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In September 2020, the International Association of Professionals in Humanitarian Assistance
and Protection (PHAP) and the Camp Coordination and Camp Management (CCCM) Cluster
organized a validation process for the final draft of the Camp Management Standards. The
centerpiece of the process was an online survey gathering the inputs of practitioners in camp
management and related areas. This was preceded by a well-attended webinar clinic, in which a
panel of experts discussed practical challenges submitted by the participants and how they
related to the draft Camp Management Standards.1 This summary report outlines the results of
the survey.
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Recordings of the webinar are available at https://phap.org/9sep2020
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Key statistics:

598 event registrations
433 participants in the live webinar2
243 in the event platform
175 in the YouTube video livestream
15 in the audio only livestream

293 viewers and listeners of recorded event to date3
103 Adobe Connect recording views
74 YouTube recording views
116 Audio podcast downloads

137 validation survey respondents

The count of live participants only includes unique logins. Most webinars organized by PHAP has several groups
of varying sizes logging in jointly, in which case they are only counted once.
2
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Recording statistics compiled on 30 September 2020
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Summary conclusions and recommendations
-

-

-

Survey respondents included both camp management specialists and practitioners in
related areas. Respondents had a good spread in terms of type of organization. All world
regions were also represented, but the Americas and Oceania only to a lesser degree.
More than a quarter of the respondents reported having personally experienced
displacement.
There is strong support for the approach, target audience, and scope of the
standards.
While the standards have added a lot more detail and guidance compared to the last
consultation survey, respondents rated the clarity and level of detail of the standards
somewhat better.
Additional attention may be needed in future revisions of the Standards to ensure that
the degree to which they are meant to be relevant outside of planned camps is
clearly stated and communicated.
All five sections, as well as each individual standard, scored well in terms of overall
support among respondents, indicating an overall strong correspondence with the
views of practitioners regarding their relative importance and operational
priorities.
The achievability of the standards also scored well, but considerably lower than on
the importance and operational priority measures. The difference was particularly
pronounced among respondents not currently specialized in camp management and
camp coordination.
Based on the lack of comments to the contrary, the clarity on the relationship to other
standards and guidance has been greatly improved since the last consultation.
Respondents provided in-depth and on-point comments about the individual
standards, which should be considered in the finalization of the Camp Management
Standards.

4

Survey results
The purpose of this survey was two-fold:
1. To validate that the final draft version of the Camp Management Standards reflected the
professional priorities and realities of camp management practitioners and others in
related roles.
2. To gather additional comments and input to be considered for inclusion in the final
published version of the Standards or to be added to the list of issues to be taken into
account for the next revision of the Standards.
This section focuses primarily on the first of these purposes through looking at the results of the
quantitative survey questions. The second purpose was addressed in the same survey with a
series of free text comment boxes, which respondents could choose to enable. Respondents
provided close to 500 comments on the final draft that have been submitted to the team
responsible for finalizing the first version of the Standards.

Survey respondent demographics
Basic demographics
The validation survey gathered a total of 137 responses4 from respondents in 41 countries.
Respondents based in Sub-Saharan Africa were particularly well represented. This was in
particular due to a large number of respondents in Nigeria. There was a fairly even split
between those with an international and national scope of work, but with a majority of
respondents with a national scope.

n=135

n=135

Of the 137 responses, 93 were complete responses and 44 were incomplete but responded to the demographic
questions and at least one of the substantive questions.
4
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The respondents included respondents from all organization types, but with a particularly
strong turnout among international NGOs and UN and other intergovernmental
organizations, who both constituted about a third of the respondents. National and local
NGOs were also well represented at 16% of the respondents. The gender balance saw a clear
majority of male respondents (in line with the previous survey related to the Camp Management
Standards, unusual among PHAP surveys, which in most cases have a more even gender balance
among respondents). The respondents also had a relatively young age profile, with over 40%
being less than 35 years old.

n=134
n=137

n=134
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More than four fifths of the respondents were either specialized in CCCM (43%) or found
CCCM relevant but not the primary focus (42%) in their current job roles. Only 5% were not
currently in work related to CCCM. For many respondents, their involvement in CCCM
included camp management (41%), camp coordination (32%), or as a service provider
(33%). With a relatively small number of government respondents, fewer had also been involved
in a policy or administrative role with the government. Many respondents had been directly
involved with the CCCM Cluster, either as staff (28%) or as part of a working group (28%).
Importantly, more than a quarter of the respondents reported having personally
experienced displacement.

n=136

n=135

In the last three years, how have you been involved in camp coordination and camp
management?

n=136
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Overarching aspects of the Standards
The substantive part of the survey started out with questions regarding the clarity and
appropriateness of the fundamental overarching aspects of the Standards: its overall approach,
its target audience, and its scope. Overall, respondents validated these aspects of the survey, with
more than 85% either agreeing or strongly agreeing with these statements (except for the clarity
of the overall approach, which was just below 85%, at 84.1%).
Approach
Respondents were asked about the clarity and appropriateness of the overall approach of the
Standards.

Target audience
Respondents were then asked about the clarity of the target audience statement.
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At the end of the survey, after they had gone through the content of all five sections,
respondents were asked additional questions regarding the target audience of the standards.
From this it was clear that respondents who were not specializing in camp management also
found the standards relevant to their work, and also for how to understand how to relate to
Camp Management and Camp Managers.

Scope
Keeping in mind the approach and target audience of the Standards, respondents were asked to
consider the appropriateness of their scope. While the overall support for this was also strong, it
is worth noting that a somewhat smaller proportion strongly agreed instead of just agreed,
compared with the previous questions.
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Structure and clarity
Respondents were asked to rate the current form of standards in terms of clarity and the amount
of detail. There was overall a relatively strong support for the amount of detail in the standards,
with close to half of respondents responding that it was well balanced. Of the remaining
respondents, more found that there was too much detail in the standards rather than too little
The responses to these questions were similar to those asked on the draft version in September
2019, but somewhat improved.
How would you rate the Camp Management standards in terms of clarity?

0 = Confusing

100 = Clear

How would you rate the Camp Management standards in terms of detail?

0 = Too little detail

100 = Too much detail
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Applicability to different types of settings
Only a relatively small number of respondents chose to respond to the questions on the
applicability of the standards to different types of settings, so it is hard to draw conclusions from
this data. However, the results indicate that additional attention may be needed in future
revisions of the Standards to ensure that the degree that they are meant to be relevant outside of
planned camps is clearly stated and communicated.
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Section-specific results
Respondents were asked a series of questions for each of the five sections of the survey in order
to validate that the content of the Camp Management Standards reflected the priorities of
practitioners in different roles and active in different contexts.
All five sections, as well as each individual standard, scored well in these questions, indicating an
overall strong correspondence with the views of practitioners regarding their relative importance,
achievability, and operational priorities.
The achievability score, while high, was considerably lower than the importance and operational
priority measures. The difference was particularly pronounced among respondents not currently
specialized in camp management and camp coordination.
Overall, the scores in terms of achievability were somewhat lower, indicating that it might be
advisable to review the overall targets communicated through the Standards and provide
guidance on how to use the Standards in situations where they may not be achievable in their
entirety and how to prioritize actions in such situations.
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Section 1: Site management policies and capacities

Given their role as global minimum standards for camp management, to what degree do
you agree with the following statements about the four standards in this section?
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Please indicate the importance of the individual standards for well-functioning camp
management in your current/recent response context(s)

Section 2: Community participation and representation
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Given their role as global minimum standards for camp management, to what degree do
you agree with the following statements about the four standards in this section?

Please indicate the importance of the individual standards for well-functioning camp
management in your current/recent response context(s)
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Section 3: Site environment

Given their role as global minimum standards for camp management, to what degree do
you agree with the following statements about the two standards in this section?

Please indicate the importance of the individual standards for well-functioning camp
management in your current/recent response context(s)
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Section 4: Site service coordination and monitoring

Given their role as global minimum standards for camp management, to what degree do
you agree with the following statements about the three standards in this section?

Please indicate the importance of the individual standards for well-functioning camp
management in your current/recent response context(s)
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Section 5: Exit and transition

Given their role as global minimum standards for camp management, to what degree do
you agree with the following statements about the four standards in this section?
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Please indicate the importance of the individual standards for well-functioning camp
management in your current/recent response context(s)
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