Nepal Earthquake Response

Bhaktapur DlSt"Ct = FaCtSheet Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 17-18 MAY 2015  [Population: 304,651* Households: 68,636*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 82%  of households reported housing damage 56%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for
analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result

Reported damage by housing typology

: . . . Walls mud-bonded brick/stone Walls mud-bonded brick/stone
of a stratified, random survey of 122 households, including those with damaged . o
and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% Roof ~slate /tile Roof  corrugated galvanised iron (CGI)
Housing type prevalence 14% Housing type prevalence 30%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

0%  Completely destroyed 8%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 35%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 47%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
65%  Minor-moderate damage 44%  Minor-moderate damage
6.0 Average household size 20% Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 3%  Households with only one member over the
49% Male / 51% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ 1 Roof CGl Roof RCC
16%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 3% Housing type prevalence 46%

mEm 18-59

. 1 12-17 1 . 9%  Households with physically disabled 0% Completely destroyed 0% Completely destroyed
w I 5-1 1 * 4%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 25%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 7%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
1 0-4 1 75%  Minor-moderate damage 54%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
66% of households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
1min  Median travel time from current shelter to original Fear of aftershocks  84% ST
house i 42% reported that they have constructed or are S I e
0 - :iro 52&!3;’5?39"'" 78% I ’ coﬁlstru cting tem);/)orary shelters Durable constucton materials NMUMIENNNO10A]
7% of hougeholds are 10 minutes or more from . . Sheller materials 18% 5% 25%
their original house Unsure ifhouseis 499, IEEEEEEG_— Senkeiimas 0 o o
safe 42%  of all households surveyed reported that they anketsima ° 2 g
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Took Gl 1% 1%
0, 0, 0
house are predominantly with family in a different _ _ . Il_abour 0% 2% 0%
community. Intentions of displaced households 0% reported that they have received cash Technical assistance  16% 1%  12%
assistance Other 8% 2% 9%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 62% ' Top types of material shelter assistance received
(Respondents could report multiple types)
Open ground 21% I
With family in same community 129, g Tarpaulins 96%
With family in different community 2% J 12%  Retum to original house ~ 32% Blankets and mats 12%
Other 1% | Stay in temporary shelter Kitchen sets 40, N
° 1%  Move to another shelter ~ 10% .
Evacuation Centre 1% | 5% Don’t know 14% Tents 2%

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

ShelterCluster.org

Bhaktapur DlSt"Ct = FaCtSheet Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 17-18 MAY 2015  [Population: 304,651* Households: 68,636*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Housing Recovery Reported Household Needs
Of households reporting housing damage: Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs Priority NFI needs Priority household needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs)
8%  of households reported that they have started
repairing or rebu"ding their 0rigina| house Sand 53% I 1st need 2nd need 3rd need 1st need 2nd need 3rd need
. Banketsmas [N~ 13%  25% sheterHousing [N~ 10% 5%
25%  of th?szs housfth'ds re,portedbth?; they have Cement 51% Hygienefems  14% 1% 22% Drinking water | 28%  13% 5%
received stpport o repalr or rebd Labour P — Torches  13% 7% 9% Employmentiobs 8% 12%  12%
62%  of households that sustatined housing damage . Gasffuel 8% 13% 16% Wastewater disposal system 6% 4% 6%
reported that they need support to remove debris Bricks 40% I Kichenitems 6%  26% 9% Food 4%  18% 9%
Female-headed household recovery Access to needed repair / rebuild materials
(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information H H
below is not statistically significant) Sand Cement WASH Livelihoods
25% Lots ‘ 25% Lots
S Some i - iveli i
9%  of female-headed households reported that they 229, Ngrr:‘: 209 Nome 17% of house?ol@s reported that their pre Zarthquake ':':eg ?n;:gc:xr)tzdmlL\:te,::l’:iolgﬁlvzm?or;d:)r to earthquakes
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 2% Don't know 4% Don't know source of drinking water was damage P uiarep P
o o . . i
0%  of these 2 households reported that they have . 11%  of households reported that their sgnltatlon system Subsistence farming ~ 30%
received support to renair or rebuild Labour Bricks was completely destroyed or heavily damaged '
pp P ‘ 4% Lots 20% Lots Formal job 27% I
; ; Some Some .
77%  of households that sustained housing damage . 17% None 33% None Source of drinking water Own a business 25% N
reported that they need support to remove debris 13% Don't know 5% Don’t know )
Before 25 April After 12 May Informal job 17% R
.. . ivate pi Cash farmi 13% 1l
Communication Hazard Protection L Privatepipe e ash crop farming
28% Municipaltap 19%
Ton 3 f . . blic inf ti . 18% Spout 16%

(Respondents could report multiple ways)

65% of households feel only partially protected or immediately after the earthquakes

Television 80% I completely unprotected against current weather 23%  of households reported a decline in water quality 0%  of households reporting a decrease in income
; condititons . o .

Radio 62% I 29%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored

o 52% of households do not feel protected against 49%  of households reporting a decrease in income
Word-of-mouth 60% I . . . . .

upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 49% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
57% Of households repOI’ted knOng Of someone in the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownershlp
community who was consulted before aid delivery Flush (septic)

33% of households have experienced damage from

34%  Flush (sewer) 31% 37%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes
past natural hazard(s)

4%  PitLatrine 2%
0% None/Other 10%

Public Services On average, 7% of these households’ livestock died or were

Reported inability to access to services and primary reason lost as a result of the earthquakes

Of all assessed households: 11%  Households sharing toilet facilities 25%

10% Health services 17% Municipal services 20% Education with other households

Facility destroyed in earthquake Lack of documentation Facility destroyed in earthquake 3.2 Average # of households per toilet 3.7

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informing
Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org more effective
humanitarian action

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Gorkha District - Factsheet ggfnlaﬁ?grﬂnﬁ'nﬁ!:nea[ é?eﬁg

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 17-19 MAY 2015 [Population: 271,061* Households: 66,506*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 98%  of households reported housing damage 83%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for
analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result

Reported damage by housing typology

: . . . Walls mud-bonded brick/stone Walls mud-bonded brick/stone
of a stratified, random survey of 122 households, including those with damaged . o
and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% Roof ~slate /tile Roof corrugated galvanised iron (CGI)
Housing type prevalence 4% Housing type prevalence 58%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

25%  Completely destroyed 14%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 38%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 28%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
38%  Minor-moderate damage 58%  Minor-moderate damage
5.8 Average household size 22%  Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 2%  Households with only one member over the
50% Male / 50% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
B 60+ & Roof CGlI Roof RCC
2%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 7% Housing type prevalence 11%

mm 18-50 mm

B 12-17 & 11%  Households with physically disabled 0%  Completely destroyed 0%  Completely destroyed
[ ] [ ] o H o i
B 5-11 1 o . 56%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 23%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
w 1 0-4 1 * 2% Households hosting separated, orphaned 44%  Minor-moderate damage 69%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
90% of households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
. . , . Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
2min  Median travel time from current shelter to original House is damaged 94% IS
house or destroyed 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
Fear of aftershocks  77% TS 63%  reported that they have constructed or are
. ° ; Durable construction materials_
1% of households are 10 minutes or more from constructing temporary shelters ura
their original house Unsureifhouseis  40% GGG Shelter materials 1% 14% 19%
safe 79%  of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Tools 2% 7% 14%
house are predominantly on open ground. . . Labour 7% 9% 12%
Intentions of displaced households 3% reported that they have received cash Technical assistance 6% % 7%
assistance Oher 1% 0% 1%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 68% I ‘ Top types of material shelter assistance received
(Respondents could report multiple types)
Open ground 22% I
With family in same community 10% W Tarpaulins 98% I
With family in different community 0% 2%  Return to original house 8% Blankets and mats 30% NN
Stay in temporary shelter )
Other % Kitchen sets 237,
0% 1% Move to another shelter ~ 11% °
|

Evacuation Centre 0% 9% Don't know 19% Tents 10%

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

ShelterCluster.org

GOI‘kha DlSt"Ct = FaCtSheet Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 17-19 MAY 2015  [Population: 271,061* Households: 66,506*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Housing Recovery Reported Household Needs
Of households reporting housing damage: Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs Priority NFI needs Priority household needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs)
6%  of households reported that they have started
repairing or rebuilding their original house CGl 73% 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
43%  ofthese 7 households revorted ht thev i Blankets/mas 9% sheterhousing [ GNE =~ 9% 7%
% I e i :
o OTInese 7 housenoids reporied that iney have Labour 59% Hygiene fiems 6% 7% Employmentjobs 6%  13%  13%
received support to repair or rebuild .
Milled timber  43% Gas/fuel 10% 9% Electricity supply 5% 12% 13%
80%  of households that sustatined housing damage Torches 17% 15% 17% Drinking water 3% 7% 2%
reported that they need support to remove debris Cement 33% IS Gascooker 4% 3% 3% Food 3% 25%  12%
Female-headed household recovery Access to needed repair / rebuild materials
(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information H H
below is not statistically significant) CGl Labour WASH Livelihoods
' 17% Lots ' 11% Lots
Some Some 2%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake Top 5 reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
9 - 0, 0, . .
4% offemale-headed households reported that they 27% None 15% None source of drinking water was damaged (Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 6% Don't know 4% Don’t know
0 o
i i % I
0%  of these 1 households reported that they have o 14%  of households reported that their sanitation system Subsistence farming ~ 62%
ved it . build Milled timber Cement was completely destroyed or heavily damaged
received support to repair or rebui 5% Lots 55% Lot Keep livestock 28%
. . S Some .
73%  of households that sustained housing damage 19% Noms. 8% None Source of drinking water Informal job 17% N
reported that they need support to remove debris 0% Don't know 3% Don't know
Before 25 April After 12 May Own a business 14% R
.. . ivate pi Formal job 13% 1l
Communication Hazard Protection L Privatepipe A ormalie
12% Municipaltap  15%
Ton 3 f . . blic inf ti . 26% Spout 29%
op 3 ways of receiving public information Of all assessed households: 18% Other 15% 61%  of households reported a decrease in income

(Respondents could report multiple ways)

87% of households feel only partially protected or immediately after the earthquakes

Word-of-mouth 81% I completely unprotected against current weather 31%  of households reported a decline in water quality 4%  of households reporting a decrease in income
; condititons . o .

Radio 70% I 15%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored

o 89% of households do not feel protected against 27%  of households reporting a decrease in income
Phone calls 68% I . . . . .

upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 85% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
49% Of households repOI’ted knOng Of someone in the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownershlp
community who was consulted before aid delivery Flush (septic)

7% of households have experienced damage from

2%  Flush (sewer) 1% 82%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes
past natural hazard(s)

45%  PitLatrine  36%
1%  None/Other 15%

Public Services On average, 6% of these households’ livestock died or were

Reported inability to access to services and primary reason lost as a result of the earthquakes

Of all assessed households: 1%  Households sharing toilet facilities 17%

56% Health services 52% Municipal services 82% Education with other households

Facility destroyed in earthquake Physical access constraints Facility destroyed in earthquake 2 Average # of households per toilet 5.3

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informing
Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org more effective
humanitarian action

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Kathmandu District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 16-19 MAY 2015 [Population: 1,744,240* Households: 436,344*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 84%  of households reported housing damage 60%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for
analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result

Reported damage by housing typology

; . : . Walls mud-bonded brick/stone Walls mud-bonded brick/stone
of a stratified, random survey of 168 households, including those with damaged : S
and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% Roof ~slate /tile Roof  corrugated galvanised iron (CGI)
Housing type prevalence 4% Housing type prevalence 25%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

0%  Completely destroyed 14%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 71%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 57%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
29%  Minor-moderate damage 29%  Minor-moderate damage
5.7 Average household size 20% Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 0%  Households with only one member over the
49% Male / 51% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
B 60+ =m Roof CGl Roof RCC
17%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 4% Housing type prevalence 47%

mm 18-59 mmm

. 1 12-17 n . 9%  Households with physically disabled 0%  Completely destroyed 1% Completely destroyed
w B 5-11 1 * 4%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 43%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 10%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
1 0-4 1 43%  Minor-moderate damage 56%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
o . H
75% gf households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for .dlsplacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
2min  Median travel time from current shelter to original Fear of aftershocks  75% T Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
house . 1st need 2nd need 3rd need
HOCL’JSGtIS dadmaged 74% I 52% reported that they have constructed or are , T 5
9% of households are 10 minutes or more from or destroye constructing temporary shelters Durable construction materials
their original house Unfsure ifhouseis 569, GGG Shelter materials| ~ 20% 26%  21%
safe
31%  of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%

Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Tools 1% 1% 5%
house are predominantly with family in a different . . Labour 0% 1% 7%
community. Intentions of displaced households 0%  reported that they have received cash Technical assistance ~ 10% 6% 9%

) . assistance Other 4% 1% 5%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 60% ' Top types of material shelter assistance received
Open ground 15% . (Respondents could report multiple types)
With family in same community 139, . Tarpauling 81% I
With family in different community 5% 14%  Return to original house  37% Tents 33% I

Stay in temporary shelter
Other % i .
3% 1 2%  Move to another shelter ~ 10% Kitchen sets 13%

Evacuation Centre 4% B 10% Don'’t know 14% Tools g% H

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Kathmandu District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 16-19 MAY 2015 [Population: 1,744,240* Households: 436,344*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

Housing Recovery Reported Household Needs

Priority household needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

Priority NFI needs

Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

(Respondents could report multiple needs)

Of households reporting housing damage:

9%  of households reported that they have started

1st need 2nd need 3rd need 1st need 2nd need 3rd need

% I
repairing or rebuilding their original house Cement 57% Blanke1s/ma1s- 2o i Shelter/housing- " "
8%  of thgse 12 households rleported t_hat they have Sand 55% I Hygiene items 1% 10% 10% Drinking water 8% 11% 2%
received support to repair or rebuild CGl 50% Torches 10% 14% 18% Wastewater disposal system 6% 2% 1%
72%  of households that sustained housing damage Gas/fuel 9% 14% 1% Food 6% 15% 5%
Bricks 44% I Kitchen items 9% 19% 3% Building tools 6% 16% 8%

reported that they need support to remove debris

Female-headed household recovery

(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information
below is not statistically significant)

3%  of female-headed households reported that they
are repairing or rebuilding their original house

0%  of these 1 households reported that they have
received support to repair or rebuild

70%  of households that sustatined housing damage
reported that they need support to remove debris

Communication

Top 3 ways of receiving public information
(Respondents could report multiple ways)

Television 67% I
Radio 54% I
Phone calls 52%

46%  of households reported knowing of someone in the
community who was consulted before aid delivery

Public Services

Access to needed repair / rebuild materials

Cement Sand WASH
35% Lots 32% Lots
‘ o, ng‘: ‘ 0, Egrr:‘: 15%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake
5% Don't know 8% Don't know source of drinking water was damaged
13%  of households reported that their sanitation system
Cal Bricks was completely destroyed or heavily damaged
31% Lots ‘ 27% Lots
Some Some Lo
‘ 17% None 23% None Source of drinking water
6% Don't know 6% Don't know

Before 25 April After 12 May
Private pipe
31% Municipaltap 26%
6% Spout 6%
27% Other 38%

Hazard Protection

Of all assessed households:

59% of households feel only partially protected or
completely unprotected against current weather 26%
condititons

of households reported a decline in water quality

23%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity
61% of households do not feel protected against

upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility

62% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
upcoming winter conditions
24% of households have experienced damage from 429, FFllzss: ((SSZ‘;Z)) 37%
(1] 0
past natural hazard(s) 9%  pitLatine 1%

0% None/Other 10%

Reported inabhility to access to services and primary reason

Of all assessed households:

13% Health services 26% Municipal services
Facility destroyed in earthquake Lack of documentation

16%  Households sharing toilet facilities 34%

41% Education with other households

Facility destroyed in earthquake 2.7 Average # of households per toilet 4.3

For more information on this factsheet please contact:

Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org
REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org

Livelihoods

Top 5 reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
(Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)

Informal job 36% I
Formal job 32% I
Subsistence farming 29% I
Own a business 26% I
Income from rent 19% Il

73%  of households reported a decrease in income
immediately after the earthquakes

1% of households reporting a decrease in income
said that their income has since been fully restored

38%  of households reporting a decrease in income
said that their income has since been partially restored

Livestock ownership

30%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes

On average, 5% of these households’ livestock died or were
lost as a result of the earthquakes

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action




Nepal Earthquake Response

La“tpur DlSt“Ct = FaCtSheet Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 16-17 MAY 2015 [Population: 468,132* Households: 109,797*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 91%  of households reported housing damage 66%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for

Reported damage by housing typology

analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result i . i -

of a stratified, random survey of 126 households, including those with damaged ‘2’:2? ;T:ti l/)ct)i?eded bricklstone ‘g::,l? gﬂ?ubg?:dedaﬁcgg:te%nﬁon (CGl)

and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% . . gated g N
Housing type prevalence 10% Housing type prevalence 56%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

8%  Completely destroyed 10% Completely destroyed

Demographics 33%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 45%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
58%  Minor-moderate damage 45%  Minor-moderate damage
6.6 Average household size 21% Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 1%  Households with only one member over the
49% Male / 51% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ m Roof CGl Roof RCC
8%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 2% Housing type prevalence 2%

mm 18-50 mmm

(tie)

Stay in temporary shelter
CGl/Bamboo (tie) 2% !

6% Move to another shelter ~ 18%
Evacuation Centre 0% 16% Don’t know 17%

. B 12-17 n . 6%  Households with physically disabled 0% Completely destroyed 0%  Completely destroyed
w m 5-11 0 * 6%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 33%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 4%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
1 0-4 1 67%  Minor-moderate damage 71%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
86% gf households reported that they are not living Reported reasons forldlsplacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
1 min  Median travel time from current shelter to original Fear of aftershooks  85% Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
house : 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
Hoé‘set's dadmaged 81% I 65% reported that they have constructed or are , e
9% of households are 10 minutes or more from or destroye constructing temporary shelters Durable constucton matericls [NNGRMMMMRI  48%)
their original house Unsureifhouseis 509 N Shelter materials ~ 17% 13% 16%
safe
51% of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Tools 2% 1% 4%
house are predominantly with family in a different . . Labour  13% 5%  21%
community. Intentions of displaced households 0% reported that they have received cash Technical assistance 6% 3% 8%
) . assistance Other 1% 0% 4%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 68% I ' ' Top types of material shelter assistance received
Open ground 19% . (Respondents could report multiple types)
With family in same community 8% 1 Tarpauling 98% I
With family in different community 4% @ 10%  Returntooriginal house  23% Tents/Kitchen sets 30,
I

Other 1%

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

Lalitpur District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 16-17 MAY 2015

Households: 109,797*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

[Population: 468,132*

Housing Recovery Reported Household Needs

Priority household needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

Priority NFI needs

(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs)

Of households reporting housing damage:

10%  of households reported that they have started

1st need 2nd need 3rd need 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need

repairing or rebuilding their original house Labour 69% I
8% of these 12 households revoried fhat e Blankets/mats sheterhousing [N~ 15% 5%
¢ 0 .ese ouseno srlepo © .a ey have Cement 57% Torches 11% 12% Drinking water 16% 7% 8%
received support to repair or rebuild e R
Sand 53% Hygiene items 14% 8% 9% Security/policing 6% 9% 2%
69%  of households that sustatined housing damage . Gas cooker 12% 1% 0% Food 5% 24% 5%
reported that they need support to remove debris Bricks 41% I Gasfuel 1% 16% 8% Employmentjobs 5% 9% 1%

Female-headed household recovery Access to needed repair / rebuild materials

(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information H H
below is not statistically significant) Labour Cement WASH Livelihoods
' 6% Lots ' 14% Lots
Some Some 12%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake Top 5 reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
9 = 0, 0 s
8% offemale-headed households reported that they 19% None 26% None source of drinking water was damaged (Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 6% Don't know 3% Don’t know
o o
i [ % I
50%  of these 2 households reported that they have . 11%  of households reported that their sgnltatlon system Subsistence farming 57%
received support to renair or rebuild Sand Bricks was completely destroyed or heavily damaged '
PP P 13% Lots 17% Lots Informal job 26% I
; ; Some Some ..
52%  of households that sustained housing damage - 38% Nono 28% None Source of drinking water Keep livestock 23% I
reported that they need support to remove debris 7% Don't know 9% Don't know
! Before 25 April After 12 May Own a business 21% N
s . ivate pi Cash farmi 21% I
Communication Hazard Protection Prvate pipe asfl clop Taming
47% Municipaltap  39%
. . .. . 23% Spout 23%
Top 3 ways of receiving public information Of all assessed households: 9% Other 18% 75%  of households reported a decrease in income
(Respondents could report multiple ways) ) i
79% of households feel only partially protected or immediately after the earthquakes
Word-of-mouth 66% I completely unprotected against current weather 36%  of households reported a decline in water quality 3%  of households reporting a decrease in income
o condititons . o .
Television 65% I 17%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored
Phone calls 629% 71% of households do not feel protected against 23%  of households reporting a decrease in income
o I . . oy - :
upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 67% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
52%  of households reported knowing of someone in the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownership
community who was consulted before aid delivery . Flush (septic)
29%  of households have experienced damage from 13%  Flush (sewer) 13% 63%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes
Public Services past natural hazard(s) 17%  Pitlatne  13%
1%  None/Other 13% On average, 5% of these households’ livestock died or were
Reported inability to access to services and primary reason lostas a result of the earthquakes
Of all assessed households: 7%  Households sharing toilet facilites ~ 23%
21% Health services 30% Municipal services 42% Education with other households
Physical access constraints Physical access constraints Facility destroyed in earthquake 2.3 Average # of households per toilet 4.7

For more information on this factsheet please contact:

Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org
REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action




Nepal Earthquake Response

Makwanpur DlSt"Ct = FaCtShEEt Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 22-29 MAY 2015  [Population: 420,477* Households: 86,127*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 86%  of households reported housing damage 69%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for

Reported damage by housing typology

analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result i . i -

of a stratified, random survey of 122 households, including those with damaged ‘2’:2? ;T:ti l;??e(jed bricklstone ‘g:g? g)lfubg?: ded abl\r,';:zte%nﬁo n (CGI)

and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% . : . gated g .
Housing type prevalence 19% Housing type prevalence 54%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

0%  Completely destroyed 2%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 52%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 24%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
43%  Minor-moderate damage 70%  Minor-moderate damage
6.5 Average household size 17%  Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 2%  Households with only one member over the
49% Male / 51% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ 1 Roof CGl Roof RCC
0, 1 . 0 . 0
mm 15-59 mmm 5%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 6% Housing type prevalence 3%
. m 12-17 n . 6%  Households with physically disabled 0% Completely destroyed 0% Completely destroyed
w B 5-11 1 * 1%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 0%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 0%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
I 0-4 1 57%  Minor-moderate damage 25%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
61% of households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
1min  Median travel time from current shelter to original Hogsetis dadmaged 86% I Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
house or aestroye 1st need 2nd need 3rd need
Fear of aftershocks 76% S 30% reported that they have constructed or are , , e
| Durable constucton matericls [ NMGHRMMEIA
3% of households are 10 minutes or more from constructing temporary shelters urable constucton materiais
their original house Unfsure ifhouseis 439, NG Shelter materials 5% 6%  13%
safe

43%  of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their have received material shelter assistance Tools 2% 1% 2%
original house are predominantly with family in the same . . Labour 2% 1% 2%
community. Intentions of displaced households 0% reported that they have received cash Technical assistance 9% 4% 8%
assistance Other 3% 0% 1%

Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days

Land of damaged house 69% I q ‘ Top types of material shelter assistance received
[
[ ]
I
[ |

Open ground 11% (Respondents could report multiple types)
(<]

With family in same community 1o, Tarpaulins 98% I

3%  Returntooriginal house  24% Blankets and mats 13% [l
Stay in temporary shelter

1% Move to another shelter 5%

Evacuation Centre 0% 15% Don't know 20%

With family in different community 1%

Other 39 Kitchen sets 2% |

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Makwanpur District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 22-29 MAY 2015

[Population: 420,477 *

Households: 86,127*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

Housing Recovery

Of households reporting housing damage:

11%  of households reported that they have started

Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs)

Reported Household Needs

Priority NFI needs

(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

1stneed 2nd need 3rd need

Priority household needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

1st need 2nd need 3rd need

repairing or rebuilding their original house Cement 60% I
BIankeis/mats- 20% 8% Shelter/housing- 3% 0%
8%  of these 12 households reported that they have Sand 55% I ) . . , o ) N
received support to repair or rebuild | Ga.s/fuel 17% 4% 8% Emplloymentljobs 9% 19% 12%
CGl 43% Hygiene items 14% 11% Drinking water 7% 10% 1%
70%  of households that sustatined housing damage Kitchen items 10% 1% Security/policing 4% 1% 2%
reported that they need support to remove debris Labour 37% I Jerrycans 6% 21% Roads 4%  15% 7%

Female-headed household recovery
(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information

Access to needed repair / rebuild materials

WASH

Livelihoods

below is not statistically significant) Cement Sand
34% Lots 34% Lots
S S . g - - -
11%  of female-headed households reported that they 219 Nome 2% Noms 3% 21; E?g:gpglrcijsk:ﬁported that their pre-earthquake Top S reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
y . L ‘ K , g water was damaged (Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 3% Don't know 2% Don’t know
(V) 1 \ 1 . . o
50%  of these 2 households reported that they have 3% of households reported that their sanitation system Subsistence farming ~~ 70%
received support to renair or rebuild Cal Labour was completely destroyed or heavily damaged
ppoftioTep ’ 20% Lots ' 15% Lots Keep livestock 387
o ; ; Some Some .
63%  of households that sustained housing damage . 18% Nons 2% Nons Source of drinking water Informal job 19% .
reported that they need support to remove debris 11% Don't know 0% Don't know
Before 25 April After 12 May Cash crop farming 19% N
Private pipe Own a business 17%

Communication

Top 3 ways of receiving public information
(Respondents could report multiple ways)

Hazard Protection

Of all assessed households:

65% of households feel only partially protected or

30% Municipaltap  30%
34% Spout 34%
20% Other 19%

70%  of households reported a decrease in income
immediately after the earthquakes

-of- % I [ o i i ini
Word-of-mouth 80% complgtely unprotected against current weather 33%  of households reported a decline in water quality 0% of households reporting a decrease in income
Phone calls 74% I condititons 7%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored
Radio 70% 52% of households do not feel protected against 55%  of households reporting a decrease in income
upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 51% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
43%  of house.holds reported knowing of somgone .|n the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownership
community who was consulted before aid delivery . Flush (septic)
61% of households have experienced damage from 4% Fuush (sewer) 2% 85%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes
Public Servi past natural hazard(s) 25%  PitLatine  25%
0 0
ublic services 8% None/Other 7% On average, 2% of these households’ livestock died or were
Reported inability to access to services and primary reason lost as a result of the earthquakes
Of all assessed households: 7%  Households sharing toilet facilities 18%
8% Health services 2% Municipal services 48% Education with other households
Facility destroyed in earthquake Physical access constraints Facility destroyed in earthquake 2.4 Average # of households per toilet 2.7

For more information on this factsheet please contact:

Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org
REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action




Nepal Earthquake Response

ShelterCluster.org

NUWHkOt DlSt"Ct = FaCtShEEt Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 21-26 MAY 2015  [Population: 277,471* Households: 59,215*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 98%  of households reported housing damage 89%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for

Reported damage by housing typology

analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result : PRIORITY DISTRICTS i , i ;

of a stratified, random survey of 121 households, including those with damaged ‘ ‘2’:2? ;T:ti l/)ct)i?eded bricklstone ‘g::,l? gﬂ?ubg?:dedaﬁcgg:te%nﬁon (CGl)
and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% Housina t | 359, Housing t gated g | 459,

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error. ousing type prevalence  5o% ousing type prevalence - 257

5%  Completely destroyed 17%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 45%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 44%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
50%  Minor-moderate damage 39%  Minor-moderate damage
7.3 Average household size 15% Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 2%  Households with only one member over the
49% Male / 51% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ 1 Roof CGl Roof RCC
2%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 2% Housing type prevalence 9%

Em 18-50

. no12-17 . 10%  Households with physically disabled 33% Completely destroyed 0%  Completely destroyed
w B 5-11 1 * 0%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 33%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 27%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
1 0-4 1 33%  Minor-moderate damage 55%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
89% of households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
1min  Median travel time from current shelter to original Hogsetis dadmaged 88% I Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
house or destroye 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
Fear of aftershocks 63% I 62%  reported that they have constructed or are , ,
- Durabl s oGS <o
5% of households are 10 minutes or more from constructing temporary shelters urable constructon materials
their original house Unfsure ifhouseis 219 N Shelter materials 3% 13% . 21%
safe
63%  of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Tools 1% 2% 8%
house are predominantly with family in a different . . Labour 2% 2% 7%
community. Intentions of displaced households 66%  reported that they have received cash Technical assistance~ 19% 16% 7%
) . assistance Other  14% 4% 4%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 81% I ‘ Top types of material shelter assistance received
Open ground 6% M (Respondents could report multiple types)
With family in same community 6% W Tarpaulins 83% I
With family in different community 1% | 0%  Retuntooriginalhouse 2% Kitchen sets 33% I
Stay in temporary shelter
Other % I
6% W 1% Move to another shelter ~ 16% Blankets and mats  22%
Evacuation Centre 0% 0% Don't know 1% CGl 13% N

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Nuwakot District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 21-26 MAY 2015  [Population: 277,471* Households: 59,215*]

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Housing Recovery

Of households reporting housing damage:

8%  of households reported that they have started
repairing or rebuilding their original house

22%  of these 9 households reported that they have
received support to repair or rebuild

87%  of households that sustatined housing damage
reported that they need support to remove debris

Female-headed household recovery

(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information
below is not statistically significant)

17%  of female-headed households reported that they
are repairing or rebuilding their original house

33%  of these 3 households reported that they have
received support to repair or rebuild

94%  of households that sustained housing damage
reported that they need support to remove debris

Communication

Top 3 ways of receiving public information
(Respondents could report multiple ways)

Radio 89% I
Word-of-mouth 88% I

Phone calls 72% I

24%  of households reported knowing of someone in the
community who was consulted before aid delivery

Public Services

Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs)

Cal 64% I
Cement 45% I
Labour 33% I

Sand 26% I

Access to needed repair / rebuild materials

CGl Cement
22% Lots 30% Lots
Some Some
40% None 10% None
0% Don’t know 0% Don’t know
Labour Sand
3% Lots 26% Lots
Some Some
50% None 6% None
0% Don’t know 0% Don't know

Hazard Protection

Of all assessed households:

66% of households feel only partially protected or
completely unprotected against current weather
condititons

90% of households do not feel protected against
upcoming monsoon season

92% of households do not feel protected against
upcoming winter conditions

32% of households have experienced damage from
past natural hazard(s)

Reported inabhility to access to services and primary reason

Of all assessed households:

55% Health services 60% Municipal services
Physical access constraints

Physical access constraints

94% Education
Facility destroyed in earthquake

Reported Household Needs

Priority NFI needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

1stneed 2nd need 3rd need

Blankets/mats
Kitchen items 11%
Hygiene items 9%
Torches 6% 3% 8%
Clothing 5% 9% 10%

WASH

8%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake
source of drinking water was damaged

36%  of households reported that their sanitation system
was completely destroyed or heavily damaged

Source of drinking water

Before 25 April After 12 May

Private pipe
10% Municipaltap  10%
64% Spout 64%
12% Other 12%

26%  of households reported a decline in water quality

17%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity

Type of toilet facility

Before 25 April After 12 May
Flush (septic)
2%  Flush (sewer) 1%
24%  PitLatine  22%
2%  None/Other 20%
3%  Households sharing toilet facilities 6%

with other households

1.5 Average # of households per toilet 24

For more information on this factsheet please contact:

Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org
REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org

Priority household needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

1st need 2nd need 3rd need
sheterhousing [ G =~ 3% 0%
Security/policing 5% 0% 0%
Drinking water 4% 16% 5%
Food 2% 19% 23%
Employment/jobs 2% 12% 9%

Livelihoods

Top 5 reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
(Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)

Subsistence farming 55% I
Keep livestock 34% I

Cash crop farming 29% I

Own a business 14%

Formal job 14% 1l

68%  of households reported a decrease in income
immediately after the earthquakes

0% of households reporting a decrease in income
said that their income has since been fully restored

16%  of households reporting a decrease in income

said that their income has since been partially restored

Livestock ownership

86%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes

On average, 4% of these households’ livestock died or were
lost as a result of the earthquakes

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action




Nepal Earthquake Response

Sindhuli District - Factsheet ggfnlaﬁ?grﬂnﬁ'nﬁ!:nea[ é?eﬁg

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 22-27 MAY 2015  [Population: 296,192* Households: 57,581*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 85%  of households reported housing damage 84%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for

Reported damage by housing typology

analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result i . i -

of a stratified, random survey of 120 households, including those with damaged ‘2’:2? ;T:ti l/)ct)i?eded bricklstone ‘g::,l? gﬂ?ubg?:dedaﬁcgg:te%nﬁon (CGl)

and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% . . gated g .
Housing type prevalence 26% Housing type prevalence 17%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

0%  Completely destroyed 0%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 23%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 0%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
. . 74%  Minor-moderate damage 90%  Minor-moderate damage
6.1 Average household size 18%  Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 6%  Households with only one member over the
51% Male / 49% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ 1 Roof CGlI Roof RCC
° . . 0 : 0
- 15-59 mmm 3%  Households who are renting Housing type prevalence 3% Housing type prevalence 0%
. B 12-17 n . 12%  Households with physically disabled 0%  Completely destroyed 0%  Completely destroyed
- ° ; No surveyed o ;
'N‘ 51 '* 2%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 0% H?avy damage / partial collapse households identified 0% H,eavy damage / partial collapse
B 0-4 1 67%  Minor-moderate damage this typology 0%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
56% of households reported that they are not living Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
. , . . i i : Reported emergency shelter needs
1min  Median travel time from current shelter to original House is damaged 96% DTS Of households that sustained housing damage p gency
house or destroyed 1st need 2nd need 3rd need
Fear of aftershocks  84% |GGG 54% reported that they have constructed or are . . M
3% of households are 10 minutes or more from constructing temporary shelters Durable construction materials
their original house Unsureifhouseis  2g8% N Shelter materials 3% 0% 3%
safe
58% of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their original have received material shelter assistance Tools 0% 3% 8%
house are predominantly with family in a different . . Labour 7% 8%  19%
community. Intentions of displaced households 0%  reported that they have received cash Technical assistance . 21% 8%  15%
. ) assistance Other 1% 1% 3%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 82% I ' Top types of material shelter assistance received
Open ground 3% 1 (Respondents could report multiple types)
With family in same community 9% mE Tarpaulins 99% I
With family in different community 1% | 3%  Returnto original house ~ 18% Blankets and mats 11% [l
Stay in temporary shelter
Other % i o 1N
4% 1 % Move to another shelter ~ 16% Kitchen sets 10%
Evacuation Centre 0% 3% Don’t know 25% Tools 7% W

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




Nepal Earthquake Response

Sindhuli District - Factsheet

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 22-27 MAY 2015

[Population: 296,192*

Households: 57,581*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

Housing Recovery

Of households reporting housing damage:

14%  of households reported that they have started

Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs)

Reported Household Needs

Priority NFI needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

Priority household needs
(Respondents’ reported top three needs)

repairing or rebuilding their original house Milled timber 60% I 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need 1st need 2nd need 3rd need
43%  of these 14 households reported fhat they h Blankets/mats sheterhousing [ OOIE 8% 1%
% I e i ;
o Orinese 1% Nousenolds reported at fhey have Labour 92% Hygiene items Employment/jobs 6%  16%  10%
received support to repair or rebuild .
o Torches 4% 3% Building tools 5% 12% 8%
CGl 42% I
66%  of households that sustatined housing damage c Kitchen items 1% 17% 10% Health 5% 9% 9%
ement 40% IS

reported that they need support to remove debris

Female-headed household recovery
(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information

Access to needed repair / rebuild materials

Clothing 4% 15% 17%

WASH

Drinking water 4% 10% 3%

Livelihoods

below is not statistically significant) Milled timber Labour
13% Lots ' 17% Lots
Some Some 3%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake Top 5 reported livelihoods prior to earthquakes
o, - 0, 0, L
5% offemale-headed households reported that they 38% None 22% None source of drinking water was damaged (Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 2% Don't know 4% Don’t know
o o
i i % I
0%  ofthese 1 households reported that they have 12%  of households reported that their sgnltatlon system Subsistence farming 78%
ved tt . build Cal Cement was completely destroyed or heavily damaged
received support 1o repair or rebul 25% Lots 20% Lots Keep livestock 43% I
; ; Some Some L.
59%  of households that sustained housing damage . 18% Nons ‘ 12% Nons Source of drinking water Informal job 15% B
reported that they need support to remove debris 0% Don't know 2% Don't know
Before 25 April After 12 May No income 8% N
Private pipe Own a business 7% W

Communication Hazard Protection

16% Municipaltap 16%
17% Spout 18%

Top 3 ways of receiving public information 47%  Other  44%

(Respondents could report multiple ways)

Of all assessed households:

43%  of households reported a decrease in income

69% of households feel only partially protected or immediately after the earthquakes

Word-of-mouth 713% I completely unprotected against current weather 6%  of households reported a decline in water quality 4%  of households reporting a decrease in income
i condititons . L .
Radio 50% I 7%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored
o i 0, i ni
Phone calls 329% 70% of hougeholds do not feel protected against 65%  of .householc.is.reportlng a dfacrease in mcgme
upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 41% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
44%  of households reported knowing of someone in the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownership
community who was consulted before aid delivery . Flush (septic)
9%  of households have experienced damage from 0% Flush (sewer) 0% 86%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes
Public Services past natural hazard(s) 12%  Pitlatine 1%
17%  None/Other 23% On average, <1% of these households’ livestock died or
Reported inability to access to services and primary reason were lost as a resut of the earthquakes
Of all assessed households: 5%  Households sharing toilet facilities 7%
15% Health services 25% Municipal services 64% Education with other households

Physical access constraints Physical access constraints Facility destroyed in earthquake 2.2 Average # of households per toilet 2.5

For more information on this factsheet please contact:

Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org
REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org

Informing
more effective
humanitarian action




Nepal Earthquake Response

SlndhupaIChOK DlSt"Ct = FaCtSheet Coordinating Humanitarian Shelter

SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 21-25 MAY 2015  [Population: 287,798* Households: 66,688*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

ShelterCluster.org

Summary Housing Damage
On 25 April 2015, a 7.8 magnitude earthquake struck Nepal with its epicenter in 99%  of households reported housing damage 73%  of households reported that that they feel
Lamjung District, approximately 81 km northwest of the country capital, Kathmandu. as a result of the earthquakes unsafe in the shelter they are currently
Another earthquake of magnitude 7.3 followed on 12 May 2015 in Dolakha District. living in

REACH, through its partnership with the Global Shelter Cluster, was deployed to
Nepal to facilitate the development of a comprehensive shelter and settlements
recovery strategy for the Nepal Shelter Cluster, and establish a baseline for
analysis of the recovery process. The data presented in this factsheet is the result

Reported damage by housing typology

: . . . Walls mud-bonded brick/stone Walls mud-bonded brick/stone
of a stratified, random survey of 120 households, including those with damaged . o
and non-damaged shelters. Findings can be generalised at district level with a 95% Roof ~slate /tile Roof  corrugated galvanised iron (CGl)
Housing type prevalence 19% Housing type prevalence 61%

level of confidence and a 10% margin of error.

61%  Completely destroyed 49%  Completely destroyed

Demographics 35%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 45%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
4%  Minor-moderate damage 5%  Minor-moderate damage
6.7 Average household size 12% Female-headed households No damage No damage
Age Distribution 1%  Households with only one member over the
51% Male / 49% Female age of 18 Walls cement-bonded brick/stone Walls reinforced concrete cement (RCC)
I 60+ 1 Roof CGl Roof RCC
3%  Households who are not homeowners Housing type prevalence 3% Housing type prevalence 7%

mEm 18-59 mmm

. i o12-17 n . 8%  Households with physically disabled 33% Completely destroyed 13%  Completely destroyed
w B 5-1 n * 8%  Households hosting separated, orphaned 33%  Heavy damage / partial collapse 25%  Heavy damage / partial collapse
B 0-4 1 33%  Minor-moderate damage 50%  Minor-moderate damage
No damage No damage
Displacement
o . H
91% of households reported that they are not iving Reported reasons for displacement Temporary Shelter
in the same shelter as before the earthquakes (Respondents could report multiple reasons)
2min  Median travel time from current shelter to original House is damaged 87% | Of households that sustained housing damage: Reported emergency shelter needs
house or destroyed 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
Fear of aftershocks 77% 74%  reported that they have constructed or are . .
- Durabl o 6% 4%
8% of households are 10 minutes or more from constructing temporary shelters urable constructon materials
their original house Unsureifhouseis 439 S Shelter materials 3% 12% 19%
safe
73%  of all households surveyed reported that they Blankets/mats 0% 0% 0%
Households that are 10 minutes or more from their have received material shelter assistance Tools 1% 5% 8%
original house are predominantly with family in the same . . Labour 3% 9% 6%
community. Intentions of displaced households 1%  reported that they have received cash Technical assistance 8% 3% 7%
) . assistance Other  15% 14% 15%
Where displaced households are staying 7 days 30 days
Land of damaged house 45% I ‘ ‘ Top types of material shelter assistance received
Open ground 8% (Respondents could report multiple types)
With family in same community 249, | —S— Tarpaulins 97% I
With family in different community 3% | 0%  Retuntooriginalhouse 2% Blankets and mats 54% N
Stay in temporary shelter
Other % [ |
1% | 7%  Movetoanother shelter 8% Tents 16%
Evacuation Centre 0% 0% Don't know 1% Kitchen sets 119

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informifr;g _
Page 1/2 Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org hm;:,g:it::;g:eacﬁun

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org
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SHELTER RECOVERY ASSESSMENT, 21-25 MAY 2015  [Population: 287,798* Households: 66,688*]

*Based on 2011 Nepal census

Housing Recovery Reported Household Needs
Of households reporting housing damage: Top 4 reported repair / rebuild needs Priority NFI needs Priority household needs
(Respondents could report multiple needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs) (Respondents’ reported top three needs)
15%  of households reported that they have started
repairing or rebuilding their original house CGl 70% I 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need 1stneed 2nd need 3rd need
67% o these 18 households revorted that ey h Blankets/mas sheterhousing [ NONE 3% 1%
% I ane i o I olic
o 0rinese 16 housenolds reported at fhey have Labour 68% Hygiene items Security/policing 3% 3% 2%
received support to repair or rebuild
Cement 47% Torches 4% 3% Cash 3% % 16%
95%  of households that sustatined housing damage Kitchen items 11% 17% 10% Drinking water 2% 13% 3%
i illed ti % I ;
reported that they need support to remove debris Milled timber  43% Clothing 4% 15%  17% Food 2 - 12%
Female-headed household recovery Access to needed repair / rebuild materials
(Due to the small sample size, it should be noted that the information H H
below is not statistically significant) CGl Labour WASH Livelihoods
1% Lots 6% Lots
S S . - - - -
8%  of female-headed households reported that they a0 Ng:‘: 2o, Ngf:: 23%  of households reported that their pre-earthquake Top 5 reported I|veI|h'00t'Is.pr|or to earthquakes
. g o o , , source of drinking water was damaged (Respondents could report multiple livelihoods)
are repairing or rebuilding their original house 5% Don't know 7% Don’t know
0 o
i i % I
0%  of these 1 households reported that they have . 49%  of households reported that their sanitation system Subsistence farming ~ 83%
ved it . build Cement Timber was completely destroyed or heavily damaged
received stipport fo Tepair or rebul 0% Lots ' 8% Lots Keep livestock 68% I
; ; Some Some .
92%  of households that sustained housing damage 52% Nono 21% None Source of drinking water Masonry 17%
reported that they need support to remove debris 0% Don't know 0% Don’t know )
Before 25 April After 12 May Own a business 13%
.. . ivate pi Oth 4% 1
Communication Hazard Protection [ Privatepipe - of Sourees
28% Municipaltap 15%
Ton 3 f . . blic inf ti . 39% Spout 48%
op 3 ways of receiving public information Of all assessed households: 4%  Oter  13% 77%  of households reported a decrease in income
(Respondents could report multiple ways) ) ]
94% of households feel only partially protected or immediately after the earthquakes
Word-of-mouth 95% I comdpletely unprotected against current weather 33%  of households reported a decline in water quality 9%  of households reporting a decrease in income
; condititons . o .
Radio 58% I 25%  of households reported a decrease in water quantity said that their income has since been fully restored
Phone calls 28% 83% of households do not feel protected against 24%  of households reporting a decrease in income
upcoming monsoon season Type of toilet facility said that their income has since been partially restored
_ . 87% of households do not feel protected against Before 25 April After 12 May
37%  of households reported knowing of someone in the upcoming winter conditions Livestock ownership
community who was consulted before aid delivery . Flush (septic)
23%  of households have experienced damage from 3% Flush (sewer) 0% 77%  of households kept livestock prior to the earthquakes

past natural hazard(s) 20%  PitLatine 8%

2% None/Other 68%

Public Services On average, 21% of these households’ livestock died or

Reported inability to access to services and primary reason were lost as a result of the earthquakes

Of all assessed households: 3%  Households sharing toilet facilities 23%

65% Health services 58% Municipal services 98% Education with other households

Facility destroyed in earthquake Facility destroyed in earthquake Facility destroyed in earthquake 5.7 Average # of households per toilet 3.5

For more information on this factsheet please contact: Informing
Shelter Cluster: coord1.nepal@sheltercluster.org more effective
humanitarian action

REACH Initiative: geneva@reach-initiative.org




