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Tsunami n. a very swiftly travelling sea wave that attains great height. 
[Jap. tsu, harbour, nami, wave] Chambers English Dictionary 
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Introduction 

 
The Boxing Day tsunami had a greater impact on UK public consciousness than any other 
modern natural disaster. Thousands of Europeans were among those who died on 26 
December 2004. We knew and loved some of the devastated beaches. They have been 
favourite holiday spots for many of us. 

A record amount of promised donations and aid was raised to help the victims: £400 
million in the UK alone. Yet ten months after the disaster, thousands of survivors are still 
trying to survive in temporary camps.  

Many of them are being refused permission to return home. Governments and big 
businesses have plans for the beaches – and the plans don’t include the people who used to 
live and work there.  

Tourism is the new occupying force.  
This report looks at the countries where the post-tsunami reconstruction plans involve 

the tourism industry. (Even though Indonesians suffered terribly, Bali and other Indonesian 
tourist areas were not directly affected by the tsunami.) 

Research has not been easy. The issues are very complex and difficult. Nothing is 
static, the situations are changing constantly and there is often a lack of transparency. But 
there is no denying the worrying picture that emerges. Having suffered so much on 26 
December, the local communities now find themselves disempowered and their rights and 
interests marginalised.  

If we are not careful, only holidaymakers, governments and big business will benefit 
from the new post-tsunami tourism. Our future ‘paradise’ holidays will be enjoyed at the 
expense of survivors who not only lost family, friends, their homes and possessions, but are 
also about to lose any hope of a future.  

 



The Immediate Impact 

This was the biggest natural disaster in modern history and it called for a pan-Asian relief effort on a 
scale that had never before been seen. The immediate impact on the coastal communities affected not 
only their lives, homes and villages, it affected their livelihoods. Many survivors fished to earn their 
living or relied on tourism. Not only were their homes damaged or swept away by the water, so were 
the boats, hotels, guest houses, cafes and souvenir stalls which they relied on for their livelihoods. 

Worldwide coverage of the disaster also meant that the areas not affected or too badly damaged 
also suffered because tourists stopped coming.  

These figures speak for themselves. They are all the more poignant because, ten months after 
the disaster, they still cannot be accurate. They probably never will be.  

The Tsunami in Numbers 
      
 Burma India Maldives Sri Lanka Thailand 

Human impact      
Deaths 61 10,750 81 31,000 5,300 
      
Missing 1 5,550 n/a 4,000 2,800 
      
Homes damaged      
   or destroyed n/a n/a 4,000 100,000 n/a 
      
People displaced       
  (some in relief camps) n/a 110,000 n/a 500,000 n/a 
 
      

Economic impact      
Travel and tourism       
  economy employees  651,555 24,265,500 60,696 654,062 2,984,250 
      
% of total employment 3.1% 5.5% 54.2% 7.8% 8,4% 
      
2004 growth n/a 6.4% 5.5% 5% 6.1% 
      
2005 growth forecast       
  (post-tsunami) n/a 6–6.5% 5% 5.5% 5.5–6.5% 
      
Tourism earnings      
  (expected % GDP, 2005) n/a 2% 42% 4.6% 5.4% 

 
Sources: refer to bibliography  

Sri Lanka 
Initial government reports put the damage to the tourism sector at around 26.2 billion Sri Lankan 
rupees (US$250 million). The livelihoods of around 30,000 people involved in tourism have been 
affected. Tourist arrival numbers have dropped.  

Thailand 
There was substantial loss of life and structural damage, although numbers were considerably lower 
than in Indonesia and Sri Lanka. The world’s spotlight, however, focused on Thailand and its holiday 
resorts. It was the peak tourist season and 2,248 foreign nationals from 37 countries died.  

Structural damage to Thailand’s tourism infrastructure is estimated at $1 billion and visitor 
numbers are down 40% from August 2004. An estimated 100,000 people may have lost jobs in the 
tourism industry and there were early predictions that as many as half a million tourism jobs are in 
danger.  The Royal Thai Government declined international aid but allowed foreign governments and 
NGOs to provide technical assistance.  



India  
India suffered the third highest death toll after Indonesia and Sri Lanka. Nearly 10,000 died, most of 
them women and children, and more than 140,00 were displaced. The tsunami struck the south-east 
coast of mainland India in four states. Many fishing communities were devastated.  

Over 1,000 km away, the Andaman and Nicobar islands also suffered extensive damage. The 
islands are close to the coast of Thailand but politically they belong to India. Fifteen of the 37 
inhabited islands were affected and seven islands had to be completely evacuated. Of the missing 
5,542 islanders, 4,500 are from Katchall island.  

India initially refused international assistance for the Andamans because there is a military base 
on one island and indigenous tribes on others. More than 40,000 people are in relief camps. As with 
all the destinations, the tsunami hit India during the peak holiday season and tourist arrivals dropped 
considerably.  

Maldives 
A third of the country’s 300,000 population was severely affected. Out of 199 inhabited islands, 53 
suffered severe damage: 20 were totally destroyed and 14 were fully evacuated, leading to 11,500 
people being displaced. 

Tourism provided more than 30% of the country’s income. Many believe that the Maldives 
could suffer the worst economic impact of any affected country because there is a significant shortfall 
of government funds. The Asian Development Bank estimates the cost of rebuilding homes and 
infrastructure to be US$304 million.  

Visitors are not allowed to stay on non-tourist resort islands. Most of the affected tourist resort 
islands have re-opened and few holidaymakers are aware of the continued suffering of the local 
people. 

Nine months after the disaster, around 90,000 residents were still short of drinkable water. 

Burma 

The authorities in Burma banned images of tsunami disaster news. Even though Burma’s coast is just 
north of Thailand and the Andaman islands, the state-controlled newspaper reported that the wave had 
no real impact and condolences were offered to its neighbouring countries. 

Citizens with satellite receivers who copied and showed video images of the disaster were fined 
and the tapes confiscated. So Burmese citizens have little information about the disaster and don’t 
know what action the military Junta took – if any – to help victims.  

On 1 January the authorities declared that only 53 people were killed, 43 injured and 21 
missing after 17 villages were swept away. Other sources, however, estimate a much wider impact 
and the official figures have gradually been increased, but not significantly. A journalist at the AFP 
news agency reported 600 swept into the sea at Kha Pyat Thaung. The International Federation of the 
Red Cross told the Democratic Voice of Burma that the number of victims is between 10,000 and 
15,000. The government refuses to ask for international aid, although it officially accepted $200,000 
from China and other funds from Chinese companies based in Rangoon. All press applications for 
entry visas to Burma to cover the disaster have been rejected. 

Around two million Burmese work in Thailand. Most work illegally and possibly as many as 
3,000 died and 4,000-7,000 are missing. The survivors are having an especially hard time in Thailand 
despite the Thai government’s stated intention to offer relief to all survivors: 2,000 migrants have 
been deported. Some were wrongly accused, it is alleged, of looting in tsunami-affected areas . 



Marketing Spin : The Reaction of the Tourist Authorities  

 
 ‘These destinations can’t make a full recovery until seat capacity is restored and 
the (travel) industry starts aggressively marketing and selling them’ 

Pacific Asia Travel Association (PATA) President and CEO Peter de Jong 

Tourism is a major industry and source of foreign income so it’s no surprise that the different tourist 
authorities were galvanised, with almost unseemly haste, into reassessing their marketing plans.  

The upbeat ‘business as usual’ tone of the early post-tsunami messages jarred with reality and 
the plight of many of the survivors. There was much talk of opportunities to rebuild better/luxury 
tourism. This approach inevitably favours the interests of the larger businesses – the very companies 
likely to recover the fastest because they can mobilise credit and possibly insurance claims to help 
cover rebuilding costs. 

More than seven months after 26 December, figures show that the tourism industry in tsunami-
affected countries is suffering. The Thai resort of Phuket is struggling, with arrivals down 40% and 
spending down 30%. International arrivals to the Maldives are down 46% year-on-year. 

Sri Lanka 
‘What they do is done very professionally. But they do far too little to assist the 
recovery from such an immense crisis. In addition, they are tightly focused on 
changing the image of Sri Lanka to an upscale destination, and have been 
operating since February as if there has never been a Tsunami.’ 

Deborah Luhrman of the World Tourism Organisation referring to Batey Public Relations’ 
work for the Tourist Board 
‘It is crucial for us to have ongoing tourism for Sri Lanka as a lifeline to the Sri 
Lankan economy and your assistance and support in this connection is greatly 
appreciated.’ 

Charmarie Maelge, Sri Lanka Tourist Board Director for UK, Benelux and Ireland, in a letter 
to the tourist trade 

Sri Lanka’s tourism minister Anura Bandaranaike has launched a two-pronged recovery strategy 
combining fast-track restoration of tourism facilities with an international marketing campaign called 
Bounce Back Sri Lanka which was set up in close consultation with the private sector. There is a 
strong emphasis that everything is as usual and that hotels are up and running.  

Thailand 
In Thailand nearly all the worst affected areas were busy tourist resorts or fishing communities. The 
government’s highest priority has been initiatives to attract tourists back. An extra 800 million baht 
($19.5 million) was added to the 2005 marketing and promotion budget. 

The key objectives of the post-tsunami marketing strategy include focusing on the new markets 
of China, Japan, Australia and New Zealand; promoting new products like medical tourism, wellbeing 
and spa holidays; targeting high-spending visitors, golfers and honeymooners; building new marinas 
and expanding Phuket and Krabi airports.  

There are also plans to promote an Andaman/Nicobar ‘tourism twinning project’ with Phuket as 
the centre (see later).  

The Thai government also initiated some high-profile events to attract world media attention. 
US$6.5 million was spent on the rights to stage the Miss Universe pageant in Bangkok in May 2005. 
In August, World Vision, in co-operation with the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), invited 
Bethany Hamilton, a 15-year-old ‘surfing phenomenon’ who returned to competitive surfing after a 
shark had bitten off her arm. Bethany’s trip was designed to highlight the progress of humanitarian 
efforts in Phuket and to ‘lend her voice on behalf of traumatised children and families’.  

The Tourism Authority of Thailand plans to develop new tourism attractions that include a 
Tsunami Trail Tour and a controversial Tsunami Memorial Museum featuring a high-tech crystal 



prism showing victims’ names and other ‘wow’ ingredients. There was no obvious provision for 
consulting local communities about this insensitive project, and many survivors object to the museum. 

Such high-profile and expensive initiatives can only seem incongruous, in dubious taste, and of 
questionable effectiveness, especially as there was been no consultation at grassroots level. 

India  
Even though India suffered the third highest death toll (after Indonesia and Sri Lanka), the holiday 
and travel world appears not to associate the country too much with the tsunami – possibly because 
much of the country’s high-profile tourism is concentrated in unaffected areas such as Rhajastan and 
Goa. The official tourism websites and Incredible India campaigns make little reference to the 
tsunami. 

India’s marketing strategy has been to carry on focusing on its multi-million dollar Incredible 
India campaign that was launched in 2003. The campaign’s budget for 2005 – 2006 has been 
increased to $48.16 million.  

In October 2003, a seven-point action plan for the growth of tourism was produced in Tamil 
Nadu, which was badly affected by the tsunami. This plan, which includes aggressive and focused 
marketing and eco-tourism schemes, continues to be the guiding force for the future.  
 
 



Reconstruction Plans and Rehabilitation 
The numbers of dead, missing and displaced tell a grim story. But it is not the full story. Many 
survivors not only lost family and friends, their homes and all their possessions: they also lost their 
livelihoods. Many coastal people earned their living from tourism or from fishing.  

In the days immediately after the disaster they were given, or found, shelter away from their 
beaches, often in temporary refugee camps. After the initial shock and grief, many sought to find 
some semblance of normality. Many want to return to the areas where they used to live so that they 
can start rebuilding their homes and livelihoods. Ten months after the disaster, why is that not 
possible?  

The tsunami triggered the world’s biggest ever aid operation. The immediate demand was for 
humanitarian aid: food, clean water, medicines and temporary shelters. In the medium and long term, 
however, the need is for reconstruction aid: everything from rebuilding houses and roads, schools and 
hospitals, to replacing fishing boats, improving coastal protection and restoring livelihoods.  

The reconstruction policies of the different countries play a very large part in whether or not 
survivors will be able to go back to their previous jobs – a key element in helping survivors.  

Reconstruction plans relate to areas where local communities lived and worked before the 
tsunami. Yet these plans are being put together and implemented with little or no input from the very 
people whose lives and futures are most affected by them.  

Furthermore, there has been a worrying lack of transparency about the different reconstruction 
plans. They have often been difficult, sometimes impossible, to access. In Sri Lanka, even though the 
Ministry of Tourism says that the 15 tourism plans are public and available to everyone, only one 
master plan is available. This is for the popular surfing resort of Arugam Bay. It was not developed in 
consultation with the local community, and gave rise to massive protests about potential forcible 
displacement.  

After a disaster, the government of the affected country will draw up a needs assessment in 
conjunction with bodies such as the World Bank and NGOs. Aid donors (often governments of other 
countries) have to wait for the government to work out what they need before they can offer to fund 
specific projects.  

The World Bank and Asian Development Bank (ADB) play important roles. They operate 
mainly bilaterally and see their mission as medium- and long-term reconstruction. The ADB tsunami 
money is in the form of grants with some concessionary loans. Most of the World Bank’s 
commitment is in the form of credit.  

The Phuket Action Plan 
In February 2005, the World Tourism Organisation (WTO) organised a meeting of tourism experts 
from 42 countries, the private sector and several international organisations. The WTO is a specialised 
agency of the United Nations and the leading international organisation in the tourism field. The 
meeting produced the Phuket Action Plan (PAP), a recovery action plan for Indonesia, Thailand, Sri 
Lanka and the Maldives. India opted not to seek assistance.  

The main goal was to speed recovery in the affected destinations and to restore travellers’ 
confidence. In collaboration with UN organisations, the action plan aimed to put systems in place that 
would promote disaster reduction regimes in the region and long-term environmental and social 
sustainability. It focused on the ‘human element’, developing assistance to unemployed tourism 
workers, ‘saving jobs, re-launching small tourism-related businesses and recovering the visitor flow 
that makes these economies work’.  

Member states of the WTO and the Pacific Asia Travel Association (PATA) were encouraged 
to sponsor and implement projects selected from the plan. 

The plan was hailed as an ideal opportunity to foster co-operation and co-ordination among all 
the affected countries, to share knowledge and ideas, to develop joined-up regional tourism clusters 
and to ‘correct the mistakes of the past’ by ‘making the re-emerging destinations among the best in 



the world in terms of more environmental conservation and community involvement in the planning 
process’. 

The action plan prioritises five action areas: marketing and communications, community relief, 
professional training, sustainable redevelopment and risk management  

That’s the good news. It all sounds very positive. 
The bad news is the way the different governments are implementing their own measures with 

little reference to the PAP. To make matters worse, progress is not being monitored in a systematic, 
transparent manner that involves all the relevant stakeholders, including local communities.  

Sri Lanka 
‘In a cruel twist of fate, nature has presented Sri Lanka with an unique opportunity, 
and out of this great tragedy will come a world class tourism destination.’ 

Sri Lanka Tourist Board 

Ten months after the disaster thousands of Sri Lankans are still living in camps in desperate 
circumstances and with uncertain futures. There is massive confusion about what will happen to them. 
The quest for a luxury tourism industry is driving much of the reconstruction plans and local 
communities have not been consulted. There is strong evidence of corruption and a climate of 
repression of dissenting voices.  

Soon after the disaster, a Task Force to Rebuild the Nation (TAFREN) was set up by the Sri 
Lankan government to ensure that there was an organised structure to handle reconstruction. All 
decisions about reconstruction and rebuilding the tourism infrastructure are taken by the members of 
TAFREN, who answer to Sri Lanka’s president.  

TAFREN is headed by an extra-governmental body of ten members. Five of these are involved 
in the country’s beach tourism industry. None of TAFREN’s members are from civil society or any 
grassroots organisations, and its terms of reference do not mention the need to consult with any 
representatives from local communities, despite there being a secretariat with two main officers who 
represent the public and private sectors.  
 
Sri Lanka’s Buffer Zones 
Soon after the disaster, it was announced that people should not rebuild their houses on the coast. 
‘Conservation’ buffer zones were set up along the shore. Tourism ministers said that buffer zones are 
absolutely necessary for protecting the coastal regions and the residents who live there from tsunamis.  

The legislation about buffer zones, and who can build in them, is unclear and confusing. To add 
to the confusion, after vociferous local criticisms and amid pre-election campaigning, there is now 
talk of the buffer zone rulings being relaxed although this is not official.  

A TAFREN notice published on 2 March 2005 stated that no new building would be allowed in 
‘conservation’ buffer zones, which it set at 100 metres from the sea in Kilinochchi, Mannar Puttalam, 
Gampaha, Colombo, Kalutara, Galle, Matara and Hambantota, and 200 metres in Jaffna, Mullaitivu, 
Trincomalee, Batticaloa and Ampara. However a previous notice from the Presidential Secretariat on 
3 February said that privately-owned land within a 100-metre zone along the coast remains the 
property of the original owners.  

Existing undamaged structures within the 100/200m zone will be allowed to remain and be 
inhabited, although the entire affected zone will be a no-build area. In addition, hotels and other 
businesses will remain within the buffer zone, although some building restrictions will apply for new 
ventures. It is said that buildings with less than 40% damage will be allowed to be rebuilt 

The Urban Development Authority (UDA) has started to demarcate both the 100m and 200m 
zones along roughly 1,000 km of Sri Lanka’s coastline. The area between these markers and the 
shoreline will constitute the exclusion zone where people displaced by the tsunami will not be allowed 
either to rebuild their damaged or destroyed homes or to return to live on the land they occupied on 25 
December – whatever legal rights they may have to do so.  

The National Federation of Fishworkers, a local NGO, says that although the government 



informally announced the relaxation of the 100-metre buffer zone, the divisional secretariat and the 
police still do not allow people to build their temporary shelters in the zone.  

On 10 October the Sri Lankan press reported that in 40 specified areas the Coast Conservation 
Advisory Council had allowed people to resettle as close as 40 metres from the shore. There is no 
indication of how these areas have been selected or whether people will be given special housing 
strong enough to withstand future disaster. It is a confusing situation and there is no transparency 
whatsoever to crucial decision-making. 

Yet none of these rulings seems to be stalling the tourist board’s pre-tsunami plan to develop 
luxury tourism. If anything, the tsunami has galvanised the authorities into implementing it more 
quickly. New products and tourism ventures are planned for the coast, including spa and multi-
national hotels as well as, for example, a new luxury villa just metres from the shore at Habaraduwa 
in Galle, one of the areas in the tourism Master Plan.  

Despite evidence that some new hotels are being built in the buffer zones, tens of thousands of 
people will have to relocate because of the rulings. This violates the principle of voluntary return. It's 
no wonder tsunami survivors feel very uncertain about their future. 

‘Promoting high-end tourism seems to be one of the driving forces of TAFREN, 
which seems geared towards encouraging high-end tourism, export-oriented 
agriculture and manufacturing, and large scale fisheries. It clearly does not include 
small-scale fishing, subsistence farming or community-based tourism.’ 

Sarath Fernando, secretary general of Sri Lanka’s Movement for National Land and 
Agricultural Reform (MONLAR). 

Fernando alleges that tsunami rehabilitation is being used to promote ‘big business’ and tourism, and 
that the buffer zone measures are not aimed at ensuring the safety of the fishing communities but are 
intended to clear the way for building larger hotel complexes later.  

A new law rumoured to be coming before parliament soon could have far-reaching effects on 
the tourism industry and its relation to local peoples and communities. If it is passed, this law will 
convert the Tourist Board into a Tourism Development Authority handling the enforcement of 
regulations and tourism development. Marketing and promotion will be run by a public-private sector 
company called the Sri Lanka Promotion Bureau. This appears to be a gradual privatising of the 
tourism industry. If this does happen it will mean that local community organisations and 
representatives will be even less involved in the development and expansion plans of what will 
become a very one-sided tourism industry.  

Registered hoteliers and tourism businesses can apply for a post-tsunami loan scheme of 
LKR10 million ($95,000) at an interest rate of 7% with a one-year grace period before repayment. 
Until December they can also take advantage of a 100% duty tax waiver for imported goods. 
Commerce and livelihoods will be re-capitalised. A plan to convert the Galle Port into a yacht marina 
to attract up-market visitors was unveiled in May. Seventy percent of this US$140 million project will 
be funded by the Japan Bank for International Cooperation, with the rest funded by the Sri Lanka Port 
Authority.  

Such schemes may be laudable for helping ‘big business’ redevelop after the tragedy but they 
exclude the many poor unregistered people who relied on tourism to feed their families. 

 

The Development Forum  
‘There will be objections to this [the proposed reconstruction process] from outside 
the Government and also from within. However a vociferous minority cannot be 
allowed to hinder the forward march of a nation towards peace and economic 
prosperity’ 

Chandrika Kumaratunga, President of Sri Lanka at the Development Forum  

Around 200 delegates from international donor agencies including the World Bank, IMF and the 
Japan Bank for International Co-operation, as well as representatives of the Sri Lankan government, 
the NGO Sewalanka and major NGOs including Oxfam and World Vision met in Kandy at a 



Development Forum held in May 2005 to learn about the current situation in the country.  
Apart from Sewalanka, there were hardly any representatives from Sri Lankan civil society, 

grass-roots organisations or non-governmental organisations involved in the discussions – even 
though the President had said that there would be a fair representation of all communities living in 
affected coastal districts. 

A Civil Society Statement relating to the Development Forum was produced by the Movement 
for Land and Agricultural Reform (MONLAR) and the Alliance for the Protection of Natural 
Resources and Human Rights (ANRHA), a network of 200 organisations representing fish workers’ 
collectives, farmers’ groups, women’s organisations, trade unions, plantation worker organisations, 
NGOs, human rights organisations, lawyers’ groups, academics, scientists, clergy and others from 
across the country. None of these organisations was invited to the Forum. 

The Statement refers to the ‘current climate of repression of dissenting voices’ and highlights 
the very serious problems with the redevelopment plans and processes. It emphasises that there has 
been no dialogue with local people about any rebuilding plans and that relief is being dumped 
hurriedly without proper consideration of their needs and desires. They strongly object to the lack of 
accountability and transparency in the plans, and to the connection between TAFREN’s governing 
body and large tourism companies. The Statement asks donors to ensure that the principles of 
participation they espouse for the distribution of donations are actually put into practice.  

There is a confidential study by the World Tourism Organisation that provides guidelines for 
green belt redevelopment of tourism infrastructure along the Sri Lankan coastline. We understand it 
develops ways to maximise community participation and to increase livelihood opportunities through 
tourism. It is understood that the WTO will oversee this redevelopment, which the Sri Lankan Tourist 
Board will implement along with major stakeholders. The study is confidential and the WTO has 
denied Tourism Concern access. 

Thailand 
 ‘The government control just 10% of a 100% dream.’ 

Hotel owner, Patong beach, Phuket 

The high number of foreign tourists among the dead and missing, plus media and internet stories of 
the returning survivors, brought the news of conditions in Thailand’s affected areas to the world’s 
attention in a very direct and personal way. The spotlight on Thailand’s tourism economy generated 
an intense rhetoric that in some, but not all, cases was followed up by action and strategies for 
assistance and recovery.  

As a result, post-tsunami reconstruction in Thailand appears on the surface to have been 
conducted overall in a speedy and seemingly efficient, if at times over zealous and authoritarian, 
manner.  

The government did produce Master Plans for the rebuilding of various beach resorts. However 
the private sector, criticising the government for inaction, has started to rebuild tourism amenities. 
Much of the rebuilding (for example on Ko Phi Phi) is theoretically illegal because laws on buffer 
zones and building regulations have been ignored, just as they were before the tsunami. 

The government’s Master Plan for rebuilding Patong Beach, Phuket, was for a safe beach and 
modern beach city. By September almost all the beachfront hotels had been rebuilt in their original 
location. There was little awareness of the Master Plan. ‘Nothing was happening on this,’ according to 
one hotel owner. Other local sources claim that at first the government tried to control construction 
and to improve public areas, but business interests were too strong because financial gains from trade 
on the road are high, even though illegal. Apparently, informal businesses pay a local mafia to be able 
to trade on the public land by the beach. A number of public meetings on the Master Plan between the 
tourism industry and different government departments took place but they could not agree on an 
implementation plan. 

Many survivors were ordered by the government to live away from the sea and provided with 
housing that was too small, hot and inappropriate. The government is attempting to evict people from 
land they have traditionally occupied for decades or centuries. Many individuals and communities 



complain that they ‘fell through the net’ and have received no assistance at all. This especially affects 
owners of unregistered businesses such as small traders in the informal tourism sector and owners of 
small guesthouses made from natural materials and not permanent concrete.  

Field workers with local Thai communities talk of suffering from six ‘tsunamis’:  
1 the actual tidal wave 
2 disorganised and divisive aid agencies 
3 intrusive and insensitive press 
4 landlords threatening eviction with violence 
5 religious organisations trying to convert beneficiaries 
6 researchers and NGOs collecting information without giving any information.  

India 
‘It is vital to follow the non-negotiable principle of not further victimising the victims 
of the Tsunami. It is very important to safeguard against any moves to convert the 
disaster into an opportunity to displace the local communities living along the 
coast.’ 

United Nations Recovery Team, Frontline, April/May 2005 

The World Bank is heavily involved with the Emergency Tsunami Reconstruction Project (ETRP) 
and is helping the government of Tamil Nadu with their reconstruction. It has an Environment and 
Social Management Framework detailing agreed policies, guidelines and procedures for the ETRP 
and includes Pondicherry and 13 coastal districts. The Project covers immediate post-tsunami 
recovery needs and reconstruction for three years, as well as the restoration of livelihoods – fishing 
and agriculture – and the sustainable management of coastal land and water resources. It recognises 
the need for consultation about relocation with affected people. It also acknowledges that 
reconstruction will involve land acquisition and removing squatters from public land but states that 
those affected will be offered compensation and/ or assistance.  

It is unclear whether the World Bank’s policy of ensuring that peoples are not forcibly 
displaced for development projects is operating in the tsunami reconstruction. 

In 1991 India’s Central Government imposed its Coastal Regulation Zone (CRZ) regulations on 
the setting up and expansion of industries and operations within 500 metres of the high tide line. The 
regulations recognised that the traditional fishing industry and coastal settlements had certain 
customary rights to the land they had long occupied. They therefore provided exemptions from the 
500-metre setback requirement. However, with four different zone classifications, there is 
considerable scope for varied interpretation.  

The Tamil Nadu Government is currently reclassifying its CRZ areas. Some NGOs allege that 
many areas have been incorrectly classified. It is a complex and unclear situation and this uncertainty 
about the zone boundaries, together with what in practice appears to be a non-consultative system, is 
making local people feel vulnerable, marginalised and open to exploitation.  

At the end of March 2005 the Tamil Nadu Government issued new housing reconstruction 
regulations. No new construction is now allowed within 200 metres of the high tide line and repairs 
on houses within 500 metres can only be made to structures built before 1991.  

Despite all the rhetoric regarding consultation on relocation with survivors and the promises of 
compensation, only those survivors willing to move out of the buffer zones will now get help building 
a new house. Any people choosing to move back to homes that are now deemed to be in a buffer zone 
will have to try to rebuild their houses with no financial help from the government. 



Andaman Islands 

Twinning with Phuket 
‘We do want development of tourism in the islands, but it should not be mindless. It 
should not result in a complete waste of our natural resources. The idea of Phuket 
as a model for tourism on the Andaman Islands is frightening. Phuket used to have 
excellent coral reefs, pristine forests and was engaged in subsistence agriculture 
and fisheries before the trans-national companies came and 'developed' the 
island.’ 

Samir Acharya, President of the Society for Andaman and Nicobar Ecology 

In June this year, India and Thailand signed a five-year agreement to bring in tourists to the Andaman 
Islands. The plans are for high-end, low-volume tourism. How they will be implemented is not yet 
known. Elections took place in the Nicobar and Andaman islands in September, and the results may 
influence these plans. 

At present there are two flights a day from Chennai and Kolkata, 1,200 km away. However 
Phuket is just 450 km from the islands and this ‘twinning’ agreement will allow tourists visiting 
Phuket to fly to the Andaman Islands.  

India’s President A.P.J. Abdul Kalam is reported to have said that the islands have great 
potential to be developed on the model of the Maldives, where the government leases out entire 
islands that are then developed by private enterprises as self-contained resorts, without state 
investment. He is also quoted as saying that the islands ‘will be an abode having all the infrastructure 
to receive and service at least one million tourists every year.’  

Local and national environmental groups, anthropologists and civil society groups, are opposed 
to this idea of twinning with Phuket . They are concerned about the potential rise in prostitution, 
AIDS and disease which they feel will arrive along with tourists coming from Phuket. (Disease is 
feared because of the tribal peoples who live on the islands.)  

They also worry about ecological damage which could occur with increased visitor numbers 
and through using the Phuket model for tourism.  

There was no dialogue with local groups before designing this twinning agreement. Even those 
more open to the plan agree that consultation is necessary for this to become sustainable. It took three 
months of pressure before the signed agreement was made public on the web. 

 



The Plight of Local Communities  
Thousands of survivors are still homeless ten months after the tsunami. Many are homeless because of 
disputes over the land they used to live on. The land, of course, is on some of the most sought-after 
beaches in the tourism world. The tourism industry is very important to the governments of the 
countries this report features. It is the post-tsunami plans for developing tourism on these beautiful 
beaches that are preventing so many survivors from being able to rebuild their lives the way they want 
to. Understandably, some people do not want to return to the coast to live and are content to be moved 
inland. However many of the survivors do want to return to where they used to live especially as 
many of them used to earn their living in tourism or fishing: industries which require being near the 
beach.  

Sri Lanka 
‘The Tsunami made an already challenging displacement situation much more 
acute, adding more than 570,000 new IDPs to the hundreds of thousands of IDPs 
already in need of permanent housing, land and property rights solutions.’ 

Housing, Land and Property Rights in Sri Lanka by Scott Leckie, UNHCR, April 2005 
‘When I was in Sri Lanka six months after the tsunami, many survivors told me that 
the reconstruction was victimising them all over again. A council of the country’s 
most prominent businesspeople had been put in charge of the process, and they 
were handing the coast over to tourist developers at a frantic pace. Meanwhile, 
hundreds of thousands of poor fishing people were still stuck in sweltering inland 
camps, patrolled by soldiers with machine guns and entirely dependant on relief 
agencies for food and water. They called reconstruction “the second tsunami”.’ 

Naomi Klein 

The imposition of the 100/200 metre rule removes the principle of voluntary return from the 
reconstruction equation. This effectively prevents large numbers of people – including those with 
recognised legal rights of ownership to housing, land and property – from returning to their homes. 
Implementing the rule will also raise concerns about possible relocations and forced evictions, which 
are clearly and strictly regulated under international human rights law and the domestic legal order of 
Sri Lanka.  

‘It is important to listen to and give voice to the communities throughout the 
recovery process. Failure to do so will isolate the communities and feed into their 
existing feelings of victimisation and resentment.’ 

Dilrukshi Fonseka, Project Liaison Officer at the United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) in Colombo 

 

CASE STUDY 
‘Bank managers don’t even want to see me. They treat me like a dud coin because I am not 
“qualified” to get a bank loan.’ 

H.A. Ranjith  

The tsunami damaged H.A. Ranjith’s restaurant and killed his employees. Together with his family, 
he has started rebuilding his restaurant because he simply has nowhere else to go. However, this is 
a task made harder by the fact that his restaurant is within the buffer zone. As a result, he is not 
eligible for any bank loans and has had to pawn family jewellery to raise the necessary funds.  

Ranjith’s case highlights how banks and other such agencies are treating many of the local 
tsunami-affected communities. The provision of basic utilities is also being used as a bargaining 
tool. In some instances the government will not give water or power in the hope that the local 
communities will move out. 



‘Fishing communities need access to the sea and the beaches to carry out their 
livelihoods. We must depend on independent scientific study to establish which 
areas are too exposed for settlements, which require specially constructed houses 
and which would be ok with a proper warning system. This must apply equally to 
communities and to tourism businesses. If communities are to shift their homes 
back from the beaches for safety, the land they leave behind must be available to 
them for their boats, nets etc, not occupied by tourism businesses. This is 
particularly important as these livelihoods cannot be replaced by growth in the 
tourism industry. The type of high end tourism that is being promoted by the 
government is particularly unlikely to benefit communities as the profits are made 
by big businesses and only low-paid jobs are provided, whilst cutting access of 
communities to their resources of water and land etc.’ 

Sri Lanka’s Movement for National Land and Agricultural Reform (MONLAR) 

CASE STUDY 
'Wadduwa fishing village in Kalutara has been declared a tourism zone and the authorities have 
told the local community they must not stay in the coastal buffer zone. They do not have 
anywhere to go to, or any information about where they can go. The majority of the people do 
not want to leave the area because they depend on the sea for fishing and its related industries 
such as salt fish production.'  

Herman Kumara, National Federation of Fishworkers (NAFSO) 

Yet, although the though local people are being forced away from the coast, foreigners are being 
allowed to buy land inside the buffer zone. 

The Alliance for the Protection of Natural Resources and Human Rights, the Movement 
for National Land and Agricultural Reform and NAFSO are taking legal action against the 
government on land issues. 

 

CASE STUDY 
At the Lake House Welfare Center in the grounds of a school in Matara in southern Sri Lanka, 
M.K. Darmadasa seems marooned. He is a fisherman and boat builder by trade but finds himself 
displaced away from the seashore. The government’s buffer zone ruling forbids new buildings in 
the 100 metre buffer zone along the coast. This restriction is being ignored by some hotel owners 
and other private businessmen, while displaced fishermen are languishing in camps several 
kilometres from the sea, waiting for a government decision about where their permanent homes 
will be built. If Mr Darmadasa's new home ends up being too far from the sea, his boat building 
business will be in jeopardy.  

 
Why are hotels and tourist-oriented establishments exempted from the 100/200metres rule but 

former residents have to be resettled in new housing compounds outside the zone?  
If exemptions can be arranged for hotels that need a coastal location, then similar exemptions 

should also be possible for people or communities equally dependent on their coastal location for their 
livelihood. 
 
 
 



CASE STUDY 
‘We would rather commit suicide than be deprived of our land without even being consulted.’  

Raheem Hanifa, Arugam Bay 

Arugam Bay is a fishing village and popular surfing destination on the east coast of Sri Lanka. 
After the tsunami the Sri Lankan Tourist Board along with NGOs announced plans to remove the 
people and hotels from Arugam Bay by enforcing a buffer zone so that the shore could be 
redeveloped as an exclusive eco-tourism resort. 

Land acquisition was said to be for a safety buffer zone but the tourist board was acquiring 
the land. There was no consultation about these plans with the local community. There was no 
Environmental Impact Assessment. The Tourist Board said that the local community would be 
forcibly removed. 

This project would have affected 3,500 families, 70 existing hotels, over 800 fishermen and 
other enterprises. After the plan was released, 4000 people attended a protest held in Arugam bay.  

The local community began legal action and had lawyers draft appeals on behalf of the 
hoteliers who wanted to remain on their lands. Currently the plans have been dropped because of 
the protests and media attention. The Arugam Bay Tourism Association of local businesses is now 
producing an alternative tourism plan in consultation with the local community.  
It is worth noting that the local people, who are mostly fisherpeople, are not against tourism. It has 
been beneficial for them in the past. Some of them now work in tourism. The others welcome 
tourism because they can sell fish more easily when there are tourists. 

 
The World Bank and the UN had specifically stated that there should be local people’s 

participation in drafting plans for relief and implementing them. The international community was 
concerned that the US$3 billion given to Sri Lanka for post-tsunami reconstruction should not be 
frittered away or otherwise wasted, but should go to the really needy among the affected population.  

Yet the vast majority of housing decisions continue to be made in the capital, with virtually no 
direct input from the affected communities or their representatives.  

Without somehow involving the local people, it is not possible for those who are currently 
trapped in tents, shacks or Internally Displaced People’s camps to be able to move quickly into 
appropriate new housing in places that best suit their needs and wishes.  

Thailand 

‘You know the thing is (about land issues) all about the power of the money 
baron…  
A person like me goes to ask anybody to help, I never get any attention at all.’  

Ratree Kongwatmai from Laem Pom village, where villagers are fighting a legal battle to  
reclaim their lands. They were inspired by the Moken sea gypsies who refused pressure to be 
relocated to concrete box houses away from the sea. Instead they returned and began to 
rebuild. 

In August around 2,900 people were still living in temporary shelters even though Thai newspaper 
reports in May quoted local government officials stating that too many homes had already been built 
and state housing reconstruction had ended.  

The land rights issue in Thailand is extremely complicated and has been a major issue for 
decades. The tsunami has not caused land disputes but has exacerbated them by displacing and 
devastating the communities involved. Nearly all the land in question is prime land for tourism 
development.  

Some of the coastal communities do not have the relevant title documents to prove ownership 
of their land. They always thought that as long as they had occupied and cultivated the land for at 
least ten years, their tenure was secure. Increasingly, they are threatened with eviction and 
intimidation from private investors and public authorities who may or may not have had the legal 
rights to their land.  



The tsunami took away their homes, livelihoods, families and friends. When they were still 
looking for lost relatives and recovering in temporary shelters, companies and/or government agencies 
moved in, claiming the land as theirs.  

After the tsunami, the government, without any consultation, put in place a policy of providing 
free housing and title deeds in inland locations to tsunami-affected fisher people. The policy was 
generally met with protests from community groups, civic groups and support organisations, and 
rejected as inappropriate.  

Several of the communities embroiled in land disputes live around Khao Lak in the province of 
Phan Nga which was hardest hit by the tsunami and which had been targeted by government and 
investors for luxury tourism development. 

More than 36 communities in six provinces in Southern Thailand are currently involved in 
disputes over land or fishing rights. Most of them had lived in the 42 villages that were completely 
destroyed by the tsunami.  

In some cases, the line between private company and government is blurred when company 
owners double up as government officials or politicians. There are cases where landlords may have a 
legitimate right to contest land ownership, but there are also many cases where title deeds may have 
been obtained illegitimately by influential business people. 

The Community Organisations Development Institute (CODI), a government-funded 
organisation guiding the government on social policy, land tenure and poverty alleviation is closely 
linked to the Asian Coalition for Housing Rights (ACHR), an Asian-wide network of NGOs. They are 
pioneering a system of land sharing by which ‘squatters’ are allowed affordable housing on the less 
valuable part of disputed land, thereby sharing it with a landowner. This system has helped provide 
housing and land rights for some tsunami-affected communities.  

CASE STUDY 
'We will move forward together. I’m not afraid of anything now. I have lost 
everything to the tsunami: my daughter, my father, my sister, my brother, my aunt, 
my nephew and my home. My duty to my family now is to keep their land. I feel 
incredible warmth returning home, although it’s only empty land now. We will 
rebuild our lives here. I feel proud that I am not doing this for myself, but for the 
whole community.' 

Ratree Kongwatmai, village spokesperson, Baan Laem Pom 

The Far East Trading and Construction Company wants to build a golf course and luxury hotel in 
Baan Laem Pom. The company claims to own the legal title deeds and for three years they have 
been trying to evict the thirty families in the village. A senior government politician is a major 
shareholder. 

After the tsunami, while the villagers were living in temporary shelters, the company fenced 
off the village and armed guards refused to let families back onto the land to look for the bodies of 
relatives. The villagers occupied the land and rebuilt their homes plus a restaurant and guest rooms.  

The Save Andaman Network (a Thai NGO) and CODI offered the villagers legal advice and 
they established that the company title deeds are false. In August the case reached the first stage of 
court proceedings before moving to a higher authority - a process that could take many years. In the 
meantime the company, which occupies a plot next to the village, continues with threats and 
intimidation. The villagers are forced to use security guards at night and live in fear day and night.  
 

The future of these villagers is unpredictable and they will probably have to live with fear and 
worry for many years to come. The media have highlighted their case and this has no doubt helped 
them so far. However, what will happen to these vulnerable people once the cameras and microphones 
move on? 



 

CASE STUDY 
'I have no idea who owns the land, but I have lived here since I was born. Our 
ancestors are buried here. My children were born here. It is our home. We are 
not intruders and will not be going anywhere. Assistance will soon end and we 
want to resume our livelihoods as soon as possible. We don’t want anything, just 
our land.’ 

 Hong Kathalay, Moken fisherman and village leader, Khao Lak 
A community of Moken (sea gypsies) lost all their 70 houses and 42 people died. The Moken had 
no land titles but had lived on the land for years and did not want to move to the resettlement sites 
the government was offering. While they were in temporary camps, a sign appeared on their 
village site saying that a German-funded public hospital was going to be built there. Telephone 
calls to the German Embassy showed this was false and the sign was an attempt by district and 
provincial officials to seize the public land, with prime tourism value. Government papers do 
reveal, however, that a request had been made by the Thai government to the German government 
to build a hospital in the area.  

The Community camped out at the site, enduring threats and intimidation from the district 
officials and provincial governor. The Land Tenure Committee became involved and suggested a 
land-share option by which the village takes just over half the land they used to occupy and the 
rest goes to the province for ‘public use’.  

With help from architects and planners, co-ordinated by the Land Committee and NGOs 
they designed their own houses. The villagers now have a communal land lease for three years: 
the first step to permanent tenure. 

By the beginning of September 2005 they had finished rebuilding their fleet of fishing boats 
and almost all of 69 houses. They expect tourism to be regenerated and they plan to benefit by 
building a cultural centre for the Moken community and a museum. 

This exemplary initiative – a collaboration between a determined community, NGO networks 
and government agencies – has become a model project for all the tsunami-affected communities 
involved in fighting for their rights over land rights disputes in Thailand. However, it must be stressed 
that such co-operation happened only after local NGOs advised the community to resist the 
exploitative practices.  

Many other communities are still struggling to fight eviction. Others cannot even begin such a 
struggle because they have no-one to support and advise them.  

CASE STUDY 
At Klong Pak Bang, Patong Beach, Phuket, a small fishing community of 16 households on public 
land surrounded by tourist centres and luxury condominiums, lost all their homes. The 
government threatened them with eviction but they have been allowed to rebuild on the same land 
as a result of intervention by the Land Tenure Committee with support from private Thai donors. 
Part of the reasoning for allowing the villagers to stay was the argument that a traditional fishing 
village would add value to the area as a tourist attraction. The community has drafted its own 
development plan with help from community organisations and their architects.  

As with the case of Khao Lak, the ‘successful’ outcome of the Klong Pak Bang community’s 
fight was only made possible with help from local NGOs. It must not be taken for granted that such 
help is readily available to all survivors caught up in battles to live on the land they occupied before 
the tsunami. 



 

CASE STUDY 
A Muslim fishing community of 33 families in Baan Pak Triem lost their homes and belongings 
when the tsunami hit their island and ripped it into two. CODI provided an interest-free loan to 
help them buy as a collective the ‘user rights’ to a new piece of land in nearby mangroves. With 
donations and volunteers from different organisations they built new boats and fishing gear and 
have set up income generating projects such as ecotours and carving, furniture-making and tie-dye 
batik for tourist souvenirs. 

Once again, this community has only survived thanks to the sensitive and appropriate help they 
were offered. They are, of course, now dependent on borrowed money.  

India  
By September, temporary shelters in Tamil Nadu were deemed to be uninhabitable and plans for land 
acquisition and permanent housing have yet to be initiated. Livelihoods have still not been restored. 
Hunger, health problems, insecurity and depression are on the rise among survivors. Despite the huge 
outpouring of aid, benefits have not always reached those who most need them and relief assistance 
has not always been based on a comprehensive needs assessment. Relief and rehabilitation policies 
have largely been gender neutral and have ignored the special needs of the vulnerable including 
children, women, migrants, refugees, internally displaced persons, minorities and people with 
disabilities. 

There is a lot of disenchantment about aid, rehabilitation and the difference between traditional 
and modern building techniques. Many locals feel that their traditional ways of building are not being 
preserved. There is an urgent need for much greater community involvement in relief and 
rehabilitation operations. Relocation decisions are being made without the active participation and 
informed consent of the affected communities.  

A Tsunami Relief and Rehabilitation Co-ordination (TRRC) was established in Tamil Nadu and 
Pondicherry in January 2005. It organises state and civil society partnerships and monitors human 
rights. It claims that while tourism and other industry infrastructures remain intact, a government 
campaign falsely warning of a future tsunami disaster has been used to relocate fisherpeople.  

The TRRC held a meeting with community leaders and representatives at which local people's 
rights to the coast were confirmed and it was agreed there would be no forced relocation. However 
there has not yet been, for example, any formal assessment of livelihood loss in the coastal economy 
in consultation with the community, despite numerous community representatives emphasising the 
urgent need for far greater community involvement in relief and rehabilitation. 

The Tamil Nadu government’s proposal to ban anyone from living within 500 metres of the 
shoreline will mean a possible 500,000 people – mostly from poor families – will face relocation, 
including people whose homes were unaffected by the tsunami. Yet CRZ legislation allows for 
construction and reconstruction of dwelling units between 200 and 500 metres of the high tide line as 
long as it is within the traditional rights and customary uses such as existing in fishing villages. 

The fishing community bore the brunt of the tsunami disaster in India and it is increasingly 
obvious that the authorities are using the disaster to resettle fishing communities away from the coast. 
Fishing settlements are being relocated to areas that are more than two kilometres inland. Obviously 
this severely affects how they can make a living. It is too difficult to carry nets and motors to the sea 
and impossible to continually monitor the sea to know when to fish.  

It is known that back in January 2003 efforts were being made to relocate a fishing community 
to ‘beautify’ the beach at Chennai, where there are plans for developing office accommodation for 
multinational companies and embassies. 



 

CASE STUDY 
‘The tsunami may allow for privatisation of the coastal areas and for 
commercialisation of the CRZs.’ 

Archana Prasad, Environmental Historian and Fellow at Delhi’s Nehru Memorial Museum 
and Library.  

The Pichavaram mangrove in the Cuddalore district of Tamil Nadu is a typical mangrove wetland 
with 51 islets. The tsunami killed more than 100 people here. Surviving islanders, afraid of further 
disaster, moved away and are now living inland in temporary shelters. 

A proposal to develop the area as an ecotourism area (at a cost of 375.600,000 rupees – 
over US$8.3 million) was put forward in July 2004.  Soon after the tsunami, permission to 
develop was granted. The islanders are not able to move back. 

 

CASE STUDY 
‘Pattipulam did not suffer human losses in the Tsunami, but what the government 
is now attempting will cause us more damage than the natural disaster.' 

Shymala, a member of a women’s self-help group 

On 26 January, four fishing villages known as Pattipulam Panchayat in the Kanyakumari district 
passed a resolution and signed a petition stating they would not relocate from their beachside 
settlements. They question why the government is not also demanding resort apartments and 
hotels move beyond the 500-metre boundary. 

 
In May 2005, local groups including the National Fish Workers Forum, the Unorganised 

Workers Federation, trade unions and women's organisations workers came together to protest about 
corruption within the rehabilitation system and the lack of recognition of their concerns. They say that 
tsunami survivors have been facing inadequate relief measures, forced evictions and a denial of their 
livelihoods. They also claim that the Asian Development Bank, the World Bank and the UN loans are 
based on the assumption that, in the name of safety, harbour-based fishing and aquaculture will be 
supported while coastal people could be removed to far-off places and denied right to earn a living.  
 
 
 



The Role of UK Aid Agencies 
The tsunami generated a record US$13 billion in promised donations and aid. The UK raised £400 
million. Yet ten months later there are survivors still living in temporary shelters that break the agreed 
humanitarian standards for emergency housing, unable to return to their homes and their livelihoods. 
They are being disempowered and their rights and interests have been marginalised.  

Tourism is the industry that is driving local communities away from the coastland where they 
used to live and work. But the link between the tourism industry and the continued displacement of 
survivors has not been recognised or considered by the aid agencies. 

In 1963 the Disaster Emergency Committee (DEC), was created. It is an umbrella group of 13 
of the UK’s biggest charities related to disaster relief. The DEC ensures the funds that are raised go to 
the members best placed to deliver effective relief. The DEC’s post-tsunami budget for the long-term 
reconstruction phase of two to three years is £198 million. 

When aid agencies help with a disaster, they must show that they are working with partner 
organisations on the ground, even though they might not have previously worked in the country and 
have no pre-established relationships. As not all UK aid agencies view themselves as operational, it is 
the partner organisations who carry out the work and talk to governments about where they can build.  

To understand the aid agencies’ role in influencing policy and planning and to assess whether 
they are able to ensure that the early stages of reconstruction planning are done with a genuine, active 
interest for the survivors, we discussed the issue with ten DEC members (see Methodology).  

Even though all the agencies know about the difficulties with the buffer zones in Sri Lanka and 
the Coastal Regulation Zones in India, only two of the ten agencies have recognised the link between 
displacement, land and tourism.  

Different agencies have different views and experiences of the issues. One agency claimed that 
there had been a lot of inter-agency lobbying against the Sri Lankan buffer zone, but it was largely 
unsuccessful. Another, having spoken to the tourist board, disputed a Sri Lankan NGO claim about 
tourism developments taking over the coast and argued that there was not enough substantial evidence 
to prove this. One agency argued that local people might be afraid of possible big tourism 
developments that would take over their land, but that these were only rumours. Another was aware of 
websites constantly raising fears that areas were being blocked out for large-scale tourism or private 
villas and recommended that the big donors, including UNDP, support legal aid for land issues.  

Agencies say that their partners consult with displaced people on housing and the design of 
homes and are guided by them about what is appropriate. Some say that in Sri Lanka their partners 
have managed to build within the buffer zone. 

Research institutions and consultants we talked to emphasised that the aid agencies are very 
sensitive because they were overwhelmed by so much money. One agency explained how Make 
Poverty History has consumed the resources of their advocacy team.  

It is probable that, because of conditions placed on giving aid, only a fraction of the money 
pledged from international governments is arriving in the affected countries. Only 4% of the money 
pledged to the Maldives is said to have arrived.  

Thailand did not accept any aid. 
The Accountability Learning Network’s Tsunami Evaluation Group is only now starting to do 

an evaluation on land. The methodology has been proposed for Sri Lanka and Indonesia. They will 
look at needs’ assessment and donor response co-ordination. Tourism is not a focus. 
 



Sri Lanka 

‘In many cases the locals have been reduced to the state of passive subservient 
receivers as immediate relief is dumped hurriedly without consideration of their 
needs and desires.’ 

Sarah Fernando, Secretary General of Sri Lanka’s Movement for National Land and 
Agricultural Reform 

The international community pledged around US$3billion in aid to Sri Lanka but it is not yet clear 
how much of that amount has actually been committed. Haruhiko Kuroda, President of the Asian 
Development Bank, said there was a shortfall of more than US$2.1 billion promised for rebuilding. 
He has asked the aid givers to improve their co-ordination and to spend the money in a predictable, 
transparent, strategic and effective manner. He also urged countries receiving aid to fight corruption 
and to ensure the money was spent wisely. 

There are around 6,000 international, national and local aid agencies currently working in Sri 
Lanka, often in competition with each other.  

All UK government donations go direct to the Sri Lankan government for reconstruction. The 
Department for International Development (DFID) has given £1.5 million to the Sri Lankan 
Government for reconstruction in the North East. DFID has no direct projects itself. Gareth Thomas, 
the UK’s Minister for International Development has raised the issue of the buffer zone with the Sri 
Lankan treasury who said they are reviewing the situation. 

Sri Lanka has essentially outsourced reconstruction to foreign donors and NGOs who are 
hindered by bureaucracy and have trouble securing land for some resettlement projects.  

Poor people are suffering the most. Their income has dropped by 94% on average. 
No funds are being given to small businesses that are not registered with the Tourist Board. 

Small and micro businesses are finding it difficult to restart without support. Research shows that 400 
companies need only Euro 2,000,000 to help restart them. This has not yet happened.  

The Sri Lankan government’s plan to supply houses to all tsunami victims has not been 
realized. Insufficient consultation on relocation and reconstruction left hundreds of thousands of 
people still living in temporary tents. Now that the rains have begun many of the survivors still living 
in tents are having to move to school buildings and temples for shelter.  

Sri Lanka’s Auditor General, Sarath Mayadunne said delays in aid projects had resulted in the 
failure to rebuild 98% of the nearly 50,000 homes destroyed by the tsunami. His report on 
reconstruction, rehabilitation and fund management December 2004-June 2005 highlights the 
irregular distribution of funds, lack of records and the absence of a government scheme for utilisation 
of the money.  

In September police were given permission to examine three private bank accounts held by 
Prime Minister Mahinda Rajapakse amid allegations of corruption. Rajapakse’s secretary stated there 
was no wrongdoing and the premier had held the foreign aid, worth US$829,000, in private accounts 
to ensure faster disbursement of relief to victims. 

'The affected people must have access to clear and comprehensive information on 
the monies received and allocated by the government.' 

Herman Kumara, the Samudra Report, Justice Denied 

Local community representatives say the rehabilitation efforts have been marred by inequality, 
top-down policies and lack of coordination as well as a lack of financial and policy transparency and 
community participation. Although some agencies offered community consultation and participation, 
others have favoured a rapid dispersal of their funds. 

India 

Despite the huge outpouring of aid, benefits have not always reached those who need it the most and 
neither has relief assistance been entirely based on a comprehensive needs assessment. Relief and 
rehabilitation policies have largely been gender-neutral while ignoring the special needs of vulnerable 
populations including children, women, migrants, refugees, internally displaced persons, minorities, 



and disabled people. Women have not always been able to claim their inheritance and have difficulty 
in making a living.  

There is a lot of disenchantment about aid and rehabilitation and the differences between 
techniques of building and traditional versus modern. Many locals feel that their traditional ways of 
building are not being preserved. 

Eight months on, the Housing and Land Rights Network, after two months fact-finding in 
Tamil Nadu, found that the temporary shelters are now uninhabitable and that planning for land 
acquisition and permanent housing in most parts of Tamil Nadu has not been initiated. 

Livelihoods have still not been restored, and hunger, health problems, insecurity and depression 
are on the rise amongst survivors. 

Maldives 

The government in the Maldives has taken over all the distribution of incoming aid, much to the alarm 
of some aid agencies. It appears that there have been deliberate attempts to interfere with the delivery 
of aid to the worst hit islands. Agencies do not know what has happened to this money. Many people 
are still living in tents and have no access to fresh water. 



Recommendations 

 
Tourism Concern recognises that the tsunami’s impact was overwhelming and that affected 
governments were thus overwhelmed by its complex consequences. However, following intensive 
research by Tourism Concern, which is acknowledged as being time specific, and after consultation 
with destination stakeholders from South Asian countries affected by the tsunami and reading their 
testimonies, and having specific accounts by researchers visiting Thailand and Sri Lanka, Tourism 
Concerns recommends: 
 
1 That affected governments, inter-governmental agencies, aid organisations, the tourism industry 

and civil society organisations urgently review exactly how  reconstruction work relates to land 
issues and tourism development as many such issues predate the tsunami. 

 
2 That local communities affected by the tsunami should have an effective voice in the 

reconstruction of their communities, and that such reconstruction should accord with their 
decisions, and that they should not be displaced against their will. Thus governments must 
guarantee that the rehabilitation process will not lead to further displacement of local communities 
already displaced by the tsunami. Any relocation must be voluntary. 

 
3 That national and local government, aid agencies and inter-governmental institutions ensure that 

all reconstruction is developed in consultation with a wide range of stakeholders, that it should 
have long-term sustainable objectives and experts with long term sustainable objectives and be 
guided by best practice as identified by the World Bank’s Need Assessment, which provides clear 
evidence that in-situ reconstruction managed by affected households (facilitated by NGOs) 
achieves the best results. Solutions must be sustainable and durable and incorporate the rights of 
those affected.  

 
4 That national and local government, aid agencies, inter-governmental institutions and tourism 

developers should embrace the opportunity presented by the tsunami to go beyond recovery for 
local communities. They should work to make an impact on longer-term development and address 
wider issues including long-term sustainable tourism development.  

 
5 That permanent housing be an absolute priority for governments and aid agencies and 

international banks. That such housing be appropriate for the climate and environment and that 
affected communities be central to creating and undertaking appropriate initiatives to achieve a 
speedy and secure recovery. 

 
6 That, as all displaced people are entitled to fair and equitable treatment that respects their human 

rights including property rights, governments and aid agencies ensure that individuals and 
communities are given pro bono access to lawyers and other experts who can help them establish 
their land claims. 

 
7 That national and local governments ensure that the balance between local and national coastal 

regulations to protect the environment and the needs of local livelihoods are appropriately 
negotiated, following full and independent environmental and social impact assessments, thus 
ensuring the livelihood resources of local people. 

 
8 That local and national governments ensure that laws put into effect for such coastal regulations 

be equally binding on tourism developers. 



 
9 That aid agencies, governments and inter-governmental agencies ensure that all aid be disbursed 

and used through mechanisms which are open to scrutiny, financially accountable, exhibit good 
governance and publish regular progress report.  

 
10 That all agencies ensure that no aid or grants or loans discriminate on the basis of ethnicity, 

gender, religion, social status, caste or creed or result in the displacement of people from their 
homes or livelihoods. Where possible, agencies and governments should work with the whole 
community to help deal with the poverty and deprivation suffered. 

 
11 That governments ensure that all current and future tourism development plans be made 

transparent and available in Sri Lanka, Thailand, India, the Andaman Islands and the Maldives. 
 
12 That governments be supported by international donors and impartial agencies to carry out an 

efficient monitoring of the medium and long term results of the reconstruction.  
 
13 That the tourism industry and the World Tourism Organisation prove their claim of pursuing 

tourism with a Global Code of Ethics and corporate social responsibility policies by ensuring that 
all future tourism to tsunami affected environments delivers benefits to local communities, 
conserves local resources and safeguards labour rights. 

 
14 That the tourism industry recognises that corporate social responsibility (CSR) extends beyond 

donations alone and that CSR includes responsibility towards workers in the tourism industry and 
for ensuring that their labour rights are respected. 

 
15 That the players in the tourism industry abide by regional, national and international regulations 

regarding tourism development and be transparent with their industry partners as well as tourists 
on the extent to which tourism as being practised stands to benefit the local community at 
destinations. 

 
16 That in areas where small and micro enterprises have been affected and lost their businesses, 

governments and agencies should provide adequate assistance for them to build a sustainable 
future. 

 
17 That the tourism industry, including the World Tourism Organisation, respect the vulnerability of 

all people affected by the tsunami, and especially the increased vulnerability of the most 
marginalised, including women, children, dalits, etc., and take into consideration the specialised 
nature of these different groups to ensure that they are fully included in the rebuilding of their 
livelihoods and lives.  

 
18 That by recognising the role that tourism is playing in the reconstruction plans, aid agencies 

should work to incorporate awareness of tourism, and its relationship to globalisation and 
liberalisation, within the long-term development work within their organisations. 
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Sri Lanka: Elisa Calcaterra 
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Methodology  
 
Field Research 
 
Thailand 

Qualitative field research 27 August–6 September 2005: eight days in Phuket and two days in 
Bangkok. Semi-structured in-depth interviews, participant observation and extensive desk research 
before and after the trip. 
 
Phuket 

Two days field visits of participant observation and unstructured conversations with community 
leaders and communities. The visits were accompanied by the Community Organisations 
Development Institute (CODI) to CODI and the Asian Centre for Human Rights (ACHR) projects in 
Phuket, Phang Nga and Ranong; Baan Taa Chachai, Baan Tung Wah, Baan Nam Khem Village and 
Bang Wuang Refugee camp, Baan Pak Triem in Ranong. One day of participant observation at Patong 
Beach and Kamala Beach and one day at Ko Phi Phi. One day participant observation at Khao Lak 
with a visit and interviews at Baan Laem Pom and Baan Nam Khem. Semi-structured interviews with:  
• 1 hotel owner who was not affected 
• 1 guest house owner who lost everything on Rawai Beach, Phuket 
• 1 guesthouse and internet café owner on Ko Phi Phi who lost everything and rebuilt the business 
• Senior Manager of CODI 
• CODI and ACHR workers 
• Save Andaman Network (community worker at Laem Pom) 
• World Vision 
• Tsunami Volunteers Network 
• The Tourism Authority of Thailand, Phuket 
• Phuket Land Property Development company (phone interview) 
• Associate Professor of Law at Chulalongkorn University Bangkok 

 
Field Research, Sri Lanka 

Qualitative research undertaken by Sabine Minninger 26 June–5 July 2005 on behalf of EED for the 
Ecumenical Coalition on Tourism 

  



Desk Research, Sri Lanka 

Extensive desk research was undertaken 20 June–11 October 2005. This included information 
collected by interviews, by phone and by email from 72 contributors as well as research reports, 
journals, newspaper and media articles and web research: 30 contributors from Thailand, 18 from Sri 
Lanka, 9 from India, 3 from Maldives and 12 general contributors. 

Input was from (approximately) 56 contacts from non-governmental organisations, government 
representatives, civil society groups, trade unions, academics, policy makers, international 
organisations and tourism offices.  
 
Contributing Organisations:  

Society for Andaman & Nicobar Ecology, Andaman and Nicobar Yahoo Group, The Tsunami 
Rehabilitation Information NETwork (TRINet), Mangrove Action Project South East Asia, World 
Tourism Organisation, Equations, Action Village India, Friends of Maldives, National Fisheries 
Solidarity, The Task Force To Rebuild The Nation, Ecumenical Coalition on Tourism, Arbeitskreis 
tourismus & entwicklung, Associazione RAM, Development Planning Unit, University of 
Buckinghamshire, Movement for National Land and Agricultural Reform, Alliance for the Protection 
of National Resources and Human Rights, Kings College, London, Pacific Asia Travel Association, 
National Fishworkers Forum, World Forum of Fisher Peoples, Arugam Bay Tourism Association, 
Thai Tourist Board, Sri Lanka Tourist Board, BBC, The Asian Coalition for Housing Rights, 
Community Organisations Development Institute, Tourism Authority of Thailand, Foley PR 
Ecological, Centre for Environment and Development, Massey University, International Labour 
Organisation, International Union of Food, Agricultural, Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco and 
Allied Workers' Associations, Tree Tops Jungle Lodge, Tsunami Recovery Network, CSR Asia, 
Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions, EED Tourism Watch, Save Andaman Network, Tourism 
Authority of Thailand, REST, Tsunami Tree, Global Tourism Interventions Forum. 

Individual consultants, academics and researchers, not listed here, also contributed to our 
research. 
 
Aid Research 

Desk research and interviews were conducted with the 13 aid agency members of the Disasters 
Emergency Committee (DEC) in the UK; Department For International Development; three 
consultants; Tsunami Evaluation Coalition (part of the Accountability Learning Network)  



Bibliography 
 
Aid 
• Aglionby, J (2005)  ‘Britain criticises UN aid effort’, The Guardian, 14 June  
• Ashley, Goodwin and Roe (2001) ‘Pro-poor tourism strategies: making tourism work for the poor’ 
• Basu, S (2005) ‘Lots of Aid, Little Coordination’, Asia Media Forum, 12 July  
• Bianchi, S (2005) ‘Tsunami Impact: Aid promoting Big Business’ at http://www.travelwirenews.com/cgi-

script/csArticles/articles/000050/005045.htm for Tourism Investigation and Monitoring Team 
• Corben, R (Feb 2005)  ‘UN plans to revive Asian tourism after tsunami’, Bangkok 
• Deen, T (2005) ‘Tsunami Aid at Unprecedented levels but recovery lags’, United Nations, IPS 
• Dias, W (2005) ‘Sri Lankan court ruling over aid deal: a sign of sharp political tensions’ at 

http://www.asiantribune.com/show_article.php 
• Goodwin, H (2005) ‘Natural Disasters and Tourism’, International Centre for Responsible Tourism 
• Fernando, S (2005) ‘Submission to the European Parliament Committee on Development’, Movement for 

National land and Agricultural Reform 
• Francis, J (2005) ‘Post-tsunami tourism: the big test’, The Guardian, 15 Jan 
• Gamage, A (2005) ‘WTO chief expresses optimism: Tourism set for early recovery’, Sri Lanka Daily News, 4 

Feb  
• Hogg, C (2005) ‘Sri Lankans protest as officials seize their land for tsunami ‘safety zone’, 

http://www.ezilon.com/information/article_5498.shtml 
• Jacobs, I (2003) ‘Clean Break’, The Big Issue, 13-19 Jan 
• Jayatilleke, C (2005) ‘Anti-tsunami safeguards taking effect’, Sri Lanka Daily News, 4 Feb  
• Kent, J  (2005) ‘Malaysian tsunami funds queried’, BBC News 
• Luthra, D (2005) ‘Sri Lanka’s controversial tsunami deal’, BBC News 
• Marcel, M (2005) ‘Spent Force’, The Guardian, 6 July 
• Shirajiv, S (2005) ‘Tsunami aid scheme wins global praise in Sri Lanka’, Sri Lanka Daily News, 13 May  
• Wickremasinghe, N (2005) ‘Bitter dispute over timing of Sri Lankan presidential election’ at 

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/aug2005/sril-a23.shtml 
• ‘EU releases further tsunami aid’ at http://www.greenconsumaerguide.com 
• ‘Where have our tsunami donations gone?’ (April, 2005) at http://www.wer-

uk.org/site/pages/ui_media_details.asp?ItemID=59&CategoryID=3 
• ‘Where did UK tsunami millions go?’ at http: news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk news 
• ‘The Tsunami: Impact, Responses and Issues’ (2005), Joint Needs Assessment conducted by the ADB, JBIC 

and World Bank 
• ‘UN’s body gives nod to plan for reviving post-tsunami travel’, Phuket, Thailand (AFP) 
• ‘Post-tsunami Effort Bound in Red Tape’ (2005), The Nation 23 June  
• ‘Foreign donors warn Sri Lanka, rebels: stop killings’ (2005) Colombo, Reuters 
• ‘Tsunami call for action: Reconstruction and Rehabilitation’, GTIF, Global Tourism Interventions Forum 
 
• Action Aid www.actionaid.org.uk 
• British Red Cross www.redcross.org.uk 
• Cafod www.cafod.org.uk 
• Care International www.careinternational.org.uk 
• Christian Aid www.christianaid.org.uk 
• Concern Worldwide www.concern.org.uk 
• Disasters Emergency Committee www.dec.org.uk 
• Help the Aged www.helptheaged.org.uk 
• IUCN Tsunami Response http://iucn.org/tsunami 
• Merlin  www.merlin.org.uk 
• Oxfam www.oxfam.org.uk 
• Tear fund www.tearfund.org.uk 
• Save The Children www.savethechildren.org.uk 
• World Vision www.worldvision.org.uk 
• World Tourism Organisation www.world-tourism.org 
 
 
Andaman and Nicobar 
• Dinesh, S (2005)  ‘Phuket and the Indian connection’, Bangkok Post, 18 Aug  



• Max, M (2005) ‘Race against a slow clock’ Challenges Tsunami Response Watch, accessed online at 
http://www.indiadisasters.org/tsunami/challenges on 02/08/05 

• Pankaj, S (2005). ‘Ignited mind on wings of desire’ 
http://www.tehelka.com/story_main12.asp?filename=Cr062505Ignited_Mind.asp 26 Sept  

• Reddy, M (2005) ‘Impact of the tsunami on the Tourism industry and Ecosystem of the Andaman and Nicobar 
islands, India’, University of Exeter, United Kingdom 

• Shailesh S (2003) ‘Minister pokes stuffy nose in tribal matter’ 
http://www.hindustantimes.com/news/specials/andman/jualoram.html on 26/09/05 

• Sourav, S (2005) ‘Andaman’s tribes draw the line with bamboo and wood’ 20 Sept  
• Subir, M ‘Andaman’s Phuket’ plan sparks row’ (02/08/05).  Accessed on 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4738745.stm on 23/09/05 
• Suresh, B (2005)   ‘The Impact of Civilisation on Endemic Communities Mining: Digging your own graves?’, 

Ecologist Asia Vol. 12, No. 2 
 
• ‘After surviving tsunami tribe now face greatest threat’ (2005) http://www.survival-

international.org/news.php?id=757 
• ‘Agreement of friendship/cooperation between city of Port Blair and Phuket province’ 

http://www.and.nic.in/Agreement_of_friendship.htm on 30/09/05 
• ‘The betrayal of tsunami survivors’, Combat Law, vol 4, issue 3.  Accessed in 

http://www.indiatogether.org/combatlaw/vol4/issue3/tsunami.htm on 19/09/05 
• ‘First confirmed news on India island tribes’ (02/01/2005), Survival International, accessed at  http://survival-

international.org/news.php?id=176 
• ‘Phuket mass tourism plan will ruin Andaman Islands’ by Cyber Diver News Network (03/08/05).  Accessed 

online at  http://www.cdnn.info/news/travel/t050803.html on 23/09/05 
• ‘Politics overshadows tsunami rehabilitation work in Andaman’, accessed at  

http://www.newkerala.com/news.php?action=fullnews&id=19147 
• ‘In tsunami-hit island, timber, cement models clash for sanction’ (18/09/05) in New Indian Express. Accessed 

at 
http://www.newindpress.com/NewsItems.asp?ID=IEH20050917123032&Page=H&Title+Top=stories&Topic
=0 

• ‘Twinning of city to give a big boost to isles tourism’ at http://www.and.nic.in/twining.htm. Accessed on 
26/09/05 

• http://www.ekta-parishad.org/issues.htm.  Accessed on 01/03/04 
• http://www.newindpress.com/NewsItem.asp?ID=IEH20050917123032&PageH&Title=T. Accessed on 

19/09/05 
• Andaman and Nicobar islands. Accessed at http://www.incredibleindia.org/emailers/news_feb05/febnews.htm 

on 09/09/05 
 
India 
• Agnihotri, N (2005) ‘ILO Tsunami Response: India’ on ILO Issues, April 2005 Vol. 4 No. 1 pg 6 
• Anand, S (2005) South beach fight’, Outlook, 7 March, pg 20-22 
• Frenkel, G (2005) ‘India after the tsunami – the rights of affected people’, Focus Asia-Pacific, March 2005 

Vol 39 pg 1- 4 
• Kuriokose, BC ‘Notes on Reconstruction’ 
• Rayan, A (2005) ‘Impact of Tsunami Relief and Rehabilitation Work in India’ at 

http://www.worldpress.org/Asia/2116.cfm as on 13/09/05 
• Viswanathan, S (2005) ‘Tsunami & Rehabilitation’, Frontline, at 

http://www.flonnet.com/fl2209/stories/200550506002712200.htm 
• IOM - International Organisation for Migration (2005) ‘IOM Indonesia disaster recovery programme 

situation’, accessed at http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/KHII-6GF4C4?OpenDocument&rc, 
accessed on 21/09/05 

• ACHR - Asian Coalition for Housing Rights (2005) ‘Tsunami - 6 months after’ at 
http://www.achr.net/000ACHRTsunami/India%20TS/Tsunami%20india.htm accessed on 21/09/05 

• APWLD Statement (2005) ‘61st Session of the UN Commission of Human Rights, Geneva’ at 
http://www.apwld.org/statement_61st.htm accessed on 21/09/05 

• Asia Pacific on Women Law and Development (2005) ‘Tsunami Aftermath - Support needed for Tsunami 
victims in Tamil Nadu’ at http://www.apwld.org/tsunami_tamilnadu.html accessed on 13/09/05 

• Asia Pacific on Women Law and Development (2005) ‘Tsunami Aftermatch – Support needed for grassroots 
organisations mobilising for emergency and reconstruction’ at http://www.apwld.org/tsunami_india.html 
accessed on 13/09/05 



• EKTA – Parishad (2004) ‘Issues – Land’ at http://www.ekta-parishad.org/issues.htm accessed on 01/03/04 
• Fundraising India (2005) ‘Donate NOW! India NGO Tsunami disaster relief’ at http://www.fundraising-

india.org/tsunaminews accessed on 13/09/05 
• The Guardian (06/07/05) ‘Spent Force’ at 

http://society.guardian.co.uk/environment/story/0,14124,1521805,00.html accessed on 15/08/05 
• The Hindu newspaper (07/02/05) ‘Tsunami relief forum calls for grievance redress mechanism’ at 

http://www.hinduonnet.com/2005/02/07/stories/2005020702670500.htm accessed on 13/09/05  
• The Hindu newspaper, Business Line (29/12/04) ‘Tsunami effect – close to sea land prices may see temporary 

dip’ at http://www.hinduonnet/thehindu/thscrip/print.pl?file=2004122902170300.htm&dat accessed on 
13/09/05 

• HIC - Housing and Land Rights Network (2005) ‘Press release 06/09/2005’ at http://www.hic-
sarp.org/news_show_user.php?id=39 accessed on 14/09/05 

 
• India Government Press Release (2005) ‘Tsunami – A report to the nation’ 
• GTIF - Global Tourism Interventions Forum (2005) ‘Tsunami call for action: Reconstruction and 

Rehabilitation’ 
• Government of Tamil Nadu  ‘To move or not to move’ 
• Government of Tamil Nadu (2005) ‘Emergency Tsunami Reconstruction Project’ at 

http://www.tn.gov.in/tsunami/Tsunami_ESMF.htm accessed on 09/09/05 
• National Catholic Reporter (12/08/05) ‘Six months after the tsunami’ at 

http://www.ncronline.org/NCR_Online/archives2/2005c/081205/081205 accessed on 11/08/05 
• New Kerala newspaper (2005) ‘No end to woes of tsunami victims: study’ at 

http://www.newkerala.com/news.php?action=fullnews&id=20052 accessed on 09/09/05 
• Relief Web (2005) ‘The situation - Tsunami affected villages in Tamil Nadu’ at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/SODA-6BN9CS?OpenDocument accessed on 09/09/05 
• South Indian Federation of Fishermen Societies (2005) ‘Making a contribution to the relief fund for the 

Tsunami affected people through SIFFS’ at http://www.siffs.org/index.aspx?page=donations.aspx accessed on 
20/09/05 

• The South Asian (2005) ‘Rehabilitation or exploitation?’ at 
http://www.thesouthasian.org/archives/000371.html accessed on 21/09/05 

• South Indian Federation of Fishermen Societies (2005) ‘Rehabilitation of Fishing Units in Tsunami affected 
Tamil Nadu’ 

• Tourism Concern (2005) ‘Use of Aid Funds in Tsunami affected areas’, Initial Report 25 July 2005 
• Tsunami Recovery Network (2005) ‘Indian organizations dealing with the tsunami recovery and 

reconstruction’ at http://www.tsunami-recovery.net/component/option,com_weblinks/catid,73/Intemid,4/ 
accessed on 15/08/05 

• Tsunami 2004 – Relief, Rehabilitation Coordination (2005) ‘Consultation on the Coastal Communities – Right 
to the coast’ 

 
• Tsunami 2004 – Relief, Rehabilitation Coordination (2005) ‘India News: Full text of resolutions of Fishermen 

Meeting’ at http://www.tsunami2004-india.org/modules/news/article.php?storyid=41 accessed on 21/09/05 
• Voice of the Asia-Pacific Human Rights Network (2005) ‘From Relief to Recovery - Post Tsunami Human 

Rights Implications for India’ at http://www.hrdc.net/sahrdc/features/HRF123.htm accessed on 21/09/05 
• World Bank assisted Emergency Tsunami Reconstruction Project (ETRP), Government of Tamil Nadu (2005) 

‘Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF)’ at http://www.tn.gov.in/etrp/esmf.htm accessed 
on 12/10/05 

• WTO - World Tourism Organization (2005) ‘Evolution of tourism in the tsunami-affected destinations’ Report 
 
 
Sri Lanka 
• Bianchi, S (2005) ‘Tsunami Impact: Aid Promoting Big Business’. Accessed on 12/08/05 at 

http://www.lankalibrary.com/news/big_business.htm 
• Cohen, R (2005) ‘Tsunami Envoy Clinton – Don’t forget human rights’. Accessed on 20/07/05 at 

http://www.brook.edu/printme.wbs?page=/fp/projects/idp/articles/20050503_rcohen.htm 
• Deolalikar, A and Varghese, M (2005) ‘Establishment of an impact Assessment system for Tsunami Relief 

and Rehabilitation efforts: Concept and List of common indicators’. International Federation of the Red Cross 
• Harold Doam and Associates Ltd (2005) ‘Development Forum concludes successfully’. Accessed on 16/08/05 

at http://www.harolddoam.com/modules.phpname=news&ficle=print&sid=284 
• Fernando, S ‘Justice to tsunami victims!’ 
• Fernando, S (2005) ‘After the tsunami, another disaster’. Action summer 2005 



• Gowri (2005) ‘New Lifelines for Sri Lanka’s economy’.  Accessed on 25/08/05 at 
http://www.sibernews.com/index*2php.option=com_content&task=view&iD=1626 

• Harris, S ‘Livelihoods in Post-tsunami Sri Lanka’, FRR Tsunami 
• Hogg, C (2005) ‘Sri Lankans Protest As officials seize their Land For Tsunami ‘Safety Zone’, The 

Independent, 10 June 2005 
• Javasinghe, Amal (2005) ‘Invisible lines’ Lanka Business Online. Accessed on 25/08/05 at 

http://www.lankabusinessonline.com/new_full_story.php.subcatcode=12&subcatnam 
• Javasinghe, J. and Mathes, R. (2005) ‘Donor Forum Tomorrow’, Sunday Observer, 15 May 2005.  Accessed 

on 16/08/05 at http://www.sundayobserver.lk/2005/05/15/new02.html 
• Kumara, H. (2005) ‘Justice denied: An alliance in Sri Lanka is fighting for effective systems of relief for the 

tsunami victims’. SAMUDRA Report No. 40 March 
• Leckie, S ‘Housing, Land and Property Rights in Sri Lanka (April 2005) - Discussion paper 
• Leckie, S in FMR Tsunami, ‘The great Land theft’.  Accessed on 20/07/05 at 

http://149.166.110.235/geosrilanka/revival.aspx?FeedID=23&ArticleID=203 
• Luhrman, D (14 June-16 July, 2005) ‘WTO Post Tsunami Mission to Sri Lanka – the final report’ 
• Mel, L (2005) ‘Private sector perspectives of Development in the Tourism Industry’, Sri Lanka Development 

Forum 2005 – Background papers 
• Minninger, S (2005) ‘Recovery Process After the tsunami in South and Southeast Asia’, Tourism 

Watch/ecot/eecl 
• Mitra, A (2005) ‘Calamity Imperialism – Wars and Disasters are wonderful opportunities for the U.S.’ 

Accessed on 12/07/05 at http://www.telegraphindia.com/10505530/asp/opinion/story-4791858.asp, The 
Telegraph, India 

• Naveratne, H (2005) ‘Tsunami Disaster Strategic Response Paper’, The Sewalanka Foundation at 
http://www.Sewalanka.org 

• Nescah, V (2005) ‘Fisherfolk Out, Tourists In’. Accessed on 01/09/05 at 
http://www.dollarsanosense.org/0705nescah.html 

• Perera, J (2005) ‘Discrimination due to unequal tsunami resettlement’. National Peace council. Accessed on 
12/08/05 at http://www.peace_srilanka.org/meda_statements/current_situation/02.28.2005.htm 

• Perera, K (2005) ‘Massive Land Grab At Arugambay, PANAMA’, Daily Mirror, 6 June.  Accessed on 
15/07/05 at http://www.149.166.110.235/Geosrilanka/viewarticleitem.aspx 

• Perera, Q (2005) ‘Sri Lankan tourism development short-sighted’, News Flash 18 July. Accessed on 08/08/05 
at http://www.asiantribune.com/show_news.php?id=15068 

• Ramanujam, P (2005) ‘Strategic Direction for the Tourism Industry in Sri Lanka’. Sri Lanka Development 
Forum 2005 – Background papers 

• Ratnatunga, K (2005) ‘Return to Aruganmbay’. Accessed on 12/08/05 at 
http://www.LAKOIVA.org/tsunami/arugambay 

• Rodrigues, M (2005) ‘Tsunami tautology and the tourism trap’ The Statesman. Accessed on 12/08/05 at 
http://www.thestatesman.net/page.arcview.phpdate=2005-08-07&usrge ss=1&clid=4&i 

• Senanayake, S (2005) ‘Sri Lankan tsunami survivors await help as officials are accused of plundering aid’. 
Associated Press, 9 Feb. Accessed on 21/09/05 at 
http://abcnews.go.com/international/wireStory?id=483604&page=1 

• Shanmugaratnam, N (2005) –’Tsunami Victims’ perception of the proposed Buffer zone and its implications 
in Eastern Sri Lanka’ 

 
• ‘Catch’ Lanka Business Online.  Accessed on 25/08/05 at 

http://www.lankabusinessonline.com/new_full_story.phpsubcatode=17&catname-1 
• Bad Balachandran (2005) ‘People not consulted in Lankan tsunami relief work’. Accessed on 12/08/05 at 

http://www.hinudustantimes.com/onlineCDA/PFVersion.jsp?article-http://10.81.141.122 
• Arugam Info (2005) ‘Arugam Bay in Sri Lanka’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at http://www.Arugam.info 
• Economic and market bulletin (October 2004) ‘New tourism Plan’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at 

http://www.priu.gov.lk/news_update/features/20041026economic 
• Government Information Department (2005) ‘A vociferous minority cannot stop peace moves- president tells 

Development Forum.’ Accessed on 16/08/05 at http://www.news.LK/news_2005_05_555.htm 
• Government Information Department (2005) ‘Development forum joint communiqué’. Accessed on 16/08/05 

at http://www.news.LK/news_2005_05_192.htm  
• Sri Lanka Development Forum (2005) ‘Program 2005’. Accessed on 16/08/05 at 

http://www.erd.gov.LK/Devforum/Program.html 
• TAFREN ‘Terms of Reference’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at http://www.tafren.gov.lk/terms-of-reference.php 
• Tsunami Recovery Network (2005) ‘Where are NGO tsunami dollars?’ Accessed on 25/08/05 at 

http://www.tsunami-recovery.net/index*2phpoption=com_content&task=view&id=5 



• UN News Centre (2005) ‘UN Tsunami chief to assess recovery effort in Sri Lanka and Indonesia’. Accessed 
on 01/09/05 at http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.aspnewsID=15614 

• UN office for the coronation of Humanitarian Affairs (2005) ‘Humanitarian Situation Report – Sri Lanka: 13-
19 May 2005’.  Accessed on 16/08/05 at http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/ob900SID/VBOL-6CJHBG 
open document 

 
• ‘A government Tsunami – Press release from Arugam Bay’.  Accessed on 15/07/05 at 

http://www.unoetcurrents.org/clown/ 
• ‘Arugam Bay Meeting’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at http://wwwarucivi.5u.com/minuets.htm 
• ‘Coastal buffer zones keep tsunami survivors at bay’ Gulf Times, 22 June, at 

http://servesrilanka.blogspot.com/2005/06/coastal-buffer-zones-keep-tsunami.html accessed on 12/10/05 
• ‘Major Protest Against Tourism Board, UDA Ano CCD in Pottuvil’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at 

http://www.Arrucivi.5u.com/uda%20harthal.htm 
• ‘Pottuvil People make full effort ----’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at http://www.atucivi.5u.com/mosque-

harthal.htm 
• Qatar Airways, ‘Sri Lankan housing project for victims of the tsunami disaster’ Accessed on 23/08/05 at 

http://www.travelwirenews.com/cgi-scripts/csArticles/articles/000053/005337-p.htm 
• ‘Rebuilding Sri Lanka or Tourists: Latest situation’ (2005) 
• ‘Refugee Voices: A Sri Lankan Boat Maker’ at 

http://www.refugeesinternational.org/content/article/detail/6825 accessed on 12/10/05 
• ‘Reply Ministry’. Accessed on 15/07/05 at http://www.Arucivi.5u.com/eply_ministry.htm 
• ‘TUI sponsorships in South Asia’. Accessed on 20/09/05 at http://www.tui-

aid.com/en/projekte_suedasien/?darstellung=drucken 
• From Morlan – Sri Lanka Reserved July 2005 
• Sri Lanka Development Forum 2005 ‘Civil Society Statement’ 
• Press release (14/06/05), ‘Galle Port to Become Yatch Marina’. Accessed on 05/09/05 at 

www.srilankatourism.org 
• Press release (29/08/05), ‘Investment in Up-market tourism gathers pace more than 250 new rooms to boost 

luxury accommodation’. Accessed on 05/09/05 at www.srilankantourism.org 
• (2005) ‘Terms of Reference: Evaluation of the Linkage of relief, rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) 

regarding interventions in connection with the Tsunami disaster in December 2004’. SIDA 
• Tsunami 2004 ‘Don’t rush tsunami rebuilding, UN envoy cautions’, accessed on 20/09/05 at 

http://www.tsunami2004-india.org/modules/news/article.php/storyiD=233 
• International viewpoint ‘NSSP needs more help to aid tsunami victims’. Accessed on 21/09/05 at 

http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/article.php3?id_article=615 
• Oxfam International ‘Targeting poor people: Rebuilding lives after the tsunami’ Briefing note on 25/06/05 
• World Forum of Fisher Peoples (2005) ‘Press note – 25/01/2005’ 
• Tearfund (2005) ‘Tsunami update’.  Accessed on 21/09/05 at http://www.tearfund.org/news/asia 
• The Movement for Land and Agricultural Reform (Monlar) 
 
 
Thailand 
• Hakoda, T (2005) ‘Invisible Victims of the Tsunami - Burmese Migrant Workers in Thailand’, Focus Asia-

Pacific, March 2005 vol. 39 pg 5-6 
• Hutasingh, O (2005) ‘Workers face economic crunch’ The Sunday Bangkok Post, 04/09/05 
• Israngkura, A (2005) ‘Economic Impact of Tsunami on Thailand’ Natural Resource and Environment 

Programme, Bangkok: Thailand Development Research Institute, March 
• Kaiyoorawong, S ‘Redistribution: Social Movements and land rights in Thailand’, Watershed vol. 8 no. 2 

November 2002 – February 2003, pg 52 
• Samabuddhi, R (2004) ‘Tsunami waves may have destroyed Thailand stressed coral reefs’ at 

http://www.cdnn.info/eco/e041228/e041228.html accessed on 15/02/05 
• Schuettler, D (2004) ‘Up to 3,000 may have died at Thailand’s Khao Lak beach’ accessed at 

http://www.cdnn.info/industry/i041229a/i041229a.html 
• Sugunnasil, W (ed) (2005) Dynamic Diversity in Southern Thailand, Chiang Mai: Silkworm Books 
 
• ACHR Newsletter (16/07/2005) ‘Housing by People in Asia’ 
• American Refugee Committee (ARC) International (2005) ‘Post-tsunami Rapid Psychosocial Needs 

Assessment, Ranong and Phang Nga provinces, Thailand’ 17-22 January 
• Bangkok Post (07/07/05) ‘Land Disputes Dog Victims’ 
• Bangkok Post (26/06/05) ‘Migrant workers from Burma now rebuilding Thai Resorts’ 



• Bangkok Post (26/05/05) ‘Taking Land from Desperate Victims’ 
• Bangkok Post (25/04/05) ‘This Land is our Land’ 
• Bangkok Post (18/05/05) ‘Tsunami victims become tour guides’ 
• Cyber Diver News Network (2004) ‘Tsunami drowns Thailand’s tourism industry’ at 

http://www.cdnn.info/industry/i041230/i041230.html accessed on 15/02/05 
• The Collaborative Network for the Rehabilitation of Andaman Communities and Natural Resources and The 

Save Andaman Network (SAN) (2005) Collective Response to Tsunami: Rehabilitation for Marginalized 
People in Andaman, Thailand, A Three-Month Progress Report   (January – March 2005), Bangkok: 
Sustainable Development Foundation Thailand 

• ILO, (2005) ‘After the tsunami - In Thailand, the tourist industry fights back’ at 
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/inf/features/05/tsunami_thai.htm. Accessed on 30/09/05 

• Lonely Planet (2003) Thailand 
• Ministry of Social Protection data, 06/07/05, in United Nations Country Team in Thailand, Disaster Field 

Situation reports No 15 (30/06/05) and No 16 (07/07/05) www.un.or.th 
• The Nation (05/09/05) ‘Tsunami Alert System needs work’ 
• Phuket Gazette (04/06/05) ‘Darkness falls on tourism sites’ 
• Phuket Gazette (10/09/05) ‘Don’t Forget Us – Phi Phi’ 
• Phuket Gazette (14/05/05) ‘NGOs building too many homes’ 
• Phuket Gazette (31/01/05) ‘Suwat Outlines Tourism Recovery’ 
• Phuket Gazette (19/01/05) ‘Tsunami-hit residents ‘must pay rent’ 
• Phuket Gazette (27/09/05) ‘Tsunami Memorial Design Competition Opens’ 
• TAT, Fact sheet, March 2005 
• UN Field Situation Report No 15 (13/06/05), Relief web, at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/VBOL-6DDCBE?OpenDocument 
• UN Field Situation Report No 16 (07/07/05), Relief web, at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/KHII-6E37W5?OpenDocument 
• UN Field Situation Report No18, (09/09/05), Relief web, at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/EVOD-6G3C5Y?OpenDocument 
• Unitarian Universalist Committee ‘Burmese tsunami victims neglected, abused in Thailand’. Accessed on 

25/09/05 at www.uusc.org/tsunami/stories_thailand.html 
• United Nations (2005) ‘Tsunami recovery challenges after 6 months UN supports Thailand Building Back 

Better’, 23 June http://www.un.or.th/ 
• Visa (2005) ‘Tsunami Relief for the Tourism Sector – Phuket Action Plan’, OMT, WTO, BTO 
• YourKrabi (2005). Accessed on 23/09/05 at www.yourkrabi.com/flyer 
• www.khaolakonline.com, accessed on 23/09/05 
• ‘Developers, Villagers Clash Over Land Rights in Tsunami-hit Areas of Thailand’ (24/03/05) 

www.voanews.com 
• ‘First Came the Tsunami, then Came the Money Baron’ (12/03/05) www.smh.com.au/news/asia-tsunami 
• ‘Housing by people in Asia’, newsletter for ACHR No. 16, June 2005 at 

www.achr.net/000ACHRTsunami/Thailand%20TS/Thailandmthslto3.htm 
• ‘New strategy for the recovery of tourism after tsunami’ (11/03/05) www.traveldailynews.com 
• ‘New Thai Tourism Minister Outlines Policies’ (24/08/05) www.tatnews.org/common/print.asp?id=2586 
• ‘Phuket Recovery Plan’ at www.tatnews.org/common/print.asp?id=2433 
• ‘The Politics of Post-Tsunami Tourism in Thailand (part 2)’ (March-April 2005) New Frontiers 11(2): 5-6 
• ‘The Politics of Post-Tsunami Tourism in Thailand (part 3)’ (May-June 2005) New Frontiers 11(3): 5-7 
• ‘TAT Governor Reassures International Tourism Industry’ (22/02/05) 

www.tatnews.org/common/print.asp?id=2453 
• ‘Thai Government puts Tourism Ahead of the Poor in Tsunami Relief Effort’ (17/01/05) 

www.wsws.org/articles/2005/jan2005/thai-j17_prn.shtml 
• ‘Thailand Gets Aggressive in Luring Tourists Back to Phuket’ (31/08/05) www.eturbonews.com 
• ‘Thailand to Host Tsunami Anniversary ‘Mega-event’ (01/07/05) www.eturbonews.com 
• ‘Theme-park Tsunami criticised as insensitive’ (08/03/05) 

www.nzherald.co.nz/section/story.cfm?c_id=2&objectid=10114030 
• www.achr.net/000ACHRTsunami/Thailand%20TS/Thailandmthslto3.htm) 
 
 
General 
• Evans-Klock, C (2005) ‘ILO Tsunami Response: Thailand’ on ILO Issues, April 2005 vol. 4 no. 1 pg 3 
• Goodwin, H (2005) ‘Natural Disasters and Tourism’ on the Responsible Tourism Partnership 



• Kothari, M (2000) ‘Special Rapporteur of the Commission on Human Rights on add housing as a component 
of the right to an adequate standard on the right to non-discrimination in this context’ from the Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, at 
http://www.ohchr.org/english/issues/housing/index.htm accessed on 14/09/05 

• Lingga, G (2005) ‘ILO Tsunami Response: Indonesia’ on ILO Issues, April 2005 vol. 4 no. 1 pg 4 
• Minninger, S (2005) ‘Impact of the Tsunami on the Communities and the environment in South and Southeast 

Asia’ for Ecumenical Coalition on Tourism 
• Senaratna, S (2005) ‘ILO Tsunami Response: Sri Lanka’ on ILO Issues, April 2005 vol. 4 no. 1 pg 5 
• Thekaekara, M (2005) ‘Tsunami Business’ New Internationalist magazine, October 2005 
 
• Asian Coalition for Housing Rights (2005) ‘Asia Focal Points’ at http://www.achr.net/asia_focal_points.htm 

accessed on 15/08/05 
• Asia Pacific Forum on Women, Law and Development (2005) ‘Asian Women’s Consultation on Post Tsunami 

Challenges’ at http://www.apwld.org/tsunami_statementpostchallenges.htm accessed on 09/09/05 
• Asia Pacific Newsletter (2005) ‘WTO Conferences & Meetings in Asia and the Pacific’ 
• Asian Coalition for Housing Rights (2005) ‘People-centered Tsunami relief and rehabilitation - 

Recommendations from affected communities, professionals and NGOs in Asia’ 
• BBC News (2005) ‘At-a-glance: Tsunami economic impact’ at 

http://newsvote.bbc.co.uk/mpapps/pagetools/print/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/415427 accessed on 
04/10/2005 

• Department for International Development (2005) ‘Frequently asked questions on Indian ocean Tsunami aid 
effort’ at http://www.dfid.gov.uk/news/files/emergencies/asian-earthquake-faq-ver2.asp accessed on 26/07/05 

• Ecumenical Coalition On Tourism (2005) ‘The Asian Tsunami – From reconstruction to development’ 
• Ecumenical Coalition On Tourism (2005) ‘Beyond the tsunami – The challenge for tourism NGOs’ 
• Epler Wood International (2005) ‘Epler Wood Report Feb 2005 – Sustainable Tourism in the Face of 

Tragedy’ 
• Global Unions (2005) ‘Report Global Unions’ Tsunami Mission to Indonesia and Sri Lanka’ 
• Global Tourism Interventions Forum (2005) ‘Tsunami Call for Action: Reconstruction and Rehabilitation’ 

department 
• The Guardian Online (2005) ‘Spent Force - Posted on 06 July 2005’ at 

http://society.guardian.co.uk/environment/story/0,14124,1521805,00.html accessed on 15/08/05 
• HIC - Housing and Land Rights Network (2005) Press release: ‘Human Rights of Tsunami survivors in Tamil 

Nadu and Sri Lanka being violated’ - Posted on 6 Sept at http://www.hic-sarp.org/new_show_user.php?id=39 
accessed on 14/09/05 

• IBLF - The Prince of Wales International Business Leader Forum (2005) ‘International Business taskforce 
visits tsunami recovery activities in South Asia’, 29 August 

• International Fund for Agricultural Development (2005) ‘Tsunami Response’ at http://www.ifad.org/tsunami/ 
accessed on 09/09/2005 

• KRRC Office (2005) ‘Report of the meeting of Ingo’s working for the tsunami affected people in Kanya 
Kumary District’, 09/07/05 

• Newkerala online newspaper (2005) ‘No end to woes of tsunami victims: study’ – (posted on 05/09/05) at 
http://www.newkerala.com/news.php?action=fullnews&id=20052 accessed on 09/09/05 

• Pacific Asia travel Association (2005) ‘Tsunami recovery update’, 22/06/05 
• Relief web (2005) ‘AUSTCARE tsunami overheads are below 10% CAP agreed by aid agencies’ at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/LSGZ-6GLDC6?OpenDocument accessed on 30/09/05 
• Relief web (2004) ‘Fact box: Problems tsunami effort - Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, Thailand’ at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/dd900SID/RMOI-6FT883?OpenDocument accessed on 09/09/05 
• Relief web (2005) ‘Lessons from the tsunami: top line findings’ at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/VBOL-6GMHAD?OpenDocument accessed on 30/09/05 
• Relief web (2005) ‘South Asia: Tsunami reconstruction update 14 Sep 2005’ at 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900SID/ACIO-6G8RRY?OpenDocument accessed on 30/09/05 
• RTPI International Development Network (2005) ‘Earthquake and Tsunami Disaster’ Special Bulletin No. 4, 

13 Jan  
• The South Asian newspaper (2005) ‘Who Gains from a Tsunami?’ at 

http://www.thesouthasian.org/archives/000369.html accessed on 12/08/05 
• SUSINFO.STATE.GOV - International Information Programs (2005) ‘Tsunami relief turns to sustainable 

development’ at http://www.usinfo.state.gov/gi/Archive/2005/Mar/11-325486.html accessed on 23/09/05 
• Tatnews.org (2005) ‘PATA Foundation helps fund six Tsunami Projects’ at 

http://www.tatnews.org/common/print.asp?id=2554 accessed on 28/07/05 



• Tourism Authority of Thailand News Room (2005) ‘PATA Foundation Helps Fund Six Tsunami Projects’ at 
http://www.tatnews.org/common/print.asp?id=2554 accessed on 28/07/05 

• Tourism Concern (2005) ‘Use of Aid Funds in Tsunami affected areas - 25 July, 2005’ 
• Tsunami Recovery Network (2005) ‘About the Network’ at http://www.tsunami-

recovery.net/content/view/14/43 accessed on 15/08/05 
• Tsunami Recovery Network (2005) ‘Report: Review of Tsunami Recovery - 22 June, 2005’ 
• Tsunami Recovery Network (2005) ‘UK organizations dealing with the tsunami recovery and reconstruction’ 

at http://www.tsunami-recovery.net/component/option,com_weblink/catid,68/itemid,4/ accessed on 15/08/05 
• Urban Poor Asia (2002) ‘Asia - Focal Points’ at http://www.achr.net/asia_focal_points.htm accessed on 

15/08/05 
• VISA / PATA - Pacific Asia Travel Association (2005) ‘Tsunami Destinations update – Overall’ August 2005 

report 
• VISA / PATA - Pacific Asia Travel Association (2005) ‘Post Tsunami update - 25 August 2005’ 
• VISA / WTO (2005) ‘Tsunami Relief for the Tourism Sector - Phuket Action Plan’ 
• World Atlas (2005) ‘Tsunami Map and authorization to use it on report’ at 

www.worldatlas.com/aatlas/infopage/tsunami.gif accessed on 10/10/05 
• WTO – Asian Pacific Newsletter (2005) ‘Tsunami: Challenge and Opportunity for the World Tourism’ (1): 5-

9 
• WTO – World Tourism Organization (2005) ‘Evolution of tourism in the tsunami-affected destinations’, 8 

March 
 


