WOMEN & RESETTLEMENT III
A case study on analysis of gender and
socio-economic survey data from the
Upper Paunglaung Dam, by village
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This brief explores views from socio-economic surveys undertaken in 2014.
Women’s and men’s views are examined separately by village.
Observations are made on the study methodology, survey techniques, data and
conclusions for resettlement villages in the Upper Paunglaung Dam (UPL) area.
Learning is drawn for future hydropower dam development and resettlement.

INTRODUCTION

ABOUT UPL DAM
•

Baseline data scarcity has been a
critical gap for assessment of impacts
of many capital and development
projects in Myanmar. For the UPL
project, an 18 factor socio-economic
survey was conducted in 2014
and repeated in 2016. This paper
continues analysis of these data,
disaggregated by gender1 and adds
analysis by location.
Economic and social impacts of dam
development and resettlement
affect women and men differently.
This study shows that women
experienced economic opportunities
and changes to social dynamics in
the resettled villages in a unique
way to men from the same villages2.
Recommendations for improved
future practice are provided based on
findings. In Myanmar, there are 27
operational hydropower dams, nine
under construction and 55 additional
projects planned. As Myanmar’s
energy mix for the future will include
hydropower, it is critical to improve
resettlement practice and ensure
women’s rights are considered in the
process.

•
•
•

Department of Hydropower
Implementation (DHPI) project
140 MW with generation capacity
of 454 GW hours/ annum
Purpose: to increase capacity in
the national electricity grid
Resettled 23 villages (2,524
households, 9,755 people)

TIMELINE
•
•
•
•

2005 DHPI starts feasibility study
2005–2013 dam project and
resettlement planning
2013–2015 resettlement of
villages
2014 dam commissioned

BACKGROUND TO
SOCIO-ECONOMIC
SURVEY (SES)

The SES was conceived and
implemented originally by Dr Mie Mie
Kyaw, of Mandalay University (formerly
Pathein University). Initially, data for
23 villages and 2,216 respondents was
collected. Data analysis for the majority
was not completed due to the large
amount of work involved. Previous
1. Women and Resettlement II, A case study on
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briefs1, 2 describe overall data treatment,
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and Shan State, Burma. The primary purpose of the dam is hydroelectric
power generation it will support a 140 megawatts (190,000 hp) power station.
Preliminary construction on the dam site began in January 2005 and rollercompacted concrete placement for the dam commenced in October
2010.[1][2][3] The dam is expected to impound its reservoir and be complete in

Upper Paunglaung Dam

FURTHER ANALYSIS
Differentials of village data means to
overall population means were calculated,
allowing simple exception analysis.
Table 1 shows gender disaggregated
summary analysis by location for 2014
data. This study portion looked only at
2014 data. Further location analysis of
2016 data may be done later.
Grouping and exception analysis was
used rather than more complex mean
comparison techniques due to the
data characterization (for example,
data was not normally distributed and
not continuous and sampling was not
randomized, problematic for routine
statistical analysis.)
Analysis assessed mean differences in the
coded scales, corresponding to response
changes (For example, ‘Same to Better’ is
a change of 1 unit of the full population,
0.5 change represents 50% of population
voting for ‘Better’). In general, coded scale
changes of one-half of a division or more
were considered important.
Data was sorted by both indicators,
from lowest to highest averages, and by
location, from worst to best, based on
Coordinates:
19°45′22.42″N
096°35′37.81″E
overall village
average
results criteria.
Ratings were based on a range between
“worst of the worst” and “best of the
best”. In the first category, there is
negligible variation. For Table 1, the
band at the right of the table shows how
consistently
“worse” these indicators
Upper Paunglaung
Dam
are perceived, with little variation

2015.[4][5] When complete, it is expected to regulate the river and improved
power generation at the downstreamLower Paunglaung Dam.[6]
The dam will force the relocation of some 15,000 residents which has drawn
backlash from locals to international organizations.[7] Many have already
relocated but complain that their new land is of an insufficient size, has no
power supply or natural resources to work.[4]

See also
Dams in Burma
List of power stations in Burma
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Before and after flooding at Paunglong (left) and
the location of Upper Paunglong Dam (above)
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across data from all 22 villages and five
indicators. Two additional indicators
on the right have similar performance,
but some isolated instances of positive
responses. Reasons for this need to be
explored further.
Other highlighted sections show
variations of more than 0.5 units
from the overall population averages.
These show large variations between
villages, with some rating “worse”
even on the categories that rated the
best improvements on average. These
tended to show uniformity by gender.
For the ‘best categories’, some gender
variation is apparent, with women
rating more highly than men.

ANALYSIS
ANOMALIES
Generally results were very clear, but
some were surprising and warrant
further consideration. The ability
to track back is now difficult due to
analysis so long after the surveys. Two
examples are 1.) villages where no
females completed the survey at all; and
2.) villages where strikingly low variation
in responses occurs. These aspects
may highlight survey administration
issues identified in brief II1. They are
also consistent with very low rate of
inclusion of women in consultation
processes described in brief I2.
For some villages and indicators,
standard deviations of survey
responses were “0”, meaning all
respondents answered identically,
giving unanimous answers. This could
be due to various effects, including:

a.

High natural coherence of thinking
and responses
b. Villagers may have decided together
to fill out the survey in a specific way
c. Villagers being directed to fill out the
survey in a specific way
d. Process flaws or fabrication (for
example, one individual completing
all surveys).
Of these a. and b. seem most likely given
the degree of openness experienced in
the qualitative interviews.
The incidence of identical responses (“0”
standard deviation) in the 2014 results is
as follows:
•

1 village with 12 questions out of 18
having all identical responses
• 2 villages each with 11 questions out
of 18 having all identical responses
• 3 villages where eight, eight and
seven questions respectively all have
identical responses.
Together those represent 376 of 2216
surveys (17%), which seems quite
high but consistent with the strongly
negative responses. To address the
question of improving women’s
participation rates in the surveys, it
is recommended that future surveys
be administered differently. For
example:
•

•

Surveys could be completed
during supervised meetings and
public consultations.
Surveys could be distributed
directly by the survey teams to
the people who would complete
them rather than leaving that
entirely to village administration.

•

As inclusion of women’s opinions
is an objective under NSPAW3,
sampling of participants should aim
for higher proportions of female
respondents – ideally 50%. The
2014 survey achieved 12.9% female
respondent rate and the 2016
achieved 21.6%, even with a specific
target of 40%.

FINDINGS
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The simple socio-economic survey is
an incredibly useful tool.
Variation between village locations
was often major and much larger
than gender variation.
Many isolated incidences of gender
variation by indicator are shown.
These are unpredictable, meaning
that gender analysis is needed and
feedback and grievance mechanisms
are required for redress.
Some topics had small variation
but highly uniform “Much Worse”
performance in every village (for
example, the five on the right in
Table 1: job opportunities, standard
of farmland, personal income,
economic growth and livelihood
safeguards). Critical gaps are
apparent in these measures.
Other topics had better average
performance, but very high variation
by location, making them better in
some places but worse in others (for
example: education, access roads,
religious buildings).
Differences by gender did exist – but
are less important than location
variation.

3. National Strategic Plan for Advancement of
Women 2016 focuses on increasing women’s
inclusion and participation.
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7.

8.

Anomalies exist both in results
seeming too consistent and results
with low female response rates (for
example, Village 13: Nan Sa Kel in
2014 with one female respondent
and Htein Pin Ywar in 2016, with zero
female respondents – actually there
are many with very low female %
responses). See Figure 3.
While some results seem due
to small sample size, opinion
differences on other questions are
clear. These are identified as largest
in the areas of education, religious
buildings, health care, standard of
living, water supply, access roads,
community development and
relocation standard.

DISCUSSION AND
CONCLUSIONS
On the whole, variation by location
in the data was large. Figure 1 shows
overall ranked variations with high
correlation between women, men and
overall variations. Generally this dwarfs
the variations between genders, that
is, if there was variation on an indicator
question in a village, both women’s and
men’s responses were usually consistent
with that. This reduces concerns that
sampling rates of women in some villages
were too low to be significant.
Table 1 shows overall data disaggregated
by gender and location. Figure 2 gives an
overview of 2014 overall indicator ratings
in terms of “better, same, worse” scales.
Figures 4-9 give a snapshot of examples
of individual village variations. A selection
of indicators is plotted. The six example

graphs show “high consistency but much
worse” indicators (jobs and standard of
farmland), mid-range indicators (water
supply and access roads) and slightly
better results (religious buildings and
education). These graphs demonstrate
well how large the variations are on
some indicators between locations, and
how consistent responses are in other
locations.
Results show the socio-economic survey
can be considered extremely useful in
simply measuring community inputs and
helping capture community voices. Study
findings confirm those of other studies
that describe the trauma and injustice
of resettlement practice in Myanmar4.
Analysis has been done retrospectively
on the data, some of it four years after
its initial collection. Analysis much closer
to the time of resettlement would have
allowed follow up of anomalies and
better remedial response to communities’
concerns. Ongoing assessment will be
useful to provide longitudinal data and
updates of community experience post
resettlement.
Earlier detailed analysis and attention
to the results by the authorities could
have reduced the traumatic impact4 of
community resettlement by an estimated
five years. Considering interview feedback
and other studies4, this may have reduced
incidence of male suicide and male outmigration rates from the area. As it is,
negligible attention to easily identifiable
economic and livelihood problems
has taken place. More holistic initial
planning using internationally accepted
4. Physicians for Human Rights, (2015). Forced
Displacements and Destroyed Lives around Upper
Paunglaung Dam in Shan State, Myanmar.

best practice principles, guidelines and
formal grievance mechanisms could also
have dramatically reduced the harmful
community impacts experienced as a
result of the project and led to more
positive and sustainable outcomes.
Examples of unexplored questions
deserving further study are:
1.

Why did communities in Han Ta
Pin and Phoe Kone have similar
positive views on their perception of
compensation compared to the very
negative opinion of 20 other villages?
2. Why were Bar Yee and Lane Si
villagers so dissatisfied with health
care, yet Nan Sa Kal, Si Sone Gone
Lay, Zay Gone Ywar were much more
satisfied than 17 other villages?
3. Why was a village like Nan Sa Kal
so happy with environmental
conservation work, when others
were generally so dissatisfied?
The consistently “much worse” responses
to economic and livelihood indicators 3,
4, 12, 13, 14 and 18 (see yellow band in
Table 1), shows such a strong degree of
dissatisfaction that further investigation
is needed. That is particularly warranted
because UPL has been considered such a
good example by government – being the
most generous relocation to date. It would
be very valuable for Upper and Lower
House parliamentary resource committees
to do an investigation and report to
parliament. Critical gaps are revealed in
standard of farmland, job opportunities,
economic growth, personal income
and livelihood safeguards. Data shows
major variability of ratings by different
villages. This highlights that for “equity in
resettlement” or for favorable responses
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in the equal compensation rating, better-shared understanding
of expectations is needed and major improvements in service are
required to meet expectations. Recent community voice in Yeywa
shows how sensitized the public have become to not having their
opinions considered5.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Learning from Socio-Economic Surveys & Analysis
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.

7.

Continue use of this simple 18-factor tool in both 1) the UPL
area to give further longitudinal data and 2) other projects
in Myanmar.
Undertake timely data analysis, social research and
feedback processes to greatly improve the value of studies
done and help authorities understand community views.
Combine this with communication on what communities
can expect and grievance processes to help address issues
that arise.
Try other socio-economic survey techniques to gain
experience with them. [NRGI has recommended considering
use of Non-fiscal Cost Benefit Analysis (NFCBA).]
Study further the host of questions that remain unexplored.
Gain useful understanding of expectations with study by
locations.
Analyse 2016 data further by location. That survey sub
sampled only six villages. In light of high variation between
villages future surveys should repeat the 2014 survey of all
villages.
Consider more supervision for future survey completion.

Increasing Inclusion
8.

Increase focus on women’s participation and conduct more
balanced survey work by gender to enhance project results
by being more inclusive and provide higher female response
rates (See data in Figure 3).
9. Include women in consultations as a clear priority. ‘Not
inviting’ people who have voiced negative opinions is
unlikely to be a successful development strategy for
obtaining community approval. See Figure 3.
10. Employ more input / community liaison for understanding
needs.
5. Villagers renew opposition to Yeywa hydropower plan, Myanmar Times,
12/3/2018.

11. Conduct more discussion of pre-project information by
affected groups and project promoters.

Prioritising Remedial Work
12. Employ urgent remedial attention to cultivable land
availability and employment, critical factors for attention
and remedial work.
13. Appoint a parliamentary committee or commission
to oversee remedial attention to land availability,
compensation and other underperformance issues and
reframe guidelines for future resettlements.
14. Apply vastly improved attention to the five economic
and financial indicators from both women’s and men’s
perspectives.
15. Use better baseline surveys and more timely conduct and
analysis of surveys to help in follow-up of anomalies and
assist in remedial works to address issues identified as
problematic for communities.
16. Address issues identified in the ULP settlement as an ideal
redress opportunity to help gain trust of communities in
development projects.

Improving Future Planning
17. Lessen community impacts with more holistic planning of
projects.
18. Use a more holistic planning framework to enable advance
attention to the five economic and financial indicators and
ensure a broader consideration of socio-economic factors is
made.
19. Provide more pro-active attention to socio-economic and
livelihood factors in resettlement projects.
20. Employ specific Myanmar guidelines that increase inclusion
and reflect international best practice.
21. Train and resource government and private sector staff to
follow guideline practices.
22. Implement grievance mechanisms and use as part of future
guidelines for projects and operations.
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