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1. Background information

On 13 May 2013 the Law and Order Department of the FATA Secretariat announced the
notification of 29 villages within the Parachamkani area of Kurram Agency in FATA as affected
by clashes between the Pakistan Army and Non-State Armed opposition groups. On 14 May, the
FATA Disaster Management Authority (FDMA) formally requested humanitarian organizations
to support the Government in the registration of the newly displaced persons and in the
provision of protection and assistance. The registration and assistance hub was set up in the
New Durrani Camp and continued up to 18 June2013. In total 10,636 families were registered
(1,695 families in camp, i.e. 16% of the registered IDP families; 8,941 families in hosting
arrangements, i.e. 84% of the registered IDPs)".

Soon after the displacement, the Protection Cluster conducted a series of consultations with
the newly displaced population in Lower Kurram, trying to assess the IDP situation,
humanitarian needs, and intentions, including the intention towards future return®. On that
occasion, the majority of the consulted IDPs indicated that they would like to return to their
home areas as soon as it is safe to do so and infrastructure were repaired>.

As a fast cycle of displacement, in mid-June the FATA authorities declared that the military
operations in the Parachamkani area had terminated, that the area was safe for return and
announced their intention to organize the return of the IDPs as soon as possible with the
support of the humanitarian community. On 17 June, all 29 villages where the majority of the
registered IDPs originated were de-notified by FDMA and the Return Task Force activated plans
for the organized return process.

Responding to the evolving situation, in line with the Return SOP endorsed by the Humanitarian
Country Team (HCT) in February 2012, but also in accordance with the “Return Policy

! UNHCR / Government of Pakistan “Update on IDPs from Parachamkani”, 18 June 2013
? See “Protection Cluster Briefing note on Parachamkani Displacement”, issued on 11 June 1013 through the
KP/FATA and National Protection Cluster mailing lists and posted on the Cluster web-page.
3 .
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Framework for IDP from FATA” endorsed by the FATA authorities in 2010*, the Protection
Cluster through its members agreed to conduct a series of consultations with the Parachamkani
population to capture their intentions and position vis-a-vis the return process.

An inter-agency / Inter-Cluster mission organised on 18 June® revealed that a significant
number of families had reportedly already spontaneously returned to the Parachamkani area
even before the de-notification. The Protection Cluster therefore opted for a two-prong
exercise: a series of monitoring and consultations in area of displacement, with the population
not yet returned, as well as in areas of return, with the IDP families that had already gone back
to their areas of origin in Parachamkani.

Table 1 — Actors involved in the consultations

Pre Return Assessment Post Return Assessment
Name of Organization Areas of Displacement Areas of origin/return
PADO Vg N g
EHSAR Vg Vg
CPU-FATA f Vg
SRSP Vg )4
PVDP o Vg

2. Consultations in areas of Displacement (28 June — 2 July 2013)

a. Profile of the consulted population

Five Protection Cluster members contributed to this exercise®, including the Child Protection
Unit of Kurram Agency of the Child Protection Unit within the FATA Secretariat. These
Protection Cluster members conducted both a series of Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and of
Key Information (KI) interviews with the displaced population, in New Durrani Camp as well as
in hosting arrangements. Consultations were conducted through fifteen focus groups
discussion and fifty-seven interviews with Kl from 28 June to 2 July 2013 in the following
areas: New Durrani Camp and off-camp in Sadda, Sateen Lower Kurram, near Ladah, and in
Meerokas.

In total 295 individuals were consulted, 293 men and 2 women. Out of 295 consulted
individuals 53 were adolescents and 21 older persons (< of 60 years old). 12 of the consulted
IDPs presented some form of disability and one of the female interlocutors was heading a
family.

*See in particular Paragraph 6

> Given the short notice and a contemporary training event already scheduled for months with the Global
protection Cluster, none the Protection Cluster coordinators — including sub-clusters had the possibility to
participate to the mission of 18" June. The mission generated an internal report shared by UNHCR with the
Humanitarian Country Team.

6EHSAR, PADO, PVDP, and SRSP



Table 2 — Consultations in areas of displacement

Organizatio Place of co atio D
PADO New Durrani IDP Camp/Off camp 10
CPU-Kurram/CP-wing Near Ladah Central Kurram 1

Sadda 1 1

Sateen Lower Kurram 1
CPU-Kurram/CP-wing 2 2
EHSAR Foundation New Durrani IDPs Camp Kurram 1 1
PVDP Meerokas 1

New Durrani Camp 1
PVDP 2
SRSP New Durani IDP Camp 54
Total 15 57

Table 3 — Age and gender breakdown of consulted IDPs in areas of displacement
M F \Y| F M F M F M - F- GRAND

13-17 13-17 |18-39 18-39 40-60 40-60 >60 >60 TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

FGD | PADO 34 65 70 6 175 0 175

CPU-Kurram 4 0 4 0 4 1 2 1 14 2 16

EHSAR

Foundation 4 5 2 11 0 11

PVDP 9 0 13 0 6 0 4 0 32 0 32

[FeDTotal [ 47] of 86| of ss[ 1] 4] 1] 232] 2| 234

Kl CPU-Kurram 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 5 0 5

EHSAR

Foundation 1 1 2 0 2

SRSP 6 22 1 20 5 54 0 54
GRAND Total 53 0 112 1 107 1 20 1 293 2 295
In% 18% - 38% 0.3%| 36.3% 0.3%| 6.8%| 0.3%| 99.4% 0.6 100%

b. Intention to return and possible pressure to return

In general, and in line with the report of the initial assessment mission, the consultations
revealed a marked intention to return by all IDPs, both those consulted individually as KI and
those consulted in the context of FGDs’.

"The only exception was a group of IDPs of seven individuals consulted through a FGD conducted near Ladah in
Central Kurram. Those IDPs expressed reservations on the opportunity to return due to the situation in their
village, where —according to the IDPs — all houses and the village are completely destroyed.



As for the timing of return, in practically all FGDs, people stated that they wished to return in
very near future in the upcoming weeks. However, a dozen of consultations with Kl revealed
that, notwithstanding the clear intention to return, some IDPs may have preferred to return
after the holy month of Ramadan.

None of the persons consulted reported to have received a direct pressure to return to their
area of origin. However, in the debriefing with the facilitators, it was stated that during
consultations in Phase Ill in New Durrani Camp, female participating in the FGD expressed their
reluctance to return due to the uninhabitable situation of their houses, but affirmed having
received some signals from the camp administration that they will not be allowed to stay in the
camp for much longer.

Asked whether they would consider presenting possible complaints against a non-voluntary
return process, or other issues of concern related to the return, the majority of IDPs residing in
camp reported that they would approach the camp management authorities, but almost the
totality of the consulted IDPs rather stated that they would approach the Political Agents/
Political Administration, the elders or the local leaders.

As expected, given the date of the consultations and the timeframe for return, practically all
consulted persons affirmed that the listing of IDP families for the organised return process had
already started, even though some of the consulted IDPs had not yet been registered for
return.

c. Information on areas of origin and access to information

All consulted IDPs, either as Kl or through FGDs, felt that they had adequate access to
information on the process of return and on the timing for the return, which for the greatest
majority was occurring on the same day of the interview, in the following few days or in less
than a week, with negligible diverging trends®.

In terms of the process of return, the awareness of IDPs on the organisational aspects was also
noted. Practically all respondents were confident that they would be provided with transport
facilities, in most of the cases a pick-up with cabin to transport the few belongings and
assistance items.

Analogously noted was the knowledge of the return assistance being offered. Most of the
consulted IDPs respondents were aware about food, transport, and NFIs being distributed or
provided to the returning families. Only in two situations, during FGDs in Meerokas and Ladah
in Lower Kurram, participants were not completely aware about the assistance provided for the
organised return process, an indication that the information provided by the authorities might
have not adequately covered that area.

®0ne Kl in Sateen Lower Kurram stated that IDP families in the areas would return after the announcement by the
administration.



In terms of information on the general security situation in areas of origin/ return, the
consulted IDPs believed that the situation was stable, with almost negligible exceptions.g'

Regarding information on their houses in the areas of origin/ return, 17 Kl (some 30% of the
KI) were not sure about the status of the houses in their villages; eighteen Kl and in six FGDs
reported the situation of houses as destroyed or partially damaged; while twenty-two Kl (38%
of KI) and in four FGDs IDPs reported to have information that their house is still intact.

However, the situation of livelihood means and in particular the situation of crops appeared
more looming, with the majority of the consulted IDPs (KIs or groups) stating that most of the
livelihood resources such as crops and cattle are believed to be partially or totally destroyed if
left behind during the flight. In addition, as already highlighted during the initial Protection
Cluster consultations with the population immediately following the displacement, the majority
of the IDPs who managed to escape with some of their livestock reported that they were
compelled to sell these resources during the time of displacement as way to be able to support
the family and cope with the new emergency situation™.

Concerning the awareness on access to health and education services, in twenty-five
consultations all with Kl (44% of Kl), respondents were not aware if hospitals and schools would
be available in the area of origin. In the rest of the consultations, the IDPs stated that either
there were no hospitals or schools in Parachamkani or — if existing — these structures were not
adequately staffed. This situation pre-existed the displacement.

In terms of information and knowledge on the presence of mines and Explosive Remnants of
War (ERWs), thirty-one Kls (54% of Kl) indicated that they possess no information. The rest of
the Kls or the rest of the groups of IDPs consulted believed that there were no mines or ERWs
in their areas.

According to the consultations, IDPs mostly received information about the situation in the
place of origin from family members/neighbours who had already returned or fewer who
reportedly stayed behind. A second source of information cited in twenty-three consultations
(31%) was the political administration/ local authorities. Only in few cases (six consultations),
consulted IDPs had already visited the areas by themselves.

As for the additional information that IDPs would like to receive to support their return and
reintegration process, as expected, the overwhelming majority of the IDPs were eager to know
what were the authorities’ plans for the reconstruction and rehabilitation of the Parachamkani
area, and what would be the assistance offered by the humanitarian community, including on
specific forms of support such as shelter and livestock. In about 30% of the consultations (22),
single Kls or groups stated that they would need more information on the general situation of
their area of origin and the current security situation, including assurance on the evolution of
the situation and the future peace in the area.

° The situation was defined as “not yet stable” only in the case of a FGD with seven IDPs near Ladah in Lower
Kurram, the same group that was not enough knowledgeable on the return assistance.

1% see also “Protection Cluster Briefing note on Parachamkani Displacement”, section 9 on “Community Coping
Mechanisms”



When asked if a “Go and see” visit would be useful, the perceptions were mixed. Thirty-seven
Kls (64% of KI) and IDPs in other FGD stated that they possess enough information on their area
of origin and did not express any need for a specific “Go & See” visit. Conversely, in fourteen
FGD (90% of FGDs) and for twenty Kls (35% of KIs) a “Go & See” visit would still be useful to
obtain more information on the situation in areas of origin/ return.

d. Security concerns

In thirty consultations, largely in the dialogue with KI, IDPs indicated that people were not
concerned about security in the current areas of displacement. However, a non-negligible
proportion of IDPs, including in collective consultations, expressed concerns for the security
situation, including in camp settings. This may be put in relation with the complex camp
dynamics amongst different tribes, as already emerged in previous consultations in New
Durrani, including with women™™.

In the majority of the consultations (37, i.e. 51% of consultations), single IDPs or groups stated
that they have experienced security concerns or incidents in areas of displacement. Amongst
the incidents, theft of livestock and other property were frequently mentioned (eleven
consultations) as well as general mistrust/ prejudice (nineteen consultations), most often from
the host community.

In about 60% of the consultations, IDPs expressed confidence that the security situation in
areas of origin was conducive for the return; in 15% of the consultations, the IDPs revealed that
they were not aware of the situation, confirming the earlier desire for more information. During
seventeen consultations (some 24% and largely Kls), the security situation in areas of origin was
defined as not yet favourable to return. In general, those consulted IDPs who responded
negatively, had reservations for the real stability of the situation, for their capacity to move
freely with no checkpoints in the area, for the ability of the Military to maintain peace and
stability and not allow the conflict to resume. The latter concern was echoed during the de-
briefing with the facilitators, who stressed that the consulted IDPs who were sceptical on the
stability of the situation felt that the return may have also had a political intent™2.

e. Return dynamics

In thirty-seven consultations (52% of which ten FGDs), consulted IDPs stated that they are going
to return with the entire family. However, in an almost equivalent number of cases (thirty-five
consultations, of which five FGDs), IDPs admitted that only a part of the family will return to see
the conditions and then eventually bring the whole family back. When families were reported
splitting, the general tendency was for young male members of the family to return first, as
they are more resilient, or sometimes older persons. These dynamics were also reconfirmed by

! protection Cluster Consultation with Tirah Valley displaced women in New Durrani, May 2013.

12 Some IDPs believed that the return was swiftly organised to allow for the completion of the election process in
the constituency were elections were in fact suspended in May (NA-38) and allow communities to vote to be then
displaced again.



facilitators, who reported that when families split old and young males went back to the place
of origin to assess the situation while the female and children were generally left behind to
diminish the risk.

The expectation to have some facilitated transport arrangements for women, children, older
persons and other persons with specific needs was not explicit. Only half of the consulted IDPs
were confident that these measures would be in place13.

f. Closing questions

A series of general concluding questions were posed to the IDPs. The will of the consulted IDPs
to return was generally reconfirmed. When asked about the two main constraints perceived in
the return to their area of origin, the responses were quite different: from material assurances
such as the provision of food and NFls, the rehabilitation of shelters and infrastructures
(schools and hospitals), to the effective stabilisation of the security situation. Security, peace,
stabilisation of the area was a necessity for more than two thirds of the consulted population.

Analogously vast were the responses to the questions on the suggested support from the
authorities and from the international community. IDPs seemed to request all sort of
assistance, from food to NFIs, from shelter to infrastructure (health and education in
particular), from livestock to monetary support. Security and stabilisation was a common
request for the local authorities.

3. Consultations in areas of return (29 June- 20" July)

Four Protection Cluster members- EHSAR, PADO, PVDP and the Child Protection Unit from the
FATA Secretariat - conducted fifteen consultations with recently returned families after their
return to areas of origin in Parachamkani in June-July. Out of these consultations, seven were
conducted exclusively with men groups or Key Informants (KI); three were mixed, but still with
a general prevalence of men; five consultations were conducted exclusively with returnee
women. Given the circumstances, consultations were carried out with qualitative methods and
tools'®. This shall be noted in the interpretation of the data, which largely represents the
consensus of the group as perceived by the facilitators.

Table 4 — FGDs conducted in Areas of return in Parachamkani

Organisation ‘ # Consultations Type of consultation
CPU-Kurram/ CP Wing 2 Mixed (Male and Female)
EHSAR 1 Mixed (Male and Female)
PADO 10 5 Male only, 5 Female only
PVDP 2 Male only

Consultations Total 15 3 Mixed, 7 Male, 5 Female

B Together with transport arrangements, during the organised return process specific measures were adopted for
persons with specific needs, including the presence of ambulances.
" See annex IV



Through these FGDs and Kl interviews, 227 individuals were consulted, with a generally
satisfactory gender balance: 124 males (54.6%) and 102 females (44.9%). A balanced
proportion was also maintained in terms of age, with all age cohort well represented (see Table
5). In terms with specific needs profile of the consulted returnees, three participants to the
FGDs were female heads of households (1.3%) and six participants were persons with
disabilities (2.6%).

Table 5 — Age and gender breakdown of the consulted returnees

Place of Org Typeof M F M F M F M F M F  GRAND # #
consultation in consult. 13-17 13-17 1839 18-39 40-60 40-60 >60 >60 TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL FHH PWD

Central Kurram

1 |29/06/13 [Margi Cheena |CPU Kurram |FGD 3 2 2 1 2 1 1 7 5 12 2 3

2 |02/07/13 |Near Ladah CPU-Kurram |FGD 2 3 2 1 1 2 8 3 11 1 1

3 03/07/13 |Awedara PADO FGD 2 7 4 2 15 0 15

4 03/07/13 |Arwaza PADO FGD 3 5 2 2 12 0 12

5 |03/07/13 |Dand Dadmir  |PADO FGD 1 3 1 2 13 0 13

6 |03/07/13 |Kotmiran PADO FGD 5 1 3 2 14 0 14

7 |03/07/13 |Saloo PADO FGD 3 6 5 3 17 0 17

8 |03/07/13 |Awedara PADO FGD 4 7 4 2 0 17 17

9 03/07/13 |Arwaza PADO FGD 2 8 4 2 0 16 17

10 |03/07/13 |Dand Dadmir PADO FGD 4 8 3 3 0 18 18

11 |03/07/13 |Kotmiran PADO FGD 2 5 6 2 0 15 15

12 |03/07/13 |Saloo PADO FGD 3 7 7 3 0 20 20

13 |05/07/13 [Tabai EHSAR FGD 6 8 17 5 2 3 33 8 41 1

14 |20/07/13 (Tappu PVDP Team  [KI 2 1 3 0 3 1

15 |20/07/13 [Tkhtey PVDP Team  [KI 1 1 2 0 2

GRAND TOTAL 29 15 40 37 40 32 15 18| 124 102 227 3 6
IN % 12.8%| 6.6%| 17.6%| 16.3%| 17.6%| 14.1%| 6.6%| 7.9%| 54.6%| 44.9%| 100.0%| 1.3%| 2.6%

a. Return Process

As known and confirmed by the consulted returnees, the process of return was largely
organized by FDMA, the Political Administration and the Frontier Corps. At least four consulted
groups of returnees (Margi Cenah, Ladah, Tabai and Tappu villages) expressed the opinion that
the timeframe for return was extremely short, that the announcement was sudden and that
families did not have enough time to adequately prepare. The same groups also highlighted
that more information on the process and on the general situation in areas of origin was
expected from the authorities.

Six out of the fifteen groups (40% of consultations) reported that the whole families decided to
return, while the majority of the consulted groups of returnees admitted that the return will be
staged and that mainly children, women and some older persons will still remain in the area of
displacement until there is good confidence that the area of origin is secure. A minority of



consulted returnees stated that some part of the families may return after the end of Ramadan
and the Eid festivities.

Thirteen out of fifteen consultations revealed that IDPs had already some information about
their place of origin, largely from relatives and neighbours who had visited the area, or even
through direct visits (information emerging from three FGDs). However, two consulted groups
of returnees (in Dand Dadmir and Saloo Villages) reported not having had information before
the return.

Amongst the suggestions to the authorities for improving the return process expressed by the
returnees, the main recommendations highlighted by more than one third of the consulted
groups was the necessity to improve the supporting measures (logistics, reception) for persons
with specific needs, in particular children, older persons and persons with disabilities.
Improvement in the organisation of transport facilities and increase in the registration staff
were also suggestions highlighted by some of the consulted groups.

b. General Situation and security

There was a general consensus amongst the majority of the fifteen groups consulted that the
situation in areas of return is safe and returnees feel comfortable in having returned. This
includes all the FGDs conducted with women returnees. In a minority of cases (about 20% of
the consultations™), returnees declared that they feel that the area is safe, but they questioned
whether the situation would be stable and the peace sustainable.

When asked about freedom of movement in areas of return, thirteen out of fifteen consulted
groups reported that returnees, largely men, are subjected to movement restrictions and
frequent security checks by the Army and the Security Forces present in the area. Reportedly,
they are regularly being asked for documents at check points, mainly for CNIC or registration
documents, and often questioned on their identity and whereabouts. The lack of CNIC and the
fact that some of the rural population may not always be comfortable in interacting with the
Military/ Security Forces was highlighted. On few occasions (female FGD) restrictions for
women were reported, largely imposed by family members for precautionary reasons.

All fifteen groups reported that presently there is no presence of Non-State Armed Groups in
the Parachamkani area perceived as a danger to the the population, including women. This may
confirm the assuring messages of the authorities that those elements have been chased out
from the area of Parachamkani.

When asked about the possible occurrence of security incidents in the immediate period after
return, the largest majority’® confirmed that no serious security incident had yet occurred. In
the few cases when some incidents were mentioned, returnees largely referred to internal
tribal issues, or even family issues. Thus a possible case of honour killing was hinted and

> Consultation in Tabai and Margi Cheena villages
'® Thirteen consulted groups including all the FGDs with women



violence against a minor, not openly disclosed due to cultural restraint, and some episode of
inter-community tension largely connected to tribal relations and affair.

In terms of protection mechanisms adapted by community, returnees clearly highlighted the
role of the males of the family in providing protection, especially for women. This opinion
appeared very evidently in the FGD conducted with women participants. Only in few cases (four
groups) the Army was also mentioned as security provider, aside mere self-protection
mechanisms. The role of the jirgas was also often emphasised, but eventually the protection
from male components of the family was still the prevailing attitude.

Concerning the presence of Mines and ERWs in the Parachamkani area, none of the groups of
returnees consulted seemed to be aware of the possible presence of such devices, and nobody
reported to have yet known about any mine-related incident. However, all groups of returnees
unanimously admitted that they have never been exposed to Mine-Risk Education initiatives.

c. Specific concerns of women and children

Although not in high numbers, the consulted residents of Parachamkani reported the presence
of women heading households amongst the returnees, as confirmed by their participation in
some of the FGDs. Some of the groups estimated that they may represent between 2 and 4% of
the returned families. This information mainly came from the FGDs with women. In general,
however, their presence was reported to be low, in line with the social and cultural traditions of
the tribal areas. Consulted returnees affirmed that women head of household return only when
accompanied by some male relatives such as uncles or brothers. Returnees feel that the main
concern for these women will be to receive adequate assistance, particularly food and some
financial assistance if available (five groups, largely the FGDs with women). Other groups largely
reported general needs such as access to services, particularly health. Few groups, and
particularly the mixed groups facilitated by the CPU of the FATA Secretariat, highlighted the
need for psychosocial assistance for women, due to the possible distress provoked by the flight
and the possible loss of their partners.

When asked if women or children in the community have particular concerns regarding their
safety and security, about half of the consulted groups stated that concerns exists, particularly
the fear that military operations and clashes may restart. This was seen as affecting more these
segments of the population, also due to the anxiety and distress already suffered as a
consequence of the past displacement.

Concerning situation of violence against girls and women in areas of return, three groups —
mainly the mixed groups — admitted the existence of domestic violence, forced marriages,
honour killings and sexual harassment but stressed with the facilitators that due to cultural
sensitiveness such events are usually not reported’’. When asked to whom such cases may be
eventually reported, in twelve out of fifteen consultations, returnees stated that they are
regularly underreported, and only in few cases (mainly mixed or male groups) returnees
mentioned that the cases are reported to the village authorities/Maliks, or eventually to the

v Interestingly, none of the FGDs with women highlighted such concerns
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jirgas. There was a general consensus that if such cases occur, women or girls do not generally
try to seek medical or psychosocial support, including as there are very few of such services in
areas of return.

Although the cycle of displacement was relatively fast, returnees were still asked the situation
of women changed between the pre and post displacement time. Almost 80% of the groups,
including in the consultations held with women, reported that there are no major changes.
However, in some of the mixed FGDs, the consulted returnees highlighted the increased
distress and anxiety suffered and the consequent need of some form of psychological support.

According to the returnees consulted, neither cases of separated / unaccompanied children
nor cases of missing children due to the displacement and the return process are known. It was
felt that the presence of unaccompanied children would be extremely unlikely, given the
extended family structure proper of the local culture.’®

Given the specific context and the dynamic of the displacement, consulted returnees were
asked about instances of forced recruitment of children by Non-State Armed Opposition
Groups. Positively, no such cases emerged in any of the consultations.

Regarding the main challenges for children in the areas of origin/return in Parachamkani,
there was a clear consensus amongst all groups and irrespective of the gender of the
respondents that the lack of education facilities and the quality of education is the main
concern that families see for their children (fourteen groups). A second major concern was the
availability of health services (twelve groups, including all FGDs with women). Linked to the
health situation, few groups also reported the lack of clean drinking water as a concern (two
groups). These are likely situations pre-existing the displacement, but that may have been
aggravated by the destruction of facilities and infrastructures brought by the conflict.

d. Other persons with specific needs

In line with the findings of numerous other consultations with FATA population, also this round
of consultations in Parachamkani confirmed the tendency for persons with disabilities to be
looked after by their family or extended family members, particularly women®. However the
lack of specialised services in the areas, including the provision of mobility devices, continues to
be seen as a major obstacle for a proper and dignified condition of life of persons with
disabilities. Participants in more than half of the consultations lamented the lack of this support
in areas of return, also as a pre-existing challenge before the last displacement.

Similar considerations were also applicable in relation to the older population, with the
considerations — as earlier expressed — that some of the older members of the families may
have stayed behind until the situation improves.

BThese findings are in line with the consultations conducted in areas of displacement in Lower Kurram during the
first weeks after the arrival of the IDPs (20-23 May 2013). See “Protection Cluster Briefing Note on Parachamkani
Displacement, 11 June 2013” already shared by the Protection Cluster and posted on the Cluster web-page.

¥ This clearly emerged from all five FGD with women.
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e. Relations within the communities

Generally, in eleven out of the fifteen consultations, returnees reported that relations within
communities have not deteriorated due to the displacement and continue to be relatively
good. In some cases (two groups), returnees even admitted that now the community is more
collaborative and supportive to each other, having gone through the same difficult situation
and now sharing the same challenges of the return and the reconstruction. Only two groups
reported the tensions increased after the displacement. However, traditional pre-conflict
disputes in the community still persist, particularly over land, road access, water and crops.

When asked if there are any instances of discrimination or unequal treatment by the civil
authorities vis-a-vis the returnees, the general opinion was that such attitudes are not evident.
Only in three discussions some grievances emerged: either communities felt neglected by the
authorities, or there was a perception that community members with links to affluent families
or engaged in political activities are reserved a preferential treatment.

f. Personal/Civil documentation and legal assistance

Consultations tried to assess the magnitude of the problem of lack of civil documentation and
the consequences faced by the returnees. Responses were unanimous throughout all the
groups of returnees consulted, men and women, in affirming that many people in the
Parachamkani area lack personal documentation and that the most needed document is CNIC%.
Obtaining food assistance, also due to registration challenges (mentioned in five consultations)
and freedom of movement, particularly difficulties at check points (mentioned in four
consultations), were the most severe challenges that individuals seemed to face in areas of
return due to missing CNICs.

Reportedly, the main challenge in obtaining documents was the absence of the relevant issuing
authorities (NADRA) in Parachamkani, and consequently the distance that returnees have to
cover to have access to those authorities. This entailed extra transport costs associated to the
document fees. Returnees reportedly address the Political authorities to try and solve the issue
of missing documents.

Unsurprisingly, Legal assistance turned out to be largely unavailable in areas of return and not
accessed by the consulted population (80% of the consultations). Only few consulted
individuals seemed to admit that some members of the community may have access to legal
aid, but clearly not “sur place”. However, the majority of the consulted IDPs seemed to
disregard that they may need such support, while in approximately one third of the
consultations communities saw the benefit of some form of legal support for easier access to

20 Interestingly, in these consultations, the situation seemed to be worse than what initially depicted in the
immediate aftermath of the displacement from Parachamkani. On that occasion, the responses on lack of
documentation were somehow more nuanced, with groups of consulted IDPs reporting to be in possession of a
CNIC due to recent civil documentation campaigns by NADRA in the area. See “Protection Cluster Briefing Note on
Parachamkani (Kurram) Displacement, 11 June 2013”, Paragraph 7
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the authorities, as well as to solve documentation problems and have more information on the
process of CNIC acquisition.

g. Land and Property issues

All consulted returnees reported having access to their land and their house after the return.
However, in some cases, this access cannot translate in the possibility to reside on the land due
to the partially or totally destroyed status of their house. Reportedly, presently no military
occupation of private houses occurs, at least in the areas of origin of the consulted returnees.
On few occasions, however, the returnees reported that the Army is still occupying
Governmental buildings, other than being present at checkpoints.

All groups reported that most people have farming land and can currently access it. Only in few
groups the presence in the community of landless people was reported.

All groups reported the presence of land disputes in the community and amongst tribes,
although not as a result of the recent displacement but rather as long-term contests, mostly
related to boundary issues. Those disputes are generally addressed through the local elders,
jirgas and the authorities, more specifically the Political Agent.

Ten out of the fifteen groups consulted had information on the Government compensation
programme. Reportedly, the main sources are the authorities themselves but also the
humanitarian organisations. In few of the visited locations (Awedara, Arwaza, Dand Dadmir,
Kotmiran, Saloo) UNHCR was cited as the main source of information on compensation. The
majority of the consulted returnees reported that they have already applied for the
compensation, while only in few cases this has not happened and only in one consultation the
returnees did not seem to be fully aware of the application process.

h. Livelihood and access to services

Despite the relatively short displacement cycle, some of the consulted IDPs admitted that they
have lost most of their livelihood sources due to the displacement. Some groups admitted that
chronic underdevelopment have traditionally affected the Parachamkani area and had already
determined migration movements to other urban locations and overseas, independently from
the displacement. Financial support to restart an occupation and access to services in areas of
return emerged as the main challenges for the resumption of a normal standard of living.

Health services were reported to be mainly absent in the areas of return by almost all
consulted groups. Most people from the Parachamkani area travel to Sadda/Lower Kurram or
to Parachinar to reach medical services?. This situation seems to pre-exist the displacement
but returnees also frequently reported that the few basic health facilities in the area have also
were affected by the conflict.

! A WHO service map of 2012 confirms that in the areas affected by the recent displacement in Parachamkani
there are few Civil Dispensary Unit and one or two very few Basic Health Units. Ref. “WHO - Pakistan: Type of
Health Facilities in Kurram Agency, FATA as of March 20, 2012”, available on PakResponse Map section.
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The presence of schools in the areas seems to vary according to the location. Returnees in
seven locations (Margi Cheena, Tabai, Tappu, Takhtay, Awedara, Arwaza, and Dand Dadmir)
reported either the lack of facilities or specifically the lack of facilities for girls, who cannot be
admitted in boys’ schools®. Even in cases where the presence of schools was reported, an
important segment of consulted population lamented a general lack of teachers and the
inadequacy of school facilities. In few instances (two groups) schools were also reportedly
damaged during the conflict.

All consulted returnees, including women, reported that water is relatively available from the
natural water springs, although in some cases some distance needs to be covered to fetch it.
Water sources were not reported as heavily affected by the conflict. However, movement
restrictions imposed by the Military in the area in had in some cases an impact on the distance
to the source. This seems to affect particularly women, and these considerations emerged
particularly form the FGDs conducted with female returnees.

The largest majority of the consulted IDPs are negatively affected by the general lack of
transport facilities to reach services, a condition already present in the area before the conflict.
Overall, however, the lack of health and education services was felt as the biggest gap.

i. Shelter situation

Regarding the condition of the houses in Parachamkani, reports seemed to vary according to
the areas where the population was consulted. Some nine groups estimated that shelters were
20% destroyed / 20-30% partially damaged /50- 60% intact in several locations (Arwaza, Dand
Dandmir, Kotmiran, Saloo), while complete destruction was reported by the consulted
returnees in Margi Cheena, Ladah, Tabai, Tappu, TakhtayB.

j. Overall impressions and suggestions to the authorities

In general, the greatest majority of the returnees (85% of the consultations) stated to be
satisfied to have returned to their areas of origin. This includes also all the consulted women.
Only in three situations (Tappu, Takhtay, Ladah villages) there was a certain discomfort
expressed by some Key Informants and returnees, largely motivated by the level of destruction
in their villages. In few cases, security concerns remained and the experience of the last
displacement was still vivid.

Overall, despite the reported concerns and dismay for the loss of properties and assets, in all
consultations the willingness to return prevailed. Explicitly asked, in no circumstance the
consulted returnees, including women, reported that they would have renounced to return if
they had known the situation in their areas of origin, as finally experienced upon return.

?2 The lack of education facilities for girls was specifically emphasised in the women FGDs in Awedara, Arwaza,
Dand Dadmir, while it did not emerge in the male returnees discussions conducted in the same locations.

2 This return monitoring exercise did not intent to be a house assessment, therefore this information should be
considered as indications based on the report of the consulted returnees.
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Recalling their previous statements, the returnees reconfirmed that the main challenges they
face and the main support that they wish to receive related to the health situation (cited
practically in all consultations), equally followed by the need for food, education and shelter.

When asked in conclusion what suggestion returnees would give to the authorities to better
support their situation after the return, in the majority of the consultation (some 80%, i.e.
twelve groups) the consensus was for the provision of financial assistance to meet basic
needs.”*

4. Summary of conclusions and Main Recommendations

In line with its mandate and strategic objectives, also included in the HOP 2013 for KP/FATA,
and in line with agreed procedures set forth by the humanitarian community, the Protection
Cluster consulted with more than 520 (20% women) amongst IDPs (57%) and returnees (43%)
form the recent displacement in Parachamkani.

Both consultations in areas of displacement and in areas of return highlighted the voluntary
character of the return process, although in the timing of the return the main driving factor
seems to have been the swift announcement and the arrangements quickly set up by the
civilian and military authorities.

Both IDPs and returnees seemed to have taken their decision based on some information that
they had on the areas from previous returnees or persons who visited the villages. In general,
information seemed to be generally available, although for a non-negligible segment of the
consulted population the process would have benefited from additional knowledge on the
authorities’ plans for the reconstruction of the area and possibly a “Go and See” visit.

The return was reported as a staged process, with segments of the population with specific
needs (women, children older persons, persons with disabilities) remaining in areas of
displacement at the time of the interview, while waiting for the initial steps in the recovery of
their areas of origin.

There was a general confidence in the normalisation of the security situation in Parachamkani,
even though a relevant part of the population still seeks for assurances that the area is fully
stable. As reported by the returnees, the occurrence of security incidents so far seems to
provide positive indications in this respect. As expected by the consulted population still in
displacement and as experienced by the returnees, restrictions of movements (checkpoints,
checks) still affect the return to full normalcy.

Most of the challenges faced by returnees seem to be linked to the general underdevelopment
of the area, pre-existing the displacement. The conflict has inevitably exacerbated the situation,
by destroying totally or partially shelters and other facilities. Not surprisingly, therefore, the

24 At this stage, the stabilisation of the security situation, emerged in previous discussions, did not figure so
prominently and was cited as the mayor request to the authorities only by one consulted group of returnees in
Tabai village.
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needs highlighted by the displaced and returning population are a combination of urgent
humanitarian needs (food, NFIs/ emergency shelter assistance, compensation for destroyed
houses, identity documents to solve registration issues and improve freedom of movement) as
well as longer term recovery issues, such as improved health services, increased education
structures especially for girls, more livelihood opportunities and enhanced transport /
infrastructures.

Main Recommendations

A

As the return process to Parachamkani proceeds, consultations with returnees should
continue, in order to inform the decision-making process of the humanitarian community
in prioritising assistance activities and in order to bring to the attention of the authorities
to the challenges faced by the returnees. Additional efforts should be made in reaching out
to the female population and to persons with specific needs amongst the returnees.
[Protection Cluster]

Authorities should continue to grant and enhance humanitarian access in areas of
displacement and areas of return in FATA, to allow for an unhindered process of
monitoring and consultations with the population and to allow assistance activities to be
properly assessed, implemented and monitored [FATA Civil and Military authorities].

To foster the debate within the Return Task Force, inform the decision-making process, and
fulfil their responsibilities towards the population, the authorities in FATA should prepare
and present a concrete action plan on how they intend to support the dignified and
sustainable character of the return to Parachamkani. The plan should include an
assessment on the current situation in areas of return (security situation, status of
infrastructures, possible areas of military occupation, available services), a concrete
overview on the planned reconstruction/rehabilitation projects of the Government for the
area, as well as indications on the interventions that the authorities consider as priority to
be supported by the humanitarian community. [Local authorities within the Return Task
Force].

In future returns, enhanced information should be made available to IDPs before the
return process, including through “Go & See visits”, in particular on the status of available
services in areas of return, on the reconstruction/ rehabilitation plans of the authorities,
and on the foreseen initial return and reintegration assistance. [Local authorities in
cooperation with the humanitarian community / HRT and actors with expertise in mass
communication].

The process of housing compensation to returning IDPs who had their shelter partially or
completely destroyed by the military operation should be timely implemented. [Local
authorities with the possible support of the humanitarian actors in awareness rising].

Civil documentation support in areas of return in Parachamkani should be enhanced,
including for women, to improve freedom of movement and reduce the necessity for
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END

security measures that may be often perceived by the returnees as harassing practices.
Given the remoteness of the areas and the availability of transport, NADRA should consider
an increased presence through mobile units. [Local authorities and NADRA].

Based on the information possessed by the FATA civilian and military authorities on the
presence of Mines and ERWs in Parachamkani, Mine Risk Education initiatives should be
addressed to the returning population (upon return or in areas of return), in particularly to
children. [Military and civilian authorities and specialised humanitarian actors].

Increased attention may be devoted to the land and property situation in Parachamkani
areas of return, in order to avoid the increase in number of disputes amongst communities.
[Local authorities with possible support from actors with expertise in the field].

If the conditions of voluntary and safe character of the return process are satisfactorily
ascertained, including based on this analysis, the humanitarian community should continue
to support the return process as the most preferred durable solution. This may include
transport, gender-sensitive reception facilities and initial reintegration packages. Specific
attention should be devoted to those sectors highlighted as major concerns by the
returning IDPs during the monitoring and consultation process (housing, livelihood, water,
health and education services), and to the situation of populations with specific needs,
including persons with disabilities. [HRT, HCT, clusters].

In the recovery and rehabilitation efforts, Government authorities should prioritise
interventions to strengthen the level of health and education services in the areas of
return, with enhanced structures and adequate human resources, and with a particular
attention to the specific needs of girls and women. [FATA authorities].

Renewed efforts should be addressed to the early recovery process in FATA, including
through generous donor support to the re-launched Early Recovery Assistance Framework
(ERAF). Health and education (including for girls) and livelihood support should be
prioritised. These efforts should be combined with a concrete possibility to directly carry
out activities and directly monitor the project implementation, through facilitated access
by the civil and military authorities to areas of return [donors, humanitarian community,
UNDP, Early Recovery Working Group, FATA authorities].

Protection Cluster Peshawar/ Islamabad 28 July 2013
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Annex | - Areas of origin and Displacement of Parachamkani IDPs

International boundary
Administrative boundary (Level 1)
Administrative boundary (Level 2)
Administrative boundary (Level 3)
Main Roads

Kurram Agency

Villages notified by the Govemment

Identified Areas of desplacement
(through observation/Focus Group discussion)

IDP Camp

Printac 077062013 (DY)
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Annex Il - Final Regisatrtion Data for Parachamkani IDPs (Source UNHCR and Government)
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Annex Ill — Tool for qualitative consultations with IDPs on the return to Parachamkani

Protection Cluster

Possible guided question in areas of current displacement in Kurram to assess the voluntary (free and
well informed) character of the return of the Parachamkani IDPs

It is understood from feedback received by cluster from the recent meetings of the Return Task Force
held during the week 10 — 16 June that the authorities may be planning a return of the newly displaced
population form Parachamkani to their areas of origin. A mission to the areas has been undertaken by
UNHCR, authorities and some Agency / cluster representatives. The mission has identified spontaneous
returns already ongoing.

In line with the SOP endorsed by the HCT in February 2012 on the return process, which foresee the
conduction of a “Return Intention Survey” and the possible organization of “Go & See” visits before the
process of return and as a pre-condition for the support f the humanitarian community, the Protection
Cluster has prepared a list of questions to be posed to communities by cluster partners already
operating in the area.

Prior consultation have revealed that IDP families recently displaced form Parachamkani from Central
Kurram would prefer to return to their areas of origin as soon as conditions are in place®. However,
consultations with the communities is of utmost importance, in general but particularly in this specific
situation, given the relatively fresh nature of the displacement and the still reported volatile situation in
the areas of origin/ return of the IDPs, as evinced from some security reports.

These questions do not represent a quantitative “Return Intention Survey” but rather a qualitative
analysis based on Focus Group Discussion or Key informants in areas of displacement. They are however
modelled along the “Return Intention Form” regularly used for those assessments.

Specific attention in this exercise should be made to consult women and other persons with specific
needs.Partners shall try to facilitate the discussion leaving the freedom to the respondents to speak but
also to refuse to answer to certain questions and to withdraw from the consultation. Consultations
remain voluntary.

Partners shall also explain the aim of these consultations, the anonymous character of the data and the
main goal, i.e. to detect the voluntary, free, well-informed and signified character if the return.

*See Protection Cluster Briefing Note on the new displacement from Parachamkani (page 3, paragraph 4 “Choice
of Location and Intention”), issued on 11 June.
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List of possible questions

If to a Key Informant: Gender M/F

If to a group: Number of persons consulted / Gender

- If FGD, Group profile:

13-17 18-39 40- 60 > 60 TOTAL

M

F M F M F M F M F

If Key informant: M/F

Single Women HH # Consulted Persons with disabilities in the group #

b)

1. Intention to return and possible pressure to move:

Do families and their members want to return?

If yes, preferably in which time frame? (as soon as possible, 1 month, more)

If not, what is the main reason why they do not want?

Have families been put under any pressure to return to their areas of origin from where they
currently are displaced?

If yes, by whom?

Have families been put under any pressure to return to move to other displacement areas (e.g.
camps, other Agencies) from where they currently are displaced?

If yes, by whom? Where?

Is there any mechanism available to address these issues? Where do people go?

Have the registration for return already started(if possible, the facilitators shall get how many
families in the FGD are already registered)

2. Information on areas of origin and access to information:

Do people have adequate access to information on the process of return
- The registration to return

- When they will be returning

- Transport modalities of return to area of origin

- Type of assistance during and after return

Do people have adequate information on the situation in their areas of origin?
- The generalsecurity situation (stable, not)

- Istheir house damaged/destroyed or occupied

- Situation of the livelihood, crops

- Functioning of services (hospitals, schools)
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d)
e)

a)

b)

d)
e)

b)

d)

- Presence of Mines/ UXOs

From which source people receive such information (local authorities, other authorities, Military...)?
What kind of more information would they need?

Would a “Go and See” visit be useful or people know enough?

3. Security

Do people feel in security where they are currently displaced? In camp/off camp

Are people facing incidents and security concerns in areas of displacement?

If so, what type?

Do people think the security is good enough in order to be able to return to the area of origin?
What are their main concerns related to security in the areas of return?

4. Return process

If families are willing to return, are families going to return as a whole family or only specific family
members?

If they split, who will return first?

Have families been informed if persons with specific needs (children older persons, persons with
disabilities) will be able to be facilitated during planned return (transport arrangements, assistance?)

5. Closing Questions

If anything, what are your TWO main concerns about returning to your area of origin in next two
weeks (name ONE)?

Do you feel under pressure to return?

What are your main THREE needs if returning to your area of origin

If you want to return, what would be your main suggestion for the authorities and the humanitarian
community?
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Annex IV — Checklists for consultations in areas of return
Protection Assessment in areas of return / Parachamkani

Background: Protection cluster members have been involved in monitoring the situation of IDPs from
Parachamkani area in Kurram agency during the displacement. The returns to Parachamkani have
recently started following the de-notification of the 29 villages of origin. A mission in the area (17-20
June) has already reported a significant movement of spontaneous returns. The following guidelines
should support protection/field staff in conducting return monitoring exercises, either through semi-
structured interviews, or through Focus group discussions (using ADGM methodology).

The following guidelines on assessment have been developed on the basis of common tools designed by
the Protection Global Cluster®.

DATE Organisation

- Location (Thesil, Village in the Parachamkani area)

- If FGD, Group profile:

13-17 18-39 40- 60 > 60 TOTAL

M F M F M F M F M F

If Key informant: M/F
Single Women HH # Consulted ____ Persons with disabilities in the group #
Returned from Camp #/off camp # Organised return # Spontaneously returned #

Most of the families are expected to have returned spontaneously; some questions on he planned
organised return will still be asked.

a. RETURN PROCESS

The questions should help assess the organisation of the returns process against the principles of
voluntariness, safety, and dignity, family unity. Some of the findings may be used to guide future return
movements.

a) How was the return organised? Did families have enough time to prepare, take all belongings? How
many days in advance was the convoy announced? (only for families who return in an organised

way)
b) Did families come back with all members or somebody was left behind?

%% |ASC “Protection of conflict-induced IDPs: Assessment for Action” October 2007
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c) Did returnee have information on their area of return

d) How did they get it (visited the areas, info from other previous returnees, information from
relatives, information from authorities, information from the elderly of the communities etc.)

e) Are returnee families planning to stay together, or some will return to areas where they were
displaced before?

f) Is there something that returnee would suggest authorities for the organised return process to
improve it(it can be asked to all, even if the organised return has not yet started)?

b. GENERAL SITUATION/SECURITY

The questions should help assess the security situation in the area of return and its effects on the
returnees. Information on incidents can be gathered, bearing in mind the necessity to distinguish
between rumours and evidence. Possibility shall be given to members of the group that want to share
specific information on incidents in a private setting (on the spot or by giving UNHCR office details).

a) How do returnee feel in the village/area of return, do they feel safe and secure and if not why?

b) Is everyone free to move or there are difficulties with military checkpoints, request for documents,
repeated questioning by army or security forces?

c) Are there any armed groups/ paramilitary forces in the areas? If so, do they intimidate or harass
returnees, particularly women and girls?

d) Have there been any incidents AFTER THE RETURN (threats, harassment by Military or by Non-State
Armed groups, community disputes, killings, violence against women or children,
abductions/disappearances,) that interviewed returnees personally know about?

e) If yes, what kind of incidents (from the previous list)?

f) If so, who are believed to have committed these violations?

NB A When violations are reported, it is appropriate to distinguish between rumours and evidence. It is

necessary to understand the relation between the person/ members of the group who is reporting and
the event. Is the person/group member reporting also the victim of the incident? Has the person seen
witnessed/ seen with her/his own eyes the incident? Has a victim talked directly to the person who is
reporting? Is it just something heard in the community?

g) What protection mechanisms have been adopted by the communities? What do the communities
(women VS men) do to increase the level of security/protection?

h) Do people know if there are MINES/ UXOS in the areas?

i) Was there any incident after the return?

j) Have the community received any form of MRE?

c. SPECIFIC CONCERNS OF WOMEN AND CHILDREN

The questions should help assess the specific concerns of women and children violence against
women/children, including SGBV, available remedies and services and confidence in addressing them.

a) Are there many single women HH in the community who has already returned? (% approximately)

b) What is their main concern?

c¢) Do women or children in the community have particular concerns regarding safety and security?

d) Is violence against women and girls common? What type of violence (domestic violence, sexual
harassment/ assault/ rape/ forced marriage)? This information may be difficult to obtain when
speaking to a group, but may be coming from individual interviews or from women FGD. If it is not
conducive to ask, the facilitator can avoid.
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e) To whom are these cases reported (elderly, local authorities, health authorities)? What are the
obstacles in reporting to the Police or to other authorities?

f)  Where do women/girls victim of violence seek medical, psychological support?

g) How do women feel within the community, has the displacement and return made a change in their
life and position within the family and community? If yes how they cope with new roles?(not to be
asked for Parachamkani, too short displacement)

h) Are there children separated from their parents due to the displacement and the return?

i)  Who take care of them?

j)  Are there missing children due to the displacement?

k) What are the main problems for children in areas of return?

I) Are there reports of forced recruitment? If so, who is allegedly responsible?

d. SPECIFIC NEEDS

The questions should help assess the challenges of persons with specific needs, particularly older persons
and persons with disabilities

a) What are the main difficulties of persons with disabilities? How are they assisted/ supported?
b) Are there many older persons in the community who have returned? How are they assisted/
supported?

e. RELATIONS WITHIN THE COMMUNITIES

The questions should help assess the actual and potential tension within communities and the
mechanisms to address them and to support community initiatives.

a) How are relations in the community generally? Are they different from before the conflict?
b) Are the civil authorities treating people differently?
c) Are there disputes in the communities? On what?

f. PERSONAL DOCUMENTATION/LEGAL AID

The answers should help assess the problems with personal documentation and the knowledge on the
process on how to acquire it as well as the availability of legal aid/ legal support. .

a) Do a lot of individuals in the community lack personal documentation (BC, CNIC, Marriage
Certificate, Death Certificate)?

b) Which one is the most needed?

c¢) What is the biggest difficulty that individuals are now facing due to the missing personal
documents?

d) What are the main difficulties to obtain personal documentation (lack of authorities, fees, distance)?

e) How do people try to solve it, who do they approach?

f) Do people have access to legal assistance if they need it?

g) What are the main issues for which people are interested/ need legal assistance?

g. LAND AND PROPERTY

The questions should help assess the main problems with land and land documentation, the access to
housing and farming land, the incidence of land disputes, the way land disputes are solved.

a) Do returnees have access to their own homestead land/ house? If not, where do they live now?
b) Are many people in the community who are landless?
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Do returnees have farming land?

Can they access your farming land? If not, why?

Is Military occupation of building or land now occurring in this area? How it is solved?
Are there land or property disputes within the community, what type, between whom?
How are they addressed/ resolved?

Do families have information on compensation? If so, from whom?

Have returnee families already applied/ requested compensation?

LIVELIHOOD

The questions should help assess the current access to livelihood opportunities by the community and the

dynamics.

a)

b)
c)

Have people in the community changed the way to earn their living from before the displacement?
(not for Parachamkani, too recent displacement)

What are the main obstacles in the community to find/ restart a job/occupation?

What assistance have returnees so far received from Government?

ACCESS TO SERVICES

The questions should help assess the availability and access to essential services by the community

a)
b)
c)
d)

e)
f)
g)
h)

Does the community in the village have access to health facilities? How far are they?

Have health facilities been affected by the conflict?

Do children in the community have access to schools?

If not, why? (they never went to school, schools are destroyed/ not functioning, no time as children
help in the families)

Do communities have access to water and to sanitation facilities?

Have they been significantly affected by the recent conflict?

Are there transportation facilities to reach any of the above services?

What other services are missing or not functioning?

j. SHELTER

The questions should help assess the shelter conditions in the community

a)

What is the condition of the majority of the houses in the village (destroyed, damaged, intact)?

SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION - KEY PART (if the interview is taking long, please DO NOT SKIP THIS
PART!)

Are you happy to have returned to your area?

How the situation compares with your prior expectations? If significantly different: If you had
known, would you have deferred your return?

What are the 3 main problems/challenges that you experience upon return?

If you could give only one suggestion to the authorities to improve your situation, what would the
main one be?
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RETURN POLICY FRAMEWORK
for
Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs)
from the Federally Administered Tribal Arcas
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