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Foreword 
 
	  
	  

Less than a month after the devastating tsunami hit eleven (11) countries along the 

Indian Ocean, representatives of 168 countries met in Kobe, Japan for the World 
Conference on Disaster Reduction. The said event discussed how can the world, that is 
continuously being battered by catastrophic events, could effectively reduce disaster 
risks and minimize the impacts of disasters to countries in the world, particularly the 
vulnerable regions. As a result, the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) was produced 
and ratified by participating countries.  
 
The HFA, the current global paradigm being utilized toward building resiliency, 
capitalizes on five (5) priority actions, which were the gaps of the previous global 
strategy on disaster management (i.e. Yokohama Strategy). More pointedly, the five (5) 
priority actions of the HFA are:  
 

§ Priority Action 1:  Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local 
priority with a strong institutional basis for implementation; 

§ Priority Action 2: Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance 
early warning; 

§ Priority Action 3: Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a 
culture of safety and resilience at all levels; 

§ Priority Action 4:  Reduce the underlying risk factors; and, 
§ Priority Action 5:  Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at 

all levels. 
 
To monitor and evaluate the progress of the implementation of HFA at the national level, 
the Global Network of Civil Society Organizations for Disaster Reduction initiated the 
Views from the Frontline, a periodic study covering each of the priority action. The 
initial review was carried out in 2009, while the second review was in 2011 (Governance). 
Concurrently, this year, the third review of the HFA looks into the Risk Assessment. 
 
The Philippines is among the 168 countries that adopted the Hyogo Framework for 
Action (HFA) in January 2005. It is strongly dedicated to contribute towards achieving 
significant reduction in disaster losses by 2015. To realize such commitment, the country 
closely engaged in participatory monitoring of its achievements through taking part in 
the implementation of the Views from the Frontline (VFL) action research.   
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Like in the previous assessments, individuals and groups from the local government 
units (LGUs), communities, and civil society organizations (CSO) took part in the 
conduct of this study. This document presents the evaluation of stakeholders from the 
aforesaid groups vis-a-vis how the HFA is brought to the ground, particularly on the 
area of risk assessment. More pointedly, it aims to measure how risk assessment 
processes are done at the local level.  
 
Further, this document serves as an opportunity to highlight and share local level good 
practices not only in risk assessment but also in the broader thematic areas of DRRM 
namely prevention/mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery/rehabilitation.  
 
The Philippines has constantly manifested its recognition on the value of HFA in the 
country’s DRRM work from the national down to the local. It has developed the 
Strategic Plan to integrate Community Based Disaster Risk Management (CBDRM) to 
the Socio-economic Development Processes in the Philippines (2007-2011) and the 
Strategic National Action Plan (SNAP) on DRR 2009-2019 that serves as the country’s 
road map to strategically implement DRR programs, projects and services in line with 
the HFA priorities at the national and local levels. It has also committed to the ASEAN 
Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency Response (AADMER) in 2009 to 
adhere to the direction of HFA. The Philippines’ enactment of the Republic Act 10121 or 
the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010 (DRRM) is also a 
confirmation of its support to the HFA where it has shifted its frame from being 
response-oriented to a proactive one. Such transformation acknowledges the capability 
of the communities to be part of the solution in reducing disaster and climate risks. One 
of its initiatives to realize the said shift is the development of the National Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Plan (NDRRMP) in 2012. The plan outlines the specific 
actions towards achieving safety, resiliency and sustainable development. 
 
The Center for Disaster Preparedness (CDP) took on the role as the National 
Coordinating Organization for the Philippines for this action research. Such position 
entails CDP to conduct the assessment process at the local level. The process created an 
opportunity for governments, CSOs and community representatives to actively involve, 
interact, and cooperate in addressing vulnerabilities and enhancing capacities. CDP is 
also responsible in the analysis, interpretation and sharing of the results, and crafting the 
national report highlighting key findings and recommendations. 
 
   
 
Center for Disaster Preparedness Foundation, Inc.  
National Coordinating Organization for the Philippines 
Views from the Frontline 2013 
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Glossary 
 
	  
Civil Society Organisation 
Non-state actors whose aims are neither to generate profits nor to seek governing power. CSOs 
unite to advance shared goals and interests. They have a presence in public life, expressing the 
interests and values of their members or others, and are based on social, ethical, cultural, 
scientific, religious or philanthropic and other circumstances. CSOs include non-government 
organizations (NGOs), professional associations, foundations, independent research institutes, 
community-based organizations (CBOs), faith-based organizations, people’s organizations, 
social movements, and labour unions. 
 
Disaster Risk Reduction 
Minimising vulnerabilities and disaster risks throughout a society, to avoid (prevention) or to 
limit (mitigation and preparedness) the adverse impacts of hazards, within the broad context of 
sustainable development. 
 
Global Network of Civil Society Organisations for Disaster Reduction 
 Responsible for the global implementation of the ‘Views from the Frontline’ project.  
 
Global Platform – Disaster Risk Reduction (GP-DRR) 
The UN-ISDR periodic review process convened every two years to report on progress towards 
implementation of the Hyogo Framework  
 
Hyogo Framework for Action  
Adopted by 168 governments at the World Conference on Disaster Reduction, held in 2005 in 
Hyogo, Japan, focusing on building the resilience of nations and communities to disasters 
 
National Coordinating Organisation 
 Tasked with implementing the project at the country level. It is led by a Country Coordinator 
assisted by a supporting team. 
 
Presidential Decree 1566 
Strengthening the Philippine Disaster Control, Capability and Establishing the National Program 
on Community Disaster Preparedness 
 
Participating Organisation 
 In the VFL project, typically one of several CSOs in a country working with an NCO 
 
Republic Act 10121 
The Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010 
 
Strategic National Action Plan  
On DRR 2009-2011 that serves as the country’s road map to strategically implement DRR 
programs, projects and services in line with the HFA priorities at the national and local levels 
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Introduction 
 
	  
	  

Given that the Philippines is prone to disasters due to its geophysical characteristics, 

and anthropogenic factors which are being enhanced by unpredictable climatic 
conditions (due to climate change), the country has learned to embrace a proactive 
framework in addressing, thereby reducing, managing disaster risks. From a reactive 
approach that primarily focuses on emergency response to address immediate needs, it 
has embraced a mechanism that would advance disaster risk reduction. In the recent 
decades, the Filipino populace has become exposed to the increasing and alarming trend 
of disaster events which resulted in a significant number of deaths, economic turmoil, 
damage to properties and psychosocial distress. Given the scale of destruction that 
disasters have brought, the Philippines sought for a long-term proactive approach that 
would provide emphasis on disaster preparedness and adaptation; prevention and 
mitigation, thereby integrating disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation.  

 
Over the years, the Philippine Government has shown recognition on the importance of 
adopting an integrated, coordinated, multi-sectoral and community-based approach to 
disaster management. A concrete manifestation of this is its adoption of the CBDRM 
model that encourages communities to actively partake in responding to their 
vulnerabilities that contribute to their at-risk condition. This is stipulated in the Strategic 
Plan on CDBRM 2007-2011. Furthermore, it has also issued Executive Order 888 
Adopting the Strategic National Action Plan (SNAP) on DRR 2009-2019 that serves as 
the country’s road map to strategically institutionalize and implement DRR programs, 
projects and services in line with the HFA priorities both at the national and local level. 
One of its specific objectives is the creation of an enabling environment that promotes 
dialogue among stakeholders, establishment of disaster risk management offices at the 
local level and enhancement of the capacity of the disaster risk reduction and 
management councils (formerly disaster coordinating councils) at all levels.  

 
The Philippine Senate has also ratified the ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management 
and Emergency Response (AADMER) in September 2009 to uphold its commitment and 
support to the HFA.   
 
In May 2010, the Republic Act No. 10121 or the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and 
Management Act of 2010 (DRRM) was enacted abolishing the P.D. 1566 of 1978. It 
proposed the transformation of the country’s disaster management from being response-
oriented to being proactive recognizing the capacity of the communities to reduce 
disaster and climate change impacts. Despite the vulnerabilities of the community 
people especially the poor, people with disabilities, elderly, women and children, the 
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law recognizes that these groups being the “front liners” have the capacity to deal with 
stress, maintain regular functions during disaster and regain a sense of normalcy after. 
The HFA is one of the guiding frameworks of this law. The successful enactment of this 
law was realized through the joint efforts of manifold civil society organizations and the 
Philippine Government with the aim of addressing the challenges, issues, and needs of 
the country in the field of DRR. 
 
Apart from the abovementioned, efforts to mainstream DRR into different government 
plans and programs, education, and peace process have been carried out. 
 
The implementation of the Views from the Frontline 2011 is parallel to the initiative of 
the Philippine Government to further improve its efforts on disaster risk reduction 
through identification of gaps and concerns that hinder the achievement of resiliency 
and sustainable development. The success of the VFL 2009, which created dialogue and 
collaboration between the governments, CSOs and community people around the globe 
served as the backbone of this year’s endeavor. The VFL 2011 sought to focus the 
assessment on governance at the local level, which is fundamental to the implementation 
of policy and provision of resources for DRR. It entailed participatory research, 
information sharing and learning from local level good practices in DRR. Besides the 
assessment, the VFL 2011 action research also created an avenue to promote the HFA 
and the implementation of RA 10121 among the communities, local government units 
and CSOs. Such collaborative work also paved the way to foster partnerships among the 
aforementioned stakeholders to pursue worthwhile DRR endeavors. 
 
After the Regional Training in Cambodia, a one-day orientation for participating 
organizations was held in December 2010 where non-government organizations (NGOs), 
people’s organizations, and academe were briefed on the mechanics and process of the 
action research.  A dry run was also conducted for them to become familiar on the 
facilitation of the survey.  During said activity, they also selected the target respondents 
from local government unit and the community. Furthermore, a National Advisory 
Committee was formed. The actual surveys were carried out from January to February 
2011.  
 
Although the project had to deal with time constraint, a total of 959 respondents were 
mobilized to participate in the survey. Around 335 came from the local government 
units specifically the City/ Municipal Mayors, Vice Mayors, Councilors who head the 
Committee on Environment and Disaster Management, Heads of the following 
departments:  Planning and Development Social Welfare and Development, Health, 
Education and Agriculture; 624 came from the community, 156 of which were children, 
245 were women and the remaining 223 were men. 60% of the respondents were from 
rural areas while the remaining 40% were from urban communities. Given the short 
timeframe, the inputs shared by these individuals have made the action research fruitful. 
They were able to raise the key strengths as well as the pertinent issues and challenges 
of the HFA progress with local governance as particular focus.   
 
For the Views from the Frontline 2013, 581 individuals from various organizations such 
as local government units (167), civil society organizations (59), communities (282), and 



Views  from  the  Frontline  2013  Country  Report  PHILIPPINES  
Center  for  Disaster  Preparedness  
  
 

13 

(73) other organizations took part in the conduct of the study. Since the research hopes 
to ensure the participation of all sectors, the age range of the respondents was from less 
than 11 to 61 plus years old. The breakdown of the participants vis-à-vis age is as follows: 
less than 11 (8 respondents); 12 – 17 (52 respondents); 18 - 25 (95 respondents); 26 – 60 
(340 respondents); and, 61 plus (89 respondents). 
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Views from the Frontline 2013:  
Background and Methodology 
 
	  
 

The Views from the Frontline (VFL) 2013 is an action research that seeks to monitor, 

review, and assess the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) at the 
local level with particular focus on risk assessment. The said framework itself affirms the 
importance of risk assessments in its Priority Action 2 and 4 by pointing out the need for 
“identification, assessment, and monitoring of disaster risks”. Truly, risks assessments 
form a large part of DRR. It is the one that is always subjected to a close attention as 
many countries place great effort in ensuring the safety and resilience of their 
communities. Risk assessments are essential in accurately and credibly formulating the 
necessary policies and frameworks for DRR. Assessments are the basis of planning and 
management for DRR. The concept of risk is too broad and it may oftentimes be defined 
in many ways. Also, reducing risks proves to be a painstaking task as risks also emanate 
from other non-material aspects that are shaped by politics, economy, and society. 
Therefore, VFL 2013 focuses on various indicators with respect to risk assessment. 
 
In general, the project aims to: 
 

1. Enhance the capabilities of various sectors such as the national government, local 
government units, non-government organizations, and other community 
organizations on effectively undertaking the task of accurate and credible risk 
assessments for DRR; 
 

2. Propose solutions to the current policy, institutional, and financial gaps on DRR 
that particularly affect risk assessments; and,  
 

3. Create an enabling environment that ignites an active dialogue and collaboration 
between various sectors regarding participatory ways of conducting risk 
assessments in different communities in the country. 

 
 
Specifically, the action research aims to: 

 
1. Describe the profile of the sectors that implement HFA in the country; 

 
2. Contextualize and identify key concerns of various stakeholders on the level of 

progress being made in risk assessments guided by the indicators set forth by 
this research; 



Views  from  the  Frontline  2013  Country  Report  PHILIPPINES  
Center  for  Disaster  Preparedness  
  
 

15 

 
3. Highlight good practices of selected communities in DRR, and, 
 
4. Formulate sound recommendations to impact the risk assessments for DRR both 

in the policy and practice contexts. 
 
 
Views from the Frontline: Through the years 
 
Prior to the realization of this endeavour, a similar initiative was implemented in 2011, 
which examined how the HFA is progressing at the local level, with special attention 
given to local governance. Said research was able to gather feedbacks from 959 
respondents through a survey. Around 335 came from the local government units 
specifically the City/Municipal Mayors, Vice Mayors, Councillors who head the 
Committee on Environment and Disaster Management, Heads of the following 
departments: Planning and Development, Social Welfare and Development, Health, 
Education and Agriculture; 624 came from the community, 156 of which were children, 
245 were women and the remaining 223 were men. The respondent population  
comprised 60% were rural citizens and 40% from urban communities. Despite the short 
timeframe, the inputs gathered made the action research successful. Key strengths, 
issues and challenges of the HFA progress with particular focus on local governance 
were raised. 
 

Table 1: Comparing VFL 2009, 2011, and 2013  
 

 VFL 2009 VFL 2011 VFL 2013 
Specific 
Objectives 

Provide an overview of the 
progress within participating 
countries at the local level. 
 
Strengthen public 
accountability for disaster risk 
reduction policy execution by 
establishing a local monitoring 
system and relevant policies. 
 
Enhance civil society 
monitoring, research analysis, 
and advocacy capabilities. 
 
Increase dialogue and 
understanding between 
different groups responsible 
for reducing risk.  

Undertake an independent 
assessment of progress towards key 
aspects of disaster risk reduction at 
the local level “governance”. 
 
Increase interaction between 
different sectors to plan and 
implement actions to build 
resilience. 
 
Strengthen collaboration and 
cooperation; local, national, regional, 
international 
 

Enhance the risk assessment 
capabilities of different 
stakeholders. 
 
Propose solutions to the 
policy, institutional, and 
financial gaps that affect 
DRR risk assessments. 
 
Create an enabling 
environment for 
collaborative risk 
assessments at the local 
level. 

Expected 
Outcomes 

Improved understanding of 
the level of disaster resilience 
at the local level in 
participating countries and 
regions. 
 
Improved dialogue between 
public, civil society and 
community stakeholders 
responsible for disaster risk 
reduction. 
 

Political space to engage in policy 
dialogue 
 
Increased trust and mutual 
understanding between different 
actors 
 
Increased awareness of disaster risk 
and risk reduction measures 
 
Increased public demand for good 
governance 

Risk assessments are 
mandated in public policies 
and legislations with 
standards for preparedness, 
publication, and revision. 
 
Systematic and repeated 
assessments of hazards and 
disaster risks undertaken in 
higher-level development 
programming. 
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Improved understanding on 
progress towards 
implementation of the HFA 
within government and civil 
society bodies. 
 
Increased research, analytical 
and advocacy capabilities 
among project participants. 

 
Sharing of practical experience and 
learning 
 
Credible evidence-base to inform 
policy advocacy 
 
Increased capacity of participating 
organizations in monitoring and 
advocacy 
 
Establish local baselines to measure 
future progress 
 
Increased domestic accountability 
and transparency 
 
Increased political commitment for 
DRR execution 

Good quality of data on 
hazards and risks made 
available to support local-
level assessments. 
 
Existing knowledge 
collected, synthesized and 
shared systematically.  
 
Participation of all 
agencies/stakeholders in 
risk assessment.  
 
Government and NGO 
committed to providing 
technical and other support 
to and community 
hazards/risks assessments.  
 

Number of 
Respondents 

Total: 390 respondents 
343 children, women and men 
together with 47 CSOs 

Total 959 respondents - 335 from 
LGUs and 624 from the community 
(156 children; 245 women; and 223 
men) 

Total 581 respondents - 167 
from LGUs, 59 from CSOs, 
282 from communities, and 
73 from other organizations 

Geographic 
Scope 

35 municipalities and cities; 17 
from Luzon, 12 from Visayas, 
and 6 from Mindanao 

58 municipalities and 11 cities; 32 
from Luzon; 12 from Visayas; and 14 
from Mindanao 

Urban (292); Rural (279) 

 
 
VFL 2013 utilizes a participatory approach that encourages the active participation of 
key stakeholders such as local government units, civil society organizations, and 
community representatives through a transparent and inclusive process. Moreover, the 
researchers utilized various CSO networks in order to broaden the scope of the survey. 
Survey forms were given to some CSOs and then afterwards, they distributed it to their 
corresponding “partners”. In this way, it became more possible and convenient for the 
research team to conduct field researches in various communities. 
 
The implementation of the project is led by the Global Network for Disaster Reduction 
(GNDR) that works closely with the Regional Coordinator (RC) who is in charge of 
coordination and monitoring work in the region. A National Coordinating Organization 
(NCO) is established in each participating country in a region and is held responsible for 
identifying Participating Organizations (POs) and ensuring that the survey is 
implemented. The POs receive support from the NCO to facilitate the actual data 
gathering mechanisms in their respective areas.   
 
In the Philippines, the Center for Disaster Preparedness (CDP) was again recommended 
to undertake the role of the National Coordinating Organization. Holding such 
responsibility, CDP facilitated the coordination and implementation of the VFL 2013 
project. Having seen the success and the fruit of its involvement in the VFL 2011 and 
VFL 2009, CDP had no reservations on assuming such a role for the third time. Its 
engagement has provided the organization with greater grasp on the progress of HFA 
implementation and allowed it to establish and strengthen linkages through the created 
opportunity for CSOs, governments and community representatives to participate and 
interact. The output of the survey opened channels for DRR actors from various sectors 
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to work together towards the achievement of goals that relate to improving risk 
assessments.    
 
The country has exhibited enthusiasm as well to embark on the action research taking 
into account that risk assessment form a large part of disaster risk reduction efforts. The 
fact that the research gives premium to the voice of those at the local level is a good 
chance to see the realities on the ground.  Various stakeholders working in the field of 
DRR saw this as an avenue to really identify the gaps and issues that have to be 
addressed in order to improve risk assessments at the local level. In addition, the 
conduct of this initiative is also treated as a favorable time to disseminate to a greater 
audience the progress made on HFA implementation two years after the 
institutionalization of DRR in the country through the passage of R.A. 10121 or the 
Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The project comprised of two key elements; namely: action research and applied 
learning. The former deals on quantitative survey through face-to-face interviews or self-
evaluations by local government officials and community representatives to assess their 
perceptions on progress made in risk assessments to support disaster resilience and risk 
reduction as part of the HFA five Priorities for Action. On the other hand, the latter 
seeks 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.   
 
Indicator Subject 

1. Multi-risk Resilience 
2. Underlying causes 
3. Risk Assessment 
4. Monitoring 
5. Communication and public awareness 
6. Connecting 
7. Learning 
8. Negotiation 
9. Conflict Resolution 
10. Building Partnerships 
11. Resources 
12. Early waning 
13. Local Actions 
14. Everyday disaster 

 
Scoring System 
 

0 Don’t Know 
1 No 
2 To a very limited extent 
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3 Some activity but significant scope for improvement 
4 Yes, but with some limitations in capacities and resources 
5 Yes, with satisfactory, sustainable and effective measures in place 

 
 
 
 
Overview of Disaster Risk Reduction 
and Management in the Philippines 
 
	  
 

The Philippines is considered as one of the most disaster prone countries in the world. 

Its physical terrain and geographical features are considered as crucial factors why the 
country is constantly impacted by manifold hazards.  
 
The country is situated along the Western North Pacific basin in the Pacific where 66% of 
the tropical cyclones originate. According to PAGASA, on the average, there are 20-21 
tropical cyclones that enter the Philippine Area of Responsibility (PAR) accompanied by 
secondary hazards such as floods, landslides and storm surges. Also, the country has a 
long coastline making it at-risk to sea-level rise due to climate change.  
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Figure	  1:	  	  Typhoon	  Prone	  Areas	  in	  the	  Philippines	  	  
(Source:	  Office	  of	  Civil	  Defense)	  

	  
Aside from water/climate-related hazards, the country lies along the Pacific Ring of Fire 
and is surrounded by around 300 volcanoes where 22 are identified as active which 
makes it susceptible to episodes of earthquake and volcanic eruption. The most notable 
disasters of this kind in the Philippine contemporary history are the 1990 North Luzon 
Earthquake and the 1991 Mt. Pinatubo eruption.  
 
On top of the natural hazards, the country is faced with complex emergencies that are 
primarily human-induced, often associated with armed conflict. Various issues 
regarding the internally displaced persons (IDPs) are among the major issues resulting 
from such threats. The apparent phenomenon of climate change in the recent years 
aggravated the vulnerable situation of the country especially with regards extreme 
climatic events (increasing frequency and intensity of typhoons). Figure 2 presents the 
observed annual mean temperate anomalies in the Philippines as recorded by PAGASA 
from 1951 and the projected situation by the year 2100.  
 



Views  from  the  Frontline  2013  Country  Report  PHILIPPINES  
Center  for  Disaster  Preparedness  
  
 

20 

-‐1.00

-‐0.50

0.00

0.50

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

4.00

195
1

195
6

196
1

196
6

197
1

197
6

198
1

198
6

199
1

199
6

200
1

200
6

201
1

201
6

202
1

202
6

203
1

203
6

204
1

204
6

205
1

205
6

206
1

207
1

207
6

208
1

208
6

209
1

209
6

Tem
per

atu
re	  A

nom
aly

	  	  (°
C)

Year

Observed	  and	  Projected	  Annual	  Mean	  Temperature	  Anomalies	  for	  the	  Philippines
Period	  1951	  to	  2100	   (Departures	  from	  1971-‐2000	   normal	  values)

OBS

A1B

A2

	  
	  

Figure	  2:	  Projected	  Change	  in	  Mean	  Temperature	  
	  
On the other hand, the Climate Change Commission data reveals that by 2050, many 
parts of the country will be experiencing drought. That said, water security would be a 
major concern. Figure 3 underscores the projected climate change impact released by the 
Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change.  

Figure	  3:	  	  Projected	  Climate	  Change	  Impacts	  
	  
The Philippines struggles to respond both to the vulnerabilities and development 
problems it has. The physical terrain and geographical features it has remained as the 
crucial factors as to why the country is constantly adversely impacted by manifold 
hazards and disasters. It is along the Western North Pacific basin in the pacific where 
66% of the tropical cyclones enter or originate.  On the average, there are 20 tropical 
cyclones that enter the Philippine Area of Responsibility accompanied by secondary 
hazards such as floods, landslides and storm surges. It also has a long coastline making 
it at-risk to sea-level rise due to climate change. Furthermore, the country lies along the 
Pacific Ring of Fire and is surrounded by around 300 volcanoes where 22 are identified 
as active which make it susceptible to episodes of earthquake and volcanic eruption. 
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More so, the country is faced with complex development problems on poverty, 
education, health, rapid urbanization, etc. 
 
The Philippines ranks as the 12th most highly populated country in the world. In 
reference to the result of the 2010 Census on Population and Housing of the National 
Statistics and Census Board (NSCB) report, the current Philippine population is at 
94,013,200. Concurrently, the NSCB projects that by 2015; the figure will escalate to 
about 102,965,300 (51,733,400 male; 51,231,900 female). The NSCB observes that 
country’s annual growth rates were 1.9% for 2010-2011 from 2.04% in 2000-2007. 
 
On the other hand, the rise in population does not mean the reduction of poverty 
incidence in the country. In fact, 26.5% of the existing population lives below the poverty 
line, (World Bank Indicators). Poverty incidence in the country declined from 1991 to 
2003, but it escalated again from 2006 to 2009. The World Bank figure notes that the 
actual number of poor people increased to about 3.3 million in 2009 as compared with  
2003. Various factors can be attributed to this, which include the unemployment rate, 
housing and tenure issues, education, and health problems among others.  
 
With regard to unemployment, the rate remained at 7.4% based on the 2008 and 2010 
NSCB data. NSCB figures further show that 25% of the country’s young populations are 
both unemployed and out-of-school. 
 
The unemployed population usually dwells in urban areas. In fact, people from different 
provinces seek a better life in the urban; thus, leading to rapid urbanization. 
Subsequently, the massive migration of people to urban areas leads to the ballooning 
number of informal settlers.  
 
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) reports that as of 2010, the urban population 
reached 66.4% of the entire population. This means that 6 out of 10 Filipinos live in 
urban areas. ADB estimates that by 2030, the figure will reach to 67%. Aside from 
unemployment, the Philippine Development Plan 2011-2016 attributes land shortages 
and disasters as the culprit for the rise of urban population. The informal settlers are 
dwelling in unsafe and untidy conditions. These areas are congested with very limited 
access to basic social services such as health, education, and safe water supply.  
 
According to the September 2012 survey of Pulse Asia on the National Administrations’ 
Disaster Preparedness and Local Governments’ Response to the Needs of Calamity Victims, “a 
small majority of Filipinos (58%) expressed satisfaction with their local government’s 
efforts to address the needs of calamity victims”. Also, based on the same survey, “the 
national administration received passing marks for its disaster preparedness efforts”. All 
in all, the results show that both the national government and local governments are 
playing fairly well with their task on DRR. Still however, it should be noted that the 
survey was done prior to the recent arrival of Typhoon Pablo in December 2012.  At this 
point, it is evident that there are still gaps that need to be looked at particularly on how 
the country is progressing on its implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action. 
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It is undeniable that the Philippines is highly susceptible to hazards and disasters. And 
that said, it is imperative for all stakeholders concerned at the national and local levels to 
collaborate on making a DRR a shared responsibility. This involves creating mechanisms 
and plans that specifically gives importance to governance rather than government. 
Participatory ways are also needed in order to successfully prevent/mitigate, prepare, 
respond, and rehabilitate. Efforts on DRR should also work hand in hand with the 
initiatives being made regarding climate change adaptation given the stark reality that 
most disasters that are being experienced in the country are due to disasters of hydro-
meteorological nature. All in all, no DRR policy or framework will be effective without 
an effective risk assessment. Risk assessment entails a painstaking task of accounting of 
both the physical and underlying risks that cannot be readily seen. Therefore, the 
challenge now is how different communities can effectively improve current 
mechanisms on risk assessment and how it can be made more productive, accurate, and 
timely. 
 
In response to this, the need to engage various stakeholders in realizing collaborative 
action is more compelling than ever. By working together, different groups with varying 
views and objectives can effectively steer themselves towards the goal of reducing 
disaster risks. This is also an opportunity to improve current practices. 
 
 
Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives 
 
Long before the government has embarked on a journey on DRR, several 
community/grassroots organizations and civil society groups have been already 
engaged in DRR. For instance, the Disaster Risk Reduction Network Philippines 
(DRRNetPhils) serves as the network of NGOs, POs, academe, and other groups that are 
actively working for DRR.  The institutionalization of the R.A. 10121 or the Philippine 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010 made it possible for the country to 
have a pivotal turn from mere disaster management to disaster risk reduction and 
management. The said act introduced various institutional adjustments most especially 
regarding the arrangement of previous offices that handle disaster efforts. In this regard, 
all the old national disaster management councils were transformed into disaster risk 
reduction and management councils. Moreover, the National Disaster Risk Reduction 
and Management Plan (NDRRMP) 2011-2028 which was formulated following the 
institutionalization of DRR in the country, clearly specified the importance of four (4) 
phases in Philippine DRR, namely: prevention/mitigation, preparedness, response, 
rehabilitation and recovery. All the four phases may overlap and may happen 
simultaneously as DRR efforts per se may sometimes cover two or more aspects at the 
same time. 
 
Despite all the policy solutions that were placed in the recent years for DRR, a lot of 
aspect still seems to be overlooked by different stakeholders on DRR. Although a lot of 
progress has already been made on mainstreaming these policies in local government 
units, problems such as those on DRRM fund and capacity building surface. Moreover, 
risk assessments still need to be improved as there exist noticeable gaps. Also, a 
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continuous and consistent implementation of said assessments should be put into place 
in order to inform policy and practice on DRR. 
 
There are many existing good practices on DRR that can be seen in various communities. 
But then, it does not provide us with a good reason to critically assess how dedicated are 
different communities in conducting risk assessments for DRR. A strong multi-
stakeholder participation is thus needed in order to secure credible and sustainable risk 
assessments that account for risks that emanate from various sources such as decision-
making processes, socio-economic considerations, and community scenarios.  
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Views from the Frontline 2013:  
Findings of Priority Action 2 
 
 
 
A. Respondents 
	  
For the Views from the Frontline research 2013, there were a total of 581 respondents 
from various sectors such as local government units, civil society organizations, and 
community organizations. Communities form a large part of the informants, comprising 
48.54% of the total number of respondents with local governments (27.84%), other 
(12.56%), and civil society organizations (10.15%) following respectively (see Figure 4).  
 

 
	  

Figure	  4:	  VFL	  2013	  Informant	  Group	  
 
The specific organizations that took part in the VFL 2013 are as follows:  
 
From Luzon: Local Government Unit of La Trinidad, Benguet; Local Government Unit 
of Baguio City ASLI of Angono, Rizal; BOSA of Binangonan, Rizal; the PDRRMO of 
Camarines Norte; DAMPA of Bagong Silangan, Quezon City; Barangay Banaba of San 
Mateo, Rizal; KAIBIGAN of Baseco Port, Manila; Tulay sa Pag-unlad Incorporatino of 
San Mateo, Tanay, Batangas; and, Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement of Quezon 
City. 
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From Visayas: Christ Faith Fellowship of Southern Leyte;  Sorsogon Calamity Victims 
Association of Irosin, Sorsogon; Grace Communion International Worldwide Church of 
God of Cebu City; and, University of the Philippine – Visayas. 
 
From Mindanao: Integrated Resource Development for Indigenous People of 
Zamboanga City; Ecosystems Work for Essential Benefits, Inc. of Iligan City; Pakigdait 
Inc. of Matungao, Lanao del Norte; Suara Kalilintad Association, Inc. of Pagalungan, 
Maguindanao; Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement of Cotabato City; Local 
Government Unit of Davao City; Mindanao Peoples Caucus of Davao City; Tri-people 
Organization against Disasters of Maguindanao; and, Ranaw Disaster Response and 
Rehabilitation Assistance Center of Iligan City. 
	  
	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

	  
	  

Figure	  5:	  VFL	  2013	  Gender	  Distribution	  
 
 
With regard to the age of the respondents, it was evident that the 26 to 60 years old age 
group comprised a big percentage of the total respondents accounting to 58.32%. On the 
other hand, only 1.38% of the respondents were aged 11 and below (see Figure 6). All in 
all, 59% of the respondents were female and 41.14% male (see Figure 5). Also, it can  
generally be noted that there was a balance of geographical representation as it indicates 
that 51.14% of the respondents came from the urban areas while 48.48% from the rural 
areas. 
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Figure	  6:	  VFL	  2013	  Age	  Distribution	  
 
Also, this study made an effort to know whether the respondents participated in the 
previous VFL studies in years 2009 and 2011. In this regard, it showed that almost all the 
respondents were first timers for the VFL. However, there was only a very slight 
difference between the numbers of current respondents who have previously 
participated in past VFL studies. Only 4.30% respondents said that they participated in 
VFL 2009 and 7.91% for VFL 2011 (see Figure 7). 
	  
	  

	  
	  
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
Figure	  7:	  Participation	  in	  Previous	  VFL	  Studies	  
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B. Perceptions and Change in Losses 
	  

Perception	  of	  threat	  in	  the	  location	  
	  

It is important to assess people’s perception of threat in their location. Since disasters 
also cover the risks and vulnerabilities of communities, knowing what people think 
about the immediate threats in their surroundings may help us gain an idea about their 
situation.  

 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 2.95 (below the global average). It shows 
that many people do not perceive a threat in their respective locations. However, it still 
should be noted that in this aspect, 26.33% of the respondents said that they perceive a 
“high” level of threat (see Figure 8). 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  

Figure	  8:	  Perception	  of	  Threat	  in	  the	  Location	  
	  
	  
	  
Changes	  in	  disaster	  losses	  in	  the	  local	  area	  since	  2005	  
	  

Changes in disaster losses show how policy and program interventions impact disaster 
risk reduction efforts. Thus, this study also tried to explore the changes in disaster losses 
in the respective areas of the respondents since 2005. 
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Figure	  9:	  Change	  in	  Disaster	  Losses	  since	  2005	  
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.25 (below global average). This clearly 
indicates a minimal change of the total number of disaster losses in the country. But then, 
there is a very close gap between respondents who said that there is a slight increase 
(28.65%) and those who said that there is a slight decrease (23.78%). On the other hand, 
it can be argued that there is really a substantial overall decrease in disaster losses as 
23% of the respondents said that there is a substantial decrease of disaster losses since 
2005 (See Figure 9). 
	  
	  
C. Views from the Frontline Indicators 
	  
In this section, the results of the respondents’ answers vis-à-vis the VFL 2013 indicators 
will be presented. For 2013, there are 14 indicators considered and analyzed, namely: 
Multi-risk Resilience, Underlying causes, Risk Assessment, Monitoring, Communication 
and public awareness, Connecting, Learning, Negotiation, Conflict Resolution, Building 
Partnerships, Resources, Early waning, Local Actions, and Everyday disaster. 
 
Figure 10 underscores the weighted mean ranking of respondents per indication. The 
respondents for the study were composed of representatives from the local government 
units (167), civil society organizations (59), communities (282), and other organizations 
(73) that provided an input and ranking for the Hyogo Framework Priority 2- Risk 
Assessment using 14 indicators 
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Figure	  10:	  Weighted	  Mean	  Ranking	  Respondents	  per	  VFL	  Indicator	  
	  
 
Below are the per indicator presentation of the VFL 2013.  
 

Multi-‐risk	  Resilience	  
 
This indicator measured whether communities tackled multiple factors that lead to 
disasters. The question raised under this indicator is whether the community tackles 
multiple factors that led to the different types of disasters. Also, do they distinguish 
between their response to disasters, disaster of human origin and disaster resulting from 
climate change.  

 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.33 (above global average). Many 
stakeholders considered many factors that lead to disasters. This means that 
communities greatly account many other risks that arise from policies, socio-economic 
conditions, and physical risks. In this regard, having a good grasp of multiple-risks will 
in a way help communities in systematic planning for DRRM in respect to its four 
phases. 
 
The results show that many communities are mindful of other factors that affect risks. 
However, there are still reports that some communities still have limited capacities as 
with regards to the careful accounting of these. There is still a need to improve the 
technical capabilities of stakeholders on risk assessments and the material resources that 
they have (see Figure 11). 
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Figure	  11:	  Multi-‐risk	  Resilience	  
	  

Underlying	  Causes	  
 

This indicator measured to what extent the community finds its progress (on tackling 
factors leading to disasters) is restricted by factors beyond its control. For instance, 
government decisions about financial resources, environmental management, 
agricultural development, building, and planning.  
 

	  Figure	  12:	  Underlying	  causes	  
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The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.21 (above global average). Identifying 
underlying causes is important for communities in effectively implementing updates 
and improvements in their disaster risk reduction efforts. The abovementioned 
weighted mean average indicates a high level of consideration of underlying risks 
factors by various stakeholders (See Figure 12). 
 
Underlying causes may pertain to other factors that affect risks. And sometimes, these 
may be beyond the communities’ control. Sudden changes in political leadership, 
violence and conflict, significant socio-economic phenomenon, among others affect the 
progress of communities in tackling disasters. For instance, if a certain community 
already had placed several guiding principles in its formulation of a more updated 
disaster management plan prior to a sudden shift in leadership (e.g. newly elected 
officials), then there may be chances that goals may change depending on the policy 
priority areas deemed urgent by the leaders. 
	  

Risk	  Assessment	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent is representatives of the local community 
involved in risk assessments.  

 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is at 3.21 (above global average). This 
evidently shows that many representatives of local communities participate in risk 
assessments. It can thus be considered a success of the current Philippine policies on 
DRRM that encourages more participative and inclusive decision-making for DRRM. 
Participation of local representatives is essential in setting an example for other 
stakeholders to play their part in DRRM. Furthermore, the actual participation of local 
community leaders in these risk assessments allows them to internalize real-life 
scenarios regarding disasters (See Figure 13). 
	  

	  
Figure	  13:	  Risk	  Assessment	  
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At this point, there is already some activity regarding risk assessments. However, there 
is still a significant scope for improvement. With regard to capacities, many concerned 
stakeholders still need to be equipped with the necessary skills needed in conducting 
risk assessments. Thus, trainings and workshops may be especially helpful. On the other 
hand, additional material and non-material resources are also needed. Increased 
manpower and knowledge exchange is thus necessary in this aspect. Additional 
personnel may be tasked to supplement the efforts being made on the other phases of 
DRR as well as in conducting risk assessments. Moreover, they can also facilitate a 
robust discussion on their experiences and findings related to risk assessments. 
 

Monitoring	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  

This indicator measured whether local governments regularly monitor progress to 
reduce disaster risk. The indicator would like to find out whether systems are in place to 
monitor and disseminate to all actors data on key hazards and vulnerabilities.  
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.21 (above global average). Monitoring 
is an important aspect of DRR. It allows different communities to carefully plan and 
manage their DRR efforts. This area is also essential in tracking the progress on DRR. 
The weighted mean average shows that many local governments to date are actively 
monitoring their respective progress on DRR (See Figure 14). 
 
Monitoring is an essential part of risk assessment. It intelligently informs stakeholders 
regarding the progress of their DRR efforts. Monitoring ensures that policies, 
frameworks, and plans are being carefully and accurately mainstreamed at different 
levels and sectors.  On the other hand, faithful monitoring serves as a validating tool for 
risk assessments as it gives an updated view of local scenarios vis-à-vis the report 
findings. This aspect should be more institutionalized in communities by making its 
conduct strictly scheduled, assigned, and sustained in the long run.  
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Figure	  14:	  Monitoring	  	  

	  
	  

Communication	  and	  Public	  Awareness	  
	  
This indicator measured to what extent does the local governments ensures information 
on local risks trends and risk reduction measure is regularly communicated to 
communities. 
 
 The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.41 (above global average). The role of 
communication and public awareness in DRR is very vital. DRR efforts would be of no 
use if the very people who are the subjects of DRR were not aware about the immediate 
disaster risks in their environment. Communication and public awareness play an 
essential role in harnessing civic discourse and action on DRR. The weighted mean 
average is indicative of the current efforts of governments in raising public awareness 
among the citizens (see Figure 15). 
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Figure	  15:	  Communication	  and	  Public	  Awareness	  
	  

 
The true purpose of conducting risk assessments is to inform the people of possible 
disaster risks. Therefore, the ultimate goal is to raise public awareness. Disaster risks 
should be communicated to the concerned stakeholders in such a way that will enable 
them to actively participate in DRR efforts. Many communities at this point are doing 
well on this aspect, however they still have some limitations with regard to capacities 
and resources. The process of pushing for the institutionalization of permanent DRRM 
offices with permanent and regular staff is still at hand. If ever this will succeed, the 
capacities and resources of different communities in raising public awareness shall be 
enhanced given an increased man power and DRRM institutional permanency. 

	  
Connecting	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent does the local government combine traditional 
and scientific knowledge in decision-making.  
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.25 (above global average). Local 
communities already have their own traditional knowledge about disasters because each 
community has a different meaning and belief systems. However, with the current 
advancements made both in governance and in DRR, there is a need to integrate the two. 
In this regard, the Philippines is well-performing based on the weighted mean average. 
This may be due to the activeness of some notable civil society organizations and local 
government units in educating officials and peoples about DRR (see Figure 16). 
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Figure	  16:	  Connecting	  

 
As of now, there are already some activities in connecting scientific and traditional 
knowledge on DRR in decision making at the national level as evidently seen with the 
active collaboration between PAGASA and other national agencies, CSOs, academe, and 
other organizations. Still, however, there is still a significant scope for environment 
especially with regard to the actual realization of this goal at the local level. There are 
still instances in some local communities wherein scientific knowledge is still alienated. 
Hence, it is important to continually educate decision-makers and other stakeholders 
concerned on DRR. 
	  

Learning	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent do local leaders (state/non-state) discuss, share 
and analyze disaster risk information. 
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.33 (above global average). Learning is 
an integral part of DRRM. It allows different stakeholders to continually assess their 
progress in their current policies and programs. Moreover, in the case of DRR, a 
collaborative effort aimed at discussing, sharing, and analyzing disaster risk information 
among various stakeholders helps in making DRR a shared responsibility. In this case, it 
can be noted that the country performs well in this aspect based on the weighted mean 
average. This may be due to the fact that major government institutions concerned are 
active in creating venues for dialogue regarding DRR (See Figure 17). 
 
Communities cannot make sense of the information on DRR if there is not enough venue 
to discuss, share, and analyze those. As it has been mentioned earlier, the true purpose 
of conducting risk assessments is to inform stakeholders as well as decision-making. 
Therefore, it is important that various groups should validate the results from these 
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assessments. Moreover, various risk assessments should also be properly coordinated 
and shared. By doing so, DRR actions can also be well targeted given that the 
information is already filtered, merged, and validated by various groups. Lastly, the 
findings on this indicator shows that there is still gaps that need to be filled. Some 
communities still need to institutionalize the conduct of clearly scheduled risk 
assessments. Also, more venue for dialogue and knowledge still need to be placed in 
order to ignite a healthy exchange of ideas between various stakeholders.  
 
 

 
	  

Figure	  17:	  Learning 
	  

	  
Negotiation	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent are local authorities and community 
representatives able to work together in decision making about risk reduction. 

	  
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.32 (above global average). Negotiation 
is an integral part of the governance aspect for DRR. Negotiation allows different 
stakeholders to settle their conflicting views and find a common ground. It also enables 
communities to effectively plan for DRR. The same as in other indicators, the country 
performs well in this aspect as evidenced by the weighted mean average. The 
appropriate institutional adjustments provided by the Philippine Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Act created an enabling environment that encourages the 
creation of venues for collaboration and negotiation (See Figure 18). 
	  
Collaboration and negotiation serves as key foundation of Philippine DRR policies. The 
repeated stress on participation, steering, negotiation, are some of the evident traits of 
our current DRR efforts. In this regard, these two also serve as a cornerstone for 
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conducting risk assessments. Without a healthy dialogue and cooperation, it will be very 
difficult for different communities to find a common ground on how risk assessments 
should be conducted, in what way, and when. In reference to this study, it was found 
out that there are already some communities that actively collaborate on issues pertinent 
to DRR. However, there are still reports of groups/individuals that show unwillingness 
in participating in DRR efforts, particularly risk assessments. 
	  
	  

	  	  
Figure	  18:	  Negotiation 

	  
Conflict	  Resolution	  

 
This indicator measured to what extent is key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, 
community representatives) able to resolve conflicts. For instance, by applying sanctions 
against those who break rules and agreements.  
 

	  
The weighted mean average for this is 3.31 (above global average). Conflicts oftentimes 
arise during crisis situations such as disasters. When chaos and disorder becomes the 
trend in communities, it opens up chances for societal conflicts. People tend to have 
varying views of the problem at hand. Also, there are instances when 
misunderstandings arise with regards to how the community should manage the 
situation. Moreover, aside from these, there also everyday conflicts that plague society 
such as socio-cultural, ethnic, and class conflict. All in all, conflicts can spur or even 
aggravate unfolding disasters. Thus, it is important to consider it as a key indicator 
whenever we try to look at the progress of states in DRR. Again, the Philippines has an 
above global average standing on this indicator (See Figure 19). 
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Figure	  19:	  Conflict	  resolution	  

 
There are already noticeable efforts being made by communities on this aspect, but there 
is still a significant scope for improvement. Current policies, frameworks, and plans on 
DRR have already laid the guide for communities. However, conflict resolution 
mechanisms are absent. As DRR can also be conflict ridden in times of disagreements 
and misunderstandings between stakeholders, protocols and SOPs should be put in to 
place.  To date, there is still a significant scope for improvement on this aspect.  

	  
Building	  Partnerships	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent do partnerships (to reduce disaster risk) exist 
between communities, private sector, and local communities. For example, with local 
regional, national government and organizations (public, private, and civil society).  
 
The weighted mean average for this is 3.38 (above global average). The importance of 
harnessing partnerships has been highlighted several times in many international 
frameworks and documents such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). 
Specifically, the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 recognizes the role of 
harnessing partnerships in ensuring an active and efficient knowledge exchange and 
sharing of best practices in DRR. By building partnerships, gaps are also being filled. 
Also, partnerships can be considered as a very important component of governance, to 
which many states at this point vie to. The Philippines performs well on this indicator as 
it has already made efforts to institutionalize DRR and make it as a venue for 
governance. This was made possible by policies it has created in recent years (See Figure 
20). 
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Figure	  20:	  Building	  Partnership	  
 
 
Currently, there are many partnerships between various stakeholders such as the 
government, communities, LGUs, CSOs, and community organizations regarding DRR. 
Moreover, different international organizations such as the United Nations, World Bank, 
Asian Development Bank, AusAID, USAID, among others, currently have projects being 
done in partnership with the government and CSOs. All in all, this shows that the 
country is performing well on this aspect. Still, there are some limitations regarding the 
capacities and resources of some local governments and communities. Some of them still 
need to further improve their capabilities and skills in engaging different sectors most 
especially the international aid agencies in effectively communicating their needs and 
views on DRR issues. 
	  
	   Resources	  

	  
This indicator measured to what extent do resources available (financial and other 
assistance) meet the needs for risk reduction activities. 
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.08 (above global average). Resources, 
of course, are always needed in any program or project. In particular, a lack of resource 
for DRR may result to disaster losses during the response stage or it may impede the 
possibilities for disaster prevention, mitigation, and preparedness of communities. The 
Philippines generally has a good standing in this aspect (See Figure 21). 
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	  Figure	  21:	  Resources	  

	  
As many communities still struggle to fill their budgetary gaps on poverty reduction, 
basic services, education, etc., DRR as a local priority is also very much affected. The lack 
of equipment, manpower, and knowledge often plagues various remote communities. 
The government still needs to have a robust, well-targeted development plans that aim 
to solve the most popular and yet most basic problems of communities. By doing so, 
community efforts on DRR will also improve, if communities will be responsive enough 
with the need to reduce disaster risks through systematic efforts. 
	  

Early-‐Warning	  
	  

This indicator measured whether there are effective warning systems in place. 
 

The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.33 (above global average). Early 
warning systems are important for it serves as the most visible and physical 
manifestation of technology for DRR. Early warning systems should be placed in order 
to warn communities of upcoming or possible disasters. The Hyogo Framework itself 
considers this as one of the key actions needed by states to harness DRR in the 
international, regional, national, and local levels. The Philippines has an above average 
standing in this area (See Figure 22). 
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Figure	  22:	  Early	  Warning	  
	  

The Philippines can be considered as a good performer on establishing early-warning 
systems. For instance, the lessons learned from numerous typhoons in the country 
encouraged LGUs such as Marikina City and Bulacan Province to establish technology-
driven flood warning systems in their localities.  However, in broader scale, many 
communities still lack the capacity and resources to establish early warning systems. 
Although, there are some communities that utilize indigenous and creative ways of early 
warning such as the use of church bells and gongs, improvements are still needed as 
with regards to the actual institutionalization of early warning systems and SOPs. 
 
	  

Local	  	  Actions	  
	  

This indicator measured the capacity of communities to prepare for and mitigate 
disaster risk. 
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.48 (above global average). 
Communities are the ones who are in the frontlines of disasters. In this regard, DRR 
policies are aimed towards the empowerment of communities. Communities need to be 
always prepared for disasters. And this can only be possible, if they have adequate 
capacities for DRR. Capacity-building trainings, seminars, tools, and resources, among 
others, are some of the key concerns in ensuring community empowerment for disaster 
prepardness and mitigation. The Philippines has an above average standing in this area 
(See Figure 23). 
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Figure	  23:	  Local	  Actions	  
 
Improvements in capacity and resources are still necessary in order for communities to 
effectively prepare for and mitigate disaster risk. Since there are still no permanent office 
and staff roster for DRR, many LGUs still treat DRR as a secondary priority. 
Furthermore, some personnel that are currently assigned for DRR still need to be 
specifically trained with the scientific and governance aspect of DRR. Also, many 
communities still lack the necessary equipment, knowledge, and manpower for DRR. 
	  

Everyday	  Disaster	  
	  

This indicator measured to what extent resources are provided by the government (local 
or national) to meet response needs when everyday disasters strike. 
 
The weighted mean average for this indicator is 3.07 (above global average). Disasters 
do not only come on an occasional basis. Sometimes, it also comes on an everyday basis. 
Day to day emergencies such as fires, accidents, and many other crises should also be 
taken seriously. Therefore, there is also a need to assess whether community resources 
are enough to respond to these. By looking at how well communities are in responding 
to everyday disasters using their current resources, we can actually see how well they 
can respond to a bigger disaster. The Philippines has an above average standing in this 
area. As the current trend in the country focuses so much on DRR pertaining to “big 
time” disasters such as earthquakes and typhoons, everyday emergencies and disasters 
such as fires, flashfloods, and other emergencies are somewhat relegated to the backseat 
of stakeholder priority. At this point, there are significant efforts being made with regard 
to preparing and responding to everyday disasters. However, significant improvements 
in budgetary allocation, planning, and public participations still need to be assessed for 
needed updates and improvements (See Figure 24). 
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Figure	  24:	  Everyday	  Disaster	  
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Case Studies in the Philippines 

 
 
 
National Level: The READY Project 
 
The READY project called Hazards Mapping for Effective Community-Based Disaster 
Risk Mitigation is a multi-agency initiative spearheaded by the National Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Council (formerly called the National Disaster 
Coordinating Council) that was implemented in 2006-2011. It specifically aimed to 
conduct credible and accurate risk assessments in high risk provinces in the Philippines. 
The targets were 27 provinces. This project has three components: 1) Multi-hazard risk 
assessment, 2) Community-based disaster risk mitigation through development of 
community-based early warning system (CBEWS) and conduct of information, 
education, and communication (IEC) campaigns and 3) Mainstreaming disaster risk 
reduction into local development. The executing agency of this project is the Office of 
Civil Defense (OCD) of the Department of National Defense, Republic of the Philippines 
in collaboration with other agencies such as the MGB, NAMRIA, PAGASA, and 
PHILVOCS. 
 
The project had clearly set a good precedent in conducting scientific risk assessments in 
the country. It also marks the first attempt to approach disasters in a multi-hazard way.  
Furthermore, this project also showcased the power of collaboration in conducting risk 
assessments. As various government agencies and stakeholders were involved, risk 
assessments became more interactive and accurate. 
 
Multi-hazard risk assessments are required to develop and implement successful 
policies and programs on DRR. The information gathered through this are meant to 
inform decision-makers regarding the impacts of current DRR efforts. Assessments 
focused on nine hazards respectively; assigned to PHILVOCS: ground rupture, ground 
shaking, liquefaction, tsunami, earthquake-induced landslide, volcanic hazards; 
PAGASA: flood/flash flood and storm surge, rain-induced landslide. The READY 
required that hazard maps be distributed to its potential users such as decision-makers 
and at risk communities. Also, it was reported that some of the technical members of the 
project team encountered problems in beating the deadline due to manpower shortage 
as mappers and geologists are in short supply in the government. All in all, as UNDP 
reports in its Midterm Review of READY II Project: 
 

With the significant improvement of inter-agency coordination and collaboration 
mechanisms under the project, mapping and related technologies are now enhanced and 
shared more systematically. 

 
Information dissemination, education, and communications campaigns were also 
mobilized. This, in a way, complemented the assessment part of the project because it 
allowed the full realization of the practical reason why stakeholders conduct such 
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studies - to inform. Several project orientations where held for municipal and barangay 
officials wherein the results of the multi-hazard mapping were carefully presented and 
validated. Afterwards, the results are then used as a basis for map-finalization by 
government agencies. 
 
Alongside the IEC campaigns, the installation of Community-based Early Warning 
System (CBEWS) was done by READY. A province-wide training was conducted to 
orient local officials and community leaders on the results of multi-hazard mapping 
activities, as well as make them more aware of the risks and mitigating measures related 
to the hazards for the CBEWS for tsunami-prone areas. Afterwards, a pilot barangay is 
selected as a site for community-level orientation, installation of early warning systems. 
On the other hand, CBEWS for flood-prone areas (CBFEWS) utilized a watershed 
approach. CBFEWS training/orientation activity was conducted for all flood-prone 
municipalities and barangays within a given river basin. Upon training, these areas are 
provided with warning equipment (e.g., rain gauge, 2-way radio) to serve as local-level 
warning and communication systems. These are run locally by identified personnel, and 
are also linked to regional forecasting centers of PAGASA. Drills are also being 
conducted to test said improvements. 
 
With regard to mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into local development plans, it 
was specifically pointed out that risk assessments should also be integrated in local 
development plans through the use of Rapid Earthquake Damage Assessment System 
(REDAS). The Options Paper of the GeoSciences Australia report describes REDAS as “a 
scenario tool designed and built by PHILVOCS to model impacts from different sized 
earthquakes”. 
 
Overall, the project was conceived to contribute to DRR by strengthening the capacities 
of key stakeholders in coping with natural hazards and in protecting/enhancing the 
quality of the environment. The risks assessments, IEC campaigns, and mainstreaming 
initiatives were all meant for this purpose. Also, as UNDP notes, throughout the course 
of the project, the importance of “learning by doing approach” was also emphasized. 
The continuous efforts made by various stakeholders in this project provided many 
lessons on the project itself and on Philippine DRR as a whole. 
 
 
City Level: Dagupan City A Pioneering City for DRR 
 
Dagupan City is considered as one of the most progressive cities in the Philippines with 
it being considered as home to the famous’ “Dagupan bangus”. Considering its close 
proximity to the sea, many people live through fishing and farming. Dagupan City is 212 
kilometres away from Manila, the country’s capital and is located in the mid-north 
section of the province of Pangasinan. One of its main geographical features is the 
presence of mountain ranges and the Agno River Basin. The city has 31 barangays all in 
all.  
 
The city is considered as one of the pioneers in DRR in the country as several 
international organizations such as the United Nations Office for Disaster Reduction has 
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already made a study about it. Dagupan City was also one of cities in the country that 
have comprehensively established a DRR plan prior to the passage of R.A. 10121 or the 
Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010. With regard to the 
aspect of risk assessment, Dagupan City has released several hazard maps. Mostly, these 
hazard maps give information about the hazards related to earthquake, flood, storm 
surge, and tsunami. 
 
 Clearly, some of the identifiable gaps in Dagupan City DRR are those that pertain to the 
institutionalization of multi-faceted risk assessments before disasters.  However, it is still 
understandable given that no national-level policy framework was in place way back in 
2007. 
 
 
Barangay/Village Level: Barangay Banaba, San Mateo, Rizal - Partnerships for DRR 
 
Barangay Banaba is located in the province of Rizal, Philippines. It has a total land size 
of 138.2 hectares which are then utilized through various means: 58% residential, 32% 
commercial, and 10% agriculture. Surrounded by Barangay Ampid in the North, 
Barangay Nangka, Marikina in the South, Barangay Gulod Malaya in the East, and 
Barangay Batasan, Quezon City in the West. The barangay often experience typhoons 
and non-stop rains during the monsoon season. Additionally, earthquakes are also one 
of the disasters encountered by residents. All of these, result to the destruction of 
livelihoods and property. 
 
There is a continuous DRR partnership between the CDP, Christian Aid, Buklod Tao Inc., 
San Mateo Rescue Team, Home Owners Associations, Barangay Disaster Risk Reduction 
and Management Council, and the Barangay Development Council. At this point, 
Barangay Banaba already had institutionalized DRRM by creating local policies and 
plans on DRR, as embodied in their Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Manual. 
This was done in accordance with the national policy on DRR which aims to 
“mainstream” DRR policies, frameworks, and plans at the local level. 
 
Section 10 of the Banaba Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Manual highlights 
the role of the BDRRMC. It specifically states that the council is tasked to “facilitate risk 
assessments” and “consolidate local disaster risk reduction information”. However, as 
per record, most assessments conducted are damage needs assessments. There are no 
institutionalized, systematic, regular, and multi-hazard assessments being made at the 
moment. 
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Conclusion, Recommendations and 
Ways Forward 
 
 
The Philippines now ranks as one of the most disaster-prone countries in the world. 
Disasters, mostly climate-related, have been baffling several parts of the country, which 
claimed lives, damaged properties, and affected the livelihoods of many communities. 
Among the disasters that the Philippines experienced in the recent past are:  
 
Typhoon Pedring and Quiel (Nesat and Nalgae) October 2011. Typhoon Pedring 
ravaged most parts of Luzon battering 35 provinces. Soon afterwards, Typhoon Quiel 
caused further damage to 17 of these 35 provinces. Over four million people were 
affected. Crops, water systems, and homes were destroyed. Moreover, it also caused 
heavy flooding in several communities in Central Luzon such as in Calumpit and 
Hagonoy, Bulacan. 
 
Typhoon Sendong (Washi) December 2011. Typhoon Sendong was considered as the 
world’s deadliest storm in 2011 and the Philippines’ deadliest cyclone in the last 12 years. 
This calamity affected the province of Cagayan de Oro and Iligan. Several houses were 
swept away by the raging flood waters, many people died and some are still missing.  In 
the aftermath of the disaster, the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management 
Council (NDRRMC) reported a total of 1, 010 dead caused by the typhoon, and a total of 
1,603 people injured. 
 
2012 Philippine Flooding: Habagat August 2012. Much of our consciousness has made 
us aware that those tropical storms are the only ones that cause destruction due to 
flooding and strong winds. However, the 2012 Philippine Flooding incident proved to 
be different. The cause of the said incident was a monsoon or “Habagat” that caused an 
8-day non-stop raining. It was reported that 2.4 million people were affected by the 
heavy rains and flooding in Metro Manila and nearby provinces. An estimated PHP 
45.06 million worth of relief funds have been released by the national and local 
governments, and non-government organizations. 
 
Typhoon Pablo (Bopha) December 2012. Typhoon Pablo devastated the Southern and 
Central regions of Mindanao particularly the province of Davao Oriental and 
Compostela Valley. The said typhoon had twice the rainfall and three times the wind 
strength of Typhoon Sendong (Washi), which struck northern Mindanao in December 
2011, claiming more than 1,500 lives and affecting more than half a million people. 
 
As a result of these events, communities, local government units, civil society 
organizations, and the national government are committed in reducing and minimizing 
the risks of the country to disasters. It is because of the continuing vulnerability of the 
country to disasters that enable various stakeholders to carry out risk assessment to 
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facilitate coming up with strategic plans and actions to address the underlying risk 
factors.  
 
It is in this context why it is evident that the Philippines performed well in all the 
indicators analyzed in this study except in the perception of threat indicator. On 
hindsight, this study recognizes this as a positive finding.  
 
Figure 25, in fact, underscores the Philippines consistently ranking highest in almost all 
the indicators as compared with other VFL participating countries in the Pacific Region.  
 

 
	  

Figure	  25:	  Comparative	  ranking	  at	  the	  Pacific	  Region 
 
However, even that is the case, there are still lots of things to be done to improve risk 
assessment and DRRM in the country. Below are the crucial issues raised by the 
respondents during the conduct of the study. 
 
 
Recommendations and Ways Forward 
 
During the course of this study, several key issues had been captured and consolidated 
with respect feedbacks from the respondents. 
 
First, issues on DRRM fund.  According to some respondents, the DRRM fund is not 
efficiently utilized due to the perception that this could only be used during a state of 
calamity. This is a problem of “mindset” among key stakeholders.  They tend to forget 
that more importantly, the DRRM fund can very well be utilized most especially in pre-
disaster situations for preparedness and prevention/mitigation. There were also some 
reports that leaders are utilizing said resources for personal use.  As such, some 
respondents strongly suggest to undertake strict monitoring and evaluation of fund 
utilization at the local level . 
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Second, sustained improvements on capacity-building. More orientations and trainings 
are needed at the local level to educate and effectively empower local leaders for DRR. 
These activities should also be expanded in terms of its coverage. Moreover, many local 
leaders assess disaster risk but they lack the capacity to implement DRR policies 
properly. Local assessments should be done by every stakeholder.  
 
Third, enhancements in cooperation and coordination aspects. According to some 
respondents, there are community members who are not cooperative and do not 
participate in risk assessment initiatives at the local level. This is a problematic situation, 
as the non-involvement of some stakeholders will weaken the governance aspect of DRR. 
Therefore, due to problems on cooperation and coordination, information exchanges and 
educational campaigns are becoming more exciting and challenging. 
 
Fourth, installation of some early warning systems in communities for local risk 
assessments. Early warnings serve the purpose of providing reminders about upcoming 
typhoons, earthquakes, and other disasters.  It contributes to mitigating risks and 
vulnerabilities of communities and prevents greater loss of lives and properties.  On the 
whole, it serves as an indicator for assessing  communities’ progress on DRR. 
 
Fifth, institutionalization of Community-Based Disaster Risk Reduction and 
Management (CBDRRM).  CBDRRM efforts need to be capitalized at the local level to 
ensure risk reduction initiatives in a sustained manner.   
 
Sixth, harmonization and complementation of science-based risk assessment protocols 
and tools with community-based indigenous knowledge of risk assessment methods and 
tools.  With progress of technology and science-based knowledge on hazard mapping 
for disaster risk mitigation, communities can truly benefit from such available multiple 
hazard maps that can be validated by communities with actual community-based risk 
assessment undertaking.  Such participatory in nature and character of the process 
provides learning experience for communities.  At the same time, they get to appreciate 
the significance and benefits of such assessments for impending hazards that the 
communities always encounter.  Only then that it contributes to prevention and 
mitigation. 
 
Lastly, prioritization measures.  preparations before the calamity and rehabilitation 
measures must be done like cleaning up irrigation networks and providing livelihood 
skills training. Local leaders must also choose whom they will help in times of 
emergencies, thus better prioritization is needed. 
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