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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A little over two years after Cyclone Nargis, the survey made an assessment to look at the 
recovery conditions in terms of shelter taking into account the livelihood perspective of the 
shelter recipients too. The study covered recipients who had received new houses and also 
those who had been given cash or materials for the repair of their households. The findings 
would help stakeholders in the field of shelter support decide whether to advocate for 
disaster-resilient shelter construction, valued at $600 or more, or just retrofit existing 
structures or provide partial material assistance, valued at ($80-300), to stand against strong 
weather conditions.  

The survey covered 918 respondents from the five townships of Mawlamyaingyun, Bogale, 
Pyapon, Dedaye and Labutta. Males and females were equally represented in the study to 
make sure that both male and female’s voices were heard about their level of satisfaction 
with the shelter support they had received and about support they still need.  

The major source of income among the households is working as casual labourers in 
agricultural sector. As they cannot depend alone on agricultural work, which is yet to fully 
recover, much of their income is therefore supplemented by fishing on a manageable scale 
or by acting as middlemen in local trade.  

A total of 653 households or about 70 percent of the total households responded that they 
own the land on which their houses are built. For those who do not own the land, 175 
households, who are in the most common, responded that the land belongs to their friends 
or relatives.  

The average area of houses of the households under survey is 225 square feet. When per 
capita area is calculated, it comes to 5.8 square metres. This exceeds the area designated 
according to international standard of 3.5 square metres from SPHERE Standard that would 
be appropriate to save life and to provide adequate short-term shelter to the greatest number 
of people in need. 

According to observations by field staff and responses from households, 88 percent of the 
shelters under survey meet at least 3 of the 10 characteristics1 that could protect the shelters 
from rains, storms and floods. The most common characteristics are roof projections with not 
more than 18” from all sides; posts firmly anchored to the ground and houses repaired or 
upgraded before the current rainy season. With these characteristics, the shelters can stand 
well against fairly strong weather conditions.   

The characters that are short among shelters of the respondents are short face of the house 
to windward direction, having bracings and houses built on higher or safer ground. Not more 
than 40 percent of the shelters under survey have such characteristics. With deprivation of 
these characters, the dwellings may not be resilient against harsher weather conditions such 
as storms and sea surge.  

A total of 510 households or 56 percent of the total households said that their dwelling’s 
ability to protect them from the rains is the same or better than the ones they had before. 
This is understandable from the fact that quite a few of them now have corrugated iron sheet 

                                                
1 1. Roof projection – not more than 18” from all sides, 2. Posts firmly anchored to the ground, 3. 
Repair/upgrade before monsoon; 4. Maintain/repair regularly; 5. Roof cover firmly fixed to rafter and 
purlin; 6. Rafters, purlins, tie beams and post plates have to be securely fixed to posts; 7. Roof pitch—
minimum 30 degrees; 8. Short face of the house to windward direction; 9. Provide bracings and 10. 
Build on higher/safer ground.  
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roofing mainly thanks to the donations they received after cyclone Nargis or while others 
may had gained knowledge about how to better protect them from the rains with the sources 
available.

They are unhappy with the present shelters, especially in terms of their houses’ being unable 
to protect them from the heat of the sun. A total of 54 percent or 503 of the total households 
reflected dissatisfaction on that aspect.   

But the high percentage of respondents’ dissatisfaction in their dwellings’ being able to 
protect them from the sun is a bit unrealistic because only 196 households under survey live 
in houses with CI roofing while 703 households or nearly 80 percent of the total households 
have either thatched roofed or sticks & thatch-mixed roofed houses.   

In terms of perceptions, at least half of those who had received shelter support returned to 
their pre-Nargis conditions as regards their dwellings. When the households responded to 
the questions on the roofing and the main material used in posts for their past and present 
dwellings, data tell a different story. Almost all the shelter support recipients live in houses 
no inferior to their pre-Nargis ones.  

For the respondents, the two most sources of information for forthcoming disasters are the 
radio and local authorities. In talking about disaster risk reduction, 184 households or 20 
percent of the total households mentioned that they had attended one kind or another of 
such training. Having attended some kind of training is more common than having 
participated in emergency drills, which totaled 123 households2 or 13 percent of the total 
households.  

Almost 63 percent of the total respondents received new houses. Their support centred 
around 300,0003 kyat or about 333 US dollars in absolute terms. Compared to other four 
townships, Dedaye households received shelter support slightly less value than their 
counterparts. The mean value of the support they were given is about over 232,000 kyat 
while that of given to their counterparts in the other four townships is over 300,000 kyat. The 
maximum value received is in Labutta with 1.6 million kyat or around 1,770 dollars.  

Livelihood support came up on top of everything else when the respondents mentioned 
about the assistance they need most. Altogether 469 households or 51 percent of the total 
households mentioned about it. Households still would like to receive shelter support as 375 
respondents or 41 percent of the total households specifically discussed it.  

In responding to the specific question of whether they still need further shelter support, 883 
households or 96 percent of the total 918 households said ‘yes.’ The majority of the 
households, 311 households in total, or about 35 percent of those who would like to have 
shelter support, mentioned that they would like to get their houses repaired, while 258 
households (29%) wanted their houses to be rebuilt.  When the mean values in terms shelter 
needs are listed for each township, they range from nearly 200,000 (222 US dollars) kyat for 
Mawlamyaingyun to almost 436,000 (484 US dollars) in Labutta Township. But the overall 
mean for all townships is about 314,000 kyat (348.8 US dollars). This could be interpreted as 
the respondents would like to have support in retrofitting existing structures.  

Almost three-fourths or 72 percent of the households said that they would like to have it 
before the next rainy reason, that is, before May 2011. But there still there were as many as 
175 households or 20 percent of them who said that they would like to receive the support at 
the end of the rains, that is, at the end of the year 2010. 

                                                
2 A household is counted if a member of the household took part in the exercise 
3 On the basis of 900 kyat to one US dollar 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

1. Background 

The Recovery Coordination Centre has allocated the Shelter Working Group resources to 
conduct an assessment of the status of shelter recovery in the Delta following the 
devastating effects of the 2008 Cyclone Nargis. 

Two years on, the sector remains the least funded, with the greatest needs (over 150 million 
US dollars are required) in terms of resources. Temporary emergency support in the form of 
cash handouts, full and partial materials donation and a limited numbers of full shelters were 
provided immediately after Nargis, but the anticipated longer term, sustainable recovery of 
the shelter sector has not materialized. The injection of full livelihoods support packages to 
the victims has not yet had the desired effect of allowing people the choice of providing 
people with the means and capacity to recover their homes in a sustainable manner.  

The monsoon season of 2010 has arrived and hundreds of thousands of families remain 
vulnerable to losing their homes and livelihoods, once again relapsing back to the 
emergency conditions they experienced immediately after Nargis. There is an urgent need 
for a review of the sector, not just from a technical standpoint but also looking into holistic 
recovery, with shelter and its linkages to all other sectors. 

A survey is seen as necessary from a technical viewpoint but a wider assessment looking at 
broader recovery in terms of shelter, covering livelihoods aspects with clear linkages 
identified is necessary in order to reach consensus on the strategic direction for shelter 
support, whether to advocate for disaster resilient shelter construction ($600 or more) or just 
retrofitting of existing structures or partial material assistance ($80-300). The findings from 
the survey are to be used as stepping stone to further formalizing the shelter sector 
response in Myanmar and having it signed off by government counterparts as an endorsed 
methodology for further programmes.  

2. Area coverage of survey 

Survey intended to cover 10 village-tracts each of Bogale, Mawlamyinegyun, Dedaye, 
Labutta and Pyapon where shelter recovery programmes have been implemented.  One 
extra village was added in the township of Dedaye and therefore, the total number of villages 
surveyed came up to 51.

3. Methodology 

The assessment used both quantitative and qualitative methods. In the quantitative method, 
the household (one-to-one) survey was applied. In the qualitative method, key informants 
with village shelter committees, villager elders, and village authorities were conduced. 

Household Survey: 
In the household surveys, the head or a responsible member of households who are 
recipients of some kind of shelter support was selected. A total of 18 representative sample 
households each from 10 representative sample village-tracts/villages in each of the five 
townships mentioned above were chosen.  The sample villages were selected by PPS 
(Probability Proportional to Size) method. Systematic sampling method was used in the 
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selection of representative households from each village. With the data provided by 
UN-HABITAT on shelter support recipients in each village-tract, MSR selected village-tracts 
to be covered in the assessment.

Myanmar Survey Research made sure that all types of shelter support recipients were 
covered in the survey based on the number of each type of recipients. But shelter support 
recipients who had received new houses were over sampled to get a clearer picture of their 
level of satisfaction with the support they had received.  

The townships and the village-tracts to be covered in the assessment were finalized in 
consultation with CORE group of the Shelter Working Group. As there are four kinds of 
shelter support given— new houses constructed, houses repaired, materials provided and 
cash handed out— the number of villages to be interviewed for each type of shelter support 
given were consulted with CORE group of the Shelter Working Group.

Sample Design for Household Survey 
Sample Frame: Total number of villages in each of the five townships covered by one 
of the four kinds of support from shelter cluster   
Sample size:   918 Households 
Number of villages   51 villages from different village-tracts 
Households per village 18 households 

Margin of Error Calculation for 95% Confidence Interval 

Sample Size = 4 x Proportion x (1- Proportion) x Design Effect 
       Margin of Error x Margin of Error 

Assumptions:
Optimum Proportion = 0.5 or (50 percent) 
Design Effect   = 2 

Margin of error = 0.047
If the sample size is 918, margin of error will be 0.047 or (± 4.7 percentage points). 

Key Informant Interview:
In the key informant interviews, village shelter committee members in each of the 51 
communities were interviewed. If village shelter committees no longer existed, village 
authorities were interviewed instead. Because both shelter committees and village 
authorities were to be interviewed in respective communities, if village authorities had to 
respond to the village shelter questionnaires, village elders were requested to respond to the 
questionnaires meant for village authorities.  

4. Questionnaire 

The questionnaires were developed by MSR. The questionnaires were be finalized in 
consultation with CORE group of the Shelter Working Group. MSR was responsible for the 
translation of the questionnaires to Myanmar. The survey has four research tools 
1. Household questionnaire 
2. Key informant interviews with village shelter committees 
3. Key informant interviews with village authorities or village elders 
4. Key informant interviews with shelter support recipients 
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5. Interviewer (Enumerator) Training 

Interviewers were recruited and mainly trained by MSR. Training sessions from the CORE 
group of the Shelter Working Group on shelter assistance provided to the victims and the 
main points of a safe shelter were very helpful for the interviewers and supervisors to better 
understand the nature of the assessment and thus be greatly conducive to meeting the 
objectives of the assessment. 

The training took four days including a one-day pilot-test on household survey in two villages 
of Dedaye Township. 

6. Field Interviews 

Five teams were employed for this project. Each team comprised four members, a 
supervisor and three interviewers (enumerators). Field interviews of this survey were 
conducted by 15 interviewers, who had undergone training, under the supervision of 5 field 
supervisors.  The field teams made sure that the respondents in their respective townships 
were gender-balanced. 

7. Conducting Field Interviews and Quality Control 

Field interviewers are grouped into small teams of manageable size.  The supervisors 
selected sample households and had the interviewers work under their close supervision.  

8. Questionnaire Checking, Editing, and Coding 

Each filled-out questionnaire was checked twice.  First, the field supervisor checked the 
questionnaires collected by the interviewers before they left the village where the interviews 
were conducted so that they could reconfirm answers given with the respondents, if 
necessary.   

9. Data processing

The data from the properly filled-out and coded questionnaires were typed into CS Pro 
Version 4.0.2.  Once the data entry was completed, one more final checking was carried out 
on the entire work of data entry.  The clean data in CSPro Version 4.0.2 were transferred to 
SPSS and data were labeled and recoded in SPSS Version 13.0. 

The data collected through in-depth interviews were transcribed, grouped and coded so that 
the respondents’ perceptions about the stability and sustainability of their shelter, their 
shelters’ endurance against natural hazards and their shelter needs would come to be 
known.

10.  Survey Period
Field data collection of this survey was conducted from 7 October to 23 October 2010.  
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1. Gender of respondents 

Count Percent

Male 463 50%

Female 455 50%

Total 918 100%

The survey covered 918 respondents from the five townships. Males and females were 
equally represented in the study. 

2. Household members     
                   Count (%) 

Male Female
Total % Total %

Mawlamyaingkyun 405 (48) 435 (52)

Pyapon 406 (47) 456 (53)

Dedaye 462 (49) 490 (51)

Labutta 406 (50) 400 (50)

Bogale 396 (49) 410 (51)

Total 2,075 (49) 2,191 (51)

Each household in general has an equal number of males and females. Because the total 
number of people from 918 households is 4,266 the average member in a household is 4.6, 
which is similar to the mean 4.5 of household members throughout the country. The average 
number of income earners among the households under survey is 2.  

II.  BASIC INFORMATION 
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3.  Main sources of livelihood for the household 
            Count (%) 

Means of livelihood 
# of households  
(most important 
means)

# of households 
(2nd important 
means)

Casual labor in agricultural sector 487 (53.1) 89 (25.9) 
Fishing (own production) 193 (21.0) 111 (32.3) 
Crops production (own production) 92 (10.0) 36 (10.5) 
Trader/shopkeeper/village broker/vendors 71 (7.7) 46 (13.4) 
Others 35 (3.8) 12 (3.5) 
Remittances 28 (3.1) 8 (2.3)
Livestock production {draught animals,  pigs 
and poultry} 7 (0.8) 28 (8.1) 

Private sector employee 3 (0.3) 7 (2.0) 
Government employee 2 (0.2) 6 (1.7) 
Aquaculture production {shrimp, prawn, 
crabs, etc} (own production) 1 (0.3) 

Total 918 (100.0) 344 (100.0)

The major source of income among the households is working as casual labourers in 
agricultural sector. More than 53 percent of households mentioned about it. Altogether 193 
households or 21 percent of the total respondents said that fishing is their major means of 
income. The third most important means of livelihood among the respondents is crop 
production. A total of 92 households or 10 percent of the total respondents reflected that.  

A total of 111 households or 12 percent of the total respondents answered that fishing is 
their second most important source of income. The other two sources supplementing the 
earnings of the respondents are growing their own crops, usually at a subsistence level, and 
working as petty traders.  

As it can be observed, majority of the households who work as casual labourers in 
agricultural field, which is yet to fully recover, cannot survive having one job alone.  

4. Income
           (Kyat) 

Per capita Minimum Maximum Mean Median Mode

Income by Total HH Members 2,500 150,000 14,457 12,000 10,000

Per capita monthly income of the households under survey is a little more than 14,400 kyat. 
Therefore, a person lives on 482 kyat on average per day. Current exchange rate is 900 kyat 
to one dollar in the open market and based on that rate, people under survey in general 
would be living on less than one US dollar per day if their real purchasing power is not taken 
into account. The person who earns 150,000 kyat per month on average is a farmer who 
lives alone.  
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5. Food intake
         N=918  Count (%) 

% of household 
that eat >=5 
varieties of food for 
7 days 

% of household 
that eat >=5 
varieties of food 
for 6 days 

% of household 
that eat >=5 
varieties of food 
for 5 days 

Count 173(19) 225(25) 332(36)

The table describes the number of households which have eaten for five days and above at 
least five among the 18 varieties of food described in our survey. Almost 20 percent of the 
total households can consume at least five varieties of food during the last seven days while 
one-fourth of the total households can eat at least equal variety of food during the last six 
days. Therefore, households in general consume only a limited variety of food. Households 
have two meals on average and that is also the minimum number of meals they have per 
day.

6. Varieties of food of eaten by majority members in the past seven days 
         N=918 

Count Percent
Rice 918 100%
Spices, Condiments 918 100% 
Oil and Fat 904 98% 
Fish 902 98%
Dark Green Leafy Vegetables 848 92% 
Other Vegetables 812 88% 
Eggs 419 46%

7. Coping Strategies            
Count (%) 

1-day 2-days 3-days 4-days 5-days 7-days
Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total %

Borrowed food or 
bought food on credit 188  (20) 173 (19) 98 (11) 21 (2) 8  (2) 

Chose less expensive 
food 112  (12) 64 (7) 15 (2) 2 (0) 

Ate less in the main 
meal than normal 63  (7) 50 (6) 15 (2) 1 (0) 

Got support from 
friends and relatives 29  (3) 22 (2) 12 (1) 1 (0) 2  (0) 1 (0)

Ate fewer meals per 
day 19 (2) 21 (2) 3 (0) 1 (0) 

Chose food that we 
usually do not eat 11  (1) 11 (1) 1 (0)

Some members of 
household went 
without meals 

8  (1) 2 (0) 1 (0)
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Households explained that they experienced food shortage on certain days of the past seven 
days. There are only 11 cases in which respondents mentioned that some members of their 
households went without meals for the days, which do not exceed three.  

8. Annual food shortage 

Count Percent

Yes 731 80%
No 187 20%

Total 918 100%

A total of 731 households or 80 percent of the total households mentioned that they face 
annual food.  

9. Months of food shortage 
N=731

Count Percent

September-October 198 27%
September -November 144 20% 

Box 1: Basic information about shelter support recipients 

The major source of income among the households is working as casual labourers in 
agricultural sector. As they cannot depend alone on agricultural work, which is yet to 
fully recover, much of their income is therefore supplemented by fishing on a 
manageable scale or by acting as middlemen in local trade.  

For many households food such as fish and fresh vegetables are available for free and 
rice is received as part of their wages from their employees. Therefore, they are not 
well-off given the limited amount of money they make each month but it is not that the 
households are in serious economic conditions.  The most common variety of food 
consumed by more than half members of the households in the past seven days are 
rice, spices, oil and fat, fish, dark green leafy vegetables, other vegetables and eggs, in 
descending order. 

Households under survey still face annual food shortage in the months of September 
and October, the months when new crop, rice, is yet to be ready and their crops from 
the previous year’s harvests are about to finish or have finished. But their food 
shortage is not serious as their most common strategies to solve their problems are 
borrowing food from neighbours or friends; buying it on credit or eating less expensive 
food.
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10. Toilet facilities at the dwelling 

Toilet facilities are  
at the dwelling 
Count %

Fly-proof latrine 604 65.8%
No Latrine 102 11.1%
Piped sewer system/Septic tank 87 9.5%
Pit latrine (open) 57 6.2%
Hanging toilet/hanging latrine 52 5.7%

No facilities or bush or field 16 1.7%

Total 918 100.0%

Almost two-thirds of the total households or 604 households in total have their own fly-proof 
latrines. Having fly-proof latrines in the dwellings is a very common type of sanitation 
facilities among households covered by the survey. Only about 11 percent of the total 
households do not have toilets of their own.  

11. Ownership of land on which house is built  

Count Percent

Yes 653 71%

No 265 29%

Total 918 100%

A total of 653 households or about 70 percent of the total households responded that they 
own the land on which their houses were built. A total of 175 households, who responded 
that the land is not their own, the land belongs to their friends or relatives. They are the most 
common among those who do not own the land where their houses were built.  The 
ownership here is not on the basis of possession of legal documents of the land on which 
their houses were built but on their perception that they do not face the imminent danger of 
being driven out of the land.   

12. Type of Land Ownership 

Count Percent

My friend/my relative 175 66%
Public land 63 24%
Community 24 9%
Religious precinct 3 1%

Total 265 100%
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13. Number of months living in the present shelter 

Minimum Maximum Mean Median Mode

# of months living in the present 
shelter 1     480      25      21       24 

Households have been living in the present shelter for the past 25 months on average 
reflecting that most of them came to live in their present houses only after cyclone Nargis, 
which struck their areas 29 months ago in May, 2008. The household who responded that he 
had been living in the house for the past 40 years, or 480 months, is from Mawlamyainggyun 
whose wooden house with corrugated iron roofing was not destroyed during cyclone Nargis.  
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III. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SHELTER 

14. Average area of houses 
                                                    (Square feet) 

Minimum Maximum Mean 

Area of house 56 1,800 225 

The areas of houses of the households range from 56 square feet to 1,800 square feet and 
the mean is 225 square feet. The household who owns the 1,800 square-foot dwelling from 
Mawlamyainggyun received only cash grant as shelter support. It could have been that all 
households in the community were given such support and the household was no exception.  
The average area of houses of the households under survey is 225 square feet. When per 
capita area is calculated, it comes to 5.8 square metres. This exceeds the area designated 
according to international standard of 3.5 square metres from SPHERE Standard that would 
be appropriate to save life and to provide adequate short-term shelter needs in emergency 
situation.

15. Area per capita for household members 
       (Square feet) 

Minimum Maximum Mean 

Area per capita 8 432 58

16. Characteristics of shelters to stand against strong weather 
Meets>=3

characteristics
Meets>=6

characteristics
Meets>=8

characteristics 
% of shelters 88% 40% 12%

Count 808 371 111

According to observations by field staff and responses from households, 88 percent of the 
shelters under survey meet at least 3 of the 10 characteristics that could protect the shelters 
from rains, storms and floods. The most common characteristics are roof projections with not 
more than 18” from all sides; posts firmly anchored to the ground and houses repaired or 
upgraded before the current rainy season. With these characteristics, the shelters can stand 
well against fairly strong winds and rains.   

The characters that are short among shelters of the respondents are short face of the house 
to windward direction, having bracings and houses built on higher or safer ground. Not more 
than 40 percent of the shelters under survey have such characteristics. With deprivation of 
these characters, the dwellings may not be resilient against weather conditions such as 
storms and sea surge.  
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18. Comparison of present shelter with pre-Nargis shelter 
            Count (%) 

Protection
from the sun 

Protection
from the rains 

Per capita of 
space 

Adequate  
separation 

between boys 
and girls 

Better air 
circulation 

Protection
against rain, 

wind, or surge 
(harsh weather 

conditions) 
Become
much worse 50 (5) 64 (7) 60 (7) 43 (5) 42 (5) 81 (9) 

Become
worse 453 (49) 344 (37) 392 (43) 394 (43) 310 (34) 348 (38) 

Worse 
Subtotal 503 (54) 408 (44) 452 (50) 437 (48) 352 (39) 429 (47) 

Same as 
before 175 (19) 126 (14) 185 (20) 254 (28) 210 (23) 100 (11) 

Become
better 191 (21) 308 (34) 204 (22) 187 (20) 307 (33) 296 (32) 

Become
much better 49 (5) 76 (8) 77 (8) 40 (4) 49 (5) 93 (10) 

The same or 
better subtotal 415 (45) 510 (56) 466 (50) 481 (52) 566 (61) 489 (53) 

Grand total 918 (100) 918 (100) 918 (100) 918 (100) 918 (100) 918 (100) 

A total of 510 households or 56 percent of the total households said that their dwelling’s 
ability to protect them from the rains is the same or better than the ones they had before. 
This is understandable from the fact that quite a few of them now have corrugated iron sheet 
roofing mainly thanks to the donations they received after cyclone Nargis while others may 
had gained knowledge about how to better protect their dwellings from the rains with the 
sources available. A total of 196 households now have corrugated iron roofing while only 22 
among the 918 households had similar roofing before cyclone Nargis.  

They are unhappy with the present shelters, especially in terms of their houses’ being unable 
to protect them from the heat of the sun. A total of 54 percent or 503 of the total households 
reflected dissatisfaction on that aspect.   
                                                                                                                                                                            
But the high percentage of respondents’ dissatisfaction in their dwellings’ being unable to 
protect them from the heat of the sun is a bit unrealistic because only 196 households under 
survey live in houses with CI roofing while 703 households or nearly 80 percent of the total 
households have either thatched roofed or sticks & thatch-mixed roofed houses.  Therefore, 
it could be concluded that with the present thatched or stick/thatched roofing, the roofs they 
now have might not be as good as the ones they had before Nargis and therefore could not 
protect them well from the heat of the sun or that the respondents were just expressing 
dissatisfaction about the present dwellings in anticipation of further shelter support.   

In terms of perceptions, at least half of those who had received shelter support returned to 
their pre-Nargis conditions. 
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19. Major material of the roof before Nargis and at present 

Among shelter support recipients, about 73 percent of the households had thatched roofs in 
their houses before cyclone Nargis but only about 57 percent live in houses with such roofs 
at present. Before Nargis, only 2.40 percent of the households had CI roofing but 21.4 
percent now have such roofing. The percentage of households who can now live in CI 
roofing increased by 19 percent while the percentage of those who live in thatched roofing 
decreased by 16.4 percent. Overall, almost all the households, 99 percent before Nargis and 
98 percent at present, live in houses with roofs which have at least the quality of sticks and 
thatches.

The following table tells us that a slightly higher percentage of households now live in better 
shelters as 60 percent of the households used to have relatively high quality substance 
jungle wood or sawn timber as the major material of the shelter post before cyclone Nargis 
but about 69 percent of the households now have such kind of post in their dwellings.  

20. Major material of the post—before Nargis and at present 

Major material of the post Before 
Nargis 

Major material of the post  
At Present 

Count % Count %
Jungle wood 458 49.9% 401 43.7%
Sawn Timber 94 10.2% 229 24.9%

Sub-total 552 60.1% 630 68.6% 
Palm wood 253 27.6% 245 26.7%
Bamboo 113 12.3% 43 4.7%

Total 918 100.0% 918 100.0% 

Major material of the roof 
Before Nargis 

Major material of the roof  
At Present 

Count % Count %

Thatched roof 672 73.2% 521 56.8%
Sticks and thatch 213 23.2% 182 19.8%
Metal, tin or Corrugated Galvanised Iron 
(CGI) 22 2.4% 196 21.4%

Sub-total 907 98.8% 899 98.0%
Tarpaulin/polytarp 5 0.5% 13 1.4%
Bamboo and palm leaves 5 0.5% 2 0.2%
Solid wood 1 0.1%
Plastic sheeting 3 0.3%
Asbestos 1 0.1%

Total 918 100.0% 918 100.0%
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Box 2: Comparison of houses before Nargis and at present 

More than half of the total households said that their present houses can protect them 
as well as or better from the rains than the ones they had before. The majority of 
them, about 54 percent of them, were unhappy with their houses being unable to 
protect them from the heat of the sun. This looks a bit pessimistic on the part of the 
households as only 24 percent now live in houses with CI roofing while almost all the 
others live under thatched roofing of roofs with sticks and thatches.  

When it comes to per capita of space, adequate separation between boys & girls, 
better air circulation and protection against rain, wind, or surge (harsh weather 
conditions), at least 50 percent of the total households responded that their current 
dwellings are as good as or better than the ones they had before Nargis.  

Therefore, it could be concluded that in terms of perceptions, over 50 percent of total 
or overall majority of the households have recovered to the stage of pre-Nargis 
situation as regards their shelter. But when two objective criteria of houses, roofs and 
major material of the posts are taken into account, the shelter support recipients have 
recovered to their pre-Nargis state.  
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IV.  HAVING IEC MATERIALS ON STRONG SHELTER AND DRR

21. Having documents on building a disaster-resilient shelter 
               Count (%) 

Yes No
Mawlamyaingkyun 38 (21) 142 (79)
Pyapon 20 (11) 160 (89)
Dedaye 39 (20) 159 (80)
Labutta 9 (5) 171 (95)
Bogale 28 (16) 152 (84)

Total 134 (15) 784 (85)

This is a question related to respondents having IEC (Information, Education and 
Communication) documents or other materials on how to build a disaster-resilient shelter. In 
general, the respondents are unaware of such documents such as leaflets, pamphlets, wall 
sheets or posters, booklets or books. Only about at most one-fifth of the respondents have 
seen those documents. This question focuses on the spread of related documents among 
the respondents and not on their sources of information about building a disaster-resilient 
shelter.

The situation is worse in Labutta where only nine respondents or 5 percent of the total 
households in the township mentioned having such documents.  

22. IEC materials on disaster risk reduction 
Count Percent

Yes 211 23%
No 707 77%

Total 918 100%

Only 211 households or 23 percent of the total households said that they have IEC materials 
such as leaflets, pamphlets, wall sheets, booklets and books on disaster risk reduction. 

Bogale and Pyapon have the highest percentages of respondents who have such materials. 
The percentages are 32 and 27 respectively. Although Labutta was one of the worst hit 
areas during cyclone Nargis, only about 23 percent of the households under survey reported 
that they have disaster risk reduction-related IEC materials.  

Therefore, those who have documents on how to build a disaster-resilient shelter and on 
disaster risk reduction represent overall average of only 15 percent and 23 percent 
respectively among the five townships under survey.

23. DRR-related materials and townships cross-tabulation 
         Count (%) 
Township Yes No
Mawlamyaingkyun (180) 38 (21) 142 (79)
Pyapon (180) 58 (32) 122 (68)
Dedaye (198) 44 (22) 154 (78)
Labutta (180) 23 (13) 157 (87)
Bogale (180) 48 (27) 132 (73)

Total 211 (23) 707 (77)
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V.  LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH PRESENT SHELTER

24. Level of satisfaction with the present shelter  
             Count (%) 

Level of satisfaction Cooking 
space 

Security from 
crime

Distance from 
neighbours 

Distance to and 
from work 

Provision for 
modification 

1 (Least satisfied) 216 (24) 208 (23) 23 (3) 276 (30) 168 (18) 

2 331 (36) 290 (32) 159 (17) 363 (40) 167 (18) 

Sub-total 547 (60) 498 (55) 182 (20) 639 (70) 335 (36) 

3 316 (34) 348 (38) 74 (8) 191 (21) 276 (30) 

4 55 (6) 72 (8) 362 (39) 83 (9) 307 (33) 

5  (Most satisfied)   300 (33)   

Sub-total 371 (40) 420 (46) 736 (80) 274 (30) 583 (63) 

Grand total 918 (100) 918 (100) 918 (100) 913 * (100) 918 (100) 

(*)"The answer is not applicable to five households who depend mainly on remittances."

About 80 percent of the respondents expressed general satisfaction over the distance 
between their houses and their neighbours’.  Their perception is that their houses are not too 
close to one another to affect privacy while at the time they are not far from one another to 
remain isolated. Another aspect the households are happy with is their houses’ having 
provision for future expansion and transformation. Nearly two-thirds or 63 percent of the 
households gave positive comments on that aspect.  

Households are not happy with the kitchen in their houses and their houses’ distances from 
their work. Sixty percent of the respondents answered that they do not have a good cooking 
space. In both traditional houses of the areas under survey and the shelters the respondents 
received through post-Nargis support, there is rarely a separate space for the households to 
prepare and cook food. Nevertheless, about one-third or 34 percent of the respondents 
answered that they have a satisfactory cooking space.  

Respondents’ dissatisfaction with their shelters’ distances from their work may originate from 
the fact that their dwellings are neither close to the water front for their fishing business nor 
near the paddy fields where majority of the respondents go to work.  



Shelter Sector Assessment 2010-2 Years On 

22

VI.  BUILDINGS IN THE COMMUNITY WHERE PEOPLE CAN TAKE REFUGE

25.  Strong building to take refuge in times of heavy rains or surge
     Count (%) 

Yes No
Mawlamyaingkyun 130 (72) 50 (28)
Pyapon 148 (82) 32 (18)
Dedaye 198 (100)
Labutta 128 (71) 52 (29)
Bogale 138 (77) 42 (23)

Total 742 (81) 176 (19)

Overall eighty percent of the respondents answered that they have a building in their 
respective communities where they can take refuge in times of heavy rains, strong winds or 
surge.

Among them, all the 198 respondents from Dedaye described that they have such a building 
but only 71 percent and 72 percent of the respondents in Mawlamyainkyun and Labutta 
mentioned respectively that they have such structures in their respective communities.  

The distances to the nearest cyclone-resilient structures from their houses range from 5 
yards (metres) to 2,400 yards and the estimated time it could take the respondents to reach 
the strong structures from their houses range from one minute to 80 minutes. The mean 
distance to the building is 303 yards and the estimated average time is 17 minutes.  Given 
the mean distance to such buildings and the average time it takes to reach there, people 
could have access to the nearest building where they can take refuge safely in times of 
strong winds and harsh weather conditions.  

Of 742 persons who responded that they have such strong structures, 722 or 97 percent of 
them mentioned that the buildings are accessible throughout the year.  

26. Distance from house to strong shelter     
               Yard 

Count Minimum Maximum Mean 

742 5 2,400 303 

27. Estimated time to reach strong shelter 
          Minute 

Count Minimum Maximum Mean 

742 1 80 17 
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28. Type of building where community members can take refuge 

Count % Cumulative
%

Monastery 248 33.3 33.3 

School 232 31.3 64.6 

Cyclone shelter 161 21.7 86.3 

Stronger house in the community 82 11.1 97.4 

Public building 13 1.8 99.2 

Church 3 0.4 99.6 

Mosque 3 0.4 100.0 

Total 742 100.0

The most common structures among them are monasteries, schools, cyclone shelter and 
stronger houses in the communities which account for 97.4 percent in total. Altogether 647 
households or almost 90 percent of the total households responded that water could be 
available at the buildings but dry rations are not available there. Only one percent or five of 
the respondents said that dry rations are stored there for emergency purposes.  

Of 742 respondents who said that they have a building where they can take refuge in times 
of strong weather such as a cyclone, 381 of them said that they still have another structure 
in their communities.

29. Availability of water 

Count %
Yes 647 87%
No 89 12%
Don’t know/not sure 6 1%

Total 742 100%

30. Availability of dry rations 

Count %

Yes 5 1%

No 712 96%

Don’t know/not sure 25 3%

Total 742 100%



Shelter Sector Assessment 2010-2 Years On 

24

VII.  DISASTER RISK REDUCTION MEASURES

Box 3: Disaster information and Disaster Risk Reduction Measures 

Main source of information for the respondents as regards incoming strong winds or 
surge is a radio. About 85 percent of the respondents talked about it. The second most 
common source of information as regards the issue is local authorities. About 43 
percent of the respondents said they could get that kind of information from their local 
authorities.

According to village authorities, communities have conducted some kind of mapping in 
preparation of disasters. Among the three kinds of mapping—social mapping, resource 
mapping and vulnerability mapping—the most common form of mapping is “resource 
mapping” in which both material and human resources have been mapped in the 
communities. The least form of mapping done is “vulnerable mapping” in which 
vulnerable persons and households have been mapped in order to render them support 
in time of a disaster.  

Despite a series of advocacy from development agencies on the need for the 
communities to conduct community drills to reduce casualties in case of another 
disaster, only 251 respondents or 27 percent of the total households said that such drill 
ever took place in their communities. 

But it could be that the drills mentioned above have not really covered the entire 
community because only 123 out of 918 households or 13 percent of the total 
households said that one of their household members had taken part in such exercise.  

When asked about training on disaster risk reduction, 20 percent of the total households 
mentioned that at least a member of their households had attended one kind or another 
of such training. Having attended some kind of training is more common than having 
participated in emergency drills. Bogale and Pyapon have the highest percentages of 
households who have undergone DRR-related training.  

Township-wise, Bogale has a slightly higher percentage than Pyapon in terms of the 
respondents who answered that one of their household members had ever attended a 
Disaster Risk Reduction-related training. Their percentages are 32 percent and 29 
percent. Dedaye has the lowest with 7 percent.
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31. Sources of Information (Multiple response) 
         N=918 

Count Percent

Radio 776 84.5%

Village authorities 391 42.6% 

Village DRR committee 151 16.4% 

Television 54 5.9%

Don't know 3 0.3% 

Since Cyclone Nargis struck the country in Myanmar in May 2008, it is quite common for the 
people, especially in disaster-prone areas like Ayeyarwady Delta or Rakhine State in the 
western part of the country, to listen to the radio to get weather information.  

Affordability of a radio to the rural people also makes it a dependable source of information 
on strong weather. A fairly good quality portable radio now costs only about 6,000-7,000 kyat 
or 7.7 US dollars. Since the aftermath of cyclone Nargis, local authorities are now taking a 
greater role in responding to disasters. It could be for this reason that respondents said that 
they could rely on local authorities for incoming strong weather reports.  

Village authorities confirmed that the radio is the main source of information about imminent 
disaster. Fifty out of 51 communities described it as the main source of information. As 
mentioned by the respondents, village authorities said that they could also be relied upon as 
a valuable source of information about bad weather. A total of 25 out of 51 communities or 
about 50 percent of the total communities mentioned about it.  

32. Sources of information about imminent disaster (Multiple response) 
       (Responses from village authorities) 

Frequency Percent

Radio 50 98.04%

Television 17 33.33%

Village authority 25 49.02% 

Village committee 7 13.73% 

Others 2 3.92%

Total 51 100.00%
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33. Having village protocol for families to evacuate 

Count Percent

Yes 430 47%
No 455 50%
Don’t know 33 4%

Total 918 100%

When it comes to their understanding about a village protocol or standard operating 
procedures for families to follow evacuation, the respondents were equally divided over the 
question. Only about half of them said that they are aware of the standard protocol.  

34. Having village protocol for families to evacuate and townships cross-tabulations 
                       Count (%) 
Township Yes No DK 

Mawlamyaingkyun (180) 100 (56) 79 (44) 1 (1)
Pyapon (180) 81 (45) 79 (44) 20 (11)
Dedaye (198) 68 (34) 129 (65) 1 (1)
Labutta (180) 92 (51) 84 (47) 4 (2)
Bogale (180) 89 (49) 84 (47) 7 (4)

Total 430 (47) 455 (50) 33 (4)

When the data are disaggregated into townships, Mawlamyainggyun has the highest 
percentage of respondents who are aware that there exists village protocol or standard 
operating procedures for families to follow during evacuation while Dedaye has the lowest 
percentage of respondents who were aware of such protocols in their communities. The 
percentages are 56 and 34 respectively. 

35 (a). Disaster risk mapping and townships cross-tabulation (Multiple Response) 
Count (%)

Mawlamyaingkyun Pyapon Dedaye Labutta Bogale Total

Social mapping 7 (70) 7 (70) 3 (27) 4 (40) 6 (60) 27 (53)

Vulnerable mapping 4 (40) 4 (40) 2 (18) 4 (40) 4 (40) 18 (35)

Resource mapping 6 (60) 7 (70) 5 (46) 7 (70) 5 (50) 30 (59)

None 3 (30) 1 (10) 2 (18) 2 (20) 4 (40) 12 (24)

Total 10 10 11 10 10 51
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35 (b). Disaster preparedness plan

Frequency Percent

Early Warning Task Force 43 84.31% 

Search and Rescue Task Force 30 58.82% 

First Aid Task Force 36 70.59% 

None 4 7.84%

Total 51 100.00%

35 (c). Disaster preparedness plan and townships cross-tabulation (Multiple response) 
           Count(%) 

Mawlamyaing-
kyun Pyapon Dedaye Labutta Bogale Total

Early Warning 6 8 9 10 10 43 (84)
Village Disaster 
Preparedness Committee 6 8 6 6 26 (51)

Holding educative talks on 
disaster preparedness 7 7 3 8 10 35 (69)

Distributing IEC (Information 
Education & Communication) 
materials 

7 6 9 8 6 36 (71)

First Aid training 6 7 3 7 4 27(53)
Evacuation and related 
training (exercise) 6 3 1 3 13 (25)

Search and rescue training 6 3 3 12 (24)
Village Disaster 
Preparedness for all villagers 5 5 1 3 14 (27)

Shelter Management (Post-
disaster) 9 5 1 1 8 24 (47)

Total 10 10 11 10 10 51 (100)

According to village authorities, the most common form of disaster preparedness plan in the 
communities under survey is having an early warning system. Altogether 43 out of 51 
communities have the system to warn people against the forthcoming disaster.  Village 
authorities described having IEC (Information, Education and Communication) materials as 
the second most common disaster preparedness measure in their communities.  

Altogether 36 (71 percent) out of 51 communities said that they have had disaster risk 
reduction-related IEC materials in their respective communities. Only 13 percent of the 
households reported having such materials. The gap in having knowledge about such 
materials between the authorities and the households suggest that such awareness 
materials are not well distributed among members of the communities concerned but they 
just end up in the hands of the respective authorities and those who were near to them.  
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41. Having received DRR training and townships cross-tabulation 

                        Count (%) 
Township Yes No

Mawlamyaingkyun (180) 20 (11) 160 (89)
Pyapon (180) 53 (29) 127 (71)
Dedaye (198) 14 (7) 184 (93)
Labutta (180) 39 (22) 141 (78)
Bogale (180) 58 (32) 122 (68)

Total 184 (20) 734 (80)

For this question, Bogale has a slightly higher percentage than Pyapon in terms of the 
respondents who answered that one of their household members had ever attended a 
Disaster Risk Reduction-related training. Their percentages are 32 percent and 29 percent. 
Dedaye has the lowest with 7 percent.  
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VIII. TYPE OF SHELTER SUPPORT RECEIVED

42. Type of support received 

Count Percent

 Houses built 396 43%

 House repaired 36 4%

 Material support 270 29%

 Cash grant 216 24%

Total 918 100%

Of the 918 households who responded to the survey, 396 of them or 43 percent of the total 
households received new houses. The others received material support, cash grant or 
houses repaired. The survey covered only two wards in the town of Bogale, which received 
support to have the houses of the residents repaired.  

43. Shelter support received and townships cross-tabulation 
            Count(%) 

Mawlamyaingyun Pyapon Dedaye Labutta Bogale

Houses built 108 (60) 72 (40) 108 (55) 54 (30) 54 (30)
House repaired 36 (20)
Material support 36 (20) 72 (40) 36 (18) 72 (40) 54 (30)
Cash grant 36 (20) 36 (20) 54 (27) 54 (30) 36 (20)

Total 180 (100) 180 (100) 198 (100) 180 (100) 180 (100)

44. Type of organizations that provided shelter support 

Count Percent

International INGO 729 79% 

UN organization 79 9% 

Local NGO 110 12% 

Total 918 100%

Main donors for the shelter support are international INGOs. About 80 percent of the 
households covered by the survey received shelter support from international NGOs. In this 
context, local NGOs included locally established non-government organizations and the local 
agencies or firms which received funding from the government.  
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45. Value of the support received 
               Kyat 

Township Minimum Mean Maximum 

Mawlamyaingyun 20,000 319,139 600,000 

Pyapon 15,000 307,700 1,300,000

Dedaye 20,000 232,843 800,000

Labutta 3,000 326,651 1,600,000

Bogale 5,000 300,405 1,000,000

The figures are taken from household questionnaire responses. Because many respondents 
received new houses, their support centred around 300,000 kyat or about 333 US dollars in 
absolute terms. Compared to other four townships, Dedaye households received shelter 
support slightly less value than their counterparts. The mean value of the support they were 
given is about over 232,000 kyat while that of given to their counterparts in the other four 
townships is over 300,000 kyat. The maximum value received is in Labutta with 1.6 million 
kyat or around 1,770 dollars. It was from Ah Mat Kalay village of Pyinsalu Sub-township.  
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IX. TRANSPARENCY AND FEEDBACK MECHANISM

46. How the respondents came to know about the shelter support 

Count Percent
I was involved in the decision-making 
process 278 30.3% 

Village authority told me 502 54.7% 

shelter committee told me 120 13.1% 

Other committees told me 18 2.0% 

Total 918 100.0% 

47. Sharing of information with (prospective) recipients 

Frequency Percent
Location where houses to be built 14 27%

Time when support would be received 19 37%

Value of support to be received per HH 27 53%

Number of HHs  to receive the support 26 51%

Name of supporting agency/individual 43 84%

Only about half of the village shelter committees shared with the communities the value of 
support they were to receive and who were to receive it. The most common information 
shared by the shelter committees were the names of supporting agencies or individuals.  

48. Feedback from the community on level of satisfaction with shelter support 

Frequency Percent

Yes 10 20%

No 41 80%
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Box 4. Transparency on the support to be given and feedback mechanism 

Altogether 278 households or about 30 percent of the shelter support recipients 
mentioned that they were involved in the decision-making process. When they were 
asked in detail about their involvement, their participation was not before the making 
of the decision about support but they were there to be informed that they would be 
given the support and that they were to contribute voluntary labour, mostly in the 
repairing or building of houses for fellow recipients for which they were paid.  

This fact was confirmed by 51 shelter support recipients from each of the villages 
who responded to the semi-structured questionnaire. None of them mentioned that 
they were involved in the decision-making process.  

According to shelter committee members from the 51 communities, they did not 
share important information much with the recipients. Only 10 out of 51 village 
committees explained that they took feedback from the community on their level of 
satisfaction with the support. And this feedback mechanism was minimal as only the 
contact person’s name, address and phone number of the donor agency’s 
concerned was given to the respective communities and, nothing more.  

Therefore, the shelter support given in response to cyclone Nargis was mainly 
agency-driven as not even village shelter committees did play an important role in 
decision-making let alone the recipients.  
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X. LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH SHELTER SUPPORT RECEIVED

Box 5 : Level of respondent’s satisfaction with shelter support received 

Households responded to their level of satisfaction with the shelter support received on 
three aspects—quality, quantity and timeliness. Majority of them responded favourably 
to all these three aspects despite their lack of participation in the decision-making 
process on who should get what through the support.  

Generally speaking, a great majority of the shelter support recipients from 
Mawlamyaingyun and Pyapon are happy with what they received. Percentages of 
those who said that they are at least somewhat satisfied with the quality of shelter 
support were 93 percent and 76 percent for Mawlamyainggyun and Pyapon 
respectively. The value of the support they received is not particularly higher to the 
recipients in Labutta or Bogale. Quality of the support given was not applicable to 
recipients of cash grant.   

Majority of the households from Dedaye and Labutta expressed some kind of 
satisfaction with the quality of the support they received. Those who were at least 
somewhat satisfied with the quality of the support from Bogale account for 43 percent 
only.

Quantity in this context means the value of the support the households received in 
terms of their shelter support. Here again, more than 80 percent of the households 
from Mawlamyaingyun and Pyapon said that they were at least somewhat satisfied 
with the quantity of shelter support they had received while those in the three 
remaining townships who shared similar view did not come up to 50 percent. 

In discussing the timeliness of the shelter support they received, at least four in every 
five respondents from Mawlamyaingyun, Dedaye and Pyapon were happy about the 
timeliness of their shelter support. Recipients from the two remaining townships were 
also generally satisfied with the timeliness of the support they had received. Less 
percentage of respondents from Labutta and Bogale were satisfied as regards 
timeliness of the support. Those who responded positively about the timing they 
received shelter support from Labutta and Bogale account for 61 percent and 77 
percent respectively.  
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49. Satisfaction about quality of shelter support

  [Recipients of cash grant were excluded] Count (%)

Township

V
er

y 
sa

tis
fie

d 

S
om

ew
ha

t
sa

tis
fie

d 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

S
om

ew
ha

t
no

t
sa

tis
fie

d 

To
ta

lly
un

sa
tis

fie
d 

un
sa

tis
fie

d 

To
ta

l

Quality

Mawlamyaingyun 43 (30) 91 (63) 134 (93) 10  (7)   10 (7) 144
Pyapon 53 (37) 57 (40) 110 (76) 34  (24)   34 (24) 144
Dedaye 34 (24) 52 (36) 86 (60) 54  (38) 4  (3) 58 (40) 144
Labutta 5   (4) 68 (54) 73 (58) 52  (41) 1  (1) 53 (42) 126
Bogale 11 (8) 51 (35) 62 (43) 79  (55) 3  (2) 82 (57) 144
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50. Satisfaction as regards quantity of support 

           Count (%) 
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Mawlamyaingyun 40 130 170 (94) 10 10 (6) 180
Pyapon 52 94 146 (81) 28 6 34 (19) 180
Dedaye 31 63 94 (47) 95 9 104 (53) 198
Labutta 9 48 57 (32) 122 1 123 (68) 180
Bogale 26 49 75 (42) 104 1 105 (58) 180
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51. Satisfaction as regards timeliness of shelter support 

            Count( %) 
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Mawlamyaingyun 25 145 170 (94) 9 1 10 (6) 180
Pyapon 32 110 142 (79) 30 8 38 (21) 180
Dedaye 73 103 176 (89) 21 1 22 (11) 198
Labutta 2 108 110 (61) 68 2 70 (39) 180
Bogale 19 120 139 (77) 41 0 41 (23) 180
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Box 6 : Further support needed 

When asked about what kind of further support the respondents need most, 
livelihood support came up on top of everything else. Altogether 469 households or 
51 percent of the total households mentioned about it. Households still would like 
to receive shelter support as 375 respondents or 41 percent of the total households 
specifically discussed it.  

In responding to a specific question about further shelter need, 883 households or 
96 percent of the total households replied that they still need shelter support. The 
majority of the households, 311 households in total, or about 35 percent of those 
who would like to have shelter support, mentioned that they would like to get their 
houses repaired but 258 households still said that they would like to have a new 
house built.  

In discussing the urgency of the situation, 639 out of 883 households or 72 percent 
of those who need shelter support said that they would like to receive it before the 
next rainy season.  

Village shelter committees also expressed the livelihood support as the most 
urgent need of the respective communities. About two thirds of the 51 committees 
expressed such kind of need for their communities. The next common need 
expressed by the committee members are support for construction materials. 
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55. Mean value of shelter support needed
                           Kyat 

Township Minimum Mean Maximum 

Mawlamyaingyun 30,000 198,073 700,000 

Pyapon 20,000 262,300 1,000,000

Dedaye 15,000 320,440 4,000,000

Labutta 10,000 435,994 2,000,000

Bogale 30,000 348,446 10,000,000

All townships 10,000 313,745 10,000,000 

When the mean values in terms shelter needs are listed for each township, they range from 
nearly 200,000 (222 US dollars) kyat for Mawlamyaingyun to almost 436,000 (484 US 
dollars) in Labutta Township. But the overall mean for all townships is about 314,000 kyat 
(348.8 US dollars).  

The present survey included 396 respondents who received new houses but the rest of 522 
had their houses repaired, construction materials given or cash grant offered. Therefore, with 
two years passed, the support they had received might not have impact anymore and they 
could be considered control group in terms of the shelter support given.  

It could be that the shelter support recipients expressed less than their ability to improve 
their shelters in anticipation of further shelter needs because half of them had already 
expressed their capacity to upgrade their shelters before the rainy season came.  

Nevertheless, most households live at subsistence level. The main reasons the respondents 
gave for their inability to fix their houses were lack of cash and lack of materials in their 
communities. Altogether 773 (84 percent) and 527 (57 percent) respondents expressed thus 
respectively. This is quite in line with respondents’ earlier request for livelihood support. 
Majority of the respondents are casual labourers in agriculture and the sector has not yet 
fully recovered for all those who depend on it to return to normal life as their employers, who 
are farmers have not fully recovered. 

56.  Comments from village shelter committees on constraints to repair houses 

Frequency Percent
Lack of cash 49 96% 
Lack of materials/Hard to get materials 2 4% 

Total 51 100%

A total of 49 village shelter committees out of 51 communities responded that lack of cash 
could be the biggest constraints in getting the houses of the residents repaired. This reflects 
the same kind of response with that of the shelter support recipients.  
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XII. QUESTIONS RELATED TO NEW HOUSE RECIPIENTS

57. Comparison of present shelter to previous building 

Grade 1-2 
(least preferred) Grade 3 Grade 4-5 

(most preferred) Total

Aesthetic quality 55 (14) 68 (17) 273 (69) 396 (100)

Construction quality 89 (22) 61 (15) 246 (62) 396 (100)

Meets the needs of your family 91 (23) 103 (26) 202 (51) 396 (100)

Affordability to maintenance 56 (14) 77 (19) 263 (66) 396 (100)

Only respondents who had received new houses answered these questions that are in the 
last part of the questionnaire. In general, new house recipients expressed satisfaction with 
the shelters they had received in all four aspects. The respondents are especially happy with 
how their houses look and their affordability to incur expenses connected with their new 
houses.

58. Level of satisfaction on present residence 
                 Count (%) 

Grade 1-2 Grade 3 Grade 4-5 Total

Area of house 134 (34) 62 (16) 200 (51) 396 (100)

The number of bedrooms 224 (57) 68 (17) 104 (26) 396 (100)

Cooking space 246 (62) 71 (18) 79 (20) 396 (100)

The type of dwelling  56 (14) 80 (20) 260 (66) 396 (100)

The location with respect to facilities 147 (37) 69 (17) 180 (45) 396 (100)
The park, play ground, other open 
spaces and quality of the 
neighborhood 

199 (50) 102 (26) 95 (24) 396 (100)

Security of the building from crime 117 (30) 74 (19) 205 (52) 396 (100)

Ventilation or indoor air quality 44 (11) 80 (20) 272 (69) 396 (100)

The comfort in winter 92 (23) 96 (24) 208 (53) 396 (100)

Ease of entry into the dwelling 46 (12) 59 (15) 291 (73) 396 (100)
Ease of movement inside the 
dwelling 54 (14) 74 (19) 268 (68) 396 (100)

Comfort in summer 240 (61) 56 (14) 100 (25) 396 (100)

Shelter support recipients expressed satisfaction over their new houses especially in terms 
of the type of dwelling, ventilation or indoor air quality, ease of entry into the dwelling and 
ease of movement inside the dwelling. At least two-thirds of the respondents were happy 
with their houses in those aspects. The recipients now live in better quality houses compared 
to pre-Nargis time. Their houses are made of wood and have corrugated iron sheet roofing 
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60.  Most importance factor to have in a house 

Count %

Area 248 62.6%

Security of the building from crime 95 24.0% 

Comfort in summer 23 5.8% 

Sub-total 366 92.40% 
The location with respect to facilities such as market, 
hospital, post office, school 11 2.8% 

Ventilation or indoor air quality 8 2.0% 
The type of dwelling (detached house, apartment in 
building, etc.) 3 0.8% 

The comfort in winter 3 0.8% 

Ease of movement inside the dwelling 2 0.5% 

Cooking space 1 0.3% 
The park, play ground, other open spaces and quality of 
the neighborhood 1 0.3% 

Ease of entry into the dwelling 1 0.3% 

Total 396 100.0%

Respondents are asked to give the most important factor to have in their house. Almost two 
thirds of the respondents said that the total area would be the top most priority of their 
house. As mentioned earlier, per capita space of the 918 respondents is 58 square feet or 
5.8 square metres while the figure would increase to 6.76 square metres when only 396 
respondents who had been a new house is taken into count. Therefore, the area is more 
than that of the SPHERE Standards of 3.5 square metres for those who are to be located at 
emergency camps.  

Almost two thirds of the respondents said that the total area would be the top most priority of 
their house. Per capita space of the 918 respondents is 58 square feet or 5.8 square metres 
while the figure comes to 6.76 square metres when only 396 respondents who had been 
given a new house are taken into account. Therefore, the area is more than the SPHERE 
Standards of 3.5 square metres for those who are to be located at emergency camps that 
intends to save life and to provide adequate short-term shelter needs. 

61. Grading on the major problems of the dwelling 
            Count (%) 

Grade 1-2 Grade 3 Grade 4-5 Total

Electrical system 393 (99) 3 (0.8) 396 (100)

Plumbing system 396 (100)     396 (100)
Structural condition (foundation, floors, 
walls or roof) 99 (25) 114 (29) 183 (46.2) 396 (100)

The finishes 181 (46) 130 (33) 85 (21.5) 396 (100)
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Having an electrical system and a plumbing system were not given priority in building new 
houses for shelter support recipients in post-Nargis interventions. There were given either 
grade one or two but for most recipients, the systems do not exist. But the recipients were 
very happy with the structural conditions of their houses. About three-fourths of the 
recipients expressed their satisfaction in that regard.   

62. Disabled household members 

Altogether 28 households mentioned that they have members who have limited mobility. Of 
them only six of them said that their houses are designed for the convenience of their 
disabled household members.  

63. A separate bedroom for each couple and each single adult 

Count Percent
Yes 102 26%
No 237 60%
No Couple 57 14% 

Total 396 100%

Many houses for shelter support recipients do not have a separate bedroom for couples and 
single adults. Therefore, only about 25 percent of them said they have a separate bedroom. 
For those people, it is quite likely that they have built their own partitions after receiving the 
houses from the donors or that they have set up temporary partitions through curtains or 
bamboo mats for couples or single adults. 
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XIII. ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION

64.  Lack of fishery resources compared to pre-Nargis situation 

Frequency Percent
Yes 41 80.39%
No 10 19.61%

Total 51 100.00%

Altogether local authorities from 41 communities out of 51 said that there had been lack of 
fishery resources compared to pre-Nargis situation. All of them gave a reason to the effect 
that there is less fish in traditional fishing grounds. Less common reasons given are people 
having to go further out in the sea to get fish and are getting smaller fish these days. There 
were mentioned as often as 12 and 14 communities respectively.  

65.  Type of decrease in fishing ground 

Frequency Percent
There is less fish in traditional fishing grounds 41 100.00% 
People have to go further out in the sea to get fish 12 29.27% 
People are getting smaller fish these days 14 34.15% 

Total 41 100.00%
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XIV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Majority of the respondents covered by the survey are casual labourers in agriculture. 
Majority of the 918 households who belong to that category cannot survive having one job 
alone. Their income is therefore supplemented by fishing on a manageable scale.  A total of 
111 households or 12 percent of the total respondents answered that fishing is their second 
most important source of income. The other two sources supplementing the earnings of the 
respondents are growing their own crops, usually at a subsistence level, and working as 
petty traders.

Per capita monthly income of the households under survey is a little more than 14,400 kyat. 
Therefore, a person lives on 482 kyat on average per day. Current exchange rate is 900 kyat 
to one dollar in the open market and based on that rate, people in general would be living on 
less than one US dollar per day if their real purchasing power is not taken into account. For 
many households food such as fish and fresh vegetables are available for free and rice is 
received as part of their wages from their employees. Therefore, they are not well-off given 
the limited amount of money they make each month but it is not that the households are in 
serious economic conditions.  

The respondents covered by the survey have not returned to their pre-Nargis situation in 
terms of their livelihood. These people are vulnerable group in their own communities and 
their inability to return to pre-Nargis condition is that there is a long way for farmers, whom 
they rely on as their employees, to return to full recovery. Therefore, it is recommended that 
support is to be given not only to the most vulnerable segment of the population such as 
casual labourers to improve their livelihood in each community but also to non-vulnerable 
groups such as farmers and mid-level fishing households who could be the source of 
employment and food there. 

In responding to their level of satisfaction with the shelter support received on three 
aspects—quality, quantity and timeliness—majority of them responded favourably to all 
these three aspects. 

In general households under survey, who were recipients of one kind of shelter support or 
another, now live in the same or better houses than they used to have before cyclone Nargis 
if only two criteria—main materials used for roofs and posts—are taken into account.  But 
their houses are yet to stand against strong weather conditions. This is known by the fact 
that out of 25 communities which were given new houses, only 13 village shelter committees 
responded that the shelters were designed to stand against natural forces, especially strong 
winds and other harsh conditions. It is recommended that more emphasis be given to 
disaster-resilient features in the future shelter support.  

Two aspects which the households are not happy with lie with the kitchen in their shelters 
and their houses’ distances from their work. Sixty percent of the respondents answered that 
they do not have a good cooking space. In both traditional houses of the areas under survey 
and the shelters the respondents received through post-Nargis support, there is rarely a 
separate space reserved for the households to prepare and cook food. 

One more feature that the post-Nargis shelter support lacks is transparency and feedback 
mechanism. Only 278 households or about 30 percent of the shelter support recipients 
mentioned that they were involved in the decision-making process. When they were asked in 
detail about their involvement, their participation was not before the making of the decision 
but they were there to be informed that they would be given the support and that they were 
to contribute voluntary labour, mostly in the building of houses for fellow recipients for which 
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they were paid. The shelter support thus given in response to cyclone Nargis was mainly 
agency-driven.

Nevertheless communities now live in safer environment than they used to. With the support 
from both domestic sources and international community, Nargis-affected areas now have 
strong buildings which they can take refuge in times of disaster like cyclone Nargis. Most 
common buildings that serve the purpose are monasteries, schools, cyclone shelters and 
stronger houses in the communities. They account for almost 98 percent of structures where 
people can take refuge in times of harsh weather conditions. Those buildings are within 
reach of the respondents too as average travelling distance to the nearest such building is 
17 minutes.

According to village authorities, the most common form of disaster preparedness plan in the 
communities under survey is having an early warning system. Altogether 43 out of 51 
communities described that they have the system to warn people against the forthcoming 
disaster.   

Despite a series of advocacy from development agencies on the need for the communities to 
conduct community drills to reduce casualties in case of another disaster, only 251 
respondents or 27 percent of the total respondents said that such drill ever took place in their 
communities. Therefore, more strenuous measures be taken to perform simulation exercises 
in all areas and to include a wider segment of the population in each of them in doing so.  

The data do not necessarily reflect the enthusiasm on the part of the communities concerned 
but the simulation exercises actually done through the support of NGOs and/or local 
authorities.

Majority of the respondents said that livelihood support is their top priority. The second most 
common type of support mentioned by the respondents is shelter support.  

There was a separate section in the questionnaire which asked only 396 new house 
recipients. Over 94 percent of the recipients expressed satisfaction over the shelters they 
had been given. The areas which they described improvements were a cooking space, the 
number of bedrooms and comfort in summer. Only about one fourth of the respondents were 
content in those aspects. The new houses built in the Nargis-affected areas rarely have a 
separate cooking space where they can prepare and cook food. They rarely have bedrooms. 
Although many of them have corrugated iron sheet roofing, the comfort in summer for the 
residents has not been taken into account.  

Almost two thirds of the respondents said that the total area would be the top most priority of 
their house. The second most common feature respondents mentioned is having a secure 
building that can protect them from crime.  
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XV.  ANNEX 

1. Demographic characteristics 

Township # of Male # of Female Total
Population 

Mawlamyinegyun 4839 5233 10072 

Pyapon 13750 15069 28819 

Dedaye 6418 7057 13475 

Laputta 3527 3242 6769 

Bogale 10619 11253 21872 

2. Population in each village of the village-tracts covered by the survey 

Village Tract Village Total
Population # of Male # of 

Female 
Mawlamyinegyun
Hline Bone Yay Tagar 697 370 327 
Shauk Chaung Ngwe Sin Yaw (Sanpya) 2166 1141 1025 
Kyet Shar Kyet Shar San Pya 2200 1000 1200 
Meik Tha Lin Kone Meik Tha Lin Kone 621 304 317 
Myat Thar Ywar Ma Myat Thar Ywar Ma 750 420 330 
Ma Bay Myay Sa Ngu 600 301 299 
Daung Yay Kyaw Myin Ka Kone 1480 577 903 
Mei Taline Ywar Thit Tan 503 245 258 
Hteseik Ywar Ma Hteseik Ywar Ma 746 323 423 
Kann Zauk Kann Zauk 309 158 151 
Pyapon
Achar Ahtet (Aung Thar 
Yar) Achar Ahtet (Aung Thar Yar) 2398 1124 1274 

Thamein Htaw Konetan Thamein Htaw Konetan 7160 3293 3867 
Achar Kalay Chauk Ein Tan 464 236 228 
Gay Gu Gay Gu 1011 506 505 
Tei Pin Seik Tei Pin Seik 3400 1500 1900 
Daw Nyein Aung Chan Thar Ward 6207 3035 3172 
Kyone Tar Shan Kwin Kyone Tar 737 347 390 
Tha Leik Gyi Tha Leik Gyi 509 252 257 
Leik U Kone (Ward) Leik U Kone (Ward) 4533 2227 2306 
Kyone Ku Kyone Ku/Akyeewa 2400 1230 1170 
Dedaye
Mayan Mayan 437 203 234 
Leik Kyun Leik Kyun 730 369 361 
Kyon Paw Kan Su Phyar/Kyone Dar Phyar 216 98 118 
Hmaw Bi Hmaw Bi 1470 700 770 
Thone Htat Tadar Chaung 1664 798 866 
Da None Kone Da None Kone 1014 478 536 
Kywe Tha Lin Kone Aye Su 398 211 187 
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La Mu Wa La Mu Wa 1836 873 963 
Ta Mawt Gyi Ta Mawt Gyi 2897 1299 1598 
Me Za Li Me Za Li 935 458 477 
Myin Ka Kone Hta Ni Pat 1878 931 947 

Labutta

Tha Pyu Kone Leik Kwin 155 77 78 
Kan Bet Aung Thar Yar (2) 310 156 154 
Koe Taung Koe Taung 763 374 389 
Kyauk Tagar Kyauk Tagar 961 445 516 
Gway Chaung Gway Chaung 645 330 315 
Pyin Alan Amat Kalay 586 305 281 
Tei Pin Kaing Tei Pin Kaing 444 277 167 
Saluseik Dayephyu 430 234 196 
Kokko Kanyin Kwin 1556 850 706 
Thanat Phet Yay Twin Kone 919 479 440 
Bogale
Kan Su (East) Kan Su (East) 252 88 164 
Hay Man Hay Man/Lay Gwa 658 311 347 
Phoe Lay Phoe Lay 745 390 355 
Kyun Nyo Gyi (Kyun Hteik) Ngar Khu Chaung 459 237 222 
Magu Magu (2) 584 278 306 
Pyin Boe Gyi Pyin Boe Gyi 806 419 387 
Gayan Ywar Thit 367 217 150 
Ayer Anauk Yay Kyaw Gyi 319 162 157 
Bogale, 6_Ward 6_Ward 9075 4425 4650 
Bogale,7_Ward 7_Ward 8607 4092 4515 

3. Type of organization that provided shelter support 

Type of assistance Township INGO Faith-based 
organization

Local
Company 

Individual
donor

Houses built 

Mawlamyaingkyun 8   2 
Pyapon 14
Dedaye 10
Labutta 4 1 1
Bogale 8 1

Sub-total 44 2 3

Houses repaired 

Mawlamyaingkyun 
Pyapon 7
Dedaye 1
Labutta 2
Bogale 2

Sub-total 12

Houses repaired 

Mawlamyaingkyun 6
Pyapon 4
Dedaye 
Labutta 11
Bogale 9 1

Sub-total 30 1



Shelter Sector Assessment 2010-2 Years On 

52

Cash grant 

Mawlamyaingkyun 2   
Pyapon 5
Dedaye 3 2
Labutta 3
Bogale 3

Sub-total 16 2

International organizations were main donors for shelter support in the villages under the 
current survey.  Only four communities received shelter support from faith-based 
organizations.  Local companies built new houses in three communities of Bogale. The 
funding could have come from the firms themselves or through government allocation.  

4. Value of support per recipient 

Township 
Kyat 

Average Maximum Minimum 

Mawlamyinegyun 
Houses built 503,000 600,000 350,000 
Houses repaired 
Material support 47,000 300,000 30,000 
Cash grant 110,000 200,000 20,000 

Pyapon 
Houses built 587,500 1,300,000 250,000 
Houses repaired 39,125 100,000 10,000 
Material support 67,500 150,000 20,000 
Cash grant 37,000 105,000 20,000 

Dedaye 
Houses built 419500 800000 150000 
Houses repaired 180000 180000 180000 
Material support 
Cash grant 24000 30000 20000 

Labutta 
Houses built 1,150,000 2,000,000 150,000 
Houses repaired 10,000 15,000 5,000 
Material support 31,364 120,000 5,000 
Cash grant 36,667 70,000 20,000 

Bogale 
Houses built 266,833 620,000 70,000 
Houses repaired 750,000 800,000 700,000 
Material support 54,600 200,000 8,000 
Cash grant 86,667 120,000 20,000 
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5. Number of households—information provided by local authorities 

Township Village Tract Village # of 
households 

# of 
houses 

Mawlamyinegyun 

Hline Bone Yay Tagar 176 173 
Shauk Chaung Ngwe Sin Yaw (Sanpya) 607 607 
Kyet Shar Kyet Shar San Pya 488 485 
Meik Tha Lin Kone Meik Tha Lin Kone 144 144 
Myat Thar Ywar Ma Myat Thar Ywar Ma 171 168 
Ma Bay Myay Sa Ngu 110 110 
Daung Yay Kyaw Myin Ka Kone 327 327 
Mei Taline Ywar Thit Tan 121 121 
Hteseik Ywar Ma Hteseik Ywar Ma 162 162 
Kann Zauk Kann Zauk 74 74 

Pyapon 

Achar Ahtet (Aung Thar Yar) Achar Ahtet (Aung Thar Yar) 480 447 
Thamein Htaw Konetan Thamein Htaw Konetan 1267 997 
Achar Kalay Chauk Ein Tan 103 94 
Gay Gu Gay Gu 232 232 
Tei Pin Seik Tei Pin Seik 800 800 
Daw Nyein Aung Chan Thar Ward 1464 1464 
Kyone Tar Shan Kwin Kyone Tar 177 162 
Tha Leik Gyi Tha Leik Gyi 130 115 
Leik U Kone (Ward) Leik U Kone (Ward) 900 800 
Kyone Ku Kyone Ku/Akyeewa 720 708 

Dedaye 

Mayan Mayan 119 109 
Leik Kyun Leik Kyun 174 166 

Kyon Paw Kan Su Phyar/Kyone Dar 
Phyar 49 39 

Hmaw Bi Hmaw Bi 337 320 
Thone Htat Tadar Chaung 334 280 
Da None Kone Da None Kone 277 263 
Kywe Tha Lin Kone Aye Su 85 85 
La Mu Wa La Mu Wa 473 454 
Ta Mawt Gyi Ta Mawt Gyi 693 672 
Me Za Li Me Za Li 205 193 
Myin Ka Kone Hta Ni Pat 380 360 

Labutta 

Tha Pyu Kone Leik Kwin 46 33 
Kan Bet Aung Thar Yar (2) 70 69 
Koe Taung Koe Taung 203 186 
Kyauk Tagar Kyauk Tagar 223 178 
Gway Chaung Gway Chaung 151 151 
Pyin Alan Amat Kalay 153 150 
Tei Pin Kaing Tei Pin Kaing 159 103 
Saluseik Dayephyu 193 193 
Kokko Kanyin Kwin 392 370 
Thanat Phet Yay Twin Kone 211 206 

Bogale 

Kan Su (East) Kan Su (East) 64 64 
Hay Man Hay Man/Lay Gwa 150 150 
Phoe Lay Phoe Lay 161 157 
Kyun Nyo Gyi (Kyun Hteik) Ngar Khu Chaung 110 107 
Magu Magu (2) 164 160 
Pyin Boe Gyi Pyin Boe Gyi 242 180 
Gayan Ywar Thit 86 84 
Ayer Anauk Yay Kyaw Gyi 93 90 
6_Ward 2075 1876 
7_Ward 1540 1522 
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6. Strong structures where residents can take refuge in times of heavy rains, strong   
     winds and surge    (Interview with key informant village shelter committee) 

Township Village Tract Village Monastery Public
building School

Stronger
house in 

the
community 

Church Cyclone 
shelter

Don't
have any 
cyclone 
shelter 

Mawlamyine
gyun 

Hline Bone Yay Tagar         1 

Shauk Chaung Ngwe Sin Yaw 
(Sanpya)        1 

Kyet Shar Kyet Shar San 
Pya 1  1     1 

Meik Tha Lin Kone Meik Tha Lin Kone   1 1    

Myat Thar Ywar Ma Myat Thar Ywar 
Ma         1 

Ma Bay Myay Sa Ngu   1      
Daung Yay Kyaw Myin Ka Kone 1 1 1      
Mei Taline Ywar Thit Tan         1 
Hteseik Ywar Ma Hteseik Ywar Ma 1  1      
Kann Zauk Kann Zauk         1 

Pyapon 

Achar Ahtet (Aung 
Thar Yar) 

Achar Ahtet (Aung 
Thar Yar) 1   1     

Thamein Htaw 
Konetan 

Thamein Htaw 
Konetan   1 1     

Achar Kalay Chauk Ein Tan   1 1    
Gay Gu Gay Gu    1    
Tei Pin Seik Tei Pin Seik 1  1 1   1 

Daw Nyein Aung Chan Thar 
Ward 1  1     1 

Kyone Tar Shan 
Kwin Kyone Tar 1  1 1    

Tha Leik Gyi Tha Leik Gyi 1  1 1    

Leik U Kone (Ward) Leik U Kone 
(Ward) 1  1 1     

Kyone Ku Kyone 
Ku/Akyeewa 1  1 1     

Dedaye 

Mayan Mayan 1 1 1 1     
Leik Kyun Leik Kyun 1  1 1    

Kyon Paw 
Kan Su 
Phyar/Kyone Dar 
Phyar 

  1 1     

Hmaw Bi Hmaw Bi   1 1    
Thone Htat Tadar Chaung 1   1    
Da None Kone Da None Kone 1  1 1    
Kywe Tha Lin Kone Aye Su    1    
La Mu Wa La Mu Wa 1  1 1    
Ta Mawt Gyi Ta Mawt Gyi 1  1 1    
Me Za Li Me Za Li   1 1    
Myin Ka Kone Hta Ni Pat    1    

Labutta 

Tha Pyu Kone Leik Kwin         1 
Kan Bet Aung Thar Yar (2)    1   1 
Koe Taung Koe Taung 1        
Kyauk Tagar Kyauk Tagar         
Gway Chaung Gway Chaung         1 
Pyin Alan Amat Kalay   1   1 1 
Tei Pin Kaing Tei Pin Kaing   1      
Saluseik Dayephyu   1      
Kokko Kanyin Kwin 1  1     1 
Thanat Phet Yay Twin Kone 1  1      
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Township Village Tract Village Monastery Public
building School

Stronger
house in 

the
community 

Church Cyclone 
shelter

Don't
have 
any 

cyclone 
shelter 

Bogale

Kan Su (East) Kan Su (East)    1     
Hay Man Hay Man/Lay Gwa 1  1 1     
Phoe Lay Phoe Lay 1   1     
Kyun Nyo Gyi (Kyun 
Hteik) Ngar Khu Chaung 1  1 1     

Magu Magu (2) 1         
Pyin Boe Gyi Pyin Boe Gyi        1  
Gayan Ywar Thit 1   1     

Ayer Anauk Yay Kyaw 
Gyi   1       

Bogalay 6 Ward 1  1     1  
Bogale,7_Ward Bogalay 7 Ward 1  1     

Total 26 2 31 27 1 9 6
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United Nations Human Settlements Programme
No.6, Natmauk Road, Yangon, Myanmar
Tel: (95-1) 542 910~919 Ext: 135
Fax: (95-1) 544 531, 545 634, 430 628
Website: www.unhabitat.org
Email: un.habitat.mya@gmail.com, desk@unhabitat-mya.org


