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0. Colour Scales and Thresholds 
The colour scheme in the summary shows camps scored against each other within each sector indicators, 
with red being worse. This has been done to showcase the variations between camps. It, however, does limit 
multi-sectoral comparisons. But with so many sectors still in the midst of establishing their core indicators, 
that it would be premature for the Analysis Hub to set thresholds. Additionally, having the colour of each 
point being sit on a normalised 0-1 scale could be potentially confusing: for instance, both WASH indicators, 
access to water and access to latrines, under a normalised scale would show up as relatively minor issues, 
affecting a more limited section of the population than Shelter & NFIs; yet, with reference to the results on 
severity ratings and rankings, Water is ranked only after Cash and Fuel as a priority intervention. Normalising 
the colour scale would disguise what is a very dire problem and may result in the data being misinterpreted 
and certain sectors being discounted: 
 

 
 
A. Total number of individuals  
The total number of individuals was collected at the block level. The average population for all blocks is 117 
households or 497 individuals. However, this varies greatly with blocks as large as 4,850, though these are 
predominantly areas which have been settled for far longer and have elected their own representation.  
 

A1. Population Estimations 
NPM is a key informant survey and for the purposes of this product, population estimates have been 
calculated by taking the informant’s responses as representative of their community. Informants are 
aware of this and are familiar with the questionnaire. Mahjis tend to be very aware of the types of 
services available to the people they represent. However, a key limitation is that the Mahji might not 
understand or be aware of all types of issues – the questions in NPM are cross-cutting and multi-
sectoral – only 4 out of the 1,807 respondents were female.  
 
A2. Population Weighting 
The colours and the labels on each point in the product are not weighted by population – they rely 
only on the percentage of blocks concerned by each indicator. The size of the concerned population 
is depicted in the size of each circle. Both population-weighted and -unweighted results are 
important: though they are extremely similar, one might be more appropriate than another, 
depending on the product or tool being developed – especially when it comes to work of 



programmatic and budgetary significance. For this product, both estimated population (magnitude) 
and the proportion of blocks (intensity) have been depicted.  
 
A3. Small Settlements in Host Communities 
77 blocks, home to 15,844 people, have been excluded – they are predominantly small settlements 
in host community areas and meet the criteria for anonymisation. They have been excluded from the 
camp-level aggregations. In previous rounds, the populations in these areas differ from the 
populations in larger settlements by, overall, having better housing conditions and food security but 
lower access to services such as water and healthcare. These blocks, especially those close to each 
other, are candidates for aggregation. The specificities of people living in small settlements in host 
communities will be explored in the Findings Report.  
 
A4. Mega-blocks 
61 blocks have more than 1,000 residents and these mega-blocks are home to about 10% of the 
Rohingya population. Many of these areas have elected their own representation and are much more 
established, with many with quasi-governments administering over the residents in these areas and 
their responses should be regarded more as the output from a system. Still, it is believed that they 
should be subdivided further and further exploration of their internal boundaries and administrative 
structures is necessary to inform this.  
 

B. Percentage of Blocks who requested Shelter Assistance 
The percentage of blocks who requested shelter assistance is calculated from the number of respondents 
who say that their blocks require either Shelter Materials, Cash to buy Shelter Materials, Labour to repair or 
construct their Shelter or Cash to pay Rent. 73% of blocks have requested shelter assistance.  
 

B2. Provision of Shelter Materials 
52% of all blocks have requested for Shelter Materials. Though this is a fair indication of their need, 
this is not a fair indication of their living conditions, which is a key information gap. 92% of all blocks 
consist mainly of Jhupri shacks – it is necessary to subdivide this population down further. The 
predominant flooring, roofing and wall materials of shelters within each settlement will probably be 
much more informative.  
 
B2. Provision of Cash to pay Rent or to Buy Shelter Materials 
23% of blocks have requested cash to buy shelter materials, suggesting that they have access to 
markets where such commodities may be reliably purchased. 9% of blocks have requested for cash 
assistance to pay rent.  

 
C. Percentage of Blocks who requested for Fuel/Firewood 
The percentage of blocks who requested for fuel is calculated from the number of respondents who say their 
blocks require fuel/firewood. 83% of blocks say that they need assistance with fuel. This is the most 
prevalent need identified in the NPM dataset. This is further corroborated by the higher mean severity rating 
of fuel than food, water or shelter. Additionally, areas where firewood are collected are considered to be the 
most insecure of any part of the settlement; its collection also contributes to the environmental degradation 
of the land. 81% of blocks also requested information on how to get or collect fuel or firewood.  
 
D. Percentage of Persons without Water Access 
The percentage of persons without water access was calculated by aggregating informants’ responses at 
the camp level. Informants were asked to estimate the proportion of persons in their block without access to 
water choose an option on a five-point scale that was converted to a numerical scale: almost everyone 
(0.95), most people (0.8), about half (0.5), some (0.2) and none or almost none (0.05). An estimated 37% of 
people do not have access to water. Water is one of the highest-ranked priorities, coming in after Cash and 
Firewood.  
 

D1. Water Access Problems 
Specific water access problems affect 64% of the population, with the most prevalent problems 
being long waiting times, distance to water points and lack of sufficient water, which affects about 
41% of the population. A further 27% of persons do not like the taste of the water as well.  
 

E. Percentage of Persons without Latrine Access 
The percentage of persons without latrine access was calculated by aggregating informants’ responses at 
the camp level. Informants were asked to estimate the proportion of persons in their block without access to 



latrines choose an option on a five-point scale that was converted to a numerical scale: almost everyone 
(0.95), most people (0.8), about half (0.5), some (0.2) and none or almost none (0.05). An estimated 33% of 
do not have access to latrines. 
 

E1. Latrine Access Problems 
Only 8% of the population does not have any latrine problems. The most prevalent problems are that 
there is no sex separation, that toilets that are full nor non-functional (48%), that there are not 
enough toilets (47%) and that toilets are unhygienic (39%).  
 
E2. Open Defaecation 
In previous versions of the summary, areas where open defaecation was a “normal practice” were 
highlighted as a major indicator. However, it was highlighted that this question measures a cultural 
practice as opposed to opposed to what extent does open defaecation affects the lives of residents 
i.e. is there faecal matter in communal areas. This question will be corrected in Round 10.  

 
F. Percentage of Persons who Eat Two Meals a Day or Less 
The percentage of persons eating two meals a day or less is the combination of the percentage of people 
eating two meals a day and the percentage of people eating one meal a day. As with the indicators on water 
access and latrine access, informants were asked to estimate the proportion of persons in their block who 
eat two meals and one meal a day. However, unlike the earlier questions, no five-point scale was used and 
informants were asked to provide percentages; this lessens the reliability of the estimate as the informant 
would need to know the exact number of people and their diets to answer the question well. These questions 
will be revised in Round 10 to be more suited to a key informant survey. An estimated 36% of persons have 
two meals or less a day.  
 

F1. Cash and Markets 
Severity ratings, where a list of household and community-level interventions were rated on a five-
point scale by informants indicated that there is strong demand for cash-based programming. 
However, the inclusion of cash has perturbed the results as it is a modality, not an intervention; it will 
be removed in Round 10. But given than 910 blocks (50%) listed cash as their first priority, 183 (10%) 
as their second priority and 156 (8%) as their third. Indicating that though many face movement 
restrictions, the settlements are well-integrated in the local economy. Further cash-based 
programming would also certainly be a boon for vendors and merchants as due to extreme 
vulnerability of most of the population, beneficiaries are very likely to spend most of their money.  

 
G. Percentage of Children not within 30 minutes of a non-formal education facility 
This indicator originates from Round 8 as Round 9 did not provide distinctions between non-formal 
education facilities (TLSs) and moktabs, which the sector is not responsible for. This question will revert 
back to the Round 8 working in Round 10. Responses including “over 30 minutes”, “no access” and “don’t 
know” at the block-level were regarded as not being within 30 minutes of a TLS. All children in the block are 
expected to affected by the circumstances.  

 
G1. Population Estimates for Children 
UNHCR family counting data was used to estimate the number of children. NPM has conceded that 
the family counting exercise provides more accurate age-and-sex breakdowns. However, to ensure 
that totals tallied with NPM’s figures, as they cover more areas, only the proportions of children per 
camp were used and projected onto NPM’s figure for the number of total individuals.  
 
G2. Enrolment 
The Education Sector has indicated a preference to start including questions on enrolment in the 
NPM. This will allow for not only for access challenges to be assessed, but also for the engagement 
of children with the services provided.  

 
H. Estimated Percentage of Persons Without Access to Health Service 
This indicator is a sub-index; it was developed by averaging out each block’s access to health facilities at 
daytime and nighttime, mobile clinics, vaccination, antenatal care, obstetric services, rehabilitation support, 
psychosocial support and mental health care. Following this, each contributing indicator was assessed with 
the Betti-Verma formula to re-weight them into an index according to the share of variation they explain:  

 
 



 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
                           |    Index    Weight    Contri     Share 
 --------------------------+--------------------------------------- 
          K1_NotUnder30Min |   0.1759    0.1107    0.0195    0.0544 
          K2_Mobile_revers |   0.5909    0.1362    0.0805    0.2248 
              K3_Nighttime |   0.6452    0.0998    0.0644    0.1799 
              K6_Antenatal |   0.2759    0.0658    0.0182    0.0507 
           K7_Birth_revers |   0.3606    0.1055    0.0380    0.1063 
                 K9_Mental |   0.6575    0.0554    0.0364    0.1018 
          K10_Psychosocial |   0.6704    0.0645    0.0432    0.1207 
                 K11_Rehab |   0.6353    0.0552    0.0351    0.0981 
                K12_Vaccin |   0.0736    0.3070    0.0226    0.0632 
 --------------------------+--------------------------------------- 
                     Total |             1.0000    0.3578    1.0000 
 ------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
This is in line with the Health Sector’s intention to move away from looking at health services in general to 
focus down on some of the specialised services required by various segments of the population, such as 
antenatal care. Beyond identifying which areas have a paucity of health services, the Health Sector also 
intends to explore beneficiary satisfaction with health services.  
 
I. Percentage of Blocks who do not Communicate Frequently with Aid Providers 
The percentage of respondents who say their blocks do not communicate frequently with aid providers is 
63%. However, it should be mentioned that of those who do not communicate frequently, the vast majority 
do sometimes communicate with aid providers. Previously the number of incident reporting channels had 
also been considered as a summary indicator; however, the Protection Sector has said that they do not wish 
to call attention to those results, believing it to be a protection issue.  
 
J. Percentage of Persons who face Movement Restrictions 
This indicator is a sub-index; it was developed by averaging out each block’s movement restrictions at 
different parts of the settlement, including when going to work, at checkpoints, while collecting firewood and 
going to the market. Following their identification, each contributing indicator was assessed with the Betti-
Verma formula to re-weight them into an index according to the share of variation they explain:  

 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
                           |    Index    Weight    Contri     Share 
 --------------------------+--------------------------------------- 
             Going to work |   0.5726    0.1461    0.0837    0.1332 
            At checkpoints |   0.9716    0.3020    0.2934    0.4673 
       Collecting firewood |   0.7535    0.2403    0.1811    0.2884 
                    Market |   0.2237    0.3116    0.0697    0.1110 
 --------------------------+--------------------------------------- 
                     Total |             1.0000    0.6278    1.0000 
 ------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
The indicator “movement restrictions at distribution points” was dropped from the index – it was negatively 
correlated with the rest of the data and likely describes another issue related but not to identical issue 
encountered by persons seeking to cross checkpoints or go to the market. Instead, it likely speaks to the 
organisation of distribution points more than a restriction on persons’ freedom of movement.  
  


