cited for this is protection, since unregistered families are easily recognised by
not having the same ration book. Section leaders have therefore kept all the books in some cases, for this reason.
Following the ECHO evaluation in 2003 greater attention is being given to the accuracy of weights and distribution
containers. TBBC has introduced standard measures to improve distribution accuracy in the warehouses that still
do not weigh individual rice rations. In the first half of 2005, all measures requested by respective Field Offices
have been delivered and a system established with the ZOA vocational training project for the repair of broken
units. However, 100% accuracy cannot be assured using volume measures due to weaknesses in available
construction materials and the significant variation in rice grain between supplies. Standard measures must be
considered as an interim step and TBBC will continue discussions with warehouse management teams to promote
full weighing in camps to ensure accurate distribution of the rice ration.
r)

Monitoring

TBBC staff continuously monitors refugee population numbers, and the quality, quantity, delivery, storage and
distribution of supplies. A dynamic and formal monitoring system has been in place since 1995. This system
supports the gathering of information on supplies by expert inspections and from each camp through checks made
on supplies (delivery, quality, weight, and distribution), camp recording systems, unusual events and staff visits.
The monitoring system’s effectiveness is supported and improved by frequent evaluation and refinement. The
following table summarises the monitoring process used into the first half of 2005.
Figure E.5: Summary of TBBC Monitoring Process
Operation

Information Required

Calculating food
required

Camp population and
population structure

Procurement &
tendering

Bids from > 3 companies.
Cost, quality and delivery
conditions

Delivery

Quality and quantity
Delivery and distribution
schedules

Storage

Distribution

State of stores
Losses to pests
Godown management
practices
Distribution schedule
Amount distributed
Stock in hand

Primary Source
Camp leaders
Refugee Committees
MOI/UNHCR registration
Local, national and
international suppliers
TBBC staff

Verification by TBBC
Periodic house counts and checks on new arrivals

Prices monitored in Bangkok by TBBC

Camp leaders
Suppliers

Checks by independent inspection companies prior to
loading and/or at camp store
Samples taken by TBBC staff for testing
Goods Received Notices and Delivery Receipt slips

Camp leaders and godown
staff

Periodic visual inspection / Godown inventory
Monthly monitoring of godowns

Camp stock and distribution
records
Household ration books

Periodic inspection of records including ration books
Monthly household and community group interviews
Systematic monitoring at distribution points

Two initiatives are helping to greatly improve the accuracy of camp population figures used for supply calculations.
The Camp Management Project (see t) below), led by the Karen and Karenni Refugee Committees, has resulted in
the production of ‘feeding’ population figures (as opposed to camp registration figures) which take account of
absentees from the camps, and these continue to be monitored under this project. Currently the Ministry of Interior
and UNHCR are also jointly conducting an exercise to re-register the population in each camp. This will provide
another more accurate check on data used in the Camp Management Project.
Monitoring Revisions: TBBC employed a Monitoring Consultant in 2004 to review the monitoring system and
specifically follow-up on issues raised in the ECHO audit and evaluation of 2003. On the whole, the Monitoring
Consultant found TBBC’s monitoring mechanisms to be functioning well but made two broad recommendations for
refinement as follows:
• To redesign the monitoring forms used, to aid simplicity of completion and the production of statistically significant data.
• To incorporate the analysis of monitoring data into regular management meetings.
In addition, it was considered important that the impact of monitoring be more immediate through timely feedback
of findings to TBBC staff and partners, and to the recipients of TBBC’s programme. All recommendations were
accepted by TBBC.
The Monitoring Consultant backed up recommendations with a new set of monitoring forms, and by establishing
appropriate training for TBBC staff and refugee partners. Field Assistants, as the major interface between the
consortium and the refugee camps, were seen as key to monitoring in terms of data collection and processing of
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information. Refugee partners in camps also were assigned a stronger role in the monitoring of commodities. The
system provides opportunity for greater independent feedback from refugees and community groups. In addition to
Field Assistants, TBBC Field Coordinators, Field Administrators, Procurement Manager and Programme Coordinator all play a role in TBBC’s monitoring and response.
Specifically, the major features of the revised system are:


“Goods Received Notices” (GRNs), have replaced suppliers “Delivery Receipts” as TBBC’s means of
verification that supplies are delivered to camp as planned. A GRN is completed by the Godown Manager on
arrival of every supply truck to camp. Included in the completed GRNs are:
a. Information concerning the type of commodity, supplier, purchase order, time of delivery and driver.
b. Comments on supplies rejected and why.
c. An assessment of quantity (a 10% random sample of food items/charcoal is weighed and recorded).
GRNs are signed by the Godown Manager and verified by TBBC staff. Data collected is converted to field
reports on percentages of commodities passed for weight, quality and time of delivery.



Direct distribution point checks have replaced control checks. Control checks were intended to verify independently, without the knowledge of godown staff, that supplies were distributed according to ration allowances. TBBC Field Assistants set up checking points of newly-distributed rations out of the eyesight of godown
staff. The rations of 20 households were checked. In practice, godown staff always were aware that TBBC
staff were in camp, such that control checks were not truly independent, and were undermining trust between
TBBC staff and Camp Committees. Checks at distribution points, on the other hand, allow TBBC staff to transparently monitor a larger number of household rations. Furthermore, the distribution practices of godown staff
are observed, ration book usage noted, as well as verification that appropriate information on rations is visible
and available to refugees. The system requires that one percent of households is checked, for a selected
supply distribution, in each camp per month. Checking criteria are itemised; the data converted to percentage
pass.



Formal inspection of warehouses in camps are now conducted each month by TBBC staff. 20 parameters are
used to rate the state of the warehouse as a percentage.



Under the former system, Field Staff made regular visits to households to seek feedback on ration supplies.
These proved very informative. Under the revised monitoring system, two community groups per camp are
visited by TBBC monthly for feedback. Generally, one group is a collection of households as before. The
second group may be a women’s organisation, religious group, boarding house or other group. Qualitative
data is recorded.



A completely new feature is that locked comments post-boxes are installed, mostly at warehouses, with a
request for anonymous feedback on supplies.



A “Receipt and Distribution Reconciliation” is made monthly to detect what proportion of all supplies delivered
to camp is distributed to the target population.



The Procurement Manager compiles a comprehensive summary of quality and weight inspections of TBBC
supplies conducted by independent accredited inspection companies.



TBBC Field Assistants and Coordinators make a preliminary evaluation of data in respective field sites. The
Programme Coordinator then makes a border-wide evaluation. Findings inform TBBC’s relief programme.
Feedback is given to TBBC staff, refugee partners and recipients, and other relevant stakeholders.
The monitoring results for the first half of 2005 are set out in Section F.

s) Indicators
Since the 2000 Oslo Donors meeting, TBBC has been committed to developing Performance Indicators to assess
the achievement of the programme objectives. It was recognised that producing indicators to measure all aspects
of TBBC programme would take some time and during the first half of 2001 a Logframe was developed to establish
priority indicators for initial attention. These related to food distribution and all became available during 2002.
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APPENDIX F
TBBC PROGRAMME PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
Figure 3.1 in Section 3 sets out TBBC’s Logframe showing the Performance Indicators adopted and the proposed
Means of Verification. TBBC began to develop Performance Indicators at the end of 2000 and initially prioritised
those relating to food distribution. These have been presented in 6-month reports from 2001. The current
Logframe includes indicators for food security, the provision of shelter and non food items, coordination of services,
and assistance to Thai communities. Indicators for gender and refugee participation have yet to be developed.
Many of the nutrition indicators are dependent on the collection, compilation, and analysis of a common database
for all the border health agencies. The position of CCSDPT Health Information System Officer was vacant for more
than one year but an Australian Volunteers International volunteer began work in April 2005. In the interim, TBBC
and the health agencies employed a temporary person for the compilation of basic data and simple analysis. More
comprehensive data and analysis will be available from 2005 onwards.
Data from nutrition surveys are presented annually following annual surveys conducted by the health agencies and
were expected to be ready for presentation in this report. However, nutrition surveys have been delayed until
July/August of this year for 2 reasons: 1) health agency staff were focused on training and implementation of new
supplementary and therapeutic feeding programmes; and 2) nutrition surveys are conducted in conjunction with
vitamin A supplementation campaigns. However, this year UNICEF requested that TBBC return vitamin A provided
for the border for use in tsunami relief. The vitamin A will be returned to TBBC in July at which time the health
agencies will begin conducting surveys. Rates for beriberi for the second half of 2004 were compiled in the
CCSDPT 2004 Annual Health Statistics Report that was released this 6-month period.
The Centres for Disease Control (Atlanta) conducted a baseline comprehensive nutrition survey in Umpiem Mai
camp to look at nutrition status (wasting and stunting, and iron and vitamin A status), feeding practices, and
household food security during the first half of 2004. The survey will be repeated in 2005 to determine acceptability
of blended food and its effect on the nutrition status of the population. Some results are highlighted in the relevant
sections below and the full report will be available following completion of the follow up survey.
Aim: To prevent malnutrition and food insecurity and meet the primary physical needs for survival in
partnership with the displaced community.
Indicator (A)1: Children <5 with wasting malnutrition < 5% of Under 5 Population
Means of Verification
• Annual Nutrition Surveys: children <5 weight/height measurements (WHO/NCHS z scores).
• Common Data Collection: children identified as malnourished from clinic visits or nutrition surveys conducted
by the medical agencies (implemented during 2003).
• Other surveys, data
i) Preliminary CDC Survey Results for Umpiem Mai Camp (June 2004)
Nutrition Status in Children
Acute malnutrition (wasting) in children 6 to 59 months of age was below the acceptable level (4.6%).There was a
difference in the prevalence of acute malnutrition between males and females, 61.5% and 38.5%, respectively,
although not significant. Sixty-five percent of malnourished children were between the age of 12 and 35 months,
and were the most vulnerable group for malnutrition.
The mean weight for height z-score was -1.44 and almost all children shows some signs of chronic malnutrition.
Chronic malnutrition (stunting) was elevated (29.9%) among children 6 to 59 months of age. As would be expected
the prevalence of stunting increases by age group, with 47.8 % of children aged 48-59 months being stunted. The
prevalence of stunting was similar between males and females, 52.9% and 47.1%, respectively.
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Figure F.1: % of Children <5 with Chronic Malnutrition by Age Group …
60
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Angular stomatits, bilateral fissures or scarring at the corners of the mouth usually indicating vitamin B2 deficiency
was detected in 2.2% of children.
Infant and Child feeding
Most women, 92.7%, reported giving colostrum to their child. The mean duration of breastfeeding was 19 months.
Slightly less than half (47.7%) of women reported feeding their child more often when they were sick. However,
28.9% reported feeding their child less than normal during illness. The majority of children 6-11 months of age,
98.6%, are breastfeed. Breastfeeding falls off in the 12-23 months of age group, with only 68.6% of children being
breastfed.
Among children 6 to 11 months of age, breast milk (91.6%) and water (98.6%) were the most frequently reported
liquids consumed. Orange juice, tea/coffee and Mali Milk (sweetened condensed milk) were also frequently
reported by mothers for children in this age group. Consumption of infant formula and powdered milk was greatest
among children 12-23 months, 7.0% and 9.3%, respectively. Water is by far the most consumed liquid across all
age categories. Of particular note, is the consumption of orange drink from the shops (18.3-44.2% across age
groups).
All food commodities were consumed by all age groups. Rice was the most frequently consumed food item by all
age groups, followed by oil. Rice soup was consumed most frequently by children 6-11 months of age (26.8%),
followed by children 12-23 months. Vegetable consumption during the previous 24 hours for children older than 11
months of age ranged between 73.6% and 84.4%. Meat/Fish and egg consumption was lower with closer to 50%
of children 12 to 59 months of age consuming these foods within the last day. Consumption of fruit was the lowest
for this age range (12-59 months).
Mothers were asked how many rice meals per day their child consumes. At 24 months of age, there is a shift form
2 rice meals per day, seen in the younger age groups, to 3 rice meals per day (56.6% (23-35 months), 59.2% (3647 months), 71.1% (48-59 months).
Women were asked at what age a child should start eating solid foods; 24% of respondents indicated 6 months of
age. There were a significant number of mothers who responded that solid foods should be introduced at earlier
ages: 1 month 11.1%; 2 months 12.7%; 3 months 17.4%. Additionally, 5% of women believed that solid foods
should not be introduced until 10 months of age.
For children aged 6 months, roughly 25% of mothers said that fruit, vegetables, beans and meat should not be
consumed. For a child aged one year, mothers responded that they should eat all food items with the exception if
rice soup. Thirty-three percent of mothers did not think that a one year old should eat rice soup.
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Figure F.2: Mothers’ Understanding of Child Food Acceptability
Food
Rice
Rice Soup
Beans
Fruits
Vegetables
Eggs
Meat/Fish
Oil

6 months old
% Yes % No
83.5
16.5
83.1
16.9
71.5
22.5
76.5
23.5
74.8
25.2
83.7
16.3
76.2
23.8
95.6
4.4

12 months old
% Yes % No
100
---66.8
33.2
97.7
2.3
98.4
1.6
98.4
1.6
99.1
0.9
97.9
2.1
99.8
0.2

Conclusions
The high prevalence of stunting is most likely a result of inadequate dietary intake and feeding practices. The
introduction of complimentary foods and solid foods is too early. More than half of mothers believed that solid food
should be introduced before 6 months of age, with 3 months as the preferred age for introduction. The replacement of breast milk- a highly bio-available form of iron- with solid foods at a young age consisting mostly of nonheme iron, a less bio-available form, may be contributing to the high rates of anaemia (see below). Additionally, a
number of mothers were delaying the introduction of complimentary foods to 10 months of age. This may also
contribute to growth faltering.
It is expected that the introduction of AsiaMix along with education campaigns about child feeding will help to
address this issue.
ii) Results from Previous Nutrition Surveys
Nutrition surveys were conducted by most health agencies during the first half of 2004. Results for both 2003 and
2004 are presented below for acute (wasting) and chronic (stunting) malnutrition. The next round of surveys are
currently being conducted and will be presented in the next period (see above for explanation).
Figure F.3: Acute and Chronic Malnutrition Rates in Children <5 (% <5 Population) 2003 and 2004
Severe Acute
Camps

Site 1
Site 2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Laung*
Mae La
Umpiem
Nu Po
Tham Hin
Ban Don Yang
All Camps

W/H: < -3SD
2003
2004
%
%
0.5
0.0
0.7
0.0
0.1
0.5
0.3
0.1
0.7
0.8
1.5
0.5
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.5

0.6
0.3

Global Acute
Severe Chronic
(moderate + severe)
W/H: < -2SD
H/A: < -3SD
2003
2004
2003
2004
%
%
%
%
3.4
2.0
8.0
8.5
2.2
1.3
11.7
7.9
2.9
5.7
13.4
13.8
2.5
2.4
5.2
13.6
2.9
4.5
14.3
11.4
3.9
3.8
15.4
12.5
4.1
5.0
8.5
10.8
no data
4.3
2.9
8.6
11.1
3.3
3.6
10.3
11.3

Global Chronic
(moderate + severe)
H/A: < -2SD
2003
2004
%
%
31.9
29.8
37.1
35.3
43.2
39.0
30.9
40.5
43.2
37.8
48.4
42.0
42.7
28.5
34.1
38.8

46.7
35.7

Figure F.4: Trend of Acute and Chronic Malnutrition in TBBC Camps in Children <5
Trend of Acute and Chronic Malnutrition in TBBC Camps in Children <5
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Data from 2001 to 2004 show that the trend over time for acute malnutrition (wasting) is decreasing and is within
acceptable limits. Border-wide, less than 5% of children are acutely malnourished, indicating that the food supply
both to the camps and within the households is stable and adequate. The elevated rate in Mae La Oon camp may
be related to the camp move. Rates tend to be higher in girls than boys, although the CDC study confirmed that the
difference was not significant in Umpiem Mai camp.
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Chronic malnutrition (stunting) remains high. The small reduction in rates from between 2001 and 2004 is most
likely due to measurement variation at the camp level. The high level of chronic malnutrition is currently being
partially addressed by the introduction of fortified blended food into the camps. The blended food provided will
increase the quantities and variety of micronutrients in the TBBC ration basket, and provide an easily prepared
infant and weaning food at the household level. Lack of micronutrients and easily used food for child feeding has
been identified as the main identified reasons for the high rates, although there remain many additional factors that
contribute to chronic malnutrition. The rates will continue to be monitored, but significant changes in rates could
take nearly a generation.
Indicator (A) 2: Vitamin A coverage > 95% for children < 5
Due to the low rates of vitamin A deficiency, and in accordance with UNICEF requirements for reporting, the
indicator for vitamin A has been revised to reflect supplement coverage, rather than incidence of deficiency.
Coverage should be a minimum of 65% of the target population that receives vitamin A supplements. (As proposed
by ‘Monitoring Vitamin A Programmes,’ The Micronutrient Initiative, and ‘Controlling Vitamin A Deficiency,’ UN
Subcommittee of Nutrition). UNICEF/ TBBC aims to cover 95% of target group and UNICEF has agreed to continue
to support vitamin A to the border for 2005.
Means of Verification
• Common Data Collection for vitamin A coverage
The medical agencies routinely provide Vitamin A supplements to children <5 because they are most at risk for
deficiency (which can cause permanent blindness and illness), and most agencies also provide 6 monthly supplements to children ages 5-12, since sources of vitamin A in the diet are low. TBBC has assumed responsibility for
coordinating vitamin A procurement (via donation from UNICEF), distribution to medical agencies, and monitoring.
At the end of December, UNICEF requested TBBC return donated vitamin A stocks for emergency use in their
tsunami relief efforts. As result, supplementation campaigns planned for this 6 month period have been delayed in
anticipation of the return of supplies in July. Coverage rates and dates of campaigns can be found in Figure E4 and
rates for all camps reporting, with the exception of Tham Hin and Mae La, exceed the minimum. Since these past
surveys, IRC has assumed responsibility for Tham Hin, and AMI for Mae La, and vitamin A supplementation will
adhere to border protocol in these camps for the next period.
Figure F.5: Vitamin A Coverage Rates in Children <5 and 5-12 Years:
Camp
Site 1
Site 2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Luang
Mae La*
Umpiem Mai
Nu Po
Ban Don Yang
Tham Hin**
Border-wide

<5 Years
% Coverage
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
89.9
98.0
99.5
100.0
90.0
(2-5 yrs)
94.8

Date
Conducted
Feb 05
Feb 05
Jun-05
Jan-05
May-05
Dec 04
Jan/Feb 05
Jan 05
Jun 05

5-12 Years
% Coverage
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
na
97.0
99.4
100.0
90.0
(5-10 yrs)
97.3

Date
Conducted
Feb 05
Feb 05
Jun-05
Jan-05
na
Dec 04
Jan/Feb 05
Dec 04
Jun 05

*MSF coverage for children ages 24-59 months only
**MSF coverage for children ages 24 months-10 years only. IRC will begin supplementation according to standard protocols during the upcoming campaign in December.

Preliminary CDC Survey Results for Umpiem Mai Camp (June 2004)
There is a high rate of night blindness (the first clinical sign of vitamin A deficiency) of public health significance in
pregnant women in addition to high rates of anaemia in children. Maternal night blindness during their last
pregnancy was reported by 7.6% of women- exceeding the IVACG cut-off of > 5% as an indicator that vitamin A
deficiency is a significant public health problem in this population. The prevalence of anaemia is extremely high
among children 6 to 59 months. 40.5% of children were classified as anaemic (WHO cut-off <11.0 g/dl for
haemoglobin concentration), and 0.5% were severely anaemic (< 7.0 g/dl) The greatest proportion of anaemia
among children is among those in the 6-11 and 12-23 months of age groups, 67.6% and 64.8%, respectively.
Inadequate dietary intake in conjunction with iron absorption inhibitors, such as phytates (found in cereals and
legumes) and polyphenols (found in tea), and feeding practices are likely to be contributing factors to the elevated
prevalence of anaemia.
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Some of the health agencies plan to begin supplementation of pregnant women according to the new WHO
recommendation and depending on staff capability (because of potential harm to the foetus, vitamin A must be
supplemented in small, frequent doses and must be strictly monitored). It is expected that the introduction of
AsiaMix will help to prevent further cases of both vitamin A deficiency and anaemia, and the Nutrition Task Force is
looking into interventions to screen for and treat anaemia.
Indicator (A) 3: Population diagnosed with clinically apparent thiamine (vitamin B1) deficiency < 10 / 1,000 /
month
Means of Verification
• Common Data Collection: clinical incidence of thiamine deficiency.
Data collected from all camps for July through December 2004 show the following case rates of vitamin B1
deficiency:
Figure F.6: Vitamin B1 Deficiency, Jul - Dec 2004
Age Group
Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
Under 5 Years
1.4 1.2 1.2 0.9 1.2
All Ages
3.5 4.1 4.9 4.4 3.9
All Ages Jul-Dec 03 5.3 5.2 4.1 4.4 3.6
All Ages Jan-Jun 04 4.2 2.5 4.0 4.2 3.2
Rate = Cases/1000 population
Data from CCSDPT Common Data for 2003/04

Dec
1.1
3.0
3.0
3.3

Figure F.7: Beriberi Case Rates in All Ages by Month
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2001

18

2002
16

Cases per 1000 population

2003
14

2004
12

10

8

6

4

2

0

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

According to the Sphere Project, the nutritional needs of the population are met when ‘there are no cases of
beriberi’ (vitamin B1 deficiency). Following revision of the Burmese Border Guidelines to include a more clear case
definition for diagnosing vitamin B1 deficiency, the rates continue to be declining overall, possibly indicating more
accurate detection. Because of the diet based on polished rice and other factors that inhibit vitamin B1, some cases
of deficiency will be expected, and rates continue to be monitored. However, a decreasing trend is expected that
may be partially attributable to the increased amount of B1 in the diet from the blended food.
Indicator (A) 4: Mortality Rates - CMR < 7 / 1000 / year, U5MR < 8 / 1000 / year
• Crude Mortality Rate (CMR): rate of death in the entire population (presented as deaths per 1,000 population
per year).
The baseline CMR for the East Asia and Pacific Region is 7 deaths/1,000 population/year*. The CMR in all
camps should be maintained below this baseline. An increase in CMR to double the baseline level, that is to
14 deaths/1,000 population/year, would indicate a significant public health emergency.
• Under 5 Mortality Rate (U5MR): rate of death among children below 5 years of age in the population (presented as deaths per 1,000 population under 5 years of age per year).
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The baseline U5MR for the East Asia and Pacific Region is 8 deaths/1,000 population <5/year*. The U5MR
in all camps should be maintained below this baseline. An increase in U5MR to double the baseline level,
that is to 16 deaths/1,000 population <5/year, would indicate a significant public health emergency.
* Source: UNICEF’s State of the World’s Children 2005.
Means of Verification
• Common Data Collection: Mortality rates (reported annually)
Figure F.8: Crude and Under five Mortality Rates in all Camps 2000 to 2004
All Camps
CMR/1,000population/year
Under 5 deaths/1,000/year
# UNICEF 2005

2000
4.9
9.2

2001
4.6
9.1

2002
4.4
6.9

2003
4.2
7.2

2004
4.1
6.5

#
Thailand
7.0
5.7

The data show both CMR and U5MR for all camps has decreased over the past four years. Since 2002, the rates
have been maintained acceptably below the baselines for the East and Pacific Region. In addition, the CMR and
U5MR in all camps compared favourably to rates for the population of Thailand.
Indicator (A) 5 : Displaced Communities Capacities and Resources are Utilised
Means of Verification
• The Communities are responsible for Camp management and implementation of the programme.
The ratio of TBBC staff to refugee Camp Management Staff is about 1:60 or around 1.7%
Expected Result 1: Adequate availability and access to food to sustain life received by displaced persons
Indicator (B) 1.1: Ration provides minimum of 2,100 kcals/person/day
Means of Verification
• Nutritional analysis of ration.
The nutritional content of TBBC’s full food basket standard ration that include the addition of blended food and the
reduction in rice is calculated at approximately 2,270 kcals/person/day border-wide.
This exceeds the
WFP/UNHCR recommendation for planning rations at 2,100 kcals/person/day. Calculations for the specific
demographic profile of the camp residents based on UNHCR registration statistics (June 03) show that the actual
needs equal an average of 2,224 kcal/person/per day. Ration item calculations are based on data from the Institute
of Nutrition at Mahidol University, ASEAN Food Composition Tables (2000). The actual ration may vary slightly
between camps, but all variations meet the minimum recommendation.
Indicator (B) 1.2: 95% of commodities meet the quality specifications agreed upon by TBBC and the
suppliers
Means of Verification
• Reports of Independent Inspectors.
• Acceptance by camp committee.
Figure F.9 summarises the results of quality and quantity control inspections made by independent inspectors on
shipments during the period.
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Figure F.9: Results of Quality Control Inspections, January to June 2004
Commodity
Rice (MT)
Mung Beans (MT)
Cooking Oil (ltr)
Charcoal (MT)
Chillies (MT)
Fish Paste (MT)
Salt (MT)
Blended Food (MT) (10)
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)
(8)

Qty
Checked
(1)
10,445
358
396,903
2,808
84
450
260
1,031

% of
all purchases
in period (2)
61
32
42
35
62
76
63
94

%
Checked
at camps (3)
3
9
0
5
7
0
4
0

%
Sampled
(4)
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

Qty Check
Qty
% (6)
Verified (5)
10,458 100.1
359 100.3
398,105 100.3
2,839 101.1
84 100.0
452 100.4
262 100.8
1,034 100.3

Quality Check
Qty meeting
% (8)
Standard (7)
10,458 100
359 100
398,105 100
2,117
75
78
93
452 100
262 100
1,034 100

Quantity Checked is the total amount covered by the quality control inspections. This is determined by the number of supply containers
covered by the inspections multiplied by the TBBC's required net weight/volume per container for each commodity.
Percentage of all Purchases in Period means the percentage of Quantity Checked (explained in 1) compared with the total amount
of
supplies that TBBC purchased during this 6-month period.
Percentage checked at camps is the percentage of supplies which were inspected at camps of the total Quantity Checked explained
in (1).
Percentage Sampled refers to the sampling target for gross/net weight only. The sampling target of 10% means one in ten of containers
available for inspection will be checked for weight. The sampling percentage for quality checks varies among commodities
depending on the degree of difficulty in assessing and taking product samples (i.e., to open sacks/tins/drums). The current target for
quality sampling is 10% for rice, beans, and chillies, 5% for charcoal, 2% for cooking oil, and 1% for salt and fish paste.
Quantity Verified is the actual net weight/volume found by the inspectors.
Percentage is the percentage of the Quantity Verified (described in 5) compared with the Quantity Checked (explained in 1). The
quantity verified of 100% or over means that the quantity of supplies delivered meets the contract requirements, while the quantity verified under 100% means supplies are delivered less than the contracted quantity, as determined by average net weight/volume found
by the inspectors.
Quantity meeting standard is the amount identified by inspectors as meeting the quality/packaging contract standard.
Percentage is the percentage of the Quantity Meeting Standard in quality (explained in 7) compared to the Quantity Verified (explained in 5).

Between 32% and 94% of each item was randomly checked by inspectors during this period. The target for
inspections for all commodities was 50% of all deliveries to Mae La and Umpiem, and once per contract (usually six
months) for all other camps.
The results of independent inspections show that the quantity of supplies were delivered by TBBC's vendors in
accordance with contracts. This was determined by net weight/volume of supplies delivered which, by average,
was slightly higher than the TBBC's required weight/volume by 0.08 to 1.13%.
26% of charcoal and 7% of dried chillies inspected were found sub-standard in quality. There was a significant
charcoal shortage problem at the beginning of this year. Due to this, some charcoal delivered to some camps was
poor quality. Considering the difficulties that the suppliers faced to get adequate quantity of charcoal and to meet
the time constraints of stockpile delivery, TBBC had to accept the charcoal with the heating value of 20 MJ/kg and
over (TBBC's usual standard is at least 24 MJ/kg). Although there was no rejection or financial penalty imposed,
four official warning letters were sent to suppliers. Despite the quality problem, the average heating value of
charcoal was still 24.5 MJ which exceeds TBBC's standard (see more detail under Indicator (B) 1.4 below).
As for dried chillies, one shipment was found substandard in terms of unripe and infested berries, the proportion of
which was slightly higher than the minimum standard. The supplier was verbally warned for the problem and
delivered replacement chillies for those rejected by the camp, to compensate for the poor quality.
Indicator (B) 1.3: 100% distribution points are readily accessible to all recognised population recorded by
camp committee and at convenient times
Means of Verification
• Warehouse locations. Number of refugees per distribution point < 11,200
• Warehouse locations. Furthest walking distance from distribution point < 1.5 km.
• Camp Committee distribution schedules
The average number of refugees served by each distribution centre is 4,312, with a maximum of 11,191 in Mae La
and a minimum of 1,157 in Site 2. (Sphere Project minimum standard is 1 distribution point: 20,000 people).
All camp distribution points are within one kilometre walking distance of the population. (UNHCR recommends
that no one should have to walk more than five kms)
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Refugees are informed of distribution times in advance. Distribution is carried out all day by section but supplies
may be collected after the allocated distribution time.
Indicator (B) 1.4: 95% recognised population receive the rations planned
Means of Verification
• TBBC monitoring procedures
As explained in r) Monitoring in Appendix E, TBBC has adopted new monitoring procedures during the first 6
months of 2005 and therefore the results of monitoring TBBC’s programme during this period are presented in two
parts: January to February under the former monitoring system and March to June under the revised monitoring
system. Much of the data presented of the two systems, even under similar indicator titles, may be quite different in
nature. As such, direct comparisons should not be made. The revised system is considerably more stringent and
inclusive. It takes into account a number of criteria, not formerly monitored or met, but which are considered of
importance as TBBC strives to improve programme delivery. This is particularly so with regard to warehouse
management and supply distribution practices.
January to February 2005
For the period of January to February 2005 inclusively, camp by camp figures and totals of the number of visits
made, monitoring carried out, control checks and distribution efficiency percentages were as follows:
Figure F.10: Result of Monitoring Checks January-February 2005

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

Camp

No.
of
visits

Rice
Sacks
1
Re-jected

Site 1
Site 2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Luang
Mae La
Umpiem Mai
Nu Po
Tham Hin
Don Yang
TOTAL

18
7
8
9
15
18
7
7
8
97

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Ration books
2
checked

Household
3
visits made

Monitoring
4
checks

8

9

8

9

8

9

0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

59
10
0
1
6
16
7
0
0
99

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

17
8
3
2
6
16
7
12
12
83

0
0
0
3
0
0
0
4
0
7

22
10
13
17
21
26
11
19
25
164

Control checks
Avg.
%
received
100.5
100
100
100
100

5

% families
ration as
planned
100
100
100
95
99

Distribution
Efficiency
6
%
97
97
99
100
96
96
99
102
103
99

Rice sacks rejected are recorded in monthly Camp Supply report forms completed at the godowns
Ration books are checked at the distribution points and during household visits. The check is failed if there is any inaccuracy in the
number of members in the household or the ration entitlement.
Household visits are recorded as failed if it is clearly established the family has not received supplies as planned.
Informal Monitoring checks are made in five areas: at distribution, during delivery, in the store, on camp records and other supplies
delivered.
20 families are selected at random at the distribution point and their rations are weighed and checked against their entitlements. The
percentage of families receiving rations as planned is the percentage receiving within +/-10% of the entitlement. Either of the two main
commodities is checked; rice or beans.
The Distribution Efficiency shows the accuracy of rice distribution, calculating actual needs of the registered camp population against
what is distributed.

During these two months, TBBC field staff made 97 camp monitoring visits to nine camps in Thailand. This is an
average of 10.7 visits per camp for the two months, or 5.4 visits to each camp per month, with a maximum of 18
visits (Mae La Camp) and a minimum of seven (Site 2, Nu Po and Tham Hin).
Of the 173 general monitoring checks conducted for the period, 7 (4.1%) required follow up or drew special
attention. Typical examples of these extracted from the field monitoring sheets are:
Building materials arrived to camp late.
Building materials are of poor quality.
Householders are happy with new fishpaste ration.
Rations were distributed early because of godown repairs.
Overall, data received from the control checks carried out on the main commodities of rice and beans indicate
distributions were made as planned. All checks showed “average percentage received” to be equal to or above the
acceptable limit of 95%. A control check was not conducted all camps during this short period. In February, during
the usual distribution period, Field Assistants were engaged in their quarterly meeting and inspections of several
supplies factories. Also, in anticipation of the new monitoring system, control checks were being phased out.
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Throughout the first two months of 2005, TBBC continued the timely and uninterrupted delivery to nine camps of a
range of food and non-food items. The overall distribution efficiency for all camps of 99% is very acceptable, with
no camp being below 96%.
In addition to monthly monitoring checklists, TBBC field staff submit narrative reports. The latter sometimes
highlight problems not indicated by the checklists. Also, staff raise issues directly with Camp Committees which, if
clarified satisfactorily, will result in a check being passed and the issue remaining unreported. Hence household
visits, monitoring checks and ration book checks have raised many more issues than the registered failed checks
for the two-month period. Similarly, Camp Committees have not always record rejected supplies particularly if
replacement occurs in time for scheduled distribution.
March to June 2005
The information gathered from Goods Received Notices is summarised in the following table. The disaggregated
data for each camp here represent all supplies for respective camps, March to June 2005.
Figure F.11: Summary of Goods Received notes, March-June 2005
Delivery Summary

(1)

(2)
(3)

Camp

Weight (%)

Site 1
Site 2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Luang
Mae La
Umpiem Mai
Nu Po
Tham Hin
Don Yang
AVERAGE

97.8
97.5
100.5
100.9
101.1
99.8
99.7
100.0
99.4
99.6

1

Quality (%)
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
98.9
100.0
100.0
100.0
99.9

2

Timing of
3
delivery (%)
100.0
100.0
78.2
80.5
89.3
95.2
100.0
100.0
100.0
93.7

A random sample of 10% of each delivery to camp (food or fuel item) is weighed by godown staff and recorded on separate GRNs.
Upon completion of the delivery of a particular purchase order, TBBC Field Assistants calculate the percentage of total order actually
delivered using collated sampling data.
Camp Godown Managers record rejected deliveries due to substandard quality. TBBC staff quantify, as a percentage, the amount of
an order accepted on grounds of quality.
Percentage of the order delivered during the required period.

Percentage weight and quality of items arriving in camps over the four months were remarkably high at 99.6 and
99.9 percent respectively. This is even more remarkable given there were significant problems with yellow beans
and charcoal.
The first half of 2005 was marked by a significant and uncharacteristic charcoal shortage. Normally, TBBC
specifies that charcoal heating value should be at least 24mJ/kg but, in order to procure sufficient cooking fuel, in
practice suppliers were allowed to deliver charcoal with heating values of 20mJ/kg and over. Although an
undesirable compromise, it was necessary to ensure adequate quantities of fuel went into stockpile camps before
the rainy season. In fact, as it turned out, the mean heating value of this charcoal was 24.5mJ/kg and exceeded
the standard. This meant that each person in camp received above the minimum average cooking fuel energy
requirement of 190 mJ/month in accordance with TBBC’s applicable indicator. There were, however many
complaints from camps which related not to heating value, but rather to other physical qualities of the charcoal. In
the second half of 2005 the heating value standard of at least 24mJ will be reapplied.
A drought in Thailand resulted in a shortage of yellow beans. In some instances, suppliers substituted other beans
for yellow beans without TBBC’s permission. Some were acceptable to camp residents; others not. Also, as was
the case with charcoal, a significant number of deliveries were delayed up to one month, which accounts for the
percentage of deliveries arriving in camp during the prescribed period being an unacceptably low 93.7 percent.
Regarding problems with these two supplies, depending on the severity of the violation of contract, some suppliers
received warnings while others were penalised.
In several instances, underweight or substandard supplies were picked up through monitoring on delivery to camp
using GRNs. This information was taken to suppliers by TBBC staff and restitution made.
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The following table summarises findings from other monitoring activities from March to June 2005.
Figure F.12 Other Monitoring Checks March to June 2005
Camp
Site 1
Site 2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Luang
Mae La
Umpiem Mai
Nu Po
Tham Hin
Don Yang
TOTAL
AVERAGE / CAMP

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

No. of
monitoring
1
Visits
61
21
39
42
57
46
16
22
23
327
36.3

Warehouse
Check
2
(% Pass)
63.8
55.0
62.5
58.8
55.0
57.5
60.0
55.0
80.0

3

Distribution Point Check
% households
Distribution
checked
efficiency (% pass)
0.9
80.0
3.2
80.0
1.1
80.0
1.7
80.0
5.0
75.0

63.8

2.4

79.0

Supply &
Distribution
4
reconciliation (%)
99.5
98.4
98.9
99.0
100.0
98.8
104.0
99.8

Number of visiting TBBC staff (Field Assistants and Field Coordinators) times the number of days each camp is visited for monitoring.
Each TBBC Field Assistant assesses two godowns a month according to a checklist of 20 indicators encompassing: cleanliness; state of repair;
rodent protection and activity; organisation and condition of stock; and signage. The data is presented as percentage of indicators passed.
At least 1% of godown distribution to households is observed for any commodity once monthly per camp. Monitoring is performed and “distribution efficiency” computed according to a checklist of 10 indicators involving: ration calculation, measurement and delivery; use of ration books;
presence of ration posters, monitoring feedback information and comments’ post-boxes.
Supplies distributed as a percentage of supplies delivered. Proportions below 97% are considered unacceptable.

In the early implementation phase of the revised monitoring system, some data from camps was of poor quality or
incomplete. In these cases, analysis of the four-month period data was not undertaken. Monitoring, nevertheless,
still proved beneficial at local level.
During these four months, TBBC field staff made 327 monitoring visits to nine camps in Thailand. This is an
average of 36.3 visits per camp for the four months, or 9.1 visits to each camp per month, with a maximum of 61
visits (Site 1) and a minimum of 16 (Nu Po). This is a significant increase over the average 5.4 visits to each camp
per month in the second half of 2004.
Ambitious indicators have been set in conjunction with monthly monitoring of warehouses. During the first half of
this year many warehouses underwent upgrading. It is hoped that further improvements, too, can be made in
terms of Warehouse management. This includes correct stacking of commodities on pallets with appropriate
corridors between stacks and fixed structures. Some changes require materials; some require extra space; all
require behavioural change on behalf of warehouse staff. A few camps now have begun engaging in better
warehouse management. Don Yang is the prime example here with the highest warehouse check score of 80
percent for the four months. Taking all into consideration, at this point a border-wide average of 63.8 percent for
warehouse checks is reasonable. There, however, is room for improvement.
With respect to distribution point checks from March to June 2005, for those camps from which useful data was
obtained, a good overall proportion of households per month (2.4 percent) were observed by TBBC field staff
receiving a commodity during warehouse distribution. Distribution efficiency of the range 75-80 percent and an
average of 80 percent may seem low. This is not the case considering the parameters by which this indicator is
measured. With the former system of monitoring, “distribution efficiency” referred purely to the percentage of
households receiving the correct ration plus or minus ten percent. Under the revised system, this measure takes
into account ration calculation, measurement and delivery; use of ration books; presence of ration posters,
monitoring feedback information and comments’ post-boxes. It looks not only at the ration received, but also at
possible causes of why a ration may not be received as planned. This includes systematic error in weighing,
calculation mistakes, non use of ration books, recipients being uninformed of the correct ration, and recipients
having no means to voice distribution problems or injustices. Looking at available raw data, all recipients received
the ration as planned apart from a single case of ration miscalculation. Consistent weaknesses occurred in the
accuracy of reading weighing scales, the presence of TBBC monitoring feedback information (an initiative yet to be
implemented), and householders not holding their own ration books.
The “supply and distribution reconciliation” average of 99.8 percent border-wide is excellent. Over the four month
period, no camp recorded a level lower than 98.4 percent. This indicates that close to all deliveries are distributed
to the target population. In theory, supply and distribution reconciliations should not exceed 100 percent. In
practice this has occurred and may relate to out-of-month distributions. This phenomenon is being looked into.
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Under the revised monitoring system, regular visits by TBBC staff to households in camps remains a valuable
source of feedback on supplies. This monitoring activity has been enhanced by staff now visiting a variety of
community groups monthly. Examples of community groups visited to date include the Karen Women’s Organisation, boarding schools, a bible school and security staff. A selection of feedback from these contacts, which has
informed TBBC programme, follows:
Yellow beans are mixed with soy beans which cook at a different rate.
Charcoal is soft, moist, and of poor quality.
We need more bed nets than were distributed.
Recipients mostly are satisfied with the ration.
Some people don’t like fish paste and are allergic to it.
Some families don't know how to calculate their rations.
Householders know how to calculate their rations, from ration pictorial information on visibility boards, and
are holding their own ration books.
The ration book is collected from the family by the Section Leader before distribution of supplies.
Locked comments’ post-boxes are being installed in camps, mostly close to distribution points, to provide an
opportunity for camp residents to give TBBC anonymous feedback and comments on supplies. Post-boxes are
accompanied by written instructions on their use. There has been difficulty gaining MOI permission to set up postboxes in some camps, and this still is disallowed in Mae La Oon Camp. For those camps with post-boxes, initial
feedback with regard to quantity has ranged from very little to copious amounts. Most requests are for increased,
new or alternative supplies. Some relate to supply quality. Others are for money or paid work opportunities. TBBC
is presently looking at ways to best process and respond to this feedback.
Further important information relating to TBBC’s programme has come through the TBBC Community Liaisons
Officer’s work to date with community groups in camps. In particular, this feedback has influenced distribution
methods of some ration items to support equity yet be pragmatic, and has helped the consortium look at unmet
relief and development needs.
From January to June 2005, a total of 160 independent and professional inspections were performed on food items
and charcoal for nine camps. These related to quality and weight. Of these, and taking into account the temporarily revised charcoal standard, 97.5 percent passed inspection. This is considered exceptionally high. In addition,
samples submitted by suppliers with bids in response to TBBC’s calls for tender also are tested for quality. The
results of testing have a major influence on the Tendering Committee’s choices of suppliers for contract recommendations.
Indicator (B) 1.5: Adherence to TBBC supplementary and therapeutic feeding protocols by all health agencies to
adequately cover the needs of identified target groups (malnourished children and adults, pregnant and lactating
women, chronic/HIV/TB patients, and IPD patients)
Means of verification
• Monthly supplementary and therapeutic feeding statistics (protocols, target groups, coverage)
• Supplementary feeding programme expenditures
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TBBC has, since mid-1999, presented statistics on the number of malnourished children receiving supplementary
feeding from the health NGOs at their clinics. Statistics for the second half of 2004 are as follows:
Figure F.13: Number of Children < 5 Enrolled in Supplementary Feeding Programmes: Jan-June 2005
6 Month
Average
1
Mod Sev Mod Sev Mod Sev Mod Sev Mod Sev Mod Sev Mod Sev
Sites 1 & 2
IRC
27
20
21
20
17
10
19
Mae La Oon
MI
8
6
5
5
4
7
6
Mae Ra Ma Luang
MI
3
4
4
7
8
7
1
5
Mae La
MSF
48
4
20
4
22
6
14
7
22
9
88
3
36
6
Umpiem Mai
AMI/ARC 3
1
2
7
3
24
1
17
2
9
1
Nu Po
AMI/ARC 21
23
3
22
1
22
1
19
4
19
3
21
2
Don Yang
ARC
12
14
17
32
44
2
44
2
27
1
IDC/Halochanee
MSF
17
17
15
12
15
15
15
Tham Hin
MSF
42
3
44
3
40
441
39
4
43
6
41
3
Total: 180
7
148 10 148
7
160 11 192 20 250 172 179 12
2
Global Acute Malnutrition
187
158
155
171
212
266
191
Camp(s)

1.

Jan

NGO

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

% of Pop
3
< 5 Years
Mod Sev
0.58% 0.00%
0.20% 0.00%
0.23% 0.01%
0.48% 0.07%
0.33% 0.04%
1.30% 0.12%
5.02% 0.12%
2.17% 0.00%
2.24% 0.14%
0.77% 0.05%
0.82%

Mod = moderate acute malnutrition (-3 to-2 z scores or <80% median weight for height); Sev = severe acute malnutrition (<-3 z
scores or 70% median weight for height). WHO/NCHS Reference Standards. Figures based on average monthly caseload
reported by NGOs on statistics reports to TBBC.
Global Acute Malnutrition prevalence = severe + moderate.
Population figures from CCSDPT Common Data form 2004 mid-year population data
WHO states that acute malnutrition <5% of under 5 population= ‘acceptable,’ 5-9% ‘poor’, etc. Thailand’s acute malnutrition rate
in 1993 in under 5’s was 5.9%.

2.
3.
4.

The number of malnourished patients enrolled in the supplementary feeding programmes in Mae La and Umpiem
Ma camps increased nearly two-fold in May and June following training on new supplementary/therapeutic feeding
protocols and guidelines, which included better identification of malnourished children, and may reflect the effect of
seasonal increases in diarrhoea rates during the start of the rainy season (Figure F.14). The jump in enrolment in
Ban Don Yang camp can be partially explained by the seasonal increase in diarrhoea during this time, but is being
further investigated by the health agency.
Figure F.14 Comparison of Trends in SFP/TFP Enrolment and Diarrhoea Rates in Children <5 by Month
Comparison of Watery Diarrhea Case Rates in Children Under 5 Years by Month
(CCSDPT Health Information System)
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The total enrolment for the period was 0.82% of the under-5 population in the camps. This compares with enrolment rates of 1.38%, 0.93%, 1.16% and 1.23%, and in the previous four six-month periods respectively. Figure
F.14 below presents the results from the most recent health agency nutrition surveys (2004) that show the
percentage of malnourished children compared to the average number of children enrolled in supplementary
feeding programmes.
The number of children enrolled on average for all camps (0.82%) represents about 2/3 of the number of children
identified as malnourished (1.36%), indicating that, overall, most children who are malnourished are enrolled in
supplementary feeding programmes at some point during the period. In a camp by camp comparison, however,
Mae La Oon, Mae Ra Ma Luang and Mae La appear to be under-enrolled, Site 1 and 2 appear to have adequate
coverage, and Umpiem Mai and Ban Don Yang appear to be over-enrolled. New statistics forms which reflect the
adequacy of programme coverage – the number of malnourished children compared to the number enrolled in
feeding programmes - will assist both the health agencies and TBBC in monitoring and responding to under or overenrolment in feeding programmes.
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Figure F.15 Comparison of Acute Malnutrition Rates in Children <5
and Supplementary Feeding Enrolment (% Median)
Camp
Site 1&2
Mae La Oon
Mae Ra Ma Luang
Mae La
Umpiem
Nu Po
Ban Don Yang
Tham Hin*
All Camps
*data unavailable

Severe

Moderate

%
0.00
0.26
0.00
0.20
0.26
0.00
0.00
0.09

%
0.3
2.7
0.9
2.4
1.2
1.7
0.2
1.3

Total Malnutrition
(Severe + Moderate - W/H <80% median)
%M
%F
Total %
0.5
0.0
0.2
2.7
3.3
3.0
0.5
1.3
0.9
2.6
2.7
2.6
0.5
2.5
1.5
0.6
2.9
1.7
0.4
0.0
0.2
0.95
1.78
1.36

SFP/TFP
Enrolment
Total %
0.58
0.2
0.2
0.6
0.4
1.4
5.1
3.6
0.82%

The following Table summarises expenditures and case-loads for the supplementary feeding programmes during
the first half of 2005.
Figure F.16 Breakdown of Supplementary Feeding Programme Expenditures Jan-Dec 2005
TB patients, Pregnant and Lactating Women and Malnourished Patients
Average Caseload/
AMI ARC
IRC
MI
MSF
Total
1
Agency /Month
TB Patients
21
3
25
26
88
163
Pregnant & Lactating Women
0
959 1,121 1,167 2,585 5,832
5
53
21
11
105
195
Malnourished children < 5
17
6
42
0
13
78
IPD patients
2
31
13
68
32
55
199
Others
1. AMI: Aide Medicale Internationale, ARC: American Refugee Committee, IRC: International Rescue Committee, MI: Malteser International, MSF: Medicins San Frontieres.
2. Others: includes malnourished children over 5, chronic patients, companions or relatives

Expected Result 2: Skills of displaced persons to manage aid are upgraded
Indicator (B) 2.1, 2.2: CAN Project Demonstration gardens and training activities in all camps
Means of Verification
•
•
•
•

Number of demonstration gardens
Number of trainings held,
Number of participants,
Handbook production and distribution

There are 9 demonstration gardens in 7 camps. CAN project is not operational in Don Yang camp because
agricultural programmes are already being provided by ZOA and COERR and in Tham Hin the lack of space has
restricted implementation.
Trainings are available in all camps. The total number of participants since training activities were established is
estimated at 4,778.
There are drafts of the CAN Handbook, in Pa-O, Burmese, Karen, Shan and English. Finalisation of the handbook
has been delayed by competing activities but the first printing of the final versions is now scheduled for the second
quarter of 2006.
Expected Result 3. Adequate shelter, cooking fuel and non food items received by displaced persons.
Indicator (B) 3.1: Eucalyptus, Bamboo and Thatch provide sufficient covered space per person (minimum
standard: 3.5m2 /person)
Means of verification
• Materials provided can build minimum 35 m2 (standard house < 6 people) =7 m2/person
• 54m2 (large house > 5 people), family of 12 = 4.5 m2/person
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Indicator (B) 3.2: Cooking fuel provided meets minimum energy requirement 190 MJoules/person/month
Means of Verification
• Random samples and laboratory testing to confirm MJoules/kg of fuel provided.
• Assessment of cooking habits
The ration provided for the period was approx. 8kg/person with average heating value 24.5 MJ which provided an
average 196 MJ/person/month
Indicator (B) 3.3: Cooking Stoves produced in all camps for every household: Target 1,400/camp/year
Means of Verification
• Stove workshops in camps
• Number produced per year
Workshops have been established in all camps except Ban Don Yang and Tham Hin.
Site 1 & 2 produced 1,000 units, Nu Po produced 213 and Mae Ra Ma Luang 40. Mae La and Umpiem have
focused on the vocational training aspect of the project hence very limited production established. Some stoves
were purchased locally to make up for the shortfall.
Indicator (B) 3.4: Sufficient blankets, bednets and mats
Means of verification
• Household checks for the above items are informal to ensure
1 Blanket/person
1 Family size Bednet/3 people
1 Sleeping Mat/3 people
Actual Distribution rates for 2005 as % of camp population were as follows: Blankets (to be distributed in October),
Bednets 38%, Mats 39%

Indicator (B) 3.5: Clothing – Longyis for adults in alternate years, warm clothing, < 5 years clothing distributed
Means of verification
• Longyi production in all camps: Number of looms, number of longyis produced
• Warm clothing distributed
• 1 set clothing for < 5years distributed
In 2004 51% population > 12 yrs received longyis. Over 60 looms in camps were used to produce 39,700 longyis
for women and 8,000 longyis for men. Target distribution for 2005 is 50% > 12 yrs.
Everyone received 1 piece of warm clothing and all children <5 years received 1 set of regular clothes in 2004.
Target 100% coverage for 2005
Expected Result 4: Representative groups from population participated in design and implementation of
programme
Indicator (B) 4.1: Women and men are consulted and involved in decision making re: needs assessment,
programme design and implementation
Means of Verification
• Structured meetings with camp committees, women’s organisations, camp committee reports, population
updates, % men and women involved in distribution process
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An average of 4 structured meetings was held per month. In addition staff met regularly with refugee committees in
the local town and camp committees and CBOs during camp visits.
22% of positions on the camp committees are held by women and only 7% of population involved in distribution are
women. A mapping of all CBOs and their responsibilities in the camps has been collated as the first step towards
addressing issues related to equity.
Indicator (B) 4.2: Camp committees distribute all supplies
Means of Verification
• Roles and responsibilities defined, stipend received
Payroll has been established outlining different levels of responsibilities from camp leader to section leaders and
security staff for warehouses. Job descriptions have not been formalised.
Expected Result 5: TBBC activities coordinated with other service providers
Indicator (B) 5: Membership and participation in CCSDPT, Protection Working group, Provincial coordination meetings
Means of Verification
• Attendance of staff at meetings, positions held
At least one staff member attends CCSDPT monthly Directors Meeting, Open, Work and Health Subcommittee
meetings, Provincial Coordination meetings (NGO/Refugee Community/UNHCR and NGO/Refugee Community/UNHCR/RTG), NGO/IO/UNHCR meetings. TBBC currently holds Chair of CCSDPT, and is the facilitator of the
Bangkok Protection Working Group.
Expected Result 6: Adverse effects which the presence of refugees might have on Thai Communities
minimised
•

Indicator (B) 6: Acceptance of displaced persons at local level

Means of Verification
• Non interference in delivery of services by local communities
TBBC was able to deliver the programme throughout the period without interruption.
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