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FOREWORD 

REC Caucasus Armenia National Office in partnership with OXFAM in Armenia has carried out a 
research-learning project entitled “Views from the Frontline 2013” (VFL) aimed to identify ways to 
reduce vulnerability to disasters within target communities in five Armenian regions (marzes).  

VFL is a participatory multi-stakeholder engagement process designed to monitor, review and report on 
critical aspects of “local governance” considered essential to building disaster resilient communities. 
The project was initiated by Global Network of Civil Society Organizations for Disaster Reduction 
(GNDR). The project is in line with Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), and provides an alternative 
view on the progress made by national governments in implementation process of the HFA at 
community level.   
 
The VFL 2013 is designed  

· to support consolidation of local level efforts targeting establishment of partnership between 
different state and non-state actors responsible for reducing disaster risks,  

· to increase participation, dialogue and relationships at the local level,  
· to support community resilience to deal comprehensively with disaster risks,  
· to build knowledge on existing gaps on disaster risk assessment to strengthen community-level 

participation in DRR decision – making alongside with improved awareness and understanding 
of disaster risk reduction and community resilience. 

 
These are the main specific directions to ensure that disaster risk reduction becomes a national and 
local priority with a strong institutional basis for implementation and stronger mechanisms for 
enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of disaster risk measures (both at national and local levels) 
by bringing together and combining the potential of all stakeholders in this field.  
 
The Government of the Republic of Armenia has recognized the importance of mutual efforts aimed at 
minimizing disaster risks (both man –made and natural ones), and, as an effective mechanism to ensure 
sustainable development, has signed the Hyogo Framework for Action in 2005 with main priorities for 
action: 

1. Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional 
basis for implementation.  
2. Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning.  
3. Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at all levels.   
4. Reduce the underlying risk factors.  
5. Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels 

 
Specifically, HFA provides guidelines for implementing changes in order to get substantial reduction of 
losses caused by disasters, preserving lives and social, economic and environmental assets of 
communities and countries, as well as outlines the need for multi-stakeholder involvement and 
national coordination, investment in mechanisms to reduce disaster risk. 

To ensure Armenia’s sustainable development, poverty reduction, good governance and disaster risk 
reduction are mutually supportive objectives, which should be met through accelerated efforts 
targeting improvement of local capacities at community and national levels to manage and reduce risk 
and improve community resilience. Resilience is ability of women, men, and children to realize their 
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rights and improve their well-being despite shocks, stresses, and uncertainty. Thus, development and 
strengthening of local partnerships between institutions, efficient mechanisms on disaster risk 
reduction, in particular at community level, are basis for building resilience to hazards.  

In July 2012, OXFAM was selected as regional coordinator for the project and considering REC 
Caucasus’ extensive experience in the process of disaster risk reduction in South Caucasus countries as 
well as successful efforts in implementation of VFL 2011, came up with a proposal of cooperation with 
RECC as a national coordinating organization.   

Final VFL study reflects data and findings acquired during the surveys, interviews, questionnaires, 
community meetings implemented across Armenia since December 2012. Collected and analyzed data 
and VFL findings play a major role in the process of analyzing current situation describing the level of 
awareness and co-operation partnerships on DRR within the country in the light of negative impact of 
climate change, natural and human-made hazards combined with rapid development and economic 
growth which cause serious danger to sustainability of livelihoods, human health, security, socio-
economic situation, integrity of ecosystems thus increasing vulnerability within communities.  

We strongly hope that all multilateral stakeholders, governmental and nongovernmental actors will use 
current  findings to consolidate efforts at community and national levels, and make disaster risk 
reduction issues more people–centered, corresponding to the local needs and priorities, and to create 
enabling environment for more participatory collective efforts for building resilient communities.  
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Armenia is at high risk of natural disasters, owing to high levels of exposure and vulnerability, as 
well as insufficient capacity to manage risks. Risks associated with geophysical hazards are significant, 
as Armenia lies in one of the most seismically active regions of the world. Earthquakes, floods, hails, 
landslides, mudflows, drought, erosion and desertification have caused economic damage and social 
problems, causing increase of poverty in disaster-affected areas. This is an important factor for assessing 
further potential for development of communities and alleviation of regional disparities since in fact, 
over 80% of the population is at risk as most of them live in the regions affected by natural disasters.  
This current study provides  

· a detailed description of the current DRR situation within selected at-risk communities 
· a realistic picture on involvement and capacity of local communities in DRR issues, and on the 

existing level of cooperation between communities, LSG, emergency departments and Civil 
Society,  

· as well as a review of progress and changes in comparison with results of the VFL-2011 project 
carried out in 32 “frontline” communities in Armenia.  

Current study can serve as a baseline for the development of Community action plan and could be used 
by all stakeholders involved in DRR processes to support further efforts in strengthening local 
institutional DRR frameworks at community level. 

The task of this study was to reveal main gaps, mechanisms used and in function at the local 
level and explore how well the process of disaster risk reduction, management and public involvement 
in DRR related activities is being regulated.  
Analysis of effectiveness of DRR and implementation of preventive measures in 32 communities of 5 
regions of the country, based on conclusions were made by project team during implementation of 
surveys and community meetings with participation of major stakeholders - local government, civil 
society, Armenian Rescue Departments, NGOs, Aarhus centers, other agencies dealing with disaster 
risk reduction and management, local experts working in DRR or related fields. Analysis revealed the 
following problems: 

Despite obvious progress in the creation of a national DRR policy and legislation, widespread 
change is not felt at the local level. Activities undertaken by government and international 
organizations within  the framework of HFA implementation are not undertaken at full scale, and need 
much more serious attention and support in terms of regular and timely allocation of financial 
resources to address problems caused by  disaster risks and its consequences at the local level, within 
the "frontline" communities.  
 

· Key findings have shown the need to establish adequate mechanisms to strengthen local 
capacities aimed to prevention and mitigation of disasters which will comprise locally 
functioning emergency mechanisms to finance DRR prevention, mitigation, as well as 
immediate response for dealing with ‘everyday disasters’ at the local level. DRR measures 
should prioritize poorest and most vulnerable populations which are most vulnerable to 
disasters. 
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· In terms of community participation and decentralization through the delegation of authority 
and resources to local levels, at risk communities should not only be covered by relevant 
government policies, and included in national DRR strategies as a beneficiary and stakeholder 
group: communities themselves should be ready and prepared to mitigate and respond to 
disaster risks, to cope with disaster impact. Community resilience should be builtthrough 
transfer of relevant knowledge and information, and clear division of roles and responsibilities 
of all stakeholders. The process is still lacking established and functional systematic policy and 
institutional commitment. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 
 
2.1. Disaster Risk Reduction in Armenia 
 
2.1.1. Natural Disaster Risks and Hazards in Armenia1  

Armenia is at high risk of natural disasters, owing to high levels of exposure and vulnerability, as 
well as insufficient capacity to manage risks. Risks associated with geophysical hazards are significant, 
as Armenia lies in one of the most seismically active regions of the world. Earthquakes have affected 
large numbers of people and caused significant economic losses over the past 20 years. The most 
devastating seismic event was the 1988 Spitak earthquake in Armenia that killed 25,000 people, injured 
15,000, left 517,000 people homeless, caused significant damage to several cities, and resulted in direct 
economic losses of $14.2 billion. The landslide hazard zone covers one-third of the country, primarily 
in foothill and mountain areas. Nearly 470,000 people are exposed (around 15 % of the total 
population). Average annual damages caused by landslides amount to approximately $10 million.  

Meteorological disasters have become more frequent and intense in the last few decades. Floods, 
mudslides, and debris flows threaten half of the country’s territory, mainly in medium-altitude 
mountainous areas, where they typically occur once every three to ten years. During 2004-2007, 
mudflows damaged some 200 settlements and 600 sites (road segments), such as pavements, road 
surfaces, road infrastructure, etc. on main transportation routes. Average annual damage from 
mudflows in the past four years is $2.9 million. Drought occurs almost every year in one or more 
communities of Armenia. In 2000-01 a severe drought resulted in losses of around $143 million (with 
297,000 people affected). Hailstorms and strong winds cause significant damage to the agricultural 
sector, with average annual losses of $30-40 million and $3.6 million, respectively. 

Climate change is expected to amplify the frequency and intensity of meteorological hazards in 
Armenia. According to the available projections, by 2100 temperatures are expected to climb by 2°C, 
and precipitation is predicted to decrease by 10%. Boundaries of thermal belts in mountain areas are 
expected to move upwards by 150-900 m. The lengths of dry spells within years are projected to 
increase, precipitation to become more intense during wet periods, and the number of extremely moist 
and extremely dry years to rise. A shift in the beginning, peak and duration of hydrological drought 
and flood periods is expected, owing to greater share of rainfall and glacial melt and smaller proportion 
of snowmelt in river flow. Alternating drought and flood periods, together with shifting rainfall 
patterns, could expand mudflow zones in foothill areas.  

The risk of technological disasters is also significant. There are around 26 hazardous chemical 
enterprises in Armenia that use ammonium, chlorine, chloral acid, nitric acid, etc., and over 1,500 
enterprises that are at risk of explosion or catching fire. The Metsamor nuclear power plant is located in 
a seismically active zone.  

                                                 
1 Armenia Emergency Management Administration (www.ema.am); Government of Armenia, 2005,  
National Report on Disaster Reduction for World Conference on Disaster Reduction (18-22 January 2005, Kobe, Japan).  
 World Bank, 2009, Disaster Risk Management and Emergency Management in Armenia.  
 World Bank, 2007, Armenia: Geographic Distribution of Poverty and Inequality.  
 UN ISDR, 2009, Central Asia and Caucasus Disaster Risk Management Initiative (CAC DRMI): Risk Assessment for Central Asia and the 
Caucasus, Desk Review. 
 UNDP, 2010, Armenia DRR Capacity Development Report. 
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The population, economy, and environment of Armenia are highly vulnerable to natural hazards. 
Most significantly, according to the World Bank poverty incidence is around 30% and is concentrated 
in rural areas and provincial cities. A high degree of urbanization (64%) concentrates the risk of seismic 
disasters-earthquakes, in the cities, including those located in the regions and communities within 
disaster prone zones. The economy remains highly vulnerable. In any given year, there is a 20% chance 
that a major disaster will result in losses of 12.7% of GDP. During deforestation in the period of 
economic crisis and blockade (1990-2005) Armenia lost close to 20% of its forest cover (around 63,000 
hectares), which has greatly increased the likelihood of mudflows and landslides. There is an urgent 
need to increase resilience to natural hazards by integrating disaster risk reduction (DRR) into 
development and building capacities at all levels.  

 
2.1.2. Roles and Responsibilities of DRR Institutions in Armenia2  

Overall responsibility for coordination, management and development of DRR system in 
Armenia lies with the RA Ministry of Emergency Situations (MOES). National Security Council is 
responsible for overall coordinating and facilitating role for the governance of the DRR system at policy 
level, responsible also for reforms within the security system. NSC and the Ministry of Emergency 
Situations are the two key institutions for developing national strategies and policies that govern the 
DRR system, and mainstreaming DRR within government policies and strategies. National Platform for 
Disaster Risk Reduction (ARNAP) has been established in 2010 to function as a participatory platform 
in the status of a non-governmental organization, providing opportunities for major DRR stakeholders 
including state, civil society, private and international donors to participate in DRR decision-making 
and consultation processes.  The goal of the national platform (ARNAP) is to establish a multi-sectoral 
mechanism assuring sustainable and democratic participatory involvement of all stakeholders.  

DRR has been actively advocated and mainstreamed within the rest of the relevant Ministries and 
State Agencies (Ministries of Agriculture, Territorial Administration (MTA), Health, Nature Protection, 
Urban Development, Energy and Natural Resources, Science and Education and the State Committee 
for Water Management of MTA).  

Local communities and regional governments are the cornerstone for building safe and resilient 
society. 20 Government decrees, 10 technical regulations as well as decisions on “Establishing 
Commissions and Regulations on Loss Estimation due to Emergency for natural and juridical persons” 
have been adopted on regional and community levels3  HFA regional focal points are coordinating 10 

                                                 
2 Ministry of Emergency Situations (MES Armenia),2013, National progress report on the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action (2011-2013) Armenia. 
UNDP, 2010, Armenia DRR Capacity Development Report. 
3

 RA Government decree, February 9, 2012 “On Approving a Programme and Action Plan for Seismic Vulnerability Assessment of Critical 
Facilities in Yerevan City”. 
RA Government decree,  June 10, 2012 “On Approving the Plan for Population Protection in Case of Major Earthquake” 
RA Government decree, August 18, 2011 “Regulations on Population Evacuation from Hazardous Areas”.  
RA Government decree, August 11, 2011 “On Approving a Programme on Compiling a new 1:500,000 Scale Seismic Hazard Map with 
Probabilistic Estimate for the Territory of the RA”  
Making amendments in the RA Government decree N383 –10.03.2005 by the decree N1183 – 28.07.2011 were namely technical safety 
arrangements were put upon TS inspectorate of the MES of the RA. 
RA Government decree, May 5, 2011 “On Construction of Crisis Management Centre and MES Rescue Service Administrative Building” 
RA Government decree, June 10, 2010 “On Approving the Programme for Modernization of Seismic Observation Network” 
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regional DRR teams established to ensure effective implementation of DRR strategies at the local level. 
Local level risk management modules for the implementation of the DRR strategy were piloted in 40 
communities to serve as basis for integration of DRR processes into local level development plans. 

Some of the regulations and decrees mention necessity of involvement of the local communities, 
necessity for clear identification of their competences, alongside with the local/regional authorities in 
DRR, including community-level engagement (RA Government decree March 7, 2012, “On Approving 
the DRR National Strategy and the Action Plan for the Implementation of the DRR National Strategy.”, 
serving as a basis for integration of DRR in development programmes and plans at all levels including 
national, regional, local, Government decree of 2012 on “Inclusion of seismic risk assessment mapping 
into Development programs of RA Regions and settlements, urban development program documents, 
and planning of preventive emergency seismic risk reduction measures”, etc.): those prescribe inclusion 
and engagement of local communities into risk assessment, however there are no clear arrangements 
for involving the communities located within the area of regional administration in responding to 
emergencies, no arrangements for making them accountable and assessing their activities.  

 
2.1.3. DRR policy and strategy4 
The Government of Armenia recognizes the threats to development posed by natural disasters and 
since 1991 has worked, often in concert with international organizations and conventions, to 
strengthen its DRR capacity. As a UN member country, Armenia became a signatory in 2005 of the 
Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA). HFA defines a proactive and preventive disaster risk reduction 
approach. The Government of Armenia is committed to achieving the strategic goals of the HFA and 
has been active in participating in its reporting and other processes. While this commitment has been 
positively assessed, the DRR system does not yet possess the capacity required to make it fully effective.  
Namely, the most important challenges are faced within the area of more effective integration of DRR 
processes into sustainable development policies, plans and programmes which serves as a cornerstone 
for inclusion of DRR strategy and common methodology for risk assessment at local level, promotion of 
DRR mainstreaming in state and community development programmes as well as strengthening 
capacity development of the National Platform. 
It is of utmost importance to develop and strengthen institutions, mechanisms and capacities at all 
levels, in particular at the community level,  that can systematically contribute to building resilience 
to hazards. Major attention should be placed at systematic incorporation of risk reduction approaches 
into the design and implementation of emergency preparedness, response and recovery programmes in 
the reconstruction of affected communities. 
 
In Armenia in the last years DRR plans include some considerations in sustainable development 
programs, and plans: DRR has been included based on the following considerations and requirement of 
the National Security Strategy: 

                                                                                                                                                                
RA Government Decree, November 10, 2011 “On Approving Regulations on Loss Estimation Due to Emergency for Natural and Juridical 
Persons” 
4 Ministry of Emergency Situations (MES Armenia),2013, National progress report on the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action (2011-2013) Armenia. 
UNDP, 2010, Armenia DRR Capacity Development Report. 
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To increase life security and standards of living 
- Preservation of Agricultural Lands 
- To inhibit migration of border communities 
 
Considering the 5 main priority  actions of the Hyogo framework several legal acts have been adopted - 
number of legal acts have been developed, in support to the country obligations regarding reduction of  
vulnerability of the most vulnerable at risk population and inclusion of DRR into Social development 
policies and plans: RA Government Decree dated February 9, 2012 “On Approving a Program and 
Implementation Timetable for Seismic Vulnerability Assessment of Critical Facilities in Yerevan-city” 
based on which seismic reinforcement priorities of the mentioned facilities have been developed, RA 
Government Decree dated June 10, 2012 “On Approving the Plan for Population Protection in Case of 
Major Earthquake” where tasks of all players – ministries, state bodies, as well as the Committee of the 
MES were reflected. 
 
Within the DRR National Platform, the adapted LLRM (Local Level Risk Management) methodology 
and “Community risk certificate” were elaborated and shared among all stakeholders: the latter were 
elaborated to identify the risks that threaten communities and include the management of DRR into 
community development plans. Certificates are used as an effective mechanism to integrate DRR into 
community sector development. “Community risk certificate” were submitted to the Ministry of 
Emergency and Ministry of Territorial Administration to be integrated within the community 
development planning formats. 
 

According to the list approved by the Head of the Regional Administration, local self-government 
employees are trained in the Crisis Management State Academy (CMSA) of the Rescue Service on 
annual basis on what topic. Within the DRR national platform and in cooperation with all DRR 
stakeholders, a special training package for integration of risk management on local level was 
developed, discussed and approved. The package was shared among more than 900 communities, 10 
DRR regional teams and other DRR stakeholders. The training package will be available not only for 
the community leaders but also for the population. 

In accordance with the HFA National progress report (2011-2013), during the last years in 
Armenia means and sources were identified to convey local and community experience or traditional 
knowledge in DRR. They are being integrated within local, sub-national and national DRR plans and 
activities. However, there is a need to relate those much more closely to the real needs of communities 
in terms of their direct integration and engagements into DRR, risk assessment, and prevention 
processes. 

For the development and strengthening of institutions, mechanisms and capacities at all levels, in 
particular at the community level, that can systematically contribute to building resilience to hazards 
several mechanisms are being developed. ARNAP initiated the formation of DRR regional teams in all 
the marzes of the RA which would ensure HFA and DRR strategy implementation on the local level in 
October 2012; development of educational programs, include DRR training program in schools and 
DRM training program on local level; ensure the implementation of earthquake engineering etc. For 
the systematic incorporation of risk reduction approaches with the support of DRR regional teams into 
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the design and implementation of emergency preparedness, response and recovery programs in the 
reconstruction of affected communities DRR actions were integrated into four-year community 
development plans.  

The evaluation study supported by UNICEF has revealed number of issues related to the 
government and partners should focus in DRR education. So, in the education sector, they need to 
strengthen the DRR teaching and learning coordination mechanisms at national, local and school 
levels. The development of a culture of safety and resilience is only possible through innovative 
pedagogy that integrated interactive, child friendly teaching and learning approaches, considers the 
gender issues as well as the needs of children with disabilities in DRR education5. 

Despite the fact that in assessing the level of risk assessment, to some extent progress in 
institutional commitments at the central level has been achieved; however, these achievements are not 
complete due to existing limitations in financial, technical and human resources which are necessary 
for a full-fledged engagement of communities into risk assessment process.  

Local, municipal and community bodies bear the responsibility for DRR; however, specific 
budgetary funds are not always being allocated in a sufficient or expedient manner. Communities do 
have reserve funds in their budgets that may be used for mitigating small scale disasters, in case of need. 
Large scale disaster prevention, however, and implementation of regional large-scale DRR tasks, taking 
into consideration insufficiency of financial resources, is planned stage by stage, which prolongs 
necessary funds allocation reducing efficiency of efforts. In case of acute necessity for the elimination 
of the consequences of hazardous processes, funds are being allocated from the reserve fund based on a 
Government decision, causing delay in provision of effective prevention at the local level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5 UNICEF Armenia. (2011). The RA Legislation and Education Policy in the Area of Disaster Preparedness: From the Perspective 
of Needs and Rights of Children. Evaluation Report.Retrieved from http://www.emergency.am/am/DDR_virtual_library?id=2037 
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3. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND APPROACH 

3.1. Project Goals, Objectives and Outcomes  
The main goal of “Supporting Community Resilience in the South Caucasus” project is to support 

the effective implementation of the HFA as well as promote the Physical Security and Safety of at-risk 
Armenian Communities through the analysis of Disaster Risk Reduction Governance within the 
context of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005–2015. 
 The project specific objectives are: 

· To provide a global overview of progress in Local Level Action to reduce “extensive” disaster 
risk. 

· To model a local change process and build local capacities for action and learning. 
· To raise awareness and understanding of disaster risk reduction and community resilience. 
· To increase participation, dialogue and relationships between different state and non-state 

actors responsible for reducing risk. 

The project is composed of two main elements: action-research and applied learning.  
The action-research element is based on an initial quantitative survey through face-to-face interviews 
or self-evaluations by local government officials and local community representatives to assess their 
perceptions on progress made in effective local governance to support disaster resilience and risk 
reduction as part of the HFA five Priorities for Action. The applied learning phase of the project uses 
this information to develop consensus on policy positions and associated recommendations to take 
forward to national, regional and international levels - including the Global Platform-DRR review 
process.   
 
Project Participants  
To implement ‘Views from the Frontline’, national focal points were established in each of the 57 
participating countries. These were called ‘National Coordinating Organisations’ (NCO). In this 
project the role of NCO in Armenia was assigned to REC Caucasus Armenia National Office. NCOs 
coordinated the review process and promoted participation of Civil Society Organisations and 
community leaders at the national and local levels. 

Participating Organisations (PO) - implemented the review process at the local level; continued 
dialogue with local government officials and community representatives through introduction of 
activities of VFL 2013, use of survey questionnaires, discussions and consultations case studies. POs 
collaborated with NCOs which draw all the information and data at national level.  

NCOs collaborated with their Regional Coordinator (RC) (OXFAM). The RC supported its region’s 
NCOs in the implementation process and assisted in furthering cross-country linkages and learning 
between participating countries within the region.  
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Project Outcomes 

· Improved understanding of the role and importance of local  governance to support 
effective implementation  of the HFA at the local level 

· Increased understanding and trust  between public, civil society and community  
stakeholders responsible for disaster risk reduction 

· Sharing of practical experience, knowledge and learning 
· Increased research, analytical and advocacy capabilities among project participants. 
· Increased public awareness, ownership and demand for building safety and resilience 
· Increased political commitment for disaster risk reduction investments at the local level 

3.2. Formation of the Project team  

Considering works and results of analyses carried out during the VFL-2011 project Tavush, Lori, 
Gegharkunik, Ararat and Syunik regions of RA were selected for the implementation of the 
“Supporting Community Resilience in the South Caucasus” project in Armenia.  Mentioned regions 
were also selected due to a high degree of vulnerability to natural disasters, especially floods, 
earthquakes, hails, winds, droughts, landslides etc.   

Five Participating organizations were selected based on previous experience in conducting DRR 
public awareness campaigns and assessments/opinion reviews at the local level (interviewing skills, 
collecting thematic analysis, assessment of progress targeting identification of the level of awareness 
and preparedness to disaster risk at the local level).  Selection of organizations was also based on their 
awareness on HFA five priorities for Action and their previous experience in implementing Views from 
the Frontline in 2011. 
Thus, as participating organizations were selected: 

· Tavush region of RA – '' Dilnet Service'' educational NGO  
· Lori region of RA – '' Beekeepers of Lori’’  organization 
· Gegharkunik region of RA - ''Environmental survival'' NGO  
· Ararat region of RA – '' Green planet'' enviromental NGO 
·  Syunik region of RA – ‘’Information centre of rights’’ NGO  

It should be noted that Aarhus centers of Dilijan, Vanadzor, Goris and Gavar were also involved 
to voluntarily support Participating organizations and to ensure public participation and improved 
outreach to the communities and public at large. 

 

3.3. Implementation of surveys  

On the basis of standard global methodology and questionnaire for data collection, POs carried 
out data collection through questionnaires in the period of 27 December 2012 – 18 January 2013. VFL 
surveys have been conducted in 32 communities of 5 regions of Armenia. In Tavush region (Dilijan, 
Ijevan, Gosh, Aghavnavank, Gandzakar, Khashtarak, Lusahovit, Lusadzor, Teghut, Haghartsin 
communities), Gegharkunik region (Gavar, Martuni, Tsakqar, Gandzak, Tsovazard, Litchk and Nerkin 
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Getashen communities), Syunik region (Goris, Khot, Hartashen and Karahunj communities), Lori 
region (Vanadzor, Alaverdi, Tumanyan, Spitak, Saralanj and Mets Parni) and Ararat region (Ararat and 
Artashat urban areas, as well as Ararat, Surenavan and Kanachut rural communities)     
Surveys were implemented through the following phases: 
ü Initial testing of questionnaire, by 10% of intended quantity 
ü Implementation of surveys; 
ü Data collection and analysis 

In general, 263 people from 5 regions of Armenia took part in the survey process.  

Participatory factor, in DRR process and activities, is assessed as an important and effective tool to 
exchange knowledge, increase awareness at local level. This table precisely presents the rate of public 
participation during conducted surveys. It should be noted that according to the goals of the project, at 
least 40 questionnaires should have been filled by the community stakeholders from the most 
vulnerable regions in the country. The following table 1 presents data on participation in the surveys 
by type of community and in terms of gender. 

 
 

Table  1. Participation factor by type of community and in terms of gender 

Age participation rate is also important and valuable factor in DRR preparedness, as it requires 
participation of local population without age limitations.  
Table  2. Age participation factor    
Age (years) 12-17 18-25 26-60 61+ 

Participation 6 40 208 9 

 
 
VFL-2013 project does also give importance and encourage equal gender participation in DRR 

implementation procedures, such as 123 (47%) female and 140 (53%) male respondents. This finding 
can be explained by the fact that male representatives of community are more involved and more 
aware of DRR issues, as well as more directly involved in the spheres of disaster management, and 
especially, in mitigation activities, especially liquidation of consequences of everyday disasters.  

Region Respondents 

 Total Urban Rural Male Female 
Syunik 66 (24%) 28 38 34 32 
Tavush 53 (21%) 18 35 34 19 
Ararat 59 (22%) 24 35 24 35 
Lori 44 (17%) 30 14 24 20 
Gegharkunik 41 (16%) 16 25 23 18 
In Total 263 116 147 139 124 
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263 participants in total, including representatives of 
different social groups – local authorities, civil society, 
and community members have taken part in surveys and 
studies implemented in project target regions.   
It is worth to note, that surveys have also been held 
among local authorities in a for mentioned regions 
(number of respondents comprised 31% of total 

respondents or 81 local authorities).    
  
Table 3. Representative factor 
 
VFL surveys were characterized by an active participation of community heads, community council 
members, marzpetaran (local governor office) officials, school directors, teachers, lecturers, doctors, 
students, NGOs representatives, representative of regional rescue department management, local mass 
media and business representatives, as well as civil society, who have completed the questionnaires. 
While holding surveys, Participating Organizations made presentations on the project “Views from 
frontline 2013” and the strategy of disaster risk reduction, as well as providing relevant materials. 

3.4. Local Consultations 

REC Caucasus Armenia with participation of local 
organizations has initiated and launched local 
consultations with the main objective to present and 
discuss the results of interviews with the project 
stakeholders and survey participants from 31 January, 
2013 to 14 February 2013 in all targeted regions. 
Participants discussed ways to improve dialogue between 
stakeholders, recent achievements and ways to fill gaps. 
Apart from presenting the results of interviews and data 
analysis, local consultations provided an opportunity to 
improve communication between stakeholders at the local level, as well as strengthen their 
engagement in DRR awareness raising activities.  

In total 118 representatives of local self-government bodies, municipalities, regional rescue 
service, civil society, TV companies, mass media, Aarhus centers, local NGOs, private sector, 

educational institutions and other stakeholder 
organizations, as well as local population involved in 
surveys took part in discussions. 
Meeting participants have expressed their concerns about 
the low level of awareness on DRR initiatives, including 
preparedness, management and mitigation. As a reason 
they mentioned the lack of mass media and public 
initiatives involving local DRR stakeholders. At the same 
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time, there were opinions that “those who are interested, they are aware’’. It is obvious that safety and 
security of the local population should receive much more 
attention, and focusing on increased involvement and 
public awareness of local communities is one of the most 
important pre-requisite for building resilience to disasters. 
Participants recommended involving population in the 
process of disaster risk reduction initiatives, including 
prevention measures, relevant skill – building exercises, 
practical knowledge on DRR prevention, mitigation, and 
disaster management. Representatives of LSGs mentioned 
that according to the decision of Government, every 
community has a development plan which also consists of emergency situations action plan, and, 
moreover, disaster prevention and early response action plan is being developed taking into account 
local characteristics.   Most community members were not aware or involved in the development of the 
action plan. Almost all participants mentioned the lack of early warning systems, especially in rural 
communities. They also emphasized that DRR capacity-building requires constant and repeated efforts, 
which is not possible at the moment.  

In general, during local consultations findings were explained by the lack of information and 
knowledge, poor connection between authorities and population, as well as insufficient financial 
resources for prevention and mitigation of disasters. 

3.5. National Consultation 
Under the umbrella of the DRR National Platform, the Regional Environmental Centre for the 
Caucasus in partnership with OXFAM on April 29, 2013 in 
Yerevan was organized the National consultation/workshop to 
reflect on the results of the survey. The main objective of the 
workshop was to present findings and elaborate 
recommendations.  
The National consultation was attended by the representatives of 
Governmental Agencies (Ministry of Emergency Situations of 
Armenia, HFA focal point, ARNAP (National Platform for 
Disaster Risk Reduction), Ministry of Nature Protection of 

Armenia) International Organizations (UNDP, UNICEF, 
DMT Secretariat ARNAP Armenia, OSCE, World Vision 
Armenia) Participating Organizations (“Dilnet Service” 
educational NGO, “Beekeepers of Lori’’ NGO, 
“Environmental survival” NGO, “Green planet” 
environmental NGO, “Information centre of rights’’ NGO) 
and National NGOs and Aarhus centers. 

Feedback and recommendations resulted from National 
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Consultation workshop: 

 - Draft recommendations were presented to stakeholders, different aspects of community resilience, 
more effective tools for engagement of local communities, progress made in terms of national DRR 
policies and strategies, potential capacity-building and practical assistance to local government and 
communities at risk, as well as actual challenges faced in terms of DRR, were discussed. 
Recommendations were largely described by Pos implementing the local assessment, the following 
important aspects were specifically outlined: 

- Issue of DRR awareness and inclusion of communities is still pending: more attention should be made 
on specific targeted activities for communities, LSG, and local Emergency departments to assist them in 
HFA local implementation task. 

- Despite the existence of practical trainings (drills) in Spitak, Stepanavan, and other cities, the danger 
of disasters is still largely existent, and there is an urgent necessity for technical assistance to 
communities. Specifically, this is actual with every day occurring disasters. 

- Related to communities mostly affected by disasters early warning should be focused, and based on 
existing hazards, their elimination and further prevention should be discussed. 

- Lack of human, financial and other resources to effectively fight with disasters has been identified by 
Pos.  

At the end of National consultation workshop it was agreed to gather all relevant feedback on draft 
recommendations in electronic format for their final inclusion in the VFL report. 
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4. SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS 
 

Face-to-face interviews, discussions, filled out questionnaires clarified the level of DRR awareness 
among population, preparedness to risks and the measures and certain key activities initiated and 
undertaken by Local self Government bodies and Emergency departments aimed to mitigate and reduce 
risks, prepare vulnerable people to disasters. 

Charts and tables presented below solely reflect community-members’ perceptions and opinions 
on mentioned issues which do not necessarily coincide with scientific data. 

These tables were elaborated on the basis of VFL survey database.  
According to assessment and analysis of result from VFL 2013 surveys, interviews and discussions, the 
following issues have been revealed: 
ü Studied  communities of 5 regions in Armenia are facing major problems in disaster risk 

reduction, prevention and mitigation activities, as well as everyday disasters due to lack of core 
regulatory and coordination mechanisms and common methodology for risk assessment at the 
local level   

ü Specific allocation from the state budget for disaster risk reduction and mitigation as well as 
regulatory financial mechanisms are of extreme importance for assurance of safety and security 
of the local communities: those mechanisms are not in place yet. Activities are being carried out 
on voluntary basis with limited funds invested into DRR activities. Financial investments into 
building prepared, knowledgeable, skilled and disaster resilient communities are needed at the 
local level. 

ü Despite that in some communities a centralized early warning system is partially functioning 
there is no centralized system which can be used in emergencies as well as for disaster 
management, mitigation, risk reduction, etc. In most cases, early warning is being carried out 
through the mass media. Not all community dwellers and villagers have an opportunity to get 
online information, and especially, get quick and urgent messages and information of potential 
disaster threat since the system of early warning is not fully covering all the areas of potential 
threat. There is lack of quick response and early warning mechanisms or their poor 
functionality, and urgent necessity to modernize these systems, as well as create enabling 
environment and information dissemination channels and mechanisms which can be effective 
only in case of close involvement of the local population, governmental , emergency workers 
and other actors active in DRR. 

ü Currently, in the Armenian schools the main focus of the disaster management is on civil 
protection, which functions partially and is greatly dependent on the enthusiasm of the 
relevant teacher responsible for developing and implementing the civil protection plan. There 
is a need for integrating disaster risk reduction into the school management and extend the civil 
protection plan by incorporating the disaster preparedness, risk reduction and mitigation. In 
addition, the monitoring of the planning and implementation of the school disaster 
management plan should be strengthened and school stakeholders’ motivation and engagement 
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should be increased. It is also important to undertake measures to reach out to all schools in 
terms of DRR mainstreaming in education since the relevant mechanisms including educational 
materials, drills, guides, school DRM plans, were elaborated and used. 

ü Lack (or deficiency) of linkage between population and state organizations (including LSGs) 
responsible for disaster risk reduction. Information and communication between the 
stakeholders at the local level, as well as local communities and central government should be 
improved to ease early warning, prevention and management of disasters, as well as to ensure 
targeted collaboration. 

 
This chapter of the report covers analysis of the data obtained as a result of the study carried out within 
the framework of the project. Аs mentioned above interviews were conducted by GNDR according to a 
specially developed questionnaire, to identify vision or standing of various population groups at the 
local level towards changes in disaster risk management. Report provided assessment of quality of 
progress through various indicators. Answers of standard questionnaire are consisted of 5-gradation 
scoring system that describes progress through below given answers: 

Indicator   
X Don’t know 
1 No 
2 To a very limited extend 
3 Some activity but significant scope for improvement 
4 Yes, but with some limitations in capacities and recourses  
5 Yes, with satisfactory, sustainable and effective measures in place  

In comparison with results of survey analysis carried out in five regions of Armenia with 
Caucasus regional medium and global indicators provided by GNDR, survey results are presented in the 
table below (Table 4) 

The first part of the questionnaire focuses on perceptions of threats and progress in reducing losses. The 
second part of the questionnaire (from Q1 to Q2 according to the Table 4) assesses progress in DRR 
through 14 indicators referring to participation of the local population in the management of natural 
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disasters, responsibilities of local governance bodies, indigenous capacities, resource provision, 
transparency, accountability, cooperation and coordination with the other interested parties.  

It should be noted, that, as shown in the table 4, results of DRR survey carried out in Armenia, 
especially responses to questions of the questionnaire’s second section, are slightly exceeding regional 
and global medium indicators in general. It can be the result of a number of activities implemented by 
both state and international organizations in Armenia in the last two years. More detailed analysis of 
the surveys is provided below. 

Threat of disasters 
The question referred to awareness level of the disaster risks by the population (the level of 

probability of extreme natural or manmade disasters, according to people’s point of view). When 
comparing VFL 2013 with VFL 2011 data on the same question, it is clear that respondents’ views have 
been positively changed (Table 5). This may be the result of work done by government agencies and 
international organizations during the past years in the field of DRR public awareness.  

Frequency Percentage  
VFL  2011 VFL 

2013 
VFL  2011 VFL 2013 

Minimal 16 8 7% 3% 

Low 28 72 12% 27% 

Medium 86 133 37% 51% 
High 81 43 35% 16% 

Very High 21 7 9% 3% 

Total 232 263   

 

Table 5. Disaster risks in studied communities in comparison with the result of VFL 2011 project analysis                        

Changes in disaster losses 
Respondents were given the possibility to assess the results of the changes in disaster risk 

management – whether the activities carried out have resulted in the reduction of losses caused by 
natural/manmade disasters through the answer to the question of Changes in disaster losses in studied 
communities from 2005. Having conducted a similar comparison we also find some changes in opinion 
of the respondents (Table 6). As can be seen from the table 46% of the respondents in 2013 (instead of 
76% in 2011) believe that in the last years losses caused by disasters have increased, while 15% in 2013 
thinks they have been reduced (4% in 2011). Thus, lesser people think that the losses caused by 
disasters have been increased, and the difference is around 30% of inquired people.  

As noted by the representatives of Governmental and international organizations, LSGs, civil 
society and community members during Local and National Consultations these positive changes were 
a consequence of increase of disaster risk assessments, improved public awareness on DRR, improved 
understanding on DRR issues and current DRR situation within the local communities and different 
target groups, and improved relationship and negotiations between community members and local 
government representatives. 
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Table 6. Changes in disaster losses istudied communities from 2005 in comparison with the result of VFL 2011 
project analysis 

Socio-economic status in community 
It should be noted that 146 respondents think that socio-economic condition of their 

communities is poor compared to the national level and only one respondent thinks that this condition 
is better.  

 
The second section of the questionnaire focuses more on Local government performance 

(implemented activities and procedures) in DRR process. In particular, it concentrates on the level of 
awareness on DRR and HFA implementation, mechanisms in function and regularly implemented 
activities applied by LG, as well as collaboration between the Local Government and community 
members on disaster risks (prevention, mitigation, management, etc.). Second section of the 

Frequency Percentage Percentage Total   

VFL  2011 VFL 2013 VFL  2011 VFL 2013 VFL  2011 VFL 2013 
Substantial 
increase  

92 24 40% 9% 

Slight 
increase 

84 97 36% 37% 

76% 46% 

No change 48 104 20% 39% 20% 39% 
Slight 
decrease 

6 33 3% 13% 

Substantial 
decrease 

2 5 1% 2% 

4% 15% 

Total 232 263     
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questionnaire consists of 4 basic subsections: “Everyday disasters, multi-risk resilience and underlying 
causes”, “Observation / Reflection”; “Knowledge and learning” and “Organization and action”.      

As can be seen from Table 4, the results of surveys conducted in Armenia are superior to the 
Regional average for Caucasus and Global average results obtained from surveys conducted in 57 
countries, and is a result of current study/assessment. 

Also, legislative and institutional changes carried out in Armenia over the past few years, 
including development of DRR strategies and national policies, creation of a DRR National Platform 
and 10 DRR regional teams within the National Platform, strengthening the Ministry of Emergency 
Situation of RA, the contribution of the 911 service, the organization set of trainings, with the 
assistance of the MES of RA and international donor organizations, etc6 have also positively contributed 
to this change. 

Two interesting findings emerged from interviews and Local consultations feedbacks: first of all, 
there is a discrepancy between answers from local authorities and community members, underlining 
that one of the main issues is a lack of communication and participation; and the second, that there are 
perceptions of progress, though limited. 

Another issue worth considering is how answers from local authorities diametrically differ from 
community members views. This shows inadequate levels of communication and information flow 
between communities and decision-makers.  

At the same time, both among local authorities and civil society representatives some felt that 
“those who are interested, they are aware’’. This opinion reveals a real gap and highlights the necessity 
to effectively improve information flow, enhance co-operation between local emergency units, local 
government, community dwellers and civil society on disaster risk reduction matters, necessary 
preparedness measures and provision of regular assistance to communities.  

Another finding is that the majority of respondents (more than 40% of answers) gave answer “To 
some extent” to all 14 questions of the second section of the questionnaire. Respondents explained that 
some activities were carried out in their community, in particular in the areas of risk assessment, 
monitoring, early warning, negotiations, awareness and etc. However they do not have reliable 
information on “who?”, “when?” and “how?” all this was done. It indicates a lack of public awareness 
especially in the “frontline” communities, in spite of all hitherto accomplished works.  

Context 
To the question “to what extent does the government (local and national) provide resources for 

everyday disasters (seasonal floods, regular droughts, pests attacks, fires), almost half of survey 
participants – 58% thinks that with some limitations, however resources are being provided, 33% 
thinks that Government does not provide or provides to a very limited extent (Table 7). During local 
consultations participants explained obtained results by a partial compensation to damages caused by 
emergency situations, natural disasters and livestock epidemics in the last few years; and limitation of 
financial resources in the community budget.  

Answers to the question on “Does the community take into consideration all factors causing 
various types of disasters (man-made disasters; disasters as consequence of climate change and etc.)” are 

                                                 
6 Ministry of Emergency Situations (MES Armenia),2013, National progress report on the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action (2011-2013) Armenia. 
UNDP, 2010, Armenia DRR Capacity Development Report 
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presented in the Table 8. Despite the existence of man-made disasters; disasters as consequence of 
climate change in the surveyed communities, according to participants of Local consultation LSG does 
not always have the opportunity to fully evaluate and take into consideration all factors causing various 
types of disasters due to lack of funds.  

  
Table 7. Regularly recurring disasters Table 8. Multi-risk resilience  
 

Observation / Reflection 
An example is the analysis of answers to the question on “Does the Local government conduct 

regular risk assessment with an involvement of all local community representatives”. 31% of 
respondents think that the local government does not involve all local community representatives in 

the process of conduction of regular risk assessment or involve 
them to a very limited extent, to the process of risk assessment, 
16% don’t know anything about it and 25% of respondents 
said that LSG involved community members to some extent. 
General level of involvement of the local population, as per 
collected data doesn’t exceed 56%, which means that half of 
the population is not involved in community based DRR 
activities. 
Table  9. Risk assessment    Table 10. Linkage/ public 
awareness         

 

43 % of respondents think that the local 
government provides information to all community 
representatives on risks, trends and risk reduction resources to 
some extent; 18% note that they have no information or only 
to a very limited extent; and 18% of respondents think that all 
information about risks trends and risk reduction resources in 
their community was provided. Most or respondents who 
answered “Yes”  are representatives of local authorities: 
according to them they provide information about risk trends 
and risk reduction resources via meetings with community representatives, community  council 
discussions, some trainings and face to face discussions (Table 10).    
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Knowledge and Learning 

According to the majority of local authority representatives, decision–makers (governmental/non-
governmental) discuss, exchange and analyze information and 
knowledge on disaster risks with community members. They 
have expressed the opinion that LSG has shared all information 
they have on disaster risks with community members, have 
organized consultations and discussions, exchange and analyze 
information with community council (Table 11). They 
mentioned also public awareness is raised through the mass 
media. Despite these views 25% of respondents, most of all are 
community members, believe that local authority 
representatives did not share DRR knowledge with 
community members or the sharing process is non-efficient in their community.  

Table 11. Learning 
 

Organizing and Action 
The same situation is with the question on the existence of early warning systems. 26% (mainly 
representatives of local authorities) mentioned that there are local early warning systems, which 
function effectively to alert all community members in case of disasters. They indicate the presence in 
the community of early warning systems such as early warning horns and hooters; during emergency 
situations they inform population through horns, church bells, mass media (TV or Radio), etc.  Despite 
these views 20% of respondents, most of them community members, believe that the community lacks 
effective early warning systems to alert all community members. Not all community dwellers have an 
opportunity to get quick and urgent messages and information of potential disaster threat through TV, 
radio or internet, because not at all of them have access to mass media, especially being in the fields, 
mountains or gardens for agricultural works. Residents noted that most horns are not working, they 
have never heard their sirens and don’t know how to respond at which signal.   

 
 
 
 
 

 

Table 12. Early warning Table 13. Resources 
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Inquiries of the population regarding the availability of resources for DRR activities7 are again leaning 
more to the neutral answer (41%), while direct inquiries of simple community dwellers point to 
insufficiency of those resources for effective response and disaster management. As in the diagram, 
opinions on availability of resources are quite split between those who think there are resources 
(mostly local authorities) and those (mostly community members – 34%) who think resources are 
limited.  

It is worth noting that the majority of respondents providing positive answers were representatives of 
local authorities. According to them communities have reserve funds in their budgets that may be used 
for disaster mitigation, risk reduction, elimination of consequences, etc.  in case of need. 

From the survey results it is obvious there are numerous gaps in studied communities, which require 
relevant activities, response, attention, as well as global integrated approach and decentralization of 
resources allocated for disaster risk reduction. Establishment of local units which will help coordination 
of DRR activities with direct involvement of the population is the first step to enshrine sustainable 
approach for overcoming everyday and more global disasters. In addition it is recommended to 
implement continuous programs aimed at increasing local awareness and building capacity on DRR and 
environmental protection.                                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 “extent of human, financial and technical resources availability for local government bodies and community representatives 
to carry out risk reduction activities”, Questionnaire VFL 2013 
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5. CASE STUDIES  

REC Caucasus Armenia during the implementation of VFL 2013 the team has collected several case 
studies on disaster risk reduction outlining mechanisms used by communities to mitigate disasters and 
collaboration between community members and local self-government bodies. 

Examples of case study and analysis presented by VFL project participants 

5.1. Fight with disaster risks through joint efforts 
 Dilijan city, Tavush region of RA 

Tavush region is located in the north of Armenia and borders 
Georgia and Azerbaijan. Main natural disasters of the region are 
landslides, floods, hailstorms and winds. A major landslide that 
occurred in this region in 14 April, 2011 hit the 100-meter part of 
road section at the 114th kilometer of Yerevan-Sevan-Ijevan-
Georgia interstate highway. The highway was destroyed and non 
usable for traffic. Reconstruction works lasted several months. 

The process of landslides mitigation in Dilijan city has 
started in 1970. Four landslide sections were identified during the 

projects implemented by “ArmHydroproject’’ and “Geodesy’’ 
institutes of the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic. 
According to archive materials above mentioned 
construction works were carried out by "Arpa-Sevan" 
organization. In particular, anti-landslide barriers, tunnels 
and surface water drainage were constructed. 

However, due to lack of financial and technical 
resources during post-soviet crisis period, the process of 
landslides mitigation, particularly the operation and 

maintenance of anti-landslide tunnels and surface water drainage was interrupted. As a result, they 
were damaged and became unusable. 

Both community members and local authorities expressed 
their concerns about the apparent activation of the landslide 
phenomena in the city, especially in its central part. According to 
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experts, with climate change and the increased frequency of weather-related events the risk of 
landslides is increasing.  

Representatives of Dilijan community mentioned that community members with the assistance of 
Municipality periodically performed reconstruction works of dilapidated abutments and roads damaged 
by landslides in central part of the city. Particularly during the last year people reconstructed more 
than 500 meters of damaged abutments and sidewalks. In recent years, the Armenian government 
resumed efforts to mitigate the risk of landslides in Dilijan. In 2012, the first phase of reconstruction 
works of above mentioned two-sided landslide tunnels was finished.  

In terms of perspective urban development of Dilijan and generally 
populations’ security, implementation of restoration and protection 
measures within one of the sections, which consists of a two-sided 
landslide tunnels, was more necessary and urgent. Construction works 
of these tunnels were basically completed, however the wells 
construction of tunnels which should remove underground water, 
sediments and prevent further activation of landslides were planned to 
be completed during the second phase of landslide protection project. 

In 2013, during the second phase of landslide protection project 
similar reconstruction works are planned also in the N1 drainage 
tunnel of the same section. All mentioned works have been 
implemented through the participation of civil initiative group and 
city residents of Dilijan. 

Thus, representatives of civil society, community together with Local Government have 
identified apparent activation of the landslide phenomena in the city. Together with research 
organizations they have justified and submitted this issue to the government. Government found funds 
for the implementation of restoration and protection measures. City residents decided to carry out 
themselves together with city administration representatives works that were not included in the 
government project using their own strength and community funds. 

Considering Armenia’s reality, the above-noted example 
is a step forward in civil society development. Through 
effective cooperation of the local population, NGOs and media, 
swift response from the Government and allocation of 
necessary funds the problem was solved. The population 
gained good experience and knowledge on how to get in touch 
with Governmental and non-governmental structures, which 
of the structures have what responsibilities and how to demand 
their execution. 

In the framework of another REC-Caucasus’s project (Dilijan Local Environment Action Plan) 
action plan on landslides mitigation measures in Dilijan city was elaborated.  
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6.2. Face-to face with disaster 

Gandzak village, Gegharkunik region of RA 

Gegharkunik region is located in the east of Armenia. Region’s total area is 5348 sq/km including 
Sevan Lake. Covering 18% of the total area of RA, mainly 
agriculture oriented Gegharkunik region is bordering with 
Tavush, Kotayk, Ararat and Vayots Dzor regions of RA as well as 
Azerbaijan. Region embraces 5 urban (Gavar, Tchambarak, 
Martuni, Sevan, Vardenis) and 87 rural communities.  

The whole territory of Gegharkunik region frequently 
suffers from natural disasters such as earthquakes, floods and 
hailstorms. According to the “Annual report on implemented 
works of MoES of RA,” in 2012, 312 emergency situations have 
been registered in the region which is more than the number of 
registered disasters in 2011. 

Gandzak community of Gavar territory   also suffered 
from natural disasters. This community is situated 2000-
2750m above sea level. Administrative territory of the 
community ends on the base of the highest Ajdahak 
mountain of Geghama mountain range. Community has 
4567 residents and covers approximately 32km2. Two rivers 
‘’Gridzor’’ and ‘’Geloydzor’’ originating from the mountains 
bring mountains sediments and pebbles which cause damage 
to the rural farming systems every year (when rivers 
overflow).  

According to the head of community Mr. Harutyunyan, these two rivers are very dangerous for 
the community, especially ‘‘Geloydzor’’ river which divides village into two parts from west to east. 
Dangerous segment of river is about 5 km which passes through the central part of community near 
houses of residents, village administration, cultural center and school. In 2007, the river flushed about 
150 farms including a school and lands adjacent to houses during the spring floods. 18ha of 
''Satanakcher'' arable lands were flooded and flushed with 
sediments and pebbles completely. This territory was not 
cultivated for two years, and 4 hectares became unfit for 
agriculture. He noted that for several years the community 
has been looking for appropriate assistance support, both 
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financial and engineering-technical, unfortunately, the government was not capable to resolve this 
problem for this time and the community residents themselves have to find an acceptable solution and 
available resources to resolve it. 

The community annually allocates a certain amount of its budget for cleaning riverbed and 
strengthening abutments of river considering extreme importance of these works. During floods and 
other natural disasters the whole village (with available technical and financial resources) is involved 
into recovery works. However, due to lack of financial resources the same work was not implemented 
in the part of ‘’Gridzor’’ river, which flows near to populated area. In this part, the river is full of 
sediments and pebbles. Mentioned territories can be fully flooded during spring melt and rainwater 
increase. Last year, ‘’Gridzor’’ river during the spring melt and rainwater increase overflowed, and 
many farms and arable lands were flooded. The community allocated a certain amount of its budget for 

partial compensation and aftermath abatement, but it was 
not sufficient to correct the situation. 

Head of community mentioned, that because of lack of 
financial resources there are no opportunities to clean 
dangerous part (1,5m) of ‘’ Gridzor’’ river; and community 
members are waiting for every next spring melt with 
anxiety.  

Despite all the troubles arising in the village during the 
spring floods, the residents of the community do not despond. Since the assistance from the state 
budget is delayed, at the beginning of every spring all the people together, at their own expense and on 
their own clean bed of these rivers, create temporary levees to protect their land and homes. 
The analysis of this case reveals several key issues related to disaster risk management:  
ü Local governance does not have relevant experience and capacities to deal with such threats;  
ü Through effective cooperation of the local self government and community members and allocation 

of necessary co-funding of resources was achieved to solve the problem, which should become a 
catalyst for boosting citizen participation to create other examples of such cooperation.  

Best practice: community efforts to protect the village from the spring floods, team work approach to 
disaster risk reduction. 

Set-back: limited emergency response, limited funds it is a temporary relief and assistance is urgently 
needed by responsible authorities to reduce this risk. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of the current assessment study implemented in five pilot regions of Armenia within the 
VFL-2013 project the following conclusions were elaborated:  

ü Despite the fact of inclusion of DRR in national sustainable development programs and plans, 
and inclusion of DRR priorities within the National Security Strategy, HFA implementation at 
the local level needs significant support in terms of building efficient local partnerships, 
targeted resource allocation for DRR related activities. Currently, local population is not fully 
involved in the process of DRR planning, decision-making, as well as is not well equipped in 
terms of relevant skills, knowledge, and participatory practice within the field of DRR. 

ü There is a need for establishment and practical use of efficient mechanisms for delegation of 
authority to the local communities and local government for ensuring effective HFA 
implementation at the local level. Efforts should specifically target disaster-prone communities 
with frequent disasters occurrence where chances for inclusion in decision-making are scarce 
or insignificant. 

ü Local, municipal and community organizations bear responsibility and certain functions for 
disaster risk reduction issues. Communities have reserve (limited) funds in their budgets that 
may be used for DRR measures in case of need, however those funds are insufficient, and 
community has to wait for special government decision on allocation of funds for elimination of 
the consequences of hazardous processes. Improved coordination mechanisms and specific 
allocations from the state budget for disaster risk reduction and mitigation as well as regulatory 
financial mechanisms are of extreme importance for assurance of safety and security of the local 
communities: those mechanisms are not in place yet. Activities are being carried out on 
voluntary basis with limited funds invested into DRR activities. Financial investments into 
building prepared, knowledgeable, skilled and disaster resilient communities are needed at the 
local level. 

ü Despite the fact of inclusion and active involvement of Civil society within the works of the 
National DRR platform, local community organizations and NGOs need much closer 
involvement in the works of the National DRR platform, as well as DRR planning, policy 
development, planning, assessment and regular monitoring activities. Effective and 
collaborative approach is necessary to enable continued efforts for civil society 
inclusion/participation and capacity building in all areas of DRR (prevention/early warning, 
policy planning, budgeting for DRR, public participation and good governance, advocacy, etc.).  

ü Studied  communities of 5 regions in Armenia are facing major problems in disaster risk 
reduction, prevention and mitigation activities, as well as everyday disasters due to lack of core 
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regulatory and coordination mechanisms and common methodology for risk assessment at the 
local level,  

ü Despite that in some communities a centralized early warning system is partially functioning 
there is no centralized system which can be used in emergencies as well as for disaster 
management, mitigation, risk reduction, etc. In most cases, early warning is being carried out 
through the mass media. Not all community dwellers and villagers have an opportunity to get 
online information, and especially, get quick and urgent messages and information of potential 
disaster threat since the system of early warning is not fully covering all the areas of potential 
threat. There is lack of quick response and early warning mechanisms or their poor 
functionality, and urgent necessity to modernize these systems, as well as create enabling 
environment and information dissemination channels and mechanisms which can be effective 
only in case of close involvement of the local population, governmental , emergency workers 
and other actors active in DRR, 

ü Currently, in the Armenian schools the main focus of the disaster management is on civil 
protection, which functions partially and is greatly dependent on the enthusiasm of the 
relevant teacher responsible for developing and implementing the civil protection plan. There 
is a need for integrating disaster risk reduction into the school management and extend the civil 
protection plan by incorporating the disaster preparedness, risk reduction and mitigation. In 
addition, the monitoring of the planning and implementation of the school disaster 
management plan should be strengthened and school stakeholders’ motivation and engagement 
should be increased. It is also important to undertake measures to reach out to all schools in 
terms of DRR mainstreaming in education since the relevant mechanisms including educational 
materials, drills, guides, school DRM plans, were elaborated and used. 

ü There is a lack (or deficiency) of linkage between population and state organizations (including 
LSGs) responsible for disaster risk reduction. Information and communication between the 
stakeholders at the local level, as well as local communities and central government should be 
improved to ease early warning, prevention and management of disasters, as well as to ensure 
targeted collaboration. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Following recommendations were elaborated as a result of conducted including comments provided 
during the Local and National Consultations: 

 
ü Focus on multiple risks from everyday (small scale) disasters, hazards and risks faced by almost 

all at-risk communities at the local level, 

ü Introduce, teach, advocate available national multi-hazard risk assessment methodology within 
DRR local level stakeholders for improved planning and decision-making, utilize it   for sectoral 
development planning and programming 

ü Conduct systematic community risk assessment,  monitoring and initiate increased support for 
elimination of potential hazards,  

ü Implement small scale mitigation projects (at least in one in each surveyed community) to 
increase DRR implementation and disaster prevention efficiency: suggested actions should be 
implemented with extensive community involvement.  

ü Systematically incorporate DRR approaches into the design and implementation of emergency 
preparedness, response and recovery programs aimed at reconstruction of affected communities 
linking DRR and Climate Change Adaptation strategies towards building community resilience 
and ensure they are reflected in all relevant sectoral plans and supported by adequate resource 
allocation. 

ü Make DRR and Climate Change adaptation strategies a part of community and regional 
development plans with relevant financial resource allocation 

ü Increase efficiency of mechanisms for delegation of authority to the local emergency 
departments, LSG and community organizations to build disaster resilient safer communities for 
ensuring effective HFA implementation at the local level. Functions and responsibilities should 
not only be clearly mandated, but also be supported with relevant funds allocation, capacity 
and skill building measures.  

ü Initiate positive change by fostering partnership between DRR teams, regional rescue 
departments, volunteers, emergency groups and other stakeholders working on DRR at the 
local level. Assess the needs and develop the capacity of the regional DRR teams. 

ü Increase local capacity on DRR and HFA implementation involving volunteers, educational 
institutions, civil society and relevant government actors active in DRR education 
(prevention/early warning, policy planning, budgeting for DRR, Climate change 
adaptation/mitigation, public participation and good governance, advocacy, etc.). 
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ü Promote development of early warning systems at all levels (local, regional and national), 
modernize quick response systems, as well as improve the system of early warning covering all 
the areas of potential threat, especially for the “frontline” communities and within isolated 
regions where necessary technical resources and equipment is still missing or is non adequate, 

ü Build local capacities for practical DRR response skills (drills), increase number of community 
schools and public drills with engagement of DRR regional teams, emergency departments and 
all relevant stakeholders, develop a school evacuation plan model and ensure it becomes 
mandatory for  all national schools to adapt them 

ü The school structural and non-structural safety issues should be prioritized and relevant plans 
for assessing the school safety for informed investments should be promoted 

ü Increase the role and responsibility of the private sector in DRR processes taking into 
consideration existing lack of resources and impact of potential threats 

ü Despite the huge effort made by Governmental, international and civil society organizations 
with respect on HFA implementation and in the field of DRR,  the area of public awareness 
activities at the local level is still not sufficient, and there is a need for more comprehensive 
approach. Develop the capacity and increase public awareness on DRR within media, civic 
society representatives, government (national and regional), and local communities through 
utilization of Emergency Channel (Ministry of Emergency Situation) as a DRR specialized 
information centre. 
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9. ANNEXES 

Annex 1 English version of questionnaire 

  
View from the Frontline 2013  
Everyday disasters and resilience 
- Survey indicators 
 

 
Survey 
The survey consists of part 1: Key respondent profile and part 2: Indicator questions based on the Action 
and Learning Cycle 
Part 1: Key respondent profile  

1 Survey Date  

2 Survey Reference 
Number 

 

3 Participating 
Organisation 

 

4 Informant Age   <11  12-17 18-25 26 -60 61 plus 

5 Sex Male                                                       Female 

6 Informant Group  
and occupation 

Local 
Government           

Community         Civil Society              Others 

7 Location (Province)  

 Previous VFL 
participation 

Participated in VFL 2009?  Participated in VFL 2011?  

8 Geography Urban                                                     Rural 

9 How great is the 
threat of disasters 
in your location ? 

1 
Minimal 

2 
Low 

3 
Medium  

4  
High 

5  
Very High 

10 Changes in disaster 
losses (lives, 
livelihoods & 
assets) in your area 
since 2005 ? 

1 Substantial 
increase in 
losses 

2 
Slight 
increase 

3 
No change 

4 
Slight 
decrease 

5 
Substantial 
decrease 

11 How does the 
socio-economic 
status of your 

1. Much 
poorer 

2. poorer 3. About the 
same 

4. Better 5. Much 
better 
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Part 2: Indicator questions, based on the Action and Learning Cycle 
In your opinion what level of progress has been made towards the following indicators: 
 

Views from Frontline 2013 Response Ranking 1 - 5  or  
x for ‘I don’t know’ 

Context: everyday disasters, multi-risk 
resilience and underlying causes 

 
 

 

1. Multi-risk Resilience: Does the 
community tackle multiple factors that 
lead to different types of disasters?  

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. Yes, but not in all cases  
5. Comprehensively 

 

2. Underlying Causes:  To what extent 
does the community find its progress 
(on tackling factors leading to 
disasters) is restricted by factors 
beyond the community's control?*  

 
*(for example government decisions about 
financial resources, environmental 
management, agricultural development, 
building and planning)  

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 

 

Observation / Reflection:   
3. Risk Assessment: To what extent are 

representatives of the local community 
involved in risk assessments? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. to a great extent  
5. Comprehensively 
 

 

4. Monitoring:  Does the local 
government regularly monitor 
progress to reduce disaster risk?  

1. No 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. Yes, but with some limitations  
5. Yes, comprehensively 

 

5. Communications / Public Awareness : 
To what extent does the local 
government ensure information on 
local risk trends and risk reduction 
measures is regularly communicated 
to communities? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

Knowledge and Learning:  
 

  

6. Connecting: To what extent does the 
local government combine traditional 
and scientific knowledge in decision-
making? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Comprehensively 
 

 

7. Learning: To what extent do local 
leaders (state / non-state) discuss, 
share and analyse disaster risk 
information? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

8. Negotiation:  To what extent are local 
authorities and community 
representatives  able to work together 
in decision making about risk 
reduction? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

community 
compare to the rest 
of the nation? 
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9. Conflict Resolution: To what extent 
are key stakeholders (e.g. local 
authorities, community 
representatives) able to resolve 
conflicts? * 

 
*(For example by applying sanctions against 
those who break rules and agreements) 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

Organising and Action:    

10. Building Partnerships:  To what extent 
do partnerships (to reduce disaster 
risk) exist between communities, 
private sector and local authorities? 

1. Not at all   
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent 
5. Comprehensively 

 

11. Resources:  To what extent do 
resources available (financial and other 
assistance) meet the needs for risk 
reduction activities? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
 

 

12. Early Warning: Are there effective 
local early warning systems in place?*  
 

*( Systems which alert all sections of the 
community)  

1. Not at all 
2. Limited for very few risks 
3. In some cases 
4. Generally but with some exceptions 
5. Completely 

 

13. Local Actions: Is there adequate 
capacity to prepare for and mitigate 
disaster risk? * 

 
*(For example accessed by local authorities 
and community representatives ) 

 

1. No 
2. Limited capacity 
3. Some capacity 
4. Yes, but with some limitations  
5. Yes, comprehensive capacity 

 

14. Everyday disasters: When everyday 
disasters strike (e.g. seasonal floods, 
regular droughts, pest attacks, fires) to 
what extent do resources provided by 
government (local or national) meet 
response needs? 

1. Not at all 
2. To a limited extent 
3. To some extent 
4. To a great extent  
5. Completely 
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