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PREFACE 
 
“Views from the Frontline” is a participatory research action project conducted by actors of 
the civil society in collaboration with government agencies. It aims to assess the progress 
in the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) at the local level, in 
developing countries and regions.  
This year is the second time Madagascar takes part in this project, the first time being in 
2009. The project’s implementation is led by a National Coordination Organization or NCO, 
namely CARE International, with substantial involvement of five Participating 
Organizations working in DRR, namely Médecins du Monde, MEDAIR, ADRA, SAF-FJKM, 
and CRS. 
The project started organizing its activities in the last quarter of the previous year and 
moved on with implementation throughout the first term of 2011. The present document 
sets forth the achievements in the field of DRR, as well as the areas for improvement to 
raise Madagascar’s resilience to disasters to a certain level.  
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GLOSSARY 
 
HFA stands for the Hyogo Framework for Action. The framework was adopted by 168 
countries during the Global Conference on DRR, held in 2005, in Hyogo, Japan, with the 
goal of building nations’ and communities’ resilience to disasters. 
(http://www.unisdr.org/wcdr/intergover/official-doc/L-docs/Hyogo-framework-for-action-
english.pdf). 
GNCSO/GNDR stands for Global Network of Civil Society Organizations for DRR. The 
network is in charge of implementing the “Views from the Frontline” project. GNDR stands 
for Global Network for Disaster Reduction.  
Global Platform – Disaster Risk Reduction (GP-DRR). Every two years, UNISDR 
reviews the process in order to report on the progress of activities conducted under the 
Hyogo Framework for Action.   
NAC stands for National Advisory Committee. This committee selects the stakeholders 
that will support NCO in implementing the project at the national level.   
NCO stands for National Coordinating Organization. This organization is in charge of 
project implementation at the country level. NCO is headed by a Country Coordinator 
who is assisted by its teams.   
PO stands for Participating Organization. It generally refers to the CSOs that collaborate 
with NCO in-country, as part of the VFL project.  
Vulnerable populations: Populations who are especially vulnerable to extreme events 
associated with physical, social, economic/political and other factors or populations who 
are marginalized by their society due to their ethnicity, age, gender, social class/caste, 
political or religious views.  
DRR: Mitigating vulnerabilities and disaster risks through the intervention of organizations 
whose objective is to avoid (prevention) or reduce (mitigation and preparedness) the 
negative impacts of hazards, in the overall context of sustainable development.  
VFL stands for Views from the frontline. It is a participatory evaluation process conducted 
by GNDR every two years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.unisdr.org/wcdr/intergover/official-doc/L-docs/Hyogo-framework-for-action-english.pdf
http://www.unisdr.org/wcdr/intergover/official-doc/L-docs/Hyogo-framework-for-action-english.pdf
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ABSTRACT 

 
As part of its mandate to assess the quality of governance in the field of Disaster Risk 
Reduction in developing countries and to ensure the monitoring of the implementation of 
disaster prevention activities at the local level under the Hyogo Framework for Action, the 
Views from the Frontline project conducted surveys to assess how the implementation of 
Risk Reduction has progressed in developing countries, including Madagascar. Twenty 
(20) key indicators were used to assess progress and generate an overview of the risk 
governance situation in Madagascar. The twenty indicators also guided the collection of 
the views and perceptions of local governments, collectivities, and civil society groups. The 
general average score obtained by Madagascar pursuant to the evaluation was similar to 
the one obtained in 2009 (2.36); this similarity indicates that, although progress has been 
achieved in the field of DRR in Madagascar, it is still limited.   
 
The graph below provides an overview of the situation of DRR activities in Madagascar: 
 
When compared to the 
global score, 
Madagascar’s score 
shows clearly that the 
country still has a lot to 
do, when it comes to 
implementing DRR 
activities. The following 
points summarize the 
key elements that need 
to be considered and 
that call for the active 
involvement of all 
(authorities, civil society, 
and community):  
 
- Update the National 

Strategy to provide 
a clear framework 
for all DRM and 
DRR actions. It would be advisable to elaborate and clarify it further to avoid any 
confusion in roles and responsibilities, especially at the operational level;  

- Refine the coordination system between the national and local levels; 
- Integrate DRR to all development programming; 
- Advocate for DRR, targeting relevant stakeholders, such as the Parliament, medias, 

decision-makers, etc.; 
- Create a system that promotes the availability of resources for DRR (especially 

financial ones at the local level); 
- Reinforce sensitization targeted at all population groups; and 
- Share information and exchange experiences. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Seven (07) Regions of Madagascar, namely SAVA, Analanjirofo, Antsinanana, Vatovavy 
Fitovinany, Southeast, Anosy, and Androy, were selected for the survey, based on the 
major hazards that affect Madagascar, namely cyclones, flood, and drought.  
 
The sites were selected pursuant to a comparison of data derived from historical events 
and the trends of the different types of hazards found in Madagascar, as well as 
consultations with the different DRM actors during the development of the country’s 
contingency plan, conducted by the United Nations’ organization, in collaboration with 
BNGRC— the entity in charge of DRM in Madagascar (cf. Annex).   
 
Thirteen (13) of the Districts under the threat of disasters were selected based on known 
disasters:   
 
Map 1: Distribution of survey areas 

 
 

o Cyclones (and Flood): SAVA, Analanjirofo, 
Antsinanana (Districts of Sambava, 
Antalaha, Maroantsetra, Fénérive-Est, 
Soanierana-Ivongo, Tamatave II.)  

 
o Flood: Vatovavy Fitovinany and Southeast 

(Districts of Farafangana, Mananjary, 
Vangaindrano,  Nosy Varika) 

 
o Drought: Anosy and Androy (District of 

Amboasary-Sud, Ambovombe, Tsihombe) 
 
 
The sites were distributed according to each NGO’s 
intervention zone. The distribution is shown in Map 
1.  
 
Although 350 views were expected, owing to the 
collaboration of the different Participating 
Organizations, a total of 455 forms recording the 
views of the people living in at-risk areas were sent 

and collected. The distribution of the forms per Region and at-risk zone is summarized 
in the table overleaf.  
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Table 1: Summary of sampling per survey Region  

Target Groups 

Cyclones Flood Drought 

TOTAL 
SAVA 

ANALANJIROFO 
and 
ANTSINANANA 

VATOVAVY 
FITOVINANY 

SOUTH 
EAST ANOSY ANDROY 

Local 
government 40 36 24 22 11 14 147 
Collectivities 40 50 31 37 29 28 215 
Civil society 20 20 15 16 10 12 93 

Total 100 106 70 75 50 54 455 
206 145 104 
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INTRODUCTION 
  
1. Introduction to Disaster Risk Reduction in Madagascar 
 
Madagascar is located in the western basin of the Indian Ocean, between 11°57’ and 25° 
30’ south latitude and between 43° 14’ and 50° 27’ east longitude. With a surface area of 
596,790km² and a population estimated at 20,097,000 1 , the island is known for its 
substantial size and the rich fauna and flora that it shelters, as a result of its diversified 
climate:  
  

- Humid tropical in the East; 
- High-altitude bi-seasonal tropical in the Central High Lands; 
- Dry tropical on the Western plateaus; and 
- Semi-arid in the South.  
 

Overall, the relief in Madagascar is extremely hilly and its central part is dominated by a 
set of mountain ranges that run from North to South. From the center to the East, the relief 
abruptly turns into a narrow coastal plain. Rivers in this part of the country flow rapidly, as 
compared with the western region where they flow at a slower rate out into the 
Mozambique Channel. Owing to the relief in the West, rivers flow down slowly to a larger 
plain.   
 
Due to its varied physical characteristics and geographical position, Madagascar 
experiences disasters almost the whole year round, the most frequent being cyclones and 
the resulting floods. In the South, the population suffers from food insecurity, as a 
consequence of persistent drought and locust invasions. These hazards are the ones that 
cause the heaviest damages and highest number of deaths in Madagascar. In addition, 
the country experiences epidemics, as well as fires, which, to date, are man-made.  

Aware of Disaster and Risk issues, Madagascar developed policy and legal instruments 
that set up the framework for implementing specific Disaster Risk Management activities. 
The concept of Disaster and Risk Management is indeed mentioned in the Constitution of 
the Republic of Madagascar, under Article 136: “In collaboration with the Government, 
decentralized territorial collectivities shall ensure public security, civil defense, land 
administration and development, economic development, and improvement of the living 
environment.” In the draft constitution of the IVth Republic of Madagascar, the concept of 
DRM is mentioned under Article 141.    

The Madagascar Action Plan (MAP), a document that defines the country’s development 
policy for the period spanning from 2007 to 2012, is aligned on Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs). Risk reduction is introduced under Commitment 8 of the MAP, as a 
strategy aiming to “ensure the prevention, rapid response to, and mitigation of the impacts 
of disasters on populations”. This strategy identifies the adoption and implementation of an 
institutional framework for disaster risk management as priorities. Commitment 2 of the 
MAP also requires a “better weather forecast and information system on natural disasters 
such as cyclones” under Challenge 6. However, in the light of the political crisis that has 
prevailed since 2009, there is no certainty as to the achievement of these objectives.  

                                                 
1 Figure from INSTAT – Census database – RGPH 2009/2010 
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Act 2003-010, dated September 5, 2005, on the National DRM Strategy and Policy, lays 
down the institutional and legal framework of DRM in Madagascar, as well as the roles and 
responsibilities of decentralized territorial collectivities. The modalities for implementing Act 
2003-010 are established under Decree # 2005-866. Considering the threat posed by 
natural disasters at the national level, combined with the high degree of vulnerability of the 
Malagasy population, the Government of Madagascar has reinforced its commitment in 
this area. A national relief entity called “National Relief Council” (NRC) dating from the 
sixties and afterwards renamed Bureau National de Gestion des Risques et des 
Catastrophes (BNGRC, National Office for Disaster and Risk Management) is in charge of 
coordinating all preparedness and post-disaster response activities. The organization, 
operation, and roles and responsibilities of BNGRC are established under Ministerial 
Decree # 2006/904.  
 
In addition, the collaboration between the Government and humanitarian partners has 
been recently reinforced, pursuant to the creation of CRIC (Think Committee of Actors in 
the field of Disaster) and ministerial sectoral groups, combined with the development of 
planning exercises and risk reduction and disaster prevention actions.  
 
2. Structure of the National Report  
 
Based on the twenty (20) indicators of disaster risk reduction governance used to measure 
the country’s progress in the field of DRR, the present document aims to describe the 
situation of disaster risk prevention activity implementation in Madagascar and reports on 
the recommendations expressed by communities and key actors of DRR, according to 
their experiences.   
 
This document reports on the following aspects:  
 

- Project background and approach used; 
- Overview of the disaster and risk management situation in Madagascar; 
- Analysis of the data collected on governance indicators; 
- Case studies; and 
- Conclusions and recommendations. 
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I. BACKGROUND AND APPROACH USED BY THE VIEWS 

FROM THE FRONTLINE PROJECT  
 
Pursuant to the signing of the Hyogo Framework for Action or HFA by 168 countries 
member of the United Nations, in January 2005, in Kobe, Japan, many NGOs began 
developing concerns on the efficiency of the global policy implemented on the frontline, 
where millions of collectivities live exposed to natural disasters. The NGOs formed the 
“Global Network for Disaster Reduction” or GNDR, as a collaboration to amplify the voice 
of collectivities and enhance the efficiency of the Framework’s  implementation, on one 
hand; and on the other hand, to support and supplement the monitoring and assessment 
process coordinated by the United Nations by providing a complementary perspective 
stemming from the local level.  
 
Launched in 2009, the Views from the Frontline project collected the views of over 7,000 
respondents from forty-eight (48) countries. VFL 2009 allowed for identifying the main 
gaps and strengths in Madagascar, along the five priority actions, namely (i) governance, 
(ii) risk analysis, monitoring and warning, (iii) knowledge and education, (iv) underlying risk 
factors, and (v) disaster preparedness and response. The survey yielded extremely useful 
findings, showing in particular that the progress made in setting up national policies and 
legislations on disaster prevention had not induced any deep changes in local practices. 
As a result, emphasis was put on the local governance of risks during VFL 2011. Twenty 
thousand (20,000) views on the local governance of risks in the sixty-nine (69) 
participating countries were collected and compiled under the 2011 VFL project. This is the 
second time Madagascar takes part in this evaluation project, the first time being in 2009. 
Both VFL 2009 and VFL 2011 consisted mainly in conducting surveys to find out the and 
collect perceptions of threatened collectivities.  
  
Implementing the project requires that the Global Network (GN), Region Node (RN), and 
National Coordinating Organization (NCO) and Participating Organizations respectively 
take on roles at the global, regional, and local/national levels. As such, key activities at the 
national level, which consist in data collection and restitution of research findings, are 
coordinated and managed by NCO and conducted in collaboration with POs.   
 
The project’s general objective is to measure progress achieved in DRR action 
implementation in developing countries and support efficient implementation of HFA as 
part of building the resilience of vulnerable collectivities threatened by disasters. In line 
with this general objective, the specific objectives of VFL 2011 are summarized as follows:  
 

• For effective implementation of HFA, reinforce public accountability by establishing 
independent processes for monitoring and reporting on the policies’ implementation 
at the local level.  

 
• Reinforce the collaboration between the local, national, regional, and international 

levels.  
 

• Increase dialogue and interactions between local authorities, the civil society, and 
community stakeholders for progress monitoring, information sharing, political 
positioning, partnership and coalition development, as well as contributions to the 
multiple stakeholders’ efforts to implement HFA in the field.    
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The target groups identified as most relevant to provide the required information and as 
having the highest capability to monitor the DRR situation at the local level include: 
 

1) The local government;  
2) Collectivity representatives; and  
3) Civil society organizations.  

 
 

The twenty (20) indicators used to measure progress can be grouped in three broad 
categories:   
 
1. Inclusion and participation, which include: 
 

- Participation of the most vulnerable and gender mainstreaming in 
making and implementing decisions relevant to disaster prevention, 

- Consideration of the needs of children and youth in prevention 
practices, 

- Support to the participation of volunteers in disaster prevention actions, 
and 

- Development of partnerships with the community, the private sector, 
the civil society, academics, and other actors towards the 
implementation of disaster prevention measures.  
 

 
2. Local capacity and means, which include: 

 
- Regular revision of disaster prevention policies to protect vulnerable 

populations from disasters, 
- Consideration of indigenous capacities and local knowledge, skills, 

and resources in disaster prevention practices, 
- Planning to translate disaster prevention policies into practices,   
- Availability of adequate financial resources for disaster prevention, 
- Drafting of clear roles and responsibilities for disaster prevention, 
- Adequate expertise for disaster prevention, 
- Provision of training on disaster prevention to civil servants, 

community leaders, civil society,  
- Management of information on traditional and scientific knowledge as 

part of informing the local planning, and 
- Coordination of prevention activities with other administrations and 

ministries.  
 

 
3. Accountability and transparency, which include: 

 
- The establishment of a baseline against which progress in the 

implementation of disaster prevention policies is measured,  
- Monitoring of and regular reporting on progress made in disaster 

prevention, 
- Inclusion of local communities and civil society in disaster prevention 

monitoring, 
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- Provision of the possibility to express complaints and propose 
solutions to the lack of progress in disaster prevention actions to 
vulnerable people, 

- Collection, review, and registration of information on disaster risks and 
climate change, and 

- Dissemination of information on risks and disaster prevention actions, 
that is up to date and easy to understand for vulnerable people. 
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II. OVERVIEW OF THE DISASTER RISK REDUCTION 

SITUATION IN MADAGASCAR 
 

Due to its physical characteristics and geographical position, Madagascar is frequently hit 
by cyclones often accompanied by floods. In addition, its southern part is constantly 
subject to rather extended droughts. To top it all, the country experiences not only locust 
invasions that aggravate the population’s food insecurity, but also epidemics and fires, 
which are usually man-made.  
 
As an illustration, the major emergencies recorded in Madagascar in recent times include:   
 

• Cyclone Gretelle in 1997, which caused 140 deaths and affected 600,000 people, 
leaving 80,000 of them homeless.  

• Cyclone Eline in 2000, which caused 130 deaths and affected approximately 
736,000 people, leaving 10,000 of them homeless.  

• Cyclones Elita and Gafilo in 2004, which caused 363 deaths and over 1,000 
wounded, affected several hundreds of thousands of people, leaving 360,000 of 
them homeless. Agricultural infrastructures and crops were strongly damaged 
throughout the country.  

 
Cyclonic season 2006-2007 was particularly harsh, with six (06) low-pressure systems of 
the cyclone and tropical storm type. Four (04) of them directly hit the country and affected 
a total of 2 million people in the north, the northwest and the eastern coast as a whole, 
causing nearly 180 deaths and an extremely high number of wounded. Almost all of the 
road infrastructures in the north of the country were destroyed.  
 
The most recent and most intense cyclonic season dates back to 2007-2008, when a 
Category 4 tropical cyclone hit, directly affecting approximately 525,000 people and 
causing damages and losses estimated at USD 333 millions.   
 
In 2009, seven (07) regions were hit by five (05) low-pressure systems. The number of 
disaster victims reported was 121,819, including twenty-nine (29) deaths, forty-three (43) 
wounded, one (01) missing person, 8,102 homeless and 17,426 damaged housings.  
 
In 2010, the country was hit by all the types of usual natural disasters, including tropical 
storm Hubert which brought heavy rainfall and caused major floods.  
In 2011, intense tropical cyclone Bingiza affected 216,522 people, leaving 77,167 of them 
homeless. The cyclone, combined with a large cloud mass in the southeastern part of the 
country, destroyed fields of a surface area of 64,722.3Ha throughout the country, including 
41,228.5Ha of rice fields that got flooded. 
 
On the other hand, in the Deep South, drought has endured and has been aggravating 
since 2009. As compared to the previous year, 27% of the population affected by drought-
related food insecurity is classified as in a situation of acute food insecurity.   
 
Concerning epidemics, in March 1999, an epidemic of cholera from the Comoros’ 
Archipelago spread to Madagascar from the province of Mahajanga, in the northwest of 
the country. The epidemic spread throughout the country until September 2001, causing a 
total of 45,000 cases and 2,638 deaths.  
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After bird flu H5N1 in 2006, the country was also stricken by flu AH1N1 in 2009 and 2010. 
The disease affected 1,028 people, causing 3 deaths. It is also noted that the Rift Valley 
fever, which reappeared in 2008 for the first time since 1979, caused twenty (20) deaths.   
 
Moreover, over 500,000 hectares of crops are threatened by locust invasions, whereas 
fires regularly destroy housing in the country. For instance, in 2009, in the tourist area of 
Foulpointe, 500 buildings were destroyed by fire, affecting 2,800 people.  
 
To summarize, the likelihood of occurrence of the different disasters reported by partners 
working in the field of DRM, as part of the contingency plan development for cyclonic 
season 2010-2011, is as follows:  
 
Table 2 : Description and details of the scenario selected for 2010-2011 

Overall likelihood of 
occurrence 

Likelihood of 
occurrence expressed 

as a number 
Hazard / disaster 

 
Very high 

 
Likelihood of nearly 
100% in a year  
 

 
- Cyclone  
- Flood  

 
 
High   

 
Between 10% and 100% 
in a year and at least 
one chance in the ten 
upcoming years.   

 
- Drought which more or 
less regularly affects the 
southern part of the 
island  
- Major epidemics (due 
to attack rate and/or 
lethality) hitting a large 
town or spreading to one 
or several regions of the 
country   
- Nutritional crisis which 
can affect part of the 
regions prone to food 
insecurity, even without 
any climate hazard   

Source: Contingency plan for season 2010 - 2011 
 
Cyclones always rank first among the major hazards that threaten Madagascar during the 
cyclone season. Every time they hit, they cause substantial physical and material 
damages, as well as a heavy human toll: deterioration of growing crops, silting of 
agricultural surfaces, destruction of housing, assets, and infrastructures, and threats to the 
population’s health and food security.   
 
This situation may worsen in the future if DRR efforts are not reinforced. Indeed, studies 
conducted in 2008 by the Malagasy Directorate of Meteorology on climate change show, 
on one hand, that in the next fifty (50) years, temperatures and precipitations will increase 
in the larger part of Madagascar, except in the East and Southeast watersheds; the rainy 
season will start later; high precipitations will become frequent; and cyclones in the 
Southwest of the Indian Ocean, where Madagascar is located, will gain in intensity. As can 
be expected, these disasters will have impacts on the population, especially the 
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vulnerable. In addition, almost 75% of the Malagasy active population still earn their 
livelihood from agriculture, which is the sector most threatened by climate hazards. On the 
other hand, due to the political crisis that has endured since 2009, many people have lost 
their jobs2.  Madagascar has moved backed into the group of low human development 
countries, as its HDI decreased from 0.533 in 2008 to 0.435 in 2010.  
 
Ultimately, if nothing is done to reduce risks, the frequent hazards will exacerbate poverty 
and will slow down development in Madagascar.  
 
The following graph shows the damages caused by the different hazards that have hit 
since 2005, as perceived by the sample individuals interviewed.  
 

Figure 1: Perception of the damages caused by the different hazards since 2005 

 
 
Regions have varying capacities to face hazards. Accordingly, the impacts of the hazards 
will vary according to the regions. Whereas the Regions of Southeast and Vatovavy 
Fitovinany are adjacent and experience almost identical hazards, the majority of people 
interviewed in the Region of Vatovavy Fitovinany reported that losses due to hazards have 
significantly increased since 2005. 
 
Agriculture is the most heavily affected sector, yet, it is the livelihood of the majority of the 
local population.  
 
On the other hand, in the Region of SAVA, more precisely Antalaha, most respondents 
reported noting a slight decrease of the losses due to disasters, as a result of DRR efforts. 
In Sambava, respondents did not note any change, as this district has been spared from 
intense cyclones since 2005.  
 
In the Region of Analanjirofo and Antsinanana, respondents were numerous to report a 
significant decrease. This reflects the effective intervention and assistance of NGOs, 
especially in Analanjirofo. The Region of Antsinanana developed the concept of DRR only 
                                                 
2 200,000 direct and indirect jobs lost  
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with support from project DIPECHO II (2010-2011), conducted by CARE International and 
funded by the European Union. 
 
In the South, in Tsihombe as well as Amboasary Sud, respondents indicated that losses 
have increased since 2005, slightly in Tsihombe and significantly in Amboasary Sud.  
 
The following graph shows how sample respondents perceive the threat level in their 
localities. These levels were used to determine the capacity for building security and 
resilience. In other words, the higher the threat level perceived by the population, the 
higher its vulnerability to the hazard.  
 
Figure 2: Level of threat associated with hazards, as perceived by respondents 

 
 
The majority (42.05%) of the population surveyed in the Region of Vatovavy Fitovivany 
perceives the level of threat as very high and 27% as high. As such, chances are equally 
high that the community living in this Region will have difficulties recovering from disasters, 
as the VFL assessment indicates that it is this region that has experienced the most 
extensive damages in the five (05) past years and people in this region still feel extremely 
vulnerable to hazards.   
 
In addition, the graph also shows some helplessness in the Regions of Androy and Anosy 
regarding the enduring drought, with 20.9% of the population perceiving the threat as very 
high and 29.63% as high, i.e. a total of 50.53%. This is aggravated by the characteristics 
of the soil which is generally clayey and crystalline. Because the top soil has poor capacity 
for infiltration, it does not retain sufficient water during the dry season while retaining too 
much water during the rainy season.  
 
Owing to sensitization and continuous support in the NGOs’ intervention zones, motivation 
to keep up DRR activities is starting to increase. As a result, the threat level associated 
with hazards is decreasing in various Regions such as Sud Est, SAVA, Analanjirofo, and 
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Antsinanana. To clearly illustrate Madagascar’s progress in implementing Risk Reduction 
activities, twenty (20) indicators were selected. These twenty (20) indicators are therefore 
the meters for assessing risk governance and they fall in three broad categories:  
 

• “Inclusion and participation” which include five (05) indicators, namely indicators 1, 
2, 3, and 20.  

• The use of “local capacity and means” which include nine (09) indicators, namely 
indicators 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, and 19.  

• “Accountability and transparency” which include six (06) indicators, namely 
indicators 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18.   

 
The list of indicators is attached hereto (Annex II).   
 
 II-1 Community inclusion and participation 
 
Generally speaking, project requirements regarding the involvement of the community as a 
whole, including the vulnerable, in decision making and implementation have been met.  

 
The table hereafter shows the average scores obtained on each indicator under the first 
category.  
 
Table 3 : Average scores obtained on each indicator under the category “inclusion and participation” 

 

 

 

 

 

II-1-1 Participation of all 
 
According to this table, the average score obtained on vulnerable people’s participation is 
2.57. In the Malagasy culture, respectable men and elected officials are the ones entitled 
to speak up and make decisions Their opinion is the most heeded and respected. It is 
owing to NGOs’ support that vulnerable people are beginning to be considered in decision 
making and implementation. As such, scores vary across Regions and Districts. For 
example, in the district of Maroantsetra, as shown by an average score of 3.40, vulnerable 
people are beginning to be involved in decision making and implementation relating to 
disaster prevention. Conversely, in the districts of Tsihombe and Sambava, which have 
average scores of 1.22 and 1.09 respectively, vulnerable people are still ignored and 
marginalized.   
 
Fortunately, the sectoral group for “protection” has been created within the Government of 
Madagascar’s cluster. This sectoral group is in charge of ensuring consideration of 
vulnerable groups and their needs during disasters.  
 

# Indicators Average 
Score  

1 Participation 2.57 
2 Gender 2.59 
3 Youth and Children 2.21 
4 Volunteers 2.83 
20 Partnerships 2.89 
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II-1-2 Equal participation of men and women 
 
The average score obtained on the “gender” indicator is 2.59, which entails that results in 
terms of gender consideration in Madagascar are still mixed.  
 
Because of the patriarchal culture, the majority of Malagasy people are not used to 
involving women in the reflection, planning, and decision-making process.   
 
Indeed, by tradition, women’s role is confined to tending the house, while men make 
decisions because they are considered the head of household. As a result, parents tend to 
support boys’ education more than girls’. Due to their poor level of education, women 
barely participate in reflection or decision-making, much less in planning. This accounts for 
the low scores recorded in the districts of Tsihombe (1.42) and Sambava (1.22).   
 
In Vangaindrano, some women said during a results restitution meeting of the VFL survey 
that “women’s voice is so frequently unheeded that they find no motivation to attend 
meetings and express their opinion”. This also accounts for the low score of the District of 
Vangaindrano on gender consideration (1.32).  
 
Barriers to improving the “gender” score are indeed generally related to tradition and lack 
of education. A social study should be conducted to identify a more efficient local strategy 
that will allow for equally involving men and women, in consideration of their capacity.  
 
The gender situations in urban and rural areas are contrasting. In rural areas, it is owing to 
NGOs’ extensive sensitization and call that gender considerations are gradually finding 
their way into the implementation of development or DRR activities in Madagascar. In 
some localities, projects to support marginalized girls and women have convened them 
together to conduct income-generating activities. The aim is to provide them better 
chances to succeed and overcome society’s marginalization.  
 
Additionally, women are beginning to sit in the structures set up, such as DRM committees.    
 
In urban areas, women are already taking up responsibilities in various areas as they have 
further opportunities of completing higher studies, compared with those living in rural areas.   
 
 
II-1-3 Consideration of the specific needs of youth and children 
 
The table shows that Madagascar’s lowest score is on the consideration of the needs of 
youth and children in prevention activities at 2.21. However, with a closer look, it appears 
that scores vary widely across districts. Indeed, while the district of Sambava has an 
extremely poor score (1.13), in Vangaindrano, consideration of the needs of youth and 
children is rated 3.33. The potential barriers to improving this score are related to lack of 
knowledge of the specific needs of youth and children, as well as their rights, but also lack 
of available resources.  
 
Nevertheless, youth and children are not neglected in the field of DRR. Indeed, knowledge 
sharing on DRR was integrated to school curricula as from 2007. Although it began with 
the 4th and 5th grades in the Regions of the eastern coast, which is the most threatened 
region in Madagascar, it is currently being expanded to secondary schools. 
Simultaneously, simulation exercises are being launched in several schools to teach what 
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should be done prior to, during, and in the wake of a hazard to mitigate disaster risks as 
much as possible.  

 
II-1-4 Support from volunteers 
 

The score of 2.83 obtained on the involvement of volunteers in prevention activity 
implementation is a good start. The factors that could decrease this score include the lack 
of awareness-raising of the community on the risks it is exposed to, combined with the lack 
of materials for promoting DRR-related activities. As such, the spirit of volunteerism should 
be reinforced through collaboration with associations in communes.  
 
II-1-5 Development of partnerships  
 
The score obtained on the “partnerships” indicator is the highest among the five categories 
of indicators.  With a score of 2.85, the development of partnerships has progressed, 
whether at the central or local level. In the field of education, for instance, knowledge 
sharing on DRM was integrated to the school curriculum of 4th- and 5th-graders in 2007 
through the distribution of student’s manuals on disaster and risk management. This 
school manual was developed by the Ministry of National Education in collaboration with 
BNGRC, UNDP, and UNICEF.  

At this point, BNGRC is developing new partnerships with other national, as well as 
international entities and specialized services. For instance, with support from GFDRR and 
CPGU, and in collaboration with the Weather Forecast service, BNGRC is planning to 
draw up Madagascar’s atlas of risks. Moreover, with the European Space Agency, 
BNGRC is also attempting to integrate the use of satellite imagery to reinforce the analysis 
and identification of risks for increased efficiency of prevention actions. Concurrently, 
collaborations with National institutions (Universities, FTM, etc.) are beginning to develop.  

On the other hand, at the local level, partnerships with economic operators has become 
politicized especially during the emergency response phase, when politicians and/or 
economic operators take advantage to conduct political campaigns, make propaganda, 
and seek personal interests. As a result, reducing the negative impacts of the hazards is 
put on the back burner.   

The figure hereafter summarizes the overall situation of community inclusion and 
participation in Madagascar. It highlights differences in implementation at the local level. 
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Figure 3: Differences in the progress achieved to implement “inclusion and participation” in disaster 
prevention in Madagascar 

 
 
 
It is the Region of SAVA, as well as the Regions at risk of drought, namely Anosy and 
Androy that hold the lowest scores on the participation and inclusion of all groups (men, 
women, vulnerable people, youth and children) in planning and decision making and 
implementation processes. The underlying causes of the problem are the persistence of 
traditional practices and lack of knowledge of rights. Yet, the stronger the marginalization 
of a group, the less adequate the decisions made will be to a commune’s general needs. 
This will require further sensitization on DRR and DRM.  
 
Overall, further efforts should be provided to encourage consideration of the needs of 
youth and children in disaster prevention practices, as the relating indicator is the one to 
rank lowest among the five categories of indicators, as shown on the figure.  
 
 
II -2 Local capacity and means 
 

The second category pertains to the “local capacity and means” allocated to disaster 
prevention. Pursuant to processing the answers as part of establishing the governance 
situation in DRR, the following scores were obtained on each indicator:  
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Table 4: Average scores obtained on each indicator pertaining to “local capacity and means” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
II -2-1 Revision of disaster prevention policies 

 
In 2003, Madagascar drafted its National Disaster and Risk Management Policy. This 
document establishes the institutional and legal framework of DRM, as well as the roles 
and responsibilities of decentralized territorial collectivities in Madagascar in the field of 
DRM and is the reference document for anyone working in disaster and risk 
management.   
 
Faced with the constant threats posed by disasters, Madagascar is keen to ensure the 
effectiveness of its strategies for action to ensure prevention, rapid response and 
mitigation of disaster impacts on the population. Indeed, numerous documents, acts, 
and decrees have been developed to improve the strategies’ implementation. However, 
the impacts of these activities are not felt at the local level, which accounts for an 
average score of 2.67 on this indicator: there is fracture between the different tiers. As 
such, close links need to be promoted between the national and local levels in the field 
of disaster prevention.  
 

 
II-2 -2 Consideration of local capacities 
 

Madagascar obtained a general score of 2.66 on the consideration of local capacities, 
knowledge, and resources in prevention activities. In Madagascar, traditional practices 
are properly valorized in the field of DRR. For instance, the “anjombona”, a traditional 
warning instrument made from a conch or an ox’s horn, is now used in the warning 
system. Nevertheless, in some districts such as Sambava (1.58) and Amboasary Sud 
(1.64), the use of local knowledge, skills, and resources in disaster prevention is still 
extremely limited, as reflected by their very poor scores.  
 
Along the use of new knowledge, traditional practices are highly encouraged to the 
extent that they contribute to the effectiveness of sensitization activities.  
 

II-2-3 Planning to translate disaster prevention policies into practices   

Madagascar scored 2.45 on the indicator relating to planning to translate policies into 
local practices. According to the survey’s findings, three districts, namely Amboasary 
Sud, Tsihombe, and Sambava still have very poor scores, because there are but few or 
even no administrative officers who integrate DRR activities in their planning. These 

# Indicator Score 
5 Policies 2.67 
6 Local capacity 2.66 
7 Planning 2.45 
8 Financial resources 1.47 
9 Decentralization 2.96 
10 Expertise 2.15 
11 Training 2.07 
17 Information management  2.56 
19 Governmental coordination  2.68 
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districts should therefore become priority districts for all coaching and/or capacity 
building actions on the importance of planning in the different activities (including DRR 
activities) and on the importance of DRR, as these are the major issues for all local 
administrations.  

 
II-2-4 Availability of adequate financial resources 

 
Madagascar’s lowest score was on the indicator relating to the allocation of adequate 
financial resources to DRR-related activities at only 1.47. The same situation was 
recorded during the 2009 VFL survey, where Madagascar scored 1.33 on the financial 
resources allocated by local administrations do DRM. In spite of this slight increase 
between 2009 and 2011, the financial resources allocated to disaster prevention 
activities remains inadequate in all localities, and in some cases are even inexistent. 
This is why the districts had, overall, a low score.  
 
Several reasons account for these low scores. First of all, at the national level, although 
a fund was temporarily established from the national social fund, it could not cover 
actual needs. So far, at the local level, communal budgets do not include a line for the 
DRR component.  
 
Secondly, financial resources are further allocated to response than prevention 
activities, because response provides politicians with a good opportunity to do some 
propaganda. DRR is, in most cases, used by politicians to their personal ends instead 
of the safeguard of the victim community.  
  
In addition, new structures have been recently set up at the local level to ensure the 
implementation of DRM activities at the local level, yet, the lack of financial resources 
will no doubt restrict their operational capacity. Moreover, local administrations always 
wait for the national administration or NGOs to start an activity. Because of this 
financial dependency, local administrations tend to be passive. Further efforts should 
be provided to address this lack of budget for prevention actions and the dependency 
issue, so as to advance the implementation of DRR-related activities and achieve 
sustainable development.   
 

II-2-5 Decentralization 
 
As opposed to the previous indicator, among the twenty (20) indicators, it is on 
“decentralization” that Madagascar scored the highest, i.e. 2.96. As such, this is the 
area where Madagascar was the most successful. However, there are still a few 
aspects to be improved. Although decentralization officially and legally exists and is 
incorporated to Madagascar’s political strategy, texts relating to roles and 
responsibilities at the operational level are unclear and not sufficiently detailed. This 
leads to lack of organization and confusion in the structures set up, especially in District 
and Commune DRM committees.   

 
Although efforts have been initiated to address the issue of financial resources, the 
need for financial decentralization in disaster risk reduction should be considered to set 
good foundations for DRR governance.  
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II-2-6 Implementation of expertise  
 
Madagascar obtained an average score of 2.16 on this indicator. On one hand, 
appraisal at the national level is well on its way. Regarding cyclones and flood, CPGU 
and BNGRC are attempting to perform risk analysis in Madagascar, in partnership with 
specialized institutions. This project is currently conducted in a few pilot districts but the 
objective is to achieve national coverage.   
 
Regarding the case of drought in the South, SIRSA and EWS perform regular analysis 
of the food situation in Communes and build capacities in analysis and impact trends to 
support local, regional, and national authorities. The data collected play an essential 
role in conducting rural development and food security operations. It is critical to keep 
on conducting such a project.  
 
On the other hand, tremendous efforts remain to be done in conducting appraisals at 
the local level. The steps for building sufficient expertise still need to be described as 
communes are still numerous to lack the capacity to conduct assessments. It is still 
NGOs that ensure the expertise for disaster prevention as part of their interventions. 
Nevertheless, with the assistance of NGOs working in DRR, participatory approaches 
and various tools are currently developed to be used as part of piloting risk analysis at 
the community level.    
 
 

II-2-7 Provision of training 
 

The average score obtained by Madagascar on this indicator is 2.07. When the 
answers provided and scores obtained by the different target groups are compared, 
differences appear. Local governments rate the provision of trainings on disaster by the 
local administration to civil servants, the civil society and community leaders as 
moderate. This is reflected by an average score of 2.26. On the other hand, 
collectivities and civil society have rated such trainings as low as 1.9, which reflects 
lack or even inexistence of training. These entities pointed out that it is NGOs that build 
the local authorities’ capacities in DRR. The trained authorities do not share the 
knowledge acquired either out of negligence or as a result of the political unrest. 
 
Indeed, when trained people are removed from their position, they keep the knowledge 
transferred to them, to themselves. In other words, handover in DRR is never or 
seldom performed and the assets transferred are lost every time the institutions’ staff 
changes as a result of political unrest.    
 
To ensure continuity in the local administrations’ training on DRM and sustainability of 
DRR actions at the local level, there is need to train a person that has not political 
affiliation. This person will then ensure sharing and assistance to the activities at the 
local collectivities’ level.    
 

I-2-8 Information management 
 

Madagascar scored 2.56 on the indicator relating to the capacity to combine traditional 
and scientific knowledge for local information and planning.  
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It is out of lack of education and lack of awareness of non building and hazardous 
areas that populations settle down in such areas. In the face of this, Madagascar has 
adopted anti-cyclonic construction standards for all buildings since April 2010. Through 
the NGOs’ interventions, these standards are valorized, while respecting local 
traditional practices. For example, in Antalaha, through CARE International, anti-
cyclonic shelters were built following the traditional construction concept called “trano 
tomboka” but using standard-compliant construction techniques.   
 
When the community is sensitize and informed on the hazards of settling down in areas 
at risk and the advantages of standard-compliant constructions, disaster risks will be 
reduced to minimum, which will allow for the survival of the endangered community.   
 

II-2-9 Governmental coordination  
 

The average score of 2.68 shows that there is actual coordination of prevention 
activities with other administrations and ministries. Still, the implementation of such 
coordination has not reached a level as satisfactory as during response activities. It 
must also be noted that the implementation of governmental coordination is frequently 
disrupted by the political crisis. In practical terms, the 2009 crisis has disrupted this 
coordination as officers change with the political parties that access power. As a 
consequence, the coordination of responses at the Regions’ and Districts’ level is poor, 
there is lack of training on DRM, prepositioning is extremely poor, local DRM 
committees are more or less non-operational, and there is acute lack of sensitization 
on the radio and television.  
 
In short, coordination still requires improvements, especially during other DRM phases.  
The noteworthy strength under this indicator is the existence of BNGRC at the national 
level to coordinate preparedness, assessment, and response activities with support 
from the Think Committee of Actors working in the field of Disasters or CRIC and the 
Resident Office of UN’s OCHA. The different actions are conducted through the 
ministries’ operational sectoral groups: “Water and sanitation”, “Education”, “Habitat”, 
“Logistic”, “Nutrition”, “Health”, and “Agriculture & Food security”. Concurrently, the 
existence of the Emergency Prevention and Management Unit or CPGU, which is 
under the Prime Minister’s office supervision, should enforce the various interventions 
relating to Disaster Risk Reduction. BNGRC and CPGU will have to reinforce their 
collaboration and clarify issues relating to their roles and responsibilities to round off 
their missions and consolidate their coordination in spite of the enduring political crisis.   
 
The following figure summarizes the current situation as related to local disaster 
prevention capacities and means in Madagascar.  
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Figure 4: Differences in progress achieved regarding the “local capacity and means” allocated to disaster 
prevention in Madagascar 

 
 

The figure shows that for a same indicator, the score can be high in some regions and 
low in others. This entails that there should be exchanges among the administrations in 
each Region, as well from the national/central level to the local one.  
 
All regions obviously experience problems with financial resources. Building the 
resilience of the collectivity requires the establishment of an effective financial strategy 
and policy. The government should consider and further invest in prevention actions 
rather than response actions, since investing in prevention actions will reduce 
expenses on post-disaster interventions. Money will therefore be saved to reinforce 
DRR actions. It may additionally be used to reinforce training and assessment.    

 
In short, local governments, collectivities, and the civil society all have their share of 
effort to provide, whether in terms of capacity or means, to achieve the desired level of 
DRR. 
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II-3 Accountability and transparency  
 
This third category groups six (06) indicators, namely indicators 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18. 
The scores obtained on each indicator are provided hereafter: 
 
Table 5: Average scores obtained on each indicator pertaining to “accountability and transparency” in 
Madagascar 

N Indicator Score 
12 Baselines 1.99 
13 Monitoring (and evaluation) 2.55 
14 Participatory monitoring 2.64 
15 Complaint mechanism 2.62 
16 Information collection 2.40 
18 Information dissemination 2.90 
 
 
II-3-1 Baseline establishment 
 
The average score (1.99) shows that local administrations have not made it a habit to 
establish baselines. As such, even the monographs of some communes are not up to 
date. Misinformation, lack of habit, and lack of resources are the main barriers mentioned 
during community restitutions as hampering the establishment of baselines as part of 
prevention activities. This further highlights the need to intensify capacity building efforts 
stemming from the local level.  
 
In addition, in 2007, at the national level, a national reference tool called “Contingency plan 
for cyclones and flood” was developed in line with the Humanitarian Action Charter 3. This 
tool, which is consistently updated on a yearly basis, aims to identify the actions to be 
conducted before, during, and after a hazard, based on the lessons learned from previous 
cyclonic seasons.   
 
 
II-3-2 Monitoring (and evaluation) 
 
This indicator measures the regular use of reports and the monitoring of progress 
achieved in disaster prevention at the local level. The average score obtained is 2.55. 
Although the concept of DRR is still a recent concept, the implementation of progress 
reports and monitoring is well on its way. Indeed, to forecast a critical situation and 
conduct timely actions to reduce disasters, some communes have set up a Communal 
Information System or CIS to monitor vulnerabilities and issue early warnings. This system 
should be set up in all communes at risk of Madagascar. 
 
The points that call for improvement under this indicator include compliance with the 
reporting schedule and provision of feedback or answers on the part of the reports’ 
recipients.  
 

                                                 
3 The SPHERE Humanitarian Charter, which reasserts the right of populations victim of disasters to protection, assistance and dignity, is based on 
the principles and provisions of international humanitarian law, international law, Human Rights, refugees’ rights, and the “Code of Conduct for the 
International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) in 
 Disaster Relief”.  
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II-3-3 Participatory monitoring 
 
The highest score under the accountability and transparency category, namely 2.64, was 
obtained on this indicator. It ranks highest among the six other indicators of this category. 
Notable progress in this area owes to the quality of information sharing, sensitization, and 
participation of the community to prevention activities existing in the locality. The 
populations’ participation is a significant input, although they need to be assisted by NGOs 
most of the time. For example, in the district of Toamasina II, the score of 1.67 is just a 
start as local authorities and the community have been introduced to the concept of DRM 
only in 2010 through project DIPECHO II by CARE International, with funding from the 
European Union. The poor level of education, combined with the little consideration given 
to the information communicated, are the barriers to the communities’ participation in the 
monitoring of disaster prevention in their respective localities. To reinforce this notion of 
participatory monitoring, further coaching and sensitization need to be performed.  
 
II-3-4 Complaints mechanisms 
 
Compared to other indicators, the indicator on complaints mechanisms has a rather high 
score, i.e. 2.62. Madagascar adopted its first National Anti-Corruption Strategy in July 
2004 and its priority sectors include: the National Police, the National Gendarmerie, the 
Tax Authority, the Public Treasury, Customs, Land services, Businesses, Health, and 
Education. The objective is to achieve better use of resources for economic and social 
development, then adopt honest behaviors. As such, any person who is victim or 
witnesses a case of corruption may submit a complaint with BIANCO or Independent Anti-
Corruption Office. They may also use complaints boxes, where such boxes are provided in 
District main towns. Complaints must be anonymous to avoid retaliation against the 
plaintiff. Each time a complaints box is set up, a sensitization session is conducted by 
BIANCO workers with authorities, elected officials, all civil servants, economic operators, 
members of the civil society, as well as journalists.   
 
Aside from complaints boxes, the community may express complaints or submit comments 
on responses or observed lack of progress regarding disaster prevention measures during 
community meetings.  
 
II-3-5 Information collection 
 
Post-disaster information collection is frequently hampered by road cuts caused by 
cyclones and/or flood, a situation that is usually compounded by lack of means. This 
delays all of the processes, i.e. information processing, analysis, and dissemination, as 
well as the roll-out of responses/aids. All this accounts for the score of 2.40 obtained on 
the “information collection” indicator.  
 
Owing to the effort provided, the information collection mechanism using IMHS forms has 
gradually become a reflex for village officers pursuant to a disaster. Once the forms are 
collated at the commune level, the information obtained is sent to the district level to be 
processed, then, potentially forwarded to the national level if damages have been 
extensive.   
 
On the other hand, monitoring of the population’s vulnerability through CIS should be 
reinforced to improve the local administrations’ responsibility taking in disaster prevention. 
As CIS are commune-specific, decisions made by local authorities in consideration of the 
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warning information obtained from CIS will contribute to addressing the problems that the 
community is faced with. CIS can indeed highly contribute to building a collectivity that is 
resilient to disasters. The same applies to EWS, which was a European Commission-
funded project consisting in collecting and analyzing early warning indicators with the aim 
of mitigating, or even preventing food crises in Southern Madagascar.  
 
 
II-3-6 Information dissemination  
 
The score on the indicator relating to information dissemination to vulnerable people is 
good (2.90) as compared with other scores. Several reasons account for this good result.   
 
First of all, there have been big changes in telecommunications. There are approximately 
6,000,000 activated SIM cards in the country and the network coverage is expanding. The 
use of SMS to transmit first post-disaster information facilitates the rapid setup of matching 
emergency responses. In addition, owing to the partnership between BNGRC and 
telephone operator TELMA, it is possible to access information on cyclones through 
mobile phones. The partnership also allows all users to directly call BNGRC and/ or the 
weather forecast service and gain further information on the progression of a hazard from 
a hotline. However, this system cannot operate when a cyclone hits and strikes down 
towers, which leads to the cutting off telephone networks.  
 
Secondly, even in the most remote localities, the number of collectivities having access to 
information that is up to date has increased owing to the donation of windup radios 
combined with the creation of monitoring groups. These monitoring groups are in charge of 
sharing information to give warnings. The main targets are the vulnerable.   
 
Lastly, some communes are equipped with Single Side Band or SSB which they can use 
to transmit or receive information.   
 
At Madagascar’s scale, warnings and sensitization can be broadcasted both by radio or 
television from the Weather Forecast service. At the local level, the warning system 
contributes to information sharing using local means. The information must be translated in 
the local dialect to ensure that they are understandable to the communities. This is done 
through collaboration with local radio stations. In addition, communication documents must 
be developed (e.g.: posters, brochures, flyers, etc.) in such manner that illiterate people 
are able to understand them. Since they are numerous in rural areas, the use of colored 
cards should be explored to ensure that everyone has equal access to information.  
 
Regarding drought in the South, SIRSA plans to increase accessibility to and transparency 
of information relating to early warning indicators of food insecurity. EWS periodically 
publishes up-to-date information on the developments of the rainfall, agricultural, and 
social situations to establish the food situation in each district in the provinces of 
Fianarantsoa and Toliara. The resulting trends are then published with a mapping of 
analysis findings.  
 
The following figure summarizes and highlights the differences of capacity and 
availabilities of means allocated to disaster and risk reduction in the respective regions.  
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Figure 5: Differences in progress achieved on “accountability and transparency” in disaster prevention in 
Madagascar 

 
Generally speaking, the figure above shows that among all the regions, the Region of 
SAVA allocates the least means and capacity to disaster prevention. Efforts need to be 
provided everywhere, especially in the District of Sambava whose average score on the 
six indicators is 1.15 against 3.26 in the District of Mananjary.  
 
In every Region, the information collection indicator scores poorly as compared to 
information dissemination, to the exception of Androy and Anosy where it is rather high. 
Among the seven regions, the Region of SAVA experiences the most difficulties in 
updating information and presenting it in ways that are understandable to the vulnerable 
groups. This is mainly due to lack of means and coaching aimed at ensuring the 
transmission of data in many rural localities where vulnerable and illiterate people are 
more numerous.    
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III. CASES STUDIES ON THE DRR SITUATION 
 
 
Every year, Madagascar is hit by cyclones. The cyclones’ characteristics are undergoing 
significant changes as a result of global climate change: violent winds are not only 
increasing in intensity, they may also increase in frequency. It follows that the threat posed 
by disasters in Madagascar is increasing. Every time, substantial physical and material 
damages as well as human losses are recorded: buildings and housings are devastated, 
villages or fields are flooded by rivers and/or the sea, which destroys plantations and 
crops, and the population sinks further into poverty. If nothing is done to reduce disaster 
risks, development efforts will have zero impact.  
 
In the face of this situation, Madagascar has not given up but works within its means and 
capacities at minimizing the number of victims and helping needy localities, as was the 
case when tropical storm Hubert and tropical cyclone Bingiza. 
 
After forming in the western basin of the Indian Ocean, Hubert hit the southeastern coast 
of Madagascar on March 10, 2010. It brought abundant rains over a period of ten (10) 
successive days and caused floods, resulting in substantial damages to crops, fields, food 

reserves, and seeds kept for the following 
farming campaign. Access roads were 
cut off due to big floods and landslides. 
Numerous localities were cut off from the 
rest of the world.  
 
The situation was similar with Bingiza, a 
Category 3 tropical cyclone which formed 
in the southwestern basin of the Indian 
Ocean and caused substantial damages 
along its trajectory. It entered the island 
in Vinanivao, a commune located on the 
southern border of the District of 
Antalaha, and left it, for the first time, 
from the District of Besalampy. It 
reentered Madagascar from the west and 
headed to the southeast of Madagascar 
to finally leave the island in the vicinity of 
the District of Vangaindrano.   
 
Like Hubert, Bingiza brought violent 
storms and extensive damages: 
housings collapsed/were destroyed, 
public buildings lost their roofing, fields 
were flooded, crops were destroyed, and 
lives and livelihoods were lost.  
 

The Weather Forecast service worked to track that the progression and trajectory of 
tropical storm Hubert and tropical cyclone Bingiza.   
 
The collaboration between the national level, the local level and Civil Society 
Organizations made it possible to collate data on damages. All data collected were 

Map 2: Districts most affected by Hubert and Bingiza 
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centralized at BNGRC, the entity in charge of collating and sharing post-disaster data. 
Figures indicated that Hubert caused 91,885 victims, 57,127 homeless, eighty-five (85) 
deaths, and 100,000 ha of flooded crops, 66% of which were rice fields. On the other 
hand, Bingiza affected 216,522 people, 77,167 of which became homeless. Damages in 
the southeastern, coastal part of the country were compounded by an extensive cloudy 
mass which caused abundant rains. A total of 64,722.3ha of fields were damaged and 
silted up. Standing crops were destroyed. Numerous perimeters suffered significant 
damages (e.g.: destroyed irrigation systems, structures, irrigation channels). As a result, 
numerous households were threatened with food insecurity.   
 
Emergency first aids were distributed by the Government and partner NGOs to the districts 
affected in the Regions, to alleviate the disaster’s impacts on the households that were 
living in already precarious conditions. To ensure proper distribution of the aid and proper 
use of transportation means in this context, BNGRC frequently held coordination meetings 
with ministerial clusters, its humanitarian partners, and the United Nations agencies. 
 
In addition, to remedy to the loss of crops, food reserves, and farming equipment, and 
road cuts associated with the high level of vulnerability of an increasing proportion of 
people and households, food security and infrastructure rehabilitation projects were 
conducted to help the most affected and vulnerable population recover and at least, 
restore them to their pre-disaster situation. Intervening NGOs then reported on the 
activities’ progress and final results of each project to the Government.  
 
Although the local administration and community lacked means to ensure post-disaster 
recovery, they made a significant contribution to the activities. As such, everyone has a 
role to take on to achieve actual Disaster Risk Reduction in Madagascar, from the 
planning to the implementation of actions. However, this will require more capacity building 
and sensitization efforts.  
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
As highlighted by these various reflections, Madagascar is, by its geographical position 
and relief, exposed to climatic hazards, namely cyclones, flood, and drought. This situation 
is aggravated by the increasing frequency and intensity of natural hazards, as a result of 
climate change. In the face of this situation and aware of the precarious living conditions of 
the majority of its population, the Government of Madagascar has adopted strategies and 
policies for Disaster and Risk Management. However, barriers are checking the 
implementation of these policies and the initiatives launched to reduce disaster risks are 
frequently disrupted by political crises. The results of the survey conducted as part of the 
VFL project indeed showed that although DRR activities are actually conducted in 
Madagascar, they are not yet sufficiently developed and links between the national and 
local level are not yet well-established. In other words, DRR activity implementation is still 
extremely restricted. Pursuant to analysis of the survey results, awareness-raising was 
conducted at all levels and recommendations were collected through community (cf. 
community consultation report) and national workshops. The national workshop was held 
in two phases, the first one consisting in reporting on the results of the assessment of DRR 
activity implementation in Madagascar to key actors. This first workshop aimed to set the 
targets to achieve in Disaster Risk Reduction in Madagascar. The second national 
workshop was intended to sensitize key actors from the national and local levels, with 
outlooks to reinforcing effective implementation of the priority actions laid down in the 
Hyogo Framework for Action. In short, these two workshops allowed for increasing 
dialogue between the different stakeholders of DRR, with the prospect of improving future 
actions in compliance with HFA, as well as achieving the vision of the Government of 
Madagascar in Disaster Risk Reduction, i.e.: “The Malagasy Society incorporates the 
Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) culture to its active and effective participation in poverty 
reduction/ elimination in Madagascar. This same society is sensitized on the importance of 
implementing standards. It also shows unity in addressing disaster impacts. As such and 
as key actor, it is accountable for the quality of response and mitigation/prevention 
interventions for a sustainable and harmonious development.”   
  
The recommendations collected are provided hereafter, according to the three categories 
under which the twenty (20) assessment indicators are classified. 
 
 To ensure better participation of the community as a whole (men and women, 
whether they are vulnerable or not), regardless of age, the following points should 
be considered:   
 

- Raise the community’s awareness on the risks it is exposed to.  
- Involve the community in all phases of prevention while reinforcing sensitization 

activities.  
- Consider gender and the vulnerable community during gatherings and reflection 

sessions or DRR-related activity implementation.  
- In each locality, hold participatory diagnosis sessions on a regular basis and in 

timely fashion, before the cyclonic season.  
- Finalize a DRM structure which will ensure sustainable sensitization on DRR.  
- Integrate or reinforce DRR in school curricula at all levels (primary, secondary, 

higher education), so as to instill the DRR culture in all citizens, especially since 
children/ students are effective channels of information.  

- Dissuade children, especially young girls, from dropping out of school too early.  
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- Involve all actors of education (e.g.: media, faith-based institutions, the military, etc.) 
in the reflection work for disaster prevention.   

- Design an efficient strategy or approach to further involve women and the 
vulnerable / encourage their participation in the decision-making process or 
planning activities, to ensure that the plan developed reflects the expectations of all 
social classes. 

- Ensure sensitization and mobilization of vulnerable people.  
- Reinforce women’s planning capacities.  
- Reinforce education and sensitization on each citizen’s rights and obligations, 

especially with respect to DRR.  
- Sensitize both women and men on their rights and mobilize them according to their 

abilities.   
- Improve and consolidate partnership development. 
- Identify an incentive system suited to the local context that is not detrimental to 

volunteering.  
- Reinforce the spirit of volunteerism in collaboration with associations working in 

communes.  
- Reinforce sensitization activities while considering/ encouraging participation from 

all institutional levels.  
- Intensify the inclusion of development actors in national workshops and 

conferences on DRR/M, to improve understanding of the importance of integrating 
DRR in development and secure their involvement in the process.  

- Encourage active participation of all sectors of development in DRR.  
 

 The following recommendations aim to reinforce and develop the local 
capacities and means allocated to DRR:  

 
- Develop a clear DRR National Strategy and Policy that should not just replicate DRM 

ones.  
- Develop and publish acts and regulations on the strategy and policy.  
- Advocate for the implementation of the different texts institutionalizing DRM in 

Madagascar. 
- Advocate for the National Disaster and Risk Management Council (CNGRC), chaired 

by the Prime Minister, to take on its role and mission in developing and implementing 
DRR/M institutional mechanisms: strategy, policy, planning, etc.  

- Develop and publish a guide to enable the local level to integrate DRR in development 
actions provided for under local plans (RDP – CDP).  

- Build the capacities of BNGRC to enable it to properly take on its role, set up 
sustainable structures at all levels, and increase the geographical coverage.  

- Clarify in detailed manner the roles and responsibilities of each level (Region, District, 
Commune) in the field of DRM, by establishing an operational text governing them 
down to the local level, so as differentiate them and avoid overlapping. Although DRM 
structures are decentralized, roles and responsibilities are unclear, especially at the 
operational level.  

- Provide systematic reminders of the roles and responsibilities of DRM committee 
members at each level.  

- Clarify the roles and responsibilities of BNGRC and CPGU, especially in the field of 
emergency interventions.  

- Set up a technical support and monitoring-evaluation mechanism within BNGRC and 
CPGU. 
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- Share and explain the roles and responsibilities of all DRR actors (population, 
Government, CSO, NGO, etc.).  

- Reinforce sensitization and advocacy actions by reflecting on how to arouse the 
interest (especially financial interest) of decision-makers and authorities in 
integrating DRR in development, so as to generate political will.  

- Develop and produce training modules suited to the context in each field and at all 
levels.   

- Sensitize on the fact that DRR/M is crosscutting to all fields of development.  
- Using participatory diagnosis, inventory all indigenous communication practices and 

knowledge to avoid missing targets and to better sensitize/ protect populations on/ from 
disasters.  

- Improve existing structures and ensure the availability of the means that they will use.  
- Make clear distinction between actual politics and the development policy. In 

other words, for DRR to effectively contribute to poverty reduction, it should no 
longer be used for propaganda.  

- Expand the role of arrondissement delegates in DRR to communes. They are the 
resource people that should be trained to ensure the sustainability of DRR actions 
at the local level and push back sensitization activities at the communes’ level.  

- Maintain/ establish smooth communication between the entities (national to local).   
- Improve the collaboration between Communes and Fokontanys, so as to obtain the 

right information and better and timely reports. Also encourage the upper level to 
provide feedback/ answer on the reports received.  

- Ensure that reporting is not one-way (not just from bottom to the top).   
- Ensure that the government is accountable towards constituents. As such, there must 

be systematic and periodic reporting from the upper to the lower levels and vice versa.  
- Reinforce coaching on the use of tools as from the operational level to improve data 

collection, management, and transmission.  
- Organize media programs to sensitize on and convey local/ traditional knowledge that 

are frequently overshadowed by scientific knowledge.  
- Ensure the availability of IMHS forms in each Fokontany throughout the year, i.e. 

without any stockouts. As such, IMHS forms should not be sent just prior to the 
cyclonic season or during a disaster.  

- Hold monthly meetings as it is an efficient means for the Communes of a District to 
share experiences and information on DRR in between them.  

- Hold periodic workshops for restituting on DRR annual reports at the Government’s 
level.  

- Hold a consultation meeting on the creation of a hard core of humanitarian institutions 
with BNGRC and at all levels.  

- Expand the contingency plan to all phases of DRR (not just emergency actions).  
- Expand the contingency plan to drought (not just cyclones and flood).  
- Reinforce the provision of training on DRR. Prioritize the training of officers of the local 

administrations of areas where NGOs are not present, to prevent them from feeling 
neglected.   

- Build the capacities and knowledge of Disaster and Risk Management officers, from 
the upper to the local level.  

- Design a training curriculum on governance for elected officials.  
- Promote good governance and rule of law.  
- Set up and/or improve a system that allows for measuring and assessing activities 

conducted or to be conducted, according to the provisions of the national/ local policy.  
- Integrate DRR activities to each work plan of each officer of the local administration.  
- Develop a development plan in consideration of the DRR aspect.  
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- Integrate civil protection to local safety structures (vigilantes). 
- Build the identification, analysis, and prevention capacities of specialized 

institutions.  
- Set up an actors’ coordination platform between the two levels, namely the 

national and local ones.  
- Develop a softer coordination system at all levels, so that the efforts provided at 

the national level by the Government and donors may be compatible and 
consistent with those provided by civil society groups.   

- Ensure smooth transfer of resources, skills, and support from the national to the 
local level.  

- Develop a system for ensuring the sustainability of the actions and interventions 
conducted in DRR.  

Since DRR depends on the budget allocated to prevention activities, the following 
recommendations are expressed to bridge gaps:   
 
- Set up the sustainable financial mechanism mentioned in the national disaster and risk 

strategy to allow for budgeting DRR at all levels.  
- Advocate for clear integration of the budget allocated to DRR to the finance act.  
- Update texts to enable communes to integrate the DRR line to the communal budget.   
- Authorize a proportion of operational budget at the communes’ level to be allocated to 

DRR.  
- Allocate a budget to Disaster Risk Reduction at each level of the Government. As such, 

the budget allocated to DRM should appear in each phase of the disaster management 
cycle, not only for post-disaster activities but especially for preparedness and mitigation 
activities.  

- Define a process that will enable donors to directly finance supports and/or project 
proposals from the local communities in collaboration with the civil society.  

- Develop and set up relevant tools that allow for studies (namely: risk and loss 
modeling, evaluation of the communes’ financial capacity according to their type – 
rural/urban) etc.   

- Ensure distribution and transparent use of budgets.   
- Ensure transparent management at all levels.  
- Plan/ prepare a budget for DRR activities that need to be reinforced and decentralized 

towards the local level.   
- Encourage recourse to microfinance to increase the response capacity at the local 

level. This should be combined with the adoption of an improved financial system at the 
central level.   

- Ensure equitable mobilization of financial resources for each activity.  
- Educate communities on the importance of paying the communal tax, so that 

communes will have a certain degree of financial independence, own and adequate 
revenue, and saving capacity to initiate DRR activities.  

- Sensitize on, educate on, and reinforce the fight against corruption.  
 
 The following recommendations aim to reinforce and develop accountability 
and transparency in governance:  

- Set up and reinforce the coordination of IEC (BNGRC). 
- Improve the synergy and coordination of DRR actions.  
- Set up and reinforce the coordination of IEC (BNGRC). 
- Improve information and communication management. 
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- Because local capacities in DRM are extremely limited due to the poor level of 
education, conduct sensitization in the local dialect, use the local language to 
convey messages in announcements/ posters/ documents, so as to reach a larger 
number of people.   

- Adapt messages to targets and use tools that are suited to the community, i.e. 
use a color code (red, yellow, green) when issuing warnings.  

- To make DRR a priority for all, use “hype” to disseminate information on the 
importance of DRR, on acts relating to it, and relevant rights. 

- Set up a weather forecast web site to enable people to easily access 
meteorological information.  

- Organize a sensitization day on DRR, specifically on weather forecasting and 
information dissemination (starting on March 23, 2012: World Meteorological 
Day). 

- Train media on how to manage and disseminate information obtained, especially 
information relating to disasters.  

- Specifically target members of the parliament and opinion makers during advocacy 
activities.  

- Set up a clear strategy for information dissemination (Weather forecast and national 
television or radio).  

- Advocate for the creation of a hard core of humanitarian institutions within 
BNGRC and at all levels. 

- Set up a technical and independent hard core within BNGRC. 
- Expand the setting up of the technical hard core towards the local level. 

The above mentioned recommendations should not be merely compiled into a file. They 
should be implemented because “in a country like Madagascar, which is frequently hit by 
climatic hazards, poverty reduction cannot be effective unless DRR is integrated”.  
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Annex II: Survey form and Disaster Risk Reduction governance indicators: 
 
 

Views from the Frontline 2011: 
Local governance – Survey indicators 

 
 
Please, refer to the orientation notes attached hereto. 
Use the following rating to provide quantitative answers: 
 
1 No, absolutely not 

2 Barely 

3 A few activities but there is still a lot to be improved 

4 Yes, but still with limited capacities and resources 

5 Yes and satisfactory, sustainable, and effective actions have been implemented 

X Does not know 

 
PART 1: 
 
GENERAL PROFILE OF THE INTERVIEWEE Country: ……………………… 
 

1 Date of Survey  

2 Survey Reference Number  

3 Participating Organization  

4 Age of Interviewee <11 12-17 18-25 26-60 61 on 

5 Gender Male Female 

6 Sector of Interviewee Decentralized 
administrations 
(local?) 

Community  Civil society Other  

7 Location (Province)  

8 Geographical location Urban  Rural 

9 How do you perceive the risk of 
disaster in your locality? 

1 
Minimal  

2 
Low  

3 
Average 

4 
High 

5 
Very high 

10 To what extent have the disaster-
caused losses (lives, livelihoods, 
assets) changed in your area since 
2005? 

1 
Substantial 
increase of 
losses 

2 
Slight 
increase 

3 
No change 

4 
Slight 
decrease 

5 
Substantial 
decrease 
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PART 2: 
 
LOCAL ADMINISTRATION/ GOVERNANCE 
 
According to you, how much progress has been made on the following indicators? 
 

Ref # Topic Question Rate on a scale of 1 to 
5 or X (does not know) 

1.1 Participation  Does the local administration involve everyone, 
including marginalized and vulnerable groups in 
decision making and implementation relating to 
disaster prevention? 

 

1.2 Gender Does the local administration ensure equal 
participation of men and women in decision making 
and implementation relating to disaster prevention? 

 

1.3 Children and 
youth 

Do the local administration’s disaster prevention 
practices consider the specific needs of children 
and youth? 

 

1.4 Volunteers Does the local administration support the 
participation of local volunteers to disaster 
prevention actions? 

 

1.5 Policies Does the local administration regularly revise 
disaster prevention policies so as to protect 
vulnerable populations from disasters (elderly 
people, minority ethnicities, children and youth, 
disabled people, immigrants)? 

 

1.6 Local (or 
indigenous) 
capacities 

Do the local administration’s disaster prevention 
practices consider local (endogenous) knowledge, 
skills, and resources? 

 

1.7 Planning Does the local administration have an action plan to 
translate disaster prevention policies into practices? 

 

1.8 Financial 
resources 

Does the local administration have sufficient budget 
for disaster prevention? 

 

1.9 Decentralization Do the civil servants of the local administration 
have clear roles and responsibilities with respect to 
disaster prevention? 

 

1.10 Expertise Does the local administration have sufficient 
expertise in disaster prevention? 

 

1.11 Training Does the local administration train civil servants, 
community leaders, and the civil society on disaster 
prevention? 

 

1.12 Baselines Has the local administration established baselines 
to assess progress made in implementing disaster 
prevention policies? 
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1.13 Monitoring & 

Evaluation 
Does the local administration regularly monitor and 
report on progress made in disaster prevention? 

 

1.14 Participatory 
monitoring 

Does the local administration involve local 
communities and the civil society in disaster 
prevention? 

 

1.15 Complaints 
mechanism 

Does the local administration provide vulnerable 
people with the possibility of voicing complaints and 
suggesting solutions to the lack of progress, with 
respect to disaster prevention actions? 

 

1.16 Information 
collection 

Does the local administration collect, analyze, and 
record information on disaster risks and climate 
change? 

 

1.17 Information 
management 

Does the local administration combine traditional 
and scientific knowledge to inform local planning? 

 

1.18 Information 
dissemination 

Does the local administration provide vulnerable 
people with information on disaster risks and 
prevention measures that is up to date and easy to 
understand? 

 

1.19 Governmental 
coordination 

Does the local administration coordinate prevention 
activities with the other administrations and the 
ministries? 

 

1.20 Partnership  Has the local administration established 
partnerships with the community, the private sector, 
the civil society, the academic world, and other 
actors for the implementation of disaster prevention 
actions? 

 

 
[Note: Disaster prevention: Political decision-makers and practitioners frequently use the expression 

“disaster risk reduction” which encompasses various actions and approaches adopted to reduce losses due 

to disasters. To facilitate translation, the present questionnaire has used the simple expression “disaster 

prevention”] 

 
*************************************** 
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COMMENTS: With respect to the disaster risk reduction governance indicators mentioned above, do 
you have examples of good practices and/or barriers that relate to the different aspects of “local 
Governance”? (Refer to the specific indicators to comment in the cells hereunder). 
 

INDICATOR 

REF# 

COMMENTS 
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