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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

The Support to Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Timor-Leste  Project, funded 
by the Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID) and managed by the 
International Organization for Migration (IOM), has been obtaining some positive 
results to date, in particular at the sub-national level. These results are fragile and 
need to be consolidated because of the short project time-frame (15 months for phase 
1 and 24 months for phase 2) and the implementation modalities used. 
 
The AusAID-IOM project has been able to strengthen Timor-Leste's disaster risk 
management (DRM) governance structures at the sub-national level and in the 
communities, particularly through the support given by the Community Based Disaster 
Risk Management Flexible Fund (CBDRM FF) under the Project's second objective.  
Most of the Fund's partner NGOs have been working closely to support the district and 
Suco (village) level Disaster Management Committees (DMCs) and sometimes the 
Aldeia (sub-village) DMCs. However, this support and the direct work with communities 
require a longer-time frame. Most results obtained from the five Phase 2 NGO FF 
partners are still a 'work-in-progress' that need to be completed, particularly for those 
partners who only recently joined the project (such as Save the Children in April 2011).  
 
Therefore, it is important to give the means to the project to complete its objectives. 
Further work is needed at the sub-national level, through an extended time frame and 
possibly modest additional funds in some cases, to develop exit and hand-over 
strategies for each intervention. This will also contribute to community empowerment, 
by ensuring communities can continue and maintain the DRR/DRM initiatives, while 
providing clear parameters to the NGOs for ´graduating´ from communities as 
necessary.  Some further work with local NGO partners and DMCs would also be 
merited to further consolidate basic capacities built through the FF projects. 
 
Some good examples of effective NGO programming approaches have been identified 
during the fieldwork, particularly in terms of meaningful community participation and 
valued/useful training on DRR, as well as raising community awareness and knowledge 
of disaster causes and their own role in hazard risk management. Before the project 
communities largely viewed disasters as inevitable acts of fate, now a different 
relationship is starting to take place through the prevention and mitigation measures 
that are gradually being developed in the various communities for localised disasters. 
 
The AusAID-IOM project did not have a comprehensive framework that defined the 
entry point for FF partners (district, sub-district, suco or aldeia level), the modalities or 
the results that would be expected from the interventions, particularly in terms of 
sustainable community resilience and ownership of the process. Hence, the NGO 
projects vary widely in their scope and coverage. Reporting has focused on achieving 
outputs, rather than outcomes. A strategic framework needs to be incorporated into 
the FF mechanism to streamline and focus the interventions of the NGO partners. 
 
The achievement of the other project objective -  to ´develop national capacity in DRR’ 
-  is more difficult to appraise, given both the absence of a baseline and the lack of a 
capacity development strategy. A range of useful activities have been undertaken 
within the Ministry of State Solidarity/National Disaster Management Directorate, such 
as the development of Information Technology systems and basic office administration 
skills. However, these seem to have been more reactive and not mutually supportive of 
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each other, giving the appearance of dispersed efforts. The activities also have not 
included a focus on building DRR/DRM technical capacity within NDMD.  
 
There are a number of challenges to developing national level DRR/DRM capacity. The 
DRM/DRR technical capacity and knowledge in the country is low, both within the 
Government of Timor-Leste (GoTL) and amongst the international partners, including 
the IOM. This contributes to a certain lack of clear guidance, commitment and 
leadership from the various actors engaged in the process - especially in the face of 
competing developmental priorities. While a national DRM policy exists, it has not been 
officially published. The NDMD has struggled to promote good coordination or 
implementation of the policy across the different line ministries. The sub-national DMC 
structures (from district to aldeia levels) have not seen their job description officially 
recognised by the line ministries. As a result, the work done by DMC members is on 
volunteer basis, with sometimes competing priorities from their own line ministries. 
 
The lack of a clear legal framework also does not facilitate DRM/DRR mainstreaming. 
New security and internal defence laws passed in 2010, and a forthcoming civil 
protection law, have implications for DRM leadership and coordination. National 
elections in 2012 and GoTL decentralisation plans further add to the uncertainty. 
 
At the same time, the NDMD needs to consolidate its modest but significant gains in 
disaster response and recovery, through a gradual step-by-step increase of its 
capacities, first and foremost in early warning systems (EWS) and disaster response. 
Given the current context and short timeframe for a possible project extension, it 
would not be constructive to be overly ambitious.  Any further support provided at the 
national level through a project extension should be limited to modest activities to 
strengthen basic capacities already in place (such as needs assessments and logistics) 
and be complementary to the current UNDP-GoTL DRM project.    
 
A continuation of the current project would require the development of a clear strategy 
for support at the national level, as well as a shared vision amongst the CBDRM 
partners regarding the outcomes of their interventions.  The project could usefully 
support work to re-vitalise and expand the membership of the CBDRM Working Group. 
More broadly, the international community should switch from the current 
predominantly activity-based mode of DRM work – stemming from the recent 
humanitarian response to the IDP crisis – to a more results-based mode. This requires 
greater attention to the developmental outcomes of DRR/DRM initiatives. Additionally, 
participatory planning methodologies, which are more inclusive of GoTL staff than the 
largely consultancy-based models currently used to prepare strategies and project 
proposals, can build both ownership and capacity.  
 
At the CBDRM FF partner project level, a comprehensive and participatory monitoring 
and evaluation framework needs to be developed to capture the full extent of the 
results that will be achieved at the end of the NGO-supported projects, beyond simple 
outputs. Attention to key crosscutting issues in DRR/DRM, such as social and gender 
equality, has been limited and variable across both project objectives/components. 
 
Overall, the project has achieved partial success in increasing GoTL and community 
DRM/DRR capacity at the sub-national level.  It has further potential to consolidate its 
gains over the next 18 months, provided there is a sound revision of the project 
objectives, expected results and the various recommendations and lessons identified in 
this evaluation report and the DRR thematic analysis report are incorporated.



 INTRODUCTION 
 

1. Background to the evaluation 
 
This evaluation has been commissioned jointly by AusAID and by the IOM, coinciding 
with the near-end of the “Support to Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Timor-Leste” 
project  (‘the Project’). 
 

The AusAID-funded and IOM-implemented Project has sought to strengthen the ability 
of the national Government, district authorities and local actors to better prevent, 
mitigate and manage disasters. The Project’s total budget is A$ 2,250,000 for the 
duration of 24 months, from 1 November 2009 through 31 October 2011. The Project 
is the second phase of IOM’s “Support to Disaster Risk Management (DRM) in Timor-
Leste” project (‘Phase 1’), which was implemented from 1 May 2008 to 31 October 
2009 with funds contributed by AusAID of A$ 1,865,000. It covered a limited number 
of sucos (villages) in 11 of the 13 districts of Timor-Leste through both phase 1 and 
phase 2. 

The overall objective is defined as “to improve disaster risk reduction by the 
Government and communities in Timor-Leste“. This is to be achieved through two 
specific objectives (named project purposes), namely: 

1. To improve the capacity of the Government at the national level to coordinate and 
manage the preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery aspects of disaster 
risk reduction. 

2. To increase the ability of sub-national governments and communities to prepare 
for, respond to and recover from disasters in their own areas. 
 

Each specific objective (SO) had a number of expected results (ER) :  
 
SO1 -   
ER 1.1 Increased familiarity with and understanding of the NDRMP and DRR needs by 

Government officials and relevant stakeholders, particularly those outside MSS 
and NDMD; 

ER 1.2. Increased inter-ministerial coordination on DRR-related issues; 
ER 1.3 Improved inter-ministerial/sectoral planning and resourcing for DRR; 
ER 1.4 Improved MSS administrative, human resources and other systems and 

processes supporting DRR; 
ER 1.5 Enhanced communication, coordination and planning between national and sub-

national DRR actors leads to more effective guidance and support to sub-
national counterparts; 

ER 1.6 Enhanced inclusion of field-level data in Government policy formulation and 
DRR decision-making, and 

ER 1.7 Timely and effective responses to emerging needs and priorities of NDMD and 
Office of the SoS SAND 

 
SO2 -  
ER 2.1 Establishment and/or strengthening of sub-national disaster management 

committee structures; 
ER 2.2   Enhanced district-level capacity for preparation and implementation of disaster 

risk assessment and action planning and responses through, inter-alia, the 
preparation of District Disaster Risk Action Plans (DDRAP); 
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ER 2.3 Communities better able to understand, assess and mitigate disaster hazards 
and risks and prevent and respond to disasters 

 
Purpose, rationale and objectives of the evaluation 
 
This evaluation has been commissioned as a final project evaluation with a strong 
learning component. While the TOR specify that the evaluation covers phase 2 of the 
DRR project, some focus on phase 1 activities was also included in the analysis. The 
evaluation team was composed of two independent experts, but has also incorporated, 
as observers, one member of the IOM, one member of AusAID. Two members of the 
Government of Timor-Leste (GOTL) from the National Disaster Management 
Directorate (NDMD) also joined the mission during the field work in Lautem.  
The evaluation process started in July 2011 with a documentary review. The fieldwork 
in country was undertaken from 21 July 2011 until 9 August 2011. During that period, 
key informant interviews were held at the national level and field work was carried out 
in the following districts: Baucau, Bobonaro, Ermera, Lautem and Manufahi, in order to 
visit a representative sample of the activities undertaken to date by the five 
Community Based Disaster Risk Management (CBDRM) Flexible Fund (FF) partners. 
The Flexible Fund is meant to support the proposals from NGO partners to work on 
DRR at community level once the proposals are accepted by the Project Steering 
Committee comprised of the NDMD, AusAID and the IOM. 
 
The sample size of intervention sites was small given the time frame and the findings 
apply to those target interventions that were visited by the evaluation team, unless 
otherwise stated. 
 
The evaluation had three main purposes as per the Terms of Reference (TOR): 
 
1) To assess the results achieved, efficiency in delivery and 

relevance/appropriateness of the Project design (objectives and implementation 
approach) to the Timor-Leste DRR context. 

 
2) To identify lessons learned from implementation that could inform future 

support, with particular reference to capacity development approach, 
partnerships established through the project at both national and community 
levels, ownership and sustainability. 

 
3) To identify the key factors affecting the DRR sector which present challenges 

and opportunities for improving DRR in Timor-Leste by Government and 
communities and that should be considered in decisions regarding future 
programmes. 

 
The present report (Part I) focuses on points 1 and 2 and should be read in 
conjunction with the wider DRR analysis report (Part II), which focuses on point 3.  It 
should also be noted that, as DRR is a crosscutting issue, it is referred to as a 'thematic 
area,' rather than as a sector, in the evaluation and DRR reports. 
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2. Approach and methodology 
 
Enhanced utilisation of findings 
 
As requested in the TOR, the evaluation has followed a consultative and inclusive 
approach. The evaluation objectives demonstrate the formative nature of the 
evaluation as results are expected to feed into the learning process for this type of 
project and generate knowledge and lessons that could be applied to similar type of 
projects and/or an extension of the current project and/or to the whole of the DRR 
thematic area. The evaluation has been transparent and inclusive of all stakeholders 
and followed the OECD/DAC quality evaluation standards.  
 
In order to ensure buy-in and participation from all primary stakeholders, the 
evaluation team held a presentation at the start of the evaluation on 25th July 2011 in 
Dili to explain the evaluation scope, approach, agenda, methodology and tools.  
Feedback was also gathered on stakeholders’ expectations, using group work 
methodologies. A three-hour validation workshop was also held on 8th August 2011 
attended by some 40 stakeholders to present and discuss the evaluation's preliminary 
findings, conclusions, lessons and recommendations. The power-point presentation 
from the workshop was attached to the summary report submitted at the end of the 
fieldwork, while participants’ feedback has been attached to this report. 
 
Methodology and Tools 
 
The evaluation focused on two key areas: 1) Evaluating the Project's expected results 
(outcomes) for the two Project purposes (objectives) and their contribution to the 
overall objective, as well as 2) an analysis of factors affecting the DRR thematic area in 
Timor-Leste.  It also assessed the efficiency of the Project in turning inputs into 
outputs, its relevance to stakeholders, performance, and its likely sustainability. Thus, 
the evaluation covered both processes and outcomes. 
 
To do this a mix of methods were used.  Three well-established evaluation 
methodologies were used in combination: contribution analysis, appreciative enquiry, 
and most significant change. The advantages and limitations of these methods were 
presented in the evaluation plan. 
 
The specific mix of tools and methods used to collect, triangulate and validate both 
quantitative and qualitative information included: 
 
• An initial documentary/literature review and analysis, which served as a basis for 

the evaluation plan (first evaluation deliverable);  
• In-depth semi-structured interviews with key informants (i.e. GoTL at national and 

district levels, IOM, AusAID, FF partners, other key donors such as EU). In total 
some 57 interviews were held with a total of 76 people, of which 19 women and 57 
men, for a total duration of almost 55 hours, giving an average interview time of 
just under one hour; 

• Focus groups with selected respondents and direct project beneficiaries, in selected 
districts where Community Based Disaster Risk Management (CBDRM) activities 
have been implemented. 12 of the 13 focus groups were gender specific, and a 
total of 149 people of which 96 men and 53 women were interviewed. The total 
duration was 11 hours of interview time, yielding an average of 50 minutes per 
FGD. 
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• Site visits, using structured observation, to district/community CBDRM FF project 
sites in five of the nine districts covered under Phase 2: Ermera, Bobonaro, 
Manufahi, Lautem and Baucau (details contained in evaluation agenda under Annex 
3). 

 
Semi-structured interviews and focus groups used an interview guide to ensure 
consistency and comparability.  Findings were triangulated to ensure their credibility. 
   
Selection of Project sites to visit 
 
The sampling of the CBDRM activities at district/suco/aldeia level was purposive and 
not random.  The criteria (presented in the evaluation plan) for the selection of sites 
ensured that a representative cross-section of sites was visited and fieldwork took 
place in five districts: Baucau, Bobonaro, Ermera, Lautem and Manufahi, including rural 
communities in difficult to access locations.  
 
Limitations 
 
The original plan (i.e. as established in the evaluation plan) for undertaking field work 
had to be reviewed, given the short notice provided and subsequent lack of readiness 
of partners to accommodate the field work on the proposed dates. As a result, the 
evaluation team initially held meetings in Dili until the different partners were ready for 
the field visits that took place during the period of 29 July to 5 August 2011.  
 
Given the compressed time for fieldwork, a lower number of communities were visited 
than initially envisaged, although the evaluation did assure a proper sampling had been 
done (e.g. at least one site for each of the Flexible Fund partners). The evaluation 
team also split into two groups in order to increase its field coverage capacity. Findings 
essentially emanate from those communities that were visited by the evaluation team, 
and may not be applicable to all of the communities covered by the project. Some 
additional feedback on communities that were not visited, but were part of the project 
intervention area (including in phase 1), was gained during the validation workshop.  
 
Another limitation is the lack of a formal project monitoring plan and the limited project 
documentation available. As a result further review of documentation (quantitative 
data) by IOM against performance indicators as determined in the project document 
was not possible as the information is not being compiled at the project level, and the 
activities list in the annual report submitted to AusAID on 18 November 2010 do not 
provide much insight on the levels of achievements. 
 
Almost all the planned meetings were able to take place, except for the State Secretary 
for Security and the Director of Civil Protection. At district level, given the visit of the 
Bishop to Gleno, the District Administrator was unavailable. Same in Baucau given the 
visit of President Ramos Horta. In Los Palos, the house of the DA was on fire as the 
evaluation team awaited the meeting with the DA, which had to be cancelled. 
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3. Findings on expected project results according to the project design  
 
The Project is structured around two specific purposes as described under section 1.  
The project identified 10 expected (or related) results (ER), seven under project 
purpose 1, and three under project purpose 2.   
 
Key findings for each ER are the following: 
 
Purpose 1 
 
Overall 
 
The sum of the seven Expected Results is meant to contribute to attaining the first 
project purpose: 
 
“To increase the capacity of Government at the national level to coordinate and 
manage the preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery aspects of disaster risk 
management.” 
 
In the absence of a baseline assessment or a capacity development strategy, it is 
difficult to measure what changes or improvements actually took place.  This 
component appears to have been implemented in a reactive, rather than a strategic 
way, with a focus on activities rather than results. For example, it is unclear what 
specific activities were planned through the Project for activities 1.1 to 1.3 or how they 
may have contributed to the planned results.  However, more broadly, there has been 
little progress in any of these areas.  
 
Despite these limitations, the evaluation findings indicate some development of 
national to district level disaster response systems and capacity that can be attributed 
to the Project. However, there is little evidence to show any particular improvement or 
positive influence of the Project in other areas such as GoTL mitigation capacity or DRR 
coordination and integration into GoTL sectoral programming. 
 
1.1 Increased familiarity with and understanding of the NDRM policy and DRR 

needs, particularly outside MSS and NDMD 
 
At the national level, there is little evidence of greater awareness or knowledge of the 
policy or DRR needs, and inter-ministerial coordination and information exchange on 
DRR remains problematic. At the district and sub-district/suco/aldeia levels, the work 
with the government structures and the CBDRM FF partners has contributed to raising 
awareness of DRR through targeted training and activities.  
 
1.2 Increased inter-ministerial coordination on DRR-related issues 
 
This remains a major challenge where progress has yet to be made at national level. 
The Inter-ministerial Commission for Disaster Management (CIGD), chaired by the Vice 
Prime Minister, is supposed to provide broad oversight on DRM but has not met 
regularly since its inception. New (2010) security, defence and civil protection (to be 
passed) laws have also contributed to some confusion regarding the roles and 
responsibilities of the different actors in a disaster response and DRM, and this needs 
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to be further clarified. At the local level, DDMC members are working together but on a 
voluntary basis, as line ministries do not officially recognize the structure.  
 
IOM staff described this as a particularly challenging area for NDMD to progress.  The 
Project, along with some other organisations, supported a national workshop on 
developing a whole-of-government approach to disaster response in December 2010, 
but it is unclear what follow up will take place.  
 
1.3 Improved inter-ministerial/sectoral planning and resourcing for DRR 
 
Same as above. The Timor-Leste progress report on implementation of the Hyogo 
Framework for Action (HFA) of October 2010 notes that DRR is a new concept and not 
yet mainstreamed in all sectors and levels. However there appears to be some 
potential with the education sector as UNESCO and SCF are developing materials on 
DRR that eventually may be integrated into the school curriculum. 
 
1.4 Improved MSS administrative, human resources and other systems and 

processes supporting DRR 
 
IOM has been providing technical assistance for administrative capacity development 
to the office of the Secretary of State for Social Assistance and Natural Disasters (SoS 
SAND) within the Ministry for Social Solidarity (MSS), some technical assistance to the 
NDMD and also facilitated a few other forms of ad hoc support. Individual activities 
have included: technical (Information Technology) support for database development 
at the National Disasters Operation Centre, the posting of an administrative adviser to 
the office of the SoS SAND, the refurbishment of the Dili Gymnasium as an evacuation 
centre and the preparation of a manual on safe construction.  
 
It is difficult to ascertain what sort of improvement was sought or how such a diverse 
mix of activities was meant to collectively or strategically improve support to DRR.    
 
1.5 Enhanced communication, coordination and planning between national and 

sub-national DRR actors leads to more effective guidance and support to sub-
national counterparts 

 
Some progress has been made in this area, particularly in the regions where the 
CBDRM FF partners work to support the disaster management committees (DMCs) at 
the district (DDMC), sub-district (SDDMC), suco (SDMC), and aldeia (ADMC) levels. 
Positive examples of collaboration were seen in  all five districts visited. The level of 
improvement can be linked to the results of emerging DRR champions in certain 
DDMCs, SDDMCs, SDMC and AMDCs, and to the contribution of the training from NGOs 
such as CRS, Hivos/Fraterna and Trocaire in the implementation of their projects.  
 
However, in the absence of TOR for the DDMCs that are accepted by the line 
ministries, the structures remain fragile. As a result, members work on a voluntary 
basis, and there has often been a conflict of interest between the established work-
plan of the line ministry and the priorities of DRR action. It also needs to be stated that 
the work in DRR at the sub-national and local level focuses almost exclusively on 
emergency response, along with limited civic education on preparedness in some 
places. Other aspects that are also a part of DRR activities, such as prevention and 
mitigation, are not within the capacity of the local structures to undertake. Most work 
in this area is done through the individual community level projects of the CBDRM FF. 
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1.6 Enhanced inclusion of field-level data in Government policy formulation and 

DRR decision making 
 
This is a very ambitious objective that is quite far from materialising and for which no 
significant resources have been allocated in the project. 
 
1.7 Timely and effective responses to emerging needs and priorities of NDMD and 

Office of the SoS SAND 
 
A capacity assessment of NDMD by UNDP in 2009 shows that there are still uncovered 
needs at very basic levels such as lack of language skills, computer literacy, etc. and 
NDMD was quite open about its limitations and constraints. The Project has rightly 
chosen to support both national and local levels of NDMD, but the individual actions 
undertaken to support NDMD and the SoS SAND do not seem to reflect a specific 
strategy and appear to be ad hoc, the same as for ER 1.4.  
 
Purpose 2 
Overall: 
 
The project has achieved some promising results toward fulfilling its second purpose 
‘to increase the capacity of communities and GoTL at the sub-national level to 
coordinate and manage DRM´. 
  
2.1 Establishment and/or strengthening of sub-national disaster management 
committee structures 
 
Some positive results have been achieved in this area, particularly in those locations 
where CBDRM FF partners have been actively supporting DDMCs, SDDMCs, SDMC, and 
in some cases even ADMCs. This varies across the country, across the different 
districts. Different district administrations have different strengths and limitations, as 
well as levels of commitment to DRR/DRM from their District Administrator (DA).  In all 
districts visited, the District Administrators (who chair the DDMC) and/or some DDMC 
members could describe formal and on-the-job training they had received from FF 
partners, usually in areas like post-disaster needs assessments, or activities like inter-
district/overseas exchange visits. This training and knowledge sharing was highly 
valued and some had been put into active use.     
 
There were clear successes in Lautem, Baucau and Manufahi, in terms of a noticeable 
awareness and commitment to DRR/DRM and to trying to allocate modest amounts of 
local budget to such activities. For example, the Manufahi (and Ainaro) district 
administrations have committed to piloting DRR education in schools, in cooperation 
with the SCF. The training from and joint collaboration with the NGOs has also 
reinforced DDMCs capacity. In addition, there are some clear 'champions' in the field of 
DRR in some of these structures (e.g. Los Palos/Lautem), which are the ones that 
operate in a more transparent and coherent approach.  
 
The most advanced district level DDMC structures have realized that the multiplication 
of district level committees is not conducive to an integrated and holistic disaster 
management response. They have joined their DDMC with the Food Security 
Committee, and in some cases the Conflict Prevention Committee, as they are 
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essentially comprised of the same people and have close synergies that should be fully 
exploited.  
 
It is difficult to assess the full extent of strengthening contributed by the Project to 
DMC structures at the sub-national level, as the Project's baseline data is weak and the 
DDMCs are struggling with broader contextual and institutional limitations.  The lack of 
legal recognition of the TOR of DDMCs by the line ministries restricts the activities in 
which the members can be involved, and the DDMCs only receive a very small budget.  
Without resource commitments from the line ministries, it is difficult for the DDMCs to 
act on many of the (useful) plans and ideas gained from their cooperation with the FF 
partners. The DDMCs below the district level appear to be entirely dependent on their 
own resources.  They receive neither a budget, nor technical support, from the district 
or national governments and donor support seems to be limited to that provided to 
some selected sub-districts DMCs through the Project (e.g. in sub-district Lautem, 
Lautem district). 
 
In reality, in the five districts visited to date by the evaluation team, most of the 
achievements are due to the personal commitment of key individuals; chief among 
these are the District Administrators and some DDMC focal points/coordinators, such 
as in Lautem and Manufahi. This situation reflects the absence of a clearly recognised 
mandate and institutional capacity gaps, as previously outlined.  
 
2.2 Enhanced district-level capacity for preparation and implementation of disaster risk 
assessments and action planning and responses through, inter alia, the preparation of 
district disaster risk action plans. 
 
Only a few districts have been able to develop such a plan. Lautem has played a 
pioneer role as the first to submit to the national level their DEPP (Disaster Emergency 
Preparedness Plan). Results are uneven across the country, based on district level 
capacities and previous involvement in other DRR projects. Most of the outputs to date 
have been contingency plans but with limited substance. The pioneering role played by 
Lautem can be attributed to the more advanced state of its DRR programming.   DRR 
activities in the district were supported by Concern from 2004 to 2008 (European 
Union DIPECHO funded).  The experience of Lautem clearly shows the importance of 
long-term engagement in the districts to build DRR/DRM capacity.  
 
2.3 Communities better able to understand, assess and mitigate disaster hazards and 
risks and prevent and respond to disaster 
 
There is some evidence that, through the Project's activities, communities are starting 
to engage in a different way of thinking about disasters. While they are still largely 
unable to actually prevent disasters, in some communities there is a better 
understanding of the causes of disasters and some ways to reduce their impacts.  For 
instance, in Heda aldeia in Bobonaro, in Betano  suco in Manufahi, and in Loiquero 
Aldeia  in Lautem, the local communities have put in place a basic flood early warning 
system (EWS) with the support of CVTL, Trocaire and Hivos/Fraterna respectively.  
 
Some communities have developed local response systems and have made direct 
contributions of labour or materials to local mitigation activities, such as in suco 
Waitame with the construction of the bridges and a drainage clearance activity in suco 
Betano that has stopped the seasonal flooding of a number of rice fields, or in suco 
Catailetren by undertaking the foundation works on the new chapel that will be used 
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as their evacuation centre. The evaluation team had the definite impression that most 
of these project-supported efforts remain at an incipient stage in much of the country, 
although the limited field coverage does not allow for generalisation of the results 
obtained across all the communities and project sites. 
 

4. Project evaluation criteria findings 
 
Relevance 
 
The DRR project is fully relevant to the needs of the country as identified in the DRM 
policy. It further clearly comes to support community needs, given the very high 
vulnerability of Timor-Leste to natural and man-made disasters. The project is also 
aligned to the HFA. AusAID is the only donor currently engaged in supporting DRR, 
and this project fits into their DRR policy. The EU through the DIPECHO programme 
had previously also supported DRR in different phases since 2002 (through Concern, 
UNDP, etc.) but no longer so as the government moved out of the emergency phase. 
 
It is less clear to the evaluation team how DRR is supporting IOM’s global mandate in 
Timor-Leste and how DRR is linked to the IOM strategy for 2011-2013 for Timor-
Leste1. The evaluation has not found supporting evidence of environmental migration 
or migration caused by “disasters” as defined by the HFA which “encompasses 
disasters caused by hazards of natural origin and related environmental and 
technological hazards and risks”. DRR also broadly fits into the objectives of the 
Flexible Fund partners (Hivos, CRS, CVTL, SCF, Trocaire) given they are non-
governmental organisations although DRR is not necessarily their primary field of 
expertise. 
 
Design issues 
 
At the conceptual level, the idea of developing DRR capacity at alls levels of 
government while implementing practical activities at the community level was a sound 
approach. However the design process should have benefited from inputs from DRR 
technical specialists and project planners at donor’s headquarters and/or managing 
organisation’s headquarters. The design lacks a number of the fundamental attributes, 
namely: 
• A capacity assessment/baseline of the situation, against which to measure progress 

and provide the starting point for the intervention; 
• Related to the former, overly ambitious objectives which were carried out 

unchanged from phase 1 into phase 2 and without fully incorporating the 
recommendations from phase I review; 

• A clear strategy for capacity development. Capacity Development is not an 
objective in itself, it is a means to an end, and requires a clear vision of what needs 
to be accomplished and how, going beyond the provision of ad hoc support; 

• A proper monitoring plan, using both outputs and outcome indicators. The project 
identifies only output level indicators and was largely unable to track and report on 
most of the indicators that are too numerous and of little value to appraise project 
performance (training materials developed, discussion papers produced, number of 
meetings organised, etc.); 

                                                 
1 IOM comment : The information sheet on environment, climate change and migration –IOM’s approach 
and activities (2011) – addresses the Organization’s involvement in DRR/DRM in the context of 
environmental migration management cycle, in which Prevention, Preparedness, Management (of mass 
migration), Mitigation and Response (addressing) to forced migration are key notes 
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• Clarity of focus on the objectives of the CBDRM flexible fund (e.g. no strategic 
framework developed); 

• Reliable reporting on project performance; 
• No hand-over or exit strategy; 
• Gender considerations were not adequately incorporated into the design of overall 

project nor in the FF projects and the project did not fulfil AusAID gender equality 
policy requirements. 

 
The project stemmed during the IDP crisis in 2006-2007 during which time IOM played 
a key role in emergency response, and given the availability of funding from the donor 
in the field of DRR, this project was quickly developed but without going through the 
usual technical reviews needed to improve its design. The original staff are no longer in 
the IOM, but donor’s institutional memory does indicate that AusAID was at the time 
looking for a partner to manage DRR funds, and approached the IOM in view of its 
good performance during the IDP crisis, although the project was a pilot for which IOM 
Timor-Leste did not have previous technical experience. 
 
Efficiency 
 
Rate of disbursement: According to the latest financial statement available from IOM 
as of June 2011, only A$ 1,204,718 has been spent as compared to an original budget 
of A$ 2,334,581 or 52  percent of the total budget. However this figures does not 
include forward commitments. According to IOM, if these commitments are included, 
the budget is expected to be 20 percent under spent by 31 October 2011 when the 
Project ends. 
 
The shortcomings in the design previously described at least partly affected the 
efficiency of project implementation. The lack of baseline capacity assessment of 
partners  appears to have led to an over-estimation of the absorptive capacity  of both 
the GoTL and NGO partners and, related to this, overly ambitious objectives.  
 
One important lesson for all stakeholders is that, when working at the community 
level, it is difficult to rapidly spend funds unless projects have a large infrastructure 
component. The strength of the CBDRM approach, in particular, is that it emphasises 
allowing sufficient time: to gain the trust of the target communities; to carry out 
participatory processes to better understand their risks, needs and priorities; to link 
community and government planning in a more meaningful way; and then, to design 
and implement specific mitigation activities.  These may be small-scale local initiatives 
or larger-scale physical mitigation works, if government and/or donor funds and 
capacity permit.  These are not fast processes, but the rewards at the end - if well 
done - are greater relevance, ownership and commitment by the stakeholders to 
CBDRM/CBDRR initiatives.  
  
While Phase 2 provided the opportunity to continue and consolidate activities that had 
too short a timeframe in phase 1, it also added some new target districts and sucos to 
the Project. Therefore, a longer timeframe should have been considered in order to 
complete these processes (i.e. to be able to fully and responsibly disburse allocated 
funds), an issue that was pointed out in the 2009 review of the Flexible Fund. Most 
international experience is that it takes up to five years to successfully and sustainably 
complete a robust CBDRM/CBDRR project.  All NGO partners met said they knew this 
was a flaw in the design when they decided to submit proposals; some addressed this 
by combining funds from IOM with funds from other sources as part of a wider 



 14

programming strategy, rather than strictly following the restricted project-specific 
approach of the AusAID-IOM Project (a good strategy).  However, this still does not 
address the issue of ability to fully disburse funds in the agreed timeframe. 
 
Budgetary reviews of the Project were carried out in phase 1 and 2, in which it was 
recommended that the allocations be decreased and time-frame for implementation 
extended. One of the constraints that may have affected efficiency and implementation 
is the fact that no less than five project managers have been in charge of the project 
since phase 1. 
 
Cost-efficiency: The Project's cost structure breaks down to 77 per cent of the overall 
budget spent on programme support costs (i.e. delivery of FF projects and NDMD/MSS 
capacity development activities). IOM expenses are 12 percent for support personnel, 
6 percent for office costs and a 5 percent overhead. 
 
 

Cost categories in %

77,2%

12,3%

5,8% 4,8%

Programme Support Costs
IOM Support Personnel
Office costs
Overhead

 
 
The cost-efficiency is difficult to appraise as it depends on the points of comparison, 
and none were identified in the TOR. Some projects are more labour-intensive, while 
other projects with large infrastructure components may have a higher programme 
support cost ratio. However, the programme support costs for this project also include 
an unspecified amount for the running costs of the international NGOs and their local 
NGO partners through the FF allocations. For this reason, an exact estimate for the 
operational costs of the Project is not possible, but they are likely substantial due to 
the number of activity managers involved (IOM, plus international NGOs, plus local 
NGOs). 
 
Administrative procedures: The funding allocation process for FF partners itself is 
cumbersome. The number of payment allocations (six) is excessively high for a project 
of two years (phase 2), with such small grant sizes; these range from US$85,000 
(CVTL) to US$ 372,000 (CRS) at initial approval. NGOs are required to submit full 
narrative and financial progress reports prior to the receipt of each tranche and could 
not receive a start-up tranche until after the first report was submitted or until some 
time after implementation had commenced. The FF partners said that this arrangement 
was particularly difficult for local NGOs, as they did not have the capacity to carry 
much cash flow.  One international NGO that participated in phase 1 of the Project 
found the IOM system so bureaucratically intensive that it decided not to submit a 
proposal for Phase 2, instead electing to focus its energies on larger funding partners 
with easier administrative systems. 
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IOM's Dili mission advised that the procedure was put in place globally "to prevent high 
financial risks."  The mission noted that the partners from other IOM projects in Timor-
Leste had never complained about these procedures and that getting appropriate and 
timely project information from the FF partners would have been challenging without 
these procedures. The Dili mission further advised that, nevertheless, for the sake of 
proactivity sake, as a result of the evaluation and for the sake of proactivity, they had 
"started liaising with its Headquarters on this for future cases."  
The evaluation team welcomed this development and remains of the view that the 
system needs to be simplified.  There is little evidence that it has led to higher 
accountability; the evidence points more to the system having slowed the pace of 
project implementation and contributed to tensions between IOM and the FF partners.  
 
Further to this, the evaluation team is unaware of any empirical evidence from other 
programs/projects that links a higher number of disbursements to more efficient and 
effective financial management and accountability in such small size projects (unless 
IOM has amassed such evidence internally as the basis of its policy decision). 
Internationally, good practice trends have seen programme/project management 
become increasingly focused on streamlining  administrative requirements, as well as 
financial accountability, and  placing more emphasis on operational accountability (e.g. 
obtaining results and outcomes).  In other words, greater emphasis is placed on higher 
accountability for the actual results obtained instead of the rate of project delivery.  
Performance monitoring systems are designed and agreed between the partners to 
jointly achieve this.  These trends relate to findings that the transaction costs of very 
administratively intensive systems are sometimes higher than the benefits they bring. 
 
IOM may wish to consider alternative models for ensuring financial and outcome 
accountability with its more regular NGO partners in future, both at the country and 
global level.  For example, AusAID developed an NGO accreditation system with its 
Australian NGO partners some years ago through which the organisation is assessed as 
being competent to meet the financial and programming accountability requirements of 
AusAID.  At the country level, there have been interesting initiatives to develop a 
shared performance accountability framework and system jointly with Australian and 
local NGO partners through programs such as the Solomon Islands Partnership 
Agreement and various NGO community development funding mechanisms in Papua 
New Guinea. 
 
Effectiveness 
 
Any honest appraisal of the project performance must be made in light of the context  
in which the intervention takes place. The situation in Timor-Leste is particularly 
challenging due to a variety of factors, chief of which are: 
 

• A important capacity deficit across both human and materials resources in 
many government sectors, including NDMD as identified by an assessment from 
UNDP in 2009; 

• Priority given by the Ministry of Social Solidarity to the management and 
completion of the response to the IDP crisis which lasted until the end of 2010; 

• An intricate legal framework to support DRM structures in government, and a 
DRM policy that has not been officially published; 

• Lack of communication and coordination for DRR among line ministries; 
• Many competing demands on a limited development budget; 
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• A history of recent humanitarian aid and assistance driven projects linked to the 
IDP crisis, where focus was essentially on emergency response; 

• A generally low level of understanding of DRR in the context of development by 
all actors (although some NGOs, AusAID and other partners such as UNDP 
conceptually understand this), a rather narrow view even within the NDMD of 
DRR as being primarily disaster response, to the detriment of the other aspects 
of the Disaster Management cycle. 

• Working in a nine year-old country, the youngest in the region, which is still 
nurturing itself into a fully blossoming state, starting from scratch. 

 
All these factors have been challenges to project implementation and as a result DRR 
activities have been given lower priority than other needs by both NDMD and other 
government departments. Nonetheless efforts have been made by IOM, NDMD, SoS 
SAND and the flexible fund partners to achieve project objectives.  
 
Second project purpose 
 
As indicated in section 3, the Project has achieved some promising results toward 
fulfilling its second purpose ‘to increase the capacity of communities and GoTL at the 
sub-national level to coordinate and manage DRM.´ However. there is room for 
improvement and the GoTL capacities built to date need to be reinforced and 
consolidated.  At the same time, some of the broader institutional policy and capacity 
issues faced at these levels require longer and more cohesive strategic attention by the 
GoTL and other stakeholders in future, if this support is to be effective.   
 
Government structures 
 
Many district level and local level structures have been supported through training and 
coaching on community participation techniques; this was provided through the 
CBDRM Flexible Fund NGO partners.2 Training of Trainers (TOTs) has also been 
provided, in some cases, to multiply dissemination to the suco/aldeia levels. DDMC 
structures have largely understood the process of disaster response from the national 
level to the suco/aldeia level, despite struggling both in terms of financial management 
and planning and the need to have their TOR officially recognised. It was found that at 
the suco/aldeia levels, the process for disaster response was known up to the district 
level, but there was less knowledge about the national structure. The structures are 
functional, even if on a voluntary basis for all line ministry staff that are involved in the 
DDMCs. The most advanced districts, such as Lautem, have already rightly moved 
ahead to create a single committee (comprised of the same members) that merges 
DDMC responsibilities with the other food security and conflict prevention committees 
to avoid multiplicity of structures and dispersion.  
 
The GoTL has allocated a specific budget for each DDMC in 2011 in the amount of US$ 
10,000; however, difficulties in planning, accounting for and managing the resources at 
district levels have led to a limited disbursement to date of half the originally foreseen 
amount, e.g. US$ 5,000.3 At the district level, the DDMCs have a clear structure and 

                                                 
2 It is recognised that CVTL is not an NGO but an auxiliary to government but for ease of reporting, all of 
the partners are referred to as NGOs in the broadest meaning of the term 
3 According to the information received  from the Regional NDMD office in Baucau, in 2010 , the 
Council of Ministers allocated the DDMCs  an amount of US$ 25,000 each -  as a result of the 
development partners’ meeting (of which US$ 10,000 was for Food and Non-Food Items (NFIs), US$ 
10,000 for construction materials, and US$ 5,000 for operations). However, accountability and 
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line of reporting in order to respond to disasters and liase with the national authorities 
to obtain, either from the region or the national level, the necessary in-kind support to 
provide disaster affected households some food (bag of rice) and non-food items 
(soap, blankets, etc.). For those households that have lost their house as a result of a 
disaster, a kit comprised of construction material is also provided by the NDMD.   
 
The introduction of the housing package appears to have contributed to a culture of 
entitlement, a perception the evaluation team encountered in every district visited.  
Over the longer-term, it may not be sustainable for the GoTL to continue providing 
support to each disaster-affected household that has lost its house in a disaster, and 
the scheme does not seem to take into account whether local coping mechanisms 
already include some rebuilding capacity.  The social safety net (SSN) food for 
work/cash for work public works schemes of MSS's Social Assistance Directorate were 
also criticised by some FF partners and district officials as undermining local coping 
mechanisms, including voluntary community labour contributions to disaster mitigation 
activities.  While the SSN programs also play an important role in responding to 
vulnerable people, they could be better harmonised with DRM programming. 
 
Most disasters in Timor-Leste occur at the sub-national level and are localised; they 
tend to be frequent and affect a very high number of communities across the country, 
often in more isolated locations. This means that the majority of districts experience 
recurrent disaster response needs throughout the year; this heavily constrains the 
capacity of the NDMD and the DDMCs to respond. The NDMD is faced with constant 
requests for small-scale support for a small number of households scattered across 
hard-to-reach communities, which is not a sustainable model for a small public service.  
 
Overall, the cost-efficient management of localised disaster responses, and logistical 
challenges, can be much more difficult than for large-scale disaster responses with 
major population displacement.  An analysis of how the system currently works, as 
described by the various sub-national DMCs met, reveals this challenge. 
 
In those sucos where sub-villages (aldeias) have established their own Aldeia Disaster 
Management Committee (for example in Aldeia Motara in Lautem), the ADMC's 
responsibility is to appraise the extent of the damage (damage report information) and 
establish a list of affected households. When there are no ADMCs, the SDMC members 
go to the affected community(ies), and appraise the damage, and make a list of 
affected households. In both cases (aldeia level and suco level), the information is 
passed on to the next level (Sub-District Disaster Management Committee – SDDMC). 
The SDDMC is supposed to verify the damage and list of affected households, thus 
validating the initial list and assessment made by the aldeia or suco level DMC. Then 
the report is sent to the District Disaster Management Coordinator (the DA), who 
coordinates/leads the response, as well as reporting the information to the regional or 
national level.  
 
In some cases, the regional level (e.g. Baucau, Bobonaro) has some facilities or stocks 
that can be mobilized in order to respond to the disaster. However, when the local 
relief capacity is exceeded or housing materials are required, the national level of 
NDMD takes action. There are some major difficulties in this process: 
 

                                                                                                                                               
management constraints led to an overall allocation of US$ 10,000 in 2011, and a first released payment 
of US$ 5,000 in May 2011, as mentioned in the CBDRM WG meeting minutes of 31st January 2011.   
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1. Verification of the damage and the list of affected households; 
2. Obtaining permission from Dili to release relief stocks held in regional 

warehouses in a timely manner and expiry of the stored goods– although the 
distribution of food and non-food items was reported to occur more quickly in 
some districts; 

3. Delay in provision of the construction materials and logistical problems with 
their delivery.  

 
The system of damage assessment and beneficiary identification (details of affected 
households), while commendable for its attention to accuracy and accountability, is 
hard to implement in a geographically and resource constrained environment. In order 
to avoid any abuse, the system has a verification process that entails vetting of one 
level by the next level of the structure. If the SDMC compiles the preliminary 
assessment and beneficiary list, the SDDMC is supposed to validate them. If the ADMC 
does the assessment and prepares the lists, then the SDMC should validate them. This 
is done through supervisory site visits.  
Unfortunately, as disasters often occur in remote locations that are very difficult to 
access, sometimes there are no roads that lead to the place where the disaster has 
struck. In addition, during the rainy season, some rural communities are cut-off for 
weeks from the sub-district and district centres. Considerable resources have to be 
utilised to undertake the damage assessment/beneficiary verification process or the 
resources may simply be lacking (e.g. transportation, communication, logistics). Some 
individual FF projects have contributed support such as motorcycles, cameras, 
computer equipment and mobile phones to the DDMCs but these are limited and 
recurrent costs also become an issue (maintenance of equipment, replacing credit in 
mobile phones, etc).   
 
Another challenge in the damage assessment process concerns the lack of ability of 
sub-national DMCs to provide evidence to support their assessments. For instance, 
SDDMCs, SDMCs and ADMCs visited often mentioned the lack of a camera as an 
obstacle, and cases were mentioned where there had been no disaster response from 
the national level because the DMCs could not 'prove' the extent of the damage. There 
were also anecdotes of national-level teams missing the actual disaster-affected 
households because no coordination with the local structures had taken place and the 
team reportedly went to the wrong location.  
 
A further issue concerns the timeliness of the response. Some communities visited 
indicated that the immediate disaster response was generally good, particularly in 
terms of food and non-food assistance; others, according to some suco chiefs met, 
experienced difficulties receiving assistance - especially those situated on the upper 
slopes of mountains or in other difficult terrain. Delays in NDMD approval of release of 
regional warehouse stock were mentioned in Bobonaro, with a desire for more 
localised management (although there were some concerns about putting in place 
sufficient stock control and accountability measures). 
 
Most sub-national DMCs and communities met had complaints about delays in 
obtaining housing construction materials. The receipt of the material was described as 
a lengthy process, and in a number of cases, there was no clear understanding of why 
only some households actually received the materials and others did not (e.g. Abafala 
Suco, Quelicai, Baucau, where only 14 of 28 affected families have reportedly received 
the construction materials).  
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Some of these issues reflect the logistical constraints previously mentioned but others 
are more indicative of gaps and bottlenecks in the national to local relief management 
and public information system.  The system basically functions but could be 
considerably streamlined, including greater decentralisation of response capacity and 
linking accountability systems to existing district administration structures (with 
appropriate capacity building support). Some thought also should be given as to how 
the decentralisation process could effectively support further devolution of disaster 
response and DRM assistance to the suco and aldeia levels. Considering that the 
limited available capacity is largely utilised for disaster emergency response at the sub-
national level, there is little time, resources, capacity and availability to undertake other 
actions within the DRM spectrum (mitigation, prevention, etc.), particularly since 
overall priority is disaster emergency response. 
 
CBDRM Flexible Fund partners (Hivos, Trocaire, CVTL, CRS, SCF) 
 
FF partners: areas of coverage 
 
name of FF partner District Local partner 
Hivos Lautem Fraterna
CRS Baucau, Viqueque, Caritas 
Trocaire Ermera, Manufahi Matan Dala ba Agricultur, Permatil
CVTL Aileu, Bobonaro, Oecusse Local branches 
Save the Children Ainaro, Manufahi Luta ba Futuro + other local 

NGOs/CSOs 
 
Generally, the FF partners have demonstrated their effectiveness at mobilising and 
working with communities to reduce their risks, as well as contributing to building basic 
capacity in disaster response within sub-national DRM structures.  The programming 
being carried out through the NGOs fills an important gap in Timor-Leste by balancing 
the disaster response orientation of government with a focus on a wider range of 
preparedness, prevention and mitigation activities for localised disasters.   
 
At the community level (suco/aldeia), the CBDRM FF partners have generally used an 
appropriate approach to working with the communities.  While the individual 
methodologies have varied, all include: some form of vulnerability and capacity 
analysis: community socialization, mobilization and education on DRR/DRM and usually 
also climate change adaptation (CCA); and the development and implementation of a 
community action plan that identifies specific actions the community can take to 
reduce its risks (usually with support from the NGO and sometimes also from local 
government). The methodologies and community action plans can be used for a range 
of development activities beyond DRR/DRM as well.  
 
Examples of some activities undertaken include: creation of EWS for floods (e.g. flood 
markers, loudspeaker systems, evacuation routes and shelters); river flooding and 
river/hillside erosion control works (e.g. tree planting, gabion cage construction; 
clearance of blocked drainage systems); and re-establishment of traditional forest 
management systems ('tarabundu'). There were also examples in Adawari Aldeia 
(Lautem) of more than 700 trees being produced in the nursery and replanted in 
disaster prone areas as mitigation activities, and at the district level the District 
Administrator made a district-wide declaration in Adwari in March 2011 to encourage  
tree planting in front of a large number of participants including AusAID and IOM.  
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The achievements and/or progress of the individual projects are substantial, albeit at a 
small scale of coverage.  However, all progress made to date is still fragile and needs 
to be consolidated over the longer term as the project has been implemented over a 
short period and changing people’s attitudes and practices towards disaster risks is a 
slow process. While there is a desire within the GoTL to expand the geographical 
coverage of these projects, this should not be done before the results of activities in 
current communities have been well cemented.  Overall, CBDRM is a highly effective 
approach to building community level disaster resilience but does not lend itself to 
rapid scaling up, unless a large number of NGOs/civil society organisations have the 
skills to do it.  The 2008 evaluation of the FF mechanism also found that sub-national 
DMC structures do not have the human resource capacity to directly take on this role 
over a wide area of coverage as well, and prioritisation of the most 'at risk' 
communities is required. 
 
Each international and local NGO partner also has different strengths and limitations. 
For example, some NGOs are better at designing and delivering disaster preparedness 
than mitigation or prevention activities; others are stronger at capacity development of 
local DRM structures.  The FF has provided enough scope for each NGO to work to its 
strengths, which is a positive feature of the facility, along with the ability to fund 
components of broader NGO programs.  At the same time, a strategic framework that 
identified core elements of CBDRM and realistic coverage levels to be achieved in each 
district would have been useful to have in the Project.  This would have maximised 
effectiveness, as well as providing a start point for dialogue among the NGO partners 
about their areas of strength and how to support and learn from each other.  
 
Another consideration is, even when planning local activities; the wider context must 
be taken into account.  For example, erosion works on one part of a long river system 
in one community (done in some projects) may not be effective and may even create 
new hazards for downstream communities – requiring knowledge of watershed 
management approaches (which was for example one of the strengths of Concern’s 
approach to DRR in Lautem in 2004 – 2008).   
 
Also, while there are some good examples of NGO-local government cooperation on 
CBDRM, much more could be done to strengthen these linkages and contribute to 
improved service delivery by line agencies to communities.  A focus on the capacity 
development of local extension personnel engaged in activities - a good approach in 
itself - could also have been more cost-effective.  Some that were involved in tree-
planting activities did not appear to take into account the livelihoods considerations in 
species selection, nor needs to come up with a workable system to support and protect 
the seedlings (many reported as washed away, died from insufficient watering or too 
far away from the community to look after). 
 
Gender was largely overlooked in the fieldwork, with notably exceptions in certain 
communities where women had a pro-active role in the DMC structures (e.g. Waitame 
Suco, Quelicai). Little gender analysis has been carried out and the evaluation found 
no actions that contributed to improved gender equality at the institutional or 
community level, despite some efforts in providing gender disaggregated reporting and 
some male/female focus in FF projects and include gender concerns in the selection of 
DMC members. However there is no on-going monitoring or performance indicators 
related to this issue.  
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In terms of their overall accomplishments, all FF partners have committed to a number 
of districts/sucos where their activities will be implemented during the phase 2 of the 
project as mentioned in their accepted proposal. The work is still on-going for the 
majority of the partners and some time extensions have been granted so that project 
partners are able to cover the entire number of project sites as foreseen (e.g. CRS). It 
is also necessary to mention that Save the Children only started as a partner in April 
2011 and, therefore, is only starting to undertake activities under the project.  
 
In summary the issue of coverage and completion of the workload for the Flexible 
Fund partners in the nine districts covered by phase 2 will require some additional time 
, particularly if partners develop a hand-over mechanism with the target communities 
to ensure some sustainability in the work that has been undertaken. In particular, 
mitigation activities (water supply, erosion and soil control, nursery, river-bank 
containment and construction) are still being undertaken and not yet complete as well 
as the ownership transfer to the communities to ensure maintenance and 
management.  
 
However, the evaluation team has seen recurrent evidence at the field level of projects 
that have been completed but do not appear sustainable, as the community showed 
little or no ownership of the process. For example, in Motora Aldeia (Lautem), the NGO 
Afmet - with funding from JICA - financed an entire water supply system (initially 
planned to be built by the Hivos/Fraterna Flexible Fund partner). A storage tank has 
been built, along with a generator to ensure that the water pump will operate. 
However, during the Focus Group Interview, the community requested a solar panel 
because they allegedly do not have the US$ 2 it takes to buy the diesel for the 
generator. This is a typical case of poor community planning and excessive reliance on 
government and NGO support: when things are not perfect, additional support will 
come – but it does not lead to community resilience and ownership if no effective 
contribution from the community is required (or forthcoming if previously agreed) to 
maintain the infrastructure and projects that are completed. 
 
The different field visits have also yielded some useful lessons and issues. The 
objective in presenting these is essentially to capitalise on the good practices in order 
to facilitate replication, and avoid some of the constraints and challenges that have 
negatively affected implementation. 
 
Some good practices 
 

• Aldeia Motara, Suco Bauro, Lautem (Hivos/Fraterna): a functional Aldeia 
Disaster Management Committee has been created under the coordination of 
the Aldeia Chief and they understand their role in the event of a disaster – 
useful tree nursery and reforestation activities  

• Aldeia Loiquero, Suco Mehara, Lautem  (Hivos/Fraterna): a flood early warning 
system is in place as the community is located near a lake, in a flood plain. 
Flood markers and preparation for evacuation is well understood and the 
system is functional. 

• Aldeia Adawari, Suco Serelau, Lautem (Hivos/Fraterna) : a tree nursery has 
produced some 700 trees (no hard data available to verify the figure) 

• Suco Waitame, Quelicai, Baucau (CRS): DDMC created and functional, role well 
understood. Training very useful in both Tetum and local language, various 
mitigation activities including local bridge constructions. Women strongly 
involved in the Suco DMC structure. 
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• Aldeia Heda, Suco ??, Bobonaro (CVTL):  Male/female community groups have 
established vegetable gardens on previously unproductive land and have 
earned an income in their first season of production, reducing food and income 
insecurity 

• Suco Betano, Manufahi (Trocaire/Matan Dala ba Agricultur): Community 
members and district government contributed their resources, along with the 
project, to clear a major debris blockage under a local bridge and stopped 
annual flooding of nearby crop fields 

 
Challenges and constraints 
 

• Aldeia Motara: a water supply system was originally going to be installed by 
Hivos/Fraterna under this project. However the NGO Afmet funded by JICA did 
it first – difficulties in NGO coordination at the sub-district level since some 
intervene directly from the national level without passing through local 
structures.  This also represents wasted resources on planning activities. 

• Poros Aldeia, Suco Mehara, Los Palos (Hivos/Fraterna): one year ago an Aldeia 
DMC was created and training was provided for a week. However no actual 
activities took place and the structure has virtually disappeared. Only one 
person in the FGD remembered there was training. The Aldeia chief did not 
participate in the training but only opened and closed the ceremony. Lessons 
are: 1) chiefs have to be made DRR ´champions´ in the communities in order 
to establish a functional structure and 2) concrete activities should accompany 
the training as soon as possible after it has been completed 

• Aldeia Adawari, Suco Serelau (Hivos/Fraterna) : the water supply leaks heavily 
and only 1 km of the 7 km water pipe has been rehabilitated. At present the 
nursery is very dry and most sprouts have dried up. Better technical appraisal 
of the rehabilitation costs should have been undertaken to ensure continuous 
water supply to the nursery, and larger budgets for mitigation/infrastructure 
may be required. 

• Catailetren suco, Letefoho sub-district, Ermera district (Trocaire/Permatil): the 
foundations of the new chapel (to be used as evacuation centre) are built but 
construction has stopped, as the funds have not yet been given to the Suco 
chief. He has gone to Dili to obtain the money but only received a signed 
statement from Permatil about the commitment to disburse the US$ 1,000. The 
population believes he took the money and kept it for himself – the excessive 
number of disbursements (6) in this project can lead to potential conflicts at the 
local level, something that does not contribute to good implementation and 
management. Originally the community wanted to strengthen the riverbanks 
against the recurrent floods, but given the extent of the work required 
(reportedly over 5 km), the community focused on a less costly option that 
could be undertaken within the budget of this project. 

 
Field lessons  
 

1. Structures need to be established under the leadership of the suco or aldeia 
chief to be operational, as has been done with the SDMC or ADMC coordinator 
roles– the chiefs give the momentum to the structure; 

2. Suco/aldeia level training on DRR/DRM in local languages is very useful; 
however, in some cases, only verbal instruction is provided; it would be useful 
to develop some written supporting material.  It is also important to regularly 
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provide refresher training so that the knowledge isn’t lost and to account for 
natural attrition; 

3. Training is most effective when coupled with practical application – it is 
important to start the mitigation and community activities (i.e. implementation 
of community action plans or ICAP) soon after the training has been completed, 
in order not to lose the momentum. 

4. Better budgeting estimates and technical assessments of the infrastructure 
repairs and mitigation work need to be made. A number of communities, while 
happy with the support of the NGOs, still mentioned that their water systems 
are not functional, and there are some concerns about the variety of trees used 
for reforestation (imported versus local), or about the objective of the 
mitigation activities. Better technical oversight and support is needed for the 
NGOs to identify the proper planning and budgeting of the mitigation work, and 
possibly a review of the funding for mitigation should be undertaken to ensure 
a larger amount is available to bring more durable solutions to the mitigation 
efforts (i.e. the limited funds available means that the choice of the mitigation 
activities have to be within the budget – larger infrastructure works such as 
river-bank containment walls, Gabian cages, or the actual installation of a water 
supply system, may entail higher costs than those initially budgeted for these 
interventions). 

5. Gender is generally not well incorporated in the trainings, except as a factor of 
vulnerability – but this is not sufficient. In some aldeias, gender specific focus 
groups showed that women had very little access to the information that men 
had (e.g. Aldeia Motara, Los Palos Sub-district, Lautem, or Catailetren suco in 
Ermera).  

6. The population in Timor-Leste is still very much dependent on GoTL and NGO 
assistance. All communities requested additional support from the project. A 
further change of mentality towards making people own the interventions and 
develop sustainability components should be guiding the NGOs’ projects in the 
communities, for which a longer-term approach is required. At some stage, the 
communities have to be made responsible for their ensuring the maintenance 
of all the mitigation works. This means that ownership transfer should be built 
into the interventions, and that supplies should also include spares and 
maintenance materials, particularly in the case of imported materials, as well as 
some degree of mentoring and monitoring after the intervention has been 
completed (bi-yearly visits to the communities where interventions have been 
completed). This should be incorporated into each project intervention with the 
agreement of the donor to ensure that mentoring visits are undertaken even 
after the partner has pulled out of the direct activities with the community.  

 
CBDRM Working Group 
 
The CBDRM Working Group  (WG) has been established at national level since phase 1 
of the project in 2008, and has met irregularly since its inception. The CBDRM WG is 
held under the leadership of the NDMD and includes a number of international and 
national NGOs, as well as some line ministries (notably the Ministry for Agriculture, 
Forest and Fisheries), some UN agencies (WFP, UNDP) and the UN mission (UNMIT).  
 
Some important issues have been addressed through the CBDRM WG, in particular the 
priorities that were identified at the two-day DRM workshop held in September 2010, 
such as: the review of the Terms of Reference of the DDMCs; the identification of a 
damage assessment template to be used in all districts and by all CBDRM partners; the 
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activation of the DRM Inter-Ministerial Committee Meeting; and the coordination with 
the line ministries to issue ministerial orders to their DMC members. The CBDRM WG 
has also recognised the synergies that are obtained when the Food Security Committee 
and the DDMC are merged into one group (e.g. Manufahi, Lautem).  
 
Despite the willingness to play a constructive role and move needs/issues forward, the 
CBDRM WG has also faced a number of challenges and difficulties. It has not met 
regularly; phase 2 of the project started in November 2009 but the CBDRM WG did not 
meet again until 2 June 20104. A number of questions were raised by different CBDRM 
stakeholders, concerning its Terms of Reference, composition, and the feasibility of 
breaking it down into technical sub-groups to address specific concerns - these were 
also mentioned in the minutes of CBDRM WG meetings.  
 
While there have been attempts to make the CBDRM WG more effective, there seems 
to be a need to further clarify its main mission and composition; some stakeholders 
were concerned that it had become largely focused on the AusAID/IOM project and its 
NGO partners, losing some of its wider positive dynamics along with some NGOs that 
were not involved with the project. The work done by the CBDRM WG should also be 
shared at the sub-national level and the structure replicated at the district level - or 
possibly linked into the DDMCs as a sub-group.  
 
A consultative process between NDMD/MSS and the members is needed to re-organise 
the CBDRM WG, broaden its mandate, and set clear objectives and procedures. Given 
the wide range of issues and connections with other sectors, such as food security and 
climate change adaptation, the evaluation team supports the CBDRM WG 
recommendation that technical working sub-groups be created to address key issues, 
bringing together all the available expertise from the concerned actors. Ideally, this 
should include representation or leadership by the relevant line ministries or in their 
absence, the most technically experienced partner. Overall, the revitalisation of the 
CBDRM WG could bring considerable benefits to the coordination, cohesiveness and 
quality of GoTL, NGO and donor policies and programming in CBDRM/CBDRR. 
 
First project purpose 
 
As summarised in Section 3, the first project purpose “to increase the capacity of 
Government at the national level to coordinate and manage DRM” is difficult to 
appraise.  Useful support appears to have been given to both the SoS SAND and 
NDMD through a range of different activities. Among this, as previously described, are: 
administrative management support, IT support, technical support to database 
development, and preparation of a safe housing construction booklet, may all be 
mentioned as responses to specific GoTL requests.   
 
However, these activities have been largely carried out on a reactive basis and across a 
range of unconnected activities that are not mutually supportive of one another. The 
aggregate effect on capacity development is questionable in the absence of a capacity 
development strategy that would have identified the priorities and purpose of this 
support. At the same time, the absence of a baseline does not allow comparison of the 
'before/after' changes or results brought about by these activities. 
 

                                                 
4 According to the minutes received from the IOM, there were four meetings of the CBDRM WG in 2010 
(June, July, August, and October) and two meetings in 2011 (January and May). 
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 Changes and effects obtained 

 
An important and incipient change brought about by the Project has been the creation 
of an opportunity for a number of communities to analyse their needs and identify their 
priorities, rather than be advised of what development is going to be 'done for them.' 
In some communities, it was the first time they had ever defined priorities through 
such a process for their suco or aldeias.  
 
The participatory and bottom-up CBDRM methodologies used by FF partners appear to 
work well in Timor-Leste and to contribute towards empowering communities to define 
their own agendas. This may also contribute towards reducing the sense of fatalism 
that exists in many communities, as people see that - even if they are poor - with just 
a little assistance, positive changes can be made to their situation. Furthermore, the 
action plans created, called Integrated Community Action Plans (ICAPs) and similar 
names, usually contain a comprehensive analysis of the forms of vulnerability and 
resilience/coping capacity faced by a community, often beyond natural hazard impacts. 
There is potential to use this information to inform future local level development 
across many sectors (infrastructure, food security, agriculture, health, water and 
sanitation, etc.) and to identify the synergies between DRM and sectoral work. 
 
Another important change that the evaluation team noted from its district visits is that 
some of the communities that have participated in the Project (though not all) are 
starting to be conscious that they can actually do something about disasters, rather 
than to suffer them passively as something unavoidable; this appears to be occurring 
as their levels of DRR/DRM knowledge increase and/or they see the results of a 
physical mitigation activity.   It is only a seed, but carries promising further potential if 
they can further be taught the different ways to combat erosion, prevent or mitigate 
flooding, strong winds and other forms of disasters. 
 
A negative effect is that the capacity of the CBDRM FF and GoTL partners in this 
project is insufficient to cover all the needs. This likely leads to some jealousy and 
resentment from other communities that have expressed a strong interest in 
participating in this project but cannot be included.  As discussed under the CBDRM 
section, it is unrealistic to expect that total, or even very high, geographic coverage of 
CBDRM can be achieved across such a highly vulnerable population - at least for 
several years. 
 
However, the way in which the most at risk communities are selected for support is 
quite critical to ensuring social equity and avoiding conflict between those within aid 
projects and those who cannot receive support.  It is particularly important that the 
selection process be based on robust and well-communicated criteria that will ensure a 
do no harm approach, both for included and excluded communities, as well as guide 
the expansion of coverage. Also, stronger coordination of NGO activities at the district 
level is needed (not only CBDRM), as district level structures are not always fully 
informed about NGO activities or do not have an up-to-date map of NGO activity. 
 
In terms of sub-district DRM structures, the most noticeable change for the evaluation 
team was the development of an increased disaster response capacity, albeit modest, 
as well as a good understanding of constraints. This was combined with a commitment 
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to overcome them among several DDMC members5.  For instance, the ill-equipped fire 
fighters of Maliana have taken up roles in first aid and responding to water shortages 
at the local hospital (using their water tanker), in addition to their regular duties. A 
number of DDMC members met showed pride in their ability to find ways to reach 
difficult places to undertake needs assessments and deliver relief, sometimes 
supported by their NGO partners. With appropriate forms of assistance, a number of 
district level response agencies could become increasingly effective over time (e.g. 
police, fire fighters, district DM focal points, etc). 
 
At the national level, the evaluation confirmed what previous UNDP and World Bank 
studies had found - NDMD has a very limited capacity in DRR/DRM.  It will take many 
years to develop this and efforts cannot be spread over too many areas.  This implies a 
narrow focus in the early years on building a basic foundation in disaster response and 
EWS, and gradually introducing other facets of DRR/DRM as capacity grows.  Major 
changes or effects of this Project on national level capacity have not been seen 
because it has not sufficiently analysed this context or been proactive in identifying 
suitable strategic entry points.  A modest and long-term approach to capacity 
development is required. 
 
 
Sustainability 
 
One of the major gaps in the Project's overall design was the lack of attention to 
sustainability, including a realistic timeframe to implement CBDRM programs (there is 
strong international evidence that CBDRR/CBDRM programs require a minimum of 
three-five years to develop lasting forms of community resilience). This appears to 
have also affected the design of the CBDRM FF partners’ projects or, at least, the 
inclusion of sustainability in progress reporting.  
 
The DRR Project (IOM) and the FF CBDRM projects (NGO partners) have not 
developed a sustainability plan or exit strategy, even though the Project ends in only 
two months. This is the case both for GoTL capacity development and community 
assistance.  
 
Several of the international and local NGO partners were aware of sustainability 
considerations in their projects.  Some simply stated that the AusAID-IOM Project was 
not long enough in duration to achieve sustainable outcomes but did not indicate their 
own plans to address this. Others advised that the funding they received from IOM has 
been used to support activities - a 'project' - that are part of a larger and longer-term 
program (e.g. CVTL, SCF).  The latter is a sensible approach to programming but has 
not been sufficiently highlighted in project reporting. 
 
It should also be noted that as a result of the validation workshop, feedback was given 
by the participants that some communities in phase 1 were actually currently able to 
carry on DRR activities on their own, and that efforts had been placed in the design of 
the phase 2 project to ensure sustainability. However, the evaluation team was not 
able to confirm this information. 
 

                                                 
5 as evidenced from interviews with the fire-fighters in Maliana and Baucau, PNTL in Lautem, Baucau, 
Manufahi among others.   
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Although a longer time frame is required to achieve sustainable outcomes, an exit or 
transition strategy should be included in every project. This not only helps focus efforts 
more on durable DRM/DRR initiatives, but also to indicate when it is time to move to 
another community (coverage issues mentioned above). This is a critical aspect of the 
Project that needs to be addressed by all partners.  
 
Overall lessons identified 
 

• DRR is a recent concept in Timor-Leste’s development programming and 
requires systematic advocacy and high level ´champions´ to promote it – donor 
funding is not enough, there needs to be a consensus within the GoTL, the 
donor community and the NGOs about the importance of DRR/DRM in Timor-
Leste's development. 

• Capacity development in DRR (and CCA) is needed at all levels when it is being 
newly introduced into a country, and this includes NGOs and civil society 
groups. 

• Capacity development needs to be approached in a strategic way – not as 
discrete project activities – and include attention to the enabling environment 
and supporting systems, as well as skills development. 

• Where DRR is new or capacity is low, of which are the case in Timor-Leste, the 
expectations of compliance with international frameworks must be modest and 
managed, and projects should avoid being overly ambitious. 

• Even a modest project requires an overall strategic framework and vision. 
• Additional efforts are needed to ensure appropriate DRR expertise is engaged in 

project design and delivery – both for GoTL and NGOs. 
• Exit and hand-over strategies need to be developed at the outset of 

intervention or sustainable outcomes may not be achieved – the project results 
to date remain fragile and need to be consolidated. 

• GoTL/NDMD needs more than resources from its partners: it needs long-term 
commitment and advocacy support. 

 
5. Conclusions 

 
The Project has made most progress at the sub-national level through its work in 
strengthening the GoTL DRM structures (DDMC, SDDMC, SDMC, ADMC) and the DRM 
capacity of participating communities, but this work is still at an early stage and needs 
further consolidation. Some modest achievements have also been made in 
strengthening the basic administrative capacity of the office of the SoS SAND, and IT 
systems in NDMD.  However, the support provided to strengthen national level DRM 
capacity was minimal and was not strategic. 
 
IOM has essentially acted as a funds manager. A high turnover of project managers 
with limited DRR experience has meant that little technical guidance or clear strategic 
vision on DRR has been provided to the Project's partners during implementation. The 
Project's structure and components also do not represent the comparative advantage 
of the IOM in the country, which has been in the area of direct implementation of 
humanitarian emergency/disaster response (with a reportedly strong performance 
during both the post-referendum 1999 crisis and the 2006 IDP crisis), rather than 
capacity development and establishing NGO partnerships in a development context. 
 
A major constraint has been the generally low level of technical capacity in the 
country, both within GoTL and among the international community and the NGO 
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partners, in the field of DRM and DRR.  This - combined with a complex geographic, 
political and institutional context - makes the positive results achieved to date even 
more significant. 
 
To make a lasting difference, the Project needs to be continued for at least another 18 
months in order to finalize and consolidate the results to date. The progress and 
achievements made over the past four years at the sub-national level merit further 
investment to achieve their potential, and some are at risk without further assistance. 
As mentioned in the findings section, the local government and FF partners still have 
not been able to implement all of the activities as planned in all the communities. Most 
importantly, the transfer of ownership to the communities will require additional work – 
and therefore time - to consolidate community skills and resilience to natural disasters 
(i.e. to achieve sustainable results). This should include attention to situations where 
the participating communities have not yet ensured the maintenance of the completed 
projects or where knowledge acquired is simply not being applied (i.e. lack of 
commitment from the community leadership or DMCs). An extension of the project, 
focusing on the development and implementation of a systematic hand-over strategy 
will assure a degree of sustainability of the results at field level through the ownership 
of the communities and their capacity to manage collectively the resources obtained.    
 
Regarding NDMD/MSS national level capacity development, modest additional 
complementary support could be provided through a Project extension - ie where it 
reinforces improved DRR service delivery at the sub-national level) - if it is well 
targeted.  Support to the national level should be pursued on the basis of a strategic 
plan that establishes the short-term priorities for the NDMD and the SoS SAND (over an 
18 months time-frame) and provided activities fit into this plan. Alternatively, such 
support could possibly be delivered through the UNDP DRM project, given the limits to 
NDMD/MSS absorptive capacity.  This would require technical appraisal of the UNDP 
project proposal and negotiation of any potential Australian support to ensure it is 
focused and achievable (Part II of this report, the DRR thematic analysis, provides 
further information).  
 
However, if an extension is approved, there needs to be greater attention to strategic 
planning, administrative efficiency, monitoring and reporting systems and exit 
strategies by IOM,6 in order to ensure the efficient and effective delivery of this 
assistance. The cost implications for, and the willingness of the FF partners to 
participate in, an extension would also need to be assessed.  The ability of IOM to 
simplify its administrative procedures, together with a commitment by the FF partners 
to respect those procedures, would be further important considerations in whether or 
not to proceed with a Project extension. 
 
The initial project design also had a number of weaknesses. Two key gaps were the 
absence of a comprehensive monitoring plan or an exit/hand-over strategy. While it is 
too late to re-establish a baseline and new objectives either for the overall Project or 
the projects of the FF partners , the current activity or output-oriented indicators could 
be updated to focus on a set of key performance questions or indicators related to the 
hand-over of activities and achievement of sustainable outcomes over the remainder of 
the Project. A performance assessment matrix could be adapted, adjusted and further 
developed by the Project stakeholders to support this work, based on the question 

                                                 
6 IOM comment : IOM headquarters and the regional office in Bangkok have committed to support the 
Mission in Dili on this in as much as is required 
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matrix presented in the evaluation plan. Similarly, an extension of the project with a 
proper hand-over strategy will contribute to  a degree of sustainability of the results at 
field level through the ownership of the communities and their capacity to manage 
collectively the resources obtained.  
 
Assuming the GoTL makes key decisions on the DRM/disaster response coordination 
and oversight structure and demonstrates its commitment to the long-term 
implementation of the NDRMP, the Government of Australia has an important role to 
play in supporting DRR/DRM over the long-term; it is the only remaining bilateral donor 
in a country with high vulnerability to both small-scale and large-scale natural 
disasters.  Provided these broader and longer-term commitments are in place, a follow-
on DRR and CCA programme would meet both clear needs in Timor-Leste and fit with 
Australia's broader interests in supporting the GoTL to create a more safe and resilient 
country (as the DRR analysis report indicates, various options can be envisaged after 
the 2012 elections have taken place).  
 
 

6. Recommendations 
 
Given the current political uncertainty, it is a difficult moment to make targeted 
recommendations for DRR. It is also difficult because there appears to be a lack of a 
clear vision of DRM and how to streamline it in the GoTL and among its partners, 
although UNMIT and the UN have been developing an options paper with the GoTL 
based on the December 2010 Whole Of Government Workshop on disaster response.  
 
Several options can be envisaged, but these will have to be adapted to any change in 
the current situation and the contextual factors mentioned in the DRR analysis report. 
Given the various users of the evaluation, specifically targeted recommendations are 
made for each user category. However, as AusAID is the sole remaining bilateral donor 
for DRR, its funding decisions will largely affect the positioning of all other 
stakeholders. 
 
For AusAID, take a phased gradual approach to DRR/DRM as follows: 
 
1. Extend the current Project for 18 months so that: the results can be consolidated, 

the Flexible Fund partners can develop an exit strategy: the CBDRM Working Group 
can be strengthened; and some further modest additional capacity development 
support can be provided to the NDMD and DDMCs to build on current disaster 
response and EWS work supported through the Government of Australia and other 
donors (unless, in the latter case, it is determined that national level support would 
be more appropriately provided through the UNDP bilateral DRM project). The 
extension should be conditional on the commitment of IOM and Flexible Fund 
partners to a greater focus on strategic and sustainable outcomes and streamlined 
Project management procedures.  

2. If conditions permit, in 18-20 months time undertake a DRR/CCA feasibility/design 
study to identify and develop appropriate forms of follow-on long-term DRR/DRM 
and climate change adaptation assistance over the next five to ten years.  The 
content should be determined by the decisions and progress made by the GoTL in 
DRM over the next 18 months, the outcomes from the extended Project and other 
Australian government-supported activities, as well as an updated analysis of 
DRR/CCA trends and needs. 
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3. Undertake systematic analysis of DRR/CCA integration needs in AusAID's bilateral 
program portfolio, in accordance with AusAID's DRR policy. Develop a DRR/CCA 
action plan as required/appropriate, in full consultation and coordination with 
NDMD and relevant line ministries.  
 

For the MSS,  SoS SAND – NDMD: 
 
1. Continue to focus as a priority on developing capacity in disaster and emergency 

response, as well as emergency warning systems. There are still improvements 
needed to streamline the response chain from the national down to the suco/aldeia 
levels and an effective EWS is the foundation of a good response system. 

2. Identify partnerships with CBDRM FF partners for working on 
prevention/preparedness/mitigation/recovery at community level while NDMD 
capacity is gradually strengthened.  

3. Establish a capacity development strategy for MSS SoS SAND/ NDMD staff, if not 
already planned under the UNDP-NDMD DRM Project.  

4. Identify a more efficient resource allocation structure for DRM/DRR at the suco and 
aldeia levels. As Timor-Leste has so many vulnerable and at-risk communities, 
there are not sufficient resources to reach all of them, and the sub-national DMCs 
cannot fill this gap.  Greater attention could be given to the suco level DMCs as an 
appropriate structure to facilitate participatory assessments of aldeias and 
coordinate a fair/transparent selection process to prioritise individual aldeias for 
assistance. 

 
For the IOM: 
 
5. Review the positioning of the current DRR project. Over the longer-term, focus on 

emergency and disaster response as an entry point for support to the GoTL given 
these are IOM's proven strengths, rather than DRR in a development context; 

6. If the AusAID funded DRR project is extended: 
a) Establish lighter procedures for flexible fund disbursements and limit the 

number of disbursements to NGO partners to a maximum of three instead of 
the current six. 

b) Engage technical expertise from the regional/headquarters office to revise and 
improve the project design, including sustainability/exit strategies and 
monitoring, evaluation and reporting systems. This includes a strong IOM 
monitoring system to assess progress based on results achieved and not on 
activities undertaken. 

 
CBDRM working group members (including FF partners): 
 
7. Revitalise the WG on DRR with participation from the sectors and government, 

create technical sub-groups as needed (e.g. food security, water,  etc); 
8. Develop a common strategic framework that ensures greater interaction between 

FF partners; 
9. Discuss/identify exit strategy based on each partner’s specific project and its 

objectives; 
10. Review budgeting lines for mitigation/infrastructure activities in line with lessons 

identified, and consider a budget increase of these activities. 


