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Executive Summary 

 

Introduction 

An evaluation of four ECHO disaster preparedness (DIPECHO) Action Plans 1998 to 2005/2006 

for Southeast Asia, was undertaken from December 2006 to May 2007. This report presents the 

main findings, conclusions and recommendations about the approaches of DIPECHO to disaster 

risk reduction (DRR), particularly community-based disaster preparedness, and to comment 

upon the involvement of other European Commission services in DRR during this period. 

 

Purpose and methodology  
The objective of the evaluation was to: “review and assess the progress made in enhancing 

resilience and reducing vulnerability to natural disasters of the most at-risk population of SEA 

and the public institutions that seek to protect them”.  

 

The evaluation team visited three countries, Viet Nam, Cambodia and Indonesia and appraised 

the action of ten in-country project partners and two regional bodies. Following discussions with 

ECHO Evaluations and geographic desk offices, it was agreed that the evaluation would be 

primarily concerned with the overall strategic approach taken by DIPECHO through the four 

Action Plans rather than an evaluation of individual projects.  

 

An analytical framework was used:  

 

 at the strategic level in the region and nationally: the scope and relevance of the Action 

Plans was reviewed, in particular how DIPECHO has complemented and supported 

institutional reform and improved disaster management capacities across the region. 

Attention was paid to efforts of other EC Directorates and bi-lateral support to DRR 

provided by Member States; 

 at the operational level: the outcomes of the different types of partner approaches to 

programming, operational modalities and country contexts were examined;  

 at the level of strategic and programmatic impact: the relevance of programme design 

was assessed. Programme impact on vulnerability reduction and institutional capacity 

building was considered. In addition, an assessment was undertaken of how lessons 

derived from local level implementing partners were translated up-stream to contribute to 

policy debates regarding risk reduction at national level as well as linkages between 

lesson learning based on DIPECHO projects and other relevant EC initiatives in disaster 

management. Cross-cutting issues and lesson learning, documentation and dissemination 

were also examined.  

 

Conclusions from this analysis were used to inform recommendations to ECHO regarding the 

operational methodologies for future Action Plans for Southeast Asia. Methodologies included 

literature review, discussions with partners, project site visits, meetings with other DRR 

stakeholders (including UN, INGOs, government disaster management coordination bodies, 

local government and people in the project areas). Project partner reviews, country summaries 

and three Aide Mémoires were drafted. Following field visits, two feedback sessions were held, 

one in Bangkok and the other in Brussels (See section 2.3). 

 

Main conclusions  

The main conclusions and the corresponding strategic and operational recommendations of the 

review are as follows (see section 6 for further details):  

 

Relevance and appropriateness (see sections 3.3 and 6.1) 
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Ca. DIPECHO funding of DP and DRR was instrumental in promoting the practice of DRR at 

a time when there were few other donors were active. Despite limited finance, the geographical 

spread over a wide region over an eight year period, this investment contributed to a major 

proportion of lessons and experience of DP/DRR in the region.  

Cb. Projects undertaken supported DIPECHO priorities (as described in the Action Plans) 

which were relevant to the national situation. The relevance of subsequent actions was enhanced 

by National Consultative Meetings which made the Action Plans more appropriate to the 

country. The Action Plans, however, are influenced by project partners rather than being driven 

by more strategic considerations. The lack of an overall, long term DRR strategy is a major flaw 

in DIPECHO’s programme.  

 

Effectiveness (see sections 4.5 and 6.2) 

Cc. There has been a positive change in the selection of partners over the course of four Action 

Plans, from a mainly humanitarian focus to those with dual mandates of humanitarian response 

and development. A number of local organisations have good potential to contribute to disaster 

reduction although lack a European counterpart and are therefore currently not considered. The 

selection of Red Cross/Red Crescent societies as local implementing partners was 

advantageous due to their government mandated roles in disaster management and their 

widespread presence. Partner selection is, however, constrained by the limited availability and 

expertise of INGOs and their local implementing partners. 

 

Efficiency (see sections 4.6 and 6.3) 

Cd. Many partners received financing from a series of Action Plans, although this funding was 

not optimised and partners undertook planning on an annual basis following DIPECHO cycles. 

Project implementation was challenged by the short term nature of DIPECHO funding, which 

limited some partners from linking DRR with longer term development activities.  

Ce. An expatriate presence helped to ensure accountability, transparency and provide technical 

support, however, the costs accounted for around one third of the total funds disbursed, which is 

considered to be too high and reduced the finance available for communities to undertake DRR 

activities. Local staff used by partners and supported with a small percentage of a manager’s 

time for project implementation, were more cost effective, helped develop national staff capacity 

and ultimately allowed more money to reach vulnerable communities. 

Coordination, complementarities, coherence and synergy (see sections 3.4, 3.5 and 6.4) 

Cf. DIPECHO-supported regional initiatives for capacity building, information sharing and 

networking were well received by partners, although efforts at “mainstreaming DRR” were too 

broad and generic. Whether such mainstreaming initiatives can be best accomplished through a 

regional rather than a country programme generic approaches is questionable. Regional 

initiatives require a long term perspective and strategy as objectives are not achievable within a 

single funding cycle. 

Cg. In general other EC funding instruments in the region give limited consideration to DRR. 

In addition, ECHO and EU Member State agency staff had only a partial understanding of the 

nature of DRR and of DIPECHO’s projects. A dedicated focal person within the EC/ECHO 

delegations is a pragmatic way to undertake advocacy (within the EC and to EU Members 

States) and increase the likelihood of linkages to other EC instruments with project partners. 

Impact (see sections 5.1 to 5.5 and 6.5) 

Ch. The DIPECHO programme generated numerous replicable DRR strategies and excellent 

community based projects, including methodologies, tools and processes that enabled 

communities to better prepare for and mitigate natural disasters. The added-value developed by 
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DIPECHO through these APs has been recognised by other key institutional players involved in 

DRR (i.e. the World Bank). In all programme areas awareness of DRR has increased 

progressively, community DP plans were developed and response teams established (although 

their quality varied). 

Ci. Small-scale, low cost mitigation projects were widely implemented and successfully 

demonstrated the appropriateness and effectiveness of this strategy. Considerable counterpart 

community labour was generated by mitigation works which provided substantial direct socio-

economic benefits to entire communities.  

Cj. While significant direct impact in terms of reduced vulnerabilities and increased 

capacities is evident in project areas, benefiting several hundreds of thousands of people over 

the course of the four APs, these were found to be primarily at commune and village levels as 

area coverage has been limited in addition to being widely dispersed.  

Ck. DIPECHO’s goal will always be constrained by its mandate, which is limited to promotion, 

demonstration and initiation of disaster reduction pilot activities; the longer term impacts of the 

programme will not be achieved unless scaling-up and replication of successful demonstration 

and pilots is undertaken. 

Cl Documentation and dissemination of DRR lessons learnt by DIPECHO and its partners 

have not yet been adequate. Leverage by partners themselves is insufficient to influence the 

major stakeholders to include DRR in their policy, strategy, legislation and long term 

development plans (e.g., local and national governments, international donors etc.).  

Sustainability (see sections 3.5 and 6.6) 

Cm. In the context of the decentralized governance systems in most SE Asian countries, 

opportunities exist for the institutionalization of programme initiatives into formal, local 

government structures and processes. Significant in-roads have already been made in 

Indonesia and Viet Nam, particularly in leveraging DIPECHO projects to access local 

government development funds but more effort is required. 

 

Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (see sections 3.6 and 6.7) 

Cn There were no obvious indications amongst partners who had undertaken relief activities that 

they received guidance from ECHO or DIPECHO regarding either the integration of relief with 

development activities, or the integration of DRR approaches into their operations. Some 

partners make conscious efforts to link emergency response to disaster recovery and 

rehabilitation. Development organisations have generally made better progress in taking up the 

LRRD approach and there has been a natural progression from relief response to long term 

support to communities. However, this transition of approach to LRRD may be considered as 

almost a conceptual construct. Humanitarian organisations recognise the value of LRRD and 

DIPECHO has created a growing awareness of the importance of this approach, although more 

needs to be done to put it into practice, both by DIPECHO and other EC funding instruments, 

viz. RELEX and AIDCO.  

Cross-cutting Issues (see sections 5.6 and 6.8) 

Co. Specifically targeting primary school children raised awareness of DRR and brought about 

behavioural change, whilst interventions implemented within environmental programmes 

effectively and efficiently addressed multiple natural hazards. DIPECHO programme design in 

the region is now starting to recognise climate change adaptation as a critical entry point for 

DRR interventions. Gender relations and the promotion of gender equality were addressed, 

although this varied in different contexts. However, generally, in the projects reviewed, there 

was little incorporation of cross cutting issues. This was due to a number of factors including 
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the restricted time and uncertainty of continued future funding, organisational mandates, and the 

lack of partner expertise.  

 

Implementation strategy for future DIPECHO activities in Southeast Asia (see section 6.9)  

Cp. The direct impact of the DIPECHO initiative, in terms of reduction of vulnerabilities, 

depends essentially on the adoption and replication of DRR activities initiated under the Action 

Plans, however, this is challenging within a relatively short timeframe and there is therefore a 

need to develop a comprehensive and long-term DRR strategy.  

Cq The Hyogo Framework for Action was developed after the inception of the DIPECHO 

programme and organisations involved with “DP” have undergone a paradigm shift in thinking 

towards the vocabulary and actions of “DRR”. However, whilst the 4th and 5th APs describe 

DRR, DIPECHO is understood as only undertaking DP, leading to some confusion. In addition, 

there are a number of relatively recent and better financed actors supporting DRR activity of 

governments, INGOs, UN agencies, etc. in the region (e.g., The World Bank, ADB, etc.),  

 

Advocacy (see sections 3.7 and 6.10) 

Cr DIPECHO has had an impact on other EC Directorates, bi-lateral and multi-lateral financing 

institutions in terms of increased awareness of the wider integration of DP/DRR into their policy, 

planning and programme activities. However, the priority and importance given to DP/DRR 

activities in the region and their integration with these institutions remains weak. With the 

exception of Indonesia, The Philippines and Viet Nam, there is no mention of DRR in the current 

CSP, NIP and PRSP strategic planning mechanisms.  

 

Recommendations 

 

Relevance and appropriateness (see sections 3.3 and 6.1) 

Ra. The identity of DIPECHO as the lead provider of funding and expertise to a range of DRR 

stakeholders involved with small-scale community-based DRR activities should continue to be 

developed until other longer term EC development funding instruments (i.e., AIDCO, DG 

RELEX, DG DEV, etc.) incorporate DRR into their programming. [Strategic] 

Rb. A comprehensive DRR strategy should be developed to form the foundation for 

DIPECHO’s programme and influence the process of design and development of future Action 

Plans. The Hyogo Framework for Action should be used as the basis for this overarching 

strategic approach and too facilitate the adoption of complementary programmes between other 

regional and national DRR stakeholders. [Strategic] 

 

Effectiveness (see sections 4.5 and 6.2) 

Rc. Clearer selection criteria for project partners needs to be established and a more proactive 

search initiated for both new partners and local implementers. This is particularly the case for 

organisations which have long term DRR policies and integrated approaches, wherein DRR 

could be financed by DIPECHO is a component of larger, developmental, environmental or 

natural resource management programmes. Support for national Red Cross/Red Crescent 

societies through both PNS and INGOs should continue as these have international networks to 

draw upon. [Strategic] 

 

Efficiency (see sections 4.6 and 6.3) 

Rd. A programmatic approach to DRR needs to be developed over more than one action 

planning cycle, wherein brief concept papers would be developed prior to a substantive proposal 

and consideration given to approval of partners’ annual workplans and budgets over several 
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Action Plans. The bi-annual calls for proposals would continue to draw in fresh partners. 

[Strategic] 

Re. Measures of cost-effectiveness should be pre-defined and agreed between DIPECHO and 

partners and a reassessment undertaken of the percentage of expatriate staff time; possibilities for 

greater use of local consultants, or expatriates who could oversee a number of projects need 

consideration. [Operational] 

 

 

Coordination, complementarities, coherence and synergy (see sections 3.4, 3.5 and 6.4) 

Rf. Support for regional and country interventions to “mainstream DRR”, in conjunction with 

the efforts of local DRR networks and with the initiatives of other stakeholders is essential (e.g., 

UNDP, UNISDR, ADPC, World Bank, ADB, etc.). Prioritisation of both regional and national 

projects with direct linkage to local and community level initiatives is required. [Strategic] 

Rg. Dialogue with other EC funding instruments (e.g. DG RELEX, DG DEV, AIDCO) and 

EU Member States should be increased, particularly those supportive of DRR, potentially to 

enable DIPECHO partners to access longer term DRR funding. More dedicated focal persons 

within EC/ECHO delegations should be supported to improve coordination, advocacy and 

complementarity. [Operational] 

Impact (see sections 5.1 to 5.5 and 6.5) 

Rh. The innovative nature of the DIPECHO programme should continue and be enhanced by 

providing partners with the flexibility to pursue a multi-faceted approach to community based 

DRR. With additional support, partners and their local implementers can further improve the 

quality of community DP plans and focus on building community resilience to disasters. 

[Strategic]  

 

Ri. Support for mitigation activities should continue, but the focus be broadened to explore 

non-structural measures, for example, certain livelihood-related endeavours as means of 

militating against future disasters. [Strategic] 

 

Rj. Support for a more contiguous choice of project areas is required to attain an even greater 

impact. [Strategic] 

 

Rk. Pilot DRR activities need to be scaled up and replicated to achieve widespread and more 

significant impact at national and regional levels and to ensure a return on the investment in 

piloting; facilitating access to long-term funding is required to ensure that the benefits of such 

pilot initiatives are replicated in more vulnerable communities and thus increase the impact of 

the DRR measures. Improved linkages between pilot activities and local government planning 

processes are another promising avenue for scaling up. [Operational] 

 

Rl. A strategy directed by DIPECHO (Bangkok and Brussels) for knowledge management and 

dissemination should be developed to ensure that learning and case studies are captured and 

disseminated more widely through information products. Brussels should “anchor” such 

knowledge management efforts and use material to advocate amongst EU member states, with 

other donors and governments for the adoption and institutionalisation of a community based 

approach and to mainstreaming DRR into their agenda. [Strategic]  

 

Sustainability (see sections 3.5 and 6.6) 

Rm Greater engagement of partners with local government at all levels needs to be encouraged 

and projects prioritized that aim for convergence of national and local level initiatives, 

particularly the integration of DRR into local government planning processes. Better technical 
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assistance to partners on local governance, local development planning and budgeting is 

required. [Operational] 

 

Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) (see sections 3.6 and 6.7) 

Rn Good practice in LRRD needs to be shared and disseminated amongst partners and also to 

other appropriate EC DGs, e.g. RELEX and AIDCO. A more explicit reference to LRRD needs 

to be included in the next APs. Further guidance on the inclusion of LRRD in the calls for 

proposals is required and this made a criterion for selection. [Operational] 

Cross-cutting Issues (see sections 5.6 and 6.8) 

Ro. Projects on DRR for primary school children and young people should receive continued 

support and be encouraged to engage with other stakeholders (e.g. UNICEF). Expand project 

components that consider the issues of environment and climate change, specifically with the 

aim of sharing information and predictions regarding those areas likely to be most affected, and 

using the issue of climate change adaptation as an advocacy tool to support the promotion of 

DRR. The further promotion of gender relations and equality (e.g., by disseminating the EC 

gender relations policy, etc.) is necessary. The ECHO Single Form, if fully used, ensures that all 

actions take into account critical cross-cutting issues but could be further improved (e.g., by 

learning from the AIDCO application format) and indicators to measure the success and impact 

of projects included. [Operational]  

Implementation strategy for future DIPECHO activities in Southeast Asia (see section 6.9) 

Rp. The following scenarios for a suggested, future DIPECHO implementation strategy could 

be considered:  

 the status quo could be maintained, with DIPECHO remaining within ECHO, purely as a 

DRR unit (focusing upon innovative pilot, community-based DRR) but with a 

mechanism to significantly replicate and scale up the successes achieved (under the 

DIPECHO APs) by other EC funding instruments, (e.g., AIDCO);  

 disaster risk reduction should be integrated into the development programmes of the 

other EC funding instruments, and DIPECHO gradually phased out; or 

 a new DRR funding mechanism could be created over the next 5 to 10 years, with 

considerably greater financial and human resources (e.g., with up to 10% of EC funding 

utilised for DRR – adopting a similar approach to DFID). 

 

Rq The comparative advantage of DIPECHO’s approach needs to be determined in today’s 

milieu of other DRR stakeholders (including those with considerably more finance). By utilising 

the Hyogo Framework, as the overarching strategy, DIPECHO’s exact roles and responsibilities 

should be distinguished more clearly, as part of efforts to towards achieving the five priorities for 

action, both at a regional and country level. Tailored approaches are required to better suit the 

different environments within each country and to ensure alignment and synergy with other 

stakeholders. 

 

Advocacy (see sections 3.7 and 6.10) 

Rr. Further advocacy for the integration of DRR within other EU external assistance services, a 

strengthening of inter-service cooperation in DRR and a division of responsibilities among 

different services is needed. DIPECHO should continue to concentrate on small-scale 

community based DRR activities, whilst other EC services concerned with development (i.e. DG 

AIDCO, RELEX or DEV) focus on larger scale mitigation activities. A more strategic approach 

should be adopted to advocate for the inclusion of DRR issues in CSPs and NIPs. [Strategic] 
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Main findings and lessons learned  

 

This evaluation draws some similar lessons to previous evaluations for other regions, including 

Central Asia, South Asia, Central America, The Andean Region and the Caribbean. The 

overarching findings from the South East Asia region point to the following lessons: 

 

 DIPECHO continues to be an excellent mechanism for the piloting of innovative and 

effective community-based initiatives at local level, which can lead to positive impacts 

for direct beneficiaries; 

 Innovation and adaptation of approaches continues to occur in positive ways, for example 

in adopting multi-hazard approaches, including ‘non-conventional’ hazards, such as 

forest fires, and previously neglected at risk populations (i.e. urban poor) and these 

should be encouraged; 

 There is increasing trend towards working in a more integrated manner with 

developmental programmes, thereby anchoring disaster preparedness and mitigation 

actions in long-term, sustainable frameworks; 

 DIPECHO support is helping to develop the capacity of local partners and local 

government agencies, as well as to maintain the profile of DRR through concrete 

examples of good practice. 

 

In spite of these considerable positive lessons, the DIPECHO programme in South East Asia 

continues to face a number of serious constraints: 

 

 By their very nature, DIPECHO projects are limited in scale and true impact will only be 

achieved with successful efforts in scaling up and replication. Without mechanisms being 

put into place to improve linkages with the interventions of other institutions in DRR, 

DIPECHO runs the risk of continuing to work well, but to work in isolation; 

 One key element in scaling up is the capacity to document good practice and disseminate 

this across both EC and member state institutions and more widely – to date these efforts 

have not been sufficiently effective; 

 A second element in maximising DIPECHO’s impact is the clear articulation of its role 

and function within the context of the broader EC architecture and the Hyogo Framework 

for Action at regional and country level. The lack of such a clear strategy is a major 

constraint for DIPECHO, especially at a time when increasing numbers of other donors 

are entering into the field of DRR. 

 Linking DIPECHO activities with local government planning and budgetary processes 

offers perhaps the best potential for impact at scale through external channels, but to date 

this has not been fully taken advantage of; 

 Linkages with other EC Directorates and the take up of DRR remain weak. Without 

significant progress and strengthened advocacy work for DRR to be integrated into the 

development and external aid programmes of the Commission, such internal scaling up 

will not be possible (i.e. without the meaningful “mainstreaming” DRR within other 

Directorates of the Commission)  

 As well as the institutional constraints outlined above, the lessons from South East Asia 

also highlight the need for greater consideration of environmental management and 

climate change adaptation in DIPECHO programme design, both for informing 

communities, as well as providing leverage for the up-stream promotion of DRR. 
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1. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

 

1.1 Disaster management context in Southeast Asia 

Regional Context 

1. Southeast Asia is a highly disaster-prone region. Four countries in the region have been 

classified as being among the most disaster prone in the world (Viet Nam, Philippines, Indonesia 

and Cambodia)1. Cambodia, Lao PDR and Viet Nam are affected by flooding from the Mekong 

River and its tributaries during the monsoon season. Typhoons are an annual occurrence and 

severely affect The Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Viet Nam. The El Niño phenomenon 

induces drought in all the countries and in Indonesia this often leads to widespread forest fires. 

Indonesia and The Philippines are located in the Pacific Ring of Fire and therefore suffer from 

earthquakes and volcanic eruptions. Food security is a chronic problem in Timor-Leste, while 

Myanmar’s political isolation shows little sign of abating, providing a complex backdrop for 

humanitarian activity. 

 

1.2 National disaster management context 

Indonesia  

2. Since the tsunami event of 2004, disaster reduction has been given more attention and the 

subsequent series of disaster events2 has served to give this even more momentum. In the 

Government Work Plan for 2007, disaster mitigation and management has been explicitly 

identified as one of the country’s nine national development priorities. The national DM 

agencies BAPPENAS and BAKORNAS PB have also recently launched a National Action Plan 

for Disaster Reduction3 aimed at integrating DRR into the national development agenda. A 

Disaster Management Bill has recently been passed the formulation and subsequent advocacy 

and lobbying efforts for which were fully supported by a range of INGOs, including DIPECHO 

partners (i.e., CARE-NL, DRC and ACF). 

 

3. These developments are complemented by UNDP’s launching of a major DRR initiative: 

“Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction into Development in Indonesia” – a long-term 

programme that seeks to develop capacities of national and local stakeholders – and a potential 

UN ISDR programme for establishing a national DRR platform, as envisioned by the Hyogo 

Framework for Action, (the HFA). Indonesia is also a major recipient of AusAID funding that, at 

the time of this evaluation mission, was conducting a review of their DRR initiatives in the 

region. 

 

Cambodia 

4. In Cambodia, DRR is not a priority of national legislators due, in part, to the need to address 

substantial unmet development needs. The National Committee for Disaster Management 

(NCDM) is a weak organisation, requiring more personnel and further capacity development in 

DRM, and lacking sufficient funding. None of the major development institutions and donors 

(e.g., UNDP, EU member states, etc.) is providing any significant level of support for 

comprehensive national DM policies, strategies or programmes. Currently, the only major DRR 

initiative in the country is the development and implementation of a comprehensive National 

Avian and Human Influenza plan.  

                                                
1 Overall Evaluation of ECHO’s Strategic Orientation to Disaster Reduction, December 2003. See 
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/pdf_files/evaluation/2003/disaster_report.pdf 
2 includes the Yogyakarta earthquake, Java tsunami and landslides in 2006 and recent flooding in Jakarta that displaced some 
600,000 residents 
3 National Action Plan for Disaster Reduction 2006-2010, Office of Minister of State for National Development Planning / 
National Development Planning Agency and National Coordinating Agency for Disaster Management, June 2006 
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5. Disaster risk reduction initiatives are being undertaken by NGOs at local and community 

levels including attempts by a number of development-oriented NGOs to integrate DRR 

approaches and strategies into long-term rural development or natural resource management 

programmes. Without major development institutions and donors championing DRR, however, 

the impact of existing NGO programmes and initiatives is likely to remain limited and the 

possibility of DRR being mainstreamed into national development policy and planning will 

remain remote.  

 

Viet Nam 

6. Disaster risk management programming in Viet Nam is increasingly being addressed in a 

comprehensive manner because of the presence of a strong “enabling environment”. This is 

characterised by the full support of effective national disaster management (DM) government 

agencies (i.e., the Disaster Management Centre within the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development and the Central Committee for Flood and Storm Control); a highly coordinated 

network of DRR actors in the country (i.e., Natural Disaster Mitigation - Partnership and the 

Disaster Management Working Group); and strong advocacy and support from major 

development agencies such as UNDP and some major donors (e.g. The Netherlands, AusAID, 

Luxemburg, Denmark, Sweden, Japan) that can exert some degree of influence over national 

strategy and policy. Recently, a new national strategy for DM has been finalised and there is 

significant funding being allocated by the World Bank under its programme for DRM (i.e. 

US$187 million over 7 years in 17 provinces) and its Global Facility for DRR. 

 

1.3  Regional initiatives 

1.3.1 Association of South East Asian Nations 

7. There are a number of existing regional institutional mechanisms for DM including the 

ASEAN Committee for Disaster Management (ACDM), the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN 

Senior Officials on the Environment, and the Regional Consultative Committee. In addition, 

there are regional cooperation bodies that address specific trans-border hazards particularly the 

UNESCAP/WMO Typhoon Committee, the ASEAN Regional Haze Technical Task Force and 

the Mekong River Commission (MRC). The DIPECHO programme established firm links with 

the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC) and UNESCAP in the design and 

implementation of a series of “Partnership for Disaster Reduction - South East Asia (PDR 

SEA)” projects that have successfully initiated regional information sharing and networking, as 

well as strengthening cooperation among the regional bodies. Under this project, the facilitation 

of ACDM’s ASEAN Regional Programme on Disaster Management (ARPDM) was undertaken. 

The first versions of the ARPDM strategy document 2007-2013 did not mention "disaster 

preparedness", this despite ECHO's advocacy efforts during a number of inter-service meetings 

and comments on its inclusion during the Inter-service process.4 The importance of the ACDM 

lies in its being an intergovernmental body whose decisions, once approved by the heads of state, 

become official commitments by the member countries. The EC has political dialogue with 

ASEAN and views the ARPDM as one of the main ways to mainstream DRR at the regional 

level. 

 

8. While UNHCR now supports the ACDM, the full realisation of the goals and objectives of 

the ARPDM continues to face significant challenges due to a number of constraints, primarily 

the lack of sufficient human and financial resources by the ASEAN Secretariat and the fact that 

                                                
4 The draft document is now submitted for consultation with the EUMS (personal communication DIPECHO, Brussels) 
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the ACDM meets only once every two years (although more frequently at the National DM 

Office level). 

 

1.3.2 The International Federation Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 

9. Red Cross and Red Crescent societies in South East Asia are uniquely positioned in their 

respective countries, through their extensive national networks and volunteer bases, to play a 

vital auxiliary role to their governments in addressing humanitarian need. Since 2001, the 

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) have been developing 

a regional strategy for DM based on consultations with the 11 member National Societies under 

the Regional Disaster Management Committee (RDMC). Efforts in assisting these National 

Societies in human resource development, management and organisational capacities and 

technical assistance are lodged with the regional disaster management unit (de facto the 

secretariat for the RDMC based in Bangkok). The IFRC is also keen on improving linkages 

between National Societies and their counterpart government agency. 

 

10.  National Disaster Response Teams (NDRT) have been established in Indonesia, The 

Philippines, Malaysia and Viet Nam and have continued to develop, while in Laos, Timor-Leste, 

Thailand and Cambodia systems and structures are less well established. These form the 

foundation for the Regional Disaster Response Teams (RDRT) which enjoys a good reputation 

within Southeast Asia. In 2006, the Asia Pacific DM unit in Kuala Lumpur was established as a 

part of a total of seven zonal DMUs (in Europe, Asia/Pacific, the Americas, Africa and the 

Middle East) that aim to provide a coherent and global approach to DM. 

 

1.3.3 The European Commission 

11. The European Commission (EC) agenda for relations with SE Asia is based on a 1980 Co-

operation Agreement with ASEAN, the 2001 Commission’s Communication “Europe and Asia” 

and the 2003 Communication on a “New Partnership with South East Asia” which sets out a 

comprehensive strategy for future European Union (EU) relations with the region. The 

Commission does not have an explicit policy, strategy or approach with regard to DM in the SE 

Asia region5 despite the region having one of the highest levels of vulnerability to disasters in the 

world. Disaster management is, however, mentioned within the framework of “cross-cutting and 

horizontal areas” mainly under the issues of “environment”. 

 

12. Although increased attention has been given to the issues of disasters in the new Country 

Strategy Papers (CSPs) (2007-2013) compared to the previous ones, DM is predominantly 

considered as a non-focus area (see Annex VIII). Only the Viet Nam CSP (2007-2013) has 

integrated ‘disaster preparedness’ as a standard component in the Commission’s development 

policy in the country6. The strategic orientation of the Humanitarian Aid department of the 

European Commission (ECHO)’s DM policy in SE Asia is based upon: “focusing on a 

geographically concentrated design and addressing a specific type of hazard”. 

 

13. Following the tsunami of 26th December 2004 and other major natural disasters of 2005, the 

Commission has put forward a Communication on Reinforcing EU Disaster and Crisis Response 

in third countries strengthening its response and preparedness capacity and “Linking Relief, 

Rehabilitation and Development” (LRRD)7.” These initiatives have only just started in SE Asia.  

                                                
5 DIPECHO formulated its “Fifth DIPECHO Action Plan for South East Asia” based on the “Hyogo Framework for Action 
2005-2015” 
6 Viet Nam Country Strategy Paper (2007-2013) 
7 Annual Report 2006 on the European Community’s Development Policy and the Implementation of External Assistance in 
2005, EuropeAid Co-operation Office 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/reports/europeaid_annual_report_2006_full_version_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/reports/europeaid_annual_report_2006_full_version_en.pdf
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1.3.4 European Commission mandates on disaster prevention and preparedness 

14. The Commission’s mandate on DPP is based on three legal documents: 1) Council 

Regulation (EC) no.1257/96 on Humanitarian Aid (June 1962); 2) the Cotonou Agreement, 

signed between the EU and the African, Caribbean and Pacific states (June 2000); and 3) 

Council Regulation (EEC) No 443/92 (adopted by the Commission in 1992) on financial and 

technical assistance to, and economic cooperation with, the developing countries in Asia and 

Latin America (the “ALA programme”).  

 

15. The Council Regulation (EC) no.1257/96, states that in addition to its mandate on relief, 

rehabilitation and reconstruction work during emergencies and immediate aftermath of natural 

disasters, the Commission shall: “ensure preparedness for risks of natural disasters or 

comparable exceptional circumstances and use a suitable rapid early-warning and intervention 

system”.8 

 

16. Article 30 (e) of the Contonou Agreement, includes mention that the Commission shall 

support: “regional initiatives for disaster preparedness and mitigation” as part of its regional 

cooperation activities. Article 60 (g) on scope of financing includes support to: “humanitarian 

and emergency assistance including assistance to refugees and displaced persons, short-term 

rehabilitation measures and disaster preparedness”9. 

 

17. The Council Regulation (EEC) No 443/92 for the developing countries in Asia and Latin 

America states that: “part of the aid may be used for rehabilitation and reconstruction following 

disasters of all kinds and for disaster-prevention measures" (Article 5). The Regulation further 

specifies that: "financial and technical assistance, shall be extended to the relatively more 

advanced ALA developing countries, in particular in the following specific fields and cases: 

prevention of natural disasters and reconstruction in their wake" (Article 6).10 

 

18. While a concrete legal basis allows an almost world wide coverage of DP measures through 

Commission instruments other than ECHO, disaster prevention and preparedness (DPP) is not 

systematically enshrined in all EC external relations aid programmes and related legal 

documents11. The Commission, therefore, does not have a coherent strategy for DPP which is 

addressed sporadically, if at all, in different aid programmes, such those of DG DEV, DG 

RELEX or DG AIDCO.  

 

19. To date, there do not appear to be any common agreements on concepts and terminology 

used with regard to DPP among the Commission’s main services in the area of development 

cooperation. Terminologies used in this report are based on the proposal made by ECHO 

experts12 (see Annex IV for a glossary of terms used by ECHO/DIPECHO). Since the 4th AP 

increasingly the language of the HFA and of DRR has become the main terminology used by 

DIPECHO, although confusion amongst partners has existed as DIPECHO’s mandates is for DP 

and whether DIPECHO is only addressing DP as part of a range of DRR activities. 

 

20. The lack of clarity and understanding on DRR that this evaluation mission discovers and 

which needs to be addressed, is the one existing between DIPECHO and its partners. While the 

mandate and objectives of the DIPECHO programme relates specifically to preparedness and 

                                                
8 CE Regulation N°1257/96 of 20 June 1996, OL L163 of 02.07.1996 
9 full text on http://ec.europa.eu/development/body/cotonou/pdf/agr01_en.pdf#zoom=100 
10 Council Regulation (EEC) No 443/92 on financial and technical assistance to, and economic cooperation with, the developing 
countries in Asia and Latin America: OJ L 52, 27.2.1992 
11 ECHO Working Paper on DPP 
12 Disaster Preparedness and Prevention (DPP): State of play and strategic orientations for EC policy Working Paper, ECHO 4 

http://ec.europa.eu/development/body/cotonou/pdf/agr01_en.pdf#zoom=100
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pilot initiatives in mitigation, its advocacy and use of the term “DRR” or disaster reduction in 

programme documents gives partners the impression that the DIPECHO programme has a DRR 

mandate and objectives when in fact it is limited to preparedness and (small scale pilot) 

mitigation.  

 

1.4 Preparedness within ECHO’s mandate 

21. Compared with its main mandate on response activities, preparedness is considered as a 

minor part of ECHO’s overall mandate with a relatively low budget13 although this has been 

increasing in the last few years. Its mandate can be categorised in the following three strategic 

components: the DIPECHO programme, mainstreaming and advocacy (referred to as DG 

ECHO’s “three DRR pillars”.14  

 

The DIPECHO programme 

22. Preparedness is implicitly included in Council Regulation 1257/96, which governs ECHO. 

Disaster Preparedness ECHO (DIPECHO) and activities are defined in Articles 1 and 2 (f)15. 

DIPECHO is a dedicated and specific ECHO programme for DP at community level established 

in 1996. It has its own budget line (B7-219), which is different from the B-7-210 budget line 

from which ECHO funds most of its humanitarian interventions, as DIPECHO is not always 

directly linked to ongoing disaster response.  

 

23. DIPECHO’s main focus has been on “preparation” rather than “mitigation” or “prevention”. 

Mitigation activities are carried out for demonstrative purposes only. DIPECHO projects have 

mainly focused on the local level where short term results are possible and where ECHO partners 

are most effective. Some projects have also supported regional activities for coordination and 

information activities in order to promote the exchange of best practices. The DIPECHO 

programme budget, in proportion to the overall ECHO budget in response to natural hazards, is 

relatively low, although increasing annually.  

 

Mainstreaming disaster preparedness measures into relief operations 

 

24. ECHO’s mandate in DP goes beyond the DIPECHO programme. ECHO’s major 

humanitarian financing decisions, especially those in responses to recurrent disasters, ideally 

should include DP or prevention objectives and post-disaster emergency responses that 

incorporate a DRR element, although in practice this often proves difficult to achieve. Since the 

2004 tsunami, ECHO has in fact been putting more emphasis on mainstreaming DP in relief 

operations. Under the 5th AP support is to be provided to UN-ISDR for the development of 

strategic national action plans in several countries. Furthermore in 2006, Viet Nam ECHO 

supported relief operations (in response to Typhoon Xangsane) implemented by DIPECHO-

partners and using techniques developed under DIPECHO; whilst in The Philippines under the 

5th AP16 a project to mainstream DRR in the shelter rehabilitation sector is to be supported.  

 

Advocacy towards mainstreaming DP into development cooperation 

25. ECHO has been a strong advocate to other Commission services working in the area of 

development cooperation and external relations to integrate DP into their own programming and 

                                                
13 Overall Evaluation of ECHO’s Strategic Orientation to Disaster Reduction (Final Report December 2003), 
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/pdf_files/evaluation/2003/disaster_report.pdf 
14 Disaster Preparedness and Prevention (DPP): State of play and strategic orientations for EC policy Working Paper, ECHO 4 
15 CE Regulation N°1257/96 of 20 June 1996, OL L163 of 02.07.1996. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=en&numdoc=31996R1257&model=guichett  
16 “Support to small-scale rehabilitation of houses destroyed by the typhoon. Repairs to buildings must reflect the disaster risk 
reduction concept as a preparedness measure that can be mainstreamed” 
 
 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=en&numdoc=31996R1257&model=guichett
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=en&numdoc=31996R1257&model=guichett
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operations. ECHO has also been the main advocate for “Linking Relief and Rehabilitation to 

Development” (LRRD) [see also footnote no. 7]. However, despite these efforts, cooperation 

between ECHO and the other more developmental funding instruments of the EC (e.g., AIDCO, 

RELEX, etc.) in the region has been elusive. Compared to the Latin America region, for 

example, little support to date has been given in the area of DP by AIDCO (see footnote 12). Only 

three out of seventeen projects in SE Asia received funding from AIDCO in 2006 are related to 

DP and all are tsunami related projects. A cursory review of the CSPs for SE Asian countries 

shows that LRRD is mentioned sparsely, e.g., as a “challenge” in Myanmar or that “DIPECHO 

is a primary vehicle for LRRD” in Cambodia and Lao PDR. LRRD is not mentioned at all in the 

Indonesia and Viet Nam CSPs of 2007-2013, (see Annex VIII).  

 

Support to international efforts 

26. In addition to the three components outlined above, ECHO strongly supports international 

DRR efforts, particularly those coordinated by the United Nations. ECHO supported UN 

OCHA/UN ISDR in organising the 2005 World Conference for Disaster Reduction in Kobe, 

Japan where 24 DRR best practices and initiatives from around the world were presented.  

 

27. The strategic logic of the 5th DIPECHO AP Plan for Southeast Asia has been formulated 

within the context Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations 

& Communities to Disasters17. This is the first attempt to adapt a DIPECHO AP to the 

overarching international DRR framework and project implementation will presumably better 

enable DIPECHO to determine its DRR strategy within this framework.  

 

 

2. INTRODUCTION TO THE EVALUATION  

 

2.1 Evaluation aims and criteria 

28. The DIPECHO programme in Southeast Asia, undertaken through four Action Plans, is one 

of the longest periods in which a DIPECHO strategy has been implemented anywhere globally. 

During this period, from 1998 to 2005 (the 1st to 4th Action Plans) over €14 million was 

disbursed to some 31 partner organisations. However, there has been little done in the way of 

evaluating the impact of these investments over almost eight years of action. Hence, in 2006, 

ECHO decided to carry out an evaluation of the four Action Plans for Southeast Asia.  

 

29. This evaluation was conducted by a team of two independent consultants18 who visited the 

region between the 15th January and 5th April 2007. The terms of reference for the evaluation 

team are attached (see Annex I).  

 

30. During the briefing in Brussels, it was agreed that the evaluation would be primarily 

concerned with the overall strategic approach taken by DIPECHO through the four Action Plans 

rather than an evaluation of individual projects. It was further agreed that particular attention 

would be given to a representative group of partners from each country and all regional partners.  

 

2.2 Purpose and specific objective of the evaluation 

31. The purpose of the evaluation was: “to review and assess the progress made in enhancing 

resilience and reducing vulnerability to natural disaster of the most at-risk populations of 

Southeast Asia and the public institutions that seek to protect them”. It was undertaken with a 

                                                
17 full text available on the UNISDR website: http://www.unisdr.org/eng/hfa/docs/Hyogo-framework-for-action-english.pdf 
18 the team leader for the evaluation was Dr. Ian Wilderspin, working for the lead consulting firm Aguaconsult Ltd. of the UK; 
Mr. Jerome Casals was the second member of the team and worked for Transtec of Belgium 
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view towards providing a sound basis for informing the evolution of existing DIPECHO disaster 

risk management strategies in the region, as well as to contribute substantially to deliberations on 

DG ECHO’s overall approach to disaster preparedness and risk management.  

 

32. The specific objective of the evaluation was to have an independent, structured evaluation of 

past (and current) DIPECHO Action Plans for Southeast Asia (SE Asia) and in particular to: 

 

 Evaluate the relevance and impact of projects within the AP, as well as the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of individual programme strategies; 

 Assess the complementarities and synergy between DIPECHO DRR strategies and those 

of other actors at national and regional level more broadly; 

 Provide recommendations for the future scope and design of DIPECHO strategies; and  

 To comment on the role of DIPECHO/DG ECHO in advocating for the wider integration 

of DRR across policy, planning and programming activities of the European Commission 

and other multi-lateral and bi-lateral financing institutions and national governments. 

 

2.3 Methodology 

Nature, make up of the team appropriateness for the evaluation and evaluators’ biases  

33. The team comprised two independent consultants who had previous experience of DIPECHO 

projects and DRR programmes of other agencies working in the region, including DIPECHO-

funded projects for the International Federation in Viet Nam and recent evaluations of three of 

the DIPECHO projects (one in Indonesia and two in Cambodia). As a consequence, and to avoid 

bias, the team was organised so that neither team member was tasked with reviewing projects 

already familiar to him, thereby minimising any potential conflict of interest.  

 

Sampling 

34. The evaluation team visited three countries in the region: Indonesia, Cambodia, Viet Nam 

and the regional partners of DIPECHO. Twelve DIPECHO partners were reviewed: two in 

Indonesia (CARE NL and the Danish Red Cross/Pelang Merah Indonesia), four in Cambodia 

(ACF/AAH, the Danish Red Cross/Cambodian Red Cross, ZOA and Lutheran World 

Federation/Danish Church Aid/Church World Service) and four in Viet Nam (Save the Children 

Alliance, Spanish Red Cross/Viet Nam Red Cross, CARE (DEU), Development Workshop 

(France). 

 

35. The regional partners reviewed included the UN Economic and Social Commission for Asia 

and the Pacific (UN ESCAP) and the Mekong River Commission (MRC) in Vientiane/Phnom 

Penh, both of which were implemented by the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC) in 

Bangkok. 

 

36. The combined funding provided to partners in these countries and to the regional projects 

accounted for over 80% of the total DIPECHO funds expended since 1998. 

 

Data collection and analysis 

37. The methodology utilised in data collection and analysis consisted primarily of the 

following: 

 

 An initial briefing session at the DG ECHO headquarters in Brussels (December 2006) 

with the evaluation department and staff responsible for the programme. At the end of the 

briefing, the evaluation team submitted an Aide Mémoire outlining the intended planning 

and scope of the evaluation. 
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 In-depth desk study and reviews of all project documentation that could be gathered 

from the files of ECHO Brussels and DIPECHO regional office in Bangkok. These 

included EU/ECHO policy and strategy papers, project appraisal worksheets, external 

evaluations, project financial reports, regional and national consultative meeting reports, 

funding decisions, programme guidelines and documents provided by the partners. 

 An internet search, principally of the EC websites but also of other relevant sites. 

 Financial analysis of AP (see Annexes Va and Vb for an in-depth analysis per country, 

per project partner and for each AP) 

 Interviews held with the DIPECHO team in Bangkok, regional and country EU 

delegations (i.e., Thailand, Indonesia and Viet Nam), major donor institutions and 

organisations, national and local government agencies and offices, and other non-

DIPECHO organisations that are directly involved in disaster management. The full list 

of organisations and individuals visited is attached (see Annex II) 

 In country briefing/workshop with project partners at the start of the missions which 

included presentations by the evaluation team and by project partners, a strengths, 

weakness, opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis and discussion. 

 Field visits of approximately two days to each project. Visits included semi-structured 

interviews with expatriate and local project managers and their field operations staff; 

with local government authorities, and group discussions and semi-structured interviews 

with beneficiaries and other people living in the project areas. 

 A project partner review (PPR) was compiled for each of the DIPECHO project 

partners. These documents were open and transparent and involved the project partners in 

feedback and final comment.  

 A summary was produced for all countries visited - these were developed in dialogue 

with a selection of project partner staff (see Annexes IX Indonesia, X Cambodia and XI 

Viet Nam). Both the PPR and country summaries utilised the same format and reported 

the main findings and analysis for each of the evaluation criteria. 

 Two further Aide Mémoires were produced, including a summary of the initial stages of 

the mission and a final summary of the entire mission. The final Aide Mémoire covered 

the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the mission and was transmitted 

to DG ECHO at the end of the field visit. 

 Debriefing sessions in each of the countries, attended by DIPECHO partners (including 

those whose projects were not visited). The final Aide Mémoire formed the basis for a 

regional debriefing in Bangkok, Thailand at the end of the evaluation field visits and a 

final debriefing at the ECHO headquarters in Brussels.  

 

2.4 Constraints and limitations 

38. The evaluators faced several constraints and limitations, principally the following:  

 

 Limited, or missing, project documentation, particularly regarding the 1st and 2nd APs, 

which may have biased findings and recommendations as these are largely based upon on 

the 3rd, 4th and preparation of the 5th APs; there is no closure documentation (i.e. a file 

which gives the final status, i.e. financial disbursement); 

 Financial information was received sporadically, rather than systematically; 

 Change in project formats since the 3rd AP (the introduction of the FPA); 

 The absence of key informants at various levels with the institutional memory of the 

DIPECHO projects, i.e., project partner expatriate staff (few still remain in the region); 

national staff of project partners and of local implementing partners have changed, local 

government staff/others in the various countries have also moved on. However, attempts 

to track down various individuals were undertaken and several were interviewed; 

 High turnover rate of DIPECHO Desk Officers and Technical Advisers;  
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 Closure and exit of some project partners;  

 Major disaster response operations and the tsunami have impacted upon the region and 

upon a number of projects under review; 

 

 

3. OVERALL STRATEGIC DESIGN AND APPROACH 

 

3.1  Background to the Action Plans  

39. From 1998 to 2004 the Commission provided €14.3m from the humanitarian aid budget, 

through a series of four APs, for disaster preparedness (DP) activity in SE Asia. The funds are 

channelled through the ECHO’s DP programme, DIPECHO. The main recipient countries have 

been Viet Nam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, The Philippines and Timor-Leste. Regional 

initiatives were funded starting from the 2nd (2000) to the 4th (2004) AP – for an in-depth 

financial analysis of these disbursements, see Annexes Va and Vb. 

 

40. Action Plans, particularly since the 3rd have been defined in close co-operation with 

implementing non governmental and international organisations, local authorities and other 

stakeholders, within the framework of National and Regional Consultative Meetings.  

 

41. The Commission decisions aim: “to target the most frequent and/or damaging disasters in 

the most exposed provinces with the highest risk levels for natural disasters and having the 

lowest coping capacities, to increase the response capacity of communities at risk and help them 

to save their lives and livelihoods”. 

 

42. The main trend observed is a steady increase in funding received by DIPECHO’s partners 

from €2,055,000 in 1998 to €5,105,707 in 2004. This trend seems to continue as for the 5th AP 

where an amount of €7 m has been made available. 19   
 

Figure I. DIPECHO funding to SE Asia    Figure II. Trends in DIPECHO funding in SE 

Percentage breakdown by country    Asia – by1998 -2004: country and year 

 

 
 

 

43. Between 1998 and 2004 funding received by all countries has increased, except for The 

Philippines20. Funding for Viet Nam and Cambodia has doubled whilst for Indonesia the funding 

has increased almost nine fold. DIPECHO funding for Lao PDR has decreased slightly but has 

                                                
19 The “Fifth DIPECHO Action Plan for South East Asia” was adopted on 6th November 2006. 
20 The Philippines was not included in the 4th but is now included in the 5th AP 
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INGOs, 

€9,825, 

68.5%

UN, 

€1,075, 

7.5%

RC/IFRC, 

€3,437, 

24.0%

been kept more or less at the same level. Regional funding, starting from the 2nd AP has been 

maintained at the same level.  

 

44. Over the four APs the largest recipients support were INGOs (almost €10m); a quarter of 

funds were disbursed to the Red Cross Movement (€3.4m) whilst the UN agencies received 

€1.1m. 
 

 

Figure III. Breakdown of major types of partners  

(1st-4th AP) by total amount received, €000  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2  Strategic design and approach 

45. DIPECHO APs for SE Asia at the country level, have evolved from aiming at covering a 

broad range of disaster management activities, trying to make impact at all levels (regional, 

national and local), to focusing more on interventions at a community level, with specific 

emphasis on community-based participatory approach to DP. Concurrent with this shift, support 

to national level activities became more focused on advocacy and awareness building. In 

addition, targeted geographical and thematic areas in respective countries have become more 

specific over the years. At the regional level, the APs have developed from supporting national 

bodies in establishing regional cooperation mechanisms to a more training and capacity building 

approach with focus on capacity development of personnel. Throughout all APs 

complementarities, coordination and cooperation with all stakeholders (government, NGOs, 

other EU) working in the same sectors have been emphasised as an important issue. Each AP 

reflects the lessons learned from implementation of the previous AP(s)21.  

 

3.3  Relevance and appropriateness  

46. The projects generally tend to be consistent with partners’ existing mandates and strategies 

while also enhancing their capacities to undertake DRR interventions22. DIPECHO APs have 

been designed to complement national DM strategies and plans where feasible; for example, in 

Viet Nam it is not possible to effectively implement projects without support from the national, 

and at least provincial, DM agencies and local government structures. On the other hand, in 

some countries this is constrained by the current lack, or ambiguity, of national DM plans (for 

example, in Cambodia and Indonesia). 

 

47. The APs (as with all regions) are de facto the DIPECHO strategy for SE Asia. Although 

projects were all in clear alignment with the DIPECHO country strategies during the various 

APs, the APs themselves were not entirely comprehensive. There were aspects that some project 

partners wanted to undertake and some confusion existed as to which type of activities 

                                                
21 see Annex VII for an overview of the main components of the APs 
22 However, some project partners felt that there was a lack of congruence and consideration of DIPECHO programming to the 
country agenda and programme of the partners. 
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DIPECHO could support23. In addition, gaps exist in what APs intend to do and what can 

actually be done, given the number, mandate, and capacity of partners and the amount of funding 

available.  

 

Role of national consultative process and consistency of approach 

48. All partners engaged in the national consultative process and felt it made the subsequent AP 

more appropriate to the country. The design of DIPECHO APs has improved continuously since 

1998, and the 4th AP contained many of the lessons learned from previous implementation of 

APs. There was a general sense of synergy: the process led to the identification of country 

priorities and gave direction to partners. However, the resulting priorities are seen as too broad in 

terms of the types of intervention and potential areas of coverage.  

 

49. There is danger of a lack of consistency in approach from one country to another depending 

upon the partners, potential partners, and other DRR stakeholders who attended the meetings and 

their depth of knowledge of the situation, although partners are consulted at other times. 

However, the “core” of the DIPECHO AP guidelines provides a standard framework for all 

DIPECHO programmes.  

 

Risks, vulnerability, and capacity assessments in project design 

50. All partners conducted area-specific risk assessments as a basis for designing their projects, 

some more comprehensively than others. The majority of risk analyses showed a reasonably 

good understanding of the context, which is further supported by the assumptions identified. 

Partners engaged with long-term programmes, benefited from continuous information gathering, 

leading to improved understanding of the local context and better design of interventions. In 

addition to examining risks, the partners’ stakeholder analyses were of good quality and the most 

relevant stakeholder organisations were generally assigned as local implementing partners.  

 

51. A “bottom-up approach” was applied to formulate activities for DP and mitigation. This 

provided local government authorities (particularly at the village, commune, and district levels) 

with a better understanding of each community’s specific needs, and in some cases enabled 

support through their longer term planning. High community participation rates were attributed 

to the use of participatory risk assessment methodologies and programmes that directly 

responded to community priorities. 

 

Addressing significant hazards facing the most vulnerable populations in disaster-prone areas 

52. Most disaster-prone communities within the chosen areas were systematically identified and 

work undertaken to address significant hazards, which included tropical storms, typhoons, flash 

floods, landslides, and drought. The sites were identified through discussions with local 

government authorities and communities on the most disaster-prone areas.  

 

53. DIPECHO’s objective of working in the most disaster-prone areas is not always followed, 

with other criteria being weighted more heavily. In these cases, the partner may consider their 

staff capacity, the receptiveness of communities and local authorities towards implementing a 

project, or some political factors.  

 

                                                
23 e.g. DIPECHO can support revolving funds, endowment funds and cost recovery schemes but not micro-credit nor funds 
managed by the grant holder after the project ends 
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54. Currently, aside from ACF in Jakarta, no partners are working in urban areas. The evaluation 

team sees this as a gap in the recent DIPECHO APs24.  

 

55. Taking into account the project time frame, sufficient efforts were made to involve 

vulnerable people, in particular women and the poor, and to ensure that they benefited from 

programs to increase awareness or promote effective DRR.   

 

3.4  Coordination  

Partners and DIPECHO  

56. All partners were in regular communication with DIPECHO Bangkok, and coordination 

through email, briefings, meetings, and telephone throughout the APs was generally reported to 

be good. Partner HQs coordinated regularly with ECHO in Brussels.  

 

57. The ECHO Technical Assistants (TAs) were accessible, supportive, and cooperative, and 

partners would like further opportunities to meet; TAs, however, acknowledge challenges with 

being able to monitor/visit all the projects given the large number and the timeframe of the APs. 

However, some partners commented that monitoring should be more constructive instead of 

focusing on problem identification. Others suggested partners suggested that the engagement of 

the TA with their national staff could be increased. Dialogue during field monitoring visits about 

ongoing activities, changes in the operating environment, and other issues were considered open, 

rigorous, and robust. Thoughtful feedback was generally provided although sometimes this was 

reported as being a little slow.  

 

58. New guidance in subsequent APs does not appear to have been fully internalised by partners, 

or explained by DIPECHO. Guidelines for the 5th AP are extremely comprehensive but it is 

questionable whether they are “user-friendly”, being some 40 pages in length. Recent FPA 

training was appreciated by project partners and DIPECHO staff who used this as a further 

opportunity for engagement. 

 

59. Overall, project partners consulted with the ECHO Delegation (where they had offices - in 

Indonesia and Cambodia) prior to developing proposals, as well as with local and national 

authorities and other DRR stakeholders on the ground. DIPECHO support to partners is 

primarily given from Bangkok, and there were issues in the past where neither ECHO nor did the 

EC Delegations have extensive knowledge of DIPECHO projects. However, this significantly 

improved over the course of APs and Commission delegations were aware of the current projects 

funded by DIPECHO (e.g. Viet Nam had a full set of files for the 5th AP). 

 

Disaster management networks 

60. There is generally a lack of a coherent approach by stakeholders to working with the 

governmental DM structures at the different levels, but this varies from one country to another. 

In all countries, the conflicting strategies and operational policies of agencies working in the 

same areas pose challenges for coordination and complementarities. For example, agencies using 

a rights-based approach may tackle issues differently from other implementing partners, such as 

the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement which is guided by its Fundamental Principles. 

 

61. The various national coordination fora have been instrumental in strengthening linkages 

between DRR organisations, especially in cases where a national agency took the lead. The 

                                                
24 the February 2007 flooding in Jakarta that affected more than 600,000 people reinforced the need for greater pilot testing of 
community-based DRR approaches in an urban setting 
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greatest levels of coordination exist in Viet Nam, where all partners work closely with the CFSC, 

particularly at the commune level. The Disaster Management Working Group25 (DMWG) is now 

considered the country’s foremost body for facilitating coordination between DM actors. All 

partners demonstrated a high level of coordination with other DRR stakeholders in the 

government at all levels, mass organisations, NGOs, and the beneficiaries themselves. In 

Cambodia, the formation and development of the national DRR Forum is viewed positively by 

both DIPECHO and non-DIPECHO partners.  

 

62. Some partners are also members of regional or larger networks such as AZEECON26 (of 

which LWF is a member) and the Red Cross/Red Crescent national societies whose partners 

benefit from their engagement and support from the International Federation’s Regional Disaster 

Management Committee in Southeast Asia (see I Background and Context). In a few cases, 

engagement with academic institutions and universities is beneficial27.  

 

3.5  Complementarities with other DRR actors and national policies 

Coherence at the national level 

63. In Viet Nam, the national DM coordinating body (the Central Committee for Flood and 

Storm Control) and in Cambodia, the National Committee for Disaster Management are aware of 

DIPECHO programme and are participants in consultations, in workshops of DIPECHO and of 

its partners. Both have provided resource persons to training events conducted by DIPECHO 

partners. However, in Indonesia it was questionable whether the government DM bodies were 

aware of the work that DIPECHO supports.  

64. In Cambodia, complementarities between DIPECHO funded projects, particularly the ACF, 

DRC/CRC and ADPC/MRC projects, under the 4th AP was less than optimal as the partners 

organisations could have benefited more from mutual learning and application of tools. 

However, in general, partners in Cambodia are coordinating activities more during the 4th AP 

(e.g., through engagement with the Cambodia Red Cross).  

65. Other significant players in DRR are UNDP, the World Bank and the Asian Development 

Bank (ADB). In Viet Nam, these donors also support coordination and try to ensure that DM is 

addressed in a more comprehensive manner (with a multi-hazard approach). UNDP is able to 

access funding quickly, has dedicated staff, and plays a significant role in capacity building and 

in DM policy and strategy development. They also focus on knowledge management and 

networking through mechanisms such as the NDM-P and DMWG. This is in marked contrast to 

the situation in Cambodia where UNDP engagement in DM is distinctly absent. In general, 

greater potential exists for DIPECHO to complement the work of the major development 

institutions particularly the UNDP, UNISDR, the World Bank and ADB. 

Coherence at the regional level 

66. DIPECHO has effectively engaged with regional partners, such as the ADPC and the MRC 

for knowledge sharing and integration of DRR into programming. However, the regional 

                                                
25 The DMWG was established in 2001 by the International Federation in response to the realisation that there was limited 
knowledge and coordination amongst DM bodies during the extensive flooding in the Mekong delta areas. The original concept 
was to ensure that all DM stakeholders (i.e. government, NGOs, the RC and other civil society organisations) would meet on a 
regular basis outside the times of disaster, with a rotating chair and an emphasis on regular informal meetings. Five years later the 
DMWG has a healthy and regular information exchange mechanism with almost daily communication amongst partners on the 
internet, recently revised ToR, regular joint disaster assessments, and several major champions (including UNDP, WHO, Save 
the Children Alliance, the International Federation) and active participation by the Natural Disasters Mitigation - Partnership 

(NDM-P) secretariat, a joint Government of Viet Nam/donor/civil society coordination mechanism 
26 AZEECON, Asian Zone Emergency and Environment Cooperation Network, a network of the DCA group 
27 e.g. CARE Indonesia has links with Palangraya University and Columbia University 
M which is an integral component in CARE’s development of an Early Warning System for forest fires 
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“mainstreaming” of DRR into development planning that began in the 4th AP has been less 

effective largely because it requires longer-term processes which cannot be undertaken during 

one cycle of DIPECHO funding. Ideally, mainstreaming should be tailored to each country. 

Generic approaches will not work as each country has its own idiosyncrasies, and the question 

remains as to whether such integration initiatives can be best accomplished through a regional 

programme rather than a national programme. 

67. A significant role has been played by ADPC in regional sharing on lessons and best practice 

through the DIPECHO-supported Partnership for Disaster Reduction – Southeast Asia (PDR 

SEA). This initiative has accelerated support for the development of national networks, which are 

now seen as providing relevant and useful avenues for knowledge sharing. However, what 

appears to be missing is the translation and integration of lessons into the operational activities of 

the different partners.  

68. Significant levels of competency of DIPECHO partners in CBDM were achieved through the 

regional training of trainers and the adaptation of the CBDM curriculum delivered by the ADPC. 

However, it was felt that current training courses offered by ADPC had lost some of their vitality 

and were no longer “cutting edge”.  

69. DIPECHO also promotes the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), and explicit reference to 

the HFA is required in proposals since the 4th AP. Subsequently, most partners are aware of, 

have adopted, or have expressed intentions of adopting, the HFA as the framework for 

undertaking their DRR programme work in their respective country of operation. 

70. There are examples of funding from DIPECHO and other donors being leveraged to achieve 

DRR objectives, sometimes working with the same partners and with complementary 

approaches. In Viet Nam in 2006, the Netherlands Red Cross Society received funding from both 

EuropeAID (AIDCO) and DIPECHO to cover six provinces. Several major stakeholders utilise 

their own funding for DRR, such as Oxfam America and Oxfam GB (OGB). GTZ provides long 

term support to ADPC to undertake Component 4 of the MRC Flood Mitigation and 

Management Programme which is also supported by DIPECHO, and the World Bank supports 

complementary DRR initiatives in 17 provinces in Viet Nam. 

Regional coherence on specific issues 

71. Generally, the coordination and complementarities between programmes related to flooding, 

a major hazard, must be improved and higher levels of synergies created. To this end, the MRC 

aims to consolidate EWS information and develop standards for NGOs with whom they work to 

ensure a common approach.  

72. Whilst the issue of support for food security causes some confusion, as finance is possible 

from a range of EC financial instruments, including, for example, ECHO itself and the EC Food 

Security budget line, on the ground, the evaluation team found no evidence of duplication in 

areas where funding for food security was coming from these two sources.  

3.5  Sustainability and connectedness 

73. Overall, sustainability of the projects benefited from high levels of awareness of DP and 

DRR within the local communities, as well as improved skills and application of a CBDM 

approach among the local government. Capacity building through acquired knowledge and skills 

among local leaders and the community also helped to build sustainable interventions, as did the 

transfer of targeted IEC/behavioural change materials to local stakeholders. 

74. Challenges for sustainability of projects include the following:  

 most projects under the 1st to 3rd AP were designed and implemented without sufficient 

consideration to sustainability and phasing out  
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 human resource constraints  

 the level of awareness is not the same for different project sites and different groups in 

the community; and 

 lack of opportunities, understanding, or confidence to put new DM skills and knowledge 

into practice beyond the project duration. 

 

Community ownership  

75. Many projects have brought about community-owned and managed DRR activities, although 

most are in the early stages of development. Communities were directly involved in the design 

and location of micro-projects, either through providing labour, raw materials, or small cash 

contributions. In some cases, these contributions added up to a significant proportion of overall 

project costs. Communities demonstrated that they are able to find solutions to some problems 

by using their own resources.  

76. In the majority of cases, projects reflect the local perception of needs, largely because of the 

participatory decision-making and planning processes. Changes were generally accepted and 

appreciated, as witnessed by the positive feedback from district or commune leaders, mass 

organisations and households; which bodes well for future sustainability.  

Appropriate technology 

77. For most mitigation projects, operations and maintenance (O&M) committees were 

established to help ensure that the projects would be sustained in the long term, (e.g., in 

Cambodia, the Cambodian Red Cross projects are supported by a network of Red Cross 

volunteers, whilst for other partners, community members form such committees), where the 

O&M does not involve huge costs and can thus be absorbed by the provincial authorities or the 

provincial RC, and for minor repairs, the communities themselves. 

78. Although a few partner initiatives used technology that was too complicated for a local 

implementing partner to continue and could not be sustained, the technologies used in most 

projects usually fit in with existing needs, culture, skills and knowledge of local artisans. 

Partners generally adopted a cautious approach towards using highly technical or complex 

methods and tools, a strategy that has been considered successful, sustainable and replicable. 

Following DIPECHO projects, households have adapted techniques and maintained the 

technology without further assistance or with minimal O&M costs by using their own local 

resources. The majority of micro-projects were built to a high technical standard on low budgets.  

79. In Cambodia, the water projects were of superior quality. A survey of water facilities 

constructed under the 1st and 2nd APs in 16 villages showed that almost all were still functioning 

and being utilised. The flood EWS developed and pilot tested over a series of AP in Cambodia 

(by ACF/DRC/CRC) is sustainable and replicable in other provinces because of its low cost and 

ownership by relevant stakeholders.  

Financial sustainability 

80. Households contributed financially to the majority of micro-projects undertaken. Substantial 

counterpart community labour was valued at between 30% and 50% of project cost in some 

cases. Commune and district councils also contributed funds, and in some cases this even 

exceeded project partners’ contributions. There is a distinct possibility for integrating community 

plans into formal government development plans and budgets at the sub-district and district 

level. However, the shortage of financial resources at the local level is a common constraint; 

village, commune, and district level budgets are often minuscule and must address a range of 

issues in addition to DRR. 
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81. Recent guidelines28 provide clarification on revolving funds, etc. (see also footnote 3) and 

may eventually enhance local communities’ ability to finance their own DRR initiatives. 

Institutional sustainability 

82. In all three countries, Red Cross societies acting as local implementing partners faced similar 

challenges in attracting new staff due to issues with leadership and low government-linked 

salaries that are not attractive when coupled with high work loads in implementing DIPECHO-

funded projects. Encouragingly, national societies are beginning to recognise the need to take 

HR issues more seriously (although this has been a major issue since the 1st AP). 

83. In Viet Nam, projects under the 5th AP are without exception benefiting from the institutional 

knowledge retained in the Viet Nam Red Cross since the 1st AP, both at the NHQ and in many of 

the provinces where RC staff have been trained in DP under earlier APs. This capacity building 

of national society staff through past APs too was apparent in Cambodia and Indonesia.  

3.6  Linking relief to rehabilitation and development (LRRD) 

84. Nowhere in the countries visited has there been a deliberate approach to link relief with 

rehabilitation and development—the so called “LRRD approach”. The concept of LRRD is 

relatively new (circa 2001) and few experiences with “tried and tested” strategies have been 

documented. There were no obvious indications amongst the partners that an LRRD approach 

had been deliberately and consciously integrated into their ECHO-supported operations. There 

were no strong examples of a partner that had received ECHO support following a disaster29, 

then progressed to DIPECHO funding to tackle preparedness and mitigation, and then moved 

onto developmental programming support from another EC funding instrument or other donors. 

This maybe partly attributable to the “short-sightedness of partners” but it was considered that 

still LRRD is a conceptual construct and whilst some partners actually practice this they do not 

call it LRRD. However, LRRD is relatively new and the main bottlenecks appear to be reflected 

in a lack of clear and applicable strategies; few case studies and experiences were documented 

and shared during the four APs. 

85. Some organisations did have funding from different sources for emergency response 

operations and later received DIPECHO support. Of these few examples, this chain of funding 

and action were brought about through the partner’s initiative, rather than as a result of a 

deliberate strategic approach taken by ECHO/DIPECHO to foster LRRD. 

86. Several partners’ interventions started with emergency relief, and gradually those efforts 

moved towards rehabilitation and long-term sustainable development. Interestingly, these 

examples originated almost entirely from development-oriented partners such as LWF and 

CARE, whereas humanitarian aid-focused partners were less successful. In the tsunami-affected 

areas such as Aceh, a great number of approaches to LRRD exist. However, it remains to be seen 

how successfully partners will be able to transfer their learning to enhance the LRRD approach 

in other contexts.  

87. Some partners do have a clear vision about relief in the context of longer-term development 

work. These partners have created links between relief and DRR, some more clearly than others, 

as illustrated in the following examples: 

 Development Workshop (France) demonstrated that safe building techniques could be 

applied to strengthen homes and public buildings, and the buildings then served as safe areas 

when disaster struck. The emergencies also facilitated the dissemination of DRR measures 

among the affected population and to the local government.  

                                                
28 Fact sheet (in the FPA, No. 9) 
29 e.g., this review team found that LRRD was not consciously adopted by ECHO Indonesia and Cambodia despite the presence 
of DIPECHO partners and their engagement ECHO funded response activity  
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 Save the Children Alliance received ECHO funding for the “Mekong Delta Child-focused 

Emergency Response Project”, which provided children with school materials lost during the 

floods and enabled them to continue with their education. 

 For the Red Cross, the “language of LRRD” is not so familiar and the Movement does not 

specifically discuss the linkages in this manner. In any case, the RC has linked response 

operations to preparedness interventions in DIPECHO projects, namely the establishment 

and strengthening of emergency response teams (“shock brigades”), developing HR capacity 

(particularly trained facilitators), and local level mitigation.  

 In Cambodia, ZOA (as well as LWF/DCA and CWS) have provided relief while 

implementing development programmes. ZOA now integrates activities supported by 

DIPECHO into a six-year, long-term development strategy with several other INGOs, 

including CARE and Maltesers, with support from the EC food security budget line30.  

 CARE’s programme began with a series of ECHO-funded emergency relief and response 

operations. Its dual development and humanitarian mandates are an enabling factor in a 

successful application of development concepts and strategies into a DRR-based programme.  

 

88. The partners tend to pursue their own LRRD initiatives with limited guidance from ECHO 

on LRRD and with a focus at the local level. The more development-orientated project partners 

(e.g. LWF and ZOA in Cambodia) have understood and adopted it more readily than the 

humanitarian organisations. This is partly due to their security of funding and partly to existing 

levels of understanding regarding risk and vulnerability. These organisations sought out DRR 

strategies and approaches after realising the serious consequences disasters were having on their 

long-term development programmes.  

89. There is no question that the promotion of LRRD is not the sole responsibility of 

ECHO/DIPECHO and that they have made significant efforts (although as yet not always 

successfully) in advocating for LRRD (as well as DRR and DP) with other EC services. Some 

partners are not aware of these efforts, as the relevant advocacy they are looking for, and seek 

support in, tend to be more at the operational level. However partners have successfully utilized 

DIPECHO funding as a means to link the mainstreaming and integration of DRR with local and 

national government agendas, and the adoption and replication of government and donors of 

these pilot projects and initiatives. At their levels, they have undertaken the promotion and 

advocacy (with some success and promising results) of DRR but often feel they are too small to 

make a difference, or influence the provincial and national governments and donors to adopt 

specific DRR interventions. It is at this level that this evaluation team would recommend more 

and greater involvement of the DIPECHO programme. 

90. Humanitarian organisations also recognise the value of an LRRD approach, and DIPECHO 

has created a growing awareness of its importance. However, it is not yet clear how ECHO and 

its partners are trying to apply the LRRD approach during response operations despite being high 

on ECHO’s agenda for several years. In part this appears to be due to a lack of knowledge and 

guidance of how to apply LRRD in practice. 

91. The DIPECHO partners’ various experiences of LRRD are expected to contribute to 

discussions regarding the extent of future LRRD and DRR integration into ECHO’s own 

institutional objectives and strategies31. One global indicator will be that DIPECHO has scaled-

up access to long-term funding, preferably through another EC funding instrument, to enable the 

incorporation of DRR into each partner’s development programme. 

 

                                                
30 This is not related to a “handing over” of DIPECHO projects activities to funding from the EC instruments but rather 
happening in parallel 
31 VOICE (a network of NGOs acts as an inter locator with ECHO) provides an advocacy platform to raise the issue with ECHO. 
See http://www.ngovoice.org 

http://www.ngovoice.org/
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3.7 Advocacy 

92. At the time of launch of the 1st AP there were no Commission interventions in DP in the 

region other than the DIPECHO programme; neither was there any financing of preparedness 

projects by Member states, except in Viet Nam.32 Since 2001, in order to improve the situation 

and trigger involvement of other Commission services in DRR, DIPECHO has made efforts in 

strengthening co-ordination on DP issues with DG RELEX, AIDCO and subsequently with DG 

DEV. It has also initiated dialogue with some of the Delegations to explore possibilities for the 

incorporation of natural DRM components in programmes supported under the relevant National 

Indicative Programmes (NIPs) and Country Strategy Papers (CSPs).33  

93. In comparison to a significant increase in Members states’ and other donors’ direct 

involvement in DRR activities in SE Asia, the Commission’s interest and involvement, other 

than those of the DIPECHO, remained limited.34 At the time of the launch of the 5th DIPECHO 

AP in the region the governments of France, Sweden and the UK were all actively involved in 

various aspects of DRR either within the international framework of the UN ISDR or within their 

own policy frameworks (i.e. DFID).35 The governments of Finland, Germany and Denmark have 

also been active in supporting DRR in the region.36  

94. The non-ECHO/DIPECHO Commission involvement only saw slow and limited expansion 

in policy and activity areas. Despite DIPECHO’s continuous advocacy, reference to DRR issues 

in CSPs and NIPs is still limited. In the 2007-2013 period CSPs, only Indonesia, Laos, The 

Philippines and Viet Nam mention “natural disaster” and related issues to a minimal extent. 

Clear policy statements in prioritizing DRR/DM are only seen in the CSPs of The Philippines 

and Viet Nam. Respective country Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) equally do not 

seem to prioritize DRR issues. 

95. DG AIDCO and DEV support related activities in the region (i.e. food security in Cambodia, 

DP activities as part of the tsunami operation in Indonesia and poverty reduction and growth in 

Viet Nam), but no concrete linkages can be seen with the DIPECHO programme. In some of the 

EU country delegations, it seems that there is little understanding among Commission staff on 

the mandate and roles of ECHO/DIPECHO. Nevertheless, some progress has been made 

especially after the World Conference on Disaster Reduction (January 2005), which apparently 

raised awareness among other Commission services of the need for more constructive dialogue 

with DG ECHO in promoting DRR. The tsunami disaster also has obliged relevant DGs to 

cooperate. 

96. DIPECHO’s competitive advantage lies in its focus on small-scale community based DRR 

activities but this point seems not well recognized by the others.37 The reason for this limited 

expansion partly lies in human and financial resources constraints, as well as the relatively short 

timeframe of an AP cycle.38  

                                                
32 The Netherlands government launched a preparedness programme in 1999 and implemented it in the following years. France 
and UN took an active part in this process and the Commission’s Delegation to Viet Nam followed the Netherlands’ initiative 
and financed a component of the UN programme under the First DIPECHO Action Plan. Source: DIPECHO Programme for 

Disaster Preparedness and Prevention, Second Action Plan for South-East Asia, Financing Proposal (July 2000). 
33 ECHO Humanitarian Aid Decision (Third, Fourth and Fifth DIPECHO Action Plan in South East Asia). 
34 ECHO Humanitarian Aid Decision, 23 02 02, Fifth DIPECHO Action Plan for South East Asia. 
35 Reducing the Risk of Disasters – Helping to Achieve Sustainable Poverty Reduction in a Vulnerable World: A DFID policy 
paper, DFID (March 2006). 
36 Currently the Presidency is hosted by Germany who took an initiative to get all the donors from the members states (i.e. heads 
of DFID, SIDA, DANIDA, etc.,) - called Humanitarian Aid Committee (HAC) - to come up with a common approach and 
direction of the EU in external humanitarian assistance. This was presented to the Commission end of March and if the 
Commission takes it up it will be put forward as a regulation to the Parliament. This may influence a lot of the direction of future 

EU foreign aid.  
37 See Annex VIIId for each DG, their mandates and roles as well as activities in SE Asia 
38 Increase in ECHO’s budget was recommended in the Carlotti Report reported at the Strasbourg Session (13-16 January 2003). 
The Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) supported proposals to increase the ECHO's initial budget in the next financial 
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4. OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

 

4.1 Selection of partners 

97. Over the course of four APs, DIPECHO provided support to 31 partners in six countries and 

to several operating regionally. This included various Red Cross societies (or participating 

national societies, PNS)39. Sixteen international non-government organisations (INGOs) were 

partners40. Of the United National system agencies, UN ESCAP and UNDP received support 

(and under the 5th AP, UN ISDR). The two regional bodies are the Asian Disaster Preparedness 

Centre (ADPC) and the Mekong River Commission (MRC). (See Annex VI for full details of 

DIPECHO financial disbursements). 

98. The DIPECHO programme is constrained by the presence, availability and level of expertise 

of partners and their local implementing partners, which poses challenges for a more strategic 

use of finance. In the case of Indonesia, for example, it was difficult for DIPECHO to respond to 

the need for increased DRR initiatives because few organisations responded to the call for 

proposals. There are also a number of local organisations that have good potential to contribute 

to disaster reduction in their respective countries, but which are constrained because of the lack 

of European INGO partners. 

 

99. Within each country in the region, there are a number of potential project partners who are 

engaged in DRR. However, some of the larger and more prominent INGOs are reluctant to 

access DIPECHO funding due to a perception of challenging proposal development and approval 

processes, especially in relation to the relatively small funding provided and the short timeframe 

involved for execution. 

 

100. The selection of an increasing number of development NGOs (beginning under the 3rd 

and 4th AP) and those with dual mandates of humanitarian response and development as 

DIPECHO partners is a noteworthy initiative. Partners with long-term programmes showed a 

tendency to be more efficient and are potentially more effective.41  

 

101. The selection of Red Cross and Crescent Societies as local implementing partners has 

generally been advantageous. In all of the countries visited by the evaluation mission, the 

national Red Cross and Crescent Societies have formal disaster management roles mandated by 

their governments. They are present in most areas of the country and disaster preparedness is an 

integral part of their mandate. While engaging with the national Red Cross and Crescent has its 

own challenges, their national spread, infrastructure, human resource base, permanent presence 

in a country and regional/global linkages are an important factors contributing to sustainability.  

 

102. The choice of regional partners: the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC), 

UNESCAP and the Mekong River Commission (MRC), is appropriate. The ADPC is well 

                                                                                                                                                       
years to reach a total of €500-550 million. Furthermore, they insisted that disaster prevention and preparedness should be 
considered as priorities in promoting a 'culture of prevention', and called on the Commission to include disaster preparedness in 
all technical co-operation and development programmes. 
39 The French, Danish, Spanish and most recently the Netherlands Red Cross societies and the International Federation (or 
IFRC). 
40 Action contre la Faim/Action Against Hunger, CRED UCL, Oxfam UK/I, CARE International (DEU, NL, Fr), CESVI, Action 
d’urgence, APS (IT) AUI, CISP, CODEV, SCF (UK), Development Workshop (Fr), Concern, Dan Church Aid, ZOA, Action 
Aid, World Vision International (UK) - thus including organisations with different mandates, those more humanitarian, e.g. 

ACF/AAH to those that are more developmental, e.g. CARE, Action Aid. 
41 E.g., they tended to establish long term goals, have continuous community activities, suffer less staff turnover, overcame 
funding gaps, have long term administrative and finance systems in place and undertook better preparation before project star t 
up. 
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recognised as one of the main, if not, the primary regional institution, having technical expertise 

in many aspects of disaster management. Likewise, UNESCAP brings significant experience and 

technical skills in strategic planning and networking into its partnership with the ADPC. 

Initiatives involving disaster (flood) reduction along the Mekong River will inevitably involve 

the MRC.  

 

103. Personnel costs, in proportion to overall expenditure of regional bodies, were much 

higher than those for partners operating at country level; in part this may be due to the fact that a 

higher proportion of staff is considered to be expatriate. The average per partner percentage 

personnel cost in relation to funds spent on actual DRR activities was relatively low in Viet 

Nam, where many experienced INGOs and Red Crosses worked repeatedly over the course of 

the four APs with the same local NGOs or local bodies 

 

4.2 Financial analysis 

104. Overall, DIPECHO contributed approximately €14.3m to 54 actions (49 country actions 

in 6 countries and 5 regional actions) during the evaluation period (1998-2004: 1st to 4th APs in 

SE Asia). For a full financial analysis, see Annexes Va and Vb. 

 

105. Financial analysis reveals that over the course of the four APs €9.8m or 68.5% went to 

INGOs, consisting almost exclusively of humanitarian aid focused organizations but 

subsequently including more development oriented organizations. Another €3.4m or 24% went 

to the RC/IFRC, which helped to ensure that all national Red Cross societies integrated DRR 

components into their regular programmes. Some €1.1m or 7.5% to UN agencies. The biggest 

recipient in terms of total amount received among the INGOs was CARE42, making up 14% of 

the total or 21% of the total received by the INGOs. With Red Cross societies and INGOs having 

long-term partnerships with local organisations and intimate knowledge of the local situation, 

this breakdown is relevant to the DIPECHO APs and seems appropriate.  

 

106. In terms of funding per country, 25% went to Cambodia, 12% to Indonesia and 28% to 

Viet Nam, the remainder going to Laos PDR, The Philippines and to Timor-Leste, (see also I, 

1.3.3). 13% of funding was provided to regional organisations. It is notable that less funding 

went to the most disaster prone countries in the region, i.e., Indonesia and The Philippines. 

About 13% of funding was provided to regional organisations that have been engaged with 

capacity building, information sharing and networking activities. Regional DRR mainstreaming 

initiatives were more recently initiated, although preliminary indications and partner feedback 

are not encouraging. 

 

107. The average amount provided to each project partner has progressively increased and is 

in the range of €224,000 to €242,000. The number of project partners has increased, albeit not 

consistently: under the 1st AP, 10 partners, each received an average of €205,000; under the 2nd 

AP, 14 partners each received an average of €286,000; under the 3rd AP, 13 partners each 

received an average of €244,000; and under the 4th AP, 17 partners each received an average of 

€300,000 (for the 5th AP there are 22 partners receiving an average of €333,000 per project 

partner). 

 

108. Over this period (1st to 4th AP) the amounts varied from country to country but the main 

expenditure represented in the projects of Cambodia, Indonesia, Viet Nam and the region are 

summarised as follows:43 

                                                
42 CARE here refers to all CARE entities: DEU, NL and AT. 
43 Full financial reports from all partners were not available (4 missing in Cambodia and 2 missing in Viet Nam). Therefore, 
figures stated here are based on available financial reports of 34 out of 40 actions implemented during the 1st to 4th APs in the 
three countries plus the regional actions. 
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 Capacity building training/training material development accounted for between 13% in 

Cambodia, to 38% in Indonesia and 29% in Viet Nam in terms of average spending per 

partner.  

 Personnel costs accounted for an average of 24% in Viet Nam, 38% in Indonesia and 

33% in Cambodia per partner. Personnel costs on average were 44% for regional 

partners. High personnel costs, an average of 39% (approximately €95,000) per partner 

per project, including regional projects, are attributable to the mandatory use of expatriate 

project managers. While this translates to less money available to undertake actual RR 

work, it may be argued that an expatriate presence helps to ensure transparency and 

accountability.  

 Specific activities include:  

i. rehabilitation, medical supply, participatory review, micro projects, CBDP 

and mitigation activities accounting for 29% in Cambodia 

ii. small-scale emergency funds accounting for 13% in Indonesia; and  

iii. essential relief items and emergency rehabilitation as part of preparing to 

respond efforts, including watsan, emergency funds and public facility 

construction, infrastructure support, emergency equipment and mitigation, and 

housing reinforcement and  risk mapping accounting for 26% in Viet Nam 

 Office utilities, rent, communication, transport and travel costs accounted for only 7-14% 

of partners’ project costs, representing an efficient use of resources 

 Administration and indirect costs44 comprised around 4-7% of expenditure by partners. 

Given that these are mostly for running costs and in some cases used for physical assets 

for the local partners to implement the projects, the value will be much more than the 

actual expenditure, especially in cases where projects are successfully duplicated and 

sustained in the long run and provides further evidence of an overall efficient use of 

resources by DIPECHO partners. 

 Visibility accounted for a consistent 1% spend (totalling around €88,000)45 over the four 

APs in the three countries including the regional action 

 An average of 1% was spent on audit and M&E except for Cambodia where this category 

made up 8% of the total expenditure. 

 

109. There is no specific allocation of funds for: advocacy (towards donors/governments) nor 

for collation and dissemination of lessons learnt, best practice, case studies, etc.  

 

4.3 Visibility  

110. In recent years, the DG ECHO has emphasised the need for visibility and communication 

in its projects. It is part of the DG’s mandate to: “raise awareness for the principles and values 

of its aid” in addition to funding DRR (and humanitarian aid). It is also a way to ensure 

transparency and to be accountable for the use of EU funds to European citizens. Partners are 

encouraged to use part of their project funds budgeted under the visibility line to implement 

visibility and communication activities that meet the DG’s requirements. Requirements for these 

activities, however, only became explicit after the 5th AP in South East Asia. Whilst the 

guidelines for the APs during the evaluation period do not contain any sections on this issue, the 

budget format has a ‘visibility’ budget line which shows that DIPECHO expected partners to 

carry out visibility activities (see annex XII and ECHO Aid Strategy 2003).46  

                                                
44 Indirect costs in ECHO terminology is overheads and usually amounts to 7% of the direct costs. 
45 €30,000 in Cambodia, €1,8000 in Indonesia, €38,000 in Viet Nam and €1,900 in the regional actions. 
46 All DIPECHO partners are ECHO partners, who have signed a FPA, in which there are indications about visibility. In 2003, 
ECHO started developing tools to help partners, including visibility guidelines for ECHO partners. Positions of Information 
Officers have also been created regionally (2004 for SEA). In this sense, the DIPECHO Call for Proposals cannot be the only 
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111. Visibility activities are categorised under DIPECHO funded projects as follows: 1) basic 

visibility activities47 and 2) communication activities/tools48. These two activities are distinct 

from activities considered eligible under the budget line: Advocacy and public awareness-

raising, where the specific objective is the promotion of DRR and the HFA, the production of 

training manuals and advocacy campaigns are not considered as “visibility” activities. Financial 

analysis for the 1st to 4th APs reveals that 1% of project budget was spent consistently on 

visibility; under the 5th AP, the visibility budget is recommended to be 5% of the project budget; 

whether such a significant increase in budget is feasible, or necessary, is questionable, but more 

importantly exactly how this will be undertaken is of greater concern.  

 

112. This evaluation noted different types of visibility activities undertaken49 (summarised in 

Annex XII) and consist primarily of displaying the DIPECHO logo on all tangible project 

outputs (e.g., stickers, course materials and IEC dissemination brochures, posters, signboards, T-

shirts, caps, etc). As a result, the majority of people interviewed were aware of DIPECHO as the 

source of funding but were less aware of the European Union. A few partners went beyond these 

activities, such as ZOA in Cambodia, who included a special chapter in their initial CBDRM 

training to introduce ECHO and DIPECHO. This issue needs further examination in terms of 

how best to use finance for visibility in the future. This is particularly to ensure that local 

governments/national government are aware of the funding source, and at the very least that 

people in the communities where projects are undertaken are able to acknowledge that finance 

for the project came from people in Europe. 

 

4.4 Coverage 

113. Given limited project financing and the pilot or experimental nature of projects funded, 

the extent of programme coverage of vulnerable communities is minimal, as can be expected. It 

is only when projects are scaled-up, replicated or mainstreamed into development planning that 

coverage and impact can increase considerably. 

 

114. The other challenge is that there are simply too many disaster prone areas and that there 

will always be too few partners to take on all the necessary work. In most cases, partners also 

have their own criteria for site selection, including other factors such as their own organisational 

dynamics, political pressure, capacities of local implementing partner, willingness of 

communities to shoulder part of the project costs, etc. (as discussed in section 3). Hence, the 

programme objective of operating within the most “vulnerable” communities will be difficult to 

achieve universally.  

 

115. There is a tendency for project partners to spread too thinly in any given country. This 

means not working in contiguous communities or even districts, and having huge distances 

separate project areas, which has implications for cost effectiveness and impact. A choice of 

more contiguous intervention areas, based upon sub-district or district levels should result in 

greater efficiency (less cost), potential for scaling up, better synergy, improved chances for 

sustainability, the potential for scaling up, as well as better options for models to be replicated. 

 

4.5 Effectiveness 

                                                                                                                                                       
reference for the issue and work has been progressively undertaken to encourage proper means of visibility (Cécile Pichon, 
DIPECHO Technical Assistant for SE Asia, personal communication). 
47 Allow the DG ECHO to be identified as a donor (stickers, sign boards, banners on publications, buildings, etc.). 
48 Explains the mandate and roles of the partner and the EC, the principles and values of humanitarian aid (e.g. photo exhibitions, 
visits by journalists, advertorials, newsletter/website articles, etc.). 
49 Such information is largely ocular and anecdotal and is meant only to provide an illustration of the wide range of visibility 
methods employed by project partners visited in the three countries. 
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116. For the partners reviewed, in general, the project objectives were met, the majority of 

activities were implemented according to plan and results achieved, although the quality of 

outputs, in some cases, were questionable. Projects often had overly ambitious goals and 

objectives. For newer partners, this was caused by unfamiliarity and inexperience with what can 

be done within a project timeframe set by DIPECHO but there was also a general sentiment that 

projects had to aim for ambitious objectives if DIPECHO funding is to be secured.  

 

117. DIPECHO also has high expectations of what the partners should be able to achieve, 

which is reflected in the AP guidelines, for example the 5th AP, which are commendable for their 

attention for detailing a comprehensive approach to DRR.   

 

118. The design of DIPECHO APs continuously improved and the 4th AP contains much of 

the lessons learned from previous implementation of APs. However, this does not appear to have 

been fully internalised by partners. There was some confusion with partners over what 

DIPECHO does and intends to do and what it can and cannot fund. 

 

Setting indicators  

119. Outcome indicators were generally SMART and authenticated but partners expressed 

difficulty in formulating appropriate DRR indicators and the need for support from DIPECHO to 

help to develop appropriate ones. The indicators used mainly focused on quantitative measures 

of project inputs and activities and output and less on project results and outcomes.  

 

Building community capacities  

120. Overall, awareness raising activities attained significant reach and effectiveness. This 

was particularly the case when partners developed and shared IEC and DP training materials 

(e.g. in Viet Nam). As a result of training, follow up, refresher and heightened community 

awareness, communities in the project areas generally showed an increase in their capacities to 

analyse disaster risk, to develop preparedness plans, to monitor hazards and implement micro-

projects that mitigate disaster risks.  

 

121. There was clear evidence that local people contributed their own resources (time, 

money). Community knowledge of DP was built upon and generally, there was an awareness of 

local indigenous knowledge that was often used as a starting point in HVCA.  

 

Undertaking mitigation projects 

122. Projects were seen to have had an immediate and positive impact on mitigating the effect 

of disasters on villagers’ lives. Whilst the mitigation projects were technically sound, operations 

and maintenance systems were not always put in place. 

 

Working with local governments through local implementing partners 

123. As a generalisation, most partners had reasonably good working relationships with the 

local government. However, partners face challenges and constraints in undertaking a more 

profound engagement with local governments, requiring the development of new knowledge and 

skills. There are concerns as to whether partners’ effectively involved and communicated with 

authorities during the preliminary stages of the project or whether this only happened as project 

drew to a close.  

 

124. Undertaking this engagement within a DIPECHO project also often means an 

incompatibility of timeframes (e.g. DIPECHO funding cycle vs. government planning and 
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budgeting cycles), and a high degree of uncertainty involved in advocacy and pursuing local 

legislative agendas. The success of interventions is determined by the quality of existing 

relationships between the local partners and the government authorities.  

 

4.6 Efficiency  

Project Management 

125. Overall, project management was found to be good and systems sound and well 

organised; a strong consultative approach was apparent. Established organisational structures at 

all levels allowed regular project monitoring and supervision of project activities on a day to day 

basis by competent personnel. The capacity of the partners to supervise and implement the 

project was adequate and there is strong willingness to learn from experience and initiate 

corrective action. Capacity of local partners to analyse monitoring data is also improving. 

Reporting was reasonably timely and at times additional to requirement. 

 

Utilising DIPECHO funding and finance from other donors 

126. DIPECHO funding remains an essential component of support to project partner 

programmes in DRR but is not seen as a long term strategy. Consensus was reached that it is best 

to have other sources to complement DIPECHO funding. Some partners felt that ideally 

DIPECHO should only be tapped to support DRR within the context of a long-term, integrated 

development programme (given the fact that DIPECHO funding is for 15 months and with no 

guarantee of renewal). This preference was based on the fact that community based DRR is not 

sustainable within one project cycle as there is no guarantee of continued funding and because 

some of the activities or components may not be eligible for DIPECHO funding.  

 

127. While a number of partners received consecutive cycles of DIPECHO funding this has 

not been optimised as most of the partners have no long term DRR strategies or development 

plans and, hence, undertake planning on an annual basis, or a per ‘DIPECHO funding cycle’ 

basis. Others use long term funding sources (e.g. AusAID) or were successful in leveraging 

project funds to obtain local government funding. 

 

Determining cost efficiency 

128. Cost efficiency was difficult to determine because definition of beneficiaries is not 

always clear and consistently applied among partners (i.e., what constitutes direct and indirect 

beneficiaries and “catchment” population). Pre-defined and agreed upon measures of cost-

effectiveness (between DIPECHO and its partners) would increase the partner’s attention to cost 

efficiency.  

 

129. Generally the actual cost of managing DIPECHO projects is difficult to ascertain as 

certain costs are “hidden” (e.g., accurate recording of total staff time). Although required 

counterpart funding is set at 10-15% of costs, in reality it was often estimated at 30-40% (due, in 

the earlier APs, to the narrative and financial reporting requirements, or to geographic separation 

of project areas). It would be clearer if there is a financial reporting format where full costs of the 

project are shown to better determine cost efficiency. 

 

130. The requirement of DIPECHO for the use of expatriate consultants or project managers, 

although most of the time justifiable, contributes significantly to high costs50. A stronger 

programme bias towards improving capacities of national staff as well as those of the local 

                                                
50 Based on financial expenditure of the APs from Viet Nam, Indonesia and Cambodia this amounts to 36.5% of total project 
funds provided in the four APs. 
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implementing partner, can significantly increase cost efficiency, contribute to programme goals 

of increased local capacities and allow for more donor money to reach the people in greatest 

need.  

 

Enhancing operational capacity 

131. Partners generally have increased operational capacity to implement DRR projects 

following specific training and have often employed more technical or managerial staff. Some 

partners, however, have had a high turnover of national staff that has affected operational 

capacity. 

 

Raising awareness and mitigation projects 

132. Raising awareness in the villages, preparation of DM plans, mitigation project proposals 

and implementation were achieved within the allotted time-frames. Mitigation activities were 

undertaken to a high technical standard, on low budgets and are considered to be cost effective 

and value for money. Sizeable contributions made by communities in the implementation of 

mitigation projects resulted to good cost to benefit ratio (see report on mitigation projects in 

Cambodia)51. DIPECHO pilot projects and models, when they are successfully scaled-up and 

replicated, will further generate substantial benefits and impact in the future. 

 

4.7 Management of the Action Plans  

Capacity building of DIPECHO Technical Advisers, Programme Assistants and Desk Officers 

133. The management of the APs over the years can be characterised as a learning experience 

for both DIPECHO and its project partners. One important factor affecting the effectiveness of 

programme management has been the high turnover of DIPECHO staff: six TAs and five Desk 

Officers over a period of eight years,52 causing a loss of continuity and of institutional memory. 

Changes in coverage of the TAs (both geographically and responsibility), the turnover of Desk 

Officers and the lack of a clear overall programme strategy, combined with the fact that DRR 

was a relatively new field of endeavour are all factors that have been challenging for DIPECHO 

management over the course of the four APs.  

 

134. The situation has improved in the 4th AP with the recruitment of a Programme Assistant 

to the ECHO Regional Support Office in Bangkok and considered sensible and cost effective. 

This sense of “closer proximity” to partners was welcomed and helped reduce the workload for 

the TA and Desk Officers.  

 

Challenges with coordination, partnership, relationships and partner perceptions  

135. A number of partners did not feel their relationship with DIPECHO as a “partnership” 

but as something more akin to a “donor-recipient”. Some others consider that DIPECHO APs 

were not flexible enough for them to integrate their longer-term development programme 

activities. A few mentioned that there is an increasing tendency by DIPECHO to “micro-

manage” project implementation (e.g. need to get DIPECHO approval prior to implementation of 

each specific community mitigation project)53. There is a common perception among (some) 

                                                
51 Analysis of Micro-project Impact Data for the Cambodian Red Cross CBDP Programme, 1998-2004, January 2007, by 
Chivariak Khus; although this study includes non-DIPECHO funded micro projects, it nevertheless provides good general 
indications on impact of CRC micro projects. 
52 Currently no Job Description exists for the Desk Officer; the TAs work to a ToR. 
53 Clearly this is a contentious issue and some partners felt that they were considered as not having sufficient knowledge and 

capacity to implement a project and further that DIPECHO/Brussels did not fully understand the local context and appropriate 
DRR activity. Closer attention to certain partners was considered to be justified by Brussels; however, this evaluation team does 
not think that the proposed solution can address the perceived problem (i.e. of obtaining Brussels approval prior to undertaking a 
mitigation project). 
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partners that DIPECHO is becoming more and more “high maintenance” and that too many 

requirements and demands are made in proportion to the amount of financing provided. A more 

appropriate response would be is to ensure a proper understanding of the ECHO mandate by the 

partners, and of what is and is not allowed by the DIPECHO programme. 

 

136. Partners commended the DIPECHO national and regional consultative meetings. These 

processes helped to identify the country priorities and were effective in bringing partners/other 

DRR stakeholders together to discuss programme areas and main activities. However, room for 

improvement was suggested. The meetings were considered too short and there was a sense of a 

missed opportunity for more in depth discussion and the breadth of issues covered was too 

broad.  

 

137. Large gaps exists in what APs intend to do and what can actually be done in the country 

given the number, mandate and capacity of partners and the amount of funding available. While 

APs are made to compliment national DM strategies and plans, in some countries (e.g. Cambodia 

and Indonesia), this is constrained by the lack or ambiguity of, national DM plans. 

 

Monitoring  

138. While almost all partners viewed DIPECHO monitoring visits as good opportunities for 

frank dialogue and interaction, the regional DIPECHO office is constrained from undertaking 

more frequent monitoring visits because of the large number of projects funded by the 

programme54.  

 

139. DIPECHO monitoring activities have been, and continue to be, insufficient compared 

with monitoring activities undertaken for ECHO disaster response and relief projects that involve 

significantly greater amounts of money but do not require as extensive and complex monitoring 

activities. An attempt to increase DIPECHO staff (previously constrained by an apparent lack of 

appreciation on the nature and complexity of DIPECHO projects by some within ECHO) is, 

under the 5th AP, changing with the engagement of several focal persons within the EC country 

delegations and other ECHO offices, who have a watching brief over DIPECHO projects in their 

respective countries. The feasibility of designating such staff is thus currently being explored and 

initially appears viable. This not only would provide some relief for monitoring activities of the 

DIPECHO team but also offers good potential and opportunity for more effective dissemination 

of DRR experience and the overall understanding of DRR concepts and principles within the EU 

country delegations.  

 

140. Most partners do not have sufficient monitoring systems and procedures in place due, in 

part, to the need to focus limited time on the operational aspects of the projects being 

implemented. Current monitoring systems do not go beyond reporting the project activities 

undertaken. The uncertainty of future funding also makes partners hesitant to invest in installing 

more elaborate monitoring systems that may not be used or sustained in the long term. Overall it 

was felt that that DIPECHO monitoring visits can be made more constructive by focusing 

discussions on solutions and creative approaches to issues and challenges faced by partners 

instead of focusing upon problem identification.  

 

4.8 Internal lesson-learning, documentation and dissemination by ECHO  

141. Process documentation of the DIPECHO experiences in the region has been less than 

optimal, including dissemination of potentially replicable DRR strategies and projects. This is 

generally something the partners are assumed or expected to do, but many do not have sufficient 

                                                
54 In the current 5th AP, the TA and PA will have to monitor no less than 22 projects in six countries. 
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leverage to influence the major DRR stakeholders (e.g., national government, international 

donors and development institutions) in integrating DRR into their planning and programming 

activities. 

 

142. Whilst there are regional efforts for information sharing and best practice dissemination, 

these are not seen as being responsive and applicable to specific local needs (i.e., a gap exists 

between the regional and country based programmes). A more “joined up approach” is required 

whereby learning from innovative, village level experiences - almost unique to DIPECHO and 

its partners - are better documented and this information then filtered up to the national, regional 

and global levels by DIPECHO and its regional partners. This would ensure that the positive 

lessons that are being achieved are being recognised and shared more widely. 

 

143. The dissemination of project experiences and replicable community based DRR models 

are more often geared towards DRR practitioners and organisations and less towards other 

relevant development institutions, including government ministries and agencies. This needs to 

be more focused and designed with the target entity in mind to maximise adoption and 

replication. 

 

5. IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

 

5.1  Overall impact 

144. The greatest significance and impact of the four APs has undoubtedly been DIPECHO’s 

funding of community based DRR projects in the three countries (these are detailed in the 

Country Summaries in Annexes IX to XI and in detailed Project Partner Reviews). These have 

drawn much attention by other organisations and donors and place DIPECHO in a relatively 

unique position in terms of learning and good practice in community based DRR. This particular 

comparative advantage is well recognised by other major donors supporting DRR, such as DFID, 

The World Bank and ADB. 

 

145. The evaluation team was not able to undertake any quantitative measurements or 

consolidation, (on a project to project basis or a documented basis) to assess overall impact. 

There are a number of constraints involved, for example, almost all partners have more than one 

cycle of funding and it is extremely difficult to know if these are repeat communities and 

beneficiaries or new ones with the same participants attending training events or different ones. 

Equally this information is not easy to obtain from final or evaluation reports. The team therefore 

faced some difficulty and if this is information is to be captured in the future the format of 

project documents and reporting should be modified (at the very least in terms of the number of 

beneficiaries reached), including a more concrete and specific definition and reporting of 

‘beneficiary’ (particularly direct and indirect, individuals and organizations, government and 

non-government, etc.). 

 

146. There has been steady and good progress towards the attainment of the overall objectives, 

which is directly attributable to the actions financed. As a broad generalisation, the outcomes of 

the majority of projects undertaken by partners in the four AP have been successfully achieved, 

including increased disaster preparedness, reduced vulnerability for several hundred thousand 

people, who are estimated to have benefited from the actions undertaken by partners reviewed 

over the course of the four APs. In addition, there has been a demonstrated increase in the 

capacity of local institutions, mandated with protecting vulnerable populations (including 

commune and district councils, DM committees at different levels in project areas and 

implementing partners themselves, most specifically the Red Cross/Red Crescent national 

societies). 
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147. All stakeholders, including local people, local government, artisans, school children, and 

teachers, expressed appreciation of the different approaches adopted by the DIPECHO projects. 

Internal evaluation and monitoring reports (as well as meetings held with numerous people 

during the course of this evaluation) clearly indicated a high level of satisfaction; people were 

happy with what has been provided and said that it was appropriate to their needs.   

 

148. Almost all of the available external evaluations conducted have concluded that there has 

been a direct impact (albeit in varying degrees) in terms of reduced vulnerabilities, increased 

awareness of DRR, and increased capacities was evident in most of the villages and communes 

where partners have implemented their projects.  

 

149. These impacts were evident to a lesser extent at district, provincial, and national levels, 

partly because projects are too dispersed. Awareness raising of DRR has been exceptional in 

Viet Nam where this has reached a critical mass and has already influenced and penetrated 

government thinking at national level.  

 

5.2  Disaster risk reduction capacities at the local level 

Reduction in community vulnerability through increased preparedness, capacities, and 

resilience 

150. In terms of boosting the resilience of local people to the most frequent hazards, there is 

generally a greater level of preparedness by communities in the target areas. According to 

various project reviews/evaluations undertaken and as perceived by this evaluation team, a large 

number of villages and communes in all project areas have developed some basic DP plans over 

the course of the APs, although this varied according to the quality of risk assessments 

undertaken.  Although the quality of these plans has not been thoroughly assessed, this is 

significant evidence of an increased level of preparedness and enhancement of people’s capacity 

to prepare for and to respond to disasters. In the case of recent disasters, there is evidence that 

the projects did in fact improve response by local people; most of the projects that involved the 

mobilization and organization of community disaster response teams (e.g., CARE and DRC/PMI 

in Indonesia, IFRC/SRC/VNRC in Viet Nam), the ability of these teams in responding to actual 

disaster events have been documented55.  

 

151. Commonly reported findings and observations in reports included comments on the 

positive benefits of the widespread use of HVCA/PRA as tools in community planning. It was 

reported that people’s awareness on DRR was heightened and in some cases, that a spirit of 

volunteerism had been revived and village disaster coordinating councils were created or 

reactivated. People’s attitudes also changed from being reactive to becoming more proactive, and 

evidence shows that indigenous coping mechanisms were enhanced by mitigation measures and 

the formation of local level disaster response teams. There was little evidence of sustainable 

livelihood support for vulnerable segments of the communities, which would be an expected 

means of a non-structural approach to addressing vulnerabilities. Whether this was due to a lack 

of clarity on what support was feasible under DIPECHO was unclear. 

 

152. An overall assessment of the impact of projects in terms of actual reduction of mortality, 

damage, and other indicators in times of disaster cannot be made without conducting a 

comprehensive assessment in each case. However, there are examples where direct impact has 

been recorded: 

                                                
55 E.g., in Kalimantan the CARE (NL) project developed capacities of local fire brigades who were active in responding to forest 
fires; Red Cross response teams in all three countries visited in many project sites had responded to flooding, storms and other 
hazards during the course of the four APs. 
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 In at least one province where Save the Children Alliance is undertaking their project in 

Viet Nam, a decrease in the number of children injured from accidents is attributed, at 

least from the perception of local officials, to people being more “child aware” and taking 

greater care to minimise the risks that children face; 

 In areas of drought (e.g. in Cambodia) there has been an impact on reducing the risk of 

water shortage for beneficiary households, through awareness raising and subsequent 

planning for and completion of small-scale mitigation projects;  

 In the flood prone province of Kampong Cham, in Cambodia, a cost-effective EWS has 

been developed and remains in use in target villages; 

 In Viet Nam, an estimated half a million 4th and 5th grade schoolchildren and over 15,000 

primary school teachers are aware of DP, and this will significantly increase as the 

school-based DP sessions continue in the future. The use of child-friendly methodologies 

and materials and initiation of creative approaches has made the dissemination of DP 

knowledge to children more effective. Overall, children were able to recall the contents 

of the teaching and act upon them. 

Strengthening local institutions and governmental structures 

153. On a large number of occasions during the implementation of the four APs, community 

based disaster teams, supported by DIPECHO project partners effectively demonstrated their 

capacity in responding to disasters. This included a broad spectrum of disasters from small fires 

in villages to widespread flooding events in urban centres (e.g. in Jakarta in early 2007). There 

are good examples of local government entities in all three countries including such teams within 

their formal emergency response structures.  

 

154. The enhanced level of preparedness comes as a result of community DP awareness 

raising and training of significant numbers of local implementing partner staff, local 

governments, and people in the villages and has often resulted in the formulation of DP action 

plans at the village, commune, or district levels, along with a reduction in vulnerability through 

various mitigation or livelihood-related projects.  

 

155. Overall, the local government entities in the project areas have increased awareness of 

DRR and better capacity to manage their own DRR programmes. Whilst long-term in nature, 

there have been gradual improvements in knowledge, attitude, and practices of such 

stakeholders, and there has been evidence of application of methodologies and tools (e.g., maps 

are used for community development planning in project sites and high risk areas and safe 

havens marked).  

 

156. Such awareness of DRR by local government officials from provincial to village levels 

forms the foundation for comprehensive DRR interventions. Projects involving direct 

participation of local governments have good potential for integration and eventual 

mainstreaming of DRR within development plans, as partners, by themselves, do not have 

sufficient clout to influence national or even provincial governments. 

 

5.3  Disaster risk reduction capacities at the country level  

157. Greater impact beyond the commune and village level is yet to be achieved and will 

happen only when pilot initiatives undertaken by project partners are replicated elsewhere; for 

example, in Indonesia, CARE NL worked with 14% of villages in one district in Central 

Kalimantan, but there is no chance for scaling up under the DIPECHO programme (unless it 
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applied for further funds). Coverage depends rather on the partner’s capacity and strategy; 

DIPECHO is not supposed to cover a large area but rather promote replication and integration. 

 

5.4  Disaster risk reduction capacities at the regional level 

158. The regional programme56 for the integration or mainstreaming of DRR into development 

planning has been less effective than action at the local level, as it mainly involves longer-term 

processes which cannot be undertaken during one cycle of DIPECHO funding, and which ideally 

should be specifically suited to each country.  

 

Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC)  

159. All partners have participated to some degree in the PDR-SEA programme implemented 

by ADPC and reported having benefited from the activities and information shared. To some 

extent, PDR SEA supported the further development of the national networks established by 

DIPECHO partners. These national networks are now seen as providing relevant and useful 

avenues for experience and best practice sharing. 

160. By the 4th AP, however, a number of partners expressed that there was no longer a clear 

link between their activities and the PDR SEA programme, and that the programme was not 

providing added-value to their work. Currently, some partners are uncertain of ADPC’s role and 

stated that they thought ADPC had ceased to be an agent of regional support to the DIPECHO 

partners and has become: “just another project operator”. 

161. Significant levels of competency of DIPECHO partners in CBDM were achieved through 

the regional training of trainers and the adaptation of the CBDM curriculum delivered by ADPC. 

However, it was felt that current training courses offered by ADPC had lost some of their vitality 

and were no longer “cutting edge”, having become too generic and trying to cater for far too 

many widely differing needs.  

Mekong River Commission (MRC)  

162. DIPECHO funding to the Mekong River Commission (MRC) within the framework of 

the Flood Management and Mitigation Programme (FMMP) has given DIPECHO a useful entry 

point to the dialogue that determines the strategy of this important sub-regional inter-

governmental body specialising in water management.  

163. The workshops and training courses conducted by the (MRC) have been effective in 

improving the knowledge and skills of officials serving in highly flood prone provinces of the 

Lower Mekong Basin (LMB). The course curriculum was comprehensive and found to be useful 

and applicable in the respective country context. The training material, translated into three 

national languages, and given to the participants, has facilitated further dissemination of the 

knowledge acquired by the beneficiaries. Nevertheless, location specific issues on flood 

preparedness need to be addressed, as well as improving the management of training events. 

164. The issue of sustained impact, however, remains questionable due to limited capacity at 

national, and in particular, provincial and district levels, to understand, interpret, and effectively 

use newly acquired tools and knowledge. The relatively short timeframe of the DIPECHO 

project is also a constraint to fully realising the impact of the project. 

165. The selection of participants to training events has often been inappropriate (e.g. senior 

public officials of provinces who are likely to retire). The project impact could be maximised if 

the training events were continued to cover a larger group of participants, including more entry- 

                                                
56 this refers to the UN ESCAP/ADPC project. The UNDP/ADPC mainstreaming project was recently approved under the 5 th AP 
so is not covered under the evaluation 
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and mid-level staff, as well as members of the communities in flood-prone provinces and 

districts of the LMB. 

166. Project impact at the community level, however, is limited and it is questionable if the 

use of funds is really justifiable given the relative high maintenance and administrative cost 

incurred both by DIPECHO and MRC compared to the impact. The structural uncertainty of the 

organisation also poses a risk to effective and efficient operation of projects.  

5.5 Broadening impact through knowledge management and replication of best 

practices 

167. DIPECHO funding of DP and DRR in the region during the period 1998-2004 has been 

instrumental in promoting DRR and supporting local level experiences during a period when few 

donors were engaged in this emerging area. Although a relatively small amount has been 

invested (€14.3m), DIPECHO has contributed to a large number of projects (5 regional actions 

and 49 national actions in 6 countries) spread over a wide geographical area, which have been 

supported continuously over eight years. As a result, many NGOs and government agencies 

gained a large part of their experiences in DP and DRR through DIPECHO programmes. 

Significant progress is obvious in the following areas57:  

 strategies and models: including replicable community-based flood EWS, models for 

CBDRM, DRM strategies and legislation;  

 methodologies, tools and processes: PRA/HVCA tools for risk assessment, IEC 

materials and targeting methodologies; 

 awareness raising and advocacy: strong awareness of DRR amongst local people, local 

implementing partners, local governments, and regional bodies;  

 programme integration: DRR being integrated into environmental protection, rural 

development and natural resource management programmes; and  

 small-scale mitigation projects: hundreds of projects undertaken by partners working 

with local implementing partners and governments. 

 

Documentation and sharing of DRR experiences 

168. Documentation by partners of their experiences, lessons learned, approaches and 

methodologies is undertaken to various degrees and levels of proficiency. Such material needs to 

be better developed and would benefit from agreed upon standards and styles that are suitable for 

different target audiences, including the media. Such efforts require further (financial) support 

for partners to better facilitate these activities. 

169. Most partners have good engagement with other projects and with other DRR 

stakeholders. However, this was best illustrated in Viet Nam (e.g., the DMWG; DWF has 

developed a bilingual website58 for information exchange), present and improving in Cambodia 

(the DRR Forum)59, and in need of further development in Indonesia. There has been 

considerable cross-learning60. However, the majority of projects have still to better disseminate 

and replicate their best practices within country.61  

                                                
57 See Annexes X to XI for a more detailed analysis on a country by country basis. 
58 Established in co-operation with the universities of Hue (Viet Nam), Kyoto (Japan) and the East West Centre (Hawaii). 
59 DIPECHO supported the CRC/DRC to initiate the Cambodia DRR Forum that has, according to partners, resulted in better and 
more substantive sharing of experiences and lessons learned. In time this better coordination may improve impact through joint 
planning and programming. The Forum still requires an improved structure and organisation (e.g., a ToR, minutes taken etc.). 

Sharing/rotating chairing has taken place, meetings held in different offices as too has field cross-visits to project target areas. 
60 E.g. in Cambodia, CWS, LWF and ACF/AAH have at various stages all utilised CRC CBDP training capacity. 
61 E.g. in Cambodia, the AmCross/CRC EWS project took on many of the lessons learnt/characteristics of the AAH/ACF EWS 
project. 
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170. Once an approach and lessons learned are identified for application in new locations or 

contexts, the impact of DIPECHO’s investment in DRR multiplies. What appears to be missing 

in terms of lessons learned and best practice sharing, however, is its translation and integration 

into the operational activities of different partners.  

Advocacy, awareness, and integration of disaster risk reduction 

171. Advocacy and dissemination of DRR interventions and models, for the most part takes 

place by and among partners and DRR practitioners themselves. The regional ADPC PDR-SEA 

and the annual DIPECHO national and regional consultative meetings support these processes. 

Whilst, there has been advocacy and engagement, particularly with the major development 

institutions and other donors, including relevant government ministries, more can and should be 

undertaken. The challenge remains to find people who are aware of the importance of the issue 

and who are receptive to change.  

172. Partners, by themselves, do not have sufficient leverage to influence governments to 

integrate DRR into the policy, strategy and national development planning processes. The same 

is true of the national DM offices, in the case of Cambodia (preliminary) and Indonesia 

(beginning to take shape). These national DM offices are still weak and lack sufficient human 

and financial resources. This is less true in Viet Nam, where the NDM-P Secretariat and the 

Disaster Management Centre of the Ministry of Agricultural and Rural Development (MARD) 

have much greater power and full time, competent staff.  

173. Awareness of DRR and integration into the development planning process is variable 

across the region: strong in Viet Nam, at an initial stage in Indonesia, and still in its infancy in 

Cambodia. These processes are effective when supported by the major development institutions 

and donors. Viet Nam has DRR champions in the EU Member States, notably The Netherlands, 

Denmark, Luxemburg; and too from UNDP. In Indonesia, UNDP and the government DM 

Coordinating body, BAPENNAS, are leading the way. In Cambodia, however, there is currently 

little interest from the UN and the international financing institutions; hence there is little 

progress. Willingness and engagement of national governments is an obvious, but important 

factor. 

5.6  Impact on cross-cutting issues 

174. Generally there were limited attempts to incorporate cross-cutting issues by partners, 

with the exception of consideration to gender relations. Given the limited time and uncertainty of 

continued future funding, partners (understandably) give more importance to operational 

activities. Engagement with relevant cross-cutting issues also depends on organisational 

mandates, the presence of expertise, and how the community defines the most vulnerable 

segments of the population. However, partners’ regular engagement with households and local 

governments helped to ensure that relevant cross-cutting issues are given consideration62. Some 

partners, e.g., Save Children Alliance are developing indicators for cross-cutting issues, for 

example, child’s rights.63.  

175. All projects have made conscious efforts to address gender relations in their approaches. 

Awareness raising, particularly addressing DP for primary school children and their teachers is 

beginning to be integrated into disaster management planning (e.g. SCF in Viet Nam). Good 

governance is implied in most partners’ projects, which is an indication of its importance. Some 

partners, notably CARE in Indonesia and LWF and ZOA in Cambodia, are addressing DRR in 

                                                
62 In Cambodia, the CRC governing board have asked that cross-cutting issues are addressed in all programmes and are included 

in planning are gender relations, children (specifically school dropouts), the elderly, the sick and disabled. The DRC is helping to 
mainstream DRR into other CRC programmes. 
63 E.g. “women took part in community meetings to discuss what to do to prepare for floods, with concerns about women, 
children and the elderly being addressed.” 
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their environmental programmes. The issue of climate change is now also being considered; for 

example, under the 5th AP DIPECHO is funding the Netherlands RC/VNRC to integrate climate 

change awareness into a DRR project in the central district of Viet Nam.  

Gender relations 

176. Gender relations receive the most attention, and conscious efforts for increased gender 

participation are evident in almost all projects. Projects in general place an emphasis on gender 

relations and work with a substantial proportion of women, whose role and position is promoted. 

These attempts are generally limited to desegregation of monitoring data, inclusion of women in 

project activities, and pro-active policies towards hiring of women as part of field operations 

staff.  

177. Although there is variation, the concept and theory of gender equality was generally 

“understood” at the national and perhaps provincial levels, but at district and community level 

stakeholders were less sure when it was discussed. Efforts to ensure the participation of both 

sexes were evident in all projects. However, in the socio-cultural context of Indonesia, this was 

later acknowledged to be more difficult to achieve than originally anticipated. CARE (NL) was 

able to address gender concerns by adopting innovative approaches through the integration of a 

health component into its programme. 

178. Several partners have well developed policies on gender equity and diversity and gender 

equality policies exist for the RC, SCA and CARE. However, in some cases these exist as policy 

documents, but have yet to be translated into more concrete operational plans and activities and 

do not appear in the partner's reporting. The DRC supports the PMI in the development of its 

institutional gender policy. LWF uses a “Gender Awareness Empowerment” checklist to 

measure participation and empowerment of women; this policy is actively implemented down to 

village level where a minimum of 40% of the Village Development Committee members are 

women. In Viet Nam, partnership with the Women’s Union, with its nation-wide activities in the 

promotion of gender equality and an involvement in DRR, gave far greater access to women and 

better addressed their needs. 

Environmental impact 

179. Disaster reduction interventions in some partners’ programmes are implemented within 

the context of environmental or water resource management. For example, ZOA in Cambodia 

found that ploughing land, providing water, hand tractors and awareness raising has had a 

significant positive environmental impact by reducing deforestation from slash and burn 

cultivation. In Indonesia, sustainable environment management is integral to the approach of 

CARE’s PEAT and SIAP64 projects. 

Engagement of vulnerable groups 

180. The majority of projects aimed to ensure that the most vulnerable people in communities 

are supported, based upon locally-agreed selection criteria. These focus on poor households, 

single mothers, women, women-headed households, elderly men, and other vulnerable groups. 

Where feasible, women and poor people were involved in the implementation of mitigation 

works undertaken by partners and often provided their labour instead of money. Some mitigation 

activities were specifically targeted to vulnerable people; for example, water filters were 

provided specifically to poor people and woman-headed households. However, ethnic minorities 

                                                
64 “Preparedness for Environmental Emergencies Activities for Tropical Peat-Lands” (PEAT) and “Strengthening of Initiatives 

in Peat Areas to Increase Preparedness for Disasters” (SIAP). 
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were largely absent from projects as a specific target group, despite the fact that in many cases 

they constitute vulnerable segments of society.  

181. The widespread implementation of small-scale, low cost mitigation projects, such as 

reinforcement of houses, evacuation roads and bridges, and public facilities, has demonstrated 

the appropriateness and effectiveness of this strategy. Mitigation works generated considerable 

community labour opportunities and provided substantial direct social and economic benefits to 

the entire community in the areas visited including for vulnerable groups. 

182. Vulnerable members of the community participated in village meetings and ideas were 

collected from both adults and young persons. In some projects (for example, ZOA and 

LWF/CWS) there were significant numbers of women and disabled people serving on local 

DMCs as these groups formed a larger percentage of the local population.  

Children 

183. The issue of children’s needs in DRR has gone beyond creating awareness of the issue 

and has now moved into the actual implementation of projects. Local officials and community 

representatives have expressed the need for mainstreaming child rights into DRR planning, and 

partners with a child focus will need to think of even more innovative strategies. While Save the 

Children Alliance’s project has been successful in raising awareness, follow up activities should 

be monitored closely to see if awareness will translate into concrete and sustained action (that is, 

whether local officials and community representatives incorporate knowledge into ongoing 

activities and that children participate in community CBDRM planning).  

184. Some projects have specific activities focused upon development for children directly 

through working with primary school children and their teachers. For example, SCA and DWF 

work specifically with children to improve their knowledge about disasters and how to cope and 

prepare for them. The focus on children as a specific vulnerable group has been highlighted 

during the 5th AP as this is a new thematic issue for DIPECHO. 

 

6. MAIN CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section of the report summarizes the main conclusions of the evaluation and provides 

corresponding recommendations for each conclusion. These are presented according to the main 

evaluation criteria and are listed in order of priority. 

 

6.1 Relevance and appropriateness 

C.1 DIPECHO funding has been instrumental in the promotion and good practice of DP and 

DRR during a period when there were few other active donors. Although DIPECHO’s 

contribution has been limited, spread over a wide geographical area and a long time period, these 

investments contributed to a major proportion of lessons and experience of DP/DRR in the 

region.  

C.2 Projects were consistent with DIPECHO priorities as elaborated in the Action Plans (APs) 

which were also relevant to the national situation. National consultative meetings enhanced the 

relevance of subsequent actions and made the AP more appropriate to each country context. 

However, the APs are strongly influenced by project partners rather than being driven by more 

strategic considerations. The lack of an overarching DRR strategy is a major flaw in DIPECHO 

programming.  

 

C.3 Sufficient efforts were made to involve vulnerable people in project activities and to ensure 

that they benefited. Community participation was strong and determined mitigation activities 

generally followed clear planning processes. However, some mitigation projects did not 



Evaluation of DIPECHO Action Plans, South East Asia  46 

correspond to the prioritised community needs, due to inexperience undertaking HVCA/PRA, 

limited budgets, or projects not being allowable under DIPECHO guidelines, or strong top-down 

management.  

C.4 There are gaps in addressing relevant hazards, reflected by limited action in urban areas, 

which have received less attention relative to their importance in terms of vulnerability. 

Recommendations 

R.1. Continue to develop the identity of DIPECHO as the lead provider of funding and expertise 

to a broad range of DRR stakeholders involved with small-scale community-based DRR 

activities until such a time that the EC development funding instruments (i.e., AIDCO, DG 

RELEX, DG DEV, etc.) have formally incorporated DRR into their programming. [Strategic] 

R.2 Formulate a comprehensive DRR strategy for DIPECHO programming in SE Asia that will 

form shape the design and development of future APs. The use of the Hyogo Framework for 

Action, as the basis for this overarching strategic approach for engagement with partners, can 

facilitate the adoption of complementary programmes between the major regional and national 

DRR stakeholders. [Strategic] 

R.3 Encourage continued participation and community ownership of DRR initiatives. Provide 

clearer guidance to partners to improve the use of a comprehensive HVCA/PRA approach by 

better training and use of skilled facilitators to ensure prioritization of community needs. Allow 

allocation of funds for DRR activities that are decided locally and are relevant and appropriate to 

the prioritised needs of the communities. [Operational] 

R.4 Encourage a greater focus on interventions to support the urban poor, particularly in Jakarta 

and the major coastal cities of Viet Nam; support partners to undertake public awareness raising 

and to test the relevance of a community-based DRR approach in such settings. [Operational] 

6.2 Effectiveness 

C.5 The selection of partners by DIPECHO is constrained by the availability and expertise of 

INGOs and their local implementing partners. There has been a positive change in the selection 

of partners over the four APs, from a predominantly humanitarian focus to those with dual 

mandates of humanitarian response and development. There are also a number of local 

organizations that have good potential to contribute to disaster reduction but due to the lack of a 

European partner they are not considered. The selection of Red Cross societies as local 

implementing partners has been advantageous because of their formal mandates and national 

capacities.  

 

C.6 Some partners set overly ambitious goals and project objectives involving too many 

activities in relation to the time available, leading to questionable quality. There was a general 

sentiment that projects had to contain many activities and aim for ambitious objectives if 

DIPECHO funding is to be secured. There is still some confusion amongst partners, for example, 

on what DIPECHO can and cannot fund. 

C.7 Indicators used were generally SMART and verifiable but partners found the identification 

of impact indicators for DRR challenging to develop. Most partners are weak in impact 

monitoring due to the absence of baseline information and to the short-term nature of funding.  

C.8 The management of the APs over the years can be characterized as a learning experience for 

both DIPECHO project management and partners. Whilst considered to be sound overall, 

project management had, in the past, been challenged by a high-turnover of Technical Assistants 

and Desk Officers causing a loss of continuity in the learning process.  

 

Recommendations 
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R.5 Set clearer selection criteria for project partners65 and initiate a more proactive search for 

both INGOs and local implementing partners, particularly organisations who have a long term 

DRR policy and strategy and an integrated approach wherein DRR financed by DIPECHO is 

a component of a larger, developmental, environmental or natural resource management 

programme. Continue support for national Red Cross societies through both PNS and INGOs. 

[Strategic] 

 

R.6 Enhance relationships with partners by undertaking more comprehensive partner dialogue, 

focusing on: (1) providing greater clarity on DIPECHO objectives, strategies and funding 

guidelines; (2) finding the strategic fit of DIPECHO programme interventions with the long term 

organisational and development agenda of the partner; (3) making monitoring visits more 

solution-oriented rather than compliance to programme terms and conditions; and (4) 

encouraging partners to develop their own DRR policy, long term strategies and programmes in 

their areas of operation. [Operational] 

 

R.7 Develop a realistic set of impact indicators for various DRR interventions66 and support 

partners through training in the areas on monitoring. [Operational] 

 

R.8 Ensure longer term contracts for key DIPECHO project management staff (Technical 

Assistants and Desk Officers) and improve process documentation to reduce the loss of 

institutional memory. [Operational] 

 

6.3 Efficiency 

C. 9 Many partners were recipients of funding from a series of APs, although such financing has 

not been optimised as partners are constrained to undertake planning on a year-to-year basis 

following DIPECHO cycles. The short term nature of DIPECHO funding presented 

challenges for project implementation, e.g. in terms of impact monitoring and in maintaining 

good working relationships with local government authorities. This also limited some partners 

from linking DRR with longer term development activities.  

C.10 The presence of expatriates helped to ensure accountability, transparency and provide 

technical support. But the costs of expatriates account for about a third of total project funds 

disbursed (36.5%). This is considered to be too high and reduces the amount of money that 

reaches communities. Partners using local staff to implement projects, with a small percentage of 

a manager’s time, are more cost effective, can develop national staff capacity and ultimately 

allow more donor money to reach the people in greatest need. 

C.11 Project management was good, with sound well organised structures; a strong 

consultative approach was apparent. Partners have increased operational capacity following 

training and have often employed more technical and managerial staff to implement DRR 

projects. A high turnover of national staff has, however, affected operational capacity.  

 

Recommendations 

R.9 Develop a programmatic approach67 to DRR over more than one AP cycle, whereby 

partners would develop brief concept papers, prior to a substantive proposal and consider 

approving partners’ annual workplans and budgets over a series of APs. Continue bi-annual calls 

for proposals to draw in fresh partners. [Strategic] 

                                                
65 such as those by AIDCO EU Food Security or the ACP-EU Water Facility 
66 impact indicators for DRR were developed in 2006/07 by John Twigg for BOND/DFID DRR group of agencies and there are 
others available from UN ISDR, UNDP, etc. 
67 as used by other EC funding instruments, DFID, and AusAID 
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R.10 Pre-define and agree measures of cost-effectiveness (between DIPECHO and partners) 

and reassess the need for a high percentage of expatriate staff time; explore possibilities for 

greater use of local consultants who could oversee a number of projects. [Operational] 

R.11 Encourage partners to provide further incentives to local implementing partner staff such as 

increased personal development opportunities and by making remuneration packages more 

competitive with other international organisations. [Strategic] 

 

6. 4 Coordination, complementarities, coherence and synergy  

C.12 Regional initiatives supported by DIPECHO in capacity building, information sharing and 

networking have been well received by partners. However, regionalized generic approaches will 

not always work as each country has its own idiosyncrasies and therefore it is questioned 

whether such mainstreaming initiatives can be best accomplished through a regional rather than a 

country programme. In addition, regional initiatives lack a long term perspective and strategy as 

their stated objectives cannot be achieved within a single DIPECHO funding cycle. 

C.13 There is limited consideration of DRR by other EC funding instruments, and ECHO and 

EU Member State agency staff in the region have only partial understanding of the nature of 

DRR and of DIPECHO’s projects. The strategy of a focal person within the EC delegations 

appears to be a pragmatic way to improve monitoring of projects, advocacy (within the EC and 

to EU Members States) and to increase likelihood of linkages to other EC instruments by project 

partners. 

C.14 There are good examples of synergy and complementarities amongst DIPECHO partners, 

partnerships with UN agencies and collaboration with other stakeholders, although differing 

approaches need to be recognised and can create challenges for coordination, especially as other 

major donors have recently moved to provide significant funding for DRR.  

Recommendations 

R.12 Support regional and country interventions, particularly in terms of “mainstreaming 

DRR”, in conjunction with the efforts of local DRR stakeholder networks and with the initiatives 

of other larger DRR actors (e.g., UNDP, UNISDR, ADPC, World Bank, ADB, etc.). Prioritise 

regional and national projects that have direct linkages with local and community level 

initiatives. [Strategic] 

R.14 Increase dialogue with other EC funding instruments (e.g. DG RELEX, DG DEV, 

AIDCO) and EU Member States, particularly those supportive of DRR68 to support DIPECHO 

partners in accessing longer term funding for DRR. Provide further support for the initiative of 

dedicated focal persons within EC/ECHO delegations. [Operational] 

R.15 Promote partnerships and synergies, including DRR in-country coordination 

mechanisms; encourage tripartite relationships (e.g., UN, INGOs and national societies) if 

synergy is likely. Increase dialogue with UN ISDR, UNDP, the World Bank and ADB to 

ensure DIPECHO’s distinctive competencies and comparative advantage, complement those of 

other stakeholders where feasible. [Operational] 

6.5 Impact 

C.15 DIPECHO has resulted in significant direct impacts in terms of reduced vulnerabilities 

and increased capacities in project areas, benefiting several hundreds of thousands of people 

over the course of the four APs, but these impacts are evident primarily at commune and village 

levels as area coverage has been limited in addition to being widely dispersed.  

                                                
68 such as the Dutch, Swedish and British 
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C.16 Widespread implementation of small-scale, low cost mitigation projects has successfully 

demonstrated the appropriateness and effectiveness of this strategy. Mitigation works generated 

considerable counterpart community labour and provided substantial direct socio-economic 

benefits to entire communities.  

C.17 The DIPECHO programme has generated a number of replicable DRR strategies and 

community-based projects, including innovative methodologies, tools and processes that enable 

communities to better prepare for and mitigate natural disasters. Awareness of DRR has 

increased progressively in all programme areas where community DP plans were developed, and 

response teams have been established although the quality varies. 

C.18 The full achievement of DIPECHO’s goal will always be constrained as its mandate is 

limited to promotion, demonstration and initiation of disaster reduction pilot activities. The 

longer term impacts of the programme will not be achieved unless scaling-up and replication of 

successful demonstration and pilots can take place.  

C.19 DIPECHO and its partners have not made adequate efforts in documentation and 

dissemination DRR lessons learned. This is crucial, as partners, by themselves, do not have 

sufficient leverage to influence the major stakeholders (e.g., local and national governments, 

international donors etc.) to include DRR in their policy, strategy, legislation and long term 

development plans. 

Recommendations 

R.15 Support a more contiguous choice of project areas and deliberately aim for eventual sub-

district or district wide replication to attain an even greater impact. [Strategic] 

 

R.16 Continue support for mitigation activities but broaden focus to explore non-structural 

measures, e.g., consider livelihood-related endeavours as means of militating against future 

disasters. [Strategic] 

 

R.17 Continue and enhance the innovative nature of the DIPECHO programme by providing 

partners with the flexibility to pursue a multi-faceted approach to community based DRR. 

Further support partners and their local implementers to improve the quality of community DRR 

plans and to focus on building community resilience to disasters. [Strategic]  

 

R.18 Promote the scaling up and replication of pilot DRR activities to achieve widespread and 

more significant impact at national and regional levels to ensure a return on the investment in 

piloting. This can be achieved by facilitating access to long-term funding and improved 

linkages with local government planning processes. [Operational] 

 

R.19 Involve DIPECHO (Bangkok and Brussels) more directly in the development of a strategy 

for knowledge management and dissemination; produce and disseminate information 

products more widely to capture learning and case studies. Brussels should “anchor” such 

knowledge management efforts and use material to advocate amongst EU member states, with 

other donors and governments for the adoption and institutionalisation of a community-based 

approach and mainstreaming DRR into their agenda. [Strategic]  

 

6.6 Sustainability 

C.20 Opportunities exist for the institutionalisation of programme initiatives into formal, local 

government structures and processes, especially in the context of the decentralised governance 

systems in most SE Asian countries. Significant in-roads have already been made in Indonesia 

and Viet Nam particularly in leveraging DIPECHO projects to access local government 

development funds, but more effort is required. 
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C.21 National Red Cross societies were chosen as local implementing partners by several 

INGOs, the IFRC and PNS project partners due to their wide coverage and human resources. In 

addition, as DM is one of the core programmes of the RCRC Movement, DRR activities have 

more chance of being continued, replicated and sustained long after the completion of funding by 

DIPECHO. 

Recommendations 

R.20 Encourage greater engagement of partners with local government at all levels and 

prioritise projects that aim for convergence of national and local level initiatives, particularly the 

integration of DRR into local government planning processes. Provide technical assistance to 

partners on local governance, local development planning and budgeting. [Operational] 

 

R.21 Continue to support national Red Cross/Red Crescent societies through both PNS and 

INGOs, as these are important partners for DIPECHO, and despite the inherent challenges, 

efforts should continue and be better tailored to meet their varying needs given their significant 

role in DM within their respective countries. [Operational] 

6.7 Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Development (LRRD) 

C.22 There were no obvious indications amongst partners who had undertaken relief activities 

that they received guidance from ECHO or DIPECHO regarding neither the integration of relief 

with development activities nor the integration of DRR approaches into their operations. 

Development organisations have made better progress in taking up LRRD approaches and there 

has been a natural progression from relief response to long term support to communities. 

However, this transition of approach to LRRD may be considered as almost a conceptual 

construct. Humanitarian organisations recognise the value of LRRD and DIPECHO has created a 

growing awareness of the importance of this approach, although more needs to be done to put it 

into practice.  

Recommendations 

R.22 Facilitate and support dissemination of best practices in LRRD amongst partners (e.g., 

workshops, case studies, etc.) and include more explicit reference to LRRD in the next APs; 

provide guidance on the inclusion of LRRD in the calls for proposals and make it a criterion for 

selection; provide training in LRRD for project partners. In addition, ECHO should continue its 

advocacy and on-going dialogue with other EC funding instruments (i.e. DG RELEX and 

AIDCO. [Operational] 

6.8 Cross-cutting Issues  

C.23 In general, there was limited incorporation of cross cutting issues in the projects reviewed. 

This was due to a number of factors including the restricted time and uncertainty of continued 

funding, organisational mandates, and the lack of partner expertise and on whom the community 

identifies as the most vulnerable. Specifically targeting primary school children raised 

awareness of DRR and brought about behavioural change. Interventions implemented within 

environmental programmes can effectively and efficiently address multiple hazards. DIPECHO 

programme design in the region is now starting to recognise climate change adaptation as a 

critical entry point for DRR interventions. Gender relations and the promotion of gender 

equality were addressed, although the concept varied in different contexts.  

Recommendations 

R.23 Improve use of the ECHO Single Form (e.g., by learning from the AIDCO application 

format) to ensure that all actions take into account critical cross-cutting issues from the 

beginning and include indicators to measure the success and impact of projects. Continue to 

support DRR projects for primary school children and young people and engage with other 

stakeholders (e.g. UNICEF). Expand projects directed at the environment and climate change, 
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specifically with the aim of informing communities likely to be affected, and using the issue of 

climate change adaptation as an advocacy tool to support the promotion of DRR. Continue to 

promote gender relations and equality (e.g., by disseminating the EC gender relations policy, 

etc.). [Operational]  

 

6.9 Implementation strategy for future DIPECHO activities in Southeast Asia  

C.24 Under the DIPECHO programme, the direct impact, in terms of reduction of vulnerabilities 

essentially depends on the adoption and replication of DRR activities initiated under the APs. 

However, this is challenging within a relatively short timeframe and there is therefore a need to 

develop a comprehensive and long-term strategy for DRR.  

C.25 Since the inception of the DIPECHO programme, the HFA was established and 

organisations involved with “DP” have undergone a paradigm shift in thinking towards the 

vocabulary and actions of “DRR”, however, whilst the 4th and 5th APs describe DRR, DIPECHO 

is understood as only undertaking DP, leading to some confusion. In addition, there are a number 

of relatively recent and better financed players supporting DRR activity of governments, 

INGOs, UN agencies, etc. in the region (e.g., The World Bank, ADB, etc.),  

 

Recommendations 

R.24 Consider the following scenarios in preparation for a future DIPECHO implementation 

strategy: 

 maintain the status quo, with DIPECHO remaining within ECHO, purely as a DRR unit 

(focusing upon innovative pilot, community-based DRR) but with a mechanism to 

significantly replicate and scale up the successes achieved under the DIPECHO APs by 

working with other EC funding instruments, (e.g., AIDCO);  

 integrate DRR into the development programmes of the EC funding instruments, and 

gradually phase out DIPECHO; or 

 create a new DRR funding mechanism, over the next 5 to 10 years, with considerably 

greater financial and human resources (e.g., with up to 10% of EC funding utilised for DRR 

– adopting a similar approach to DFID). 

 

R.25 Determine DIPECHO’s comparative advantage in today’s milieu of other DRR 

stakeholders, including those with considerably more finance, by distinguishing  DIPECHO’s 

exact roles and responsibilities within DRR (utilising the Hyogo Framework as the overarching 

reference) towards the achievement of the five priorities for action, both at a regional and 

country level. Tailor approaches to suit the different environments within each country to ensure 

alignment and synergy with other stakeholders. 

 

6.10 Advocacy  

C.26 DIPECHO has advocated for, and made efforts to, strengthen linkages with EC bi-lateral 

and multi-lateral financing institutions for the wider integration of DP/DRR into their policy, 

planning and programme activities. While progress has been made in terms of an increase of 

awareness, the priority given to DRR activities in the region and their integration with these 

respective institutions remains weak. There is no mention of DRR in CSPs, NIPs or PRSPs in 

the region (with the exception of Indonesia, The Philippines and Viet Nam); as a result, 

DIPECHO tends to work in “isolation” from other EC external assistance programmes.  

 

C.27 Being impartial and neutral, DIPECHO is in a unique advocacy position to lobby for DRR. 

At the same time, DIPECHO’s strength lies in its experiences in support of small-scale, 
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community-based DP/DRR activities. However, compared to large scale disaster response or 

prevention activities these are relatively low in visibility and it takes time until impacts are 

evident; the actions are not appealing enough to encourage significant aid from EU Member 

States. DIPECHO lacks sufficient leverage because its budget and HR capacity is too small. 

 

Recommendations 

R.2669 Advocate further for the integration of DRR within other EU external assistance services 

and strengthen inter-service cooperation around DRR and for greater clarity in the division of 

responsibilities among different services. DIPECHO should concentrate on small-scale 

community based DRR activities, whilst other Commission services concerned with 

development (i.e. DG AIDCO, RELEX or DEV) focus on larger scale mitigation activities. 

Adopt a more strategic approach in advocating for the inclusion of DRR issues in CSPs and 

NIPs. [Strategic] 

 

R.27 Utilise DIPECHOs unique advocacy position to lobby with other EC funding instruments 

and EU Member States, particularly those supportive of DRR70 for long-term development 

finance. Publicise the unique role of DIPECHO community based DP and DRR to other major 

stakeholders (e.g. IFIs, UN ISDR and UNDP) and to the general public, to improve 

understanding and cooperation, (use successful experiences of cooperation models elsewhere). 

Increase the budget (also recommended in the Carlotti Report) and human resources of 

DIPECHO both in the Bangkok and in Brussels. [Strategic] 

                                                
69 Note: some recommendations made here are common to previous ECHO evaluation reports and the Working Paper, e.g., the 
Overall Evaluation of ECHO’s Strategic Orientation to Disaster Reduction (2003) and DPP: State of play and strategic 
orientation for EC policy (Working Paper). 
70 such as the Dutch, Swedish and British 
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ANNEXES 

 

Annex I Terms of Reference 

 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION 
DIRECTORATE-GENERAL FOR HUMANITARIAN AID – ECHO 
  
  

ECHO 01 – Evaluation Sector 
 

For the evaluation of DIPECHO Action Plans71 in South East Asia 

Contract n°: ECHO/ADM/BUD/2006/01209 

Name of consultant: Mr. Ian WILDERSPIN (BRITISH) – Team Leader 

Firm: AGUACONSULT 
1 INTRODUCTION  

Context of the humanitarian crisis (political, natural, etc):  

1. East and Southeast Asia are prone to natural disasters. The European Commission responds by funding 

emergency humanitarian aid such as medical aid, food distribution, water and sanitation and shelter. In 2005, €50 

million went to the Indonesian province of Aceh in support of the tsunami victims. Myanmar and the DPRK remain 

forgotten humanitarian crises. In 2005 the Commission has allocated over €35 million mainly for basic medical aid 

and improvements in water and sanitation for vulnerable population groups in both countries.  

2. In 2005 the Commission has mobilised almost €90 million to provide a swift and appropriate response to the 

most urgent humanitarian needs in the region.   

3. Following extensive analysis, reaffirmed in a 2003 global study on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)72 launched 

by ECHO, several countries in South East Asia (SEA) have been selected for inclusion in the DIPECHO SEA 

Action Plans since 1998. Owing to their exposure to natural hazards, their economic and socio-cultural vulnerability 

and to the weakness of the existing local response capacities, Cambodia, Viet Nam, Lao DPR, Philippines, Timor 

Leste and Indonesia were classified with very high level of Disaster Risk and thus justified their inclusion as 

DIPECHO priority countries. 

4. Disaster Preparedness is consistently de-prioritised by national legislators in the majority of the SEA countries 

and the level of local coping strategies/capacities is commonly very low, particularly at local level where many 

communities and local institutions are woefully short of resources, are isolated, do not have access to basic services 

or proper infrastructure and do not have adequate preparedness skills. 

5. Vulnerability indicators73 for SEA countries are the highest throughout Asia – the Human Development Index, 
cites Timor Leste at 158th, Lao PRD 135th, Cambodia 130th, Viet Nam 112th and Indonesia 111th out of a total of 177 

countries, according to the UNDP 2004 Annual Report. Additionally, disparities in vulnerability levels within each 

country are extremely high, thereby impeding a global approach.  

6. This contributed to SEA being identified as the largest disaster prone area in the world74, particularly exposed to 

floods, flash floods, cyclones, landslides, earthquakes, droughts, tsunami and forest fires. The losses and destruction 

that result from these disasters are considerable from a socio- economic point of view; this reduces the development 

potential of the poorer countries of the region especially where a large part of the population is “isolated”. The 

damage wreaked by disasters in 2003, which was a year of comparatively few major disasters, was estimated at over 

US$ 172 million75. More than 14 million persons in 2002 and just under 15 million in 200076 were affected by 

                                                
71 The term Action Plan is referring here to an Intervention Plan in a specific region covering several countries and 
including a number of projects. 
72 December 2003, Evaluation of ECHO's strategic orientation to disaster reduction available on the Web site of ECHO :  
http://europa.eu.int/comm/echo/evaluation/reports_2003_fr.htm 
73 The vulnerability indicators comprise the physical, social, cultural, economic and environmental factors, which increase the 
probability for a community of suffering a negative impact due to a threat. Source UNDP annual report on development and 

vulnerability 2004  
74 Reducing Disaster Risk: A Challenge for Development, UNDP 2004 
75 Reducing Disaster Risk: A Challenge for Development, UNDP 2004 
76 Source: EM-DAT: CRED International Disaster Database 
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calamities. In terms of impact, approximately 89% of the total affected persons in SEA suffer as a result of hydro-

meteorological disasters. Deforestation and drought are unfortunately becoming more frequent and augment the 

vulnerability of the poorest populations. This is partly due to the el Niño phenomenon (1997-98), to the illegal use 

of the land by local communities and to a lack of involvement on the part of the national authorities. Many risks are 

also associated with factors such as environmental deterioration or the unplanned occupation of territory, which 

multiply the frequency and intensity of the Natural Disaster effects. 

7. Over the past 30 years, the impact of natural disasters has changed in SEA. The profile of vulnerability is 

changing: more people are moving into urban areas, traditional coping-mechanisms are being eroded as 

communities disperse, many of the countries are still recovering from the economic crisis of 1997 and from the 
recent regional pandemics (SARS, Avian Flu) that have hit ongoing economic recovery. In addition to high physical 

exposure and systemic weaknesses in the national and local government systems, the high percentages of affected 

arable land, fragility of rural livelihoods, environmental degradation, climate fluctuations, land re-allocation, low 

GDP per capita and rapid / unplanned urban growth found in the SEA region, have all contributed to increased 

vulnerability, reduced capacity to mitigate loss and decreased resilience. 

Humanitarian situation: 

8. Recent studies77 have shown that despite the efforts made in the region, disasters have increased gradually while 

response capacity or preparedness has not followed at the same pace. Several interventions are developed from time 

to time at local level but remain very restricted; some regional interventions are fortunately being developed (such 

as the “Mekong River Commission”78 initiative) and are becoming unavoidable. 

9. Despite the large presence of donors, few of them give priority to disaster prevention through “directly” 

financing community based activities; more attention is paid to the upper levels of responsibility embracing national 
priorities, leaving aside local vulnerabilities. Besides, there is still a lack of coordination and advocacy at National 

and regional levels. 

10. The needs identified by DIPECHO in SEA in the field of preparedness and in particular in terms of intervention 

systems, early warning mechanisms, strengthening of capacities and pre-positioning of stocks arise from the 

certainty that response to disasters is a temporary action with high costs in human and economic terms, whereas the 

reduction of risks in the domain of natural disasters through preparedness activities can decrease the probability of 

losses thereby averting a tragedy. The risk can be reduced by any action aiming to reduce the intensity of the threat, 

to reduce vulnerability, or to improve the community capacity to respond in a situation of risk.  

11. The high risk levels in SEA arise for a great part from the exposure to natural threats and from the 

vulnerabilities connected with all types of factors: economic, social, cultural, environmental, etc. These 

vulnerabilities (and to a lesser extent the exposure to the threats) can be reduced by long-term risk reduction 
policies, closely linked with development instruments.  

DG ECHO's response: DIPECHO objectives and strategies in the region 

12. DG ECHO has sought to address these needs by implementing 4 action plans (the 5th AP is shortly to be 

launched) covering the region. In the formulation of national and regional strategies for the 3rd and 4th APs, 

DIPECHO SEA developed the strategic dialogue methodology called the National Consultative Meetings which 

culminate in a Regional Consultative Meeting for SEA79. Following these exercises, DG ECHO was able to 

draw up a comprehensive regional and per country strategy with precise identification of needs according to 

areas and activities. 

13. The principal objective of the DIPECHO SEA Action Plan is to reduce the vulnerability of South East Asian 

populations living in areas most affected by recurrent natural hazards, and specifically, it is to support strategies 

that enable local communities and institutions to better prepare for and mitigate natural disasters by enhancing 
their capacities to cope, thereby increasing resilience and decreasing vulnerability.  

Brief description of the different plans of action (please refer to the enclosure)  

14. Financial decisions: ECHO/TPS/219/2003/01000 

15. Financial decisions: ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/01000 

                                                
77 Asian Disaster Preparedness Center report 2003/2004 : http://www.adpc.net/audmp/e-news/2003/apr.txt 
78 http://www.mrcmekong.org/ “To promote and co-ordinate sustainable management and development of water and related 
resources for the countries' mutual benefit and the people's well-being by implementing strategic programmes and activities and 
providing scientific information and policy advice.” 
79 The conclusions and recommendations of this process were published in the ‘Instructions and Guidelines for ECHO potential 
partners wishing to submit proposals under the Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan for South East Asia’ on April 1st, 2004 
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16. Financial decisions: ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/01000 

17. Financial decisions: ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/01000 

1.1 Justification and timing of the evaluation:  

18. Other than a cursory evaluation of the first DIPECHO SEA actions of 1998 (which merely formed one part of 

the 1st AP together with Bangladesh and the Caribbean), there has been little done in the way of profound reflection 

of nearly eight years of DIPECHO activity and strategy in the region. 

19. Furthermore as additional ECHO country programmes in the SEA region begin phase-out of humanitarian 

intervention (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Philippines, Indonesia) in addition to those that have already concluded (Viet 

Nam), increasingly DIPECHO remains the only programmatic presence of DG ECHO in many contexts. 

20. A review of DIPECHO SEA’s impact and strategy thus far is therefore opportune as it launches the 5th AP for 

SEA. This evaluation will contribute substantially to informing the evolution of existing disaster risk management 

strategies sponsored by DIPECHO in the region, as well as encouraging the development of more coherent and 

pertinent programme strategies in future APs. 

21. After 4 DIPECHO APs in SEA, one of the longest periods in which a DIPECHO strategy has been tried and 

tested anywhere globally, an evaluation of its actions and impact will contribute substantially to deliberations on DG 

ECHO’s overall approach to disaster preparedness and risk management. 

2. PURPOSES OF THE EVALUATION  

22. Article 18 of Regulation (EC) 1257/96 concerning humanitarian aid states that: “(t)he Commission shall 

regularly assess humanitarian aid operations financed by the Community in order to establish whether they have 

achieved their objectives and to produce guidelines for improving the effectiveness of subsequent operations”. 

23. Furthermore, Article 7, states: 

“When determining a non-governmental organization's suitability for Community funding, account shall be taken of 

the following factors: 

a) its administrative and financial management capacities; 

b) its technical and logistical capacity in relation to the planned operation; 

c) its experience in the field of humanitarian aid; 

d) the results of previous operations carried out by the organization concerned, and in particular those financed 

by the Community; 

e) its readiness to take part, if need be, in the coordination system set up for a humanitarian operation; 

f) its ability and readiness to work with humanitarian agencies and the basic communities in the third countries 

concerned; 

g) its impartiality in the implementation of humanitarian aid; 
h) where appropriate, its previous experience in the third country involved in the humanitarian operation 

concerned.” 

2.1 Global objective 

24. The purpose of this exercise is to review and assess the progress made in enhancing resilience and reducing 

vulnerability to natural disaster of the most at-risk populations of SEA and the public institutions that seek to protect 

them. 

2.2 Specific objectives 

25. To have an independent, structured evaluation of past (and current) DIPECHO action plans for South East Asia 

and in particular to evaluate: 

a. the pertinence and coherence of regional and national DIPECHO strategies for disaster risk reduction and 

risk management at all levels during all Action Plans in SEA since 1998; 

b. the appropriateness and effectiveness of individual programme strategies and the actions contained 

therein in addressing the needs, vulnerabilities and coping capacity constraints of target populations / 

institutions; 

c. the complementarity and synergy of national DIPECHO programme strategies with other disaster risk 

reduction initiatives planned or ongoing be they developed, endorsed or supported by national 

governments, EC cooperation instruments or other external development assistance. 

http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=en&numdoc=31996R1257&model=guichett
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d. the impact of DIPECHO SEA’s actions since 1998 in enhancing the resilience of at-risk populations and 

relevant institutions in target countries and thereby reducing their vulnerability to natural disaster; 

e. improved strategies for greater effectiveness of the DIPECHO instrument in achieving its primary goals 

and objectives and ensuring maximum sustainability and impact.  

Countries 

26. Operations supported under the DIPECHO programme in the South East Asia region have taken place in the 

following countries – Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Philippines, Timor Leste and Indonesia, as well as including 

operations of a regional nature. The need for geographical expansion across the region should also be explored 

whilst considering DIPECHO SEA’s capacity to effectively manage and monitor. 

2.3 Desired results  

27. The evaluation should contain analysis, conclusions and recommendations about DIPECHO and DG ECHO’s 

approach to disaster risk reduction, and particularly community-based disaster risk management, as well as 

commenting on those of other services of the European Commission. 

28. It will review the achievements of 4 DIPECHO Action Plans in the SEA region and critically appraise lessons 

learned from past strategic approaches.  

29. The evaluation will be undertaken applying the pre-requisite analytical perspectives below: 

 Regional and national strategy. 

 Operational modus operandi. 

 Impact, both strategic and programmatic. 

30. All analyses and recommendations are to be undertaken and formulated with knowledge of, and contribution to, 

the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015 at national and regional levels. 

31. The desired outputs of the evaluation will be both analytical and advisory. 

32. It is suggested that the evaluators visit not more than 3 countries in the region: preferably Vietnam, Cambodia 

and Indonesia. At the same time it is imperative to have contacts in Bangkok, Thailand with the ECHO 

Regional Support Office and other regional organisations such as UNESCAP and ADPC based there.  

Analysis: 

32.1. To assess the pertinence and coherence of DG ECHO’s strategic orientation and intervention logic 

with respect to natural hazards, vulnerabilities and coping capacities encountered at the various levels 

of intervention for the period 1998 to date, in regional, national and local contexts. 

32.2. To evaluate the effectiveness of programme strategies and related actions of DIPECHO partners in 

enhancing resilience and reducing vulnerability of at-risk populations to natural hazards – including 

an analysis of its appropriateness to the local context and operational environment. 

32.3. To analyse the strategic and programmatic complementarity and synergy of DIPECHO SEA’s action 

plans with (ongoing or planned) actions developed, endorsed and / or supported by national 

governments, EC cooperation instruments or other external development assistance, taking into 

account DG ECHO’s mandate.  

32.3.1. Co-ordination between DG ECHO and other stakeholders should also be assessed at 

regional, national and local levels. Consideration must be given to the relationship, if any, 

between the DIPECHO programme and EC objective to link relief to rehabilitation and 

development (LRRD)80.  

32.3.2. The evaluation should analyse the different approaches and responses delivered by 

the NGOs, IFRC/National Red Cross/Crescent Society and IOs.  

32.3.3. As on the national/local level the National Red Cross/Crescent Societies play a 

significant role and are a major partner for the other stakeholders in 

                                                
80 When preparing the report, the evaluators are required to compare the Maastricht Treaty’s definition of the 3Cs (coherence, 
complementarity and co-ordination) with the 1999 OECD-DAC / ALNAP definitions.   
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implementation, in each country to be visited the role of the National Red 

Cross/Crescent Society shall be studied.  

32.4. To examine the impact of 4 successive DIPECHO SEA Action Plans in reducing vulnerabilities, 

enhancing the capacity to cope and boosting the resilience of targeted populations at risk, national 

institutions and the wider disaster risk reduction stakeholder community to recurrent natural hazards 

in the South East Asian region. 

32.5. To assess the degree to which DIPECHO has been able to successfully disseminate and replicate its 

best practices in both an intra-national and intra-regional manner in South East Asia. 

32.6. To evaluate the feasibility of developing a formal role for DIPECHO / DG ECHO in advocating for 
the wider integration of disaster risk reduction / risk management in policy, planning and 

programming activities of the European Commission, bi- / multi-lateral financing institutions and 

national governments. 

Advisory: 

32.7. To identify and recommend the means by which DIPECHO / DG ECHO can most practically operate 

to ensure maximum impact and sustainability of supported actions and strategies at the local, 

national and regional level. Relevant, practical and feasible recommendations applicable to the 

following will be required: 

32.7.1. the DIPECHO funding instrument; 

32.7.2. the strategic formulation process for DIPECHO SEA at both regional, national and local 

levels; 

32.7.3. the programme strategies and operational methodologies of DIPECHO SEA’s partners, 
particularly at the sub-national level (including comment on the merits and disbenefits of 

the use of local implementing partners / sub-contractors). 

32.8. To produce recommendations for the strengthening of strategic and programmatic linkages with other 

relevant instruments of the European Commission, as well as other bi- / multi-lateral financing 

institutions, and national governments. 

32.8.1. Specific practical recommendations concerning technical assistance to, and enhanced 

advocacy for, the rapid and effective integration of disaster risk reduction / risk 

management81 in the policy, strategic planning and programming of DG ECHO in the 

SEA region, will be required. 

33. Wherever relevant, the evaluators will assess the LRRD objective and how the following cross-cutting issues, 

which may be relevant for the study, have been taken into account: 

Children; 

Effects on the environment; 

Gender, in particular women’s involvement, consultation and participation in projects; 

Community networks in the implementation of projects; 

Participation. 

                                                
81 DG ECHO refers to this as disaster preparedness (and mitigation). Others services of the European Commission will 
additionally refer to this as disaster prevention. 
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Annex II Interviews and time-schedule 

Date Location Activity 

December   

Monday 18th and 
Tuesday 19th  

Brussels Initial briefing from ECHO 3/Evaluation Department: Beatrice 

Miege, former Desk Officer and Eszter Nemeth, Desk Officer, 

ECHO 3, Nicoletta Pergolizzi, Deputy Head of Evaluation 

Department; Jean Claude Heryad, ECHO 

Wednesday 20th  Brussels Review of documentation/literature review 

Preparation of Aide Memoire 

January    

Sunday 14th  Colombo/Bangkok Travel to Bangkok 

Monday 15th  Bangkok am meeting with Cécile Pichon Technical Adviser - DIPECHO and 

Thearat Touch, Programme Assistant – DIPECHO, ECHO Regional 

Support Office for East and South East Asia, Bangkok 

Tuesday 16th  Bangkok Logistical arrangements, reading/document review, etc. 

Wednesday 17th  Bangkok Reading/document review, etc. 

Thursday 18th Bangkok am meeting with Ambassador Friedrich Hamburger, Head of the EC 

Delegation; pm reading/document review, etc. 

Friday 19th  Bangkok All day meetings at the Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre, ADPC 

(Loy Rego, Drector Disaster Managmement Services; Aslam 

Pervaiz, Hnin Nwe Win, Arghya Sinha Roy DMS Programme 

Coordinators)  

Saturday 20th  Bangkok Travel arrangements; time off 

Sunday 21st  Bangkok Reading/document review 

Monday 22nd  Bangkok am meeting with UNISDR (Jo Chung, Senior Programme 

Coordinator, Christel Rose, Regional Programme Officer); lunch 

with UN ESCAP (Le Huu Ti, Officer-in-Charge – SDWRS, 

Lorenzon Santucci Associate Environmental Affairs Officer); pm 

meetings with UNDP (Nescka Teckle, Regional CPR Team Leader, 

Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery, Pablo Torrealba, 

Regional Risk Reduction Specialist Rajesh Sharma, Regional 

Information Systems Specialist Sanny Jegillos, Regional Programme 

Coordinator)  

Tuesday 23rd  Bangkok am meeting with Cécile Pichon 

Wednesday 24th  Bangkok am meeting with Aldo Biondi, Head of Regional Support Office for 

East and South East Asia, Bangkok 

Thursday 25th  Vientiane, Laos am IW meeting with Mekong River Commission (Nicolaas Bakker; 

Wolfgang Schiefer; Nuruth Te, Nguyen Huy Dzung Marie Perrine 

Miossec), pm meeting with Danish Red Cross Society (Niels Juel, 

Regional Representative) 

Friday 26th  Bangkok am meetings with ADPC (Loy Rego); Cécile Pichon; pm meetings 

with Oxfam GB (Josephine Hutton,  Regional Humanitarian 

Coordinator and Steve Rush, regional Funding Coordinator); EC 

internal consultant (Nancy Balfour  Watsan Livelihoods and Natural 

Disasters - ECHO conducting an evaluation of EU support to the 

IFRC/RC Movement) 

Saturday 27th  Bangkok Time off 

Sunday 28th  Bangkok/Jakarta Travel to Jakarta; pm meeting with AAH, Cambodia (former Head 

of Mission, Dominic Carroll) 

Monday 29th  Jakarta Writing/document review; pm meeting with Cécile Pichon 

Tuesday 30th  Jakarta am DIPECHO project partners meeting, EU delegation office; pm 

meetings with Jean Breteche, Head of Delegation – EC; 

BAKORNAS PB (Adik Bantarso Bandoro); BAKORNAS PB 

(Syamsul Maarif);  

ACF (Edward Turvill, DRR Coordinator) 

Wednesday 31st  Jakarta am flight to Palankaraya, central Kalimantan; pm meeting with 

CARE (Johan Kieft, Assistant Country Director, field visit and 
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meeting with fire brigade and community radio station 

February    

Thursday 1st  Palankaraya, central 
Kalimantan 

am meeting Johan Kieft, Robert de Groot, Programme Leader 

Agriculture Waliadi, Avril);  project site visit and meeting with fire 

brigade and community radio station 

Friday 2nd  Palankaraya, central 
Kalimantan 

am meeting with, Head of Central Kalimantan Provincial 

Conservation Agency (Moses Nicodemus); pm meetings with CARE 

(Waliadi and Johan Kieft) 

Saturday 3rd Banjarmasin, Kalimantan Writing/document review 

Sunday 4th  Banjarmasin, Kalimantan Writing/document review 

Monday 5th  Banjarmasin, Kalimantan Danish Red Cross meetings with Danilo Atienza  DP Advisor to 

CBRR Project Hans Jakob Hausmann, DP Delegate, Lars Moller 

Programme Coordiantor) and field visit to Tajau Landung village 

project area meetings (CBAT and with local communities) 

Tuesday 6th  Banjarmasin, Kalimantan am Danish Red Cross meetings with PMI, Chapter Secretary/branch 

staff; visit to Lok Buntor village; pm meetings (CBAT and with 

local communities); return to Jakarta 

Wednesday 7th  Jakarta am meeting with SATHORLAK (Bruno Maestracci); pm with 

ASEAN – ACDM (Adelina Kamal) MPBI (Puji Pujiuno, Executive 

Director, Hening Parlan, Programme Manager)  

Thursday 8th  Jakarta am meeting with IFRC (Peter Cameron, Deputy Head of 

Delegation); PMI DM team; pm meeting with DFID (Smita 

Notosusanto, Governance Adviser)  

Friday 9th  Jakarta am debriefing meeting with project partners; pm  meetings with 

ECHO Jakarta (Carlos Afonso/Linda Rupidara); UNDP (Asmoro 

Hadiyanto, Chairman - UNTWG for DRR); UN OCHA (Titi 

Moektijasih, Liaison and Coordination Officer, Fernando Hesse, 

Programme Officer); GTZ (Martin Roessler,  Technical Adviser) 

UNESCO (Klaus Michael Rottmann, Special Coordinator for 

Tsunami Early Warning System,) UNDP (Dave Hollister, DRR 

Adviser) 

Saturday 10th  Bangkok am travel from Jakarta to Bangkok 

Sunday 11th  Bangkok Writing 

Monday 12th  Bangkok Writing/document review 

Tuesday 13th  Bangkok Writing/document review 

Wednesday 14th  Bangkok Writing/document review 

Thursday 15th Bangkok Writing/document review 

Friday 16th  Bangkok Writing/document review; pm telecom with UNDP (Sanny Jegillos) 

Saturday 17th  Bangkok/Phnom Penh Writing 

Sunday 18th  Phnom Penh am travel from Bangkok to Phnom Penh 

Monday 19th  Phnom Penh am project partners briefing; pm meeting with Andrew Oliver-Smith 

(DRC); Action Contre la Faim (ACF) (Sandrine Roussy) 

 

Tuesday 20th  Phnom Penh am meeting with ZOA (Bernie O’Neil, Project Coordinator, Paul 

Roelofsen, Country Director) 

Wednesday 21st   Phnom Penh am meetings with IFRC (Scott Simmons); DRC (Andrew Oliver-

Smith, Technical Adviser, Jyett Roswall, Country Representative; 

pm meeting with LWF/DCA (Cecelie Bjornskov-Johansen, Regional 

Representative – DCA, Phung Sila, Food Security Programme 

Officer – DCA, David Mueller, Country Representative – LWF, 

Hong Reaksmey, Emergency Response - CWS) 

Thursday 22nd  Phnom Penh am meeting with CRC (Dr. Uy Sam Ath, DMD Director, Seng 

Samaban, CBDP Manager); pm CWS (Josephine Balfour, Country 

Director) 

Friday 23rd  Phnom Penh am meetings with ActionAid (Keshan Gautam), NCDM (Ponn 

Narith, Deputy Secretary General ) 

Saturday 24th  Phnom Penh Writing/document review 

Sunday 25th  Phnom Penh/Kratie Writing/document review (IW); NB the evaluation team split into 
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two at this juncture visits to 4villages, meetings with villagers (JC)  

Monday 26th  Phnom Penh/Kratie am IW meeting with Oxfam GB (Phoek Sok); pm Oxfam US (Abdul 

Latif Khan); visits to 3 villages, meetings with villagers, meeting 

with Commune Council DM Committee s 

Tuesday 27th  Phnom Penh/ Writing/document review 

Wednesday 28th  Phnom Penh am meeting EC delegation (Chanthou Hem); pm meeting with MRC 

(Nicolaas Bakker), ADPC (Aslam Perwaiz/team meeting 

March    

Thursday 1st  Phnom Penh/Kampong 
Cham 

am IW meeting with IFCR (Bekele Geleta, Head of Regional 

Delegation, SE Asia Regional Delegation, Micheal Annear, DM 

Coordiator); pm IW flight to Siem Reap; visits to 10 villages with 

random villager interviews (JC) 

Friday 2nd      Siem Reap/Anloug Veng am IW travel to Anloug Veng to visit ZOA project; visits to 4 

villages with random villager interviews; meeting with Provincial 

DM Committee members, Kampong Cham (JC) 

Saturday 3rd   Anloug Veng Anloug Veng/ZOA project (IW) 

Sunday 4th   Battambang am Anloug Veng to Battambang to visit LWF/CWS project sites 

Monday 5th  Battambang am visit LWF/CWS project sites 

Tuesday 6th  Battambang to Phnon Penh 
Phnom Penh 

travel Battambang to Phnom Penh 

Wednesday 7th    Phnom Penh am project partners feedback meeting 

Thursday 8th  Phnom Penh Writing 

Friday 9th  Phnom Penh/Hanoi am meetings with CARE (Brian Agland, DRR Adviser, Sharon 

Wilkinson, Country Director) GTZ (Angelika Fleddermann); pm 

travel to Hanoi 

Saturday 10th   Hanoi Writing/time off 

Sunday 11th  Hanoi Writing/time off 

Monday 12th  Hanoi am meetings with Hoang Thanh, EC delegation; pm writing (IW)  

Tuesday 13th  Hanoi am project partner meeting; pm meeting with VNRC (JC) 

Wednesday 14th    Hanoi am writing; pm team meeting with IFRC (Dang Van Tao, DM 

Programme Manager) (JC); pm meeting ActionAid (team meeting) 

(IW) 

Thursday 15th  Hanoi am meeting with CECI (Kathleen McLaughlin );\ pm meeting with 

SCF/CCFSC team meting (Nguyen Van Gia, Emergency 

Coordinator, Do Hai Dang Dang, Programme Officer, Le Thi Bich 

Hang, Programme Officer, Troung, Deputy Director – DMC and 

other officials of DMC and CCFSC 

Friday 16th  Hanoi am IW meeting with the Netherlands Red Cross (Melanie 

Miltenburg), Tom Connor (WB/AusAID); JC meeting with Spanish 

RC and VNRC (Phung Van Hoan, Director DP Dept., Nguyen Thu 

Han, Deputy Director DP Dept., Hai Binh, DP Programme Officer, 

VNRC; Trinh Tu Linh, Programme Manager, Astrid Sacristan, 

Delegate, SRC (JC); pm meeting with UNDP (Koos Neefjes, Senior 

Advisor)  

Saturday 17th   Hanoi Writing/time off 

Sunday 18th  Hanoi/Hue/Yen Bai am time off; pm flight to Hue (IW); travel to Yen Bai meeting with 

PCFSC (JC)  

Monday 19th  Hue City, Thua Tinh Hue 
province/Yen Bai 

IW am briefing meeting with DWF (John Norton, Guillame Chantry, 

Ngo Tuan Minh, Nguyen Sy Vien); meeting with Provincial Storm 

and Flood Control (Dan Van Hoa), meeting with Nguyen Phat, 

Provincial Red Cross Chapter, Hue; pm visit to Quang Tho meeting 

with Commune People’s Committee, market places, KG, houses 

(strengthened and constructed); field visit to mitigation projects, 

meeting with Nga Quan, Tran Yen district Officials (JC) 

 

Tuesday 20th  Hue City IW am visit to Loc Tri commune, meeting with People’s Committee 

visit to houses (strengthened and constructed) and small harbour 

construction/attend opening ceremony; pm meetings with DWF staff 

John Norton/Guillame Chantry, Le Van Dau, Ngo Tuan Minh and 
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Nguyen Sy Vien 

Wednesday 21st    Hue/Da Nang/Qui Nhon IW am writing; pm travel by car to Da Nang, fly to Qui Nhon, Binh 

Dinh province; meeting with CARE staff;  meetings with Phu Da 

Commune Peoples Committee, VNRC Hue province, CCFSC Hue 

province (JC) 

Thursday 22nd  Qui Nhon, Binh Dinh 
province/Quang Tri 

IW am participation in orientation workshop; pm meetings with local 

partners: DARD/Provincial Red Cross/ Provincial Women’s Union; 

Quang Tri province: meeting with VNRC, visit to project sites 

meeting with Vinh Son Commune People’s Committee and visit to 

project sites (JC) 

Friday 23rd   Qui Nhon/Quang Tri IW am meeting with An Hoa commune, field visit to some 

mitigation works in An Hoa and An Trung communes; pm meeting 

with An Lao Women Union; Meeting with Trieu Long Commune 

People’s Committee, visit to project sites, meeting with Trieu Thanh 

Commune People’s Committee (JC) 

Saturday 24th   Qui Nhon/Da Nang/Hanoi IW flight from Qui Nhon via Da Nang to Hanoi 

Sunday 25th  Hanoi  IW writing  

Monday 26th  Hanoi am writing/document review; pm meeting with Cécile Pichon, 

meeting with EC Delegation (Marcus Cornaro, HoD, Willy 

Vandenberghe, 1st Counsellor, Head of Cooperation, Anne Claire 

Leon, 1st Secretary, Development Cooperation) 

Tuesday 27th  Hanoi am writing/document review; pm project partner feedback, meeting 

with NDM-P (team) 

Wednesday 28th     Hanoi am writing/document review; pm meeting with EU Member States 

(Austria, Denmark, Netherlands, SAIC, Sweden, Bulgaria, France); 

meeting with AusAid (team meeting) 

Thursday 29th   Hanoi am debriefing with all partners (at VNRC Office); pm meeting with 

Natural Disasters Mitigation-Partnership (Nguyen Thanh Phuong, 

National Coordinator, Hoang Van Tu, Manager) 

Friday 30th    Hanoi IW writing  

Saturday 31st    Hanoi IW writing 

April    

Sunday 1st  Hanoi/Bangkok IW am/pm writing Aide Memoire /draft summary findings; late pm 

to Bangkok 

Monday 2nd   Bangkok IW am meeting with International Federation (Michael Annear); pm 

IW/JC draft summary findings/prepare for regional feedback 

presentation; meeting with Cécile Pichon 

Tuesday 3rd  Bangkok Am initial presentation to Cécile Pichon , Thearat Touch; prepare for 

regional feedback presentation 

Wednesday 4th     Bangkok/Colombo IW/JC am preparation; pm regional feedback/de-briefing to 

DIPECHO/EC/project partners (pm IW travel to Colombo) 

Thursday 5th   Colombo/Manila IW writing; travel to Manila (JC) 

Friday 6th    Colombo Good Friday  

Saturday 7th   Colombo IW writing 

Sunday 8th  Colombo Easter Day 

Monday 9th  Colombo Easter Monday 

Tuesday 10th  Colombo/London/Geneva IW am writing/pm travel (flights Colombo/London/Geneva 

Wednesday 11th     Geneva/Brussels IW am meeting with Antony Spalton, International Federation; pm 

meeting with Marc Gordon, (former TA SE Asia) UN ISDR  

Thursday 12th   Brussels IW writing/preparation 

Friday 13th    Brussels IW de-briefing to ECHO/DIPECHO staff 

Saturday 14th   Oxford IW time off 

Sunday 15th  Oxford  IW time off 

Monday 16th to 
Monday 30th 

Oxford/Manila IW/JC finalisation of report 
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Annex III List of abbreviations and acronyms 

 
GENERAL AND REGIONAL 

 

ADB Asian Development Bank  

ADPC Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre, Bangkok, Thailand 

AIDCO Europe Aid Cooperation Office 
APS Associazione per la Partecipazione allo Sviluppo 

ASEAN Association of South-East Asian Nations 

AusAID Australian Agency for International Development 

CBDP community based disaster preparedness 

CBDRR community based disaster risk reduction 

CBO community based organisation 

CRF  Croix Rouge Francaise 

CSP Country Strategy Paper 

DANIDA Danish International Development Agency 

DEV (DG-DEV) Directorate General for Development 

DFID Department for International Development  

DIPECHO Disaster Preparedness programme of ECHO 
DM disaster management 

DMC Disaster Management Committee 

DP disaster preparedness 

DPP disaster preparedness and prevention 

DRR  

EC European Commission 

ECHO European Commission Directorate-General for Humanitarian Aid  

EU European Union 

DG RELEX  Directorate General External Relations 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GPS  
GTZ Gesellschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit 

HQ headquarters 

HVCA  

ICBRR  

IFRC International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 

INGO international non governmental organisation 

IO international organisation 

LFA Logical Framework Approach 

LRRD linking relief, rehabilitation and development 

MDGs Millennium Development Goals 

MoH Ministry of Health 
MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

  

NGO non governmental organisation 

NIP National Indicative Programme 

PLA Participatory Learning Appraisal 

OFDA Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 

PA 

PO 

Programme Assistant 

Project Officer 

PRA Participatory Rural Appraisal 

PRSP Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 

  

RSP Regional Strategy Paper 
SC  Save the Children Fund 

SPHERE Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards in Disaster Response Project 

TA Technical Adviser  

ToR Terms of Reference 

ToT training of trainers 

UK United Kingdom 

UN United Nations 
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UNDP United Nations Development Programme 

UNESCAP United Nations  

UNESCO United Nations  

  

UNISDR United Nations  

UNOCHA United Nations  

UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund 

USAID United States Agency for International Development 

WB World Bank 
WFP World Food Programme 

WHO World Health Organisation 

 

INDONESIA 

 

ACF  

CARE Co-operative Assistance for Relief Everywhere 

DRC  

 

CAMBODIA 

DCA Dan Church Aid 

LWF Lutheran World Federation 
 

VIET NAM 

 

DW Development Workshop 

  

 



Evaluation of DIPECHO Action Plans, South East Asia  64 

Annex IV Terminologies used 

 
The following are the basic terms of disaster risk reduction used by ECHO and other services of the European 

Commission 

 

Capacity (Capability)-A combination of all the resources and knowledge available within a community, society or 

organisation that can reduce the level of risk, or the effects of a disaster. Capacity may include physical, 
institutional, intellectual, political, social, economic, and technological means as well as individual or collective 

attributes such as leadership, co-ordination and management.  

 

Coping capacity-The level of resources and the manner in which people or organisations use these resources and 

abilities to face adverse consequences of a disaster. In general, this involves managing resources, both in normal 

times, as well as during adverse conditions. The strengthening of coping capacities usually builds resilience to 

withstand the effects of natural and other hazards. 

 

Disaster-A serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society causing widespread human, material, 

economic and/or environmental losses which exceed the ability of the affected community or society to cope using 

its own level of resources. Although disasters are generally categorised as natural or manmade, recent understanding 

of these events show that most “natural disasters” are also caused by human interactions with environment and 
nature, thus they are not purely “natural”. The term natural disasters however are commonly used to refer to events 

that are triggered by natural hazards. A disaster is a function of risk process resulting from the combination of 

hazards, conditions of vulnerability and insufficient capacity or measures to reduce the potential negative 

consequences of risk. 

Disaster (risk) reduction-The conceptual framework of elements considered able to minimise or reduce disaster 

risks within a community or society, to avoid (prevention) or to limit (mitigation and preparedness) and to manage 

(emergency response) and recover from the adverse impacts of natural and manmade hazards, within the broad 

context of sustainable development. For simplicity, UNISDR uses the phrase disaster reduction. 

 

Disaster risk management-The systematic management of administrative decisions, organisation, operational skills 

and abilities to implement policies, strategies and coping capacities of the society and communities to lessen the 
impacts of natural hazards and related potential environmental hazards. This comprises all forms of activities, 

including structural and non-structural measures to avoid (prevention), to limit (mitigation and preparedness) 

adverse effects of hazards and/or to manage (emergency response) and recover from the consequences of the event. 

 

Early warning-The provision of timely and effective information, through identified formal and informal 

institutions and communication network, that allow individuals exposed to a hazard, to take action to avoid or 

reduce their risk and prepare for effective response. Early warning systems include three primary elements (i) 

continuous monitoring and public information dissemination about the hazard/s, (ii) forecasting of impending 

occurrence of hazard/s event/s, (ii) processing, formulation and dissemination of warnings to political authorities 

and population who should undertake appropriate and timely actions.  

 
Emergency management -The organisation and management of resources and responsibilities for dealing with all 

aspects of emergencies, particularly preparedness, response and recovery. Emergency management involves plans, 

structures and arrangements established to engage the normal endeavours of government, voluntary, private 

agencies and local communities in a comprehensive and co-ordinated way to respond to the whole spectrum of 

emergency needs. Emergency management is also known as disaster management. 

 

Hazard-A potentially damaging physical event, phenomenon and/or human activity, which may cause the loss of 

life or injury, property damage, social, economic disruption and environmental degradation. Hazards can include 

potential conditions that may represent future threats and can have different origins: natural (geological, hydro-

meteorological and biological) and/or induced by human processes (environmental degradation and technological 

hazards). Hazards can be single, sequential or combined in their origin and effects. Each hazard is characterised by 

its location, intensity, frequency, probability and its likely effects/impacts. 
 

Mitigation-Structural (physical) and non-structural (non-physical) measures undertaken to protect and/or strengthen 

vulnerable elements to minimise the adverse impact of natural hazards, environmental degradation and technological 

hazards. Elements of important consideration include population, livelihood, settlements, and basic social, economic 

and institutional services at the primary level and development investments and environment at the secondary level. 
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Preparedness-Activities and measures taken in advance by people and organisations to ensure effective 

mobilisation of response to the potential impact of hazards, including the issuance of timely and effective early 

warnings, the temporary removal of people and property from a threatened location and the support to indigenous 

coping capacity of the population at risk. 

 

Prevention-Activities and/or physical measures to provide outright avoidance of the adverse impact of hazards or 

the means to control the hazards at their source whenever possible. Due to unpredictability and magnitude of most 

natural hazards, prevention is either costly or impossible. However, most human induced hazards and other types 

with elements of human interaction with nature are oftentimes preventable. 

 

Recovery- Traditionally, actions taken after a disaster with a view to restoring the living conditions of the stricken 

community and society to its normal and/or pre-disaster conditions. However, recovery (rehabilitation and 

reconstruction) is an opportunity to develop and apply disaster risk reduction measures by encouraging and 

facilitating necessary adjustments, based on lessons learned and better planning and practices to reduce disaster 

risk.  

 

Relief / response- The provision of assistance or intervention during or immediately after a disaster to meet the life 

preservation and basic subsistence needs of those people affected. It can be of an immediate, short-term, or 

protracted duration. In the relief stage, change in people’s perception and skills development leading to acceptance 

of and practice of disaster reduction can be achieved, through participation in assessment, planning and 

implementation. 
 

Risk-The probability of harmful consequences, or expected losses (deaths, injuries, property, livelihoods, economic 

activity disrupted or environment damaged) resulting from interactions between natural and/or human induced 

hazards and vulnerable conditions. Conventionally, risk is expressed by the notation Risk = Hazards x 

Vulnerability/Capacity. It is important to consider the social contexts in which risks occur and that people therefore 

do not necessarily share the same perceptions of risk and their underlying causes.  

 

Vulnerability-A set of conditions and processes resulting from physical, social, cultural, political, economic, and 

environmental factors, which increase the susceptibility of a community to the impact of hazards.  
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INGOs, 

€9,825, 

68.5%

UN, 

€1,075, 

7.5%

RC/IFRC, 

€3,437, 

24.0%

Annex V (a and b) Financial analysis  

 

I. Overview of total expenditure: partners and countries. 
 

I a. DIPECHO total contribution in Southeast Asia (1st-4th AP: 1998-2004) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I c. Breakdown by country (1st-4th AP) 

 

I b. Breakdown of major partners (1st-4th AP) by total amount received, €000 

EUR 

 

Country
DIPECHO 

contribution 
Partners

 Number 

of 

Projects

Cambodia €3,630,000 CRED UCL, ACF/AAH, Care, IFRC/Red Cross, DCA, ZOA, AA 13

Indonesia €1,772,000 Oxfam, ACF, Care, Red Cross 6

Lao PDR €1,511,000 Care, CESVI, Concern, WVI 6

Philippines €1,000,000 AAH, Red Cross, UNDP, Care, Oxfam, GTZ 4

Timor-Leste €480,000 Care, Concern 2

Viet Nam €4,024,000
UNDP, APS, CISP, CODEV, SC, DWF, IFRC/Red Cross, Care, 

AA, CECI, WVI 15

Region €1,920,000 ADPC, UNESCAP, MRC, UNISDR, UNDP 5

Total €14,337,000 51

Timor-Leste

3%

Viet Nam

29%

Philippines

7%

Lao PDR

11%

Indonesia

12%

Cambodia

25%

Region

13%
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II. Average amount provided per project over the years (1st to 5th AP)82 
 

 

II a. Southeast Asia total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II b. Cambodia, Indonesia, Viet Nam and region  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Partners’ main spending 
 

III a. Average of per partner percentage spending by main categories and by countries 

(1998-2004) 
 

                                                
82 Source: DIPECHO Bangkok Office. 
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CB, training, 

train. material, 

workshop & 

meeting

13%

Office, transport, 

travel & 

monitoring

11%

Personnel

33%

Admin/indirect 

cost

5%

Visibility

1%

M&E and audit

8%

Rehabilitation, 

medical 

materials, micro 

project, regional 

exchange visits

29%

training,w orksh

ops & meetings

18%

training/IEC 

materials

11%

visibility

1%

office cost & 

vehicles 

5%

evaluation

1%

personnel

24%

indirect cost 

5%

essential relief 

items

7%

travel & 

monitoring 

2%

reforestation, 

WatSan, 

housing 

reinforcement, 

EW & 

community 

grants & risk 

mapping

26%

training materials 

& printing

6%

travel & monitoring

4%

personnel

38%

visibility

1%

training, 

w orkshops & 

meetings

32%

small scale 

emergency funds 

(seeds)

2%

external 

evaluation and/or 

audit

1%

indirect cost

6%

office cost & 

vehicles

10%

personnel 

(experts & staff)

44.0%

visibility

0.1%

rent, land & 

consumable 

supplies

4.3%

indirect cost

6.4%

M & E and audit

1.6%

training 

materials, manual 

dev. & 

publication

5.7%

w orkshop, 

training & pilot 

projects 

38.0%

 Main categories Cambodia Indonesia Viet Nam Region 

1 Capacity building, training, 
workshop, training & IEC materials 

12% 35% 30% 39% 

2 personnel 44% 39% 24% 48% 

3 Specific DRR activities 22% 6% 28% - 

4 Office utilities, rent, communication, 
vehicles and travel 

13% 13% 8% 5% 

5 Admin and indirect cost 5% 6% 4% 6% 

6 Visibility 1% 1% 1% 0% 

7 Evaluation and audit 3% 1% 4% 2% 

 

III b. Breakdown of total spending by countries and region (1998-2004) 

 

              Cambodia (breakdown of €3.0M)83                          Indonesia (Breakdown of €1.8M) 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

              Viet Nam (breakdown of €3.8M)84                               Regional (breakdown of 

€1.9M)       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
III b. Detail analysis of breakdown of overall spending by country (1st-4th AP: 1998-2004) 

 

CAMBODIA 

                                                
83 Based on 11 available project financial reports. (2 financial reports not available) 
84 Based on 14 available project financial reports. (3 financial reports not available) 
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Personnel

40%

Communication & 

Equipment

15%

Transportation

8%
Urgent 

rehabilitation

2%

Medical material

4%

Visibility

1%

Training material

30%
Personnel

53%

Rent, transport, 

communication 

& equipment

15%

Capacity 

building, 

w orkshop, 

training & 

assessment

12%

Visibility

0.4%

Admin & 

indirect cost

2%
Evaluation & 

Audit

1%

Participatory 

review  & 

medical material

17%

Training, IEC 

material

8%

Office 

equipment & 

travel 

9%

Personnel

21%

Admin & audit

10%

Micro project, 

CBDP & 

mitigation

47%

External 

evaluation

0.5%

Visibility

5%

External 

evaluation & 

Audit

2%

Indirect cost

7%

Visibility & 

Communication 

1%

Micro Project, DP 

& regional 

exchange visits

36% Office utilities, 

transport & 

travel

10%

Capacity 

Building/Training/

Workshop

10%

Personnel cost

34%

 

Overall analysis 

 

In total, DIPECHO contributed approximately €3.6M for 14 actions in Cambodia during the evaluation period (1st to 

4th Action Plan). The partner recipients included: International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies - 

IFRC (2000 & 2002), French Red Cross (1998 & 2000), Danish Red Cross-DRC (2004), Centre for Research on the 

Epidemiology of Disasters – CRED UCL (1998), CARE France (2000), Action Against Hunger-ACF/AAH (1998, 

2000, 2002 & 2004), Dan Church Aid-DCA (2002 & 2004), and ZOA Refugee Care Netherlands (2004). There was 

a relatively high expenditure on personnel in Cambodia compared to Indonesia and Viet Nam. The percentage 
expenditure on personnel was especially high during the 2nd AP. Rehabilitation and mitigation activities were the 

main spending of the action.  

 

Breakdown of partners spending per Action Plan: Cambodia85 
 

 

           1st AP (1998) Cambodia total86                                            2nd AP Cambodia (2000) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             3rd AP Cambodia (2002) total87                                            4th AP Cambodia (2004) total 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIPECHO contribution to operation in Cambodia: 1998-2004 (summary table of main spending by 

partners)88 

 

                                                
85 The figures shown here include parts co-financed by the partners. 
86 Data based on financial report of French RC only. Reports from other two partners were not available. 
87 Data based on financial report of French RC only. Reports from other two partners were not available. 
88 1) Final financial reports of these partners were not available. 2) Cost of training activities are included in the speci fic 
DP/mitigation activities (detail breakdown not available). 3) Specific activities include: rehabilitation, medical supply, 
participatory review, micro projects, CBDP and mitigation activities. 4) Average of 12 out of 14 projects implemented (6 is 
counted as two separate projects).  
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Personnel

40%

Communication 

& Equipment

15%

Visibility

1%

Training 

material

30%

Medical 

material

4%

Transportation

8%

Urgent 

rehabilitation

2%

personnel

CB, 

training, 

train. 

materials & 

workshop

office 

utilities, 

rent, 

communica

tion, 

transport & 

travel

specific 

activities 3)
visibility

admin/     

indirect 

cost

eval. & 

audit

1 1st 1998 French Red Cross € 250,000 40% 30% 23% 6% 1% - -

2 1998 ACF/AHH 1) € 200,000 - - - - - - -

3 1998 CRED UCL 1) € 200,000 - - - - - - -

4 2nd 2000 IFRC € 350,000 40% 10% 13% 37% - - -

5 2000 French Red Cross € 215,000 43% 29% 7% 6% 2% 7% 6%

6 2000 CARE France € 90,000 60% 16% 17% - - 7% -

2000 CARE France € 20,000 85% - 8% - - 7% -

7 2000 ACF/AHH € 260,000 74% - 26% - - - -

8 3rd 2002 DCA € 149,000 21% 26% 15% 28% 1% 7% 2%

9 2002 IFRC € 350,000 20% 2) 6% 55% - 7% 12%

10 2002 ACF/AHH 1) € 250,000 - - - - - - -

11 4th 2004 DCA € 425,000 19% 38% 5% 28% 1% 7% 2%

12 2004 ZOA Refugee Care € 441,000 26% 2) 9% 57% 1% 7% -

13 2004 Danish Red Cross € 210,000 56% - 9% 23% 0.4% 6.5% 5%

14 2004 ACF/AHH € 220,000 45% 2) 19% 23% 1% 7% 5%

€ 3,630,000 44% 12% 13% 22% 1% 5% 3%Total/Average per project 4)

Breakdown of expenditure by main categories

No. AP Year
Partner 

Organisation

EC 

Contribution

 
 

Detailed financial analysis of respective action 

 

1998 First DIPECHO Action Plan in Cambodia 

 

The partner organisations of the First DIPECHO Action Plan in Cambodia were the French Red Cross, ACH/AHH 

and CRED UCL. The below analysis is based on the financial report of the French Red Cross. The financial report 

of CRED UCL was not available. The action was carried out with relative high cost on production of training 
materials. Per ratio personnel cost to the overall expenditure was slightly less than average among the 12 actions 

analysed. 
 

1st Action Plan: French Red Cross (1998), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2000 Second DIPECHO Action Plan in Cambodia 
 

The partner organisations of the Second DIPECHO Action Plan 2000 in Cambodia were IFRC, French Red Cross, 

Care France and ACH/AHH. The total percentage expenditure on personnel in 2000 was much higher than average 

reaching 53%. Individual partner’s analyses are below: 
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a) IFRC: Main expenditures were on personnel and CBDP Participatory Review. 10% was spent on 

workshop, training, assessment and capacity building. No visibility activities took place.  
 

 

2nd Action Plan: IFRC (2000), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

b) French Red Cross: The highest expenditure was on personnel (43%) follow by training material (29%). 

Percentage share of personnel cost was slightly higher than the IFRC action carried out during the same 
period (though FRC received less funding than IFRC). Compared to its action in the 1st DIPECHO AP 

(1998), FRC slightly increased its share on personnel cost (from 40% to 43%).  
 

2nd Action Plan: French Red Cross (2000), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
c) CARE France: The EC contribution to the total expenditure was 80%. Personnel cost accounted for more 

than half the total expenditure.  

 

2nd Action Plan: CARE France 1 (2000), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 
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d) CARE France: Most of the expense was on personnel, and the rest was spent on equipment, travel and 

accommodation. Although this is a sub-project of c), the actual expenditure on DRR activities is very low.  

 

 
 

2nd Action Plan: CARE 2 (2000), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

e) ACF/AAH-UK: Similar to the Care project, the percentage expenditure on personnel is very high and 

actual expenditure on DRR activities was very low (or does not show in the financial report). It also had the 
highest percentage expenditure on office utilities, equipment, transport and travel cost among all actions in 

Cambodia. 

 

2nd Action Plan: Action Against Hunger-UK (2000), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2002 Third DIPECHO Action Plan in Cambodia 

 

The partner organisations of the Third DIPECHO Action Plan 2002 in Cambodia were Dan Church Aid, IFRC and 

ACF/AHH. Financial report of ACF/AHH was not available. The total percentage expenditure of the two 

organisations analysed was much lower than in the previous AP. Sufficient proportion of the contribution was spent 

on specific DRR activities. Individual partner’s analyses are below: 

 

a) DCA: The total share on personnel was kept relatively low as 21% while 54% was spent on capacity 

building, training and DRR activities. 
 

3rd Action Plan: Dan Church Aid (2002), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 
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b) IFRC: The EC contribution to the total expenditure was 90%. Compared to the 1st AP, IFRC substantially 

decreased its percentage expenditure on personnel cost from 39% in 1998 to 20 % in 2002. 55% of the total 

expenditure was spent on CBDP & Mitigation activities, where as this was only 37% in 1998. There were 

no visibility activities.  

 

3rd Action Plan: IFRC (2002), percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2004 Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan in Cambodia 

 

The partner organisations of the Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan 2004 in Cambodia were Dan Church Aid, ZOA 

Refugee Care, Danish Red Cross and ACF/AHH. All financial reports were available. Average percentage 

expenditure on personnel cost in relation to the overall expenditure has slightly increased from the previous AP 

while CBDP and mitigation activities decreased. Individual partner’s analyses are below:  

 

a) DCA: Compared to its project of the 3rd AP (2002) DCA slightly decreased its percentage expenditure on 

personnel cost (21% to 19%) and substantially increased the share on capacity building and training 

expenditure where 38% of the total €425,000 was spent. Share of office utilities, communication and travel 
has also decreased from 15% in 2002 to 5 % in 2004. It can be summarized that the partner organisation 

has in general, improved the efficient use of the fund (though it must be noted that the received funding has 

increased almost three times in 2004 compared to 2002).   
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4th Action Plan: Dan Church Aid (2004): percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
b) ZOA Refugee Care Netherlands: The organisation became a DIPECHO partner for the first time in 

Cambodia. Compared to the relatively high expenditure on DP & Mitigation activities (57% including 

capacity building and training) the percentage expenditure on personnel was kept quite low as 26%. No 

major evaluation or audit took place in the project budget.  
 

 

4th Action Plan: ZOA Refugee Care Netherlands (2004): percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

c) Danish Red Cross: It was the first time the organisation became the DIPECHO partner in Cambodia. 

Compared to its other Red Cross counterparts in Cambodia (IFRC 2002 & 2002, French Red Cross 1998 & 

2002), Danish Red Cross expenditure on personnel cost is relatively high taking up 56% of the total 

expenditure. The average of IFRC/RC in the whole AP in Cambodia (excluding DRC) is 33% while the 

average of all organisations is 44%. DRC exceeds both. Sufficient amount has been spared for external 

evaluation and audit.  
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4th Action Plan: Danish Red Cross (2004): percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

d) ACF/AHH: It was the fourth time that the organisation became the DIPECHO partner in Cambodia 

(though only two out of four financial reports were available). Compared to its previous action in 2000 in 

which the partner has received almost the same level of funding, the partner has substantially decreased its 

expenditure on personnel cost (from 74% in 2000 to 45% in 2004). Its percentage expenditure on office 

utilities and transports is the highest among the 4 actions that took place during the 4th AP. Assuming that 
the DP and mitigation activities entail components of training and capacity building, Its expenditure 

breakdown more or less fits into the overall average of all partners combined in Cambodia. 
 

4th Action Plan: Action Contre La Faim (2004): percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  
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INDONESIA 

 

Overall analysis 

 

In total, DIPECHO contributed approximately €1.77M to six actions during the evaluation period in  Indonesia 

(1998-2004: 1st to 4th Action Plan in Southeast Asia).89 The partner recipients were: Oxfam UK (1998 & 2000), 

Action Contre la Faim (Action Against Hunger, ACF) France (2002), Care Netherlands (2002 & 2004) and the 

Danish Red Cross (2004). The 3rd and 4th Action Plans were co-financed by the partner organisations.90 Percentage 

expenditure on personnel cost gradually increased over the years in accordance to the increase in available funding. 
Large-scale mitigation and DRR activities were replaced by more community-focused small-scale DP activities 

which may require increase in skilled personnel. Visibility activities only took place from the 4th AP. 

 

Breakdown of partners spending per Action Plan: Indonesia 
 

           1st AP (1998) Indonesia total91                                            2nd AP Indonesia (2000) total92 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

           3rd AP (2002) Indonesia total                                           4th AP Indonesia (2004) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
89 The figure is an approximate figure. Oxfam UK (2nd AP: 2000) financial report states that actual expenditure was 

approximately € 156,000 (62% of the total eligible cost mentioned in the table).  
90 The figure charts in this section show the breakdown of the overall expenditure including co-financing.  
91 There was only one action in 1998 (Oxfam). 
92 There was only one action 2000 (Oxfam). 
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DIPECHO contribution to operation in Indonesia: 1998-2004 
(summary table of main spending by partners and average per partner)93 

 

personnel

CB, 

training, 

train. 

materials & 

workshop

office cost, 

transport,  

travel & 

monitoring

specific 

major 

activities 
1)

visibility

admin/ 

indirect 

cost

eval. & 

audit

1 1st 1998 Oxfam - UK €110,000 11% 47% 3% 37% - 2% -

2 2nd 2000 Oxfam - UK €250,000 33% 42% 19% - - 5% 1%

3 3rd 2002 ACF - FR €130,000 79% 3% 10.5% - 0.3% 6% 0.8%

4 2002 Care - NDL €390,000 31% 40% 21% - - 7% 1%

6 4th 2004 Care - NDL €550,000 39% 43% 10% - 0.1% 7% -

5 2004 Danish Red Cross €342,000 38% 35% 14% - 3% 7% 3%

€ 1,772,000 39% 35% 13% 6% 1% 6% 1%

EC 

Contribution

Breakdown of expenditure by main categories

Total/Average per project 2)

No. AP Year
Partner 

Organisation

 
 
The average share of personnel cost per partner per project was 39% (as shown in the above table). This was lower 

than average in Cambodia (44%) but higher than Viet Nam (24%). The second biggest spending was on training, 

training materials, workshops and meetings which average of the six actions were 35%. Visibility and 

evaluation/audit activities only composed the small share of the overall spending with the average per partner being 

low as 1%. 

 
1998 First DIPECHO Action Plan in Indonesia 

 

Oxfam, UK: The partner recipient in Indonesia for the First DIPECHO Action Plan (1998) was  

Oxfam, UK. The EC contribution to the total expenditure was 100 %. The action was carried out with relative low 

personnel cost in relation to training and publication activities. The per ratio personnel cost to the overall 

expenditure is the lowest among the five actions analysed. 37% of total expenditure was spent on “small scale 
emergency funds”. No visibility activities took place. 

 

1st Action Plan: Oxfam, UK (1998), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                
93The numbers are round-up figures thus the total may exceed 100%. 1) Specific activity includes small-scale emergency funds 2) 
Average of 6 projects implemented. 
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2000 Second DIPECHO Action Plan in Indonesia  

 

Oxfam, UK: The partner recipient in Indonesia for the Second DIPECHO Action Plan was again Oxfam, UK.  The 

EC contribution to the total expenditure was 100 %. Compared to the 1st Action Plan, the organisation tripled its 

percentage expenditure in personnel cost from 11% in 1998 to 33% in 2000. Percentage cost for travel and 

monitoring also significantly increased from 3% in 1998 to 12% in 2000. Ratio of training and publication activities 

slightly decreased in the 2000 action compensated by the increase in production of training materials and video. No 

visibility activities took place.   

 

2nd Action Plan: Oxfam, UK (2000), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2002 Third DIPECHO Action Plan in Indonesia  

 

The partner recipients in Indonesia for the Third DIPECHO Action Plan (2002) were Care, Netherlands and ACF, 

France. 

 

a) Care, Netherlands: Action followed similar spending pattern of that of 2000 Oxfam in regards to 

personnel, evaluation and audit and indirect cost. It has spent 31% of total expenditure on personnel, 1 % 

on auditing and 6.5% for indirect cost. While the training and workshop activities percentage ratio was 

lower than that of the 2002 Oxfam’s, Care has spent substantial amount in printing training materials, 

posters and community materials (approximately 18% of total expenditure). Ratio of office and vehicle 
costs were double the percentage spent by 2000 Oxfam’s action. No visibility activities took place.  

 

3rd Action Plan: Care, Netherlands (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
b) ACF, France: The partner’s project had the highest per ratio expenditure on personnel cost among all six 

actions during the evaluation period. It has spent almost 80% of its total expenditure on personnel, 3.4% on 
traveling, 2.6% on training, 0.8% on auditing and 6.5% for indirect cost. There was no expenditure on 

training and workshop activities. A very small proportion (around €400) was spent on visibility activities. 
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3rd Action Plan: ACF, France (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2004 Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan in Indonesia  

 

The partner recipients in Indonesia for the Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan (2004) were Care, Netherlands and Red 

Cross, Denmark (DRC). The EC contribution to the total expenditure was 81% (78.7% for Care and 85% for Red 

Cross).  

 

a) Care, Netherlands: Compare to its 2002 action, Care has increased its percentage expenditure of 

personnel cost from 31% to 39%. Percentage on travel and monitoring activities decreased from 6% to 1%. 

Printing and publication activities have significantly decreased while percentage expenditure on training 

and workshop activities almost doubled its share. Proportion of office and vehicles’ cost decreased slightly 
while the level of indirect cost was kept the same. Visibility activities took place for the first time for the 

organisation but kept a very low level of 0.1% of overall expenditure. 
 

4th Action Plan: Care, Netherlands (2004): percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  
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b) Danish Red Cross: Although the total expenditure in actual figure was lower, the Danish Red Cross, being 

the second recipient partner during the same year, more or less followed the same spending pattern of that 

of Care’s. 38% was spent on personnel, 3% on travel and monitoring and 2% on printing and publications. 
Less proportion was spent on training activities compared to Care but visibility activities was strengthened 

utilizing 3% of total expenditure. Evaluation and audit was also given priority compared to other partner 

organisations.  

 

 
4th Action Plan: DRC (2004) percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  
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VIET NAM 

 

Overall analysis 

 

In total, DIPECHO contributed approximately €4.02M to sixteen actions during the evaluation period in Viet Nam 

(1998-2004: 1st to 4th Action Plan in Southeast Asia).94 This was the highest number of projects carried out among 

all six countries in which the DIPECHO APs were implemented. The partner recipients were: IFRC (1998, 2000 and 

2002), UN UNDP (1998), Associazione per la Partecipazione allo Sviluppo-APS, Italy (1998 % 2000), Comitato 

Internazionale per lo Sviluppo Dei Popoli/International Committee for the Development of Peoples-CISP (2000), 
Co Development-CODEV (2000), Save the Children, UK (2002 & 2004), Development Workshop, France (2002 & 

2004), Spanish Red Cross-SRCI (2004), CARE, Germany (2004) and Action Aid, International-AA (2004).95  

 

Breakdown of partners’ spending per Action Plan: Viet Nam 
 

              1st AP (1998) Viet Nam total                                        2nd AP Viet Nam (2000) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

           3rd AP (2002) Viet Nam total                                           4th AP Viet Nam (2004) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Share of personnel cost has seen a constant increase until the 3rd AP but decreased quite substantially in the 4th AP.  

Percentage share of visibility cost was slightly higher in the 1st AP compared to the rest of the APs. Viet Nam is the 

only country among the three countries analysed in which share of visibility cost show above 1% throughout the 

four APs. Emergency rehabilitation and construction activities where the major components of the 2nd AP making 

up 38% of the total expenditure while it stayed around 25-33% for the rest of the APs. 

                                                
94 Complete final financial reports of CODEV (2000) and IFRC (2002) were not available. Analysis here is based on available 
financial reports of 14 out of the total 16 projects. 
95 The figure charts in this section show the breakdown of the overall expenditure including co-financing.  
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DIPECHO contribution to operation in Viet Nam: 1998-200496 
(summary table of main spending by partners and average per partner) 
 

personnel

CB, 

training, 

meeting & 

workshop

training 

and IEC 

materials

office 

utilities, 

rent, 

communi-

-cation, 

transport 

& travel

specific 

activities 
2)

visibility

admin/ 

indirect 

cost

eval. & 

audit

1 1st 1998 IFRC €160,000.00 - 22% 35% 4% 35% 4% - -

2 1998 UN-UNDP-USA €255,000.00 33% 43% 24% - - - - -

3 1998 APS - IT €310,000.00 35% - - 9% 55% 1% - -

4 2nd 2000 IFRC €400,000.00 25% 27% 4% 2% 32% 2% 7% 1%

5 2000 CISP €300,000.00 23% 6% - 16% 49% - 6% -

6 2000 CISP €10,000.00 34% - - 10% - - 7% 49%

7 2000 APS €250,000.00 35% 5% - 21% 38% 1% - -

8 2000 CODEV 1) €220,000.00 - - - - - - - -

9 3rd 2002 SC UK €90,024.00 15% 71%3) 1% 6% - - 6% 1%

10 2002 Dev Workshop FRC €300,000.00 37% 9% 4% 7% 32% 2% 7% 2%

11 2002 IFRC  1) €300,007.00 - - - - - - - -

12 4th 2004 Dev Workshop FRC €356,065.00 33% 9% 1% 4% 48% 1% 3% 1%

13 2004 Spanish Red Cross €220,000.00 28% 19% 2% 9% 32% 1% 7% 2%

14 2004 CARE DEU €230,000.00 21% 20% 2% 9% 41% 0.3% 7% 1%

15 2004 SC UK €230,000.00 15% 72% 3% 2% - 1% 4% 3%

16 2004 Action Aid €392,911.00 8% 42% - 6% 36% 1% 7% -

€4,024,007.00 24.4% 24.6% 5.5% 7.5% 28.4% 1.0% 4.4% 4.3%

EC Contribution

Breakdown of expenditure by main categories

Total/Average 4)

No. AP Year Partner Organisation

 
 
The average share of personnel cost per partner per project of 24% (as shown in the table above) was the lowest 

among the three countries analysed: Indonesia (39%) and Cambodia (44%). Same with the other two countries, the 

second biggest spending was on training, training materials, workshops and meetings which average of the fourteen 

actions was around 30%. Visibility activities only composed the small share of the overall spending with the average 

per partner being low as 1% but in terms of frequency, visibility activities were undertaken much more often than by 

the partners in the other two countries. Per partner’s average share of funding spent on evaluation and auditing 

activities was also higher than the other two countries (Viet Nam 4%, Cambodia 3% and Indonesia 1%). Average 

per partner’s share on Admin./indirect cost, office utility and travel was also kept relatively lower than the other two 

countries. In general, it can be concluded that in terms of personnel/admin cost against actual expenditures on DRR 

activities, partners in Viet Nam had the highest cost performance among the three countries analysed.   

 
1998 First DIPECHO Action Plan in Viet Nam 

 

The partner recipients in Indonesia for the First DIPECHO Action Plan (1998) were IFRC, UNDP and APS, Italy.  

 

a) IFRC: No personnel cost was charged to this project assuming that the partner organisation has itself 

covered its own personnel cost. This was the only project without personnel cost incurring to the 
DIPECHO funding out of the 54 actions that took place in Southeast Asia for the 1st to 4th DIPECHO APs. 

The main activities were distribution of essential relief items and construction of wat/san facilities but 

substantial amount was also spent on training and production of training materials. It also has a relatively 

high spending on visibility activities in proportion to the overall expenditure which can not be seen in other 

countries analysed during the 1st AP.   

 

 

 
 

                                                
96 1) Financial reports of CODEV and IFRC (2002) were not available. 2) Specific activities include: essential relief item 
distribution, emergency rehabilitation (including watsan), emergency funds, public facility construction, infrastructure support, 
emergency equipment, housing reinforcement, risk mapping and other mitigation activities.  
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  1st Action Plan: IFRC (1998), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 
b) UNDP: Only three categories are found in the financial report. Given that no administrative or running 

costs are incurred to the project funding, the personnel cost is kept around average level.   
 

1st Action Plan: UNDP (1998), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

c) APS, Italy: Compared to the other two organisations’ actions during the same period, APS has spent quite 

high share of its funding in personnel and office running cost. No training activities are specifically shown 

in the financial report which may indicate that personnel cost could have kept lower (assuming that training 

activities required more skilled human resources). Again, given the relatively high volume of funding 

received (approx. €310,000), share of the visibility activities are quite high compared to other partners in 

other countries during the 1st AP.     
 

1st Action Plan: UNDP (1998), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 
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2000 Second DIPECHO Action Plan in Viet Nam 

 

The partner recipients in Indonesia for the Second DIPECHO Action Plan (2000) were IFRC, CISP, APS and 

CODEV. CODEC report was not available.  

 

a) IFRC: Compared to its action in the 1st AP, IFRC increased its personnel cost share up to 25% which is 

more or less the average of all partners in Viet Nam during the evaluation period. Percentage share on 

training materials have decreased from 35% in 1998 to 4% in 2000. It has also started to charge office 
running cost and indirect cost to the project funding. Share of the rest of the categories are almost the same 

as with its action in the 1st AP. Spending on visibility activities have decreased given that its funding 

volume has increased almost three-folds. 

 

2nd Action Plan: IFRC (2000), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
b) CISP: There were two actions implemented by the CISP during the 2nd AP. The latter presumably being 

the follow-up to the first one. This may slightly distort the overall average figure as the funding for the 

second action is only €10,000. The first action was carried out with average share on personnel cost and 

high share on watsan construction activities. The second activities were purely on evaluation.  
 

2nd Action Plan: CISP (2000), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 
 

Action I (€300,000)         Action II (€10,000) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
c) APS, Italy: Compared to its action in the 1st AP 1998, the APS’s percentage expenditure on personnel cost 

was kept exactly the same (35%), while shares of office utility cost increased from 2% to 14%. Percentage 

expenditure on emergency rehabilitation and relief item distribution decreased from 55% to 38%. No cost 

on visibility activities were incurred as with the 1st AP. 
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2nd Action Plan: APS (2000), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2002 Third DIPECHO Action Plan in Viet Nam  

 

The partner recipients in Viet Nam for the Third DIPECHO Action Plan (2002) were Save the Children, UK, 

Development Workshop, France and IFRC. Financial report of IFRC was not available.  

 

a) Save the Children, UK: Substantial percentage (72%) of funding was spent on workshop, training, 

meetings (including traveling) and production of training materials. Given the relatively low amount of 
funding received (approx. €90,000), actually expenditure on personnel cost was also very low. No visibility 

activities took place.  

 
3rd Action Plan: Save the Children, UK (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

b) Development Workshop, France: Compared to the Save the Children’s action, the Dev. Workshop spent 
relatively high amount of funding on personnel cost. The 37% share on personnel cost (including 

consultancy) is much higher than the average of 14 actions (24%) analysed in Viet Nam. Emergency fund 

and public facility construction was the main spending for specific project activities followed by training 

activities. Relatively high proportion was spent on visibility activities give that the overall contribution was 

as high as €300,000.  
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3rd Action Plan: Dev. Workshop, France (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

2004 Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan in Viet Nam 

 

The partner recipients in Viet Nam for the Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan (2004) were Development Workshop, 

France, Spanish Red Cross, Care, Germany, Save the Children, UK and Action Aid, International.  

 

a) Development Workshop, France: Similar to its action in the 3rd AP 2002, the partner organisation’s share 

on personnel cost was kept relatively high compared to the overall average of 24% though slightly 
decreased compared to 2002. Major activity spending was on housing reinforcement and mapping exercises 

making up almost half of the total expenditure. This category has increase compared to its previous action. 

Admin/indirect cost decreased from 7% to 3%. 
 

4th Action Plan: Development Workshop, France (2004): Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 
b) Spanish Red Cross: The highest percentage expenditure of the total cost was on infrastructure, emergency 

equipments and mitigation work (32%). This was the same proportion of that of the IFRC action in 2000 

(2nd AP). Share of personnel cost was around the average of the 14 actions analysed. 21% was spent on 
training and printing which were slightly less than the average.   
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4th Action Plan: Spanish Red Cross (2004): Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
c) Care, Germany: 20% of total expenditure was spent on personnel. This was in fact the lowest among 

other Care actions implemented in Cambodia and Indonesia: Care, France (2000) 72.5% in Cambodia and 

Care, Netherlands 39% (2004) in Indonesia. Major expenditures were on community grants and water 

filters (41%). These specific activities were much higher than the average of 28% of the partners in Viet 
Nam. Relatively low proportion of funding was spent on visibility activities.   

 

4th Action Plan: Care, Germany (2004): Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) Save the Children, UK: Similar to its 3rd AP 2002 action, the partner organisation has kept a very low 

spending on personnel cost (15%) and high expenditure on training activities (71%). The two actions 

follow very similar spending patterns though the funding has more than doubled (approx. €90,000 in 2002 

and €230,000 in 2004). In 2004, the organisation has decreased its percentage expenditure on office utilities 

and administrative cost, and increased the proportion in evaluation and audit activities (from 1% to 3 %). 

There were no visibility activities in 2002 action but 1% of the total funding was spent on this activity in 
2004.   
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4th Action Plan: Save the Children, UK (2004): Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

e) Action Aid, International: The share on personnel cost of 8% was the lowest among the actions analysed 

in Viet Nam (except for IFRC 1998 action where there was no personnel cost incurred). Substantial amount 

was spent on capacity building activities such as training (42%) as well as on infrastructure, mitigation and 

early warning system (36%). Both categories exceeded the average of all partners analysed.  

 
4th Action Plan: Action Aid, International (2004): Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REGIONAL 

 

Overall analysis 

In total, DIPECHO contributed approximately € 1.9 M to five regional actions during the evaluation period (1998-

2004: 1st to 4th Action Plan in Southeast Asia). Contribution to regional actions started from the 2nd Action Plan. The 

partner recipients of these regional actions were: Asia Disaster Preparedness Center-ADPC (2000 & 2002), United 

Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific-UNESCAP (2002 & 2004) and Mekong River 

Commission-MRC (2002 & 2004). Some actions were joint initiatives of two partners. The EU contribution to the 

total eligible cost for the 4th Action Plan was around 85%. Information on co-financing ratios for the rest of the 

Action Plans was not available. 
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Breakdown of partners’ spending per Action Plan: Regional 

  
 

              2nd AP (2000) regional total97                                                 3rd AP regional (2002) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
4th AP regional (2002) total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*“training” includes travel and subsistence costs; “publication” includes newsletter 
 

DIPECHO contribution to operation at regional level: 2000-2004 
(summary table of main spending by partners and average per partner) 
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training & 

pilot projects

training 

materials & 

publication

rent, land 

and office 

supplies

visibility

admin/ 

indirect 

cost

M & E 

and 

audit

1 2nd 2000 ADPC €700,000 31% 51% 12% - - 6% -

2 3rd 2002 UNESCAP / ADPC €390,000 47% 34% 4% 4% - 7% 4%

3 2002 MRC (& ADPC) €180,000 61% 26% - 7% - 6% -

4 4th 2004 MRC €220,000 51% 32% - 8% - 7% 2%

5 2004 UNESCAP €420,000 52% 31% 4% 5% 0.4% 5% 3%

€1,910,000 48% 35% 4% 5% 0% 6% 2%

EC Contribution

Breakdown of expenditure by main categories

Total/Average

No. AP Year
Partner 

Organisation

 
 
Average per partner percentage expenditure on personnel cost was 48%. This was much higher than the average of 

the three country actions analysed (44% in Cambodia, 39% in Indonesia and 24% in Viet Nam). Average per partner 

expenditure on DRR activities through workshops, training and pilot projects including strengthening regional 

                                                
97 There was only one action in 2000 implemented by the ADPC. 
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networks to facilitate sharing of information and lessons learned was 35%. Share on visibility activities was very 

low with only UNESCAP utilizing small share of its funding to this activity. 

  

Expenditure trends over the years: 2000 to 2004 

 

The percentage cost of personnel, in relation to actual budget spent on training activities (workshop, training, pilot 

projects together with manual development and publications) has been kept relatively low 31% to 63% for the first 

regional action which was implemented by the ADPC as part of the second DIPECHO AP: In other words, cost of 

personnel has been kept below half of the direct cost. Moreover, approximately 16% of total personnel cost was 
covered by ADPC itself, as part of co-financing the whole action. 

 

2nd Action Plan: ADPC (2000), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  
 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 
16% of the “personnel” was co-financed by ADPC 

  
The percentage cost of personnel in relation to the direct cost, however, significantly increased during the 3rd 

DIPECHO Action Plan (2002). Average 54 % of total budget was spent on personnel. UNESCAP/ADPC spent 47% 

while MRC spent 61%; almost double the ratio of the 2000 ADPC figure. Percentage cost of training activities and 

publication, as a consequence, came down to 38% (UNESPCAP/ADPC) and 26% (MRC), respectively.      

 

3rd Action Plan: UNESCAP / ADPC (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

3rd Action Plan: MRC (& ADPC) (2002), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  
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Nevertheless, this figure improves during the 4th Action Plan (2004) in which MRC has reduced its percentage 

expenditure on personnel cost down to 51% and increased its training and publication components to 40%. 

UNESCAP allocated more or less the same ratio of 51.7% to personnel during the same period but less on training 

and publication activities (34.7%). UNESCAP 2004 action, however, spent 0.4% of its total expenditure on visibility 

activities; which was the first and the only among the five actions.  

 
4th Action Plan: MRC (2004), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*“training” includes travel, research and dissemination.  

 

 

 

4th Action Plan: UNESCAP (2004), Percentage breakdown of actual expenditure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*“training” includes travel, research and dissemination.  
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Annex VI DIPECHO SE Asia disbursements 

 

 DIPECHO SOUTH EAST ASIA DECISIONS    
ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01000:Plan d'action DIPECHO  

(Amérique centrale, Asie du Sud-Est et Bangladesh et Caraïbes) 

TOTAL: € 6,900,000       

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01009 Cambodia ACF-UK          200,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01010 Cambodia CROIX ROUGE - FRA          250,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01011 Cambodia CRED UCL          200,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01012 Indonesie OXFAM - UK          110,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01013 Laos Care-International          140,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01014 Laos CESVI          260,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01015 Philippines Action d'urgence          170,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01016 Vietnam FICR          160,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01017 Vietnam UN - UNDP-USA          255,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01018 Vietnam APS – IT          310,000.00     

      2,055,000.00        205,500.00    

       

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01000: Plan d'action DIPECHO pour l'Asie du Sud-Est    

TOTAL: € 4,000,000       

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01003 Cambodia CROIX ROUGE - FRA          215,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01005 Cambodia ACF-UK          250,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01006 Cambodia CARE FR            90,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01008 Cambodia IFRC          350,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01017 Cambodia ACF-UK            10,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01018 Cambodia CARE FR            20,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01011 Indonesia Oxfam          250,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01001 Laos CESVI          280,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01002 Laos CONCERN          175,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01013 Phillippines CROIX-ROUGE - ESP          290,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01015 Phillippines AUI          190,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01004 Vietnam IFRC          400,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01007 Vietnam CISP          300,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01009 Vietnam APS          250,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01014 Vietnam CODEV          220,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01016 Vietnam CISP            10,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01010 Regional ADPC          700,000.00     

      4,000,000.00        235,294.12    

       

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02000: Third DIPECHO Action Plan for Southeast Asia and Central America   

TOTAL: € 6,360,000       

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02018 Regional UNESCAP / ADPC  399.556,00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02017 Regional MRC          180,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02023 Indonesia ACF-FR          130,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02013 Indonesia Care NDL          390,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02015 Vietnam SC UK  90.024,00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02020 Vietnam Dev Workshop France          300,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02012 Vietnam IFRC          300,007.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02022 Laos Care Deutschland  126.969,00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02011 Laos Concern          160,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02019 Philippines Cruz Roja Espanol          350,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02016 Cambodia Dan Church Aid          148,750.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02014 Cambodia AAH          250,000.00     

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02021 Cambodia IFRC          350,000.00     
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      2,558,757.00        196,827.46    

       

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03000: Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan for Southeast Asia    

Total: € 5,200,000       

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03015 Cambodia ZOA          441,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03001 Cambodia DCA          425,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03002 Cambodia ACF-FR          220,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03003 Cambodia CROIX-ROUGE DNK          210,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03004 
Timor 

Leste CARE AUT          280,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03017 
Timor 

Leste CONCERN           199,431.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03007 Indonesia CROIX-ROUGE DNK          341,927.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03005 Indonesia CARE NDL          550,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03011 Vietnam Dev Workshop France          356,065.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03014 Vietnam Cruz Roja Espanol          220,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03009 Vietnam CARE DEU          230,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03010 Vietnam SC UK          230,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03008 Vietnam Action Aid          392,911.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03006 Laos CARE DEU          203,435.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03016 Laos WVI UK          165,938.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03012 Regional MRC          220,000.00     

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03013 Regional UNESCAP          420,000.00     

         5,105,707.00        300,335.71    

       
DIPECHO TOTAL 1998-

2004  €     

Cambodia                        3,629,750.00  26.46%    

Indonesia                        1,771,927.00  12.92%    

Laos                        1,384,373.00  10.09%    

Phillippines                        1,000,000.00  7.29%    

Timor Leste                           479,431.00  3.49%    

Vietnam                        3,933,983.00  28.67%    

Regional                        1,520,000.00  11.08%    

TOTAL                     13,719,464.00  100.00%    
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Annex VII Outline of Action Plans 

 

 

 
Title:                                                        First DIPECHO Action Plan for Southeast Asia  
Location of operation:                             Southeast Asia  
Amount of decision:                                € 2,055, 000 
Decision identification number:              ECHO/TPS/219/1998/ 
 

Included 10 projects in 5 countries (Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Philippines and Viet Nam), totalling € 2 
million. Projects financed were at national and local level and tried to encourage consistency within the region 
and to create closer links between the local, national and regional levels.  
  
Title:                                                        Second DIPECHO Action Plans for Southeast Asia and Central  

    America     
Location of operation:                             Southeast Asia and Central America  
Amount of decision:                                € 4,000,000 (Southeast Asia only) 
Decision identification number:              ECHO/TPS/219/2000/ 

 
Included 16 projects in 5 countries (Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Philippines and Viet Nam) and 1 project at 
regional level totalling € 4 million. Projects financed were at regional, national and local level. Besides support to 
local community-based activities, both at regional and national level, emphasis was put on institutional capacity 
building including the strengthening of national disaster management offices (i.e. NDMOs) in respective countries.  
 
Title:                                                        Third DIPECHO Action Plans for Southeast Asia and Central  

    America 

Location of operation:                             Southeast Asia and Central America  
Amount of decision:                                € 2,560,000 (Southeast Asia only) 
Decision identification number:              ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02000  
 
Included 11 projects in 5 countries (Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Philippines and Viet Nam) and 2 projects at 
regional level, totalling € 2.56 million. Projects financed were at regional, national and local level but emphasis 
was given to strengthening interventions at local community level with a strong participatory approach. At 
national level, it emphasised capacity building of national and local authorities in charge of disaster management. 

At regional level, it supported training as well as regional joint research and dissemination activities.   
 
Title:                                                        Fourth DIPECHO Action Plan for Southeast Asia 
Location of operation:                             Southeast Asia  
Amount of decision:                                € 5,105,000 
Decision reference number:                    ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03000  
 
Included 15 projects in 5 countries (Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Timor-Leste and Viet Nam) and 2 projects at 

regional level, totalling € 5.105 million and continued focusing on local community capacity building. Projects 
financed were at regional and local level. Specific regions to be targeted within respective countries were 
identified. No specific support to national activities was given unless research, dissemination and mapping 

exercises were taken up at the national level.  
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Annex VIII European Union services involvement in disaster risk reduction 

Annex VIIIa  EU services in humanitarian aid, development cooperation and external relations related to disaster management 

 

Directorate-General 

(DG) 

Mission/Mandate Main tasks Disaster Management and 

Preparedness activities 

Past projects in South East Asia+ global 

efforts  

Humanitarian Aid 

department  
(ECHO)98 – 

established in 1992 

“to provide emergency 
assistance and relief to the 
victims of natural disasters 
or armed conflict outside the 

European Union” 
[Regulation (CE) n° 
1257/96] 

The aid is intended to go directly to 
those in distress, irrespective of race, 
religion or political convictions. 

 

ECHO’s task is to ensure goods and 
services get to crisis zones fast. 
Goods may include essential 
supplies, specific foodstuffs, medical 
equipment, medicines and fuel. 
Services may include medical teams, 
water purification teams and 
logistical support. Goods and 
services reach disaster areas via 

ECHO partners. 

 

DP activities are carried out by 
three components: 

1) DIPECHO (Disaster 
Preparedness ECHO) 

programme 

2) Mainstreaming DP in relief 
operations 

3) Advocacy towards 
mainstreaming DP into 
development operations – 
including “Linking Relief 
and Rehabilitation to 
Development (LRRD)” 

In addition, ECHO actively 
supports international efforts, 
coordinated by the United 
Nations, to ensure the adoption 
of disaster risk reduction 
programmes worldwide. 

ECHO 

Grants awarded in 2006 in SEA 

 Water and Sanitation (Cambodia) 

 North Sumatra Tsunami and Yogyakarta 

earthquake (Indonesia) 

 Livelihood and support to forgotten 

communities (Lao PDR) 

 Shelter and protection of IDP (Timor-Leste) 

 Cyclone Xangsane (Viet Nam) 

 

Global: €360,000 support to UN OCHA / 
ISDR in organizing the World Conference for 
Disaster Reduction in Kobe/ Japan (January 
2005). 

 

DIPECHO 

Since 1998-2004, approx. € 14 M in 

Cambodia, Indonesia, the Philippines, 
Thailand (regional), Timor-Leste and Viet 
Nam to support community based disaster 
preparedness projects and regional initiatives. 

 

Europe Aid Co-

Operation Office 

Established in 2001 as part 
of the Commission’s efforts 

The Office is responsible for all 
phases of the project cycle 

Provide grants to partner 
organisations implementing DP 

Grants awarded in 2006 in SEA 

 HIV/AIDS (Burma/Myanmar); 

                                                
98 Previously called “European Community Humanitarian Office” 
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(AIDCO also known 

as “Europe Aid”) – 

established in 2001 

to reform the management of 

external aid, AIDCO’s 
mission is  “to implement the 
external aid instruments of 
the European Commission 
which are funded by the 
European Community 
budget and the European 
Development Fund” 

(identification and appraisal of 

projects and programmes, 
preparation of financing decisions, 
implementation and monitoring, 
evaluation of projects and 
programmes) which ensures the 
achievement of the objectives of the 
programmes established by the 
Directorates-General for External 

Relations and Development and 
approved by the Commission. 

activities as part of its 

development programme 
especially in the Latin American 
region.  

In South East Asia, it supports 
DP activities as part of its 
support to the tsunami crisis.  

 Food Security, Trade sector development, 

SME99 development, Basic education, 
Public financial management reform 
(Cambodia); 

 Peace building in Aceh, 
Tsunami/earthquake – including DP, Basic 

education, Public administration 
(Indonesia); 

 Mindanao health sector policy 

(Philippines); 

 Poverty reduction and growth (Vietnam) 

 Building resilience to Tsunami – including 
DP, Aid to uprooted people (Asia regional)  

  

EU Development 

(DEV) 

“to enhance the development 
policies in all developing 
countries world-wide” 

DG Development provides policy 
guidance on development policy and 
oversees the programming of aid in 
the ACP countries (Africa, Caribbean 
and Pacific100) and the Overseas 
Countries and Territories (OCT). The 
Cotonou Agreement provides the 
framework for a 20-year partnership 

for development aid to 77 ACP 
countries, funded mainly by the 
European Development Fund. 

 

DG DEV, as a policy 
department, does not grant 
funding and implement its 
policies through other DG such 
as AIDCO.  

Developed policies related to DP 
are: Cross-cutting issues, 
Environment and gender. 

N.A. 

External Relations 

(RELEX) 

“contributes to the 
formulation by the 
Commissioner for External 
Relations, together with her 

colleagues of an effective 
and coherent external 
relations policy for the 
European Union, so as to 
enable the EU to assert its 
identity on the international 

 Co-ordinates the external 

relations activities of the 
Commission.  

 Interface with the EU's General 

Affairs and External relations 
Council (GAERC) and its 
interlocutor with the High 
Representative for the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy.  

DG RELEX, as a co-ordination 
department, does not grant 
funding and implement its 
policies through other DGs. 

 

In recent years, however, DG 
RELEX has strengthened its 
implementation roles in external 
assistance especially in close 

RELEX has more than 120 Commission 
delegations in third countries. It has 7 offices 
in SEA: 

 Cambodia (Phnom Penh) 

 Indonesia (Jakarta & Banda Aceh) – also 

accredited to Brunei Darussalam & Timor-
Leste 

 Lao PDR (Vientiane) 

                                                
99 Small and medium size enterprise.  
100 Timor-Leste is included as one of the ACP countries.  

http://ec.europa.eu/development/body/cotonou/index_en.htm
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scene. To this end DG 

RELEX works closely with 
other Directorates-General, 
notably EuropeAid, DGs 
Development and Trade and 
ECHO.” 

 Ensures that the Commission has 

a clear identity and a coherent 
approach in its external activities. 

 Responsible for the 

Commission’s relations with 
international organisations, such 

as the United Nations, the OSCE, 
and the Council of Europe, as 
well as the Commission's 
participation in the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy 
(CFSP) 

 Administer more than 120 

Commission Delegations in third 
countries and 5 Delegations at 
centres of international 
organisations. 

 

cooperation with AIDCO. 

 

It will take the lead in on-the-
spot co-ordination of the 
implementation of all EU 
assistance (including those 
related to DP), multi-lateral and 
bi-lateral, to increase synergy 
and EU visibility. 

 

 Malaysia (Kuala Lumpur) 

 Singapore (Singapore) 

 Thailand (Bangkok) – also accredited to 

Burma/Myanmar, Cambodia and Lao PDR 

 Vietnam (Hanoi) 

 

Environment (ENV) Mission statement: 
“Protecting, preserving and 
improving the environment  
for present and future 
generations, and promoting 
sustainable development." 

The main role of DG ENV is to 
initiate and define new 
environmental legislation and to 
ensure that agreed measures are put 
into practice in the EU Member 
States. 

 

In regards to disasters, the 
Monitoring and Information Centre 
(MIC) of DG ENV MIC plays a 
major role: MIC is available on a 
24/7 basis and is staffed by duty 
officers working on a shift basis. It 
gives countries access to the 
community civil protection platform. 
Any country affected by a major 

disaster – inside or outside the EU – 
can launch a request for assistance 
through the MIC. It plays three main 
roles: 1) Communication hub, 2) 

The DG funds projects under the 
“community action programme 
in the field of civil protection” to 
support the efforts of the 
Member States in protecting 
persons, property and 
consequently environment, in the 

event of natural or technological 
disasters. Types of actions 
include:  

 Risk and damage prevention 

  Increasing preparedness of 

those involved in civil 
protection.  

 Detection and studies of 

causes of disasters 

 Improving means of 

forecasting, including 
methods and techniques of 

Under its “ASIA PRO ECO” programme,101 
the DG funds projects that improve the 
quality of environment in Asia under 
themes such as: Water Management, Air 
Pollution, Climate Change, Land 
Degradation, Deforestation, and Loss of 
Biodiversity.  

 

Geographic coverage in South East Asia:  

Cambodia, East Timor, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam.  

 

 

                                                
101 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/funding/pdf/handbook_funding.pdf 
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Information provision and 3) 

Supports coordination. 

response and immediate 

aftercare. 

  Education and awareness-
raising to inform the public 

about the most effective 
methods of protecting 
themselves and property. 

  

“Climate Change” is one of the 
priority areas of the DG. 

 

Research (RTD) – 

Research and 

Technological 

Development 

Missions and policies 

 “to develop the European 
Union’s policy in the 
field of research and 

technological 
development and thereby 
contribute to the 
international 
competitiveness of 
European industry;  

 to coordinate European 

research activities with 
those carried out at the 
level of the Member 

States; 

 to support the Union’s 
policies in other fields 

such as environment, 
health, energy, regional 
development etc; 

 to promote a better 

understanding of the role 
of science in modern 
societies and stimulate a 
public debate about 
research-related issues at 
European level.”  

 

The DG implements it policies 

through the “Multi-annual 
Framework Programme” which helps 
to organise and financially support 
cooperation between universities, 
research centres and industries - 
including small and medium sized 
enterprises. The current Sixth 

Framework Programme (FP6) 
covers the period 2002-2006 and has 
a total budget of  €17.5 billion. 

It funds researchers and 

organisations to carry out 
research within seven thematic 
priority areas. DM falls under 
two of the seven: 

 Aeronautic and Space; 

especially GMES (Global 
Monitoring for Environment 
and Security) “services for 
disaster management” 

 Sustainable Development, 

Global 

Change and Ecosystems; 
desertification, natural disasters. 

Eligible researchers and organisations are 

mainly the EU member states and/or 
international organisations but others can also 
apply on a self-funding basis if it is both in 
accordance with the EU interest and will 
contribute significant ‘added value’ in the 
implementation of all or part of a specific 
programme.  
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Joint Research 

Centre (JRC)102 

"The mission of the JRC is to 

provide customer-driven 
scientific and technical 
support for the conception, 
development, 
implementation and 
monitoring of EU policies”.  

The JRC’s principal task is to 

provide the Commission and its 
policy-making DGs, as well as the 
Council, European Parliament and 
Member States, with independent 
scientific and technical advice.  

The basis of the current research is 

the JRC multi-annual work 
programme 2003 to 2006, which 
supports the Commission’s Sixth 

Framework Programme (FP6) for 
Research and Technological 

Development, and the Sixth 
Framework Programme of the 
European Atomic Energy 
Community. 

 

The DG JRCS is called upon to 

provide in space and information 
technologies to supply timely 
information, such as automatic 
disaster alerts, up-to-date 
situation assessments and 
disaster maps contribute to the 
GMES.  

 

Indian Ocean Tsunami (December, 2004) 

 The DG JRC alerted and provided 
information products for emergency 
response, humanitarian relief and 

reconstruction.  

 It produced space maps and synoptic 

assessment of damage to support ECHO, 
other DGs and international aid agencies.  

 It provided technical support to the post-

tsunami reconstruction programme funded 
by the DG RELEX through provision of 
technical assistance, and pre- and post-
disaster high resolution satellite data of the 
tsunami affected coastlines.  

 

                                                
102 DG ENV, RTD and JRC fall under the responsibility of one EU Commissioner and hence work closely together. 
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Annex VIIIb  Matrix showing EC old and new CSP vs World Bank PRSP  

<hit = number of times the word “disaster” comes up in the document> 

 

 Country Old EC CSP Newest EC CSP WB PRSP times that “disaster” 

is mentioned 

 

1 

 

Brunei  

 

There is no bilateral co-
operation agreement 

 

N/A (Not Applicable) 

 

Does not exist. 

 

N/A 

 

2 

 

Burma/ 

Myanmar 

 

Can not find the old one 

 

2007-2013: <hit 2> 

 Under topic: 

“environment” 
(mangrove) and 
“migration”.  

 Challenges for 

LRRD mentioned 
once. 

 

Does not exist. 

 

N/A 

 

3 

 

Cambodia 

 

2004-2006: <hit 0> 

No mention on natural 
disasters or LRRD 

 

2007-2013: <hit 3> 

 Since 2004, ECHO 

is scaling down to 
ensure smooth 
LRRD 

 DIPECHO is a 

primary vehicle for 
LRRD and 

continues to target 
vulnerable 
communities to 
disasters. 

 1 hit is in the donor 

matrix not in the 
text. 

Note: little progress 
from previous CSP. 

 

“National 
Strategic 
Development 

Plan” (2006-
2010) 

 

<hit 3> 

 As part pf “social 

services” (affected 
people receive aid). 

 

4 

 

Indonesia 

 

2002-2006: <hit 0>  

Tsunami specific plans and 
info are separate and not part 
of CSP (see below). 

 

2007-2013: <hit 8>  

 Mainly in Tsunami 
context. Scaling up 

DP. 

 As part of Food 
Security project. 

 LRRD shows up 
only once in the 
“Acronyms”. 

Note: definite progress 
from previous CSP.  

 

“Interim PRSP” 

(March 2003) 

 

 

<hit 2>  

 As general 
background and 

reasons for 
worsening poverty in 
Indonesia. 
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5 

 

Lao PDR 

 

2002-2006: <hit 6> 

 As part of “Agriculture & 

Forestry” – reforestation 
will mitigate the impact 

of natural disasters. 

 Under “sustainability of 
current policy” – natural 

disasters having negative 
impact on the economy 

 Past ECHO project – 

since ’98 ECHO has been 
funding DP 

 Under “lessons learned”: 

need to work on a better 
integration of DP 
strategy. Need to link 
immediate relief and 
long-term development. 

 Under “cross-cutting 

issues”: DPP can be 
considered as a cross-
cutting issue. 

 LRRD not mentioned. 

 

 

2007-2013: <hit 6> 

 3 out of 6 are just 

explaining the 
acronym. 

 DIPECHO will 
continue its DP and 
mitigation 

programme. 

 DIPECHO 

considered as a 
primary vehicle to 
carry out LRRD. 

 Under Annex. 

“Country 
Environmental 
Profile”: 
vulnerability to 
disaster is assessed. 

 LRRD mentioned 3 

times (1 is in the 
acronym list). 

 

Note: The 2002-2006 

CSP seems to highlight 
more on DPP issues (not 
sure what happened to 
all the enthusiasms in 
2002-06) 

 

“National 
Growth and 

Poverty 
Eradication 
Strategy 
(NGPES)”, 
(June 2004) 

 

<hit 10> 

 6 hits: given as one of 

the main ‘causes of 
poverty’ (esp. in the 

south) – ranked 4th 
out of 6 reasons. 

 3 hits: As one of the 

‘sources of 
vulnerability’ 
(affecting crops). 

 1 hit: As 

“environmental’ 
issue: environmental 
degradation 
(deforestation/soil 
erosion) results in 
natural disaster 

(flood). 

 ‘Environmental 
mitigation’ is 

mentioned once (not 
disaster mitigation). 

6 Malaysia No CSP N/A Does not exist. N/A 

 

7 

 

Philippines 

 

2002-2006: <hit 6> 

 1 hit  under “other donor 

programme” (Japan 
prioritize DM) 

 4 hits under “past 

ECHO/DIPECHO 
projects” 

 1 hit under financial 

report on ODA 
committed to disaster 

mitigation (’92-‘99) 

 LRRD not mentioned 

 

Note: no specific things on 
policies or strategies on DM 

 

 

 

 

2007-2013: <hit 22> 

 18 hits under the 

Annex XII: “DPP in 
the Philippines” 
(Background of 

DPP concluding 
“Institutionalizing 
and mainstreaming 
DPP into 
development is 
likewise deemed 
essential”. 

 1 hit under the 

outcome of the 
“consultation with 
the Non-State actors 

(April ’05): DP 
identified as a sector 
neglected and to be 
deplored. 

 3 hits in the 

acronym list 

Note: Seems that 
progress made on policy 
issues. 

 

Does not exist 
(yet?). 

 

N/A 

 

8 

 

Singapore 

 

No CSP found 

 

N/A 

 

Does not exist. 

 

N/A 
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9 

 

Thailand 

 

2002-2006: <hit 1> 

 Mentioned under the 

“cross-cutting” areas of 
Environment to focus on 

DPP 

 No mention on LRRD 

 

 

Not available. 

 

Does not exist 
(yet?). 

 

N/A 

 

10 

 

Timor-

Leste 

 

2002-2006: <hit 0> 

 No mention on LRRD 

 Only mention “conflict 
prevention” 

 

Note: Biggest gap with the 
National Development Plan 
which mentions “disaster” a 
lot! 

 

 

Not available. 

 

 

 

“National 
Development 
Plan” (May 
2002) 

 

<hit 52> (2 in the ToC) 

 Capacity building for 

DP under “poverty 
reduction and rural 
development”:  

 “Reduction of 

vulnerability to 
natural disasters” 
mentioned under 
“natural resources 
and environment” as 
inter-linked issue.  

 Mentioned as one of 
the key development 
indicators: 

“indicators of 
security including 
personal and food 
security as well as 
security from shocks 
and disasters” 

 Mentioned as one of 

the poverty reduction 
strategy under 
“Security”: 

“…protection from 
unforeseen shocks 
and disasters 
(vulnerability), 
including food 
security” 

 “Providing security 

for all from natural 
and man-made 
disaster” is a policy 
action.  

  Mentioned as one of 
the objectives of the 
TL Defense Force 

and Police are to 
provide support 
during disasters. 

 Mentioned as one of 

the overall goal: “to 
create a safety net to 
help victims of 
disaster” – via 
training, etc., 

 “Enhancing security 

including DP and 
Safety net”. 
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 Specific strategies 

and actions for DP 
mentioned. 

 Mentioned as part of 

environmental 
measure.  

 Disaster Relief 

mentioned under 
WatSan action points. 

 NDMO quoted a lot. 

 LDDR not 

mentioned. 

11 Vietnam 2002-2006: <hit 19> (one in 
acronym list) 

 Under environment: 

“...limited financial 
resources allocated to 
environmental protection, 

and disaster preparedness 
and prevention activities, 
contributes to a wide 
range of environmental 
problems”. 

 Under coordination issues 

in DP “There is scope for 
increased integration 
between different EC 
instruments and more co-
ordination among donors 

and the relevant 
government agencies in 
order to achieve a higher 
impact in the field of 
humanitarian assistance 
and disaster 
preparedness”. “The EC 
has been active 

particularly in the 
forestry, environment and 
natural disaster mitigation 
partnerships”. (e.g. the 
Central Provinces 
Initiative to Mitigate 
Natural Disasters in 
Vietnam) 

 Mentioned under “cross-
cutting” themes that DP 
can be linked to 

“environment”. 

 Under other donors 

programme (Luxemburg 
emphasis DM) 

 Under “recommended 

priority actions” : “(e) 
promote sub-regional 
collaboration (e.g. 
disaster prevention, trans-
boundary pollution and 
natural resource 
conservation); 

 Under EC-Vietnam 

country strategy: “All 

2006-2013: <hit 7>  

 Under “background” 

 Under “ECHO past 

projects” + for 
future clearly states 
that “the EC will 
integrate ‘disaster 
preparedness’ as a 

standard component 
in development 
policy in Vietnam”. 

 Under “State of 

Environment “– 
Forestry and 
Climate Change” 

 LRRD not 

mentioned 

 

Note: there is less 
mentioning of 
“disasters” in the new 
CSP but there is a clear 

policy message 
(underlined above). 

“The Five Year 
Socio-
Economic 

Development 
Plan” (2006-
2010) – July 
2006 

<hit 30> 

 Mainly as 

background info and 
past achievements 
made in areas of 
disaster relief and 

DPP. 

 One of the reasons 

for poverty. 

 “Youth” being active 
in disaster situation. 

 Future priority and 
plans (there were 

many related to 
disaster though not 
under one heading 
like strategy for DM 
but scattered here and 
there – quotes found 
below): 

Under the objective of 

“Reduce vulnerability and 
develop social welfare 
networks to support the 

disadvantaged and the 
poor”, it is clearly stated 
that by 2010: 

  “Build a strategy for 
prevention and 
mitigation of natural 
disasters. Reduce by 
1/2 of the number of 
people re-
impoverished by 
natural disasters or 

other risks”.  

 

Note: Encompasses many 
plans for future DM and 
there is a clear target 
within the “poverty” 
framework.  
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interventions will be 
screened to ensure that 
horizontal issues such 

as...disaster preparedness, 
…, disaster mitigation, 
…are adequately 
addressed and integrated 
into co-operation design 
and implementation”. 

  Disaster mitigation 

mentioned under one of 
the activity for 
“consolidating rural 

development co-
operation” 

 

Note: It is stressed several 
times that the EC delegation 
in Vietnam is making efforts 
in coordination in regards to 
DM and this will be 
strengthened. 
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Annex VIIIc  Country Environmental Profile: Vulnerability to disasters  

Floods and droughts are major natural disasters. Flood flows in the Mekong have relatively low variability compared to 

most Asian rivers of comparable size. Thus when exceptional floods do occur, they are not very much larger than the 

normal average flood. Flood peaks occur in August in the upper Mekong and September in the lower basin. The main cause 

of flood flows is prolonged heavy rain on saturated soils. The four major flood-prone areas are the Vientiane Plain, 

Khammoune Province (Thakhek town), Savannakhet Province and Champasak Province (Pakxe town). With increasing 

populations living close to main rivers, the risks to life and property from flooding are increasing. To some extent this may 

be mitigated by the development of new water control infrastructure in the power and irrigation sectors, but this itself brings 

additional problems – for example the consequential loss of an essential component (fish) in the diet. Droughts tend to occur 

in the northern region. 

 

6. MALYASIA N/A 

 

7. PHILIPPINES 

Philippines CSP 2007-2013 

Consultation with Non-State Actors –18 April 2005 

Support to the following sectors was noted to be lacking, and deplored: Disaster preparedness, support to the judicial 

system; human rights; biodiversity and environment, water. It was also noted that UN conventions should be mainstreamed 

into the EC’s strategy. The EC pointed to ongoing projects and to the need for concentration to achieve impact. 

 

8. SINGAPORE N/A 

 

9. THAILAND 

Thailand CSP 2002-2006 

Non-focal areas (cross-cutting issues) 

“The sectors below are considered as non-focal areas and will be addressed under the existing thematic and regional 

(ASEAN, ASEM, Asia) programmes. Environment: facilitate Thailand’s participation in programmes under the 

environment and tropical forest budget lines as well as in Asia Ecobest. Particular attention will be paid to the issue of 

disaster preparedness and prevention”. 

 

10. TIMOR-LESTE 

Timor-Leste (National Development Plan 2002) 

Poverty reduction, rural and regional development 

Based both on the overall strategy for poverty reduction, outlined in chapter four, and on the mainstreaming of poverty in 

the Plan, the most important areas through which poverty can be reduced in the rural sector are presented and elaborated. 
Strategies are outlined for the creation of economic opportunity, the provision of specific social services, the enhancement 

of security, capacity building for disaster preparedness, the provision of assistance to vulnerable groups, the empowerment 

of villages and communities, and the creation of equal opportunities for women in work, training and participation in 

business and private sector organisations. 

 

Natural resources and environment 

Natural resource development, environmental interventions, and the primary goals of poverty reduction and economic 

growth are inextricably linked. These are addressed within the sector plans that include: (1) improvement in people’s health 

due to poor access to resources; (2) enhancement of the livelihoods of poor people, particularly in rural areas where they 

depend on land, water, forests and biodiversity; and (3) reduction of vulnerability to natural disasters such as violent storms, 

floods and fires. 

 

Key Development Indicators 

The key development indicators have been identified by the East Timorese population. They include economic indicators, 

such as growth in income (aggregate and per capita GDP), inequality in income distribution, labour force participation and 

employment, and poverty incidence; social indicators including food availability, access to and use of education, health, 

water and sanitation services; indicators of security including personal and food security as well as security from shocks and 

disasters; empowerment indicators such as the number of voluntary people’s associations and voting in elections; and 

indicators of gender equity and empowerment of women. A detailed list of the indicators is provided in Annex 2.1. 

 

Poverty Reduction Strategy 
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Provide or help to provide security of person and property, and protection from unforeseen shocks and disasters 

(vulnerability), including food security at both the household and national levels; 

Security 

Security from natural and man-made disasters is a further dimension that needs to be addressed. There is a wealth of 

experience on these aspects in other countries in the region, and in other regions of the world. It includes disaster 

forecasting, preparedness, prevention and mitigation. Employment in public works, including community maintenance of 

roads, is already being implemented in East Timor. Other initiatives in this direction are proposed in the Plan. They stress 

the importance of community involvement and the strengthening of community resilience, in addition to material help from 

the Government, donors and NGOs. These interventions and arrangements may be refined, based on experience during the 
first two to three years of plan implementation. 

 

Policy Action for “Poverty Reduction” 

Provide security for all, including: human rights, freedom from hunger and relief from disasters. 

 

The objectives for the Defence Force and Police of East Timor are:  

Providing help to the population in case of natural disasters or emergency. 

 

Enhancing security including disaster preparedness and safety nets: Disaster preparedness 

It is recognized that in the medium term the resources and capacity at the Government’s disposal are extremely limited to 

provide direct assistance to vulnerable groups. Therefore, much of the focus in the Plan is on preventative measures and 

strengthening the self-reliance of society to care and share and cope with disasters and other contingencies. The programs 
and projects include the following: 

 

a) setting up early warning systems to gather and disseminate information on floods, droughts, landslides, etc. 

These could be simple systems at the village, commune and district levels under a national centre. 

b) compiling information on how communities have coped with disasters in the past (e.g. through the National 

Archives) and examine whether similar practices could be adopted. 

c) creating a network to strengthen the preparedness of society in facing and coping with disasters. 

d) organizing communities prone to disasters to help themselves through setting up community food banks, 

stocks of other materials, etc. 

e) encouraging religious organizations and other voluntary groups including NGOs to set up mechanisms to 

monitor and assist. 
f) establishing a national disaster prevention and preparedness group (including representatives from local and 

international organizations) to plan and coordinate the activities. 

g) making provision in the government budget for assistance to victims of disasters. 

h) providing support to victims of disasters including emergency aid and support for rehabilitation/reconstruction 

of houses. 

i) recruiting and training SATGAS who will deal with disasters. 

 

The disaster preparedness functions mentioned above are the responsibility of the Ministry of Internal Administration. The 

performance indicators include: (i) early warning system established, (ii) number of food banks and other community 

storage established to cope with disasters, (iii) number of religious groups and NGOs mobilised to participate, (iv) national 

disaster prevention and preparedness group established, (v) amount of money allocated in Government budget for disaster 
preparedness, (vi) number of disaster victims helped and average amount per victim, and (viii) number of SATGAS 

recruited and trained. 

 

11. VIETNAM 

Vietnam CSP 2002-2006 

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Preparedness 

Since 1996, the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) has provided humanitarian assistance of almost € 3.7 

million in response to natural disasters in Vietnam. In addition, 7 disaster preparedness projects in Vietnam for a total 

amount of € 1,895,000 have been funded under DIPECHO since 1999. There is scope for increased integration between 

different EC instruments and more co-ordination among donors and the relevant government agencies in order to achieve a 

higher impact in the field of humanitarian assistance and disaster preparedness. This will likely be improved with the 

establishment in 2001 of the Government-donor Natural Disaster Mitigation Partnership, of which the EC has become a 
formal partner. 

 

“Cross cutting themes” 
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As established in the EC's development policy, cross-cutting themes such as Environmental protection and disaster 

preparedness; gender equality; promotion of human rights and democracy; culture and education; and good governance 

will be an integral part of the EC-Vietnam co-operation. When appropriate, specific cooperation actions can be developed to 

promote such themes on an ad-hoc basis. An example of integration of various cross-cutting themes -environment 

protection and disaster preparedness and prevention- could be the persistent flooding in the central provinces, linked to 

deforestation, that has led to repeated humanitarian crises and that could be the subject of a specific intervention with a 

social forestry approach. 

 

EC-Vietnam Country Strategy 
All interventions will be screened to ensure that horizontal issues such as environmental protection and disaster 

preparedness, gender equality, human rights (particularly of vulnerable groups), good governance, disaster mitigation, 

culture and education, among others, are adequately addressed and integrated into co-operation design and implementation. 

Vietnam CSP 2007-2013 

Humanitarian assistance and disaster preparedness: in Vietnam ECHO has provided around € 4 million to 15 projects in the 

field of disaster reduction since 1998. DIPECHO has currently 5 partners in Vietnam mainly helping vulnerable 

communities enabling them to prepare for floods, typhoons and droughts that regularly strike the same regions. Projects are 

carried out by humanitarian organisations in close co-operation with the local authorities and communities. They put 

ECHO’s strategic orientations for EC policy in South East Asia into practice, focusing on a geographically concentrated 

design and addressing a specific type of hazard. To improve their sustainability and aid effectiveness, the EC will integrate 

‘disaster preparedness’ as a standard component in development policy in Vietnam. 

Vietnam PRSP (Five Year Development Plan: 2006-2010) 

Future priority and plans (there were many related to disaster though not under one heading like strategy for DM but 

scattered here and there – quotes found below): 

 

 “Intensify natural disaster warning and forecast systems”; 

 “Develop insurance policies for agricultural production and farmers such as social insurance, natural disaster 

insurance….”  

 “Re-plan residential areas, social and production infrastructure to make it convenient and facilitative to disaster 

prevention and rescue work”;  

 “Organize, prepare ready logistics and facilities to respond to natural catastrophes and mitigate their adverse impacts”; 

 “Train and guide the poor to provide mutual help among themselves in the event of disasters”;  

 “Renovate the operation of Funds for Emergency Aids to the poor”;  

 “Provide timely forecasts of natural disasters such as earthquake, typhoons and floods”; 

  “Improve the prevention capacity and mitigate averse effects of natural disasters and negative climate changes on the 

environment”; 

  “provide effective support and resolution of environmental incidence caused by natural disasters”; 

  “Organize the planning of the search and rescue services for the period of 2006-2010, attach importance to the 

establishment of some core units for the prevention and relief of natural disasters and catastrophes, as well as the 

formation of search and rescue teams in the armed forces, aviation, navy, and petroleum and gas sector.  

 The armed forces are regarded as the core forces in preventing and fighting against natural disasters, calamities, etc. 

  “invest in ecological environment protection, natural disaster relief and urban infrastructure development”. .”Priority 

investment will be provided to difficult and disaster-stricken regions”. 

 “Strengthen warning systems for natural disasters”. 

  “Build a strategy for prevention and mitigation of natural disasters”.  

 



 

Annex VIIId  The main EU services involved with humanitarian aid, development 

cooperation and external relations related to disaster management 

 

Directorate-

General (DG) 

Mission/Mandate Main tasks Disaster 

Management and 

Preparedness 

activities 

Past projects in South East 

Asia+ global efforts  

Humanitarian 

Aid 

department  
(ECHO)103 – 

established in 

1992 

“to provide 

emergency 
assistance and relief 
to the victims of 
natural disasters or 
armed conflict 
outside the 
European Union” 
[Regulation (CE) n° 

1257/96] 

The aid is intended to go 

directly to those in 
distress, irrespective of 
race, religion or political 
convictions. 

 

ECHO’s task is to ensure 
goods and services get to 
crisis zones fast. Goods 

may include essential 
supplies, specific 
foodstuffs, medical 
equipment, medicines 
and fuel. Services may 
include medical teams, 
water purification teams 
and logistical support. 

Goods and services 
reach disaster areas via 
ECHO partners. 

 

DP activities are 

carried out by three 
components: 

4) DIPECHO 
(Disaster 
Preparedness 
ECHO) 
programme 

5) Mainstreaming 

DP in relief 
operations 

6) Advocacy 
towards 
mainstreaming 
DP into 
development 
operations – 

including 
“Linking Relief 
and 
Rehabilitation to 
Development 
(LRRD)” 

In addition, ECHO 
actively supports 

international efforts, 
coordinated by the 
United Nations, to 
ensure the adoption of 
disaster risk reduction 
programmes 
worldwide. 

ECHO 

Grants awarded in 2006 in SEA 

 Water and Sanitation 

(Cambodia) 

 North Sumatra Tsunami and 
Yogyakarta earthquake 

(Indonesia) 

 Livelihood and support to 

forgotten communities (Lao 
PDR) 

 Shelter and protection of 

IDP (Timor-Leste) 

 Cyclone Xangsane (Viet 

Nam) 

 

Global: €360,000 support to 
UN OCHA / ISDR in 
organizing the World 
Conference for Disaster 
Reduction in Kobe/ Japan 
(January 2005). 

 

DIPECHO 

Since 1998-2004, approx. € 14 
M in Cambodia, Indonesia, the 
Philippines, Thailand 
(regional), Timor-Leste and 
Viet Nam to support 
community based disaster 
preparedness projects and 

regional initiatives. 

Europe Aid 

Co-Operation 

Office 

(AIDCO also 

known as 

“Europe 

Aid”) – 

established in 

2001 

Established in 2001 
as part of the 
Commission’s 
efforts to reform the 
management of 
external aid, 
AIDCO’s mission is  

“to implement the 
external aid 
instruments of the 
European 
Commission which 
are funded by the 
European 
Community budget 

and the European 

The Office is responsible 
for all phases of the 
project cycle 
(identification and 
appraisal of projects and 
programmes, preparation 
of financing decisions, 

implementation and 
monitoring, evaluation 
of projects and 
programmes) which 
ensures the achievement 
of the objectives of the 
programmes established 
by the Directorates-

General for External 

Provide grants to 
partner organisations 
implementing DP 
activities as part of its 
development 
programme especially 
in the Latin American 

region.  

In South East Asia, it 
supports DP activities 
as part of its support 
to the tsunami crisis.  

Grants awarded in 2006 in SEA 

 HIV/AIDS 

(Burma/Myanmar); 

 Food Security, Trade sector 

development, SME104 
development, Basic 
education, Public financial 
management reform 
(Cambodia); 

 Peace building in Aceh, 

Tsunami/earthquake – 
including DP, Basic 
education, Public 
administration (Indonesia); 

                                                
103 Previously called “European Community Humanitarian Office” 
104 Small and medium size enterprise 



 

Development Fund” Relations and 
Development and 
approved by the 

Commission. 

 Mindanao health sector 

policy (Philippines); 

 Poverty reduction and 

growth (Vietnam) 

 Building resilience to 

Tsunami – including DP, 
Aid to uprooted people 
(Asia regional)  

EU 

Development 

(DEV) 

“to enhance the 
development 

policies in all 
developing 
countries world-
wide” 

DG Development 
provides policy guidance 

on development policy 
and oversees the 
programming of aid in 
the ACP countries 
(Africa, Caribbean and 
Pacific105) and the 
Overseas Countries and 
Territories (OCT). The 

Cotonou Agreement 
provides the framework 
for a 20-year partnership 
for development aid to 
77 ACP countries, 
funded mainly by the 
European Development 
Fund. 

 

DG DEV, as a policy 
department, does not 

grant funding and 
implement its policies 
through other DG 
such as AIDCO.  

Developed policies 
related to DP are: 
Cross-cutting issues, 
Environment and 

gender. 

N.A. 

 

External 

Relations 

(RELEX) 

 

“Contributes to the 
formulation by the 
Commissioner for 
External Relations, 
together with her 
colleagues of an 
effective and 

coherent external 
relations policy for 
the European 
Union, so as to 
enable the EU to 
assert its identity on 
the international 
scene. To this end 

DG RELEX works 
closely with other 
Directorates-
General, notably 
EuropeAid, DGs 
Development and 
Trade and ECHO.” 

 

 Co-ordinates the 

external relations 
activities of the 
Commission.  

 Interface with the 

EU's General Affairs 
and External 
relations Council 
(GAERC) and its 
interlocutor with the 
High Representative 
for the Common 

Foreign and Security 
Policy.  

 Ensures that the 

Commission has a 
clear identity and a 
coherent approach in 
its external activities. 

 Responsible for the 

Commission’s 
relations with 
international 
organisations, such 
as the United 

Nations, the OSCE, 
and the Council of 
Europe, as well as 
the Commission's 
participation in the 
Common Foreign 
and Security Policy 
(CFSP) 

 

DG RELEX, as a co-
ordination 
department, does not 
grant funding and 
implement its policies 
through other DGs. 

 

In recent years, 
however, DG RELEX 
has strengthened its 
implementation roles 
in external assistance 
especially in close 
cooperation with 
AIDCO. 

 

It will take the lead in 
on-the-spot co-
ordination of the 
implementation of all 
EU assistance 
(including those 
related to DP), multi-

lateral and bi-lateral, 
to increase synergy 
and EU visibility. 

 

 

RELEX has more than 120 
Commission delegations in 
third countries. It has 7 offices 
in SEA: 

 Cambodia (Phnom Penh) 

 Indonesia (Jakarta & Banda 

Aceh) – also accredited to 
Brunei Darussalam & 
Timor-Leste 

 Lao PDR (Vientiane) 

 Malaysia (Kuala Lumpur) 

 Singapore (Singapore) 

 Thailand (Bangkok) – also 
accredited to 

Burma/Myanmar, Cambodia 
and Lao PDR 

 Vietnam (Hanoi) 

 

                                                
105 Timor-Leste is included as one of the ACP countries.  

http://ec.europa.eu/development/body/cotonou/index_en.htm


 

 Administer more 

than 120 
Commission 
Delegations in third 
countries and 5 

Delegations at 
centre’s of 
international 
organizations. 

 

 

Environment 

(ENV) 

 

Mission statement: 
“Protecting, 

preserving and 
improving the 
environment  
for present and 
future generations, 
and promoting 
sustainable 
development." 

 

The main role of DG 
ENV is to initiate and 

define new 
environmental 
legislation and to ensure 
that agreed measures are 
put into practice in the 
EU Member States. 

 

In regards to disasters, 
the Monitoring and 

Information Centre 
(MIC) of DG ENV MIC 
plays a major role: MIC 
is available on a 24/7 
basis and is staffed by 
duty officers working on 
a shift basis. It gives 
countries access to the 

community civil 
protection platform. Any 
country affected by a 
major disaster – inside or 
outside the EU – can 
launch a request for 
assistance through the 
MIC. It plays three main 

roles: 1) Communication 
hub, 2) Information 
provision and 3) 
Supports coordination. 

 

The DG funds 
projects under the 

“community action 
programme in the 
field of civil 
protection” to support 
the efforts of the 
Member States in 
protecting persons, 
property and 
consequently 

environment, in the 
event of natural or 
technological 
disasters. Types of 
actions include:  

 Risk and damage 

prevention 

  Increasing 

preparedness of 
those involved in 
civil protection.  

 Detection and 

studies of causes 
of disasters 

 Improving means 

of forecasting, 
including methods 
and techniques of 

response and 
immediate 
aftercare. 

  Education and 

awareness-raising 
to inform the 
public about the 
most effective 
methods of 
protecting 
themselves and 

property. 

“Climate Change” is 
one of the priority 
areas of the DG. 

 

Under its “ASIA PRO ECO” 
programme,106 the DG funds 
projects that improve the 
quality of environment in 
Asia under themes such as: 
Water Management, Air 
Pollution, Climate Change, 
Land Degradation, 
Deforestation, and Loss of 
Biodiversity.  

 

Geographic coverage in South 
East Asia:  

Cambodia, East Timor, 

Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Thailand and 
Vietnam.  

 

 

                                                
106 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/funding/pdf/handbook_funding.pdf 



 

 

Research 

(RTD) – 

Research and 

Technological 

Development 

 

Missions and 
policies 

 “to develop the 
European 

Union’s policy 
in the field of 
research and 
technological 
development and 
thereby 
contribute to the 
international 

competitiveness 
of European 
industry;  

 to coordinate 

European 
research 
activities with 
those carried out 
at the level of 
the Member 
States; 

 to support the 
Union’s policies 
in other fields 

such as 
environment, 
health, energy, 
regional 
development etc; 

 to promote a 

better 
understanding of 
the role of 
science in 

modern societies 
and stimulate a 
public debate 
about research-
related issues at 
European level.”  

 

 

The DG implements it 
policies through the 

“Multi-annual 
Framework Programme” 
which helps to organise 
and financially support 
cooperation between 
universities, research 
centres and industries - 
including small and 

medium sized 
enterprises. The current 

Sixth Framework 

Programme (FP6) 
covers the period 2002-
2006 and has a total 
budget of €17.5 billion. 

 

It funds researchers 
and organisations to 

carry out research 
within seven thematic 
priority areas. DM 

falls under two of the 
seven: 

 Aeronautic and 

Space; especially 
GMES (Global 
Monitoring for 
Environment and 

Security) “services 
for disaster 
management” 

 Sustainable 

Development, 

Global 

Change and 
Ecosystems; 
desertification, natural 
disasters. 

 

Eligible researchers and 
organisations are mainly the EU 

member states and/or 
international organisations but 
others can also apply on a self-
funding basis if it is both in 
accordance with the EU interest 
and will contribute significant 
‘added value’ in the 
implementation of all or part of 

a specific programme.  

 

 

Joint 

Research 

Centre 

(JRC)107 

 

"The mission of the 

JRC is to provide 
customer-driven 
scientific and 
technical support 
for the conception, 
development, 
implementation and 
monitoring of EU 

policies”.  

 

The JRC’s principal task 

is to provide the 
Commission and its 
policy-making DGs, as 
well as the Council, 
European Parliament and 
Member States, with 
independent scientific 
and technical advice.  

The basis of the current 
research is the JRC 
multi-annual work 
programme 2003 to 
2006, which supports the 
Commission’s Sixth 

Framework 
Programme (FP6) for 

 

The DG JRCS is 

called upon to provide 
in space and 
information 
technologies to supply 
timely information, 
such as automatic 
disaster alerts, up-to-
date situation 

assessments and 
disaster maps 
contribute to the 
GMES.  

 

 

Indian Ocean Tsunami 

(December, 2004) 

 The DG JRC alerted and 

provided information 
products for emergency 
response, humanitarian 
relief and reconstruction.  

 It produced space maps and 

synoptic assessment of 
damage to support ECHO, 
other DGs and international 
aid agencies.  

 It provided technical 

support to the post-tsunami 
reconstruction programme 

                                                
107 DG ENV, RTD and JRC fall under the responsibility of one EU Commissioner and hence work closely together. 



 

Research and 
Technological 
Development, and the 

Sixth Framework 
Programme of the 
European Atomic 
Energy Community. 

 

funded by the DG RELEX 
through provision of 
technical assistance, and 

pre- and post-disaster high 
resolution satellite data of 
the tsunami affected 
coastlines.  

 

 

 



 

Annex IX Indonesia country summary 

 

INDONESIA 

 
I. Assistance provided  

 
Year Partner organization Project type  Amount in € 

1st AP-1998 Oxfam UK disaster preparedness (forest fire, drought) 110,000 

2nd AP-2000 Oxfam UK disaster preparedness (forest fire, drought) 250,000 

3rd  AP-2002 Action contre la Faime urban disaster preparedness (floods) 130,000 

3rd  AP-2002 CARE (Netherlands)*  disaster preparedness (forest fires) 390,000 

4th AP-2004 CARE (Netherlands)*  disaster preparedness (forest fires)  550,000 

4th AP-2004 Danish Red Cross*  disaster preparedness, mitigation (floods) 341,927 

Total      1,771,927 
 
* partners reviewed during the DIPECHO evaluation 

 
II. Summary 
Results of DIPECHO support to the country have been significant, especially when compared with the amount of 

resources provided. Strong and clear evidence was found of not only increased awareness and knowledge of DP and 

DRR but also in the actual abilities of communities to respond to the occurrence of forest fires and floods. However, 

these results should be viewed in the context of the very extensive needs and limited scale of DIPECHO nationally. 

 

DIPECHO partner’s (i.e., CARE and DRC) have made significant inroads in engaging with local government units 

(LGU). Their experience shows clear and concrete opportunities for the institutionalization of programme initiatives 

into formal government structures and processes, particularly in the context of a decentralized governance system in 

the country.  Further support in terms of increasing partner’s knowledge and skills on the mechanics of local 

governance, development planning, budgeting and advocacy will be needed.  

 

CARE’s existing programme has evolved from a series of ECHO supported disaster relief and response operations 
into a DRR-based environmental protection programme.  

 

The partnership with DRC is relatively new but already shows good potential for achieving significant impact in the 

future mainly because of DRC’s specific focus on building the capacity of the Indonesian Red Cross (PMI) to 

implement community based disaster reduction. Both partners are implementing long-term programmes and have 

access to funding from other sources.  

 

The recent flooding in Jakarta that affected and displaced more than 600,000 people reinforces the validity of the 

pilot testing of a DIPECHO partner (i.e., ACF) in the use of a CBDRR approach in an urban setting. ACF, however, 

should be encouraged to take a more holistic and long-term strategic programme approach, versus a project 

approach that is overly reliant on DIPECHO funding.  
 

There are a number of other developmental NGOs in the country (including former DIPECHO partner OXFAM, 

Save the Children, etc.) that are potentially suitable partners of DIPECHO. Given the frequency and magnitude of 

disasters in Indonesia, a dialogue with them to explore the congruence and complementarities of organizational 

strategies and objectives on disaster risk reduction would be a good way forward.  

 

Overall the experiences of the Indonesia DIPECHO partners highlight a number of important learning points: 

 

 The added-value of involving LG entities which can greatly enhance the potential for leverage and scaling-up of 

DRR activities, but which also require new skills and capacities for ECHO partners 

 Taking a more focussed approach to demonstration activities in contiguous districts/sub-districts in rural areas 
with widely dispersed populations 

 The requirement for better documentation and dissemination to feed into scaling up strategies 

 The relevance of community-based approaches to DRR in urban areas in counties/regions with high population 

densities 

  

III. Summary of assessment findings  

1. Relevance (and appropriateness) 

 All projects were found to be consistent with DIPECHO priorities as elaborated in the respective annual 



 

Action Plans. DIPECHO national consultative meetings were considered positively, although partners felt that 

there was too little time given for the exercise and there was a sense of a missed opportunity and that more 

could have been made of these meetings (more time too was required)  

 Most disaster prone communities within the chosen areas were systematically identified and work undertaken 

to address the significant hazards: forest fires in peat areas (that result in haze and high carbon emissions) in 

Central Kalimantan; rural river flooding in South Kalimantan; and urban floods in Jakarta. 

 In the case of DRC/PMI, the capacity and willingness of local PMI chapters/branches and of the communities 

to implement the project were added criteria in the selection of communities. 

 All partners conducted area-specific (situational) risk assessments as a basis for the design of their projects, 
some more comprehensive than others. In the case of CARE, a long-term programme allowed for continuous 

gathering of data and information leading to improved understanding of the local context and design of 

interventions (e.g., differentiation of interventions for different social groups) 

 High community participation rates were attributed to the use of PRA methodology and because the 

programme directly responded to actual community priorities (i.e., forest fires). However, skills in using PRA 

tools and in the analysis of the results to generate accurate VCAs cannot be easily transferred, so there is a 

need to ensure proper training and monitoring of field staff capacities 

 Some mitigation projects did not correspond to the prioritized community needs due to a number of factors, 

including: inexperience in the use of PRA and CVA methodologies, limited budget allocated, the chosen 

project was not allowable under DIPECHO funding guidelines, strong top-down management system 

prevalent in the country including, in one case, the local partner organization itself 

 Partners emphasized the need for a flexible project approach and budget to ensure the community’s real needs 
are in fact being met. Prioritisation of community needs only comes about after a thorough risk assessment by 

the communities. If mitigation projects do not conform to the results of the community risk assessment, it 

becomes unclear whose needs are being met – the partners, donors or community?  

 The recent flooding in Jakarta that affected and displaced more than 600,000 people reinforces the validity of 

the pilot testing of a DIPECHO partner (i.e., ACF) on the use of a CBDRR approach in an urban setting. An 

adaptation of the CBDRR approach is required to fit the complexities of an urban poor setting and to enable 

appropriate intervention relevant in this context  

2. Effectiveness 

 In general, the DIEPCHO funded projects involved too many activities in relation to the time available 

resulting to a failure to fully achieve project objectives and the questionable quality of some of the activities 

undertaken. There was a general sentiment that projects had to contain many activities and aim for ambitious 
objectives if DIPECHO funding is to be secured 

 The projects reviewed attained most of their stated objectives although use of a set of more appropriate 

(generic) DRR indicators can ensure greater consistency among projects. DIPECHO support to further 

dialogue on the development of a realistic set of indicators for various DRR interventions is required 

 Almost all mitigation projects were completed. In the one or two cases, where these were not completed in 

time, it was due to factors beyond the control of the partner, e.g. the occurrence of a flooding event and the 

delayed release of counterpart funding from the local government units (LGUs). There are reports of local 

government intentions of replicating some of the DRC projects but these could not be verified during the field 

visits 

 While the mitigation projects were technically sound and went through a review process by qualified 

technicians, some of them have poor or no monitoring and maintenance systems in place. Efforts at 
establishing operations and maintenance systems more often only occurred when projects were already 

completed 

 There was clear evidence that the people themselves gave their own resources (time, money, etc.) to the 

projects. Community knowledge on DP was built upon. There was an awareness of local indigenous 

knowledge but because of the rapidly changing environment in the peat areas of Kalimantan, there was also a 

realization that this was not as valuable as ensuring that communities are learning from the experiences gained 

from implementation of the projects  

 All partners had good working relationships with the local government units. CARE, for example, succeeded 

in getting the EWS (although not yet fully operational) integrated into governmental emergency management 

systems at both the provincial and local levels, including requisite local legislative decrees. DRC-PMI, on the 

other hand, has been successful in leveraging DIPECHO funds to access LGU funding averaging around 40 to 

50% of the costs of mitigation projects 
 Partners face formidable challenges and constraints in undertaking a more profound engagement with LGUs. 

Doing this under a DIPECHO project is perceived to be even more difficult given incompatibility of 

timeframes (funding cycle vs. government planning and budgeting cycles), and the uncertainty involved in 

advocacy and pursuing local legislative agendas, among others. 

 

3. Efficiency  

 Pre-defined and agreed upon measures of cost-effectiveness (between DIPECHO and its partners) would 

increase the partner’s attention to cost efficiency. Projects could potentially have been more efficient with 



 

such a measure in place. In using cost per beneficiary as a basic measure, for example, there is a need for a 

common determination of the number of direct and indirect beneficiaries covered by a project and on what 

constitutes “catchment” population 

 Overall, management of projects was found to be good. The capacity of the partners to supervise and 

implement the project was adequate. Operations staff of the local NGOs received continuous training and had 

the necessary experience. Volunteers were nominated and selected by the community themselves (e.g. for 

PMI SIBAT and CARE fire brigades) 

 Project administrative and overhead costs are higher than reported. While, required counterpart funding is set 

at 10-15% of costs, in reality it was often 30-40% due to heavy operational and financial reporting 
requirements of DIPECHO and geographic conditions in the country. Cost of the donor-required expatriate 

staff also contributes to high project costs 

 Consensus reached that it is best to have other sources of funding to complement DIPECHO funding. Some 

partners felt that ideally DIPECHO should only be tapped to support a long-term DRR within the context of a 

long-term, integrated development programme (given the fact that ECHO funding is for 15mth and with no 

guarantee of renewal). The reasons that were stated for other (ideally LT) funding is simply because CBDRR 

is not possible in one cycle, as there is no guarantee of continued funding and because some of the 

activities/components may not be eligible for DIPECHO funding. However, several partners received 

consecutive cycles of funding (i.e. Oxfam, CARE NL). Both CARE and DRC had utilised other funding 

sources. ACF advised to look for complimentary funding sources 

 DRC was successful in leveraging project funds to obtain LGU funding but the LGU budget and release 

schedules did not match the receipt of DIPECHO funds 
 Most partners expressed the opinion that operational and financial regulations were increasingly becoming 

rigid and inflexible resulting in the stifling of partner initiative. Most of the partners were visibly “agitated” 

over delays and lack of communication from DIPECHO, (either in Bangkok or Brussels), on the status of their 

applications. particularly in the most recent (i.e., 5th AP) approval process 

 Challenge of working in high risk areas is that disasters can occur during the project period and limited 

allowance was made for the fact that project staff had to be engaged in disaster response activities, e.g. for 

several months and the project effectively was put on hold 

 

4. Impact 

 Three projects implemented by two DIPECHO partners resulted in a notable shift from being reactive to 

proactive in 110 villages with a combined population of about 160,000 people. An estimated 2% (100 out of 
4,500) of the fire prone villages in Central Kalimantan have been covered by the CARE programme. 

 This comes as a result of community DP awareness and knowledge campaigns, over 200 organized and 

functional community disaster teams (i.e., CFBs or CBATs) manned by some 6,000 volunteers, formulation of 

village DP action plans, reduction in vulnerability through the initiation of various livelihood-related (e.g., fish 

pond rehabilitation, fruit gardens, rubber seed distribution, etc.) and mitigation projects (e.g., safe water, well 

rehabilitation, fire watch towers, etc.) in all villages 

 Development of an EWS for forest fires was not completed and is still in the process of development by CARE 

 In several instances, community based disaster teams effectively demonstrated their capacity in responding to 

an actual disaster events. The CFBs were able to respond to small fires that threatened their villages, PMI’s 

SATGANA and CBAT teams responded to local flooding events and LGUs included them in their formal 

emergency response structures (i.e. SATKORLAK)  
 While DRC-PMI implementation of the CBRR project has good potential to achieve the desired impact, an 

even greater impact can be attained by a more contiguous choice of project areas and deliberately aiming for 

eventual sub-district or district wide replication, rather than the implementation of CBDP in several isolated 

and widely dispersed villages 

 Partners are supporting the development and retention of core staff of DRM practitioners in the local NGO but 

local conduits are not yet deemed capable of handling DIPECHO projects on their own due to extensive (often 

times viewed as unrealistic) operational and reportorial requirements, including the use of the English 

language. 

 Projects with direct participation of LGUs, hence with good potential for integration and eventual 

mainstreaming with LGU development plans. Clearer and more concrete strategies for engaging with LGU 

have to be developed (e.g. matching of funds from the LG, joint planning with the communities/partners)  

 Strengthened PMI provincial chapters and branches through training and provision of two local staff in each 
branch and chapter covered by the programme. Organization of district level preparedness team (i.e., 

SATGANA) 

 Partners, especially those with long term programmes, should be encouraged to conduct impact assessments. 

This is necessary to demonstrate effectiveness and for DIPECHO’s own advocacy 

 

5. Sustainability 

 Significant inroads in terms of integrating project initiatives into formal government policies and structures - 

but more significant effort is still required that will demand  new skills from partners in advocacy, 



 

understanding of LG process of development planning, budgeting, etc. 

 Projects with good prospects of success need better documentation and clearer replication and scaling-up 

strategies in anticipation of the need to facilitate dissemination within and/or to other organizations. 

DIPECHO’s role in dissemination and replication is not clear 

 CBRR project of the DRC-PMI can be better sustained when complemented by organizational development 

interventions for the local PMI chapters and branches 

 All partners have demonstrated willingness to engage in critical self-examination and learn from experience. 

Project review methodologies, where lessons learned are fed directly into the design of the immediately 

succeeding phase of the programme are used by partners. 
 Partners should adopt a more cautious approach towards using highly technical/complex methods and tools as 

these tend to be too difficult and complicated for local staff and beneficiary communities to understand and use 

when the partner phases out. 

 Favorable LG financial support for the DRR programmes of partners represents an important factor for future 

financial sustainability. Given this favorable LG response to DRR, the possibility for integrating community 

plans into formal government development plans and budgets at the sub-district and district level becomes a 

distinct possibility. 

 

6. Coordination, complementarities and coherence  

 There was evidence of DIPECHO TA support towards coordination and lessons learning (which can be found 

in the APs) where it is stated as one of the DIPECHO objectives. Lessons learned is part of the national 

consultative process (although perhaps lacked in depth?), during the TA monitoring visits and also through the 
PDR-SEA sub-contracted to ADPC 

 All of the DIPECHO partners are involved in advocating for the passage of the national DM Bill, including 

PMI, which is the only NGO member of BAKORNAS 

 Most of the partners have adopted, or have expressed intentions of, adopting the HFA as the framework for 

undertaking DRR in the country 

 The DRR Forum, recently organized by DIPECHO partners, is considered an effective venue for sharing 

experiences and best practices and was well received by other NGOs 

 A concrete opportunity for collaboration and partnership between CARE and PMI in Central Kalimantan 

through the DRC exists 

 Engagement with academic institutions and universities (e.g. ITB, UGM, etc.) is being pursued and is an 

integral component in CARE’s development of a EWS for forest fire hazards 
 All partners participate in regional capacity building and information sharing programmes of the ADPC PDR 

SEA but expressed a need for training events and activities to be more suited to the local context; CARE has 

presented its programme in this and a number of other fora including the WDRC in Kobe, Japan 

 

7. Cross cutting issues 

 Cross cutting issues are taken into consideration on the basis of whether they are relevant and add value to the 

project. Engagement with relevant cross cutting issues also depends on organizational mandates, the presence 

of expertise for this and on who the community defines as the most vulnerable segments of the population 

 Efforts in ensuring increased gender participation were evident in all projects. However, in the socio-cultural 

context of Indonesia, this was later acknowledged to be more difficult to achieve than originally anticipated 

 CARE was able to address gender concerns through the integration of a health component into its programme; 
the DRC is supporting the PMI in the development of its institutional gender policy 

 Sustainable environment management is integral to the approach of CARE’s PEAT and SIAP projects.  

 

9. Linking relief, rehabilitation and development  

 CARE’s programme began with series of ECHO funded emergency relief and response operations. Its dual 

development and humanitarian mandate is seen as an enabling factor in its successful application of 

development concepts and strategies into its DRR-based programme 

 There are no apparent linkages between ECHO and DIPECHO programming. There were one or two ECHO 

funded projects in the late ‘90’s that appear to have DP elements but no information could be obtained as to 

the scope and nature of those projects. Essentially, the partners pursue their own LRRD initiatives (limited 

guidance had been provided on LRRD). The issue was discussed in the consultative meetings.  

 
 



 

Annex X Cambodia country summary 

Final draft  
 

I. Assistance provided  

 
Year Partner organization Project type Amount in 

€ 

1st AP-1998 AAH-UK* 

French Red Cross* 

CRED UCl 

 

disaster preparedness (flood) 

disaster preparedness (First Aid and rescue) 

n.a. 

200,000 

250,000 

200,000 

 

2nd AP-2000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

French Red Cross* 

AAH-UK* 

CARE FR 

IFRC (CRC)* 

AAH-UK* 

CARE FR 

 

disaster preparedness 

disaster preparedness (flood) 

research study 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (flood) 

external evaluation 

research study 

 

215,000 

250,000 

90,000 

350,000 

10,000 

20,000 

 

3rd AP-2002 

 
 

 

DCA (LWF/CWS) * 

AAH-UK* 
IFRC (CRC)* 

 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (drought) 

disaster preparedness (flood)  
disaster preparedness and mitigation (multi-hazard) 

148,750 

250,000 
350,000 

 

4th AP-2004 

 

 

 

 

ZOA* 

DCA (LWF)* 

AAH/ACF-FR* 

Danish Red Cross* 

 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (drought) 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (drought) 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (flood) 

disaster preparedness and mitigation (multi-hazard)  

441,000 

425,000 

220,000 

210,000 

 

Total   3,629,750 

 
Note: (1) The French Red Cross, IFRC and  DRC108 have all worked with the same local implementing partner – the CRC; (2) 
The amount of funding mentioned represents budgeted amounts and do not necessarily reflect actual amounts released 

 
* Projects examined during the recent review 

 

II. Summary 

The impact of DIPECHO funding to date has been significant. In part, this was because funding was provided to 

extremely resource-deficient rural areas (i.e. high degrees of vulnerability, poverty, limited basic social services and 

infrastructure). Appropriate interventions and models for flood preparedness and mitigation were firmly established 

and demonstrated, including the enhancement of a series of safe areas with water and sanitation facilities, a 

replicable and cost-efficient community flood early warning system (EWS) and ongoing efforts towards 
development of a well-defined institutional community-based disaster preparedness (CBDP) strategy for the 

Cambodian Red Cross (CRC). In addition, areas facing seasonal agricultural drought have been supported with 

irrigation ponds and support for agricultural practice which have lessened the impact of food insecurity. 

 

Implementation of mitigation and preparedness projects by partners, though initially problematic for some, not only 

introduced disaster preparedness/disaster risk reduction into the mindset of local stakeholders and communities but 

also produced direct, tangible benefits throughout the year to local people and at times for entire communities. In the 

course of implementation of the CRC’s CBDP programme some of the more than 700 Red Cross Volunteers 

(RCVs) recruited and trained in the course of implementation of four APs can still be mobilized for future 

preparedness and response activities. 

 
AAH/ACF and the CRC as local implementing partner (through IFRC/DRC) received continuous cycles of funding; 

hence their accomplishments come at a high cost associated with an experiential “learning by doing” approach 

provided to the partners. Whilst these increased costs may be acceptable, replication and sustainability issues have 

not been fully addressed. There are only belated attempts for the documentation, dissemination and replication of the 

flood EWS; the CRC has also only recently began to make the necessary human resource investment for the CBDP 

model to be sustained. Hence, some of the returns on the DIPECHO “investment” in the capacity building and the 

development of replicable pilot approaches and models have not yet been realized. 

                                                
108 see abbreviations and acronyms on final page 
 



 

The selection of partners with on-going long-term development programmes under the 3rd and 4th Action Plans has 

produced promising initial results which, if continued, can eventually lead to substantial DRR. This approach of 

DIPECHO facilitating the introduction of DRR into existing development agenda of NGOs is clearly more effective 

and sustainable than the stand-alone DRR initiatives of the first group of DIPECHO partners. Nevertheless, the 

stand-alone initiatives did align with the initial objectives of the DIPECHO programme and generated some of the 

lessons learned and best practices that newer AP partners are now benefiting from; hence it is felt that there is still a 

place for stand-alone projects particularly in the piloting of innovative project approaches. 

 

The inclusion of projects that focus on drought preparedness and mitigation has likewise been relevant and 
appropriate. Although flooding is the more visible disaster in the country, agricultural drought also has a significant 

impact of farming communities. Since both flooding and agricultural drought in Cambodia are closely related to 

water management and environmental degradation, approaches of some partners to integrating DRR in broader 

water and natural resource management interventions are highly relevant and promising. Their work in this area 

particularly in DRR and livelihoods linkages (e.g., LWF, CWS, ZOA), however, is still in its infancy and the 

effectiveness and impact of their work will have to be determined in the future. 

 

In the context of major decentralization and de-concentration initiatives and recent promulgation of the government 

sub-decree mandating the creation of DM committees in all communes, efforts of partners towards building capacity 

of commune councils in DM and integrating preparedness into commune development plans is a necessary 

component in any DRR intervention strategy in communities.  

 
All the DIPECHO partners implemented community-based, integrated project objectives; some have been more 

successful than others. A consolidation of initial results and lessons learned from these initiatives would benefit 

everyone, including other DRR stakeholders. 

 

Overall the experiences of the DIPECHO partners highlight a number of important learning points: 

 

o The need to ensure and provide for an appropriately designed and timely execution of a “phase-out or exit” 

DIPECHO project especially for partners receiving multiple funding. This phase-out DIPECHO project should 

included activities related to proper process documentation, dissemination and institutional linkages for 

replication. 

o Good potential for DIPECHO taking a facilitative role in the integration of DP/DRR into development 
programmes of NGOs with more developmental (or dual) mandates, although this will require a slightly 

different approach towards “partnership” as development funds are usually larger than DIPECHO funding 

o In the context of Cambodia, the relevance and complimentarity of DRR and natural resource (water and forest) 

management programmes is apparent and suggests that this approach can more effectively address the multiple 

hazards (of flood and drought) affecting the same areas 

o The potential of working with commune councils for leverage and scaling-up of DRR activities exists. 

Although partners feel that DIPECHO programming does not have the flexibility and timeframe to exploit this 

opportunity and Commune Councils do not have the necessary budget to match un-met development needs, let 

alone DRR measures, this is nonetheless an important lesson for scaling up through LG structures. 

 

III. Summary of assessment findings  

3. Relevance (and appropriateness) 

 DIPECHO partners have profound knowledge of the local socio-cultural and economic situation in 

the country (e.g., LWF and CWS operational for 27 years), an intimate understanding of the 

institutional capacity limitations of LG and national structures  

 At the onset most partners lacked experience in DRR, but their development credentials (i.e., 

LWF, CWS, ZOA) enhances their ability to integrate DRR into an established development plan; 

AAH/ACF and the Cambodian Red Cross (as local implementing partner) have substantial DRR 

learning, having received funding support from each AP since 1998  

 All partners are undertaking some form of risk assessment using Hazard-Vulnerability-Capacity 

Assessment (HVCA) and Participatory Rapid Assessment (PRA) tools and methodologies to 

identify community mitigation priorities but most have yet to demonstrate the ability to use these 

tools in gaining a comprehensive understanding of vulnerabilities and capacities to specific 
hazards facing communities. Although widely practiced, a full set of PRA methodologies are not 

always utilised, which may mean that information and analysis may not be fully 

comprehensive/representative 

 Some partners have developed and employed specific methodologies to identify and assist the 

“most vulnerable” households within a village (there is community agreement that the process was 

fair) while others only identify the most vulnerable villages 

 Partners used their own area-dedicated facilitators (LWF/ZOA) whilst others (CWS) worked 

through indigenous NGO’s. These approaches succeeded in establishing very good rapport in the 



 

villages by working and living amongst the people in the villages and acted as effective 

motivators, facilitators and trainers to “unofficial” village development committees (VDCs) – 

under the current local government structure there are no VDCs. The Cambodian Red Cross 

(CRC) uses a network of local residents/volunteers supported by provincial and national staff. The 

degree of effective community interaction was highly dependent on the quality of the resident 

volunteers and provincial support staff (i.e., Development Officer) which was found to be widely 

varying from one area to another. AAH/ACF used their own staff in facilitating community 

interventions and was the least effective compared to the other above mentioned approaches  

 The projects addressed DRR through a combination of capacity building and micro-projects 
interventions. Capacity building activities took place from the village to the provincial level and 

focused mainly upon the formulation and training of disaster management committees. At the 

village level, creation of village DM committees was more difficult because under the current local 

government structure there is no official village development councils or committees, hence focus 

of capacity building has been for Provincial and Commune Council Disaster Management 

Committee (CCDMC and PCDMC). Capacity building was undertaken in areas of management 

skills, disaster preparedness, Hazard-Vulnerability-Capacity Assessment, and disaster management 

planning. These were undertaken with active support of the NCDM and often in collaboration with 

the Cambodian Red Cross) 

 All DIPECHO partners are working in areas identified as prone to either flood and agricultural 

drought or both. The inclusion of drought in the 3rd and 4th APs counteracts the bias towards 

addressing floods only and is relevant and appropriate as drought has the potential to affect 
similarly large geographical areas with just as severe an impact as floods particularly in terms of 

food security 

 Both flooding and agricultural drought are closely related to water management. Agricultural 

drought (insufficient rainfall at critical periods in the rice growing cycle) is caused not only by 

insufficient rainfall, but also by increasingly irregular patterns of rainfall. It principally relates to 

rain-fed (and thus rainy season) rice crop production only. Environmental degradation (e.g., loss of 

forest cover) is also perceived to be one of the primary causes of greater exposure to hazards and 

to potential disasters. Hence, current approaches of partners (i.e., ZOA, LWF) in integrating DRR 

in broader water and natural resource management interventions are highly relevant when taken in 

this context. Their work in this area, however, has just begun and the effectiveness is yet to be 

determined 
 The most flood prone villages were accurately identified (ACF, DRC) based on the exceptional 

flooding events in 1996 and 2000. CRC uses other criteria in choosing priority areas (e.g. the 

capacity of the branch, willingness of the community to undergo participatory process) 

 Studies to understand hazards particularly “localized drought” and the context of community 

vulnerability should be encouraged. These can be also be of value to other DRR stakeholders 

 The flood EWS was developed in response to expressed needs of communities and can be 

considered as pioneering work. AAH was one of the first, if not the first NGO, to pilot a flood 

EWS for recurrent Mekong River flooding. Similarly, the flood damage database (despite some 

questions over its LT sustainability) is of significance, e.g. there is now a comprehensive 6 year 

historical record for the whole of Kampong Cham 

 Partners (with few exceptions) are taking a holistic approach toward disaster risk management 
(DRM) - not just preparedness but DRR activities generally. CRC has moved significantly towards 

developmental orientated programmes (e.g. PHC, human trafficking, mine action, road safety and 

takes a more holistic view to DRM through its approaches to CBDP and it is clear that a paradigm 

shift is happening and a move away from what was once a strong focus on relief 

 In the context of major decentralization and de-concentration initiatives in the country, efforts of 

partners towards building capacity of commune councils and commune council disaster 

management committees and integrating preparedness into commune development plans are 

highly relevant and appropriate. All of the partners have DM integration-related project objectives 

and some have been more successful than others. An early consolidation of initial results and 

lessons learned from all these initiatives would benefit everyone including non-DIPECHO partners 

 Development of a CBDP model for CRC is a relevant initiative for DIPECHO. CRC’s 

development of its CBDP model beginning in the 4th AP is an appropriate culminating initiative 
that can consolidate experiences and lessons learned from the long succession of DIPECHO 

funding it has received (since the 1st DIPECHO AP in 1998) The potential long-term benefits to 

the country of a strong and effective CRC are great because of its permanent presence and wide 

coverage 

 Little DIPECHO funding was used for developing disaster response team capacity although under 

the 1st AP, the French Red Cross CBFA project could be considered to be the beginnings of 

something. The CRC is a significant actor in disaster relief/response activities and receives funding 

from other sources for this work (mainly, but not exclusively in the aftermath of disasters). 



 

However, relatively limited resources have been channelled from DIPECHO into such activity. 

The CRC is, with Oxfam America/ADPC, starting preliminary work on cross border response 

capacity building.  

 

 

4. Effectiveness 

 Overall, partners were able to achieve project objectives (and in some cases 

exceeded targets) but there was also a noticeable tendency to set overly ambitious 

goals 

 DIPECHO was also felt to have high expectations, not just within the given 

timeframe but also given the unpredictability of actual start-up date, the gaps 

between AP (and the effect on HR, institutional knowledge, on relations with 

other stakeholders and the communities themselves) and also the expectations for 

documentation/sharing of lessons learnt, etc. 
 Procedures and administrative requirements by DIPECHO were not felt to be a major challenge 

and have much improved 

 Outcome indicators were generally SMART and verifiable but some partners found them hard to 
develop and expressed the need for support from DIPECHO to help to develop appropriate ones. 

In the case of CRC, formulation of indicators has improved mainly because it has learned from the 

continuous implementation of projects  

 Important indicators of increased level of preparedness are the KAP of committees; these were 

generally challenging to develop indicators for (and to measure within the timeframe of the 

project)  

 Most activities were implemented according to plan and results achieved. CRC and NCDM staff 

were often involved with partners to undertake training (although could not always complete some 

follow-up events). LWF and CWS used community-based facilitators and local NGOs to assist and 

train VDCs and volunteers and other community members, to prepare and implement community 

DP plans including implementation of micro-projects 
 In June 2006, a Royal sub-decree mandated the creation of Commune Council Disaster 

Management Committees (CCDMC) in all areas of the country. All the partners are now working 

within this framework and developing capacities of commune disaster management committees. 

Some partners, like LWF, go one step further and facilitate the establishment of village level 

committees. Whether it is more effective to go down to the village level or begin activities and 

planning at the commune level should be the subject of future evaluation  

 In target villages, simple DRR plans or in the case of LWF, CWS and ZOA development plans 

with DRR mainstreamed are reportedly produced. After DRR plans are developed (although these 

were found to be essentially a short list of mitigation and preparedness projects), and combined 

into a commune DM plan (the quality of these CCDM plans was not examined by these reviewers), 

the commune plans brings together the village plans. These are then “fed” into the commune 

development planning process. Commune development plans (CDP) are then presented at the 
district level (under which all commune plans are brought together). Ideally, these then are 

integrated into provincial and national level plans (although there is much else too in these). 

However, it is unlikely (at this stage) that it may be justifiably claimed that village level planning 

has been fed into the “national” level planning process. Also, whether the most appropriate 

interventions were fed into the CDP was unclear, or whether these CDP (with integrated DRR 

components) would be accepted and approved at the higher levels (we were not able to 

investigate/verify) 

 There were high levels of direct community participation in the selection, planning, design and 

location of mitigation projects. Although the community’s prioritized micro-project was not 

always supported due to a number of factors, including: budgetary constraints (i.e., cost of project 

exceeded available budget), limited time (i.e., more complex projects not possible with partner’s 
full schedules); inappropriate timing (e.g., communities wanted training on growing more drought-

resistant home garden crops which could not be done at that time because of where they were 

relative to the existing agricultural season), lack of technical resource capacity of the partner, or 

because this did not fall under the range of projects eligible for support under DIPECHO (i.e., 

there is still some confusion over what can and cannot be funded under DIPECHO). These have 

resulted in lower priority projects being selected and potentially reducing the overall effectiveness 

of disaster mitigation projects 

 NCDM has had close cooperation and engagement (their own CB, training of others, advice, etc.) 

with a number of INGOs/CRC, although was not fully aware of what is happening in terms of 

funding from DIPECHO (although participated in the NCM)  



 

 Despite the strong focus on relief within the CRC, capacity in DRR (CBDRM) has been further 

enhanced through engagement with other partners (as trainers and facilitators) and with their own 

implementation of a series projects under four DIPECHO APs (although also lost through trained 

personnel leaving to join other organisations where the salaries are higher). The developed KAP in 

CBDRM is largely thanks to DIPECHO funding  

 In some target villages, where long-term partners have had a presence, the training, follow up, 

refresher and awareness raising sessions, have resulted in the villagers and LG officials at village 

and commune level with increased capacities to analyse disaster risk, develop preparedness plans, 

implement and monitor micro-projects to mitigate disaster risks. Although this is by no means the 
situation in all localities  

 In flood prone provinces, operations under the 1st AP were constrained by exceptional flooding of 

2000 and 2001 (as well as drought in these years but not necessarily in the project areas). 

However, these disaster events, occurring in the midst of project operations, served as excellent 

opportunities to see the effectiveness of preparedness and micro-projects interventions. 

Experiences during this period served to reinforce the necessity of the projects and provided 

valuable lessons in the design of the proposed projects (e.g., in one case led to a more specific and 

appropriate identification of safe areas that needed safe water facilities) but these were not yet 

completed or still on-going hence unable to have any measurable impact  

 A major achievement is that some communities (where partners were present) have increased 

capacities to analyse disaster risk, in developing preparedness plans, in programming principles, 

etc. Heightened community awareness, followed by preparation of DM plans and implementation 
of micro-projects was significant 

 

5. Efficiency  

 DIPECHO funding remains an essential component of support to partners DRR/integrated 

programmes  

 It is difficult to ascertain costs/beneficiary especially since there are multiple definitions of 

beneficiaries and also because there has been a wide variety of interventions 

 Almost all partners have increased operational capacity to implement DRR projects following 

CBDRM training, experience from multiple cycles of DIPECHO funding, and employment of 

more technical/managerial staff. Overall the availability and the capacity of partner HR and their 

ability to manage disaster/DRR activity has increased significantly.  
 Some partners (ACF, CRC) have had consistent problems with finding and maintaining adequate 

staff that inevitably affects operational capacity. DRC emphasis is on trying to build CRC capacity 

as demand is placed upon the NS for training NGOs/DMC, which puts additional pressure on their 

own ability to undertake the DIPECHO programme 

 The project management of some of the partners (particularly those with a long-term engagement) 

was good and structures sound and well organised; a strong consultative approach was apparent. 

Established organisational structures at all levels allowed regular project monitoring and 

supervision of project activities on a day to day basis by competent personnel. Periodic visits by 

senior management and DIPECHO TA has ensured the quality of the work and enabled projects to 

achieve the objectives within the timeframe. Partners use a participatory M&E with local 

stakeholders and communities. Staff of some partners (e.g. LWF/CWS) were village-based with 
sectoral expertise  

 Monitoring procedures have improved, especially when compared with M&E during the initial 

series of APs. There is strong willingness to learn from experience and initiate corrective action. 

Capacity of local partners to analyse monitoring data is also improving. Reporting was reasonably 

timely and additional to requirement 

 Raising awareness in the villages, preparation of DM plans and micro-project proposals and their 

implementation were achieved within the time-frames. Generally, technical standards of micro-

project implementation is improving considerably, using low budgets and considered to be cost 

effective and value for money. Initial CRC micro-project implementation (2nd and 3rd APs) was 

marked by some community perception of poor design and quality. This was subsequently 

addressed by formulation of operating and maintenance guidelines and establishing linkages with 

technical organizations that provided technical design and support.  

 

6. Impact 

 Overall (and as a broad generalisation) the outcomes of the majority of projects undertaken by 

partners in the four AP have been achieved successfully, although measurement of impact of some 

projects (both micro-projects and efforts to bring about behavioural change through public 

awareness activity and training pose challenges for assessing impact in the long term 

 Integration of DRR into the long-term development programmes of partners is clearly 

advantageous  



 

 In areas of agricultural drought, there has been an impact on reducing the risk of water shortage for 

beneficiary households, through awareness-raising and subsequent planning for and completion of 

micro-projects. Generally, it is too early to establish whether these activities have had any impact 

on reducing food insecurity. The impact of larger scale projects is likely to have cross-village 

impact. Considerable scaling up is required to provide the level of support that is necessary to have 

a significant impact on the majority of HH and to ensure that people have better coping 

mechanisms to deal with periodic water shortage 

 In flood prone areas, a cost-effective EWS has been developed and remains in use in target 

villages in one province. Potential for replication to other flood prone areas exists. The 
MRC/Ministry of Water Resources & Meteorology (MoWRaM) – the Department of Hydrology & 

River Works (DHRW) that is involved with MRC should take the initiative of scaling up and 

replicating throughout all flood prone communes/villages, although currently, it is unclear what 

moves there are in this direction. After three cycles of DIPECHO funding Early Warning System 

in Kampong Cham province , more needs to be undertaken jointly by DIPECHO with their 

partners to assist/advocate for this to be scaled up and taken on by MRC (a regional partner) 

 The integration and combined effect of the safe havens and flood EWS provides substantial 

protection against the loss of human life and livestock to floods. A network of 22 external safe 

areas in eight villages were equipped with water and sanitation facilities (i.e., 18 new hand pumps, 

2 new wells, 59 ring wells rehabilitated, 8 public latrines constructed) and supported by the 

training of village Red Cross volunteers. Field visits conducted by the evaluators showed that 

almost all are still operational and are even used all year round by some communities. An external 
evaluation of AAH/ACF flood EWS, on the other hand, revealed that a low cost and effective 

flood EWS has been put in place in largely the same areas. Hence, these two projects have been 

and can be expected to continue providing substantial benefits to the affected population of 

recurrent Mekong River flooding events  

 Prior to the 4th AP an impact survey of 115 micro-projects in 9 disaster prone provinces undertaken 

by CRC showed that the 5 most common types of micro-project between 1999 - 2004 were the: 

family safe area; culvert; embankments/or dams; road repair/roads; wells/or well rings. Mitigating 

flood was the natural disaster that was most cited as the reason for the micro-project. Villagers 

contributed labour, money and rice to help build the micro-projects; villager participation was high 

with 80% of villagers both participating and voting for the micro-projects. The micro-projects 

were perceived to be successful. On average, 80% of RCVs concluded that the micro-projects 
helped to make a range of conditions109 in the villages “a little” or “a lot better”. 52% of the 

villagers were of the opinion that the micro projects helped “a lot” during disaster time. The top 4 

cited positive effects of micro-projects were: improved livelihood; improved travel and transport; 

reduction in damage and expenses; and improved sanitation and hygiene. 60% of negative impact 

observations were related to the perception that the micro-project was of poor design or quality, 

while 20% felt that more effort should be placed on O&M and 10% felt that the micro-projects’ 

benefits were not distributed evenly.  

 Overall there is enhanced capacity of partner staff and local stakeholders including the Red Cross 

(e.g. Red Cross volunteer leaders and large numbers of village volunteers recruited and trained), 

members of Provincial Disaster Management Committees (PCDM), Commune council members 

and Commune Council DM committees. Whilst long-term in nature, there is slow improvement in 
knowledge, attitude and practices of local stakeholders. Partners (LWF/CWS) facilitate Village 

Development Committees (VDCs) to provide DRR training to villagers. VDCs have produced 

comprehensive village development plans and submitted these to the CC where they have been 

integrated into the commune development plans. Awareness of DRR by LG officials from 

provincial to village levels has increased and forms the foundation for future development of 

comprehensive DRR interventions 

 Whilst it is too early to assess the overall impact of the hundreds of micro-projects implemented 

(water storage ponds, seed stores, hectares of land prepared, hand tractors distributed, drought 

EWS database developed, etc.), all projects have demonstrated impact at the local level. It is 

difficult to quantify impact and benefits from micro-project implementation because interventions 

are varied but the commissioning of impact studies should be required for partners receiving 

funding for multiple cycles. Further information collection, collation and dissemination on small 
scale projects of lessons learnt is necessitated. The impact of such projects, whilst ever limited by 

their scale and whenever not undertaken contiguous areas, remains a challenge  

 People were happy with what has been provided and said that it was appropriate to their needs. 

                                                
109 health security and safety, agricultural production cooperation and solidarity, wealth and income trust between villagers, 
general living conditions, trust with authorities, women’s workload, preparedness for disasters, transportation and travel, 
awareness of disasters, access to information,  
 



 

The main issue is that of scale and many people in the communities visited expressed the need for 

more of the same types of intervention to ensure greater coverage and to reduce over-demand on 

equipment provided/infrastructure developed 

 A range of non-quantifiable benefits result from the implementation of micro-projects including 

increased awareness of disaster preparedness, increased willingness of villagers to work for 

common purpose, potential for continued use of collective action to solve community concerns 

 DIPECHO supported the CRC/DRC to initiate the Cambodia DRR Forum that has, according to 

partners, resulted in better and more substantive sharing of experiences and lessons learned. In 

time this better coordination may improve impact through joint planning and programming. The 
Forum still requires an improved structure and organisation (e.g., a ToR, minutes taken etc.). 

Sharing/rotating chairing has taken place, meetings held in different offices as too has field cross-

visits to project target areas 

 Dissemination of the projects and replication of best practices is improving (e.g. the 

AmCross/CRC EWS project took on many of the lessons learnt/characteristics of the AAH EWS 

project). 

 There has been considerable cross-learning. CWS/LWF/ACF have all at various stages, utilised 

CRC CBDP training capacity 

 Certain projects have been highlighted and case studies developed (e.g.) and in appeared in 

internal and external newsletters/on websites. ADPC’s own field implementation practice is 

starting to build upon partners who have shared information/best practices 

 ADPC presence in country was noted and welcomed. Staff are involved with the implementation 
of component 4 of the MRC Flood Management and Mitigation Programme (GTZ/DIPECHO 

supported) and are expected to gain first hand on the ground experience. Coordination and 

complementation with existing partners has yet to be optimized (i.e., with ACF, CRC) and should 

be improved in the future 

 

7. Sustainability 

 Most partners have multiple donors, e.g. CRC has received funding from the Federation, several 

PNS, DFID and has DANIDA long term funding support (a 5 year DRC framework finance for 

DRR and health); ACF accesses additional resources for EWS from MRC-OFDA. 

DCA/LWF/CWS and ZOA can do more with DIPECHO funds since significant administrative, 

financial and operational support is already present, from other sources. Most partners expressed 
the desire for DIPECHO support as part of a larger, long-term, programme. More money would be 

available to enable a LT and more strategic approach  

 Most projects have brought about community-owned and managed DRR activities although the 

projects are still at an early stage in the cycle. However, additional efforts must be taken in the 

design and implementation of mitigation activities to optimise the possibility of long-term 

sustainability and impact  

 O&M structures have been established in many areas at the community level to ensure that 

mitigation or micro-projects  which ensure that the efforts of the partners are reinforced and 

sustained in the long-term  

 The basic village development plans developed (e.g. in LWF/CWS and ZOA project areas), that 

include disaster mitigation actions have been incorporated into commune development plans. 
District, commune and village authorities have been involved in project support activities to help 

ensure sustainability 

 DMC at different levels had skills training and been equipped with materials necessary for their 

role. The training for the Commune Council (CC) and CCDMC (who in the future will be 

increasingly more involved and responsible for the development of communes) will help to ensure 

continuity. Relevant/helpful DRR training materials were provided and were used. Actions taken 

already by CC and village level DMC and the enthusiastic participation in community assessments 

and training indicate that the committees will be able to function effectively in the future 

 Partners generally have helped to strengthen CBDP and mitigation planning in their targeted 

villages but this is not yet to the point where they can sustain this approach without external 

support. Micro-project activities supported were to a high technical standard on low budgets. 

Communities were directly involved in the design and location of micro-projects; the technology 
was appropriate and practical. A contribution (in kind) was made by the community to micro-

projects 

 The greater awareness about DRR, etc. of a large number of people at village and commune level 

and within the village level DMC and CCDM should help to ensure that DRR activities continue 

(although resource and budget limitations will limit these) 

 Engagement with the DMCs and CRC at all levels has helped to develop capacities within these 

structures, which have the main responsibility for DRR and can influence Government policy; 

although national Government support for DRR is still uncertain 



 

 Despite having received multiple funding from DIPECHO Most projects during the 1st to 3rd AP 

were designed and implemented without sufficient consideration for sustainability and phasing out. 

The formulation of “exit” strategies is necessary in this regard 

 Where established with the support of partners, VDC are gaining confidence and exerting pressure 

on CC to take forward their requests to district and provincial levels, which is a positive sign of 

institutionalisation of DRR approaches. 

 The flood EWS developed and pilot tested (ACF/DRC/CRC) is sustainable and replicable in other 

provinces because of its low-cost and ownership by relevant stakeholders (PDMC/its member 

agencies - Provincial Health, Information and Education Offices), the Provincial RC and the MRC. 
Its continued operation, however, is dependent on the allocation of a small budget from the 

provincial government and regular review 

 The inclusion of DRR measures into the local planning process means that DRR projects will 

continue to be considered in the prioritization of the use of CC development funds, and potentially 

from other institutional donors 

 Simple, appropriate technology used also helps to ensure low maintenance cost. For the majority 

of micro-projects, O&M structures developed, e.g. water user groups, help to ensure long-term 

operation, e.g. most safe areas with watsan facilities (developed by AAH/ACF or CRC) are 

supported by the PRC’s a network of RCVs 

 The water projects are of superior quality. A survey of water facilities constructed under the 1st and 

2nd APs in 16 villages showed that almost all were still functioning and being utilized. Villager 

satisfaction was clearly expressed 
 The flood database project (established by AAH/ACF in 2000), may be difficult to sustain as the 

data gathering process is extensive and complicated. The process of producing the flood maps also 

requires technical expertise but was felt to be within the capacity of those involved (particularly 

since it has been running now for over 8 years) but does need to be linked in somewhere where 

there is long-term  support (i.e. with the MRC/MoH) 

 

8. Coordination, complementarities and coherence 

 All of the partners have some form of engagement with the NCDM and other relevant national and 

LG agencies and many have some form of engagement with the CRC to help ensure that 

programmes/activities are in accordance to national plans and priorities. However, it has proved to 

be challenging because there is no clear and comprehensive national strategy on DM in the country 
and the NCDM (including provincial to commune DM bodies) do not have sufficient capacities 

and resources   

 None of the major development institutions and donors (e.g., UNDP, EU members states, etc.) are 

yet providing significant support for strategic and policy level DM/DRR in the country. There has 

been some support to the NCDM in the past (e.g., UNDP-ADPC, WFP/UNICEF-IDRM, and the 

IFRC) but these were all short term in nature and hence achieved limited results. Without a major 

development institution or donor “championing DRR” in the country, the impact of DRR 

programmes and initiatives in the country will remain limited and is unlikely to result in DRR 

being comprehensively mainstreamed into development policy making and planning 

 Partners commended the national consultative meetings and expressed a desire for further such 

meetings and more time especially on proposal development and frequently asked questions 
(FAQs)  

 All partners were involved in information sharing activities and practitioner’s workshops both at 

the regional and national levels. Regional activities through the ADPC initiated PDR-SEA were 

considered relevant and useful although attendance to ADPC training events, was costly (both 

financially and in terms of time) 

 Replication and best practice is also viewed to be context specific so that interventions undertaken 

elsewhere cannot be easily replicated in Cambodia (although this debatable) 

 All partners likewise gave positive feedback on the (DIPECHO-funded and CRC initiated) 

national DRR Forum which provided relevant and concrete opportunities for experience and 

lessons learned exchange and dissemination (e.g., NGO cross-visits, etc.). This has now expanded 

to include non-DIPECHO partners and the NCDM 

 DIPECHO initiatives related to Mekong River flooding need to be better coordinated with a view 
towards achieving synergy among project partners (i.e., ADPC, ACF,  DRC/CRC and MRC) and 

even non-partners later on (e.g., AmCross/OFDA, other NGOs with flood EWS initiatives, etc.).  

An early dialogue and engagement (prior to project approvals) between partners should be 

promoted by DIPECHO and is perhaps best facilitated by ADPC. There is a sufficient mass of 

flood EWS experiences and pilot projects from various NGOs that can be consolidated, 

documented and packaged with a view towards dissemination and replication, or to seek funding  

 The LWF has membership within an AZEECON network (LWF’s Asia network promoting 

regional cooperation in emergency and environmental work) that has resulted to broader 



 

information sharing and best practice dissemination, primarily for LWF and CWS but also for 

some members of the DRR Forum. Partners should be encouraged to utilize and build on their own 

networks so that these may be used as platforms for dissemination of DIPECHO projects/partners 

as well 

 A number of partners expressed disappointment over the nature of their “partnership” with 

DIPECHO. It was felt that partners are expected to conform to DIPECHO mandates and objectives 

without due consideration by DIPECHO to consider the partner’s own mandate and long-term 

programme objectives. Their knowledge of and vast experience in the country were not 

recognized, as evidenced by the current practice of needing to get DIPECHO (Bangkok/Brussels) 
approval before any micro-project can be implemented at the community level.  Additionally this 

causes unnecessary delays and even problems with the communities 

 Partners appreciate the field monitoring visits of the TA, characterized by rigorous, open and frank 

dialogue. Thoughtful feedback was generally provided (although sometimes slow). It was felt, 

however, that too frequent turnover of TA/DO occurs and that engagement by the TA with the 

national staff of partners and local NGOS, etc. could be increased  

 Partners have established linkages and partnerships with other local stakeholders at both national 

and provincial levels (i.e., ACF with PRC and PCDM, LWF with CRC and NCDM/PCDM, 

DRC/CRC with NGOs to support micro-project implementation, etc.). Such partnerships and 

collaboration is not without its issues and concerns, including an apparent inability to deliver on 

agreements, conflicting strategies and operational policies of organisations (e.g. CRC and 

AmCross when working in the same areas) 
 Some partners are members of the NGO Network on Emergency Response. Formal agreements 

and close cooperation with the Cambodian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Rural 

Development, Ministries of Education, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Land Management and 

Health also exist. Regular coordination takes place with the Provincial Departments of 

Environment, Agriculture, Water Resources, Health, Education and Rural Development but it was 

not always clear what benefits were derived from these networks and partnerships   

 Major issue is that of overlap of roles and responsibilities between the CRC and NCDM, 

particularly the issue of coordination of DRM stakeholders (essentially the NCDM should 

undertake coordination role, damage/humanitarian assessments and leave CRC/other INGOs to 

undertake relief distributions). The CRC needs to relinquish some tasks and NCDM/DMC at 

different levels take up their responsibilities (a limbo exists where DMC at different levels are not 
established/lack confidence/competence and CRC continues to undertake their tasks) 

 There are some issues around the differing approaches adopted by different NGOs, e.g. those that 

have a rights based approach may tackle issues differently from some other implementing partners 

(e.g. the RC) 

 It appears that the current EC delegation does not yet have sufficient information and knowledge 

on the concept and application of disaster risk reduction and of the mandate and role of DIPECHO. 

There was no knowledge of what projects DIPECHO was funding and the areas where DIPECHO 

funding was going  

 The issue of support for food security is particularly confusing and contentious. Food security is 

supported through a number of ways, including the EC budget line for food security; the NGO Co-

financing line (that includes food security as a separate budget line); the rural development line 
(Ecozone - a €25m programme in 3 provinces); food security bi-lateral projects (with GoC that 

NGOs can be contracted into); DIPECHO (which may include food security components and 

ECHO that has had food security  

 The current EC staff expressed concern that DIPECHO projects overlap with food security 

components being funded by the EC, including those that are not directly related to reducing the 

impact of floods or drought, but are more directly involved with food security (e.g. construction of 

ponds/water gates have an impact upon food security as well as on reducing the impact of 

drought). This is a sensitive issue for EC food security staff who consider that DIPECHO should 

not be operating in the same geographical area as they are to avoid overlap/duplication. There is a 

grey area between food security and DIPECHO and there are difficulties defining this. EC food 

security thinks that DIPECHO should look at the immediate impacts of the disaster if disaster 

cannot be mitigated against; food security is more concerned with improving the overall  situation 
(between emergency and long term development) but recognises that it is challenging to 

differentiate between the two 

 The EC should itself be in a better position to coordinate (at the minimum maps of where the 

project partners are to work should be shared) to minimise overlapping of resources (need a clear 

ToR of EC food security and DIPECHO) or ensure that DIPECHO action goes first then leads onto 

long-term funding from the EC food security line or, if programmes are in the same geographical 

area that they should compliment one another (presently the EC delegation is unclear, re. 

DIPECHO funding projects)  



 

 Coordination is essential in the food security sector; the EC have internal meetings (quarterly) 

from recipients of their food security budget line; the WFP/FAO and GoC have the food security 

Forum and then there is the DRR Forum but so far no attempt to get all stakeholders together on a 

regular basis; an example is in Oddar Meanchey where ECHO (phasing out) EC food security 

(through the FRC) and DIPECHO (through ZOA). EC food security not aware that DIPECHO was 

to fund ZOA and do not know what the strategy is of DIPECHO in country (but also they are in 

process of working out their own); in Kampang Speu have DIPECHO and the EC food security; it 

also seems difficult for DIPECHO to get information from the EC (the latter have a tendering 

process so its confidential until the grants are finally given; time frames are also out of synch  
 Working with M of Planning to develop new SEILA, known as the Four D’s: democracy through 

decentralization, deconcentration and development?  

 

9. Cross cutting issues 

 Whilst the goals of the integrated programmes (ZOA, LWF/CWS) were to improve the standard of 

living of the rural population, particularly the most vulnerable groups (specifically women headed 

households, returnees, IDPs and the disabled), overall, there has been limited attempt to 

incorporate cross cutting issues by partners with the exception of gender. These include the 

desegregation of monitoring data, inclusion of women in project activities and conscious hiring of 

women as part of field operations staff. Several partners have well developed policies on gender 

equity and diversity. These policies are actively implemented down to village level but for some 

partners are also limited to what can be accomplished given project timeframe. LWF uses a 
Gender Awareness Empowerment checklist to measure participation and empowerment of women; 

a minimum of 40% of the VDC members are women 

 Disaster reduction interventions in the programmes of some of the partners (i.e., ZOA, LWF, and 

CWS) are implemented within the context of environmental and water management systems 

development. ZOA found that providing agricultural livelihood support (e.g., land ploughing, 

water systems, hand tractors and awareness raising, etc.) reduces peoples dependency on 

unsustainable use of forest resources (e.g., slash and burn, etc.) hence, a significant positive 

environmental impact. In villages facing recurrent food insecurity, environmental destruction and 

deforestation was cited as the major underlying cause for worsening of the rainfall patterns 

 Vulnerable members of the community participated in village meetings and ideas were collected 

from both adults and young persons. ZOA and LWF/CWS project areas had significant numbers of 
women and disabled people serving on the V/CCDMC and disabled people form a large number of 

beneficiaries.  

 The CRC, as a policy, makes addressing cross-cutting issues mandatory. Issues are included in 

planning (not only gender but also children – specifically school dropouts), the elderly, the sick 

and disabled. DRC is helping to mainstream DRR into other CRC programmes. Improvements in 

M&E (e.g. CRC new department) and the changes in leadership at NS are bringing positive and 

rapid change; governance challenges remain but a new integrity policy adopted by RCRC 

Movement (2006) is being implemented in an innovative way (see DRC/CRC PPR for % of female 

RCVs) 

 Some of the partners are developing and using indicators for cross-cutting issues, e.g. gender 

 With regards to visibility, the majority of local stakeholders identify DIPECHO as the source of 
funds but had little/or no idea of what the EU or European Community is. One partner (ZOA), 

however, has included a special chapter in the initial CBDRM training to introduce ECHO and 

DIPECHO. 

 

10. Linking relief, rehabilitation and development 

 Partners consider LRRD important at all levels. For several partners interventions started with 

emergency relief but gradually moved communities towards rehabilitation and long-term 

sustainable development 

 The evolution of AAH/ACF partner’s programmes has elements of LRRD but these came about 

more as a result of the country office’s responsiveness to an evolving situation rather than through 

a deliberate organizational strategy. Other partners (ZOA, LWF, and CWS) have examples of 

relief being provided in the course of implementing a development programme. ZOA was initially 
involved in an emergency intervention implemented through an ECHO grant (2003/04) and 

recognizes the importance of linking DP with long-term development 

 Partners are increasing their knowledge and skills in integrating DP and DRR into their 

programmes but are not necessarily good at documenting this, but it is recognised that this requires 

time and available, dedicated and proficient human resources (e.g. someone with excellent 

English/Khmer language). A more proactive effort is required to properly document 

experiences/lessons learned and contribute to DIPECHO’s efforts to promote and disseminate best 

practices. However, more support is required for this (from DIPECHO, e.g. a suitable person to 



 

work with partners to achieve this task). This is important because the concept of LRRD is 

relatively new, so “tried and tested” strategies are uncommon and few experiences documented 

 Experience of DIPECHO partners in LRRD and DRR, has and is expected to contribute to, 

discussions on the extent of future LRRD and DRR integration to the Partner’s institutional 

objectives and strategies 

 The (current) mandate and objective of DIPECHO is limited to the development of pilot 

projects/models and not to widespread replication. As yet, the ultimate indicator of success of a 

partner has not been realised; e.g. a partner with projects that have been scaled up and which has 

gained access to long-term funding (preferably another EC FI). Several partners (ZOA and 
LWF/DCA) have support from the EC FS budget line/and other EC FIs, however, this is not 

related to a handing over of DIPECHO projects to the EC instruments but rather they happen in 

parallel 

 Although there is a need for greater sharing and coordination at the EC delegation on the ground, 

partners, whether funded by ECHO, DIPECHO or the EC, generally have coordinated well and 

complemented each other and avoided overlap (e.g. as in Oddar Meanchey). ZOA is integrating 

the activities supported by DIPECHO within a 6 year collaborative long-term development 

strategy developed with CARE, MHD and ZOA. 

 

 

 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

AAH/ACF Action Against Hunger/Action Contre la Faime 

ADPC  Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre 

AmCross American Red Cross 

AP  action plan 

AZEECON Asian Zone Emergency and Environment Cooperation Network 

CBDP  community based disaster preparedness 

CC  Commune Council 

CDMC  Commune Disaster Management Committee  

CRC  Cambodia Red Cross 

CWS  Church World Services 
DANIDA Danish International Development Agency  

DFID  Department for International Development 

DRR  disaster risk reduction 

DM  disaster management  

DRM  disaster risk management  

EWS  early warning system 

GTZ  Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH   

HVCA  hazard, vulnerability and capacity assessment 

LG  local government 

LWF  Lutheran World Federation 

MRC  Mekong River Commission 
NCDM  National Committee for Disaster Management  

NGO  non-government organisation 

O&M  operation and maintenance 

PCDM  Provincial Disaster Management Committee 

PNS  Participating National Society  

PRA  participatory rural appraisal 

RC  Red Cross 

RCV  Red Cross volunteer 

SMART  specific, measurable, attainable realistic time bound 

TA  Technical Adviser 

VDC  village development committee 

ZOA  Zuid (South) Oost (East) Azie (Asia), – Refugee Care  
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IV. Assistance provided  

Year Action Partner organization Project type Amount in 

€ 

1st AP-
1998 

ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01016 
ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01017 
ECHO/TPS/219/1998/01018 
 

FICR 
UN - UNDP-USA 
APS - IT 
 

disaster preparedness and 
mitigation  
 
 

160,000 
255,000 
310,000 
 

2nd 
AP-
2000 
 

 
 

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01004 
ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01007 
ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01009 
ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01014 

ECHO/TPS/219/2000/01016 
 

IFRC 
CISP 
APS 
CODEV 

CISP 
 

disaster preparedness 
 
 
 

 
 

400,000 
300,000 
250,000 
220,000 

10,000 
 

3rd AP-
2002 
 
 

ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02015 
ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02020 
ECHO/TPS/219/2002/02012 
 

SC UK 
Development Workshop 
France 
IFRC 
 

disaster preparedness 
 
 
 
 

90,024 
300,000 
300,007 
 
 

4th AP-
2004 
 
 
 
 
 

ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03011 
ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03014 
ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03009 
ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03010 
ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/03008 
ECHO/DIP/BUD/2004/ 

Development Workshop 
France 
Cruz Roja Espanol 
CARE DEU 
SC UK 
Action Aid 
 
 

disaster preparedness 
 
 

356,065 
220,000 
230,000 
230,000 
392,911 
 
 
 

Total    4,024,007 

 

V. Summary 

The impact of DIPECHO assistance to the country is enhanced by the presence of an “enabling environment” in the 

country. This is characterized by full support of strong national disaster management government agencies (i.e., the 

Disaster Management Centre within the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and the Central Committee 

for Flood and Storm Control); a highly coordinated network of DRR actors in the country, i.e., the Natural Disaster 
Mitigation - Partnership (NDM-P) and the Disaster Management Working Group(DMWG); and strong advocacy 

and support from major development agencies (i.e., UNDP, AusAID) and some major donors (e.g. The Netherlands, 

Luxemburg, Denmark, Sweden, Japan ) that have some degree of influence over national strategy and policy.  

 

The most prominent DIPECHO success stories in Viet Nam include the development of a replicable model for 

making existing housing and public facilities resilient to typhoons or tropical storms (i.e. Development Workshop 

France – DWF); the attainment of significant levels of DRR awareness raising from national to local levels 

particularly among over half a million primary school children and their teachers; and the transformation of a 

previously emergency response oriented Viet Nam Red Cross Society (VNRC) to its current recognized status as the 

main DRR organization in the country. The VNRC experience is significant as it demonstrates that successive short-

term tranches of DIPECHO funding can lead to the development of long term DRR capacity of an organization. The 
fact that VNRC is a local implementing partner makes this accomplishment even more impressive. 

 

In addition to planned DRR interventions by several major development agencies (e.g., UNDP, AusAID), 

significant funding has been allocated by the World Bank under its programme for disaster risk management (i.e., 

proposed US$187 million over seven years in 17 provinces) and the World Bank Global Facility for DRR (estimated 

at US$930,000). In addition, a new national strategy for DM has been finalised after undergoing years of extensive 

consultation. These developments are expected to pose significant coordination and complementation challenges for 

DIPECHO (and its partners) to ensure that comparative advantages of the programme (i.e., local level DRR) is 

recognized and optimized by upcoming DRR initiatives in the country.  

 



 

Development of synergies when partners are able to work together can be seen in the initial attempts of some 

DIPECHO partners in the development and use of common awareness raising and IEC materials and methodologies. 

This has been brought forward to an even higher level in the development and approval of a joint advocacy proposal 

among all DIPECHO partners under the 5th AP. This should be closely monitored and supported because this is a 

significant initiative that has good potential for increasing programme efficiency and effectiveness. The possibility 

of using a similar approach in other countries in the region makes this initiative even more significant.  

 

Overall the experiences of the DIPECHO partners in Viet Nam highlight a number of important learning points: 

 
▫ The importance of having full support of major development agencies (e.g., The World Bank, UNDP, AusAID,) 

and institutional donors (e.g., The Netherlands, Luxemburg) that have sufficient influence on national strategy 

and policy to move a DRR agenda forward in a country.  

▫ The need to focus advocacy efforts at the central government level such that DRR is included in the national 

development agenda and therefore seriously considered during negotiations with bi-lateral donor institutions. 

▫ The effectiveness and synergies that can arise as a result of strong and proactive coordination and 

complementation by and among major DRR actors in country (e.g., the NDM-P and the DMWG).  

▫ The importance of having a long-term organizational DRR strategy and programme as the underlying basis and 

foundation for sequentially progressive DIPECHO funded disaster reduction interventions and projects as 

opposed to the more common practice of trying to do everything at once within one DIPECHO project cycle.  

 

1. Relevance and appropriateness 
 All current DIPECHO partners in the country have extensive knowledge and understanding of local conditions 

having been in the country for many years. The DIPEHCO funded projects are consistent with their existing 

mandates and strategy and has enhanced the capacities and ability of the partners to undertake DRR.  

 All projects implemented are consistent with and support the government’s efforts in addressing DRR. In the 

context of Viet Nam, it is not possible to effectively implement projects without support from the national, and 

at least provincial, DM agencies and local government (LG) structures. 

 The series of DIPECHO funding accessed by the IFRC and the Spanish Red Cross (SRC) to increase the 

capacity of its local implementing partner, the VNRC, is a very relevant undertaking considering the critical 

role that the VNRC plays in DM in the country. VNRC holds a mandated responsibility from the Government 

of Viet Nam (GoV) in relation to DM and is a member of the Central Committee for Storm and Flood Control 

(CCSFC). At the local level, the VNRC works in close partnership with LG authorities and through an 
extensive network of offices and volunteers. 

 Most partners provided inputs in the national consultation process that leads to formulation of the country APs. 

Hence, the APs are seen as consistent with their organization’s country agenda and operational strategies. 

DIPECHO’s focus and preparedness with the DRR continuum, however, means that some DRR activities and 

projects that partners would like to undertake will not qualify for funding under DIPECHO. Hence, partners 

will inevitably have to access other funding sources if all their planned DRR activities and projects are to be 

implemented. 

 As it is difficult to get good statistical data on impact of disasters, areas covered by DIPECHO projects were 

determined largely based on the experience and recommendation of national and local government officials. 

The IFRC/SRC/VNRC also uses other criteria in the selection process (e.g., based on receptiveness of 

communities and local authorities towards taking a participative community-based approach, existing capacities 
of local Red Cross chapters).  

 A number of partners (i.e., SRC/VNRC, SCF/DMC) have or are currently  undertaking DRR work in the 

Northern provinces, the selection of which (e.g. Son La) is relevant and appropriate considering the high levels 

of poverty (and vulnerability) and weak coping capacities in these areas. This, however, involves substantial 

investment in capacity building and involves taking a long-term approach that partners felt may not be 

appropriate under the DIPECHO programme. 

 Development Workshop France work in some urban areas is a relevant initiative as it represents one of the first 

attempts to work in the urban areas. As urban migration to major cities continues, there will be a potential need 

for urban-based DRR approaches and models in the country.   

 All partners visibly exerted efforts to use participatory tools and methodologies to come up with community 

specific vulnerability and capacity assessments, i.e., hazard, vulnerability and capacity assessment (HVCA). 

These efforts, however, were not always successful or optimal given the socio-cultural and political context of 
Viet Nam which is characterized by traditionally top-down management and decision-making. Use of 

community based and “bottom-up” approaches was nevertheless surprisingly well received and appreciated by 

local authorities at all levels. Some local authorities report gaining a better understanding of the specific needs 

of their communities and, in some cases, enabled them to provide a better support through their longer term 

plans.  

 

2. Effectiveness 



 

 Overall, the projects implemented achieved the project activities and outputs planned or targeted. In the case of 

training and number of people trained, the projects often exceeded the targets originally proposed. Whether 

implementation of these has led to the attainment of the specific and overall objectives is difficult to ascertain 

and for most projects can be expected to take some time. 

 Throughout all the AP, most of the partners tended to propose too many and often times, ambitious, project 

objectives considering the short project timeframes and given the quantity and level of human resources 

available. Similarly, indicators formulated to assess the attainment of project objectives were too ambitious 

compared to the existing monitoring procedures put into place for data collection and processing. Quantitative 

indicators used required an end-of-project survey to assess whether the benchmarks were attained, which was 
also ambitious, and in some cases did not seem to have been undertaken, so that changes since the baseline 

survey could not be fully determined. 

 Quality of the outputs varied but was generally been rated by external evaluations as good, particularly the 

VNRC DP training and training manuals, strengthening of disaster emergency response teams or ”shock 

brigades”, master trainers of the VNRC in all disaster prone provinces, small scale mitigation works undertaken 

by a range of partners, and the child participation methodologies and tools of SCF UK 

 Development Workshop (France) effectively used innovative approaches for public awareness activities 

including, community staged drama, puppetry, mobile vans, and opportunistic action during large events. 

Primary and secondary school children DP education was effectively undertaken by IFRC/VNRC and SCF.  

 The skills of community/commune facilitators, including provincial master trainers should be reinforced, as 

VNRC is doing. Community participation using PRA/HVCA requires high levels of facilitation skills, based on 

the experience of many organizations; it is unlikely that sufficient skills can be effectively transferred without 
adequate practical training. 

 To a large extent, effectiveness depended on the ability of the partner to establish a smooth working relationship 

with the LG and how cooperative and responsive the authorities in the chosen areas are to the project. In most 

cases this was established. Local government authorities play the main role in the implementation and 

monitoring of project activities, which helped to ensure financial transparency and accountability.  

 The integration of DRR into local and national strategies for flood and storm damage control at the different 

levels poses a challenge because of the project’s limited timeframe and different planning cycles between the 

DIPECHO programme and that used by local planning authorities. 

 Local officials at the commune and district levels demonstrated improved DRR capacities as seen through the 

local action plans developed, through the ability of communes to operate the programme, and through their 

commitment to co-fund activities. 

 

3. Efficiency 

 Generally, projects were efficiently carried out as the large majority of the projects were implemented 

according to plan. The fact that partners have developed and refined methodologies and approaches over the 

course of several APs (which have built upon previous projects) is likely to ensure that projects are undertaken 

in a cost effective manner. 

 Complementary efforts by various partners in the development of common awareness raising and DRR IEC 

materials and coordinating field implementation of these activities makes for highly efficient use of funds.  

 Overall assessment of partners’ operational capacity is considered good. Project activities and outputs were 

more often than not met, and at times exceeded, without resorting to any increase in total budget pointing to an 
efficient use of funds. Partners were generally self aware and able to recognise their own strengths, capacity 

limits and niche areas of competence. 

 Operational management of projects generally good, although initially management of some projects under the 

1st and 2nd APs were problematic, but this is normal (part of a learning curve) and implementation of subsequent 

projects by partners have demonstrated improved capacities for financial and operations management. 

 Partners generally had well functioning management systems run by committed and competent staff. At least 

one INGO, the SCF Alliance, was operating almost entirely with national or local staff. This is seen to be 

reflective of the potential of local capacity which should be more consciously and deliberately capitalized upon 

by the DIPECHO programme. 

 

4. Impact 

 One of the most visible impacts of the programme in the country is the high level of DRR awareness of various 

stakeholders from national to community levels including a significant number of school children and teachers. 

While this cannot be solely attributed to the DIPECHO programme, the funding and implementation of 

awareness raising and DRR IEC initiatives over a number of APs would, at the least, make DIEPCHO support a 

major factor for attainment of this. 

 The transformation of the VNRC from an organization mainly focused on emergency response to its current 

status as one of the country’s foremost DRR organizations is largely attributable to the DIPECHO programme. 

The VNRC has demonstrated a high capability to respond to disaster and significantly augments the 



 

government's response activities. In addition, the VNRC has proven to be an important local implementing 

partner for a number of DIPECHO partners. 

 A potentially good model for making house and small community infrastructure resilient to typhoons and 

flooding is in its final stages of development. Actual benefits/impact of this model was made evident when 

houses and basic community structures under the DWF project suffered only little or no damage during the 

Storm N°6 in 2006.  

 In at least one province, a decrease in the number of children injured from accidents is attributed, at least from 

the perception of local officials, to people being more “child aware” and taking greater care to minimize the 

risks that children face. 
 

 Implementation of mitigation projects served its purpose of demonstrating appropriateness and effectiveness of 

the project approach. The mitigation works generated considerable community labour counterpart and, at least 

in the areas visited, provides substantial direct social and economic benefits not only to the children but to entire 

community as well. In some projects (e.g., road-reservoir) these extend beyond one village.  

 In terms of boosting the resilience to local people:  

 

▫ there has been less structural damage to their property in recent storms (DWF) 

▫ a greater level of LG awareness/support (e.g. RC, CARE) 

▫ a greater level of preparedness for communities in the target areas and the case of a recent disaster, there 

evidence that some projects improved the level of response by local people (e.g. the RC and DWF) 

 
 A core team of over one hundred VNRC national and provincial trainers are present in more than thirty of the 

most disaster-prone provinces in the country. In the SCF areas additional child participation facilitators are also 

present. Their training and the high quality resource materials used including various manuals for different 

target audiences, is all directly attributable to DIPECHO funding over a series three or more APs.  

 Several projects have been able to disseminate and replicate their best practices within country (e.g. the RC and 

DWF) and all partners have had an active engagement in various conferences/workshops focusing on DRR. 

 Although experiences in project implementation, including lessons learned, are being captured, reflected upon 

and inputted into the design of subsequent project designs, this area though remains weak overall and needs to 

be addressed in subsequent APs; the capture and reporting of demonstrable impact should be one of the main 

activities in any future project. 

 Experiences are often shared more amongst DIPECHO partners, and implementing partners, than among 
beneficiaries (e.g. commune exchange visits). This is recognized in the Joint Advocacy Network Initiative, 

under the 5th DIPECHO, which includes activities to enhance exchange among people at the commune level. 

 

5. Sustainability 

 For the most part, project partners, through their efforts to develop the coping capacity of 

households/communes, through: awareness raising and engagement in HVCA; the engagement of the 

commune/district LG authorities; technical assistance, training and other means of institutional development, 

sustainability is likely to have been promoted. 

 Projects have demonstrated that DP/mitigation measures are possible, durable, technically and financially 

viable; however, the possibility for these strategies to be integrated into the national DM policy, strategy and 

planning processes remains unclear.  
 Most partners have strong links with the LG, which is extremely important and has in several cases enabled 

access to Government funding (matching funds) or support to vulnerable households to enable them to benefit 

more from the projects. Local government authorities, as well the communities in the project areas, were in 

general, willing to participate in DRR activities and to support such initiatives financially as well.  

 Some questions exist as to the sustainability of some of the structures created by project 

partners, e.g. O& M groups, however, financial contributions from both the LG and the 

communities themselves, was a common feature of infrastructure projects.  
 It is possible that awareness-raising can be sustained after projects end; however, it will be difficult to sustain 

other activities due to the lack of supporting funds, human resources and capacity for implementation. 

 Generally partners aimed to consult relevant stakeholders and the involvement of the CCFSC, DMC, and the 

VNRC in the projects enhanced existing DM systems and processes and contributed towards continuity of the 

projects; however, ‘ownership’ was challenging to assess and maybe limited to the project idea/intention and 

general design. Implementation is, however, very much driven by the project partners. 

 In all project areas, the commune/district and provincial People’s Committees generally were supportive and in 

some cases were taking up project initiatives to formulate strategy, e.g. DWF house strengthening initiatives in 

Hue.  

 Long term presence and partner action has enabled activities to become increasingly embedded in local 

structures at various levels.  



 

 Enhancing the capacity of local implementing partners, facilitating their active participation and gradually 

taking over some project activities should be a main component of any project and is seen to increase project 

sustainability and ultimately community development. Adequate written guidelines and materials that can 

facilitate the adoption of DRR strategy/interventions/models piloted by government, NGO, donor organizations, 

should be provided.  

 Projects generally seemed to be in tune with local perceptions, because of the participatory decision making and 

planning processes. Changes that projects bring are generally accepted and appreciated, as witnessed by the 

feedback from district/commune leaders, mass organisations and households; a community based approach 

contributes to this. 

 For long term sustainability, e.g. for the SCF project, innovative approaches, strategies, 

interventions and models (e.g., use of the child focused approach for undertaking community 

DP, CBDM, etc.) that the partner is developing and advocating for will also depend on future 

efforts to more conclusively demonstrate the impact and benefits of such an approach.  
 Sufficient funds were available to cover costs and during project implementation DIPECHO funds were used to 

leverage LG contributions (in kind and cash) and also in-kind (and occasionally, cash) contribution from 

households. Community participation in the mitigation works (undertaken in many projects) was achieved as 

evidenced by substantial counterpart community labour mobilized, in some cases, estimated as 30% to 50% of 

the project cost. However, the lack of financial resources was a common issue among communes who do not 

have specific resources for DRR activities and were faced with many competing demands. 

 Partners implementing long term projects should have a long term perspective of their project interventions and 

objectives. Having multiple cycles of funding from DIPECHO works well for this process only if medium to 

long term goals and objectives have already been clearly defined and determined.  

 Identification and capacity building of local partners and of focal people/organization/committees within the 

existing community structures (i.e., local “project champions”) that would gradually take responsibility for 
project activities should be a component of all projects, particularly those of medium to mature (i.e., receiving 

multiple cycles of funding). 

 Technical issues were not a major concern, households were able to adapt to and maintain any “technologies” 

acquired without further assistance/with minimal O&M costs using their own/local resources; the DWF project 

adopted an approach fitting in with culture/traditions/skills and techniques of local artisans.  

 Some interesting work with credit was undertaken by DWF with local commune councils managing revolving 

funds for house strengthening. 

 Strategies need to be explored as to how the learning and good practice from the projects can more 

comprehensively incorporated into the provincial structures (also in neighbouring, similarly hazard prone 

provinces). 

 Sustainability of the projects has been defined as:  

o sustained awareness within the local communities of DP/DRR  
o improved skills and application of a CBDM approach among the LG  

o acquired knowledge and skills among mass organisations, leaders, local artisans, etc. 

o the transfer of targeted IEC materials to local stakeholders 

 Challenges for project sustainability were:  

o human resources constraints  

o the level of awareness was not the same for different project sites and for different groups in the 

community 

o whilst people may receive training this has to be put into practice otherwise it may be forgotten  

o project staff from most partners have participated in numerous meetings/activities with other 

stakeholders, which impacted on their time for project management, coordination and implementation.  

 Where projects have a strong emphasis on public awareness activities these messages need to be imbedded or 
integrated into the existing normal communication activities at the local levels, e.g. the commune loudspeakers. 

 The VNRC was a crucial local implementing partner for several project partners (SRC, SCF and CARE) and 

these projects built upon the institutional knowledge retained in the VNRC since the 1st , 2nd and 3rd APs both at 

the NHQ and too in many of the disaster prone provinces (e.g. DP trained RC staff). In the case of awareness 

raising in schools, the engagement of the district education authority to continue and replicate the project is 

essential.  

 

6. Coordination, complementarities and coherence 

 A strong degree of coordination and partnerships exists among DIPECHO partners and good and effective 

operational partnerships exist. These have proven to be mutually beneficial to those involved in terms of 

achieving effectiveness and efficiency of interventions and projects, e.g., the VNRC with SCF UK, SCF UK 

with DWF. Overall cooperation and information sharing between the projects with other national and 
international organisations was excellent. All partners demonstrated a high level of coordination with other 

DRR stakeholders, national and LG, mass organizations and with the beneficiaries themselves.  



 

 With all projects, prior consultation was undertaken, the ECHO delegation, local and national authorities, 

partners on the ground and in some cases with other donors. There were no signs of conflict and projects do 

well to complement and promote the image of the EC/ECHO.  

 

 As a whole, national government agencies responsible for DM, i.e. the DMC, and CFSC and different levels are 

fully supportive of partner initiatives and of their DRR initiatives.  

 The presence of a strong national Disaster Management Working Group - the DMWG - (the foremost 

coordinating body for DM) facilitates the coordination and complementation between DM actors in the country, 

including all DIPECHO partners. It also provides a regular (monthly) forum for information and best practice 
dissemination and sharing. Coordination is clearly an essential part of all partners’ information dissemination 

and replication strategy. The linkages and partnerships with other national and regional DRR organizations 

(e.g., DMC/CCFSC, UNDP, Oxfam, ADPC, IDRM, etc.) made possible in the course of implementing projects 

were maintained and reinforced in subsequent implementation periods. 

 A significant amount of finance has been allocated by the World Bank (WB) for natural DRR in 17 provinces 

(including the Mekong delta areas and northern highlands) - USD187m in two phases over the next 7 years - in 

the form of loans and grants. In addition, there is a grant of USD930k from the WB Global Facility for DRR. 

AusAID has recently reviewed their country strategy (including DRR) and is opting for a long term integrated 

approach (within the region) whilst UNDP has a 5 year plan (2006-2010) of which $6m will be for DM. Given 

this scenario, it is essential that DIPECHO and its partners are able to coordinate and complement its DRR 

interventions and projects with the planned interventions of the large DRR stakeholders in the country. 

 All partners participated in the ADPC PDR SEA activities (financed by DIPECHO), although there was varying 
opinion expressed by partners as to whether the programme provided sufficient support, supplementation or 

added value to their projects. Project experiences were shared with participants at ADPC/UN ESCAP/IFRC 

organized and annual DIPECHO funded “DM Practitioner’s Workshops”, although (as with other countries) 

these often excluded national participation (being attended mainly by expatriate project managers) and to date 

there has been no investment by DIPECHO in the DMWG. 

 A successful application made by a DIPECHO partner (in 2006 by Netherlands Red Cross) 

to EuropAID for similar community based DRR project. While this represents only a single 

instance, it appears that few partners are trying to access long term funding for DRR 

initiatives.  
 

7. Cross cutting issues 

 The major cross-cutting issues identified and addressed by partners were related to children and gender 

relationships. In general, partners emphasised gender relations and worked with a substantial proportion of 

women whose roles and positions are promoted; gender equality policies exist for the RC, SCA and for CARE. 

Partnership with the Women’s Union gave far greater access to women and addressed better too their needs. 
 Clear beneficiaries of all projects were poor people and women-headed households. Figures for assistance to 

women were more easily available than those for the number of poor people/or were not available; the 

participation of and benefits for women were clearer, whilst those for poor people were more difficult to assess.  

 Commonly, women and poor people were involved actively in the implementation of mitigation works often 

providing labour instead of money. Some mitigation activities were specifically targeted to vulnerable people, 

e.g. water filters were provided specifically to poor people, poor and woman-headed households (e.g. by 

CARE). 

 Reinforcement of houses, access roads/bridges, boats for evacuation, public facilities, etc. were established to 

help the most vulnerable people in times of disaster, produced benefits for all members of the population. 

 Some projects have specific activities focused upon the development of children directly though work with 

primary school children and their teachers, e.g. SCA, the International Federation/VNRC and DWF and 
extensive work (over a succession of APs) has been undertaken specifically with children to improve their 

knowledge about disasters and how to cope and prepare for them. SCF has the rights of the child as their main 

mandate but DP and response, along with education, are themes which are required to be incorporated or 

integrated as components of the regular programmes of all Alliance members.  

 Under the 5th AP the programme of VNRC/NLRC is aiming to ensure that the impact of climate change is 

mainstreamed into the DP programme. 

 Most project partners place importance upon good governance, e.g. under the DWF project, a successful credit 

system was managed by the commune council 

 Several project partners (notably the RC and UNDP) are trying to push more and promote international 

commitments, e.g. to the HFA. 

 Of significance is the engagement of project partners in the lengthy consultative process involved with the 

development of the new national DM strategy. Limited activity is taking place in terms of developing new DRR 
legislation (although this is not expected things could be improved) however, a great deal is already happening 

within the current legislation. There is a recent new law on dyke management but it is not holistic (as was hoped 



 

for by UNDP/other DRR stakeholders). There is however, a paradigm shift in thinking taking place (i.e. 

towards and more holistic approach to DRR) but slowly and on the GoV terms. 

 

8. Linking relief, rehabilitation and development 

 During the APs, storms/whirlwinds, flooding (e.g. 2004), and Storm N°6 in 2006, tested project preparedness 

and mitigation activities, e.g. the DWF project activities prevented damage to households/other infrastructure 

demonstrated that safer building served well when disasters strike. SCF UK makes conscious efforts to link 

emergency response to disaster recovery and rehabilitation, e.g., in 2002, SCF received ECHO funding for a 

“Mekong delta child-focused emergency response project” during which the focus was to provide children with 
school materials that were lost during the floods (school supplies, etc.) and to restore conditions necessary for 

them to continue with their education. Emergency relief was provided by IFRC/SRC/VNRC in the course of 

implementing various APs. These operations are linked to the preparedness interventions undertaken under the 

DIPECHO projects, namely the establishment and strengthening of the emergency response teams or “shock 

brigades”.  

 

Visibility 

 ECHO visibility was noted in activities (e.g. training and community mobilisation, publications, T-shirts, 

banners, signs, PowerPoint presentations, etc.); public facilities/small infrastructure projects all clearly showed 

the ECHO logo. More significantly, local people and LG met (during the review) were cognisant of where 

funding was from (i.e. ECHO).  



 

Annex XII Visibility 

Visibility methods noted during the evaluation 

Visibility method110 Comment 

Display panels  all small scale/micro projects/mitigation projects (where feasible) displayed the ECHO 

logo (e.g. on flood gauges, watsan facilities, etc.) on the offices of partners, project 

partner/LIP vehicles - all were noted and some were ingenious in terms of ensuring 

longevity (e.g. DWF in Hue used skilled stone masons to carve the logo, etc. in stone!) 

Visibility on supplies  this was common on all supplies provided 

Visibility at ECHO-

funded events  

noted during the visit and too in photographs in reports, etc. of events held; project 

staff (of both partners and LIP) wore tee shirts/caps/flak jackets emblazoned with the 

logo 

Sufficient visibility in 

partner’s website and 

publications Press releases 

of the project partner websites examined not all show the EC logo nor had a reference 

to DIPECHO or ECHO!; all publications clearly displayed the logo and gave written 

reference to the funding source 

Paid advertising unknown 

Media interviews occurred during events attended in this evaluation and too was commonplace at 

provincial gatherings (e.g. project start up/other main events); newspaper articles, other 

media publicity spots on TV/radio were less evident although use of radio spots and 

reference to ECHO was reported 

Funding for journalists’ 

visit 

some have taken place  

Public events banners with clear ECHO visibility where commonly used at all public 

events/welcoming signage often and used opportunistically at major events  

Audiovisual production also noted, e.g. on the VNRC (“Living with the Floods” film) and SCA child focused 

film; various brochures, and posters 

Photographs/photo 
exhibitions 

numerous photos had been taken and pictures were often mounted on the walls of 
offices of project partners/other LIP visited; increased use of digital photographs meant 

that high quality pictures could be provided in report/on demand 

Commemorative plaques known of an observed  

Salary of information staff  rarely but encouraged, at least part time 

 
Notes on visibility 

ECHO Aid Strategy 2003 mentions: “With the strengthening of the new regional office in Bangkok ... ECHO 
expects to be able to improve its capacity for needs assessment and rapid reaction as well as to start defining an 

appropriate communication and information strategy in the region.” ECHO Aid Strategy 2004 goes one step further 

in stating that: “Information activities during 2004 will focus on communicating the values, principles and concrete 

achievements of EU humanitarian aid …. The strategy will be guided by four essential orientations: information 

multipliers; focus on essential key messages; develop a wider information reflex; and apply a rigorous cost 

efficiency approach …. This entails a wider use of high impact information tools such as audiovisual productions 

and the internet.” ECHO Aid Strategy 2007 has a one-page comprehensive section on “Visibility, Information and 

Communication” 

 

“1.6 Visibility and communication requirements”, Instructions and Guidelines for ECHO potential partners wishing 

to submit proposals under the Fifth DIPECHO Action Plan for South East Asia, the Kingdom of Cambodia, the 
Republic of Indonesia, Lao PDR, the Republic of Philippines, the D.R. of Timor-Leste, and the S.R. of Viet Nam. 

This specifies requirements for visibility, communication and ‘traditional’ visibility activities allowing donor 

identification, e.g. setting up of signboards; stickers, etc. are made obligatory, unless they entail security risks for the 

partner’s staff 

 

 

                                                
110 some confusion was reported over the change in logo from the old to the new and frustration expressed by organisations who 
had printed materials, etc. with old logo and were “reprimanded” 
 


