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7. Impact of rainwater on the shelter:

42% of shelters reported that rainwater could not enter the shelter while 58%
reported that rainwater entered through the shelter (graph 11).

Graph 11: Percentage of shelters with and without rainwater Image 9: Rain water enters into the shelter

intrusion

Camp 21 (81%) had the highest proportion of shelters where rainwater could enter,
and Camp 20 Extension (25%) had the lowest proportion.

Out of those shelters where rainwater could enter, 84% of households reported
rainwater could enter from tarpaulin on the roof, and 29% mentioned it through the
wall (graph 12).

Overflow of water from drains . 7%
Both wall & Garenja I 4%

Garenja I 3%

Graph 12: Percentage of HHs reporting different ways rainwater enter to the shelter

8. Impact of Waterlogging around the shelter:

96.9% of shelters did not have standing water in the surrounding area of the
shelter which created water logging during the time of data collection. 3.1% had
water logging in the surrounding area (graph 13).

97%

Image 10: Standing water in the surrounding area
of the shelter that creates water logging

Graph 13: Percentage of shelters having standing
water in surrounding area

5.4.2 Excavation and foundation

9. Height of plinth - 0.5ft (6")

46% of the shelter were observed
to be standing on a plinth with
minimum height of 15cm (6") and 53%
were not (graph 14). Camp 4Ext and
NRC had the highest percentage (77%)
and Camp 21 (11%) had the lowest
percentage of shelters standing on a

Image 11: Shelter standing on a plinth

plinth.
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The plinth was measured on all four corners of the shelter and the average value was

recorded.

< 5||

1%

Graph 14: Height of Plinth (in inches)

Out of 53% shelters that were not standing on a plinth, 60% of them were built on a
hill followed by 38% of shelters that were not elevated on a plinth. The remaining 2%
of the shelters were elevated on bamboo columns (graph 15).

e e on e _ o

2%

Shelter is elevated on bamboo columns

Shelter is bu”t o hl” _ 60%

Graph 15: Main reasons of shelters not standing on a Plinth

10. Use of concrete or metal footings:

41 % of shelters having all footings being concrete or metal. 48% shelters did not
meet the standard by having less than four footings in concrete or metal, and 11%
shelters met the standard partially with only four corner columns having concrete or
metal footings (graph 16).

I Acheived fully
[ ] Achived partially

I Not acheived
Il Did not know

Graph 16: Percentage of shelters using concrete or
metal footings

Camp 11 (80%) had the highest proportion
of shelters that met the minimum standards
for footings being concrete or metal.
Camp 3 (9%) had the lowest percentage
of shelters that met this standard.

Image 12: Footings made of concrete
or metal to keep bamboo structure
out of the ground

For those households that met the standard partially or did not meet the standard,
the most common reason for not using metal or concrete footings were- 60% of
the households reported they did not receive 9 metal/concrete footing, 16% of
households sold the metal or concrete footing, mostly for food and medical, and 8%
of HH reported that the footings have been damaged (graph 17).
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Household did not receive 9 metal/concrete footing _ 60%
Sold the metal/concrete footing - 16%

Relocated and did not have 9 metal/concrete footing . 5%

Damaged - 8%

Used tfor other purpose I 2%

Others - 12%

Graph 17: Main reasons for not meeting the standards

Among other reasons for not meeting the standard, most of the HHs reported the
footings were not in four corners, even though they have four or more footings in
the shelter.

11. Depth of the concrete or metal footings

38% of shelters met the minimum standard for all footings/RCC (Reinforced
Cement Concrete) posts being 60 cm (2ft.) in the ground. 50% of shelters did not
meet by having less than four footings/RCC posts at the correct depth and 11%
shelters met partially with the four corner footings/RCC posts at the correct depth
i.e. 2" in the ground (graph 18).

Il Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 18: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard depth of concrete or metal footings

Camp 11 (90%) had the highest proportion that met the minimum standard for
having footings/ RCC posts securely anchored. In camps 20 (29%) had the lowest
proportion of shelters that met this standard.

min. 24”7
min. 24”

Image 13: Left: Metal footing 2" under the ground Image 14: Right: concrete post 2’ under the ground

Only 5% shelters had less than 4 metal footings installed 2’ in the ground, while 50%
of shelters had 4 to 9 metal footings, 32% had 10 to 15 metal footings and 12% had
above 15 metal/concrete footings 2’ in the ground (graph 19).

Less than 4 . 5%

10 to 15 32%
Above 15 12%

Graph 19: Metal/Concrete Footings 2 ft. in the Ground

PAGE | 14



SHELTER PERFORMANCE STANDARD ASSESSMENT REPORT

OCTOBER 2024

5.4.3 Superstructure work

12. Distance between bamboo columns:

61% of shelters have a 152cm (5ft/60inch) maximum distance between all bamboo
column. and. 6% of shelters did not meet the standard with less than 8 out of 10
spaces between the columns at a maximum 5 ft distance, and 33% of shelters met the
standard partially with 8 out of 10 spaces at a 5 ft distance (graph 20).

Il Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 20: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard distance between bamboo columns

Camp 9 (83%) had the highest proportion of shelters that met the minimum standard
for having a distance between bamboo column maximum of 5ft. And NRC (18%) had
the lowest proportion that met this standard.

Image 15: Distance between bamboo column- max 60 inches (152cm)

13 Bracing and joint works for structure binding:

1 4% of of shelters met the minimum standard fully or partially for having adequate
bracing in all corner bays of the shelter or at least having bracing at three corners. 86%
of shelters did not meet the standard, with less than three corners having adequate
bracing (graph 21).

I Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 21: Percentage of shelters that
maintained standard bracing

Camp 11 (50%) had the highest proportion of shelters that met the minimum
standard for having adequate bracing while in Camp 25 and NRC, none of the
shelters met the standard, which indicates that all shelters surveyed in the listed
camps had bracing in less than 3 corner bays of the shelter. Among the households
that met the standard partially or did not meet the standard at all, 92% of them

reported they did not receive materials for bracing.
& Ve

v

Y

Bamboo connections

6 mm Rope bracing

Q/ Bamboo bracing Q/

Image 16: Different types of bracing
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When asked about the materials used for bracing, the majority (82%) of households
reported not having any bracing, 9% used ropes and 13% used borak bamboo (graph
22).

82%

Did not have any bracing

Used rope 9%

Used borak bamboo 13%

Graph 22: Materials used for bracing

Out of the households who had used rope (9%), 13% of them had rope bracings that
were cut by the household.

Respondents were asked reasons behind cutting the rope bracings, to which 83%
reported that the rope was cut to be used for other purposes, 11% mentioned it was
for access to the shelter extension, and 3% of the HHs cut the rope bracings as they
used the corner bay for storage.

14. Internal Partition wall within the shelter:

96% of shelters fully and partly had at least one internal partition wall to provide
privacy (at least 78” partition with door, or if partition is equal to or more than 78”
but without a door, or if the partition is between 60” and 78” with or without door).
4% of shelters did not meet the standard (if there is no partition or if the partition is
less than 60” with or without door (graph 23).

I Achieved fully or partially
I Not achieved
I Did not know

Graph 23: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard for internal partition wall

KRC (58%) had the highest proportion of shelters that met the minimum standard for
having at least one internal partition and camp 1E (15%) had the lowest proportion

that met this standard.
VES PARTIAL NO

Image 17: Having at least one partition wall to provide privacy

Out of those households that met the standard fully or partially, 49% used muli mat.
46% of households mentioned they used tarpaulin with tiara, 4% informed they used
a board, CGl sheet, tin, wood etc. under other options (graph 24).

PAGE |16



SHELTER PERFORMANCE STANDARD ASSESSMENT REPORT

OCTOBER 2024

Other 4%

46%

Graph 24: Materials used for partitions®

Among the HHs that didn't meet the standard for internal partition, the most
common reason reported were- HHs did not have enough materials for it (71%), and
organisations did not provide materials (35%) (graph 25).

Organization did not provide - 35%
HH does not need privacy l 7%

Graph 25: Reasons for not having internal partition

5 Others option included board, CGl sheet, tin, wood etc.

When asked which materials would better ensure privacy in shelters with partition
walls, 21% of households indicated a preference for a door and bamboo fence, 8%
suggested a bamboo fence, and 7% mentioned that a combination of bamboo and
rope will enhance privacy. Furthermore, 7% of households reported satisfaction with
the current partition conditions (graph 26).

Door

21%

Bamboo fence & door

21%

Bamboo fence - 8%
Bamboo, Rope - 7%
Satisfied with current condition - 7%

Graph 26: Top 5 materials suggested for partition to improve privacy in the shelter

15. Different ways of installing tarpaulin:

In the surveyed shelters, 20% have no tarpaulin for walling. Among those with tarpaulin,
37% reported it is installed with Tiarra, 10% reported it is installed inside the wall, and
28% reported it is installed outside the wall. Additionally, 2% of households reported
tarpaulin being installed both inside and outside the wall (graph 27).
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10%

Inside

Outside 28%

Inside and outside I 2%

37%

Tarpaulin with Tiarra

20%

No tarpaulin

Graph 27: Percentage of HHs reporting different ways of installing tarpaulin

16. Height of inner tarpaulin (in inches):

Among the households that reported having tarpaulin installed inside the shelter, the
majority (84%) indicated that the height of the inner tarpaulin was above 60 inches.
This was followed by 11% who reported the height is between 37 to 60 inches, and
4% who indicated the height is between 12 to 36 inches.

17. Height of outer tarpaulin (in inches):

Among the households that reported having tarpaulin installed outside the shelter,
55% indicated that the height of the outer tarpaulin was above 60 inches. This was
followed by 20% who reported the height is between 37 and 60 inches, and 25% who
indicated the height is between 12 and 36 inches.

* For those shelters that have tarpaulin on the inner wall, the average height was
found to be 64 inches.

* For those shelters that have tarpaulin on the outer wall, the average height was
found to be 57 inches.

18. Shelter with Garenja (Louvers):

66% of shelters assessed had garenjas (louvers) while 34% did not (graph 28).
Among those HHs that reported having garenjas (louvers), Camp 12 (98%) had the
highest percentage of shelters and Camp NRC (23%) had the lowest percentage.

I Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 28: Percentage of shelters that had garenjas

Out of the HHs who had garenjas, 36%
had a garenja only on one side of the
shelter and 64% had garenjas on two or
more sides of the shelters. The assessment
found that out of those HHs who had
garenjas, 9% had covered the garenja with

tarpaulin, so it no longer served as a source

. I Image 18: Shelter with garen;
of light or ventilation. Ee crer i earene

Among HHs reported having garenjas, 88% had garenja starting more than 5 feet
above the plinth level, while 12% had garenja starting at a height between 3 and 5 feet
from the plinth level (graph 29). The SCCCM sector recommends that the garenja
should start at least 5 feet above plinth level and the height of the garenja should be
8 to 10 inches. The overall average height from the plinth level was reported 5 feet
8 inches.
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Garenja

36 to 60 inch (3 to 5 feet) . 12%
e _ -

Graph 29: Height from the plinth level to where garenja starts

Ground floor

Image 19: Height from the plinth level

where garenja starts
Overall, for 69 % of the shelters assessed the size of the roof overhang (eave) was

11 to 18 inches, 24% had up to 10 inches, 5% had 19 to 24 inches and 1% had more
than 24 inches (graph 30).

The average height of garenja from the assessment was found to be 13 inches, which
is 3 inches higher than the standard recommended by the SCCCM sector.

Up to 10 inches _ 24% 7 =
"y ] & B L

E s P A P

11 to 18 inches 69% ¥ . (P

© » T &4 ..".

19 to 24 inches . 5%

25 to 36 inches I 1%

Image 20: Height of garenja

Above 36 inches 0%

Graph 30: Height of garenja

The average size of the roof overhang (eave) was

reported 17 inches. Image 21: Roof overhang

19. Shelter with Window:

15% of shelters had windows and 85% of shelters did not meet the standard of
not having windows (graph 31). Camp 4Ext (53%) had the highest proportion of
shelters with windows and Camp 1W (2%) had the lowest proportion of shelters

with windows.

I Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 31: Percentage of shelters that had windows

Image 22: Shelter with windows

Out of the respondents who had windows in their shelters 66% of shelters had 1
window followed by 22% had 2 windows, 6% had 3 windows, 5% had 4 windows and
less than 1% had 5 windows (graph 32).
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3 windows - 6%
4 windows . 5%

5 windows | 0.4%

Graph 32: HHs reporting number of windows they have

Among the households (34%) that had 2 or more windows/garenja, 58% had cross-
ventilation in their shelter.

For those shelters that do not have windows, the main reasons mentioned were —
63% HHs mentioned security reasons, 21% HH mentioned shelters facing a path,
16% reported windows were not provided by shelter organization, 11% mentioned
materials not enough, and 9% HH reported they do not need a window (graph 33).

Security/privacy reasons _ 63%
Shelter is facing a path - 21%
Shelter organization did not provide - 16%
Materials not enough - 1%
HH does not need a window - 9%

Graph 33: Percentage of HHs reporting reasons for not having windows

5.4.4 Roofing

20. Distance between Big bamboo Rafters (load-bearing rafters):

72% of shelters had maximum of 60 inches (5ft. or 152cm) distance between
bamboo rafters for borak/big bamboo or double muli rafters. 19% of shelters did not
meet the standard with less than 80% of spaces with the correct distance, and 9%

of shelters met partially with 80% of spaces between rafters at the correct distance
(graph 34).

Il Acheived fully
[ ] Achived partially

I Not acheived
Il Did not know

Graph 34: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard distance between big bamboo rafers

Camp 12 (94%) had the highest
proportion of shelters that met the
minimum standard for the distance
between bamboo rafters maximum
being 5ft. for borak/big bamboo
and Camp 25 (27%) had the lowest
proportion that met this standard.

Image 23: Distance between big bamboo column- max
60 inches (152cm)
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21. Distance between Smal bamboo Rafters (load-distribution rafters):

77 % of shelters had maximum 1ft(12 inches) distance between small bamboo rafters.
15% of shelters did not meet the standard with less than 80% of spaces with the correct
distance, a, and 7% of shelters met partially with 80% of spaces between rafters at the

correct distance (graph 35).

Graph 35: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard distance between small bamboo rafers

Camp 12 (94%) had the highest proportion
of shelters that met the minimum standard
for the distance between bamboo rafters
maximum being 5ft. for borak/big bamboo
and Camp 25 (27%) had the lowest
proportion that met this standard.

B Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Image 24: Distance between small bamboo
column- max 12 inches (152cm)

22. Distance Between Bamboo Purlins:

82% of shelters had maximum 12 inches (1ft) distance between all purlins and 10%
of shelters did not meet the standard with less than 80% spaces between purlins at a
maximum of 1 ft. and 8% of shelters met the standard partially, with 80% purlins at a

maximum of 1 ft (graph 36).

Graph 36: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard distance between bamboo purlins

Camp 8E (95%) had the highest proportior
of shelters that met the minimum standarc
for distance between purlins and Camp 4
Extension (52%) had the lowest proportior
that met this standard.

B Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Image 25: Distance between bamboo purlins
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23. Water leakage from tarpaulin on the roof

16% of the households reported rainwater not entering through tarpaulin on the
roof while 84% stating it entered through the roof (n= 1,811). Of those reporting
roof leaks (n=1,515), 96% had 1-4 leakage points, while 4% had 5 or more (graph 37).

16%

1 leakage point

2 leakage points 40%

3 leakage points 29%

4 leakage points 12%

4%

5 and above leakage points

Graph 37: Number of Water Leakage Points Identified from tarpaulins on the roof

Rainwater entering from tarpaulin on the roof was found quite higher in Camp 7
(97%), Camp 4 (96%), and Camp 27 (95%).

Image 26: Roof of the shelter with and without leakage points

24. Gutters between adjacent shelters:

21 % of shelters with zig-zag roofs had no gutters installed, while 79% did (n= 210).
Out of these, 55% had tarpaulin gutters, 24% had tarpaulin gutters with muli, 11%
CGl had sheet or plain sheet gutter and 10% had UPVC gutter (graph 38).

Yes No

Image 27: Gutters installed between adjoining shelters

CGl sheet/ Plain sheet - 11%

Tarpaulin

55%

24%

Tarpaulin with muli

U-PVC pipe 10%

Graph 38: Type of Gutters

Out of those which had gutters installed, 4% had the downtake pipe all the way to
the ground, 4% had the pipe but not till the ground. 92% of those shelters did not

have any downtake pipe.

of !:L - X -
Image 28: Yes, downtake pipe all the way Image: 29Yes, but not until the
to the ground ground

Image 30: No, there is no

downtake pipe
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5.4.5 Finishers

25. Shelter Tie Down:

23% of shelters had fully or partially tied down the roofs according to the sector
guidance, with a minimum of six anchor points properly fixed to the shelter and
ground or with at least four anchor points properly fixed to the shelter and ground.
77% of shelters did not meet the standard with less than four anchor points fixed to
the shelter and ground (graph 39).

I Achieved fully or partially
I Not achieved
I Did not know

Graph 39: Percentage of shelters that maintained
standard in tying down shelters

Camp 11 (48%) had the highest proportion %/
of shelters that were tied down according

to sector guidance and Camp 3 had the

lowest proportion (6%) of shelters that

met the standard.

Image 31: Tying the shelter to the metal footing

For shelters that had their roofs completely or partially tied down, 74% tied the rope
to roof beam, 10% HH tied the rope to metal footing while 5% reported they tied
the rope with the post.

Among those tying the shelter down, 75% HH reported that the tie-down rope was
tightly fixed.

PEG OPTIONS FOR TYING 9

DOWN SHELTERS
STEEL Q @
PEG
I3
it

IF THERE ARE AT LEAST SIX METAL FOOTINGS,
ROOF CAN BE TIED TO METAL FOOTINGS

INSPECT THAT ROPES ARE STRETCHED ANI
SECURED TIGHTLY

MINIMUM SIZE: ONE THIRD HAATH (67)
DIAMETER. 1.5 HAATH (2'3") LENGTH
STEEL PEGS SHOULD BE 1 HAATH* UNDER @
THE GROUND. OTHER PEGS SHOULD BE
1.5 HAATH UNDER THE GROUND

PAGE 1

BORAK

IAM!OOo
g
H

*1 HAATH = 1’6"

@

IF THERE ARE LESS THAN SIX OR NO METAL FOOTINGS.

Image 32: Types of Pegs Image 33: Tying the shelter to the metal footing

From the respondents who did not meet the standards for tying down of roofs or
met them partially (n= 2,557), 86% HHSs stated that the materials for tying down
roofs was insufficient, 15% said they did not receive any technical support, and 4%
reported the ropes were damaged by a passerby, 2% did not think it was required to
tie down shelter roofs, 1% said their materials were stolen, 1% reported there was
not enough space around the shelter, 1% stated the slope next to their shelter was
too steep (graph 40).
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26. Lock Inside and Outside of the Shelter:

o
No technical support - 15% 98.2% of sheiters were fully or partially lockable from inside and outside using a
padlock and chain or at least only from the inside with a latch. 2% of shelters did not
It was damaged by a passerby I 4% meet the standard by not having shelter lockable from inside and outside.(graph 42).

Did not think it is required I 2%
q o 2%

Materials were stolen | 1%

I Achieved fully or partially
B Not achieved
I Did not know

Not enough space around the shelter | 1%

Too steep slope next to the shelter | 1%

Graph 40: Reasons for Not Meeting the Standards
98%

Among the respondents that met the standards fully or even partially, 74% tied the Graph 42:Percentage of shelters being lockable
rope to roof beam, 10% HH tied the rope to metal footing while 5% reported they

tied the rope with the post (graph 41).
Camp 3 (91%) and Camp 26 (91%) had the highest proportion of shelters that met the

Tied to roof bearn [ Y, 7+ minimum standard for the shelters to be lockable from inside and outside and camp 6
(e]

(64%) had the lowest proportion that met this standard.
Tied to metal footing inside - 10%

Tied with the post . 5%
Steel peg . 4%

Bamboo peg I 2%

Brick peg || 1%

Tied to metal footing outside I 1%

Timber peg I 1%
Image 34: Shelter is lockable from inside and outside using padlock Image 35: If only inside latch then
Jute bag I 1% and chain partially locked

Graph 41: Methods used for tying the shelter

Among those tying the shelter down, 75% HH reported that the tie-down rope was
tightly fixed.
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27. The Floor is finished with a top layer of cement:

73% of shelters met the minimum standard of having a floor with a top layer
finished with cement that does not have holes or excessive damage. 9% of shelters
did not meet the standard with less than 3/4th of the floor with a cement top layer.
18% of shelters met the standard partially (some parts of the floor were finished with
a top layer of cement but there were small holes) (graph 43).

9%

I Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 43: Percentage of shelters showing floor with or
without damage

Camp 12 (90%) had the highest proportion of shelters that met the minimum standard
for having cement floor finishing without holes or excessive damage and Camp 21 (35%)
had the lowest proportion that met this standard.

YES

PARTIAL NO
Image 36: Floor with cement top layer without holes or excessive damage

F Cement
3 s

¢ .Hl, |

5.4.6 Treatment and protection qualities of shelter materials

28. Sign of Insect Infestation in Structural Bamboo:

o . . . . S
BOA of shelters have protected bamboo with no signs of insect infestation in the

structural bamboo, while 70% showed signs of infestation, out of the shelters assessed
(graph 44).

Camp 2E (93%) had the highest proportion of shelters in which the structural bamboo
showed signs of insect infestation. Camp 11 (31%) had the lowest proportion of
shelters in which the structural bamboo showed signs of insect infestation.

Il Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 44: Percentage of shelters showig
sign of insect infestation

o

=

dust
P 2

Image 37: Signs of bamboo infestation: big holes, a group of small holes and/or bamboo dust
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51% of households reported signs of infestation in 5 to 8 bamboo poles, followed
by 24% who indicated infestation in 9 to 12 bamboo poles. Additionally, 15% of
households observed infestation in 1 to 4 bamboo, while 10% reported infestation in

13 or more bamboo (graph 45).

The signs of infestation observed were small holes (37%), dust (31%), and big holes
(31%).

10 4 - 15%
9to 12 _24%
13to 16 -8%

17 to 20 I 2%

Graph 45: Percentage of HHs Reporting Structural Bamboo Showing Signs of Infestation

29. Used of treated bamboo with no visible sign of insect infection:

15% of shelters met the desired standard of using all treated bamboo for their
shelter construction, with no visible sign of insect infestation. 58% of shelters did not
meet this standard for treated bamboo and showed visible signs of infestation. 27%
reported that treated bamboo was used only for the columns, thus partially meeting
the standard (graph 46).

Camp 11 (51%) had the highest proportion of shelters with all bamboo being treated
and Camp 17 (2%) had the lowest proportion of shelters had treated bamboo.

I Acheived fully
[] Achived partially

I Not acheived
I Did not know

Graph 46: Percentage of shelters using treated
bamboo with no visible sign of insect infection

Among the shelters that are constructed using only treated bamboo as structural
members, 98% of the shelters did not show any signs of insect infestation.

Out of those shelters that did not use treated bamboo, 91% of bamboo showed
signs of insect infestation. On the other hand, the shelters that used treated bamboo
partially, 64% of them showed signs of insect infestation (graph 47).

91%

B No Visible
infestation

64%

m Visible
infestation

Partial Yes

Graph 47: Usage of treated bamboo and thier sign of showing visible infestation
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30. The cooking area is protected by a wall:

29% of households reported that the
cooking space is protected from fire, among
the HHs that reported cooking inside shelters
or in their shelter extension (n= 3,107),
while 71% said it is not protected (graph
48). The proportion of having unprotected
cooking space was higher in Camp 4 (87%)
and lowest in Camp KRC (46%).

Out of the households that had protected
cooking spaces (29%), 15% of them
mentioned that there was no window/
garenja adjacent to the cooking space while
14% had.

31. The fire-resistant material is used on the cooking area wall

o
26/) of households reported there are fire-
resistant materials protecting the walls in the

cooking area and 3% HHSs did not.

Table 1: Type of cooking space arrangement

Graph 48: Percentage of shelters had protected

cooking space

I Protected
) Not protected

Image 38: Having non-flammable materials
protecting the walls in the cooking area

Question Yes
1) Is there a window/garenja or door adjacent 14% 15%
to the cooking space?
2) Are there fire-resistant materials protecting o o
. . 26% 3%
the walls in the cooking area?

Out of those HHs with fire resistant materials protecting wall (n= 813), 53% had
tin/CGl sheets around the cooking space, 26% had mud plaster installed, 20% had
cement plaster installed and 2% had fire safety ring (graph 49).

Cement plaSter - 20%

Fire safety ring 2%

Graph 49: Percentage of different fire-resistant materials used by HHs to protect cooking

5.4.7 Household facilities

32. Households Cooking Space:

70% of HHs reported cooking space
is inside the shelter, 30% cooked in their
shelter extension (graph 50). Ten (10)
HHs reported not cooking in shelter
(eating in neighbor or relative’s kitchen)
and eight (8) HHs reported cooking

outside shelters.
Graph 50: HHs reported different cooking locations

I nside the shelter
[ In a shelter extention
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33. Shelter Extension (Self):

46% of shelters were not extended
by households where 54% of shelters
were extended by themselves (graph
51). Camp 17 (85%) had the highest
proportion of shelters that were
extended and Camp 1E (25%) had
the lowest proportion of shelters with
extension.

81% of households had 1 extension,
whereas 18% of households had 2 and
1% had 3 extensions.and more.

Graph 51: Percentage of HHs extending their shelters

While asked about the purpos eof extention, majority (81%) reported it was
for bathing space, followed by 57% reported for kitchen and 24% reported for

verandah (graph 52).

Bathing
Latrine 6%
Kitchen

Storage 7%

Verandah 24%

Shop 2%
Extra living space/room 12%

Leisure/Praying space 1%

Graph 52: Purpose of Shelter Extensions

81%

57%

. No
[ Yes

34. Bathing space within shelter:

27% of shelters assessed did not have bathing space attached with the shelter while
73% did (graph 53). Camp 7 (86%) had the highest proportion of shelters having
bathing space within the shelter and Camp 10 (45%) had the lowest proportion.

. No
[ Yes

Graph 53: Percentage of HHs having
bathing space attached with shelters

35. Latrine within shelter:

96% of HHs did not have a attached latrine with the shelter while 4% reportedly did
(graph 54). Camp 7 (20%) had the highest proportion of shelters having latrine within
the shelter while in camp 4, 4 Ext, 16 and 20Ext there were no shelters having latrines

within the shelter.
4%

m No
[ Yes

96%

Graph 54: Percentageof HHs having
attached latrine with shelters
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6. COMPARISON BETWEEN 2024, 2023,2022 AND 2021

Sr. No

Detailed Standard elements

Shelter Size (Area of shelter/living floor area) - 150 sq ft or

Visualization

Type of
Performance
Standards*

2024

2023

2022

Site conditions and site preparation

1 v

2021

L v

1 ore DPS 96.3% 96.5% 94.5%

2 Shelter settlement plan - row (collective shelter) DPs 61% 62%

3 Adequate and Functioning drainage (around the shelter) DPS 84% 40% 12% 17%
4 Shelter Pathway width- 4ft or more DPS 38% 37%

5 il;zlieciisoit]epiios\j;‘jefgom soil erosion/landslides/slope MPS 70% 79% 60% 599
6 Impact of floodwaters on the shelter - unaffected MPS 99.7% 100% 86% 84%
7 Impact of rainwater on the shelter - unaffected MPS 42% 44%

8 Impact of waterlogging around the shelter - unaffected MPS 96.9% 98% 89% 81%

Excavation and foundation

*Minimum performance standards (MPS) *Desired performance standards (DPS)

9 Height of plinth - 0.5ft (6") MPS 46% 54% 86% 56%

10 Use of Concrete or Metal Footings v l E MPS 41% 40% 26% 32%

1 Depth of the Concrete or Metal Footings - 2ft i _‘m MPS 38% 38% 21% 44%
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Type of
Sr. No | Detailed Standard elements Visualization Performance 2024 2023 2022 2021
Standards*

Superstructure work

78"

Distance between Big bamboo Rafters (load-bearing rafters)

12 Distance between bamboo columns - 5ft MPS 61% 66% 57% 54%

13 Brac'lng and joint works for structure binding (fully or MPS 14% 9% 99 89%
partially)

14 At least one internal partition wall within the shelter - 60"- MPS 96% 96% 999% 88%

15 s MPS 72% 61% 51% 62%
16 'ZEZ?-Z;? ?fttween Smal bamboo Rafters (load-distribution MPS 77% 70% 71% 6%
17 Distance between bamboo Purlins - 1ft MPS 82% 68% 66% 51%
18 | The roof does not leak MPS 16% 22%

19

Gutters between adjacent shelters - no gutters

MPS

21%

19%

44%

Finishers

91%

20 Shelter tie down (fully or partially) MPS 23% 22% 11% 13%
21 Lock for inside and outside the shelter ve m g;a) MPS 98% 98% 95% 89%
*Minimum performance standards (MPS) *Desired performance standards (DPS) PAGE | 30
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Type of
Sr. No | Detailed Standard elements Visualization Performance 2024 2023 2022 2021
Standards*
22 | The Floor is finished with a top layer of cement MPS 73% 68% 60% 48%

Sign of insect infestation in structural bamboo - no

Treatment and protection qualities of shelter materials

27

Household cooking space - inside the shelter

MPS

70%

72%

67%

p H » I o, [ [ [
23 ﬁk E;D «/ MPS 30% 31% 24% 14%
24 pse of treated bamboo with no visible sign of insect % ﬂ ﬁ “H o Ops 15% 15% 15% 9%
infection A= M- H-
boal
25 The cooking area is protected by a wall Ve a T MPS 29% 27%
271
26 | The fire-resistant material is used on the cooking area wall T v MPS 26% 26% 21% 22%

Household facilities

28 | Shelter extension - not by themselves MPS 46% 46% 39% 50%
29 Bathing space with shelter- not attached to shelter MPS 27% 45% 70% 27%
30 Latrine with shelter- not attached to shelter MPS 96% 98% 99%

*Minimum performance standards (MPS) *Desired performance standards (DPS)
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7. HOUSEHOLD PERCEPTION

Households were asked to report on their perceptions of safety in shelters from
weather-related events and their security concerns. These sections are proxies for
certain standards that were subjective and seasonal.

Most of the respondents reported feeling 'protected' from flood followed by landslide,
heavy rains and theft. However, majority of the respondents believes that they are not
protected from the fire. The below graph (graph 55) shows the level of protection
perceived by respondents for each threat:

Flood 2%

Strong Wind 57%

) 46%
Heavy Rain 39%

Landslide 509

17%

Theft 1%

|

32%

21%
59%

Fire

20%

B Not protected M Somewhat protected M Protected M Very protected

Graph 55: Level of threats perceived by respondents

How well do you feel the shelter and site protects the household from
the following threats:

7.1 Cyclones/Strong Winds:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHs), 1% reported that their shelters and sites
were ‘very protected' while 30% reported 'protected’ from cyclones/strong winds
(graph 56). Camp 11 (59%) had the highest proportion of households reporting
'protected’, while Camp 21 (16%) had the lowest.

Additionally, 57% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat protected
(graph 55). Camp 2W (72%) had the highest proportion in this category, whereas
Camp 11 (33%) had the lowest.

1%

Very protected

Protected 30%

57%

Somewhat protected

Not protected 13%

Graph 56: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Cyclones/Strong Winds

Lastly, 13% of all households perceived their shelters as not protected from cyclone
or strong winds (graph 55). Camp NRC (23%) had the highest proportion of shelters
in this category, while Camp 5 (4%) had the lowest proportion

7.2 Heavy rains:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHs), 1% reported that their shelters and sites
were ‘very protected' while 39% reported 'protected’ against heavy rains (graph 57).
Camp 20 (65%) had the highest proportion of households reporting 'protected’, while
Camp 21 (24%) had the lowest.

Additionally, 46% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat protected
(graph 56). Camp 8E (59%) had the highest proportion in this category, whereas
Camp 11 (29%) had the lowest.
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Very protected I 1%

NOt prOteCted - 14%

Graph 57: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Heavy rains

Lastly, 14% of all households perceived their shelters as not protected from heavy rains
(graph 56). Camp 21 (32%) had the highest proportion of shelters in this category,
while Camp 20 (2%) had the lowest proportion.

7.3 Flooding:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHSs), 28% reported that their shelters and sites
were ‘very protected' while 70% reported 'protected’ against flooding (graph 58).
Camp 25 (87%) had the highest proportion of households reporting 'protected,
while Camp 11 (50%) had the lowest.

Somewhat protected I 2%

Graph 58: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Flooding

Additionally, only 2% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat
protected (graph 57). And only 9 HH reported they felt their shelters as not protected
from flood.

7.4 Landslides:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHSs), 17% reported that their shelters and sites
were ‘very protected' while 52% reported 'protected’ from landslides (graph 59).
Camp 02E (69%) had the highest proportion of households reporting shelter as being
‘protected’, while Camp 8WV (35%) had the lowest.

Additionally, 16% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat protected
(graph 58). Camp 7 (35%) had the highest proportion in this category, whereas Camp
24 (1%) and 25 (1%) had the lowest proportion of this type of shelter.

Very protected - 17%

16%

Somewhat protected

15%

Not protected

Graph 59: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Landslides

Lastly, 15% of all households perceived their shelters as not protected from landslides
(graph 58). Camp 21 (43%) had the highest proportion of shelters in this category,
while Camp 4Ext had no shelter as unprotected from landslides.
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7.5 Fire:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHSs), 20% reported that their shelters and sites
were ‘protected’ from fire (graph 60). Camp 2W (37%) had the highest proportion
of households reporting this level of protection, while Camp 13 (7%) had the lowest.

PrOteCted - 20%

21%

Not protected

Graph 60: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Fire

Additionally, 59% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat protected
from fire (graph 59). Camp 16 (72%) had the highest proportion in this category,
whereas Camp 19 (41%) had the lowest.

Further, 21% of all households perceived their shelters as not protected from fire
(graph 59). Camp 13 (49%) had the highest proportion of shelters in this category,
while Camp 4Ext (7%) had the lowest proportion.

7.6 Theft/ Intrusion:

Out of 3,125 surveyed households (HHs), 32% reported that their shelters and
sites were ‘protected’ from theft/intrusion (graph 61). Camp 16 (51%) had the
highestproportion of households reporting this level of protection, while Camp NRC
(12%) had the lowest.

Additionally, 51% of the households reported their shelters were somewhat protected
from theft/intrusion (graph 60). Camp 1E (61%) had the highest proportion in this
category, whereas Camp NRC (38%) had the lowest.

Protected 32%

Graph 61: Percentage of HHs Reporting Protection of their Shelter and Site from Theft/ Intrusion

Further, 17% of all households perceived their shelters as not protected (graph 60).
Camp NRC (50%) had the highest proportion of shelters in this category, while Camp
16 (5%) had the lowest proportion.

Note: When asked if the HHs have been a victim of the above mentioned issues since last year, 20% of households reported experiencing the issues, while 80% stated they had not

encountered these problems.
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7.7 HH’s level of satisfaction regarding the privacy in their shelters

When households were asked their level of satisfaction regarding privacy in their shelters, 4% were very satisfied, 55% of respondents were satisfied, 21% felt neutral, and 19%

were dissatisfied (graph 62).

Very satisfied

14%
Dissatisfied
Height of openings - 12%
21%
Neutral

29% Size of garenja - 7%

Satisfied
Position of windows l 3%

Graph 62: Percentage of HHs Reporting Level of Satisfaction Graph 63: Improvements Suggested by HHs for Shelter Privacy

HHs who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied were asked how they would like to improve their shelter privacy. 72% of respondents suggested increasing the shelter size, 29%
suggested the provision of internal partition, 37% suggested changing the walling material, 12% asked to change the height of openings, 7% asked to change the size of the garenja,
and 3% suggested changing the position of windows (graph 63).

8. CONCLUSION

The Shelter Performance Standard Assessment provides valuable data to evaluate the overall conditions of shelters in the surveyed areas. While progress has been made in certain
areas, there are still challenges to address to ensure that shelters meet the necessary standards and provide adequate protection, privacy, safety, accessibility, living comfort,
and environmental sustainability for the residents. Efforts should be directed toward improving ventilation, the pathway between shelters, adequate plinth height, footing depth,
bracing, and fire-weather-insect protection, as well as addressing concerns related to eviction and privacy. By addressing these gaps, the living conditions and safety of residents
can be enhanced, leading to more resilient and sustainable self-help integrated community-led participatory technical shelter solutions for the future.
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ABOUT NPM

IOM's Needs and Population Monitoring (NPM) unit works to support evidence-based humanitarian decision-making and prioritization by tracking needs and vulnerabilities in
Cox’s Bazar, among both Rohingya and the host communities. Through NPM’s broad information management framework, service providers are able to access and make use
of comprehensive data and analysis on the needs and vulnerabilities of affected populations, promoting more informed and nuanced humanitarian programming. NPM works
closely with the Inter-Sector Coordination Group (ISCG), the Sectors, other IOM units, and various organizations, especially through designing and conducting a wide range of
assessments and by providing technical mapping capacity.

NPM in close collaboration with the Shelter-CCCM Sector has designed and developed a comprehensive tool to conduct a Shelter Performance Standard Assessment across
the entire camp. The NPM team carried out the assessment to ensure that each shelter meets the established standards and that refugee households have access to protection-
focused, culturally appropriate shelter, camp coordination, and camp management solutions. These solutions prioritize privacy, security, protection from environmental elements,
hazard reduction, and adequate space for storing belongings and living with dignity.

On behalf of the Shelter-CCCM sector, the NPM has also taken a leading role in processing and analyzing the data to extract meaningful insights from the findings in line with
the SCCCM Sector's technical direction. Based on the analysis, NPM produced a detailed narrative report, highlighting key findings, recommendations, and outlining action points
aimed at improving shelter conditions and enhancing overall camp safety and the well-being of the refugees.

CONTACT INFORMATION

For feedback, please contact: Shelter CCCM Sector

Needs and Population Monitoring Coordination Hub, Motel Road, Cox’s Bazar

Parjatan Luxury Cottage-2, Motel Road, Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh

Inparrajaa Subramanniyam
Email: npmbangladesh@iom.int

Technical Shelter Coordinator
Website: https://bangladesh.iom.int/

Tel: +88 01870-715177

More information on: http://iom.maps.arcgis.com/
Email: inppa@iscgexb.org

ISCG Egpd"g’éa SHELTER & CCCM '&

SECTOR
IChggRRDSI‘Eg'E%?\J Response Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh
GROUP Bangladesh - =ang
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