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EXECUTIVE!SUMMARY!*
!

INTRODUCTION:*
!
This! report! provides! the! summative! results! from! the! threeAyear! external! impact! evaluation! of! the!
Disasters! and! Emergencies! Preparedness! Programme! (DEPP)! conducted! by! a! team! at! the! Harvard!
Humanitarian! Initiative! (HHI).! The! DEPP! is! a! £40! million! programme! funded! by! the! Department! for!
International!Development!(DFID)!that!aimed!to!strengthen!skills!and!capacity!and!improve!the!quality!
and!speed!of!humanitarian!response!in!countries!that!are!at!risk!of!natural!disasters!or!emergencies.!
!
The!DEPP!was!delivered!by!two!NGO!consortia,!the!START!Network!(who!received!£27!million)!and!the!
Communicating!with!Disaster!Affected!Communities!(CDAC)!Network!from!2015A2018!(who!received!£3!
million).! £10!million!was! reserved! for! an! innovation!window!which!has!been! separately! implemented!
and!evaluated.!The!DEPP!comprised!14! individual!projects! implemented! in!one!or!more!of!10!priority!
countries:!South!Sudan,!Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Mozambique,!Democratic!Republic!of!the!Congo!(DRC),!Jordan,!
Pakistan,!Bangladesh,!Myanmar!and!Philippines,!with!each!project!operating!in!some!but!not!all!of!the!
countries.!!
!
The!DEPP’s! logical! framework!outlined! the! following!outputs,!outcomes!and! impact! indicators! for! the!
threeAyear!programme:!!
!

!! Statement!

O
U
TP

U
TS
!

1.!Improved!knowledge!and!understanding!of!individuals!by!sharing!best!practice!of!humanitarian!preparedness!and!
response!

2.!Improved!preparedness!systems!for!early!action!with!communities!at!risk!of!disasters!

3.!Increased!number!of!coalitions,!partnerships!and!networks!which!working!together,!are!able!to!address!humanitarian!
needs!in!a!wide!range!of!emergency!situations!

4.!Improved!institutional!arrangements!and!policy!environments!so!that!national!systems!for!humanitarian!response!
and!preparedness!are!better!supported!&!more!suitable!

5.!Strengthened!evidence!base!for!what!works!to!help!build!humanitarian!capacity!at!scale!

6.!Human!centered!design!approaches!tested!and!implemented!across!four!innovations!labs,!leveraging!nonAtraditional!
local!actors!to!deliver!preparedness!approaches!which!are!communityAappropriate,!leading!to!more!prepared!and!
engaged!communities!

O
U
TC

O
M
ES
!

1.!Increased!and!strengthened!emergency!preparedness!capacity!in!DEPP!focus!countries,!focusing!on!strengthening!
local!humanitarian!capacity!and!championing!localisation!in!a!manner!consistent!with!the!Grand!Bargain!and!the!World!
Humanitarian!Summit!

IM
PA

CT
!

1.!DEPP!reduces!suffering!and!delivers!better!humanitarian!services,!through!improved!preparedness,!for!people!around!
the!globe!affected!by!disasters!and!emergencies!
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The!logical!framework!was!approved!by!DFID!and!implemented!in!August!2017,!several!years!after!the!
start! of! the! programme! and! the! commencement! of! the! external! evaluation.! Therefore! with! the!
agreement!from!DFID,!the!evaluation!was!not!designed! in!conjunction!with!the! logical! framework!and!
does!not!report!against!it.!However,!the!resulting!output,!outcome!and!impact!areas!in!the!programme!
logframe!are!quite!similar!to!the!evaluation!team’s!output!and!outcome!areas!as!depicted!in!Figure!1.!1!
Nonetheless,!the!indicators!are!quite!different!(See!Chapter!2!for!further!detail).!
!
In!addition,!output!area!6!in!the!programme!logframe!relates!to!the!innovation!window,!referred!to!as!
the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme!(DEPP)!Innovation!Labs.!Though!originally!
conceived!to!be!implemented!simultaneously!with!the!14!DEPP!projects,!due!to!delays,!its!
implementation!began!recently!and!will!continue!for!two!years,!ending!in!2019.!As!it!was!not!
implemented!during!the!timeframe!of!the!external!evaluation,!DEPP!Innovation!Labs!was!not!part!of!this!
external!evaluation.!A!separate!evaluation!has!been!commissioned.! 
!

DEPP*Theory*of*Change*and*Simplified*Causal*Chain*
During! the! evaluation! inception! phase,! the! evaluation! team!assessed! the!DEPP!programme! theory! of!
change!(Annex!3)!presented!in!the!business!case!(Annex!1).!The!programme!theory!of!change!was!found!
to!be!complex!and!no! longer! represented!well! the! suite!of!projects!as! they!had!evolved!over! time.!A!
process!was!undertaken!to!create!a!more!simplified!but!conceptually!appropriate!representation!of!the!
DEPP! that! could! serve!as! the!backbone!of! the!evaluation!approach!and! to! report! against!during!each!
evaluation!phase.! Figure!1! illustrates! the!DEPP!programme!causal! chain! that!was!developed!and! that!
was!used!to!develop!a!programme!level!logical!framework!and!set!of!indicators!for!the!evaluation2.!The!
causal!chain!illustrates!the!causal!links!between!the!14!DEPP!projects!and!their!activities,!four!expected!
evaluation!output!areas!(1.!Capacity!building,!2.!Collaboration,!3.!Learning!and!4.!Early!Warning!System!
Development),!expected!outcomes! in!both!the!short!term!(improved!humanitarian!capacity,! improved!
preparedness)! and! long! term! (increased! effective! delivery! of! humanitarian! response).! Hypothesised!
downstream!impacts!(mortality,!morbidity,!economic!impact!and!recovery)!are!also!depicted!below,!but!
are!not!expected!to!be!achieved!within!the!programme’s!3Ayear!cycle!and!thus!were!considered!outside!
of! the! scope!of! the!overall! evaluation.! The! causal! chain! also! specifies! that! the! activities,! outputs! and!
outcomes! are! expected! to! occur! at! the! individual,! organisational,! community! and! government! levels.!
This!also!captures!the!variety!of!DEPP!beneficiaries!that!were!targeted!at!ech!of!these!levels!(including!
individual!humanitarian!staff,!humanitarian!organisations,! communties,!governments!etc).! This! impact!
evaluation!focused!only!on!assessing!outputs,!as!well!as!short!to!longAterm!outcomes!at!these!different!
levels.!Note!that!the!output,!outcome!and!impact!areas!in!the!programme!logframe!are!quite!similar!to!
the!evaluation!team’s!output!and!outcome!areas!as!depicted! in!Figure!1.3!However,! the! indicators!are!
quite!different!(See!Chapter!2!for!further!detail).!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!Programme!output!1!corresponds!to!evaluation!output!1,!programme!output!2!to!evaluation!output!4,!programme!output!3!2!Page!17!of!the!DEPP!business!case!stated,!“Through!a!commissioned!evaluation,!we!will!develop!the!Theory!of!Change!in!
more!detail!as!part!of!the!evaluation!inception!stage,!and!we!will!test!our!core!assumptions!through!the!DEPP!evaluation.”!The!
evaluation!team!revised!the!Theory!of!Change!to!enable!a!feasible!evaluation!design!as!mandated!in!the!inception!phase!and!
the!terms!of!reference.!The!revised!causal!chain!was!approved!by!the!Evaluation!Steering!Committee!and!thus!became!the!
basis!for!the!evaluation!design,!including!the!evaluation!framework!and!indicators.!Note!that!there!was!no!DEPP!Programme!
Log!Frame!containing!indicators!or!targets!against!which!to!report!until!August!2017.!!
!
3!Programme!output!1!corresponds!to!evaluation!output!1,!programme!output!2!to!evaluation!output!4,!programme!output!3!
to!evaluation!output!2,!programme!output!4!does!not!directly!correspond!with!any!evaluation!output!area,!programme!output!
5!corresponds!to!evaluation!output!3,!programme!output!6!does!not!correspond!to!any!evaluation!output!area,!programme!
outcome!1!corresponds!with!evaluation!outcome!1,!and!programme!impact!1!corresponds!with!evaluation!impact!1.!
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!
!

!
Figure*1:*Simplified*DEPP*Programme*Causal*Chain*

!
*
PURPOSE:**
!
The!threeAyear!external!impact!evaluation!of!the!DEPP!aims!to:!!
!

1) improve!programme!effectiveness!and!enhance!learning;!and!
2) assess!the!extent!to!which!the!DEPP!overall!has!provided!an!efficient!and!effective!approach!to!

strengthening!response!capacity.!
!
The!evaluation!also!serves!to!provide!accountability!and! learning!for!programme,!project!and!external!
stakeholders.! These! stakeholders! include! DEPP! project! consortia! members,! DEPP! beneficiaries,!
programme! and! project! level! staff,! as! well! as! external! stakeholders! from! humanitarian! NGOs,!
international!organisations,!the!UN,!and!governments.!!
!
The! evaluation! was! implemented! in! four! phases:! an! inception! phase! during! which! the! evaluation!
framework!and!methodology!were!designed;!a!formative!phase!to!evaluate!the!implementation!of!the!
DEPP!by!assessing!the!relevance!of!outputs!and!the!efficiency!and!effectiveness!of!programme!delivery;!
an! interim! phase! to! assess! shortAterm! outcomes;! and! a! summative! phase! to! assess! intermediate!
outcomes!and!preliminary!indicators!of!likelihood!of!impact.!
!
The! research!design! for! the!external! evaluation!was!guided!by!a! set!of!questions!and!methodological!
approach!outlined!in!the!Terms!of!Reference!(ToR)!(Annex!4)!and!refined!in!the!Inception!Report.!It!used!
a! mixed! methods! quasiAexperimental! design! to! assess! impact! at! the! programme! level.! It! was! not!
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designed! to! assess! individual! project! level! impacts! (which! were! to! be! assessed! by! project’s! own!
independent!evaluations),!or!the!£10!million!innovation!window.!The!external!evaluation!methodology!
included! quantitative! and! qualitative! data! collection,! including! organisational! level! assessments! and!
community! level! assessments,! an! economic! Value! for! Money! (VFM)! assessment,! analysis! of!
humanitarian! preparedness! and! response! networks,! humanitarian! response! assessment/case! studies,!
observation! and! site! visits,! and! document! review,! with! onsite! data! collection! in! Ethiopia,! Kenya,!
Myanmar!and!the!Philippines,!and!remote!data!collection!in!the!remainder!of!the!countries.!Data!were!
collected!at!two!time!points!that!were!roughly!12!months!apart–!time!point!1!(T1)!during!the!formative!
phase!of!the!evaluation,!and!time!point!2!(T2)!in!the!interim!phase,!in!order!to!assess!changes!over!time.!
In! total! 634! documents!were! reviewed,! and! 2542! quantiative! surveys,! and! 133! qualitative! interviews!
were!conducted!at!T1!and!3291!quantitative!surveys!and!149!qualitative!interviews!were!conducted!at!
T2.!Evaluation!findings!related!to!T1!were!presented!in!the!formative!phase!report!and!this!summative!
report!presents!T2!findings!addressing!the!five!evaluation!questions!and!subAquestions.!!The!summative!
report!includes!findings!from!all!phases!of!the!external!evaluation!(November!2015!–!May!2018).!
!
The!summative!findings!correspond!to!the!key!evaluation!questions!in!the!following!five!areas:!!
!

1) Relevance!and!Validity!of!Design;!!
2) Relevance!and!Effectiveness!of!the!Interventions;!!
3) Effectiveness!of!Management!Arrangements!!
4) Efficiency!and!Value!for!Money!(VFM);!
5) Sustainability!of!the!Intervention!and!Likelihood!of!Impact!of!the!Programme.!!!

!
The!key!findings!are!presented!below.!
!

MAIN*FINDINGS:*
!
!

1. Relevance*and*Validity*of*Design4*
!
!
The!established!five!results!areas!(objectives)!of!the!DEPP!were!appropriate,!and!the!right!people!in!the!
right! places! were! targeted.! The! focus! on! building! national! capacity,! improving! preparedness! and!
targeting! vulnerable! groups! to! ensure! their! inclusion! during! humanitarian! response! activities! was!
consistent!with! needs! identified! during! literature! and! evidence! reviews,! as!well! as!with! newer! global!
commitments! related! to! humanitarian! system! reform! and! localisation! of! aid.! At! a! high! level,! the!
programme’s!objectives!were!clear,!relevant,!aligned!with!DFID’s!humanitarian!priorities!and!aim!to!fill!a!
clear! gap! in! humanitarian! capacity.! However,! the! programme’s! 3Ayear! time! frame! was! unrealistic! to!
meet!these!objectives.!!
!
The!country!selection!process!was!iterative,!based!on!appropriate!criteria!but!was!not!optimal!due!to!
lack!of!strategic!direction!and!objectives!at!portfolio!level!and!ultimately!some!key!countries!at!risk!of!
humanitarian!crises!may!not!have!been!included.!The!portfolio!of!interventions!in!each!country!varied!
which!could!have!led!to!lost!opportunities!to!maximise!impact!and!efficiencies!within!each!setting.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4!Full!evaluation!findings!are!presented!in!Chapter!3!
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The! design! process! at! least! in! the! initial! phase!was! not! logical! and! coherent.! These! issues! led! to! the!
design! and! selection!of!many!projects! that!were! retrofitted! to! the!business! case!or! selection! criteria.!
Local! involvement! is! a! critical! step! within! the! design! process! that! was! not! adequately! considered,!
leading! to!challenges!with! respect! to! local!ownership!and!stakeholder!buyAin!and!potentially! reducing!
wider!impact!of!the!DEPP.!The!design!process!was!participatory!but!local!beneficiaries!and!stakeholders!
were!not!adequately!involved.!!
!
Insufficient! time! and! resources! were! allocated! during! the! design! phase! to! ensure! consortia! had! the!
necessary! time! and! space! to! grow,! and! that! key! stakeholders,! especially! at! the! local! level,! could! be!
involved!in!a!participatory!way.!Individuals!and!agencies!did!not!always!have!the!capacity!to!collaborate!
and! facilitation! and! capacity! building! around! collaboration! could! have! contributed! to! healthier!more!
effective! collaborations.! The! design! phase! related! to! the! second! round! of! START! Network! projects!
addressed! many! of! these! weaknesses! and! was! led! by! inAcountry! teams! ensuring! local! buyAin,! and!
eventually!smoother!and!timelier!project!implementation.!!
!
Resourcing!for!the!DEPP!at!the!portfolio!level!was!considered!sufficient,!but!project!budgets!were!tight,!
with!insufficient!NPACs,!inadequate!allocation!of!funds!for!collaborative!activities!and!variable!allocation!
for!M&E.!Resources!were!also!needed!during!the!design!phase!to!ensure!that!smaller!agencies!and!inA
country!staff!could!participate!in!a!meaningful!way.!!
!
Design!at!the!programme!level!was!not!adequately!considered!and!projects!were!designed!in!isolation!
with!limited!local!consultation!and!buy!in.!Despite!the!flaws!in!the!design!process,!the!selected!projects!
did! address! country! needs! once! they! were! contextualised! during! their! implementation! periods.! The!
objectives,! systems! and! processes,! the! programme! theory! of! change,! definition! of! key! terms,! and!
expectations! about! how! projects! are! intended! to! interlink! and! interact! were! not! developed! and!
articulated! at! the! outset.! Gender! inclusion! was! required! but! specific! guidelines! were! not! clearly!
articulated!during!the!project!design!stage.!!!
!
Response!to!emergencies!was!not!adequately!considered!during!the!design!phase!–!the!programme!was!
designed!to!improve!preparedness!but!mechanisms!to!enable!or!facilitate!contribution!to!humanitarian!
response!efforts!were!not!explicitly!integrated!into!the!programme!(leading!to!reduced!potential!
impact).!Despite!this,!DEPP!contributed!to!at!least!42!humanitarian!responses!in!11!countries.!
!
!
!

2. Relevance*and*Effectiveness*of*the*Interventions5*
!
!
Implementation! delays! were! universal! across! the! DEPP! projects.! Delays! were! due! to! limited!
contextualisation! and! involvement! of! inAcountry! teams! in! the! design! phase,! underestimation! of! time!
required!for!collaboration,!and!administrative!and!contractual!bottle!necks.!These!delays!led!to!reduced!
period!for!project!activities!and!reduced!potential!programme!impact.!!
!
The! number! of! individuals! exposed! to! DEPP! capacity! building! activities! (N=33,388)! exceeded! the!
ultimate!target!of!the!programme!of!training!4,200!individuals!by!795%.!The!gender!target!was!missed!
by!about!5%!(i.e.,!45%!of!these!trainees!were!women).!Examples!of!these!activities! includes! inAperson!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5!Full!evaluation!findings!are!presented!in!Chapter!4!
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trainings,! development! of! training! packages! and! guidelines,! development! of! early! warning! systems,!
collaboration! activities! such! as! learning! events! and! conferences,! development! of! case! studies! and!
evidence!sharing!and!dissemination.!

!
!

DEPP! contributed! to! increased! capacity! building! efforts,! collaboration,! early! warning! system!
development,!and! learning! in!beneficiary!organisations.!However,!outcome! level!changes!with!respect!
to!knowledge!change,!and!in!preparedness!levels!were!variable.!Overall,!there!have!been!no!significant!
improvements!in!knowledge!on!core!humanitarian!competencies!of!humanitarian!staff,!on!selfAreported!
knowledge!on!disaster! preparedness,! response! to! disasters!&! emergences! or! age!or! disability! related!
issues!in!disasters!despite!the!increased!exposure!to!capacity!building.!!
!
The! most! effective! individual! level! capacity! building! approach! reported! by! beneficiaries! involved! in!
person! training! combined!with! a! strategy! to! reinforce! knowledge! (simulations,!mentoring,! coaching).!
Flexible!funding!approaches,!though!initially!considered!high!risk,!were!found!to!have!high!potential!of!
effectiveness.!Distance!or!remote!learning!was!not!reported!to!be!as!effective!as!in!person!approaches.!

!
!

There! have! been! some! significant! improvements! in! individual,! organisational! and! community!
preparedness!among!DEPP!beneficiaries,!especially!among!local!organisations.!However,!both!DEPP!and!
nonADEPP! participants! were! exposed! to! capacity! building! activities! related! to! preparedness! and!
response,!and! in!some!cases!similar! improvements!have!also!occurred! in!the!comparison!groups.! !The!
changes! in! the! comparison! group!may! or! may! not! have! been! related! to! exposure! to! other! capacity!
building!activities.!Overall,!for!most!indicators,!the!difference!in!difference!analysis!shows!no!overall!net!
effect!of!the!DEPP.!However,!qualitative!data!suggests!some!improvements!in!preparedness!that!may!be!
difficult!to!detect!with!quantitative!indicators.!!
!
Document!review!and!inAdepth!interviews!demonstrate!contribution!of!the!DEPP!to!at!least!42!different!
responses!in!11!countries.!There!were!no!documented!contributions!to!responses!in!Mozambique,!one!
of! the! countries! with! the! fewest! DEPP! projects! (N=1).! The! largest! number! of! response! contributions!
(N=16)!occurred! in! the!Philippines!which!also!had! the!highest!number!of!DEPP!projects! implemented!
(N=6).! Note! that! Kenya! and! Pakistan! also! had! 6! DEPP! projects! but! in! these! specific! contexts,! DEPP!
contributed! to! substantially! fewer! responses! than! in! the! Philippines.! The! high! performance! in! the!
Philippines! in! terms! of! absolute! numbers! of! humanitarian! response! efforts!was! largely! driven! by! the!
Financial!Enablers!project!which!cumulatively!involved!contribution!towards!14!different!responses!(out!
of!16!DEPP! responses! in! the!Philippines).!Qualitative!data!collected! in!Philippines,!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!
suggest!more! timely,! locally! driven! responses! in! these! contexts;! qualitative! data!was! not! available! to!
systematically!assess! responses! in!many!other!countries.! !However,! it!was!evident! that! in!many!cases!
DEPP!beneficiaries!were!unable!to!respond!due!to!lack!of!response!funds.!In!contrast!to!the!qualitative!
indicators,!quantitative!data!on!perceptions!of!improved!speed!and!effectiveness!of!response!activities!
did!not!show!a!significant!measurable!effect!of!the!DEPP.!!
!
!

3. Effectiveness*of*Management*Arrangements6*
!
Collaborative!approaches!were!consistently!reported!through!inAdepth!interviews!and!quantitative!data!
collection!to!be!the!most!appropriate,!preferred!approach!to!deliver!humanitarian!capacity!building,!but!
respondents! identified! challenges! in! engagement,! communication! and! coordination.! Qualitative! data!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6!Full!evaluation!findings!are!presented!in!Chapter!5!
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triangulated! with! data! extracted! from! project! and! programme! documents! demonstrate! that! as! a!
delivery!mechanism,!collaborative!and!consortiaAbased!approaches!were!particularly!effective!when!the!
following! conditions! were! met:! existence! of! joint! objectives,! values! and! common! ways! of! working;!
collaborations! were! organic! not! forced;! sufficient! time,! space,! resources,! capacity! and! will! to! foster!
healthy! collaborative! relationships;! and! streamlined! decisionAmaking! and! contractual! processes,! and!
fewer!consortia!partners.!
!
Quantitative! network! data! demonstrated! that! the! top! three! areas! where! organisations! within! the!
humanitarian! networks! in! the! four! intensive! set! countries! collaborated! were! advocacy,! community!
capacity!building!and!project!implementation.!
!
The! network! structures! in! each! of! the! four! intensive! set! countries! were! found! to! be! significantly!
different!from!the!outset.!There!was!some!evidence!of!strengthened!humanitarian!response!networks!
among! the! three! of! the! four! intensive! set! data! collection! countries! (Philippines,! Kenya! and! Ethiopia,!
while!the!network! in!Myanmar!remained!unchanged).!The!Philippines!network!was!found!to!be!highly!
locally!driven!(70%!links!are!with!L/NNGOs);!network!size!increased!between!T1!and!T2,!but!the!network!
became! less! dense!with! a! smaller! number! of! connections.! There!was! evidence! of! network! growth! in!
both! in! Ethiopia! and!Kenya.! The! Ethiopia! network! is! internationally! driven!with! little! input! from! local!
organisations,! while! in! Kenya,! the! network! is! balanced! between! local! and! international! actors.! The!
Myanmar!network!is!very!small,!isolated!&!dominated!by!international!actors.!!
!
Collaboration! findings!were!mixed.! Collaboration! frequency! (a! proxy! indicator! of! trust)! and!quality! of!
relationships! increased! in! Kenya! &! Philippines,! but! decreased! in! Myanmar! &! Ethiopia! over! time.!
Collaboration!within! the!DEPP! cohort! increased! in!Myanmar!&! Philippines,! but! both! did! not! increase!
engagement!with! nonADEPP! actors.! Ethiopia! and! Kenya! had! increases! in! the! number! of! relationships!
between! DEPP!&! nonADEPP! organisations! indicating! that! DEPP! institutions! are! reaching! beyond! their!
DEPP!partnerships!into!the!broader!system.!!!
!
Based!on! the!network! analysis,! there!was! no!quantitative! evidence!of! increased! localisation!over! the!
course!of! the!programme!within! the! four! intensive! set! countries! observed.! In! this! particular! analysis,!
localisation!was!assessed!by!measuring!the!proportion!of!relationships!with!local/national!organisations!
within!the!humanitarian!networks.!While!there!was!no!change!in!this!metric!in!Ethiopia,!the!Philippines!
and! Kenya! over! time,! in! Myanmar,! the! humanitarian! network! actually! became! more! dominated! by!
INGOs!over! time.!However,! qualitative! data! (see! Chapter! 7)! and! data! from!document! review! suggest!
that! changes! in! attitudes! around! localisation! have! occurred.! Taken! together! these! data! demonstrate!
that!attitudinal!changes!have!occurred!but!have!not!yet!translated!into!quantitative!behavioural!change!
around!localisation.!!
!
In!addition,!insufficient!time!passed!between!the!data!collection!points!to!sufficiently!assess!and!test!the!
hypothesis!that!strengthened!networks!&!greater!collaboration!lead!to!better!preparedness.!Data!at!T1!
picked!up!network!effects!caused!by!everAshifting!strategies!common!to! first!year! implementation.!T2!
likely! captured! some! distinctive! programme! impacts! of! DEPP,! but! sufficient! time! to! follow! network!
change!requires!at!least!an!additional!12!months.!
!
Between!project!collaboration!contributed!to!improved!sharing!of!learning!and!evidence!but!this!did!not!
necessarily!translate!to!behaviour!change.!
!
!
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!
4. Efficiency*and*Value*for*Money*(VFM)7*

!
Focusing! on! economy! and! efficiency,! VFM! shows! good! potential! for! the! programme! with! areas! for!
improvement.! Good! indicators! of! cost! economy!were! evident,! though! some! budgets! were! lean!with!
insufficient!resources!for!portfolio!management!and!collaboration!activities.!!
!
The!collaborative!model!necessarily! lends! itself!to!a!degree!of! inefficiency,!high!transactions!costs!and!
lost! information! flows.!On!the! flip!side,! this!model!had!substantial!benefits!and! for!some!projects! the!
benefits!have!likely!outweighed!the!costs.!For!other!projects!the!same!benefits!of!the!model!could!have!
been! achieved! at! lower! cost! and! greater! efficiency! if! the! contracting,! M&E! system! and! costing! of!
activities!had!been!more!consciously!thought!through!from!inception.!The!collaborative!model!that!was!
tied!to!hierarchical!long!delivery!chains!has!likely!compromised!economy!and!efficiency!to!a!degree.!!
!
There!were!shortfalls!in!terms!of!systems!and!resources!set!up!for!efficiency!in!governance!and!strategy,!
portfolio!management,!decisionAmaking!and!consortium!arrangements.!The!spending!on!management!
functions!at!the!programme!level!were!too!economical!and!would!have!benefited!from!some!funds!and!
time! being! redeployed! from! the! Learning! Project! to! the! Management! Team! in! the! form! of! M&E!
expertise,!both!at!the!programme!and!project!levels.!If,!however,!independence!was!desired,!then!more!
direct! linkage! and! communication! between! the!Management! Team! and! the! Learning! team! whereby!
data!from!M&E!flows!regularly!and!directly!to!the!Management!Team!through!both!automatic!reporting!
or! direct! data! access! through! a! dashboard! followed! by! regularly! bilateral! meetings! could! have! been!
considered.!!
!
Positive! findings! in! terms!of!VFM!reporting,! adaptive!management!and!collaborative!ways!of!working!
were!identified.!After!the!formative!phase!recommendation!to!increase!use!of!VFM!indicators,!the!DEPP!
management!team!made!a!strong!effort!to!increase!the!project!staff!capacity!around!VFM!concepts!and!
reporting! through! the! implementation! of! two! halfAday! training! events.! Subsequently,! some! projects!
carried!out!ad!hoc!reports!on!VFM!and!most!projects! incorporated!VFM!as!a!component!of!their! final!
evaluations.!
!
There!are!no!strong!quantitative!VFM!findings!to!suggest!that!preparedness!improved!the!efficiency!of!
humanitarian! response.! The! empirical! data! found! no! significant! difference! between! DEPP! and!
comparison!organisations!with!regards!to!perceived! impact!of!DEPP!on! institutional!speed!and!cost!of!
response,! and! the!extent! to!which! institutional! and!policy! environment!affects! the! speed!and! cost!of!
response.!!

!
Cost! per! result! indicator! analyses! were! undertaken! to! estimate! the! expenditure! incurred! to! achieve!
outcomes!related!to!capacity!and!preparedness.!While!return!on!investment!analyses!assessed!potential!
or! projected! return! on! investment,! the! cost! per! indicator! analyses! compared! on! actual! expenditure!
incurred!per!result!area.!This!analysis!demonstrated!good!VFM!per!result!actually!achieved.!The!highest!
VFM! is! for!Myanmar,! which! gained! a! cost! per! percentage! point! increase! in! perceived! organisational!
preparedness!of!only!£!1,138.!However,!it!not!advisable!to!make!direct!comparisons!between!countries!
because!of! the!differences! in! cost!bases!within! countries,! and! the!many!other! factors! that! come! into!
play.! Kenya! also! had! a! very! low! unit! cost.! For! the! Individual! response! performance! indicator! in! the!
Philippines,!the!annual!unit!cost!figure!for!each!trained!individual!is!roughly!£30.!It!is!difficult!to!make!a!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7!Full!evaluation!findings!are!presented!in!Chapter!6!
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value! judgment! on! this! figure! because! there! is! no! basis! for! comparison,! but! given! the! fact! that! a!
significant! improvement! in! the! satisfaction! rating! is! observed,! and! that! from! experience! with! other!
projects!£30!is!not!outside!the!reasonable!ballpark,!this!appears!to!be!a!good!VFM!finding.!

!
!
!

5. Sustainability*of*the*Intervention*and*Likelihood*of*Impact*of*the*Programme8*
!
DEPP! has! contributed! to! strengthening! national! preparedness! systems! in! some! of! the! programme!
countries,!but!not!all.!For!example,! the!UEWEA!system!to!detect!urban!emergencies!and!enable!rapid!
response! has! been! adopted! by! the! Nairobi! County! government! in! Kenya,! who’ve! also! committed! to!
addressing! urban! food! security! issues.! The! Public! Health! Preparedness! project! in! Gambella,! Ethiopia,!
worked! with! the! government! to! improve! disease! and! outbreak! surveillance,! leading! to! improved!
surveillance! and! reporting! at! various! levels! of! the! health! system! in! several! districts! and! in! the!
strengthened!capacity!to!test!for!pathogens!at!the!regional!laboratory.!In!Pakistan,!management!of!the!
surge! platform! developed! under! the! TSC! project! has! been! taken! over! by! the! National! Humanitarian!
Network!(NHN),!with!an!MOU!in!place!with!the!local!government!body!to!ensure!implementation!after!
the!project!ends.!The!Marsabit!County!Government!in!Kenya!adopted!LPRR’s!conflict!sensitive!approach!
during! humanitarian! response! (including! during! the! 2016A2017! droughts)! thus! providing! evidence! of!
DEPP’s!contributions!to!national!preparedness!systems.!In!other!settings,!however,!the!degree!to!which!
the!DEPP!has! influenced!national!preparedness! systems!and!government!disaster!plans!has!been! less!
clear.! These! positive! influences! are! important! and! represent! significant! investment! and! efforts.!
However,! it! should! be! noted! that! generally! these! effects! have! been! on! a! smaller! geographic! scale! –!
often! at! the! district! or! county! level! and! in!most! cases,! each! positive! example! of! change!was! directly!
attributable!to!an!individual!project.!!
!
While! the!DEPP!business!case!underscored!the!disproportionate! impact!of!disasters!and!humanitarian!
emergencies!on!women!in!particular,!and!emphasised!that!the!programme!would!strategically!address!
inclusion!–!at!least!in!regard!to!gender!and!Violence!Against!Women!and!Girls!(VAWG),!such!a!focus!was!
largely! absent! from! the! programme.! Across! the! programme,! two! projects! specifically! focused! on!
inclusion!–!PIP!which!focused!on!protection,!and!ADCAP!which!focused!on!inclusion!of!the!elderly!and!
people! with! disabilities! (ADCAP).! Both! of! these! projects! made! strides! to! build! protection/inclusion!
capacity! and! in! some! cases! influenced! the!work! of! other!DEPP!projects.! ADCAP! in! particular! strongly!
championed! inclusion!efforts! including!at!programme! level!events!and!helped!shape!programme! level!
dialogue!on!this!issue.!However,!the!extent!to!which!priority!groups!(women,!children,!the!elderly,!and!
people!with!disabilities!and!other!vulnerable/marginalised!groups)!were!holistically!included!across!the!
programme! and! inclusion! efforts! adequately!monitored! were!minimal.! The! lack! of!mainstreaming! of!
inclusion!of!gender!and!prioritised!groups!across!the!programme!resulted!in!a!fragmented!programme!
wide! approach! and! uneven! results.!While! there!was! no! evidence! of! individual! knowledge! change! on!
inclusion! of! vulnerable! groups! or! on! VAWG,! there!was! some! evidence! of! organisational! change!with!
respect!to!inclusion,!in!particular!in!Ethiopia!and!among!local!organisations!in!intensive!set!countries.!In!
Ethiopia,! there! was! a! statistically! significant! increase! in! inclusion! of! the! elderly! and! people! with!
disabilities!in!design!and!implementation!of!preparedness!programing!in!DEPP!organisations,!as!well!as!a!
statistically!significant!increase!in!organisations!with!policies!on!inclusion.!Local!organisations!across!all!
intensive!set!countries!also!demonstrated!a!statistically!significant!increase!in!inclusion!policies.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8!Full!evaluation!findings!are!presented!in!Chapter!7!
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Previous! evaluation! reports! documented! a! consistent! lack! of! disaggregated! data! and! minimally!
documented!gender!considerations!across!projects.!Recommendations!to!strengthen!gender!reporting!
within!project!data!were!taken!up!after!the!formative!phase!evaluation!report.!There!was!an!increase!in!
data! disaggregation! by! gender! over! the! course! of! the! programme.! However,! reporting! on! other!
prioritised!groups!remained!low,!making!it!difficult!to!assess!the!true!extent!to!which!these!groups!have!
been!reached!by!capacity!building!or!other!activities.!!
!
There!have!been!several!concrete!examples!where!DEPP!has!impacted!government!policies!or!systems!
or!increased!political!commitment.!For!example,!UEWEA!project’s!advocacy!and!sensitisation!efforts!led!
to! an! amendment! of! the! Disaster! and! Emergency!Management! Act! (DEM!Act),! 2015! to! include! food!
security! and! a! memorandum! of! understanding! (MOU)! with! the! Nairobi! City! County! Government! to!
ensure!the!government’s!role!in!addressing!urban!food!security!issues9.!The!LPRR!project!demonstrated!
changes! at! the! institutional! level.! For! example,! Christian! Aid! adopted! the! updated! resilience!
framework10,! and! a! Violence! to! Peace! strategy11.! Despite! these! examples,! there! was! no! statistically!
significant! change! across! the! DEPP! in! policyArelated! quantitative! indicators! in! the! four! intensive! set!
countries.!Changes!may!take!significant!time!to!occur!and!quantitative!data!may!not!fully!capture!other!
types!of!policy!change!or!shifts!in!the!landscape!that!are!more!difficult!to!measure!quantitatively.!!
!
Changes!in!quantitative!indicators!related!to!localisation!have!not!yet!occurred!within!three!out!of!four!
intensive! countries.! In! Ethiopia,! however,! there! was! an! increase! in! 16%! of! DEPP! organisations! with!
policies! inclusive! to! L/NNGOs! between! T1! and! T2.! Attitudinal! changes! towards! localisation! have! also!
occurred,! including! in! how! INGOs! consider,! address,! and! involve! local! actors! &! communities.* This!
adoption! of! the! localisation! approach! is! considered! to! be! DEPP’s! most! significant! change! by! key!
informants.!Examples!of! this! type!of!change!were!described! in!Bangladesh!where! local!actors!became!
involved! in! decisionAmaking! processes! within! a! large! national! preparedness! platform,! and! in! the!
Philippines!where!local!organisations!were!the!first!to!mobilise!and!respond!to!the!crisis!in!Marawi.!
!
There!is!some!evidence!of!benefits!being!embedded!within!organisations!and!systems!and!potential!for!
longerAterm! effects! but! this! is! dependent! on! the! extent! to! which! program! components! are! able! to!
continue!beyond!the!end!of!DEPP.!The!likelihood!of!sustainability!was!enhanced!for!projects!or!project!
components! that! demonstrated! the! following! characteristics:! built! on! existing! work! &! existing!
partnerships/consortia;! partnered!with! the!national! and! local! government;! had/developed! a!policy! or!
advocacy!element;!worked!towards!systems!level!change;!paid!greater!attention!to!exit!plans!earlier!in!
the! project! cycle;! developed! tools,! guidelines,! or! systems! that! fill! an! important! gap;! involved!
beneficiaries!and/or! local!stakeholders,!and!exhibited!good!Value!for!Money;!built! linkages!with!other!
entities!and!other!DEPP!projects;!implemented!in!contexts!that!were!more!fertile!for!change.!

*

CONCLUSIONS*AND*RECOMMENDATIONS:*
!
The!DEPP!programme!was!designed!in!2014,!and!was!ahead!of!its!time!in!many!ways,!especially!with!its!
strong!focus!on!localisation!and!multiAstakeholder!consortia.!It!included!a!mix!of!both!flagship!projects!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation!Report!
10!https://www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/2017A05/resilienceAframework.pdf!
11!https://www.christianaid.org.uk/resources/aboutAus/tacklingAviolenceAbuildingApeaceAglobalAstrategyA2016!!

!
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using!more! traditional! approaches! (inAperson! individual! capacity!building)!with! some!more! innovative!
elements! (ex.! a! £10! million! Innovation! Window;! flexible! funding! mechanisms! to! finance! both! local!
capacity!building!but!also!response;!pooled!surge!platforms;!urban!early!warning!systems!and!inclusion!
of!food!security!as!an!emergency).!!
!
The! DEPP! suffered! from! a! number! of! design! challenges! including! a! 3Ayear! time! frame! that! was!
unrealistic! to!meet! the! objectives! and! universal! implementation! delays.! The! decision! by! DFID! to! not!
further! fund! the! programme! places! the! DEPP! at! high! risk! for! losing! any! potential! longAterm! impact.!
Despite!this!decision,!the!DEPP’s!focus!on!preparedness!and!localisation!is!still!a!relevant!one.!It!aligns!
well!with!the!growing!dialogue!among!the!global!humanitarian!community!and!with!more!recent!policy!
commitments!such!as!the!Grand!Bargain!and!the!Charter!for!Change!which!advocate!for!increased!voice!
for! local! actors,! and! for! rebalancing! of! power! and! relationships! within! the! existing! humanitarian!
architecture.!!
!
Despite! its! initial!design!flaws,!some!positive!findings!related!to!the!collective!action!of!the!DEPP,!and!
others!that!are!more!directly! linked!to!individual!DEPP!projects!have!been!documented.!These!include!
the!following!key!achievements:!
!

• 33,388! individuals! were! exposed! at! varying! degrees! to! capacity! building! based! on! project!
reports!

• Stakeholders!across!the!programme!noted!that!the!most!significant!change!due!to!the!DEPP!was!
change! the! attitudes! and! increase! support! of! localisation! (i.e.,! contributing! to! the! Grand!
Bargain)!

• Changes! in! capacity! of! local! organisations! (in! terms! of! systems! &! processes,! fundraising,!
conducting! needs! assessments)! and! their! preparedness! levels,! that! led! to! outcomes! such! as!
becoming!eligible!for!UN!pooled!funding,!success!in!securing!external!response!funds,!and!being!
given!leadership!roles!!!

• Significant! changes! in! organisational! policy! with! respect! to! inclusion! of! vulnerable! groups!
(Ethiopia,!local!organisations!across!all!intensive!countries),!and!localisation!(Ethiopia)!

• Some! evidence! of! strengthened! networks! and! increased! collaboration! (Ethiopia,! Kenya,!
Philippines)!!

• Contribution! to! at! least! 42! humanitarian! responses! in! 11! countries! and! some! qualitative!
evidence!in!several!settings!(Philippines,!Kenya)!of!improved!speed,!efficiency!and!inclusiveness!
of!response!

• CrossAcountry! learning! (amount! of! learning! documents! produced)! and! sharing! of! ideas! across!
countries!and!projects!

• Strong!crossAproject!collaboration!in!Philippines!demonstrating!benefits!of!collective!action!
!

Nevertheless,!a!greater!impact!more!in!keeping!with!the!original!vision!could!likely!have!been!achieved!
had!there!been!a!more!cohesive!design,!a! longer!time!frame,!a!more!robust!programme!M&E!system!
and!a!more!strategic!approach!with!regards!to!type!of!capacity!building! implemented!at!each! level!of!
action!(individual,!organisational,!community,!systems)!and!the!balance!between!these! levels.!Overall,!
the! external! evaluation! found! the! following! findings! that! need! to! be! examined! further! in! future!
evaluation!and!programming!related!to!disaster!preparedness:!
!

• No!quantitative!evidence!to!date!that!the!three!year!programme!has!led!to!measurable!impact!
with!regards!to!more!efficient,!and!timely!humanitarian!response!!
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• No! quantitative! evidence! to! support! the! hypothesis! that! strengthened! networks! can! lead! to!
improved!preparedness!and!response!(mainly!due!to!the!short!observation!period!available!to!
assess!this)!

• No! quantitative! evidence! that! DEPP! improved! individual! knowledge! on! core! humanitarian!
competencies,! preparedness,! inclusion! of! vulnerable! groups,! or! protection! issues! in! the! 4!
intensive!set!countries!

• Few! changes! in! quantitative! policy! related! indicators,! though! there! were! some! examples! of!
improved!policies!documented!by!projects!

• Too!wide!of!a! variety!of! individual! capacity!building! initiatives!and! lack!of! strategy!on! type!of!
capacity!building!approaches!at!each! level! (individual,!organisational,! system,!community)!and!
effect!desired!at!each!level!

!
The! three! years! allotted! for! a! disaster! preparedness! programme! to! achieve! 5! macro! results! in! 10!
countries!is!an!ambitious!timeline!and!agenda.!The!level!of!exposure!to!DEPP!programme!was!unevenly!
distributed!across!the!10!DEPP!focus!countries;!each!country!received!only!a!subset!of!the!14!projects.!
For!example,! three!DEPP!countries!benefitted!from!seven!projects!each,!while!two!countries!had!only!
two!projects!each! (see!Table!4.7! for! the! full! list!of!project!numbers!per!country).!This!uneven! level!of!
exposure!to!DEPP!compounded!with!varying!country!specific!contextual!factors!has!led!to!varying!results!
in!specific!countries.!Had!the!DEPP!been!able!to!continue!for!another!three!years!or!more!and!been!able!
to! integrate! its! learnings! into! a! revised! programme! strategy! (i.e.! permitting! time! to! restructure! its!
management!structure,!scale!up!projects!that!show!promise!and!revise!projects!that!are!less!promising),!
there! would! be! a! more! feasible! time! period! to! obtain! more! conclusive! findings! about! DEPP’s!
achievements!towards!its!five!result!areas.!!
!
Recommended*Actions*for*Programme*Components*
Given! the! key! evaluation! findings,! there! is! scope! to! replicate! and! further! test,! or! scale! up! some!
components! of! the! programme! (see! Table! 2! below).! This!will! ensure! that! the! previous! investment! in!
DEPP!is!not! lost,!but!that!any!additional!resources!will!be!used!effectively,!efficiently!and!strategically.!
Based!on!evaluation!findings!that!have!been!triangulated!using!multiple!data!sources,!none!of!the!DEPP!
programme!components!have!been!recommended!to!be!ceased!and!not!be!pursued!in!the!future.!This!
in!itself!is!a!strong!indication!that!the!DEPP!core!theory!of!change!and!initial!assumptions!are!worthy!of!
being! reAexamined! for! future! investment.! Specially,! nine! components! were! recommended! to! be!
modified! and! reAtested,! while! eight! were! recommended! to! be! replicated! in! different! contexts! and!
potentially! on! a! larger! scale,! enabling! more! rigorous! evaluations.! Note! that! in! a! programme! each!
component!would!not!be!expected! to! function! in! isolation,! and! the! interaction!between! components!
should!also!be!considered.!
!
!

DEPP*Programme*
Component* Recommended*Action* Key*Finding*/*Lessons*Learned*

Individual*capacity*
building* Modify!and!reAtest!

!Prioritise!multiApronged!approaches!(inAperson!+!coaching,!mentoring,!
simulations)!
!Quality!should!be!prioritised!over!quantity!trained!(webinars!can!reach!a!lot!
of!people!but!are!less!effective)!
!Consider!structural!barriers!within!organisations!that!may!impede!
application!of!learning!
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Organisational*
capacity*building** Modify!and!reAtest!

!Prioritise!approaches!that!permit!organisational!selfAassessments!and!
capacity!building!approaches!tailored!to!organisations’!needs!
!Focus!on!strengthening!of!administrative!policies,!procedures!and!systems!
(ie!human!resources,!procurement,!finance!systems)!has!been!effective!for!
L/NNGOs!
!Approaches!should!be!better!adapted!to!different!contexts!
!Access!to!funding!is!key!for!organisations!to!put!into!practice!learning!
!Conduct!comparative!assessment!of!the!effectiveness!of!different!
approaches!

Community*
capacity*building* Modify!and!reAtest! !Few!projects!addressed!this,!but!those!that!did!indicated!some!potential;!

further!evidence!needed!on!how!best!to!build!community!capacity!

Systems*capacity*
building* Modify!and!reAtest!

!Few!projects!directly!addressed!this,!but!there!has!been!some!evidence!of!
qualitative!attitudinal!change!that!could!be!a!precursor!to!eventual!systems!
level!change;!more!time!and!further!evidence!are!needed!on!how!best!to!
build!capacity!at!the!systems!level!

Early*warning*
systems**

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!UEWEA's!urban!surveillance!system!should!be!tested!in!other!urban!settings!
!Other!warning!system!projects!could!be!adapted!for!and!implemented!in!
other!contexts!if!there!is!a!long!enough!available!project!period!

Pooled*surge*
platforms*

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!Pooled!surge!platforms!have!shown!some!evidence!of!effectiveness,!
especially!national!level!platforms.!Pooled!surge!platforms!should!ensure!a!
locally!driven!design!process!and!implementation!to!ensure!contextualisation!
and!local!ownership!
!Replicate!and!test!these!in!different!contexts!to!generate!more!rigorous!
evidence!around!their!effectiveness!

Flexible*funding*
mechanisms*

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!Flexible!funding!mechanisms!were!found!to!be!a!promising!approach!to!
support!L/NNGOs’!selfAdirected!capacity!building!efforts.!In!addition!flexible!
funds!were!essential!to!translating!preparedness!into!timely!and!efficient!
response!activities,!especially!for!L/NNGOs!
!Flexible!funding!mechanisms!(both!for!capacity!building!and!response!
efforts)!should!be!replicated!in!other!settings,!and!more!rigorously!evaluated!

Multi*stakeholder*
platforms** Modify!and!reAtest!

!These!platforms!were!more!effective!in!contexts!where!existing!
humanitarian!structures!were!more!mature!and!with!supporting!
governments.!Further!modification!and!testing!of!the!approach!is!needed!to!
understand!how!best!to!utilise!this!strategy!and!in!which!specific!settings!

Consortia** Modify!and!reAtest! !Consortia!that!build!on!existing!relationships,!common!values!and!ways!of!
working,!and!that!are!smaller!with!inclusion!of!L/NNGOs!should!be!favoured!

Strengthening*
networks**

Modify!approach!and!
reAtest!

!Use!knowledge!and!data!on!country!networks!to!create!more!targeted!
approach!to!strengthen!networks;!allow!enough!time!to!test!whether!
stronger!networks!can!lead!to!increased!preparedness!

Advocacy*and*
policy*

Mainstream!across!
programme!

!!Some!advocacy!efforts!were!implemented!but!no!systematic!advocacy!
component!at!programme!level.!It!was!recognized!that!advocacy!and!policy!
change!are!needed!to!overcome!barriers!to!change!and!to!increase!
sustainability!
!Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!related!to!advocacy!and!policy!

Learning*Project* Modify!and!reAtest!

!The!approach!of!having!a!standalone!project!dedicated!to!learning!and!
generating!evidence!is!unique!but!findings!were!mixed!due!to!lack!of!
programme!monitoring!and!direct!link!to!the!management!team.!Alternative!
models!for!a!standalone!learning!project!could!be!envisioned!and!potentially!
assessed!in!a!future!programme!!
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Evidence*
generation** Modify!approach!

!Prioritise!quality!over!quantity!
!Include!empirical!evidence!generation!
!Adapt!evidence!use!and!knowledge!translation!strategies!

Protection* Mainstream!across!
programme! !Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!related!to!protection 

Inclusion*of*
prioritised*groups*

Mainstream!across!
programme!

!Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!on!inclusion!of!prioritised!
groups!(such!as!women,!the!elderly!and!people!with!disabilities).!!

Localisation**

Contextualise!and!
Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!Define!localisation!(what!it!is,!which!entities!are!considered!local);!and!test!
approaches!to!enable!INGOs!to!take!a!more!supportive!role!towards!
L/NNGOs,!and!better!operationalise!localisation!in!different!contexts!

! ! !

Do*not*pursue*
further* Modify*and*re_test!

Contextualise*and*replicate*in*
another*setting*

or*mainstream*across*
programme! !

Table*2:*Recommended*actions*for*each*DEPP*programme*component*!
*
*
In! addition,! a! number! of! best! practices! related! to! the! DEPP! programme! components! have! been!
compiled!to!guide!future!programme!design!and!implementation.!These!best!practices!can!be!found!in!
Annex!11.!
!
Specific!conclusions!and!recommendations!related!to!each!evaluation!question!can!be!found!below.!
!

1. Relevance*and*Validity*of*Design*
!
CONCLUSION( 1:!While! the! objectives! and! targets! of! the!DEPP!were!appropriate,! relevant! and!aligned!
with! DFID! priorities,! the! DEPP! design! process! suffered! from! numerous! weaknesses! that! hindered! its!
potential! for! impact.!Any! future!programme!would! require!a! significant! redesign!based!on! the! lessons!
learned! and! the! evidence! generated! from! the! DEPP.! For! future! design,! programme! results! that! are!
realistic!within!a! threeFyear! time! frame!must!be! set,! or! the!project! time! frame! should!be! extended! to!
allow! for!more! time! to!meet! longerFterm!outcomes.!A!more! logical,! coherent!design!process,!which! is!
locally! led,! draws! on! needs! assessments,! and! uses! participatory! approaches! should! be! prioritised! to!
ensure! that! projects! are! contextualised! and! based! on! existing! needs! at! the! country! level.! The! design!
process! should! adequately! consider! project! alignment! and! complementarity! as! well! as! risks! at! the!
programme! level.! It! should! also! ensure! the! development! and! implementation! of! programme! level!
systems! and! processes,! such! as! a! robust! monitoring! and! evaluation! (M&E)! system,! to! ensure! course!
correction! and! that! projects! function! as! a! portfolio! rather! than! as! standalone! projects.! This! includes!
elaborating! a! programme! level! theory! of! change,! definition! of! key! terms,! crossFproject! linkages,! and!
streamlined! inclusion! of! gender! and! prioritised! groups! along!with! appropriate! consideration! of! crossF
cutting!themes.!Emergency!preparedness!and!response!projects!should!also!consider!urban!contexts!and!
issues! such! as! poverty! and! food! insecurity!which! lie! at! the! humanitarianFdevelopment! nexus.! Budgets!
should! include! higher! allocation! for! nonFproject! attributable! costs! (NPACs),! programme!management!
functions!and!M&E!across!all!projects.!!
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RECOMMENDATION* 1.1:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* * The* design* process*
should* be* re_envisioned* to* consider* alternative* programme*models* and* governance*
structures.! To! increase! the! local! relevance! and! effectiveness! of! the! programme,! the!
design!process!should!be!locally!driven!from!the!outset!(i.e.,!led!by!local!stakeholders),!
and! include! sufficient! time! and! funds! for! project! design,! localisation,! consortia!
development!and!collaboration.!!
!
Potential! Model! 1:! The! process! could! involve! several! stages:! After! the! overall!
programmatic!business!case!and!theory!of!change!are!developed,!global!goals!could!be!
established!and!local!and!national!ownership!prioritised.!A!programmeAlevel!focal!point!
could!be!appointed!in!each!country!to!conduct!contextualised!needs!assessments!which!
would! feed! into! the! development! of! the! portfolioAlevel! strategy.! The! project! design!
process!would!occur!at!the!country!level,!under!the!oversight!of!the!focal!points!and!the!
Programme! Board.! This! approach! would! drive! the! localisation! agenda! and! allow! for!
countryAbased!organisations!to!determine!the!most!needed! initiatives!within!the!goals!
of!the!overall! theory!of!change!as!well!as!risk!assessment.! It!would!help!align!projects!
toward! common! programme! goals,! identify! complementary! elements! of! different!
projects,!main!actors!and!those!that!need!to!be!bolstered!as!well!as!more!risky!projects!
worthy! of! support,! would! ensure! sufficient! investment! in! each! country! in! order! to!
accomplish!the!theory!of!change,!and!would!enable!more!comprehensive!assessment!of!
risks.! Also,! return! on! investment! assessment! could! be! conducted! to! inform! the! final!
investment.! Focal! points! could! work! with! a! Regional! or! Country! M&E! and! Learning!
advisor! to! develop! and! implement! programmeAand! projectAlevel! monitoring! and!
evaluation! systems.! As! a! programmeAlevel! actor,! the! focal! point! would! help! build!
cohesiveness!and!enhance!the!visibility!of!DEPP!as!a!unified!programme!in!each!country.!!
!
Potential!Model!2:!Alternatively,!consider!a!multiphase!programme!in!which!a!series!of!
pilot! interventions! are! developed! and! implemented! on! a! small! scale! with! strong! but!
targeted! M&E! systems! integrated! to! evidence! changes! and! provide! accountability!
mechanisms.! Successful! pilot! interventions! could! be! scaled! up! during! the! subsequent!
phase,! building! on! the! lessons! captured! during! the! pilot.! A! strong! programme! and!
project!level!M&E!during!the!scale!up!phase!would!be!integral!to!measuring!change!but!
also!regular!tracking!of!outputs!to!ensure!agile!course!correction!and!ability!to!steer!the!
programme!when!needed.!In!addition,!this!type!of!multiphase!programme!could!include!
a! preApilot! phase! where! seed! funding! is! provided! to! develop! promising! ideas,! to!
conceptualise!projects!and!to!build!consortia!around!the!projects.!!
*
*
RECOMMENDATION* 1.2:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* * The* programme*
portfolio* should* be* balanced* in* terms* of* risk,* types* of* activities,* size* of* projects,*
geographic*scope*and*cost.*To*maximise* impact,* the* link*between*preparedness*and*
response* should* be* better* articulated;* preparedness* programmes* should* strongly*
consider*embedding*flexible*funding*mechanisms*in*order*to*facilitate*contribution*to*
humanitarian* response* by* local* actors.* The! portfolio! should! include! a! mix! of! more!
established!ideas/projects,!those!that!are!considered!riskier!and!with!a!higher!likelihood!
of! failure! as! well! as! innovative! elements.! Prioritising! humanitarian! need,! country!
disaster! and! emergency! profiles,! as! well! as! the! overall! programme! strategy! during!
country!selection!process!would!ensure!a!more!optimal,!balanced!set!of!focus!countries.!
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For!a!fund!of!this!size,!concentrating!on!a!smaller!group!of!projects!(at!least!in!any!scale!
up!phase!of!a!multiphase!programme),!and!potentially!fewer!overall!countries!may!help!
to! ensure! that! investments! are! not! spread! too! thin! and! that! there! is! both! sufficient!
investment! and!a! large!enough!number!of! projects! in! each! country! to! reach! a! critical!
mass! and!achieve! systems! change.!A! complementary! and! strategic!mix!of! activities! at!
programme!level!and!especially!at!country!level!is!warranted!to!maximise!impacts;!but!
this!too!needs!to!be!somewhat!focused.!For!example,!the!DEPP’s!open!approach!led!to!
too! many! different! types! of! capacity! building,! too! great! an! emphasis! on! individual!
capacity! building,! and! lack! consensus! on! desired! effect! at! each! level.! Instead,! a!more!
deliberate! and! evidenceAbased! global! capacity! building! strategy! is! needed,!with!more!
balance! between! levels! of! action! (individual,! organisational,! systems),! as! well! as!
consideration! of! structural! barriers! to! change! that!might! hinder! behaviour! change! or!
operationalising!organisational!level!changes.!In!many!cases!advocacy,!policy!change!or!
other!systems!approaches!may!be!critical!to!easing!some!of!these!obstacles;!integrating!
a! programmeAwide! advocacy! or! policy! component! should! be! further! explored.!
Preparedness!must!not!be!thought!of!in!isolation!and!mechanisms!to!embed!linkages!to!
humanitarian!response!(including!response!funding)!are!needed.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION*1.3:*[PROGRAMME*BOARD*&*DFID]**Portfolio*level*harmonisation*
should*be*prioritised,* including*mainstreaming*of* gender*and* inclusion*of*prioritised*
groups.!To!ensure!alignment!of!the!projects!and!a!cohesive!programme!wide!approach,!
portfolio! objectives,! as! well! as! key! terms! (e.g.! collaboration,! preparedness! and!
localisation),! and! approaches! (eg.! types! of! capacity! building! efforts)! should! be! fully!
defined,!and!the!definitions!standardised!across!the!programme.!Cross!cutting!themes!
such!as! gender! and!Violence!against!Women!and!Girls! (VAWG)! that! are!prioritised!by!
the!donor!and/or!programme/project! stakeholders,!must!be!given!adequate!attention!
and! embedded! across! the! programme.! Inclusion! of! prioritised! groups! and! gender!
considerations!are!equally!important!and!should!be!mainstreamed.!!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 1.4:* [PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* * Ensure* objectives* are*
realistic* and* feasible* within* programme’s* time* frame.! Develop! programmes! with!
realistic! objectives! that! are! feasible!within! a! threeAyear! time! frame.! These!most! likely!
would! focus! on! outputs! and! shorterAterm! outcomes.! Alternatively,! consider! creating!
longer! (i.e.! fiveAyear!or! longer)!programme!timelines! if! longerAterm!outcomes!must!be!
included.! While! longer! programme! timelines! may! not! correspond! to! current! DFID!
funding! cycles,! a! multiphase! programme! could! be! an! effective! solution! that! is!
compatible!with!funding!terms!as!well!as!activities!aimed!at!longerAterm!impact.!!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 1.5:* [PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* * Ensure* monitoring* and*
evaluation*processes*are*integrated*within*the*programme*design*from*the*outset*and*
that* there* is* an* appropriate* balance* between* M&E* and* Learning* activities.* ! It! is!
imperative!that!a!programme!level!log!frame!be!in!place!prior!to!implementation!of!any!
programme!/!project!activities.!Development!of! this! log! frame!should!occur! in!parallel!
with! the!programme!and!with! input! from! local! stakeholders.! Ideally,! indicators! should!
be! streamlined! across! the! programme,! and! should! contain! a! core! set! of! programme!
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indicators!against!which!all!projects! report,!with!potentially!a! series!of!additional! siteA
specific! or! projectAspecific! indicators! where! relevant.! Incorporate! quantitative! VFM!
indicators!within!the!core!set!of!indicators!to!ensure!VFM!and!efficiency!can!be!tracked!
across!the!programme.!The!M&E!system!should!enable!the!collection!and!reporting!of!
data!disaggregated!by!sex!and!other!prioritised!groups.!In!at!least!one!programme!focus!
country,! consider! prioritising! a! randomised! controlled! trial! (RCT)! or! other! rigorous!
evaluation! design! to! evaluate! programme! effectiveness.! This! would! require! involving!
the! evaluation! team! in! the! initial! stages! of! the! programme! design! process! to! ensure!
alignment!of!the!evaluation!questions,!randomisation!of!the!intervention!sites,!and!true!
baseline! data! collection.! This!would! allow! for! testing! of! the! effectiveness! of! targeted!
components!of!the!programme!as!well!as!the!programme!overall,!and!truly!isolating!the!
role! of! different! contextual! factors.! Technological! solutions! such! as! dashboards! with!
realAtime! data! visualisations! of! key! indicators! could! help! enhance! routine!monitoring,!
and! allow! for! more! rapid! course! correction.! Sufficient! training! for! programme! and!
project!focal!points!with!respect!to!the!M&E!system!must!be!provided!and!appropriate!
mechanisms!to!ensure!higher!quality!data!in!place.!Learning!is!important!but!requires!a!
well!designed!M&E!system!in!order!to!be!of!most!value.!!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 1.6:* [DFID]* * Re_examine* the* processes* related* to* the*
development*of*the*business*case,*as*well*as* its*timing*and*its*content,*and*broaden*
definitions*of*disasters,*preparedness*and*response.!For!any!future!programme!at!the!
scale!of!DEPP,!to!facilitate!project!design,!the!business!case!should!provide!timely!and!
sufficient! details! such! as! focus! countries,! the! criteria! for! country! selection,! a! set! of!
definitions! of! key! concepts! (such! as! collaboration,! institutional! arrangements,!
preparedness!and! localisation),!and!a!concise!summary!of!the!DFID!policy!on! inclusion!
of!prioritised!target!groups!in!programme!and!project!design.!Further!considerations!for!
how! to! think! about! preparedness! in! urban! contexts! and! conflictAaffected! settings! are!
needed.!Considerations! for! issues!such!as!poverty!and! food! insecurity!which! lie!at! the!
intersection! of! development! and! humanitarian! sectors! should! be! considered! when!
designing!emergency!preparedness!and!response!projects!depending!on!the!context.!!

!
!
*

2. Relevance*and*Effectiveness*of*the*Interventions**
!
!
CONCLUSION(2:!DEPP!interventions!were!overwhelmingly!found!to!be!relevant!and!appropriate!
and! were! demonstrated! to! fill! important! gaps! that! have! not! been! previously! well! addressed!
(surveillance!of!emergencies!in!urban!settings,!conflict!sensitive!preparedness,!inclusion!of!aging!
and!disability!etc).!However,!start!up!delays!limited!project!implementation!periods!and!reducing!
potential! impact.! Optimising! the! design! process! as! described! above! and! streamlining!
administrative! and! contractual! process! would! ensure! smooth! and! timely! project! start! up! and!
minimise! implementation! delays.! At! the! programme! level,! there!was! no! evidence! of! improved!
knowledge!on! core!humanitarian! competencies,! inclusion,! or! disaster! preparedness!due! to! the!
DEPP! but! significant! changes! in! organisational! capacity! and! preparedness! among! DEPP!
beneficiaries!occurred,!in!particular!among!local!organisations.!Furthermore,!DEPP!organisations!
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contributed!to!improved!response!in!several!contexts!(Philippines,!Kenya!and!Ethiopia).!A!greater!
impact! could! likely! have! been! achieved!with! a! longer! implementation! period,! and!with! easier!
access!to!response!funding!mechanisms.!There!is!scope!for!certain!programme!components!to!be!
replicated!or!scaled!up!or!modified!and!further!tested.!!
!
Conclusion!2a:!Collaboration!&!Consortia!
Functioning! of! consortia! was! suboptimal! and! contributed! to! implementation! delays! and! slow!
decisionFmaking.! A! smaller,! more! strategic! set! of! consortia! members,! with! more! consistency!
between!UK!and!inFcountry!members!would!streamline!project!delivery!and!should!be!considered!
in! future! programmes.! Inclusion! of! more! L/NNGOs! within! consortia! might! help! shift! power!
balances! and! contribute! to! localisation.! Collaborations! with! external! stakeholders! including!
government!and!UN,! though!essential,!were!difficult! and! lessons! learned! should! inform! future!
programming.! In! two! sequential! diarrhoeal! outbreaks! in! Kenya,! the! consortia! model! and!
collaboration! with! the! government! enabled! coordinated! effective! response! activities! that!
improved!with!each!subsequent!emergency.!!
!
Conclusion!2b:!Capacity!Building!
Overall! individual!training!targets!at!the!programme!level!were!exceeded!suggesting!successful!
implementation! of! DEPP! capacity! building.! However,! these! data! include! individuals! who!
participated! in! capacity! building! efforts!with!minimal! exposure! such! as!webinars! and! forums.!
Accessibility! to! training! remained! uneven.! The! target! of! including! 50%!women! trainees! across!
the! programme! was! not! met,! and! some! trainings! were! only! available! in! English.! Structural!
barriers,!such!as!organisational!and!management!arrangements,!were!a!key!barrier!to!applying!
and!integrating!knowledge!gained!from!DEPP!capacity!building!efforts!at!the!organisational!level!
and! should! be! addressed! in! future! programmes.! MultiFpronged! capacity! building! efforts! that!
include! practical! approaches! to! sustain! and! apply! knowledge! were! perceived! to! be! most!
effective,! but! findings! show! no! evidence! of! knowledge! change.! Organisational! level! capacity!
building!efforts!where!several!strategies!are!combined!and!tailored!to!the!specific!gaps!of!each!
organisation!were!perceived!to!be!effective,!and!evidence!of!increased!organisational!capacity!of!
local!organisations!was!demonstrated!in!a!number!of!settings.!!
!
Conclusion!2c:!Evidence!Generation!&!Learning!
Generation! of! learning! and! evidence! was! high! in! terms! of! quantity! but! evidence! was! mainly!
anecdotal!and!lacking!in!scientific!rigor.!Arguably!too!much!emphasis!was!placed!on!generation!
of! learning! in! relation! to! routine! monitoring.! Differential! reporting! by! projects! against! the!
programme!level!log!frame!(once!it!was!implemented!in!August!2017)!occurred,!and!there!was!
evidence!of!weak!quality!assurance.!In!addition,!there!was!a!lack!of!disaggregated!data!collected!
with!respect!to!important!subgroups.!Sharing!of!learning!did!occur!but!there!is!no!evidence!that!
this!translated!to!behaviour!change.!Learning!events!were!a!useful!approach!to!share!learning,!
however!an!increased!focus!on!the!dissemination!of!evidence!at!these!events!would!have!been!
valuable.! The! Learning! Platform! was! an! important! resource! (that! now! serves! as! part! of! the!
DEPP’s! institutional! memory)! but! it! was! not! used! consistently! across! projects! and! featured!
varying! amounts! of! evidence! and! learning! shared! by! each! project.! Such! platforms! should! be!
more! heavily! promoted! to! increase! use! by! inFcountry! partners,! represent! resources! from! all!
projects! and! ensure! availability! of! resources! in! relevant! languages.! The!DEPP! Learning!project!
had! been! originally! conceptualised! to! take! on! the!M&E! functions! of! the! DEPP! in! addition! to!
Learning.!While!a!unique!idea,!this!model!did!not!work!well!–!M&E!functions!and!responsibility!
would!have!been!better!placed!at!the!programme!management!level.!Placing!these!functions!as!
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one! project! alongside! the! others! with! limited! authority! led! to! diffusion! of! accountability! and!
responsibility.! As! a! standalone! learning! project,! it! has! had! mixed! results,! but! could! be! reF
envisioned!for!future!programmes.!!
!
Conclusion!2d:!Early!Warning!Systems!
Early!warning!systems!are!important!as!they!provide!(in!theory)!accurate,!predictive!and!timely!
data! to! support! preparedness.! However,! findings! with! respect! to! implementation! of! early!
warning!systems!are!mixed.!Six!diverse!early!warning!systems!were!developed!and!five!were!fully!
operational!at!the!time!of!this!report.!However,!because!of!implementation!delays,!the!length!of!
time!these!systems!have!been!functional!was!very!limited.!Several!of!the!systems!have!been!well!
integrated! into!appropriate!structures!contributing!to! increased! likelihood!of!sustainability!and!
impact.!Only! two! systems! (UEWEA,!PHEP!Gambella)! have!been!used! in! a! response.!UEWEA! in!
particular!was!shown!to!be!an!effective!system!that!was!able!to!detect!several!emergencies!that!
would! have! otherwise! gone! unnoticed! in! informal! settlements! around! Nairobi! and! this!
contributed! to! improved! timely! and! effective! response.! This! system! had! been! operational! the!
longest,!and!also!established!a!concrete!exit!strategy,!with!the!local!county!government!taking!
over! management! of! the! system.! This! project! benefited! from! a! longer! “effective”! timeline!
compared! to! the! other! projects! as! it! took! forward! work! from! a! previous! project 12 !that!
conceptualised! the! system,! developed! and! tested! the! indicators! and! established! government!
collaborations.!Without! that!existing!work! to!build!on,!UEWEA!would! likely!have! faced! similar!
challenges! as! the! rest! of! the! cohort! in! terms! of! establishing! a! functional! system! with! the!
programme!period.!!
!
Conclusion!2e:!Preparedness!&!Response!
There! are! some! emerging! examples! in! several! countries! of! perceived! improvements! in!
preparedness! at! the! organisational! and! community! level.! Document! review! has! demonstrated!
that!the!DEPP!has!contributed!to!at!least!42!responses!in!11!countries!and!there!are!several!selfF
reported!examples!of!strengthened,!more!localised!response.!!
!

(
RECOMMENDATION* 2.1* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* The* Learning* Project* and* its*
placement* should* be* re_examined,* with* its* role,* responsibilities,* objectives* and*
accountability* mechanisms* clearly* defined* at* the* outset* of* any* future* programme.!
Programme! level! Monitoring! and! Evaluation! should! sit! within! programme! level!
management,! but! the! case! could! be!made! to! test! a! differently! structured! standalone!
learning! project! in! a! future! programme.! Further! considerations! to! ensure! a! balance!
between!quantity!and!quality!of!learning!and!evidence!generated,!including!the!burden!
and! time! requirements! placed! on! projects,! and! the! timing! of!M&E! activities! to! begin!
before!projects!start!implementing!are!needed.!

!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 2.2* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Project* level* M&E* systems*
should* directly* feed* into* programme* level* systems* (via* a* common,* core* set* of*
indicators),* and* should*be* in*place*prior* to* implementation*with* timely* reporting* to*
permit*agile*course*correction.!Stronger!M&E!systems!including!collection!of!empirical!
data! would! support! projects! in! accessing! additional! funding! and! yield! better! quality!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12!Indicator!Development!for!Surveillance!of!Urban!Emergencies!(IDSUE).!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation.!p.1!
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projects! with! a! greater! likelihood! of! impact.! Accountability! mechanisms! (including!
accountability!to!beneficiaries)!should!be!strengthened.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION*2.3*[DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD]**To*increase*the*effectiveness*of*
capacity*building*interventions,*emphasis*should*be*placed*on*quality*not*on*quantity.!
At! the! individual! level!approaches! that!build! skills!and! reinforce! learning!and!combine!
several!strategies!should!be!prioritised.!At!the!organisational!level,!approaches!that!are!
tailored! to! identified! gaps! and! aim! to! strengthen! systems! and! processes! should! be!
emphasised.!Flexible!funding!mechanisms!providing!small!or!in!some!cases!micro!grants!
for! capacity!building!were!one! successful! approach! to!empower! local!organisations! to!
build! their! capacity! and! should! be! considered! in! future! programmes.! Systems! level!
capacity!strengthening!should!also!be!further!pursued.!Further!attention!to!the!balance!
of! activities! across! these! different! levels! and! the! desired! effect! at! each! level! will! be!
needed! to! maximise! impacts.! Structural! barriers! need! to! be! addressed,! and! capacity!
building!interventions!should!be!better!tailored!to!specific!contexts.!!
!
*
RECOMMENDATION* 2.4* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Early* warning* systems*
development* should* be* taken* forward* within* future* programmes* but* only* when*
sufficient* implementation* periods* are* available.! A! threeAyear! time! frame!was! clearly!
insufficient! to! design! and! operationalise! an! early! warning! system;! more! realistic!
timelines!are!needed!to!ensure!completion!of!the!system!and!allowing!time!to!test!the!
system! within! responses! (or! simulations).! Community! members! and! government!
officials! should! be! actively! involved! in! designing! the! surveillance! systems,! beneficiary!
criteria,! and! response! package! details.! Consensus! on! indicators! and! early! warning!
systems! should! be! reached! in! collaboration! with! community! and! government!
stakeholders.!Early!and!sustained!engagement!should!be!emphasised!to!foster!trust!and!
strengthens!partnerships.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 2.5* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Future* programmes* must*
consider*preparedness*and*response*on*a*continuum*with*more*attention*paid*to*the*
response* component.! The! programme! should! strategise! on! how! best! to! enable!
improved! response! through! preparedness! activities! and! ensure! such!mechanisms! are!
embedded!within!the!programme,!rather!than!expecting!response!contribution!to!occur!
organically! as! a! natural! byAproduct! of! preparedness! activities.! This! could! take! various!
forms.!Flexible!response!funds!could!be!built! in!to!the!programme!(and!potentially!the!
individual! projects)! to! provide! a! rapid! avenue! for! local! programme! beneficiaries! to!
implement!response!activities.!As!this!approach!at!the!project!level!has!fared!quite!well!
in!several!contexts!it!should!be!viewed!as!a!promising!approach!worthy!of!replication!in!
more! settings! and! tested! as! a! programme! level! component.! ! Alternatively,! or! in!
addition,!more!formal!links!with!existing!response!funds!(such!as!the!START!Fund)!could!
be! pursued.! In! addition,! further! thinking! around! preparedness! in! conflictAaffected!
settings!and!in!urban!contexts!is!needed.!!!
!
!
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RECOMMENDATION* 2.6* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* To* leverage* the* global*
momentum* around* localisation* of* humanitarian* response* and* build* on* the*
contribution* of* DEPP* in* advancing* this* agenda* in* several* settings,* more* nuanced*
considerations*on*localisation*are*needed.!This!includes!articulating!a!clear!definition!of!
what! localisation!means,!which!entities!are!considered!local!and!what!the! implications!
of! these! definitions! are! from! a! practical! standpoint.! Strategically,! laying! out! and!
potentially! testing! approaches! which! could! enable! INGOs! to! take! a! more! supportive!
role,! and! better! operationalise! localisation! (move! from! theoretical! to! actual).!
Organisational!policies!around!localisation!could!be!one!target,!but!understanding!how!
to! operationalise! the! policies! into! actual! processes! would! be! an! important! element.!
Additionally,! the! humanitarian! landscape! in! different! settings! and! its! relationship! to!
localisation! need! to! be! considered! to! ensure! that! appropriate,! contextually! relevant!
strategies!to!support! localisation!are! implemented.!Finally,! localisation!from!the!donor!
perspective! should! be! further! explored! to! understand! strategies! which! might! enable!
donors!to!more!easily!support!local!counterparts!within!the!context!of!risk!aversion!and!
due!diligence!processes.!!
!

!
*

3. Effectiveness*of*Management*Arrangements**
!

CONCLUSION( 3:! Collaboration! is! highly! valued!and!DEPP’s! consortia! approach!was! universally!
deemed! to! be! the!most! appropriate,! preferred! delivery!mechanism! for! humanitarian! capacity!
building! and! response! activities.! There! was! some! evidence! that! the! consortia! model! enabled!
coordinated,! timelier! response! in! some! settings.! Globally,! effectiveness! of! consortia! could! be!
increased! in! future! programmes! through! a! smaller,!more! strategic! set! of! consortia!members,!
improved! communication,! opportunities! for! better! coordination! of! activities,! and! provision! of!
sufficient!resources!for!strategic!and!organised!collaborations.!Inclusion!of!more!L/NNGOs!within!
the! consortia! could! contribute! to! the! localisation! agenda.! Network! analyses! demonstrates!
evidence! of! strengthened! humanitarian! response! networks! in! the! Philippines,! Kenya! and!
Ethiopia,! while! the! network! in! Myanmar! remained! unchanged.! A! range! of! different! types! of!
humanitarian!preparedness!and!response!networks!exist!in!these!countries,!from!highly!isolated!
(Myanmar)! to! highly! distributed,! locally! led! (Philippines).! In! any! future! programme! aiming! to!
strengthen! networks,! these! differences! in! the! size,! scope! and! priorities! of! networks! across!
countries! should! be! appropriately! considered! during! the! both! design! and! implementation.!
Humanitarian! landscapes! and! existing! networks! across! focal! countries! should! be! considered,!
particularly! in! the! design! of! the! projects! and! at! the! programme! level! to! leverage! existing!
collaboration! and! local! partnerships.! Targeting! of! network!members! for! capacity! building! and!
evidence!sharing!should!be!more!strategic!and!include!relevant!key!influencers.!

!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 3.1* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* In* future* programmes,* refine*
and* optimise* the* consortium* model* building* on* lessons* from* the* DEPP,* ensuring*
context*specific*considerations.!!Working!effectively!with!collaborative!structures!in!the!
future! will! require! better! understand! what! types! of! consortia! are! appropriate! and!
effective!within!different!contexts.!Overarching!factors!which!should!be!incorporated!in!
programmes! of! this! nature! include! supporting! collaborative! structures! that! build! on!
previous!successful!relationships!and!that!work!with!a!smaller!number!of!members,!and!
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that!work! towards! strategic! collaborations.! To! increase! speed! of! decisionAmaking! and!
effectiveness! of! consortia,! streamlined! contracting! and! reporting! processes! should! be!
established.! Ensure! L/NNGOs! are! included! in! consortia,! and! further! assessment! of!
strategies!to!address!risk!aversion!among!donors!to!supporting!such!consortia!directly!is!
needed.!!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION*3.2*[DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD]*To*more*effectively*strengthen*
humanitarian* preparedness* and* response* networks,* network* assessments* could*
better* inform*development*of* targeted* strategies* to* enhance* collaboration.!Country!
specific!network!mapping!and!assessments!should!be!undertaken,!when!appropriate,!to!
facilitate! the! use! of! more! targetAspecific! approaches! to! building! networks! and!
partnerships,!such!as!through!the!identification!and!targeting!of!key!influencers.!Deeper!
exploration!on!the!level!of!influence!and!role!of!different!organisations!(i.e.!as!resource!
hubs,!knowledge!brokers!etc.)!within!the!network!in!focal!countries!would!be!extremely!
valuable! to! inform! strategies! around! which! organisations! to! target! and! how.! These!
assessments! could! also! enable! optimisation! of! collaboration! with! local! and! national!
actors.! For! example,! an! approach! aimed! at! involving! more! national! NGOs! could! be!
refined!in!the!Philippines!where!national!NGOs!are!already!very!strongly!involved!within!
the!humanitarian!preparedness!and!response!networks.!
!
!
*

4. Efficiency*and*Value*for*Money*(VFM)*
!

CONCLUSION(4:!Good!indicators!of!cost!economy!were!evident,!but!in!some!cases!project!
budgets!were!too!lean!with!insufficient!resources!for!consortia!management!and!collaborative!
activities.!!At!the!portfolio!level,!resources!dedicated!to!portfolio!management!and!collaboration,!
M&E!and!to!NonFProject!Attributable!Costs!(NPACs)!were!insufficient!with!respect!to!desired!
programme!objectives.!In!future!programmes,!more!strategic!allocation!of!funds!should!be!
undertaken.!In!addition,!systems!and!resources!for!governance,!strategy,!portfolio!management,!
decisionFmaking!and!consortium!arrangements!should!be!restructured!to!improve!efficiency.!
Adaptive!management!processes!permitted!course!correction!and!revisions!of!project!plans!to!
reflect!changing!contexts,!and!VFM!reporting!improved!over!the!course!of!the!programme.!
Future!programmes!should!better!adopt!and!standardise!VFM!indicators!in!order!to!collect!data!
for!internal!project!purposes,!crossFproject!comparisons!and!general!learning.!There!were!no!
strong!VFM!findings!to!suggest!that!preparedness!improved!the!efficiency!of!humanitarian!
response!within!the!programme!duration.!!!
!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 4.1* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Streamline* contractual*
processes,*management*decisions*and*flow*of*funds.!While!recognising!the!importance!
of! subcontracting! processes! and! organisations’! internal! procedures,! future!
programming!should! take!steps! to!minimise!and!streamline!contractual!processes.!For!
example,! preAagreement! letters! of! commitment! could! help! clarify! some! contractual!
issues! prior! to! projects! beginning.! The! programme!management! could! also! provide! a!
template! for! subAcontracts! and! consider! setting! a! standard! timeline! for! contract!
turnaround.!If!projects!are!structured!with!a!global!grant!holder!and!inAcountry!host!or!
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partner,! streamlining! management! decisions! and! flow! of! funds! so! that! the! same!
organisation!serves!in!both!roles!whenever!possible!could!be!considered.!!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 4.2* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* PROJECTS]* Adopt* and*
standardise*VFM* indicators* at* programme*and*project* level* and* routinely* report* on*
them.! DFID! guidance! on! VFM! in! humanitarian! programmes! or! other! relevant! VFM!
guidance! should! be! used! to! enhance! VFM! monitoring! and! reporting! in! future!
programmes.! !Adopting!VFM!indicators!at! the!programme! level,!as!well!as! the!project!
level!will!ensure!that!VFM!can!be!closely!tracked!and!analysed!at!both!levels.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 4.4* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* In* a* future* programme,*
strategically* allocate* funds* to* achieve* programme* objectives,* with* greater* funds*
designated*for*programme*management*costs,*M&E*and*NPACs.!!For!a!large!portfolio,!
programme! management! costs! should! be! in! the! range! of! around! 10%,! to! enable!
sufficient! resources! to!undertake! its!key! functions!of!management,!M&E!and!strategic!
tasks.!NPACs!can!be!up!to!20%!and!as!high!as!25%,!but!should!be!considered!realistically!
to! ensure! that! inAcountry! and! back! office! costs! are! covered.! With! respect! to! M&E,!
ensure! sufficient! resources!at! the!both! the!programme!and!project! level! to!efficiently!
implement!both!routine!monitoring!but!also!more!rigorous!evaluations.!!

!
!

!
5. Sustainability*of*the*Intervention*and*Likelihood*of*Impact*of*the*Programme*

!
CONCLUSION(5:!In!some!settings,!DEPP!has!contributed!to!strengthening!national!preparedness!
systems!but!typically!on!a!small!geographic!scale,!and!by!individual!project!consortia.!There!have!
been! several! concrete! examples!where! DEPP! has! impacted! government! policies! or! systems! or!
increased!political! commitment.! Stakeholders!noted!observing!a! shift! in! the!way!organisations!
consider,!address!and! involve! local!actors!and!communities,!and!attributed! it!as!one!of!DEPP’s!
most!significant!contribution.!However,!there!was!a!lack!of!a!detailed!strategy!for!the!inclusion!
of! gender! and! prioritised! target! groups! at! the! programme! level! resulting! in! a! fragmented!
programme!wide!approach!and!uneven!results.!In!addition,!crossFcutting!themes!such!as!VAWG!
were! not! adequately! integrated! into! the! programme.! Rather! than! only! including! one! or! two!
projects!with!an! inclusion!and!protection! focus!within!a!portfolio,!a!more! integrated!approach!
involving! mainstreaming! across! the! programme! should! be! prioritised.! This! should! entail!
dissemination! of! detailed! expectations! and! guidelines! on! inclusion! of! gender! and! other!
prioritised!groups!and! reporting! requirements! during! the!design!phase! to! ensure! that! projects!
are! developed! accordingly.! As! well,! consistency! in! implementation! of! gender! and! inclusion!
considerations! with! regular! monitoring! should! be! established.! In! addition! to! inclusion,!
sustainability! planning! was! weak! and! was! not! clearly! planned! or! documented! at! both! the!
programme!and!project!levels.!This!failure!seems!to!have!been!linked!to!expectations!around!the!
possibility!of!receiving!additional!funds!from!DFID!for!a!second!phase!of!the!DEPP,!as!articulated!
in!the!business!case,!combined!with! lack!of!guidance!from!the!programme!on!sustainability.! In!
any!future!programme,!more!deliberate,!strategic!sustainability!planning!is!needed!at!all!levels,!
beginning! during! the! design! phase,! and! with! transparency! around! the! possibility! of! further!
funding.!At!the!programme!level,!there!is!some!evidence!that!benefits!have!become!embedded!–!
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with! examples! of! system! and! policy! change! as! well! as! strengthened! national! preparedness!
systems,! albeit! on! a! small! geographic! scale.! However,! the! potential! for! longerFterm! effects! is!
dependent!on!the!extent!to!which!different!components!are!able!to!continue!beyond!the!close!of!
the!programme.!Future!programmes!should!prioritise!longer!implementation!periods!to!increase!
likelihood!of!impact,!and!incorporate!government!collaboration,!systems!level!change,!policy!or!
advocacy! components,! involvement! of! beneficiaries! and! good! VFM! in! order! to! promote!
sustainability.!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION*5.1*[DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD*&*PROJECTS]**Develop*a*strategy*
for* inclusion* of* gender* and* prioritised* target* groups* at* programme* level,* ensure*
projects* adopt* an* approach* which* aligns* with* this* strategy* and* monitor*
implementation* at* all* levels.! In! the! governance! criteria,! consider! broadening! the!
gender! statement! to! a! statement! on! inclusion! of! prioritised! target! groups.! Develop!
guidelines! for! projects! on! requirements! for! this! statement.! This! could! include! links! to!
key! documents! on! best! practices! and! the! law! and! policies! governing! inclusion! of!
prioritised! target! groups! in! development! programming! and! project! design.! Ensure!
gender!considerations!are!consistently!implemented!and!reported.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 5.2:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* &* PROJECTS]* Within* any* future*
programme,* integrate*deliberate,* strategic* sustainability* planning* that* takes* a*more*
holistic* view* on* sustainability* going* beyond* simply* securing* funding* streams.!
Programme! and! project! sustainability! plans! should! be! developed! as! early! as! possible,!
preferably!in!the!design!phase!and!updated!regularly.!However,!for!riskier!projects!with!
a! high! possibility! of! failure,! sustainability! planning! does! not!make! sense! and! is! not! a!
good! use! of! resources! until! results! can! be! demonstrated.! Future! programmes! should!
increase!the!likelihood!of!sustainability!and!longerAterm!impacts!by!building!on!previous!
efforts! and! existing! partnerships/consortia,! working! with! governments! (when!
appropriate),! incorporating! a! policy! or! advocacy! element,! developing! sustainable!
outputs!such!as!tools,!guidelines!or!systems,!increasing!crossAproject!linkages,!fostering!
sustainable! relationships! that! can! continue! beyond! the! DEPP,! improving! beneficiary!
engagement,! and! strengthening! feedback!mechanisms! for! the! community.!Good!VFM!
should!also!be!prioritised!to!maximise!sustainability.!Programme!visibility!at!the!country!
level!should!be!maximised!through!increased!advocacy!initiatives!and!the!development!
of!streamlined!communication!with!external!stakeholders.!!

!
! !
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Each!year!the!severity!and!complexity!of!natural!and!manAmade!disasters!continues!to!increase,!making!
recovery!and!reconstruction!efforts!more!challenging!and!costly.!Foreseeing!this!trend!six!years!earlier,!
the! Humanitarian! Emergency! Response! Review! (HERR)13!urged! the! UK! government’s! Department! for!
International!Development!(DIFD)!to!invest!in!innovative!approaches!to!disaster!preparedness!in!order!
to!build! local! resilience,!stating!“If!we!are!to!meet!the!challenges!ahead,!we!have!to!be! ‘ahead!of!the!
curve’!rather!than!always!behind;!preparing!for!disasters,!as!well!as!reacting!to!them.”!!At!that!time,!less!
than!5%!of!all!humanitarian!funding!was!invested!in!disaster!preparedness.!This!constituted!less!than!1%!
of!Official!Development!Assistance!(ODA),!despite!the!fact!that!“early!response!is!far!more!cost!effective!
than! late! humanitarian! response”! and! better! preparedness! is! critical! to!more! timely! response14.! The!
HERR!also!highlighted!that!“the! level!of!professionalism!in!the!humanitarian!sector!needs!to!be!raised!
through!better! investement! in!skills!and!training.”! In!response!to!the!HERR,!DFID!created!the!business!
case15!for!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme!(DEPP)!(See!Annex!1)!and!allocated!
£40! million! of! funding! to! strengthen! skills! and! capacity! to! improve! the! quality! and! speed! of!
humanitarian!response!in!countries!that!are!at!risk!of!natural!disasters!or!emergencies.!The!DEPP!aimed!
to! increase! preparedness! at! the! local,! regional! and! national! levels! to! enable! countries! to! be! better!
equipped! to! respond! to!disaster.16!! It! focused!on!building!capacity!of! “national!actors!who!are!usually!
the!first!on!the!scene!of!a!disaster”,!an!approach!now!referred!to!as!localisation!(see!the!boxes!below).!
!!
The!DEPP!was!delivered!by!two!NGO!consortia,!the!START!Network!(who!received!£27!million)!and!the!
Communicating! with! Disaster! Affected! Communities! (CDAC)! Network! (who! received! £3! million)! to!
implement! 14! capacity! building! projects.! The! remaining! £10! million! was! reserved! for! a! separate!
innovation! window! which! was! developed,! implemented,! and! managed! separately! and! with! a! later!
timeline.!The!14!DEPP!projects!were!implemented!in!one!or!more!of!10!priority!countries:!South!Sudan,!
Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Mozambique,!Democratic!Republic!of! the!Congo! (DRC),! Jordan,!Pakistan,!Bangladesh,!
Myanmar! and!Philippines,!with!each!project!operating! in! some!but!not! all! of! the! countries.!Only!one!
project!(the!Learning!Project)!was!implemented!in!all!10!countries!while!five!projects!(PHEP!Gambella,!
Improved! Early!Warning! Early! Actions! in! Ethiopia,! Strengthening! Emergency! Preparedness! Systems! in!
Myanmar,!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action,!Financial!Enablers)!were!implemented!in!only!one!country!
each.!The!14!DEPP!projects,!their!consortia!members,!locations!and!budget!are!presented!in!Table!1.1.!!
!!!!

The$Disasters$and$Emergencies$Preparedness$Programme$(DEPP)$
$

• Investment: $£40$million$$
$

• Location: $10$countries$
$

• Duration: $3$years$
$

• Number$of $preparedness$projects:$14$humanitarian$capacity$building$projects$
$

• Overal l $object ive:$To$improve$quality$and$speed$of$humanitarian$response$in$countries$that$are$at$risk$

of$natural$disasters$or$humanitarian$emergencies$
$

Key$ approaches:$Capacity$ building$ of$ local$ /$ national$ humanitarian$ staff$&$ communities,$ early$warning$ system$

development,$supporting$collaborative$action$&$strengthening$networks$

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13!Humanitarian!Emergency!Response!Review!(HERR),!https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/humanitarianAemergencyA
responseAreview!!
14!Business!Case!Intervention!Summary:!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme,!DFID!
15!ibid!!
16!ibid!
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Emergency$Preparedness$
$

Emergency$response$preparedness$

refers$to$“the$ability$of$governments,$

professional$response$organisations,$

communities$and$individuals$to$anticipate$

and$respond$effectively$to$the$impact$of$likely,$

imminent$or$current$hazards,$events$or$conditions.$It$

means$putting$in$place$mechanisms$which$will$allow$

national$authorities$and$relief$organisations$to$be$

aware$of$risks$and$deploy$staff$and$resources$quickly$

once$a$crisis$strikes.”
17
$

$

Emergency$preparedness$focuses$narrowly$on$

improving$response$to$disasters,$but$it$belongs$to$a$

wider$set$of$activities$to$reduce$the$likelihood$and$

impact$of$disasters$on$people’s$lives$called$‘Disaster$

Risk$Reduction’$(DRR).$These$include$activities$focused$

on$prevention,$mitigation$and$response$to$

humanitarian$emergencies.
18
$$

$

The$IASC$Common$Framework$for$Preparedness
19
$

describes$the$following$components$of$emergency$

response$preparedness:$

$

• Hazard$/$risk$analysis$&$early$warning$

• Institutional$and$legislative$frameworks$

• Resource$allocation$and$funding$

• Coordination$

• Information$management$&$communication$

• Preparedness$&$contingency$/$response$planning$

• Training$&$Exercises$

• Emergency$services$/$standby$arrangements$&$

prepositioning$

$

The$DEPP$aimed$to$focus$on$those$areas$related$to$

‘people$and$systems’,$in$particular$hazard,$risk$and$

early$warning;$information$management$&$

communication;$contingency/preparedness$&$

response$planning;$and$training$&$exercises.
20
$

$ Local isation$
$

There$ is$ no$ globally$ accepted$ definition$ of$

‘localisation’$ of$ humanitarian$ aid.$ The$

definition$ suggested$ by$ Trocaire$ and$ Group$

URD$is$holistic$and$appears$to$align$very$closely$to$the$

DEPP$ approach$ to$ localisation:$ “Aid$ localisation$ is$ a$

collective$process$ involving$different$ stakeholders$ that$

aims$ to$ return$ local$ actors,$ whether$ civil$society$

organisations$or$ local$public$ institutions,$ to$ the$centre$

of$ the$ humanitarian$ system$ with$ a$ greater$ role$ in$

humanitarian$response.$It$can$take$a$number$of$forms:$

more$equitable$partnerships$between$international$and$

local$ actors,$ increased$and$ “as$ direct$ as$ possible”$

funding$for$local$organisations,$and$a$more$central$role$

in$aid$coordination.$Underpinning$this$is$the$question$of$

power.$ Localisation$ requires$ a$ shift$ in$ power$ relations$

between$ actors,$ both$ in$ terms$ of$ strategic$ decisionb$

making$and$control$of$resources.”$
21
$

$

The$ OECD$ states$ that$ supporting$ local$ humanitarian$

responders$contributes$to$the$following:
22
$

$

• Early$response$&$access$(including$to$small$scale$

crises$below$the$threshold$for$international$aid)$

• Improved$acceptance$of$humanitarian$aid$(such$as$

in$conflict$affected$areas)$

• Cost$effectiveness$

• Links$with$development$

• Increasing$accountability$

$

The$ growing$ calls$ to$ increase$ support$ for$ local$

humanitarian$responders$ is$also$ reflected$ in$a$number$

of$policy$commitments$including:$$
$

• Good$Humanitarian$Donorship,$Principle$8
23
$

• The$Grand$Bargain,$Workstream$2
24
$

• The$Sendai$Framework$for$Disaster$Risk$

Reduction
25
$

• The$2030$Agenda$for$Sustainable$Development
26
$

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
17!https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/coordination/preparedness/whatApreparedness!
18!!ibid!
19!InterAAgency!Standing!Committee!(IASC)!Common!Framework!for!Preparedness,!2013!
20!Business!Case!Intervention!Summary:!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme,!DFID!
21!More!than!the!moneyA!Localisation!in!Practice,!Groupe!URD,!Trocaire,!2017!
22!OECD,!Localising!the!Response,!2017!
23!Good!Humanitarian!Donorship!Principles,!https://www.ghdinitiative.org/ghd/gns/principlesAgoodApracticeAofAghd/principlesA
goodApracticeAghd.html!
24!The!Grand!Bargain,!https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grandAbargainAhostedAiasc!
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Project* Consortia*
members* Countries* Description* Budget*

(£)*
Public*Health*
Emergencies*
Preparedness*in*
Gambella*(PHEP)*

Christian!Aid!(Lead),!
Amref!Health!Africa,!
Ethiopia!Ministry!of!
Health,!National!

Meteorology!Agency!

Ethiopia! To!strengthen!early!warning,!preparedness!and!prompt!
response!of!the!health!sector!to!public!health!emergencies.!

548,694!

Improved*Early*
Warning*–*Early*
Actions*to*Strengthen*
Disaster*Preparedness*
in*Ethiopia*(EWEA)*

Oxfam!GB!!on!behalf!of!
Africa!Cllimate!Change!
Resilience!Alliance!
(Lead),!Christian!Aid,!
National!Disaster!Risk!

Management!
Commission,!National!
Meteorological!Agency!

Ethiopia!

To!contribute!to!improved!emergency!preparedness,!timeliness!
and!quality!of!risk!information!and!response!actions!by!
community,!government!(local!to!federal)!and!NGOs!in!a!

coordinated!manner!

784,255!

Strengthening*
Emergency*
Preparedness*Systems*
in*Myanmar*(SEPS)*

Christian!Aid!(Lead),!
DCA,!Regional!

Integrated!MultiAHazard!
Early!Warning!System!
for!Africa!and!Asia!

(RIMES)!

Myanmar!

To!strengthen!the!links!among!national,!subnational!and!local!
level!preparedness!in!Myanmar,!with!a!primary!focus!on!
capacitating!local!communities!and!structures!to!access!
information!and!link!with!the!onAgoing!establishment!of!
preparedness!and!early!warning!systems!in!the!country.!

925,698!

Urban*Early*Warning,*
Early*Action*(UEWEA)*

Concern!Worldwide!
(Lead),!Oxfam,!Kenya!
Red!Cross!Society! Kenya!

To!improve!urban!early!action!by!improving!the!alignment!of!
local!and!municipal!governance!institutions!and!response!

agencies!towards!identifying!relevant!triggers!and!implementing!
early!response!based!on!these,!supported!by!an!increase!in!the!
allocation!of!financial!support!from!key!donors!towards!urban!

Early!Warning!Early!Action.!

675,000!

The*Learning*Project**

Action!Against!Hunger!!

All!DEPP!
Countries!

To!evidence!the!extent!to!which!preparing!people!is!an!effective!
and!efficient!approach!to!disaster!management!and!broker!
internal!and!external!relationships!for!learning!about!what!is!

and!is!not!working!in!capacity!exchange.!

3,343,375!

Financial*Enablers*(FE)*
Oxfam!GB!(Lead),!

Tearfund,!Christian!Aid! The!Philippines!
To!transfer!humanitarian!capacity,!autonomy!and!decisionA

making!to!organisations!closer!to!people!affected!by!crisis,!as!a!
way!of!facilitating!more!effective!and!appropriate!aid.!

1,637,745!

Better*Dialogue,*
Better*Information,*
Better*Action*(CDAC_N*
Project)*

World!Vision!(Lead),!
CDAC!Network,!
Thomson!Reuters!

Foundation,!BBC!Media!
Action,!Internews!

Bangladesh,!
South!Sudan,!
The!Philippines!

To!ensure!that!twoAway!communication!is!a!predicable,!
coordinated!and!resourced!component!of!humanitarian!

response!in!order!to!contribute!to!improvement!in!effective!
delivery!of!assistance!to!disaster!affected!communities.!

3,000,000!

Shifting*the*Power*
(STP)*

ActionAid!International!
(Lead),!CAFOD!(Lead),!
Christian!Aid,!Tearfund,!
Concern!Worldwide,!

Oxfam!

Bangladesh,!
Pakistan,!

Ethiopia,!Kenya!
and!Democratic!
Republic!of!
Congo!(DRC)!

To!support!local!actors!to!take!their!place!alongside!
international!actors!in!order!to!create!a!balanced!humanitarian!
system!that!is!more!responsive!and!accountable!to!disasterA

affected!communities.!

4,876,637!

Talent*Development*
(TD)*

Save!the!Children!UK!
(Lead),!Oxfam!GB,!Relief!

International,!CHS!
Alliance!

Bangladesh,!
DRC,!Ethiopia,!
Jordan!and!
Kenya!(plus!

Lebanon!as!an!
outlier!country)!

To!produce!highAquality!professionals!at!all!levels!who!are!
better!equipped!to!tackle!the!issues!surrounding!complex!

emergencies,!helping!to!ensure!that!the!right!people!are!in!the!
right!place!doing!the!right!things!to!assist!disasterAaffected!

communities.!

5,985,087!

Transforming*Surge*
Capacity*(TSC)*

ActionAid!International!
(Lead),!ACF,!Christian!
Aid,!CAFOD,!CARE,!IMC,!
Islamic!Relief,!Muslim!
Aid,!Plan,!Save!the!
Children,!Tearfund!

Pakistan,!the!
Philippines,!

Regional!Hub!in!
Bangkok,!
Thailand!

To!strengthen!civil!society!surge!capacity!at!international,!
regional!and!local!levels,!contributing!to!a!diverse!and!

decentralised!third!sector!pillar!better!able!to!complement!
existing!United!Nations,!Red!Cross!and!government!structures!in!
order!to!help!communities!increase!resilience,!reduce!risk!and!

improve!crisis!response.!

2,482,824!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
25!Sendai!Framework!for!Disaster!Risk!Reduction,!https://www.unisdr.org/we/coordinate/sendaiAframework!
26!The!2030!Agenda!for!Sustainable!Development,!https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld!
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Protection*in*Practice*

Oxfam!(Lead),!IRC,!
World!Vision!
International!

DRC,!Lebanon,!
Turkey,!South!

Sudan,!
Myanmar,!
Pakistan!and!
the!Philippines!

To!enable!national!NGOs!to!implement!protection!actions!in!
disaster!and!conflict!responses,!develop!new!types!of!

partnerships!and!collaborations!between!protection!actors!and!
influence!the!international!protection!architecture!so!it!is!more!

inclusive!of!national!NGOs.!

870,137!

Alert*

HelpAge!International!
(Lead),!Care!

international,!Handicap!
International,!Islamic!
Relief!Worldwide,!

Concern!Worldwide,!
Oxfam,!Coventry!

University!

Philippines,!
Pakistan,!

Bangladesh,!
Kenya,!

Mozambique,!
Somalia,!Haiti!

To!develop!a!system!of!approaches!and!tools!for!disaster!
preparedness!that!increases!the!ability!of!organisations!to!
respond!immediately,!effectively!and!appropriately!when!a!

disaster!strikes.!

1,987,000!

Age*and*Disability*
Capacity*Building*
(ADCAP)*

HelpAge!International!
(Lead),!CBM,!

DisasterReady.org,!
Handicap!International,!
IFRC,!Oxford!Brookes!
University,!RedR!UK!

Kenya,!Pakistan!

To!ensure!older!people!and!persons!with!disability!benefit!from!
improved!access!to!services,!as!a!result!of!recognition!by!
humanitarian!actors!of!their!specific!needs!and!increased!
capacity!amongst!humanitarian!actors!to!deliver!inclusive,!

accessible!and!appropriate!response.!

1,045,159!

Linking*Preparedness*
Response*and*
Resilience*(LPRR)*

Christian!Aid!(Lead),!
Action!Aid,!Concern,!
HelpAge!International,!
King’s!College!London,!
Muslim!Aid,!Oxfam,!
Saferworld,!World!

Vision!

Bangladesh,!
Kenya,!DRC,!
Pakistan,!

Philippines,!
Colombia,!
Indonesia,!
Myanmar!

To!design!and!roll!out!programming!approaches!which!
strengthen!the!resilience!of!people!living!in!fragile!states!and!

beneficiaries!of!humanitarian!assistance.!
1,002,964!

Table*1.1:*Projects*in*the*Disasters*and*Emergencies*Preparedness*Programme*27*
*Formerly!known!as!the!Monitoring,!Evaluation!and!Learning!Project!(MEL)!

*
!
With! 14! individual! projects,! the! DEPP! was! broad! in! scope! and! complex! in! design.! Each! project!
implemented! a! different! set! of! activities,! and! worked! within! different! structures.! The! projects! also!
targeted!various!levels!of!action!(or!beneficiaries)!including!individuals,!communities,!organisations!and!
governments.!The!programme!utilised!a!number!of!strategies!including!collaboration,!innovation,!scale,!
decentralisation,! complementarity,! learning! and! addressing! cross! cutting! issues.! The! five! overall!
objectives!or!targeted!result!areas!of!the!DEPP!as!outlined!in!the!business!case!are!presented!in!the!box!
below28.! While! each! project! worked! towards! one! or! more! of! these! results! areas,! as! a! whole! the!
collective!action!of!the!programme!aimed!to!address!all!five.!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27!The!Start!Network.!Disaster!&!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme!Infographic.!August!2015.!!Accessed!on!18!February!
2016!at!http://www.startAnetwork.org/wpAcontent/uploads/2015/08/DEPPAInfographic.pdf!!
28!In!all!countries!except!Jordan,!the!combined!projects!covered!all!four!DEPP!objectives.!!Talent!Development!was!the!only!
project!implemented!in!Jordan!and!did!not!cover!the!3rd!and!4th!objectives.!
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DEPP$Result $Areas$
$

$

1. Improved $know ledge $and $unders tand ing $o f $ ind iv idua l s $by $ shar ing $bes t $

p rac t i ce $ fo r $human i ta r ian $p reparedness $and $ response  
 

2. Improved $p reparedness $ sy s tems $ fo r $ea r l y $ ac t ion $w i th $ commun i t ie s $a t $ r i s k $o f $

d i sas te r s $  
 

3. I nc reased $number $o f $ coa l i t ions , $pa r tnersh ips $and $ne tworks $wh ich , $work ing $

toge ther , $ a re $ab le $ to $address $human i ta r ian $needs $ in $a $w ide $va r ie ty $o f $

emergency $ s i tua t ions  
 

4. Improved $ in s t i tu t iona l $ a r rangements $and $po l i c y $env i ronments $ so $ tha t $

na t iona l $ s y s tems $ fo r $human i ta r ian $ response $and $p reparedness $a re $be t te r $

suppor ted $and $more $ sus ta inab le  
 

5. S t rengthened $ev idence $base $ fo r $what $works $ to $he lp $bu i ld $human i ta r ian $

capac i t y $a t $ s ca le  
$

$

!
!
A! 3Ayear! external! impact! evaluation! of! the! DEPP! programme! was! commissioned! by! ACF! (see! ToR! in!
Annex!4),!and!conducted!by!an!evaluation!team!(Annex!2)!at!the!Harvard!Humanitarian!Initiative!(HHI).!
This!report!presents!the!summative!results!of!the!impact!evaluation!incuding!findings!from!all!phases!of!
the!evaluation.!!
!
!

DEPP*Theory*of*Change*and*Simplified*Causal*Chain*
During! the! evaluation! inception! phase,! the! evaluation! team! assessed! the!DEPP!programme! theory! of!
change!(Annex!3)!presented!in!the!business!case!(Annex!1).!The!programme!theory!of!change!was!found!
to!be!complex!and!no! longer! represented!well! the! suite!of!projects!as! they!had!evolved!over! time.!A!
process!was!undertaken!to!create!a!more!simplified!but!conceptually!appropriate!representation!of!the!
DEPP! that! could! serve!as! the!backbone!of! the!evaluation!approach! and! to! report! against!during!each!
evaluation!phase.!Figure!1.1!illustrates!the!DEPP!programme!causal!chain!that!was!developed!and!that!
was!used!to!create!a!programme!level!logical!framework!and!set!of!indicators!for!the!evaluation29.!The!
causal!chain!illustrates!the!causal!links!between!the!14!DEPP!projects!and!their!activities,!four!expected!
output! areas! (1.! Capacity! building,! 2.! Collaboration,! 3.! Learning! and! 4.! Early! Warning! System!
Development),!expected!outcomes! in!both!the!short!term!(improved!humanitarian!capacity,! improved!
preparedness)! and! long! term! (increased! effective! delivery! of! humanitarian! response).! Hypothesised!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
29!Page!17!of!the!DEPP!business!case!stated,!“Through!a!commissioned!evaluation,!we!will!develop!the!Theory!of!Change!in!
more!detail!as!part!of!the!evaluation!inception!stage,!and!we!will!test!our!core!assumptions!through!the!DEPP!evaluation.”!The!
evaluation!team!revised!the!Theory!of!Change!to!enable!a!feasible!evaluation!design!as!mandated!in!the!inception!phase!and!
the!terms!of!reference.!The!revised!causal!chain!was!approved!by!the!Evaluation!Steering!Committee!and!thus!became!the!
basis!for!the!evaluation!design,!including!the!evaluation!framework!and!indicators.!Note!that!there!was!no!DEPP!Programme!
Log!Frame!containing!indicators!or!targets!against!which!to!report!until!August!2017.!!
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downstream!impacts!(mortality,!morbidity,!economic!impact!and!recovery)!are!also!depicted!within!the!
causal! chain,! and! based! on! stakeholder! interviews! were! not! expected! to! be! achieved! within! the!
programme’s!3Ayear!cycle!and!thus!were!considered!outside!of!the!scope!of!the!evaluation.!The!causal!
chain!also! specifies! that! the!activities,! outputs! and!outcomes!are!expected! to!occur! at! the! individual,!
organisational,!community!and!government! levels.!This!also!captures!the!variety!of!DEPP!beneficiaries!
that! were! targeted! at! each! of! these! levels! (including! individual! humanitarian! staff,! humanitarian!
organisations,!communties,!governments!etc).!This!impact!evaluation!focused!only!on!assessing!outputs,!
as!well!as!short!to!longAterm!outcomes!at!these!different!levels.!!
!

!
Figure*1.2:*Simplified*DEPP*Programme*Causal*Chain*

!
!
DEPP*Programme*Level*LogFrame*
!
A! DEPP! programme! level! logframe!was! approved! by! DFID! and! implemented! in! August! 2017,! several!
years!after!the!start!of!the!programme.!The!log!frame!is!presented!in!Table!1.2!below.!Because!of!the!
external!evaluation!has!already!begun!when! the! logical! framework!was!developed,! it!does!not! report!
against!it!with!the!agreement!from!DFID.!However,!it!is!important!to!note!that!the!output,!outcome!and!
impact!areas! in! this! logframe!are!quite! similar! to! the!evaluation! team’s!output!and!outcome!areas!as!
depicted!in!Figure!1.1.30!The!indicators,!however,!are!quite!different!(See!Table!2.1!in!the!Methodology!
section!for!further!detail).!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30!Programme!output!1!corresponds!to!evaluation!output!1,!programme!output!2!to!evaluation!output!4,!programme!output!3!
to!evaluation!output!2,!programme!output!4!does!not!directly!correspond!with!any!evaluation!output!area,!programme!output!
5!corresponds!to!evaluation!output!3,!programme!output!6!does!not!correspond!to!any!evaluation!output!area,!programme!
outcome!1!corresponds!with!evaluation!outcome!1,!and!programme!impact!1!corresponds!with!evaluation!impact!1.!
Programme!output!area!6!corresponds!to!the!innovation!window!which!is!not!within!the!scope!of!this!evaluation.!!
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!! Statement* Indicator* Target*(March*2018)* Assumptions*
O
U
TP

U
TS
*

1.!Improved!
knowledge!and!
understanding!of!
individuals!by!
sharing!best!
practice!of!

humanitarian!
preparedness!and!

response!

1.1!!#!of!DEPP!humanitarian!
capacity!building!
programmes,!countries!and!
strategies!that!utilise!a!range!
of!implementation!methods!
to!improve!the!capacity!of!
individuals!at!the!
international,!national!and!
subAnational!levels!

12!humanitarian!capacity!building!
programmes!are!revised,!scaled!up!or!
developed!in!12!countries,!using!a!mix!of!6!
strategies!including:!short!courses,!long!
courses,!training!of!trainers,!
mentoring/coaching,!eAlearning!and!
webinars!

Capacity!building!activities!will!include!a!diversity!and!
inclusion!approach.!
!
Individual!humanitarian!workers!can!transmit!learning!into!
action!within!their!organisations!and!wider!operating!
environments.!
!
Chosen!approaches,!methodologies,!and!innovations!are!the!
correct!ones!to!build!capacity!in!an!increasingly!complex!
humanitarian!ecosystem.!!
!
Short!course!=!less!than!one!month!
Long!course!=!more!than!one!month!

1.2!!#!of!staff!across!multiple!
humanitarian!disciplines!who!
access!quality!DEPP!
humanitarian!capacity!
building!activities!of!varying!
duration!and!qualification!on!
a!range!of!subjects!

At!least!4200!individuals!(50%!male,!50%!
female)!have!accessed!quality!DEPP!
humanitarian!capacity!building!activities!
across!10!subjects!to!various!levels!of!
accreditation!(including!short!courses,!long,!
courses,!eAlearning!and!ToT)!

2.!Improved!
preparedness!

systems!for!early!
action!with!

communities!at!
risk!of!disasters!

2.1!#!of!countries!with!
preparedness!systems!for!
communities,!agencies!and!
government!institutions!
developed!or!strengthened,!
including!early!warning!
systems,!preparedness!plans,!
collaborative!surge!rosters!

Preparedness!systems!in!use!in!at!least!7!
countries!and!at!least!three!government!
institutions,!and!capacity!built!in!responsible!
institutions!at!community!and!national!level!
and!tested!via!simulation!in!at!least!one!
country!or!where!a!response!is!required!

A!systems!approach!to!preparedness!is!suited!to!identified!
countries!and!populations,!as!well!multiple!forms!of!hazards.!
!
Once!equipped!with!a!coordinated!system!stakeholders!are!
able!to!take!early!action.!
!
Results!expected!from!the!deployment!of!these!systems!will!
have!a!positive!impact!on!incentivising!preparedness!and!
early!action.!
!
Note:!The!language!used!for!this!indicator!has!been!chosen!
on!purpose!to!clarify!that!the!preparedness!systems!
developed!by!the!DEPP!are!not!national!preparedness!
systems.!The!organisations!that!will!use!these!preparedness!
systems!will!include!local,!regional!and!national!government!
bodies,!INGOs,!national!NGOs,!and!other!international!actors!

2.2.!Improved!preparedness!
systems!for!early!action!with!
communities!at!risk!of!
disasters!

6!systematic!communication!approaches!
(including!early!warning!bulletins!and!
surveillance!reports)!operational!in!at!least!
3!countries!at!multiple!levels!and!tested!via!
simulation!in!at!least!one!country!or!where!
a!response!is!required!

3.!Increased!
number!of!
coalitions,!

partnerships!and!
networks!which!
working!together,!

are!able!to!
address!

humanitarian!
needs!in!a!wide!

range!of!
emergency!
situations!

3.1!!Formal!partnerships!are!
established!and!maintained!
with!a!wide!range!of!national!
and!international!actors!
(both!within!and!outside!the!
DEPP!consortium)!that!
increase!action!and!
commitment!to!address!
humanitarian!needs!in!
emergencies!

Partnerships!between!at!least!200!national!
and!international!humanitarian!actors!
(including!national!NGOs,!international!
NGOs,!academic!institutions,!government!
agencies,!private!sector!companies,!and!Red!
Cross/Crescent!Societies)!demonstrate!
increased!action!and!commitment!to!
address!humanitarian!needs!in!emergencies!
collaboratively!
!
At!least!70%!of!these!actors!commit!to!
maintaining!at!least!one!of!their!
partnerships!beyond!the!end!of!the!
programme,!in!order!to!continue!addressing!
humanitarian!needs!collaboratively.!

Models!of!collaboration!being!tested!contribute!to!improving!
effectiveness!in!preparedness!work.!!
!
Collaborative!mechanisms!created!do!not!reinforce!
systematic!disempowerment!and!exclusion!of!crisis!affected!
populations,!first!responders,!local!and!national!
humanitarian!leadership.!!
!
Platforms,!forums!and!communities!of!practice!actively!
reflect!on!strengths!and!weaknesses!of!different!approaches!
so!that!they!remain!relevant!mechanisms!for!the!
humanitarian!system.!Aspects!of!existing!and!new!
mechanisms!that!don’t!work!can!be!addressed,!and!there!is!
willingness!to!change.!

3.2!!Collaborative!
mechanisms!contribute!to!
improved!learning,!efficiency!
and!coordination!of!DEPP!
stakeholders!for!emergency!
preparedness,!programming!
and!response!

Analysis!of!140!collaboration!stories!and!
project!feedback!indicate!that!collaboration!
has!led!to!improved!learning,!efficiency!and!
coordination!

4.!Improved!
institutional!
arrangements!
and!policy!

environments!so!
that!national!
systems!for!
humanitarian!
response!and!

4.1!Number!of!strategies!
(including!action!plans,!
guidelines!and!tools)!
covering!various!thematic!
areas!adopted!by!national!
and!international!actors!in!a!
range!of!countries!to!achieve!
more!appropriate!
humanitarian!response!for!
crisis!affected!populations!

13!project!level!strategies!(including!
organisational!action!plans,!
guidelines/standards!and!tools)!around!7!
thematic!areas!are!implemented!across!11!
countries!

Strategies!for!advocacy!activities!are!the!correct!ones!suited!
to!the!wider!humanitarian!sector.!!

!
Vulnerable!groups!and!crisis!affected!populations!voices!are!

consistently!integrated!into!influencing!humanitarian!
preparedness.!

!
Initiatives!and!innovation!are!able!to!influence!policy!and!
practice!of!organisations!or!the!wider!humanitarian!sector.!
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preparedness!are!
better!supported!
&!more!suitable!

4.2!DEPP!advocacy!and!
institutional!change!activities!
target!core!humanitarian!
themes!such!as!age!and!
disability,!protection!and!
communicating!with!
communities!

8!core!humanitarian!themes!targeted!
through!advocacy!and!institutional!changes!
activities!

5.!Strengthened!
evidence!base!for!
what!works!to!
help!build!

humanitarian!
capacity!at!scale!

5.1!Evidence!across!the!DEPP!
is!generated!and!captured!
systematically!and!
contributes!to!future!uptake!
of!lessons!learned!to!help!
build!humanitarian!capacity!
at!scale!

At!least!200!learning!resources!that!
promote!the!uptake!of!best!practice!and!
lessons!learned!from!the!DEPP!are!produced!
and!shared,!covering!a!broad!range!of!
preparedness!subject!areas!including!
humanitarian!capacity!building,!resilience!
building,!preparedness!systems,!
humanitarian!surge,!localisation,!
collaboration,!age!and!disability!capacity!
building!and!protection!mainstreaming!
!
Every!DEPP!project!demonstrates!at!least!
one!example!of!significant!adaptive!project!
management!based!on!recommendations!
from!DEPP!learning!resources!on!how!to!
improve!humanitarian!programming.!

Current!problems!and!gaps!in!the!evidence!on!humanitarian!
capacity!building!/enhancement!for!preparedness!can!be!

identified!and!solutions!can!be!facilitated!within!the!
programme.!

!
There!is!willingness!in!identified!countries!and!the!wider!
humanitarian!sector!to!accept!evidence!gathered!to!feed!
back!into!a!range!of!capacityAbuilding/enhancement!efforts!

and!activities.!
!

It!will!be!possible!to!reference!learning!and!evaluations!to!
measure!the!degree!of!uptake!by!projects!and!the!wider!

humanitarian!sector.!
!

New!and!existing!DFID!preparedness!capacity!building!
programmes!design!and/or!implementation!approaches!are!

informed!by!the!evidence!from!DEPP.!
5.2!DEPP!MEL!project!
promotes!generation,!sharing!
and!!use!of!evidence!and!
learning!!

DEPP!MEL!project!provides!project!support!
to!all!other!13!DEPP!projects,!coAcreates!13!
research!pieces!with!DEPP!partners,!
manages!the!DEPP!external!evaluation!in!its!
summative!phase!and!delivers!20!learning!
events!across!9!countries!

6.!Human!
centered!design!
approaches!
tested!and!

implemented!
across!four!

innovations!labs,!
leveraging!nonA
traditional!local!
actors!to!deliver!
preparedness!
approaches!
which!are!
communityA
appropriate,!

leading!to!more!
prepared!and!

engaged!
communities!

6.1!Communities!are!actively!
identified,!engaged!and!
involved!in!all!stages!of!the!
innovations!process!and!
outputs!are!assessed!using!
communityAbased!evaluation!
methods.!!

Relevant!/!user!communities!have!evaluated!
lab!activities!for!relevance!and!usefulness.!
Independent!community!perception!survey!
data!gathered!across!four!labs!to!
complement!contextualised!participatory!
methods!for!coherent!comparisons!and!
reporting.!!

Community!engagement!in!the!design!process!leads!to!
generation!of!new!ideas!and!development!of!more!

appropriate!preparedness!mechanisms.!!
!

Communities!are!motivated!to!remain!engaged!with!the!
innovation!process!because!of!the!value!they!attribute!to!

being!involved!in!developing!more!useful!tools.!!
!

Some!innovations!have!already!been!pioneered,!which!can!
be!identified!and!scaled!up!more!quickly!with!lab!support.!

!
Lab!support!mechanisms!including!training,!funding!and!
multiAsectoral!partnerships!are!adequate!to!progress!

innovations!to!a!point!of!greater!viability.!!
!

Sharing!lessons!learned!with!network!members!contributes!
to!behaviour!change!within!the!sector.!!

6.2!DEPP!Labs!in!the!four!
countries!test,!pilot!and!
support!innovations!through!
an!innovation!process,!
learning!from!which!is!
curated!and!shared!with!the!
broader!network.!

At!least!48!projects!supported!and!tested!
across!the!four!labs.!Scaled!innovations!
evaluated!and!shared!across!four!countries.!
Lessons!learned!about!nonAtraditional!
sector!engagement!and!contextualised!
approaches!to!community!centered!design!
in!emergency!preparedness!shared!across!
the!broader!network.!Final!evaluation!
includes!external!assessment!of!
sustainability,!quality!and!effectiveness!of!
community!led!innovation!processes!by!
relevant!local!innovations!actors.!!

O
U
TC

O
M
ES
*

1.!Increased!and!
strengthened!
emergency!

preparedness!
capacity!in!DEPP!
focus!countries,!
focusing!on!
strengthening!

local!
humanitarian!
capacity!and!
championing!

localisation!in!a!
manner!

consistent!with!
the!Grand!

Bargain!and!the!
World!

1.!Proportion!of!recipients!of!
quality!humanitarian!capacity!
building!activities!that!
demonstrate!improved!
knowledge,!attitudes!or!
behaviours!in!core!
humanitarian!areas!

Out!of!sample!taken!from!13!humanitarian!
capacity!building!programmes,!70%!will!
demonstrate!increased!knowledge,!
attitudes!and!behaviours!

One!assumption!is!that!training!staff!will!result!in!increased!
organisational!preparedness!A!we!have!tried!to!address!this!
by!including!one!indicator!around!staff!knowledge!(Indicator!
1)!and!1!around!NGO!reports!of!capacity!strengthen!
(Indicator!4)!
!
Coordination!mechanisms!and!preparedness!systems!are!
well!integrated!into!organisations!and!staff!receive!adequate!
training.!
!
Strategies!to!accomplish!institutional!change!are!both!
diverse,!flexible!and!easy!to!integrate!into!existing!
programming,!with!appropriate!support!and!training!
provided.!

2.!DEPP!coordination!
mechanisms!and!
preparedness!systems!
promote!efficient!response!
to!emergencies,!with!clear!
policies!and!procedures!and!
institutional!support!

Feedback!on!100%!of!pilot!mechanisms!and!
systems!indicates!that!70%!of!a!sample!of!
stakeholders!report!increased!
preparedness,!and!that!the!surrounding!
policies!and!procedures!are!adequate.!
!
Analysis!from!a!DEPP!return!on!investment!
study!demonstrates!that!DEPP!systems!
promote!efficient!response!to!emergencies.!
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Humanitarian!
Summit! 3.!DEPP!agencies,!with!a!

particular!emphasis!on!local!
and!national!NGOs,!
implement!strategies!which!
result!in!improved!
programming!for!
humanitarian!preparedness!

All!DEPP!agencies!demonstrate!improved!
humanitarian!programming!(including!
policies,!plans!and!learning)!
!
L/NNGOs!supported!by!DEPP!report!more!
increased!capacity!to!prepare!for!and!
respond!to!disasters!than!sample!of!
L/NNGOs!not!supported!by!DEPP!

IM
PA

CT
*

1.!DEPP!reduces!
suffering!and!
delivers!better!
humanitarian!

services,!through!
improved!

preparedness,!for!
people!around!

the!globe!
affected!by!
disasters!and!
emergencies!

1.!Reduction!in!the!number!
of!lives!lost,!affected!
communities!and!economic!
losses!due!to!improved!
preparedness!in!10!DEPP!
focus!countries!!

In!2017!the!number!of!reported!deaths,!
total!people!affected,!and!economic!losses!
due!to!natural!disasters!in!10!DEPP!
countries!is!reduced!from!the!previous!year!

More!direct!funding!to!local!NGOs,!as!well!as!more!funding!
into!disaster!preparedness,!will!result!in!faster!and!more!
efficient!response!on!the!ground.!
!
It!is!assumed!that!for!indicator!1!that!in!line!with!WHS!
guidelines,!all!agencies!will!selfAreport!annually!against!
commitments.!
!
Reductions!in!overall!numbers!of!lives!lost!and!economic!
damages!in!the!10!DEPP!focus!countries!are!primarily!due!to!
humanitarian!and!government!initiatives,!although!annual!
and!seasonal!fluctuations!in!the!severity!and!number!of!
disasters!also!play!a!role.!
!
Note:!For!impact!indicator!2!the!data!is!on!a!global!level!A!it!
was!not!possible!to!disaggregate!by!DEPP!country.!Also,!the!
DAC!codes!for!reporting!funds!committed!to!disaster!
prevention!and!preparedness!will!change!in!the!upcoming!
year,!so!that!may!affect!data!consistency!across!milestones.!
!
Note:!The!data!for!Indicator!1!is!available!disaggregated!by!
country.!!

2.!Humanitarian!actors,!
including!NGOs!and!
governments,!invest!more!in!
emergency!preparedness!
programming!to!ensure!that!
response!to!crises!are!better!
anticipated!and!planned!
!

The!total!amount!of!global!official!
humanitarian!assistance!reported!as!
committed!to!disaster!prevention!and!
preparedness!in!2017!is!USD!2500m!

Table*1.2:*DEPP*Programme*Level*Log*Frame*(implemented*starting*August*2017)*

!
!
The*DEPP*External*Evaluation*!
!
Purpose*
The! threeAyear!external,! independent!evaluation! included!process! and!performance!as!well! as! impact!
evaluations.!!The!overall!aims!of!the!independent!evaluation!are:!!
*

1) to*improve*programme*effectiveness*and*enhance*learning;*and*
2) to* assess* the* extent* to* which* the* DEPP* overall* has* provided* an* efficient* and* effective*

approach*to*strengthening*response*capacity.!!
!
The!research!design!for!the!evaluation!was!guided!by!a!set!of!questions!and!methodological!approach!
outlined! in! the! Terms! of! Reference! (ToR)! (Annex! 4).! The! evaluation! used! a!mixed!methods! design! in!
order!to!capture!a!comprehensive!picture!of!the!DEPP’s!effectiveness.!The!evaluation!was!conducted!in!
four!phases! (inception,! formative,! interim,! and! summative!phases).! The!detailed!methodology! can!be!
found!in!Chapter!2.!!*
!
The! focus! of! the! evaluation! is! the! programme! level,! and! it! is! important! to! note! that! individual!
evaluations! of! the! 14! individual! projects! are! not! within! the! remit! of! this! evaluation.! The! evaluation!
serves!to!provide!accountability!and!learning!for!programme,!project!and!external!stakeholders.!These!
stakeholders!include!DEPP!project!consortia!members,!DEPP!beneficiaries,!programme!and!project!level!
staff,!as!well!as!external!stakeholders!from!humanitarian!NGOs,!international!organisations,!the!UN,!and!
governments.!!
!
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The!evaluation’s!inception!phase!was!completed!in!January!201631.!The!inception!phase!report!reviewed!
the!DEPP! theory! of! change,! and! presented! the! refined! evaluation!methodology! and! its! limitations! as!
well!as! the!process! for! selecting!countries! for! targeted! intensive!data!collection!during! the! formative,!
interim,! and! summative! phases! of! the! evaluation.! The! evaluation’s! formative! phase! focused! on!
relevance! of! programme! outputs! and! the! efficiency! and! effectiveness! of! programme! delivery.! The!
formative!phase!report,!completed!in!May!201732,!assessed!the!programme!design!stage!(2011!to!early!
2015),! the! programme! implementation! stage! (October! 2014! to!March! 2017),! and! presented! baseline!
quantitative! indicators! related! to!knowledge,!attitudes,!exposure! to! the!DEPP,!and!preparedness.! The!
interim! phase! report! was! completed! in! October! 2017! and! presented! perceived! programme!
implementation! and! outputs! (October! 2014AOctober! 2017),! shortAterm! outcome! changes,! as! well! as!
progress! since! the! formative! phase! evaluation! report! and! adoption! of! formative! phase!
recommendations.! The! interim! report! also! aimed! to! identify! current! gaps! and! emerging! successes! in!
programme!implementation!and!to!provide!guidance!to!DEPP!stakeholders!about!how!to! improve!the!
potential!effectiveness!of!the!DEPP!and!evidence!to!inform!future!similar!programmes.!!
!
The!summative!phase!report!presents!the!cumulative!findings!from!all!phases!of!the!external!evaluation!
from!November!2015!to!May!2018.!The!aim!of!the!summative!phase!is!to!assess!intermediate!outcomes!
and! preliminary! indicators! of! likelihood! of! impact.! Findings! are! organised! in! five! main! sections! that!
correspond! to! the! key! evaluation! questions:! 1)! Relevance! and! Validity! of! Design;! 2)! Relevance! and!
Effectiveness! of! the! interventions;! 3)! Effectiveness! of! Management! Arrangements! (in! relation! to!
collaboration);! 4)! Efficiency! and! Value! for! Money! (VFM);! 5)! Sustainability! of! the! Intervention! and!
Likelihood!of!Impact!of!the!Programme.!*

*
Evaluation*Criteria*and*Questions!
!
As!per!the!evaluation!ToR,!the!evaluation!was!designed!based!on!five!criteria!which!were!adapted!from!
the! Development! Assistance! Committee’s! (DAC)! principles! for! Evaluating! Development! Assistance:!
relevance! and! fulfilment! of! objectives,! efficiency,! effectiveness,! impact! and! sustainability 33 .! The!
evaluation! gathered! and! analysed! data! in! order! to! answer! the! five! key! evaluation! questions! and!
associated! subAquestions! presented! below.! More! detailed! DEPPAspecific! evaluation! criteria! and!
questions!are!included!in!Annex!5.!
!
!
!
!
*
*
*
*

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
31!Evaluation!of!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!(DEPP)!Programme:!Inception!Phase!Report,!Feb!18,!2016.!Pham!
P,!Sharma!V,!Scott,!J,!Gleason,!K,!Gibbons,!N.!!
32!Sharma,!V,!Hémono!R,!Scott!J,!Gibbons!N,!Shah!V,!Gleason!K,!Yang!N,!Haviland!M,!Pham!P.!!(2017)!The!Disasters!and!
Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme!Evaluation:!Formative!Phase!Report,!May!3,!2017.!Harvard!Humanitarian!Initiative.!
33!The!DAC!Principles!for!the!Evaluation!of!Development!Assistance,!OECD!(1991),!Glossary!of!Terms!Used!in!Evaluation,!in!
'Methods!and!Procedures!in!Aid!Evaluation',!OECD!(1986),!and!the!Glossary!of!Evaluation!and!Results!Based!Management!
(RBM)!Terms,!OECD!(2000).!
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Evaluation$Question$1:$Relevance$&$Validity$of$Design$
$

$

1. T o $ w h a t $ e x t e n t $ a r e $ t h e $ o b j e c t i v e s $ o f $ t h e $ p r o g r a mm e $

i n t e r v e n t i o n $ c o n s i s t e n t $ w i t h $ s t a k e h o l d e r s ' $ r e q u i r e m e n t s $ a n d $ t h e $

p r o g r a m m e $ d e s i g n $ l o g i c a l $ a n d $ c o h e r e n t ?  
 

a.  Has$the$programme$targeted$the$right$people$in$the$right$places?$

$

b.  To$what$extent$does$the$programme$design$(theory$of$change)$support$the$projects’$design$

(log$frame)?$

$

c .  In$what$ways$was$the$programme$design$process$participatory?$$Were$project$beneficiaries$

adequately$engaged$before,$during$and$after?$

$

d.  To$what$extent$was$the$programme$design$logical$and$coherent?$

$

i .  Were$the$objectives$of$the$programme$clear,$realistic$and$likely$to$be$achieved$within$

the$established$time$schedule$and$with$the$allocated$resources$(including$human$

resources)?$$$

$

e .  Have$prioritised$target$groups$(people$with$disabilities,$older$people)$and$gender$aspects$been$
taken$into$consideration$in$the$programme$design?$

$

$

!
Evaluation$Question$2:$Relevance$&$Effectiveness$of$ Interventions$

$

$

2. I n $ w h a t $ w a y s $ h a v e $ D E P P $ c a p a c i t y $ b u i l d i n g $ p r o g r a m m e s $

s t r e n g t h e n e d $ p r e p a r e d n e s s $ a n d $ r e s p o n s e $ c a p a c i t y $ a m o n g s t $

p a r t i c i p a n t s ?  
 

a.  What$delivery$mechanisms$are$working$effectively$and$why?$

$

b.  To$what$extent$is$DEPP$contributing$to$greater$preparedness$and$response$among$local$

organisations$and$communities?$$

$

i .  Has$local$capacity$to$respond$to$disasters$changed$since$the$start$of$DEPP?$If$yes,$how$

has$it$changed?$If$not,$why$not?$

$

i i .  Has$DEPP$led$to$improved$knowledge$and$understanding$of$best$practices$relating$to$

disaster$and$emergency$preparedness$and$response?$If$yes,$in$what$ways?$

$

*
*
*
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*
*
*
Evaluation$Question$3:$Effectiveness$of$Management$Arrangements$

$

$

3. T o $ w h a t $ e x t e n t $ w a s $ t h e $ p r o g r a mm e ’ s $ t h e o r y $ t h a t $ c a p a c i t y $

d e v e l o p m e n t $ i s $ m o r e $ e f f e c t i v e $ w h e n $ u n d e r t a k e n $ a s $ a $ m u l t i b

a g e n c y $ c o l l a b o r a t i v e $ a p p r o a c h $ p r o v e n ? $
 

a.  Is$the$“collaborative”$approach$of$multibstakeholder$platforms$an$effective$delivery$mechanism?$

$

b.  Focusing$on$coalitions,$partnerships,$and$connectedness$–$what$can$be$said$about$the$effects$of$
strengthened$networks?$$

$

c .  What$have$been$the$main$patterns$of$collaboration,$and$the$benefits$and$disadvantages$of$

informal$vs.$formal$collaboration?$

$

d.  What$unique$contribution$did$collaborative$relationships$and$“multibstakeholder$platforms”$

make$towards$deepening$crossbprogramme$learning?$

$
*
*
*

Evaluation$Question$4:$Eff ic iency$and$Value$for$Money$(VFM)$$
$

$

4. H o w $ e c o n o m i c a l l y $ h a v e $ r e s o u r c e s $ / $ i n p u t s $ ( f u n d s $ / $ e x p e r t i s e $ / $

t i m e ) $ b e e n $ c o n v e r t e d $ t o $ r e s u l t s ? $ T o $ w h a t $ e x t e n t $ d o e s $

p r e p a r e d n e s s $ i m p r o v e $ t h e $ e f f i c i e n c y $ o f $ h u m a n i t a r i a n $ r e s p o n s e ? $ $
 

a.  Have$resources$(funds,$human$resources,$time,$expertise,$etc.)$been$allocated$

strategically$to$achieve$the$programme$objectives?$$

$

b.  Have$resources$been$used$efficiently?$In$general,$do$the$results$achieved$justify$the$
costs?$Could$the$same$results$be$attained$with$fewer$resources?$

$

c .  Have$the$programme$funds$and$activities$been$delivered$in$a$timely$manner?$

$
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
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Evaluation$Question$5:$Sustainabil ity$of$the$Intervention$&$

Likel ihood$of$ Impact$of$the$Programme$
$

$

5. T o $ w h a t $ e x t e n t $ a n d $ i n $ w h a t $ w a y s $ h a v e $ t h e $ b e n e f i t s $ o f $ t h e $

p r o g r a m m e $ b e c o m e $ e m b e d d e d ? $  
 

a.  What$contribution$has$the$programme$made$in$strengthening$national$preparedness$

systems?$$

$

b.  Has$the$programme$taken$into$consideration$prioritised$target$groups$(people$with$

disabilities,$older$people,$women,$children$and$youth)?$What$contribution$has$the$

programme$made$in$strengthening$inclusion$of$target$groups$and$gender$aspects$at$the$

level$of$national$and$local$institutions?$$

$

c .  In$what$ways$has$DEPP$influenced$institutional$and$policy$environments?$

$

d.  What$is$perceived$(qualitative$analysis)$to$be$the$be$the$most$significant$change$

attributed$to$the$DEPP$and$why?$

$
!
!
Evaluation*Timeline*
!
The!external!evaluation!had!four!phases:!an!inception!phase!during!which!the!evaluation!framework!and!
methodology! were! designed;! a! formative! phase! to! evaluate! the! implementation! of! the! DEPP! by!
assessing! the! relevance! of! outputs! and! the! efficiency! and! effectiveness! of! programme! delivery;! an!
interim!phase!to!assess!shortAterm!outcomes;!and!a!summative!phase!to!assess!intermediate!outcomes!
and!preliminary!indicators!of!likelihood!of!impact.!A!modified!timeline!was!approved!by!the!evaluation!
steering! committee! due! to! delays! in! contracting! local! research! partners,! securing! local! approvals! and!
challenges!with!data!collection!due!to!areas!of!insecurity.!!
!

Phase* Objective* Duration*
Actual*End*
Date**

Inception!! Finalise!evaluation!methodology! 8!Months! May!2016*!

Formative! Assess!relevance!of!programme!outputs!and!efficiency!
and!effectiveness!of!delivery! 12!Months! May!2017*!

Interim!
Assess!shortAterm!outcomes!delivered!by!the!
programme!and!reflect!on!programme!management!
process!

6!Months! October!2018!

Summative! Assess!intermediate!outcomes!and!preliminary!
indicators!of!likelihood!of!impact! 7!Months! May!2018!

Table!1.3:!External!Evaluation!Phases,!Objectives!and!Timeline!
*!Revised!end!date!
! !
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!

EVALUATION*DESIGN*
!
*
Evaluation*methodology*
!
The! evaluation! team’s! approach! used! a!mixed!methods! design!with! quantitative! and! qualitative! data!
collection,! including! organisational! level! assessments! and! community! level! assessments,! an! economic!
Value! for! Money! (VFM)! assessment,! analysis! of! humanitarian! preparedness! and! response! networks,!
humanitarian! response! assessment/case! studies,! observation! and! site! visits,! and! document! review.!
Findings!from!these!data!sources!were!triangulated!to!address!the!five!main!evaluation!questions!and!
their!subAquestions.!As!per!the!evaluation!ToR,!the!evaluation!framework!was!developed!based!on!the!
Development!Assistance!Committee’s!(DAC)!Principles!for!Evaluating!Development!Assistance,!with!the!
aim! to! improve! future! aid! policies! and! programmes! and! to! provide! a! basis! for! accountability.34!The!
framework!which!outlines! the!evaluation!questions!and! their! corresponding! indicators! is!presented! in!
Table! 2.1! below.! Data! were! collected! throughout! the! four! phases! of! the! evaluation! against! the!
evaluation! framework,! and! included! all! indicators! included! below.! These! indicators! are! presented!
throughout!this!report!to!answer!the!corresponding!evaluation!questions35.!
!

Evaluation*Design* Measures*

Main*Evaluation*
Question* Secondary*Evaluation*Questions*

DEPP*Programme*
Objective*/*Element*of*
Theory*of*Change*

Indicators*

1.*Relevance*and*validity*of*design*

To!what!extent!are!the!
objectives!of!the!
programme!intervention!
consistent!with!
stakeholders'!
requirements!and!the!
programme!design!logical!
and!coherent?!

•!Has!the!programme!targeted!the!right!people!in!the!
right!places?!
•!To!what!extent!does!the!programme!design!(theory!of!
change)!support!the!projects’!design!(log!frame)? 
•!In!what!ways!was!the!programme!design!process!
participatory?!!Were!project!beneficiaries!adequately!
engaged!before,!during!and!after? 
•!To!what!extent!was!the!programme!design!logical!and!
coherent?!!
•!Were!the!objectives!of!the!programme!clear,!realistic!
and!likely!to!be!achieved!within!the!established!time!
schedule!and!with!the!allocated!resources!(including!
human!resources)?!! 
•!Have!prioritised!target!groups!(people!with!disabilities,!
older!people)!and!gender!aspects!been!taken!into!
consideration!in!the!programme!design?!

Problem*Statement*
(Theory*of*Change):*In!the!
context!of!rising!need,!
insufficient!preparedness!
systems!and![few]!people!
with!the!right!knowledge,!
attitudes!and!skills!are!
available!to!ensure!
effective!delivery!of!
assistance,!particularly!at!
the!national!level.*

•Number!of!capacity!development!programmes!
developed!and!implemented! 
•Number!of!national!staff!and!counterparts!trained 
•Number!of!platforms!established!
•Number!of!learning!events!held! 
•Number!of!reports!/!case!studies!developed!and!
shared 
•Increased!advocacy!to!strengthen!policy!and!
practice 
•Number!of!projects!with!government!involvement 
•Number!of!hazard,!risk,!and!early!warning!systems!
developed/improved!!!
•Stakeholder!perspectives!on!DEPP!design!process,!
objectives,!resourcing!and!prioritised!groups!!

2.*Relevance*and*Effectiveness*of*the*Interventions*

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
34!The!DAC!Principles!for!the!Evaluation!of!Development!Assistance,!OECD!(1991),!Glossary!of!Terms!Used!in!Evaluation,!in!
'Methods!and!Procedures!in!Aid!Evaluation',!OECD!(1986),!and!the!Glossary!of!Evaluation!and!Results!Based!Management!
(RBM)!Terms,!OECD!(2000).!
35!For!example,!evaluation!question!two!in!the!framework!below!is!associated!with!indicators!on!knowledge!(improved!
knowledge!on!core!humanitarian!competencies,!disaster!preparedness,!humanitarian!response,!on!ageing,!disability!and!
VAWG).!These!are!presented!in!chapter!four,!the!chapter!corresponding!to!this!evaluation!question!(see!Figure!4.6)!
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In!what!ways!have!DEPP!
capacity!building!
programmes!
strengthened!response!
capacity!amongst!
participants?!

•!What!delivery!mechanisms!are!working!effectively!and!
why? 
•!To!what!extent!is!DEPP!contributing!to!greater!
preparedness!and!response!among!local!organisations!
and!communities?! 
•!Has!local!capacity!to!respond!to!disasters!changed!since!
the!start!of!DEPP?!If!yes,!how!has!it!changed?!If!not,!why!
not.!
•!Has!DEPP!led!to!improved!knowledge!and!
understanding!of!best!practices!relating!to!disaster!and!
emergency!preparedness!and!response?!If!yes,!in!what!
ways?!

Objective*1:*To!improve!
knowledge!and!
understanding!of!people!in!
the!system!regarding!best!
practice!for!humanitarian!
preparedness!and!response!*

Stakeholder*perspectives*on*effective*delivery*
mechanisms*
*
Improved*knowledge*and*skills*of*national*staff*
and*counterparts*in*best*practices*for*
humanitarian*preparedness*and*response*
•Improved!knowledge!on!core!humanitarian!
competencies,!disaster!preparedness,!
humanitarian!response!
•Improved!knowledge!on!ageing,!disability!and!
VAWG!
!
Improved*preparedness*among*organisations*and*
communities*
•Improved!perceived!level!of!preparedness!of!
humanitarian!staff!to!respond!to!a!disaster!!
•!Improved!perceived!level!of!preparedness!of!
organisations!to!respond!to!a!disaster!
•Improved!perceived!level!of!preparedness!of!
community!to!respond!to!disaster!
•Improved!community!access!to!early!warning!
alerts!
•improved!actual!level!of!organisational!
preparedness!to!respond!to!disasters!
(organisational!preparedness!score)!
•!Vulnerability!index!/!Community!preparedness!
score!
*
#*and*types*of*disasters*organisations*responded*
to*in*the*previous*12*months,*and*types*of*
response*activities*
!
Improved*delivery*of*humanitarian*assistance*
during*a*humanitarian*response*!
•Improved!perceptions!of!humanitarian!staff!on!
their!own!performance!during!a!previous!response!
•Improved!perceptions!of!humanitarian!staff!on!
their!own!ability!to!respond!to!a!disaster!in!the!
future!
•Improved!perceptions!on!organisations’!
performance!during!a!previous!response!
•Improved!perceptions!on!organisations’!ability!to!
respond!to!a!disaster!in!the!future!
•Improved!satisfaction!of!community!members!
with!previous!response!to!a!disaster!
•Increased!speed!of!response!
•Increased!collaboration!during!response!

3.*Effectiveness*of*Management*Arrangements**

To!what!extent!was!the!
programme's!theory!that!
capacity!development!is!
more!effective!when!
undertaken!as!a!multiA
agency!collaborative!
approach!proven?!

•!Is!the!‘collaborative’!approach!of!multiAstakeholder!
platforms!an!effective!delivery!mechanism?!
•!Focusing!on!coalitions,!partnerships!and!connectedness!
–!what!can!be!said!about!the!effects!of!strengthened!
networks? 
•!What!have!been!the!main!patterns!of!collaboration,!
and!the!benefits!and!disadvantages!of!informal!vs.!formal!
collaboration?!
•!What!unique!contribution!did!collaborative!
relationships!and!‘multiAstakeholder!platforms’!make!
toward!deepening!crossAprogramme!learning?!

Objective*2:!To!increase!
the!number!of!coalitions!
and!partnerships!
developed!

Increased*number*of*networks*and*coalitions*
formed!!
•Increased!network!size!!
•Increased!links!per!node!
•Increased!network!density!
•Number!of!2nd!degree,!3rd!degree!connections!
!
Increased*collaboration*and*strength*of*
connections*
•Increased!number!of!collaboration!areas!
•Increased!frequency!of!collaboration!
•Increased!strength!of!connections!
•Stakeholder!perceptions!on!collaboration!
•Types!of!benefits!/!disadvantages!of!informal!and!
formal!collaboration!
!
Emerging*evidence*base*for*what*works*in*
building*humanitarian*capacity!
•Number!and!types!of!learning!documents!
generated!and!shared!
•Sharing!and!use!of!evidence!and!lessons!across!
DEPP!projects!and!externally!

4.*Efficiency*and*Value*for*Money*(VFM)*
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How,!economically,!have!
resources/!inputs!(funds,!
expertise,!time!etc.)!been!
converted!to!results?!To!
what!extent!does!
preparedness!improve!the!
efficiency!of!humanitarian!
response?!

•!Have!resources!(funds,!human!resources,!time,!
expertise,!etc.)!been!allocated!strategically!to!achieve!the!
programme!objectives? 
•!Have!resources!been!used!efficiently?!In!general,!do!the!
results!achieved!justify!the!costs?!Could!the!same!results!
be!attained!with!fewer!resources?!
•!Have!programme!funds!and!activities!been!delivered!in!
a!timely!manner?!

All*DEPP*Objectives*

4*'E'*Framework!
•Economy 
•Effectiveness 
•Efficiency 
•Equity!
!
•Percent!of!budget!allocation!to!programme!
management!costs,!M&E,!NPACs!
•Timeliness!of!delivery!of!funds!and!activities!
•Cost!per!activity!and!results!areas!
•Stakeholder!perspectives!on!VFM,!delivery!of!
funds!

5.*Sustainability*and*likelihood*of*impact*

To!what!extent!and!in!
what!ways!have!the!
benefits!of!the!
programme!become!
embedded?!

•!What!contribution!has!the!programme!made!in!
strengthening!national!preparedness!systems? 
•!Has!the!programme!taken!into!consideration!prioritised!
target!groups!(people!with!disabilities,!older!people,!
women,!children!and!youth)?!What!contribution!has!the!
programme!made!in!strengthening!inclusion!of!target!
groups!and!gender!aspects!at!the!level!of!national!and!
local!institutions?!!
•!In!what!ways!has!DEPP!influenced!institutional!and!
policy!environments? 
•!What!is!perceived!(qualitative!analysis)!to!be!the!most!
significant!change!attributed!to!DEPP,!and!why?!

Objective*3:!To!improve!
institutional!and!policy!
environments!for!building!
humanitarian!capacity.!!
!
Objective*4:!To!improve!
preparedness!systems!for!
communities!at!risk!of!
disaster.!
!
Objective*5:!Strengthened!
evidence!base!for!what!
works!to!help!build!
humanitarian!capacity!at!
scale*

Improved*national*preparedness*systems*
•Stakeholder!perceptions!on!strengthened!national!
preparedness!systems!
*
Inclusion*of*vulnerable*groups*
•Percentage!of!organisations!with!inclusion!policies!
•Perceived!inclusion!during!organisational!
preparedness!activities*
•Perceived!inclusion!during!organisational!
response!activities*
•Perceived!inclusion!in!community!preparedness!
plans*
!
Improved*institutional*environment/*
arrangements!
•Perceived!individual!influence!with!organisation!
•Perceived!influence!of!organisations!on!
institutional!&!policy!environment!
•Perceived!influence!of!organisation!on!national!
preparedness!systems!
•Inclusiveness!of!organisational!policy!towards!
L/NNGOs!
•Change!in!organisational!policy!on!working!with!
L/NNGOs*
!
!
Most*significant*change!
•Stakeholder!perspectives!on!most!significant!
change!attributed!to!the!DEPP*

Table*2.4:*Evaluation*framework*containing*key*evaluation*questions,*corresponding*DEPP*programme*objective*and*
indicators*

!
Due!to!limited!resources,!the!evaluation!was!designed!to!conduct!inAperson!data!collection!in!a!subset!
of! DEPP! countries,! and! remote! data! collection! among! the! remaining! DEPP! countries.! The! evaluation!
methodology!therefore!included:!
!

1) An! intensive! set!of! evaluation!activities!with!onAsite!data! collection! in! a! subset!of!DEPP! focus!
countries!(Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines)!!
!

2) A!minimum!set!of!evaluation!activities!including!online!data!collection!that!took!place!across!all!
ten!DEPP! countries! for! qualitative! data,! and! in! five! nonAintensive! set! countries! (South! Sudan,!
Bangladesh,! Pakistan,! Jordan,! and!DRC).! There!were!no!DEPP!activities! in!Mozambique!at! the!
time!of!data!collection,!therefore!data!were!not!collected!as!part!of!the!minimum!set.!

!
The!intensive!and!minimum!set!of!evaluation!activities,!as!well!as!the!other!data!collection!sources!and!
their!respective!study!locations,!are!described!in!more!detail!below.!

!
Data!were!collected!at!two!time!points!that!were!roughly!12!months!apart–!time!point!1!(T1)!during!the!
formative!phase!of!the!evaluation,!and!time!point!2!(T2)!in!the!interim!phase,!in!order!to!assess!changes!
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over!time.!A!true!baseline!was!not!possible!given!that!the!evaluation!team!was!selected!and!contracted!
after!the!start!of!the!DEPP!projects.!As!such,!data!collection!in!T1,!which!serves!as!the!first!data!point!in!
the! evaluation! and! a! comparison! for! T2! data! collection,! took! place! after! DEPP! activities! had! already!
begun! for!most! projects.! The!potential! effects! of! this! lack! of! a! true! baseline! are! described! in! greater!
detail!in!the!limitations!section.!Data!from!relevant!comparison!groups!were!collected!where!possible.!!
!
!
Country*Selection*for*Intensive*Set*Evaluation*Activities*
*
Of! the! ten! DEPP! countries,! the! external! evaluation! team! initially! aimed! to! select! three! countries! for!
targeted!data!collection!as!part!of! the! intensive! set!evaluation!activities.!During! the!country! selection!
process,! a! number! of! key! criteria!were! identified! and! applied.! These! include! the! selection! criteria! as!
defined!in!Table!2.2.!To!ensure!diversity!of!geographic!regions,!types!of!humanitarian!crises,!inclusion!of!
both! CDAC! and! START! Network! projects! and! a! range! of! types! of! targeted! beneficiaries! including!
community! level! direct! beneficiaries,! the! evaluation! team! opted! to! expand! the! number! of! countries!
selected!from!three!to!five.!Additional!criteria!that!factored!into!the!decisionAmaking!process! included!
ensuring!the!inclusion!of!several!countries!with!a!high!likelihood!of!an!upcoming!disaster!or!emergency!
to!permit!potential!assessment!of!outcomes!related!to!real!emergency!situations.!In!addition,!the!team!
sought!to! include!countries!with!varying!numbers!of!DEPP!projects!and!different!project!combinations!
to!permit!study!of!whether!these!factors!influence!network!formation!and!outcome!changes.!
!
Country*Selection*Criteria* Consideration*
Geographic*Region* Ensured!adequate!regional!representation!of!DEPP!projects!
Types*of*Humanitarian*
Crisis**

Considered!types!of!humanitarian!crises!including!armed!conflict,!natural!disasters!
famine,!and!epidemics!

Inclusion*of*CDAC*and*
START*Network*Projects*

Included!CDAC!and!START!Network!projects!

DEPP*Funds*Allocated*to*
Country*

DEPP!funds!allocated!to!each!country!were!estimated!based!on!available!project!
budgets.!Countries!with!less!than!and!greater!than!the!average!(10%)!allocation!
were!included!

Level*of*Direct*
Beneficiaries*(Household,*
Community,*Organisation*
etc)*

Assessed!the!types!of!direct!beneficaries!at!project!and!country!level.!!Given!that!
few!DEPP!projects!directly!target!communities,!it!was!important!to!include!
countries!with!community!level!direct!beneficiaries!

Likelihood*of*Upcoming*
Disaster*or*Emergency*

While!this!was!difficult!to!predict,!the!evaluation!team!considered!countries!that!
had!a!high!likelihood!of!a!disaster!or!emergency!occurring!during!the!DEPP!
timeline!as!this!would!allow!for!assessment!of!outcomes!during!a!disaster!or!
emergency!situation!

Contextual*Factors* Accounted!for!unique!contextual!factors!such!as!social,!economic,!political!factors!
to!ensure!that!selected!countries!represented!a!diverse!range!of!contexts!

Number*of*DEPP*Projects*
and*Project*Combination*
in*Country**

Assessed!number!of!DEPP!projects!and!the!specific!combination!of!projects!in!each!
country.!The!final!cohort!of!selected!countries!included!countries!with!different!
numbers!of!DEPP!projects!and!different!project!combinations!

Table*2.5:*Criteria*for*Selecting*Countries*for*Intensive_Set*Evaluation*Activities!

Using! the! selection! criteria,! five! DEPP! countries! were! selected! for! intensive! data! collection.! These!
included!Kenya!(Africa!region,!high!number!of!DEPP!projects),!Ethiopia*(Africa!region,!medium!number!
of!DEPP!projects),!the!Philippines!(Asia!region,!medium!number!of!DEPP!projects),!and!Myanmar* (Asia!
region,! low! number! of! DEPP! projects)! (see! Table! 2.3).! The! fifth! country! selected! was! South! Sudan.!
However,!due!to!increased!violence!beginning!in!July!2016!which!significantly!affected!the!DEPP!projects!
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operating! in!that!country!and!required!evacuation!of!their!staff!members,! intensive!set!data!were!not!
collected!in!South!Sudan.!After!discussions!with!the!CDAC!and!Protection!in!Practice!projects!operating!
in! South! Sudan,! and! close!monitoring!of! the! security! situation,! in!October! 2016,! the! evaluation! team!
revised! the!methodology! for!data!collection.! Instead!of!onAsite!data!collection!as! initially!planned!and!
outlined!in!the!inception!report,!data!regarding!South!Sudan!was!collected!as!part!of!the!minimum!set!
evaluation! activities! and! through! an! inAdepth! case! study.! As! the! CDAC! project! eventually! shifted! its!
programming! to! the! Philippines,! the! final! four! intensive! set! countries! were! still! able! to! ensure!
representation!of!all!14!DEPP!projects!within!the!evaluation!(see!Table!2.3).*
!
!
!

** ** Ethiopia* Kenya* Myanmar* Philippines*

D
EP

P*
Pr
oj
ec
t*
*

Public!Health!Emergencies!Preparedness!in!Gambella! !! !! !! !!
Strengthening!Disaster!Preparedness!in!Ethiopia! !! !! !! !!

Strengthening!Emergency!Preparedness!Systems!in!
Myanmar!

!! !! !! !!

Urban!Early!Warning,!Early!Action! !! !! !! !!
Learning!Project!! !! !! !! !!
Financial!Enablers! !! !! !! !!
CDAC! !! !! !! !!
Shifting!the!Power! !! !! !! !!
Talent!Development! !! !! !! !!
Transforming!Surge!Capacity! !! !! !! !!
Protection!in!Practice! !! ** !! !!
Alert! !! !! !! !!
Age!and!Disability!Capacity!Building! !! !! !! !!

Linking!Preparedness!Response!and!Resilience! !! !! !! !!
* Total*Number*of*Projects*(at*end*of*DEPP)* 5* 7* 4* 7*

Ke
y*
Se
le
ct
io
n*

Cr
ite

ria
*

Geographic!Region! Africa! Africa! Asia! Asia!
Inclusion!of!CDAC!and!START!Network!Projects! START! START! START! CDAC!&!

START!
Direct!Community!Level!Beneficiaries! Yes! Yes! Yes! No!
DEPP!Funds!Allocated!to!Country!(Estimated!based!on!
available!project!budgets)! >10%! >10%! <10%! >10%!

Number!of!DEPP!Projects!at!time!of!country!selection*! 5! 7! 3! 5!
Table*2.6:*Intensive_Set*Country*Selection*Matrix!
*There!were!some!changes!in!the!implementation!countries!over!the!course!of!the!DEPP.!!

!
!
Contexts*of*Intensive*Set*Evaluation*Countries*
*
As!intended,!the!final!four!intensive!set!countries!are!diverse!and!have!very!different!disaster!profiles!
and!contexts!as!detailed!in!the!boxes!on!the!next!pages.!These!contexts!influence!the!implementation!of!
the!projects!and,!to!some!degree,!what!can!be!achieved!in!each!setting.!Therefore,!analysis!of!the!
country!level!findings!takes!into!account!the!country!specific!contexts.!
!
!
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Philippines*
!
The!Philippines!is!at!great!risk!for!natural!
disasters 36 !due! to! its! wideAranging!
terrain,! vast! coastline,! and! position! on!

the! “Ring! of! Fire,”! an! arc! of! active! volcanoes! in! the!
Pacific! Ocean! basin! that! make! this! one! of! the! most!
active! and! unpredictable! geographical! areas! in!
Southeast! Asia. 37 , 38 !Typhoons,! earthquakes,! floods,!
volcanic!eruptions,! landslides,!and! fires,!are!examples!
of!common!natural!disasters,!with!roughly!6A7!tropical!
cyclones! causing! significant! damage! annually,! out! of!
an! average! of! 22! occurrences.39,40!ManAmade! threats!
include!climate!change,!an!overuse!of!coastal,!marine,!
and! forest! resource,! and! forced! displacement! due! to!
occasional!conflicts!in!Mindanao.41,42,43!

!
There! is! a! strong! presence! of! local! NGOs! and! civil!
society! organisations! (CSOs)! involved! in! humanitarian!
work! in! the! Philippines.! OCHA! also! maintains! a! subA
office! in! Cotabato! City,! in! order! to!monitor! different!
aspects! of! an! emergency,! such! as! the! number! of!
internally!displaced!persons!(IDP)!and!their!evacuation!
and! transition! sites,! as! well! as! connect! with! various!
stakeholders,! including! local! government,! UN!
agencies,! and! NGOs.44!With! regards! to! government!
disaster! risk! reduction! (DRR),! the! National! Disaster!
Risk! Reduction! and! Management! Council! (NDRRMC)!
functions!as! the! lead!agency! for!DRR!preparation!and!
actions. 45 !Other! arms! of! the! government! that! are!
directly!involved!in!disaster!relief!include!the!Office!of!
Civil!Defense!(OCD),!the!Department!of!Social!Welfare!
and! Development! (DSWD)! (which! leads! immediate!
disaster! relief! effects),! and! the! Armed! Forces! of! the!
Philippines!(AFP).46!

* Myanmar*
!
The!humanitarian!situation!in!Myanmar!
is! both! complex! and! large,! with! an!
estimated! 863,000! people! requiring!

humanitarian! assistance! in! 2018.47!There! is! a! large!
range!of! threats!and!challenges!within! the!country,!
including! natural! disasters,! food! insecurity,! armed!
conflict,! interAcommunal! tensions,! statelessness,!
displacement,! and! trafficking. 48 !Natural! disasters!
that! affect! Myanmar! include! floods,! cyclones,!
earthquakes,! droughts,! fires,! and! landslides! in! the!
mountainous! regions. 49 , 50 !Other! humanitarian!
challenges! include! internal! displacement,! with!
roughly! 241,000! displaced! (77%! women! and!
children)! and! living! in! camp!or! campAlike! situations!
in!Kachin,!Kayin,!Shan,!and!Rakhine!states.51!In!2012,!
120,000! were! displaced! following! interAcommunal!
violence,! and! in! 2016,! tens! of! thousands! were!
displaced! due! to! border! post! attacks! in! northern!
part!of!the!Rakhine!State.52!Occasional!conflicts!also!
occur!in!the!Kachin!and!Shan!states,!which!displaced!
nearly!100,000!people.53!More!recently,!from!August!
to!November!2017,!more! than!600,000! refugees!of!
the! Rohingya! ethnic! minority! left! Myanmar! to!
resettle!in!Bangladesh.!!
!
Currently,! various! INGOs! have! a! presence! in!
Myanmar,! though! the! amount! of! activity! and!work!
conducted!by!these!organisations!is!lower!compared!
to!that!of!several!other!DEPP!countries,!as!Myanmar!
only! recently! opened! to! humanitarian! actors.! The!
presence!and!level!of!engagement!of!local!NGOs!are!
lower! than! that! of! INGOs! due! to! the! current!
humanitarian!landscape.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
36!United!Nations!OCHA.!About!OCHA!in!the!Philippines![Internet].![place!unknown]:!United!Nations;![cited!2018!April!24].!!
37!Center!for!Excellence!in!Disaster!Management!&!Humanitarian!Assistance.!Philippines!Disaster!Management!Handbook![Internet].![Hawaii]:!Center!for!
Excellence!in!Disaster!Management!&!Humanitarian!Assistance;!2018!March![cited!2018!April!24].!92!p.!!!
38!Relief!International.!Asia!–!Philippines![Internet].![place!unknown]:!Relief!International;![cited!2018!April!24].!!
39!United!Nations!OCHA.!About!OCHA!in!the!Philippines!! !
40!Center!for!Excellence!in!Disaster!Management!&!Humanitarian!Assistance.!Philippines!Disaster!Management!Handbook!
41!United!Nations!OCHA.!About!OCHA!in!the!Philippines!!!
42!Center!for!Excellence!in!Disaster!Management!&!Humanitarian!Assistance.!Philippines!Disaster!Management!Handbook!
43!Relief!International.!Asia!–!Philippines!
44!United!Nations!OCHA.!The!Philippines,!with!a!unique!history!of!embracing!refugees,!turns!inward!to!address!IDPs![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;!
[cited!2018!April!24].!!
45!Center!for!Excellence!in!Disaster!Management!&!Humanitarian!Assistance.!Philippines!Disaster!Management!Handbook!!
46!ibid!
47!Myanmar!Humanitarian!Country!Team!(United!Nations!and!Partners).!2018!Humanitarian!Needs!Overview![Internet].![Myanmar]:!Relief!Web;!2017!
Dec![cited!2018!April!24].!28!p.!!
48!ibid!!
49!United!Nations!OCHA.!Myanmar!Country!Profile!(12A01A17)![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;!2017!January![cited!2018!April!24].!!
50!United!Nations!OCHA.!About!OCHA!Myanmar![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;![cited!2018!April!24].!!
51!ibid!!
52!United!Nations!OCHA.!Myanmar!Country!Profile!(12A01A17)![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;!2017!January![cited!2018!April!24].!!
53!ibid!
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!
Kenya*

!
Kenya! faces! a! range! of! humanitarian!
challenges,! including! drought,! food!
insecurity! and! malnutrition,! and!

outbreaks! of! diseases! such! as! cholera.! The! country!
hosts! nearly! 500,00! refugees! and! asylumAseekers.54!
As! of! January! 2018,! six! different! counties! within!
Kenya! were! battling! an! active! Cholera! outbreak.!
Drought!conditions!persist!over!large!portions!of!the!
country!leading!to!interAcommunal!conflict!in!certain!
areas.55!These! challenges! have! had! large! effects! on!
communities! dependent! on! agriculture! and!
pastoralism,!as!the!frequent!reoccurrence!of!natural!
disasters! such! as! drought! result! in! a! loss! of! crops!
and/or! livestock.! This! has! contributed! to! food!
insecurity,! with! 3.4! million! people! requiring! food!
assistance,! and! a! rise! in! food! prices.! Finally,! the!
continued!influx!of!refugees!has!also!placed!a!strain!
on!Kenya’s!already!scare!resources!such!as!water.56!!!
!
The! government! of! Kenya! has! had! active! roles! in!
responding! to! some! of! these! humanitarian!
challenges.! For! instance,! they! led! the! drought!
response! at! county! and! national! levels! in! 2017.57!
However,! the! country’s! infrastructure! is! not!
generally!able!to!respond!to!largeAscale!crises.!In!late!
2017,! these!challenges!were! further!exacerbated!by!
delays,! uncertainty,! and! civil! unrest! during! their!
political!election.58!
!
INGOs!and!multiAlateral!organisations!have!a! strong!
presence!in!Kenya,!with!several!closely!collaborating!
with! the! government! in! certain! humanitarian!
response.!!
*

* Ethiopia!
!
Ethiopia’s! key! humanitarian! challenges!
fall! under! the! following! categories:!
displacement! of! individuals,! disease!

outbreaks,! climateArelated! issues,! socioAeconomic!
difficulties,! malnutrition,! and! a! lack! of! safe! drinking!
water.59!Ethiopia!hosts!a!large!population!of!refugees,!
and!IDPs!due!to!a!combination!of!internal!conflict!and!
climateArelated! difficulties! such! as! drought! and!
flooding. 60 !Throughout! Ethiopia,! resources! such! as!
food! and! safe! drinking! water! are! scarce! and! are!
worsened!by!drought,! leading! to! rising! levels!of! food!
insecurity! and! malnutrition. 61 !UN! agencies! have!
indicated! that! these! challenges! are! contributing! to!
higher! rates! of! violence! against! women,! and! limited!
access! to! health! facilities,! particularly! for! those!
affected!by!these!crises.62!
!
Ethiopia! receives! support! in! the! form!of! funding! and!
inAcountry! presence! from! various! multiAlateral!
organisations! and! INGOs,! in! part! to! increase!
prevention!activities,! raise! the! level! of! preparedness,!
and! strengthen! the! system! for! recovery! efforts. 63!
Many! of! these! organisations! have! identified! priority!
areas! and! donor! funding,! such! as! improving!
emergency! systems! and! the! increasing! capacity! of!
local! government.64!Several! organisations! have! also!
sought! to! collaborate! with! the! local! and! national!
governments,! such! as! to! develop! the! Ethiopia!
Humanitarian!and!Disaster!Resilience!Plan!(HDRP)!and!
a!comprehensive!drought!response!plan.65!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
54!United!Nations!OCHA.!Kenya![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;![updated!2018!February!20;!cited!2018!April!24].!!
55!UNICEF!Kenya.!Kenya!Humanitarian!Situation!Report![Internet].![Kenya]:!UNICEF;!2018!January![cited!2018!April!24].!9!p.!!
56!Save!the!Children.!Humanitarian!Response:!The!Situation!for!Children!in!Kenya![Internet].![England]:!Save!the!Children;![updated!2018;!cited!2018!April!
24].!!
57!UNICEF!Kenya.!Kenya!Humanitarian!Situation!Report!
58!ibid!!
59!USAID.!Ethiopia![Internet].![place!unknown]:!USAID;![updated!2018!April!9;!cited!2018!April!24].!!
60!Ibid!
61!USAID.!Active!USG!Programs!for!the!Ethiopia!Response![Internet].![place!unknown]:!USAID;![cited!2018!April!24].!!
62!United!Nations!Population!Fund.!Ethiopia!Humanitarian!Emergency![Internet].![place!unknown]:!UNFPA;![cited!2018!April!24].!!
63!United!Nations!Office!for!the!Coordination!of!Humanitarian!Affairs.!Ethiopia:!2018!Humanitarian!and!Disaster!Resilience!Plan!seeks!US$1.6B!to!assist!
7.9M!people![Internet].![place!unknown]:!OCHA;!2018!March![cited!2018!April!24].!!
64!USAID.!Ethiopia!!
65!Relief!web.!Ethiopia:!Government!and!partners!launch!the!humanitarian!and!disaster!resilience!plan!(HDRP)!for!2018.![place!unknown]:!Relief!Web;!
2018!March![cited!2018!April!24]!

!
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Data*Collection*Approaches*and*Tools**
!
Given!the!complexity!of!the!DEPP!and!its!range!of!activities!targeting!different!levels!of!action!(including!
individual,! organisational,! community,! and! systems)! and! its! objectives! to! strengthen! networks! and!
improve! efficiency! of! the! humanitarian! response,! a! number! of! data! collection! approaches! were!
conceptualised,!and!corresponding!data!collection!instruments!were!developed.!Overall!seven!types!of!
assessments! were! planned! with! many! of! these! including! several! different,! complementary! data!
collection!elements.!The! seven!assessment! types!along!with! the!corresponding! tools!are!presented! in!
Table!2.4.!All!of!the!data!collection!instruments!are!available!in!Annex!6.!
!
!
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!
Table*2.7:*Methodology,*study*tools,*sample*population*and*data*collection*site*for*each*type*of*assessment*

!
!
!

Sampling)group Method Study)tool Description Random)
Selection

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

Country+Director+
(Senior+Management+
if+country+director+
not+available)+*+

Quantitative Organisational)
Survey

Questions+on+preparedness,+response,+&+capacity+
building+activities+implemented,+coordination+
structures,+perceptions+of+institutional+
environment,+network+&+collaborating+partners,+
&+the+outputs+&+outcomes+of+the+DEPP+

Organisational+
Humanitarian++staff+ Quantitative

Knowledge,)
Attitudes)and)
Practices))(KAP))

Survey

Questions+on+knowledge,+skills,+&+behaviour+in+
humanitarian+preparedness+and+response,+core+
humanitarian+concepts,+prioritised+groups,+
exposure+to+capacityJbuilding+activities,+network+
and+collaborating+partners,+and+the+outputs+&+
outcomes+of+the+DEPP+

✔

Senior+Management+
(Country+director+or+
another+senior+
manager+if+the+
country+director+was+
not+available)*+

Qualitative InAdepth)
Interview

Questions+on+experiences+with+capacity+building,+
collaboration,+institutional+environment+and+
policies,+organisational+preparedness,+improving+
preparedness+systems+for+communities,+
contextual+factors+

✔

MidJlevel+or+SeniorJ
level+staff Quantitative Organisational)

Checklist
Questions+on+organisational+emergency+
preparedness+plans,+and+organisational+response+

Programme+
staff/management+&
Project+leads

Qualitative InAdepth)
Interview

Questions+on+experiences+with+DEPP+activities,+
perceptions+of+project+and+programme+
effectiveness,+contextual+factors,+number+and+
type+of+specific+project+activities

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

Community+members+ Qualitative
Community)
Focus)Group)
Discussion

Questions+on+community+vulnerability,+risk,+and+
resilience+to+disasters+and+emergencies

Community+leader Quantitative Community)
Survey

Questions+on+community+preparedness+plans+and+
actions,+structural+mitigation+activities,+new+or+
improved+early+warning+systems,+political+
commitment+of+local+government+and+

Community+members Quantitative Household)
Survey

Questions+on+household+preparedness,+disaster+
risk+knowledge,+exposure+to+hazards,+access+to+
early+warning+alerts
households+behaviour+related+to+preparedness,+
perceptions+of+of+community+preparedness+for+
emergencies+and+disasters+

✔

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

Programme+
staff/management+&
Project+leads

Qualitative+/
Budget+&+
financial+
review

Value)for)
Money)InA
depth)

Interview

Questions+on+resource+allocation,+value+chains+&+
transation+costs,+&+time+&+resources

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
Collaborating+
partners+identified+in+
network+section+of+
Organisational+
surveys++&+KAP+
surveys+during+
Organisational+
Assessment

Quantitative Network)
Survey

Questions+on+collaborating+organisations,+trust+
among+partners,+&+frequency+of+collaboration+
within+networks

+

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

DEPP+&+external+
stakeholders

Qualitative/+
Quantitative/+
Document+
review/+

Observation+
&+site+visits

InAdepth)
interview,)SelfA)
administered)
questionnaire

Questions+on+disasters+&+emergercies+in+DEPP+
countries,+DEPP+contribution+to+humanitarian+
responses

T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2

Project+staff,+
organisational+staff+&+
external+stakeholders

Observation+
&+site+visits N/A

Participation+in+countryJlevel+and+global+learning+
events,+visits+to+oragnisational+partners+and+
external+stakeholders+during+data+collection

N/A Document+
review Matrices Review+of+programme+and+project+level+

documents+and+resources

Myanmar UK

OTHER)ASSESSMENTS

Minimum)Set Kenya The)Phillipines Ethiopia

ORGANISATIONAL)ASSESSMENT

COMMUNITY)LEVEL)ASSESSMENT

ECONOMIC)ASSESSMENT

NETWORK)ANALYSIS

HUMANITARIAN)RESPONSE)ASSESSMENT)AND)CASE)STUDIES
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Ethics*
*
Ethical!considerations!for!this!evaluation!were!carefully!assessed!and!the!data!collection!was!designed!
to!ensure!protection!of!individuals!participating!in!the!study.!Ethical!approval!for!the!evaluation!protocol!
and!all!study!instruments!was!sought!and!obtained!from!the!Harvard!T.H.!Chan!School!of!Public!Health’s!
Institutional!Review!Board!(IRB)!as!well!as!from!relevant!bodies!in!each!of!the!intensive!set!countries.!
The!local!research!partners66!in!each!intensive!set!country!(Kenya,!Myanmar,!Ethiopia,!Philippines)!hired!
the!study!staff!and!the!evaluation!team!conducted!site!visits!at!T1!and!T2!to!participate!in!the!
enumerator!training,!piloting!of!instruments!and!protocols,!and!several!days!of!data!collection!to!ensure!
data!quality.!Following!this,!the!evaluation!team!was!in!close!contact!with!the!in!country!research!teams!
in!order!to!remotely!supervise!the!ongoing!data!collection.!This!involved!regular!meetings!and!
debriefing!sessions!with!the!evaluation!team,!as!well!as!regular,!high!frequency!data!checks!of!incoming!
data!to!ensure!quality.!Questionnaires!were!piloted!and!programmed!into!KoBo!Toolbox,!an!electronic!
data!collection!software!which!permitted!the!evaluation!team!to!closely!monitor!incoming!data!from!
the!field!teams.!
*
*
Sample*Size*
!
The! sample! size! for! the! evaluation! is! detailed! in! Table! 2.5.! In! total,! 2675! quantitative! surveys! and!
qualitative! interviews! were! completed! during! T1,! including! 422! in! the! minimum! set! of! evaluation!
activities!and!2253!in!the!intensive!set!of!evaluation!activities.!In!T2,!a!total!of!3440!quantitative!surveys!
and!qualitative!interviews!were!completed,!with!250!in!the!minimum!set!and!3190!in!the!intensive!set.!!
*

Table!2.8:!Sample!size!for!evaluation!activities!
!
!

Methods*for*the*Intensive*Set*of*Evaluation*Activities**
!
Data*Collection*Procedures*
!
A! local!research!manager!based! in!each! intensive!set!country!oversaw!and!coordinated!all!of! the!field!
work.! The! study! instruments!were! translated! to! the! local! language! in! all! countries! except!Kenya,! and!
adapted! to! the! local! context,! piloted! and! modified! to! ensure! that! the! meanings! of! questions! and!
responses!were!correct.!Updated!instruments!were!approved!by!the!appropriate!IRBs.!Male!and!female!
data! collectors! as! well! as! supervisors! were! recruited! in! each! country! taking! into! account! relevant!
characteristics!needed!for!each!type!of!survey.!For!example,!for!the!community!and!household!survey,!
enumerators!who!could!speak!the!local!language!were!recruited!from!the!study!areas.!The!enumerators!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
66!The!local!research!partners!include!the!Busara!Center!for!Behavioral!Economics!(Kenya),!The!Ethiopian!Public!Health!
Association!(Ethiopia),!and!Innovations!for!Poverty!Action!(Myanmar,!Philippines).!

Network VFM Case	Study

IDIs
Organisational	

surveys
KAP	

Surveys
Total IDIs

Organisational	
checklist

Organisational	
surveys

KAP	
surveys

Network	
surveys

Household	
Surveys

Village	
Surveys

Community	
FGDs

VFM	
IDIs

Case	Study	
IDIs

Total

T1 51 77 294 422 47	 185 185 352 453 1004 39 19 13 3 2253
T2 51 51 148 250 25 157 160 304 334 2072 65 43 8 22 3190

Minimum	Set CommunityIntensive	Set
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were!trained!for!a!minimum!of!five!days,!and!conducted!field!practice!over!three!to!five!days!with!pilot!
organisations! or! communities! which! were! not! part! of! our! sample.! This! permitted! enumerators! to!
practice!administering!the!surveys!under!real!world!conditions,!and!to!assess!the!translated!instruments!
and!address!errors!or!problems!with! the! translation!prior! to! the! start!of!data! collection.!At! least!one!
evaluation!team!member!was!present!for!and!participated!in!the!training,!the!piloting!and!the!start!of!
the! data! collection.! After! this,! the! evaluation! team!member! remained! in! regular! contact!with! the! inA
country! data! collection! team! to! remotely! supervise! the! field!work.! Regular!meetings!with! inAcountry!
teams!were!held,!and!inAcoming!data!were!checked!regularly!to!ensure!high!quality.!!!
!
Verbal! informed! consent! was! obtained! and! interviews! were! conducted! in! private! settings! to! ensure!
confidentiality.! In!order! to!minimise!bias! and! to!prevent! inducement! to!participate,!no! compensation!
was! provided! to! respondents! who! participated.! Instead,! a! certificate! of! participation! was! provided.!
Questionnaires!were!administered!by!local,!trained!enumerators!using!Kobo!Toolbox!on!Android!tablets!
in!either!English!or!in!the!local!language.!InAdepth!interviews!lasted!approximately!one!hour!and!audio!
was!recorded!on!Android!tablets.!Quantitative!and!qualitative!data!were!uploaded!to!a!secure!server,!
which!is!only!accessible!by!key!evaluation!staff!that!have!ethical!clearance.!Copies!of!the!audio!recording!
on!the!tablets!were!deleted!to!protect!privacy!and!confidentiality.!Data!were!monitored!on!an!ongoing!
basis! to! ensure! high! quality.! Any! errors!were! corrected! immediately.! Enumerators!were! continuously!
provided!feedback!to!improve!their!performance!and!increase!data!quality.!
!
!
Organisational*Level*Assessment*
*
Figure!2.1!provides!an!overview!of!sampling!approach!and!survey!instrument!that!was!used!for!each!of!
the!sample!groups!in!the!organisational!level!assessment.!First,!a!list!of!organisations!and!communities!
associated! with! the! DEPP! projects! was! created! in! each! intensive! set! country.! In! parallel,! a! list! of!
comparison! organisations! were! identified! in! each! country! through! a! variety! of! means.! Lists! of! both!
national! and! international!organisations!working!on!humanitarian! response!and!preparedness! in!each!
country! were! constructed! with! information! from! various! sources! including! UNOCHA,! humanitarian!
working! groups,! and! national!NGO! registries.!Organisations! that!were! similar! in! size,! scope,! and!with!
similar! geographic! focus! as! those! working! on! the! DEPP! in! each! country! were! selected,! and! the!
proportion!of!international!NGOs!to!national!NGOs!was!kept!constant!across!control!and!DEPP!groups.!
In!the!event!that!there!were!more!control!organisations!than!needed!that!met!the!selection!criteria,!a!
subset! of! organisations! were! randomly! selected.! In! countries! where! there! were!more! than! 50! DEPP!
organisations,!a!random!selection!of!organisations!was!conducted.! In!countries!where!there!were! less!
than!50!DEPP!organisations,!all!organisations!were!selected!for!the!sample.!!
!
From! each! organisation,! the! following! surveys! were! conducted:! 1)! one! organisational! survey,! 2)! one!
organisational! checklist,!and!3)! three!knowledge,!attitudes,!and!practices! (KAP)! surveys.! In!addition,!a!
random! selection! of! 15%! organisations! in! the! sample! were! selected! to! participate! in! an! inAdepth!
interview!in!addition!to!the!surveys!above.!!!
*
*
Organisational*Survey,*KAP*Survey,*Organisational*Checklist,*and*In_depth*Interview*
*
In!country!research!partners!carried!out!the!following!procedures:!
!
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!
1) Email!invitations!were!sent!to!the!country!directors,!or!main!contact!of!each!organisation!in!

the!sample!to! inform!them!that!their!organisation!was!selected!to!participate! in!the!DEPP!
evaluation,! and! organisations! were! asked! to! provide! the! research! partners! with! a! list! of!
humanitarian!staff.!!

2) Appointments!were!made!with!country!directors!(or!members!of!senior!management!when!
country! directors! was! not! available)! to! conduct! an! inAperson! organisational! survey.! In!
addition!to!completing!the!organisation!survey,!the!individual!was!asked!to!a)!name!a!staff!
member! with! inAdepth! knowledge! of! the! organisational! preparedness! plans,! procedures,!
and! systems,! to! complete! the!organisational! checklist;!b)! recommend!another!member!of!
senior!management!to!complete!the!inAdepth!interview!(for!organisations!selected);!and!c)!
provide! a! list! of! staff!within! the!organisation! if! this!was!not! provided!by! the!organisation!
prior!to!the!interview.!!

3) The!staff!member!identified!by!the!country!director!or!member!of!senior!management!was!
approached!to!complete!the!organisational!checklist.!!

4) For!the!KAP!survey,!three!staff!members!within!each!organisation!were!randomly!selected!
from!the!list!of!humanitarian!staff,!and!appointments!were!made!with!selected!individuals!
for!an!inAperson!survey.!!

5) In! the! 15%! of! organisations! that! were! randomly! selected! for! the! inAdepth! interviews,! in!
addition!to! the!quantitative!surveys,!country!directors!or!members!of!senior!management!
that!did!not!participate! in!the!organisational!surveys!were!selected!to!participate! in!an! inA
depth!interview.!

!

!
Figure*2.3:*Sampling*Approach*and*Study*Instruments*for*Organisational*Level*Data*Collection*in*each*intensive*set*country*
*Surveys!completed!by!different!members!of!organisational!management,!depending!on!availability!!
!
!
!
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All!surveys!conducted!based!on!the!above!procedures!were!carried!out!inAperson,!with!the!exception!of!
a! small! number! of! surveys! conducted! over! Skype! or! phone! due! to! extenuating! circumstances.! The!
number! of! organisations! varied! per! country! as! it! was! based! on! the! number! of! DEPP! implementing!
partners!and!beneficiaries!in!each!country,!and!this!was!dependent!on!the!projects!themselves.!In!most!
cases,! this! did! not! exceed! 50! DEPP! organisations! and! 400! humanitarian! staff! working! at! DEPP!
organisations! per! country.! An! equal! number! of! comparison! organisations,! humanitarian! staff,!
communities!and!households!which!were!similar!in!size!and!location!or!other!factors!to!the!DEPP!study!
population!were!also!selected!using!the!same!sampling!approach.!!
!
!
Community*Level*Assessment**
!
A! list!of! all! villages!where!DEPP!activities!were! implemented!at! the! community! level!was! compiled! in!
Myanmar! and! Ethiopia,.! In! Myanmar,! DEPP! villages! in! Kayin! and! Shan! state! were! selected! for! the!
sample.! To! generate! a! list! of! comparison! villages,! inAcountry! research! teams! worked! with! the! local!
governments!or!other!partners!to!obtain!a!list!of!all!villages!in!the!area,!including!their!population!size!
and!other!demographic!characteristics.!From!this!list,!a!set!of!comparison!villages!which!were!similar!in!
size! and! demographics,! but! far! enough! from! the! DEPP! villages! to!minimise! risk! of! exposure! to! DEPP!
intervention,!were!selected.!!!
!
In!Ethiopia,!the!Gambella!region!was!selected!for!the!community!assessment!because!two!DEPP!projects!
were! implementing! community! level! activities! there! (PHEP! Gambella,! IEWEA).! DEPP! interventions!
benefited!all!villages!within!a!district!(woreda),!and!thus!a!list!of!DEPP!woredas!and!non!DEPP!woredas,!
including! the! villages! in! each! woreda,! was! constructed.! Any! areas! or! villages! in! that! list,! deemed!
inaccessible! by! the! local! government! due! to! violence,! security! or! flooding! were! removed! from! the!
sample.!A!random!sample!of!villages!that!were!accessible! in!the!DEPP!woredas!were!selected!for!data!
collection.! For! the! comparison! group,! a! random! sample! of! villages! in! the! nonADEPP! woredas! was!
selected!for!data!collection.!
!

!!
Figure*2.4:*Sampling*Approach*and*Study*Instruments*for*Community*Level*Data*Collection!

!
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In!each!sampled!community,!the!following!surveys!were!conducted:!1)!one!community!survey,!2)!~1000!
household!surveys!3)!one!community!focus!group!discussion.!All!surveys!conducted!based!on!the!above!
procedures!were!carried!out!inAperson.!Focus!group!discussion!questions!were!adapted!from!the!GOAL!
Community!Resilience!Toolkit67.!
!
!
Community*Survey,*Household*Survey,*Community*Focus*Group*Discussion!
!
In!country!research!partners!carried!out!the!following!procedures:!
!

1) Local!research!partners!contacted!local!organisations!and!governments!implementing!activities!
in!each!village,!who!then!introduced!the!research!partners!to!relevant!community!leaders!and!
informants.!

2) The!community!leader!from!each!village!was!selected!for!the!community!survey!
3) A!random!sample!of!households!was!selected!for!the!household!survey!
4) Community!members!involved!in!disaster!preparedness!were!recruited!for!the!community!focus!

group!discussion.!!!
!

!

Methods*for*the*Minimum*Set*of*Evaluation*Activities**
!
In_depth*interviews*(IDIs)*
!
The! study! population! for! the! minimum! set! IDIs! comprised! UKAbased! project! leadership,! project!
leadership! in! DEPP! countries,! DEPP! programmeAlevel! leadership! and! targeted! stakeholders.! A! list! of!
project! and! programme! leadership! was! finalised! and! participants! were! recruited! through! personAtoA
person! contact! at! DEPP! learning! events! and! through! email! invitations.! For! each! DEPP! project,! the!
evaluation! team! aimed! to! sample! both! the! UKAbased! leadership! and! the! inAcountry! leadership.! If! a!
project!did!not!have!leadership!at!the!UKAlevel,!the!inAcountry!leadership!were!invited!to!participate.!!
!
For!the!DEPP!targeted!stakeholders,!purposive!sampling!was!applied.!Using!a! list!of!contacts! from!the!
inception!and!formative!phases,! targeted!stakeholders!were! invited!to!participate.!There!were!several!
participants!who!are!involved!at!the!project!level!and!programme!level;!in!this!case,!those!participants!
were! interviewed! only! once.! Some! of! the! key! stakeholders!who! took! part! were! individuals! who! had!
previously!worked! on! the! DEPP! but! are! no! longer! formally! engaged!with! the! programme.! Additional!
effort!was!made!to!locate!and!invite!these!individuals!for!participation!in!the!interviews.!!
!
For!IDIs,!verbal!informed!consent!was!obtained.!Interviews!were!conducted!by!one!of!three!evaluation!
team! members! in! English.! The! interviews! were! conducted! either! in! person! or! by! Skype,! and! lasted!
approximately! 45A75!minutes.! The! interviews!were! recorded!using!CallNote! software!or!mobile! audio!
recording! software! for! Skype! interviews! and! on! an! Android! tablet! using! a! stock! audio! recording!
software.! Evaluation! team! members! transcribed! the! audio! recorded! interviews.! Transcripts! were!
imported!into!Dedoose!qualitative!analysis!software.!
!
Following!the!inAdepth!interviews!conducted!at!T2,!all! interview!participants!were!emailed!a!link!to!an!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
67!Toolkit!for!Measuring!Community!Disaster!Resilience.!Guidance!Manual.!Goal,!2014!
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optional! online! questionnaire! on! Kobo! Toolbox! to! capture! additional! perspectives! on!project! delivery!
and!impact!that!were!not!covered!during!the!inAdepth!interviews.!!
!
!
Online*Organisational*Survey*and*KAP*Survey*
!
The! study! population! for! the! minimum! set! online! quantitative! questionnaires! comprised! 1)!
organisational!leadership!and!2)!humanitarian!programming!staff!from!implementing!organisations!and!
beneficiary! organisations! in! DRC,! South! Sudan,! Pakistan,! Bangladesh,! and! Jordan.! A! list! of! DEPP!
organisations!was!finalised!with!the!UKAbased!project!leads!and!RLAs.!Participants!were!recruited!by!the!
evaluation!team!through!email!invitation.!
!
Abridged! versions! of! the! organisational! survey! and! KAP! survey! from! the! intensive! set! of! evaluation!
activities! were! sent! via! email! invitation! through! links! to! online! surveys! using! KoBoToolbox.! Online!
questionnaires! for! all! participants! were! administered! in! English! except! in! the! DRC! where! it! was!
translated!to!French.!Questionnaires!were!emailed!to!DEPP!implementing!and!beneficiary!organisations!
and! were! completed! using! Kobo! Toolbox.! Participants! provided! consent! prior! to! beginning! the!
questionnaire.!
!
No! rewards! or! compensation! were! provided! to! participants.! A! certificate! of! study! participation! was!
provided!to!participants!in!project!countries!who!completed!the!online!questionnaire.!
!

!
Economic*Assessment*(Value*for*Money)*
!
Interviews! for! the! VFM! analysis! were! conducted! in! person! and! via! Skype! by! the! evaluation! team’s!!
economist/VFM! adviser.! Purposive! sampling! was! applied.! The! study! population! for! economic! data!
collection! (VFM)! included! DEPP! portfolio! management! team! members,! DEPP! board! members! and!
project!staff.!!
A!review!of!budgets,!financial!information!and!project!reports,!was!also!conducted!to!assess!VFM!at!the!
project! and!programme! level.! In! addition,! data! from! select! questions!on! cost! and!efficiency! from! the!
organisational!level!assessment!of!the!evaluation!(organisational!and!KAP!surveys)!were!analysed.!Cost!
per! result! indicators! were! created! through! the! financial! review! process.! The! extent! to! which! VFM!
recommendations!from!formative!phase!were!implemented!by!the!projects!was!also!assessed.!!
!
!
Network*Analysis*
!
The! network! survey! was! carried! out! in! two! phases! at! both! time! points.! The! first! phase! included!
administering! questions! on! networks! and! collaborating! partners! that! were! embedded! within! the!
quantitative! organisational! and! KAP! surveys.! In! the! network! section! of! these! surveys,! organisational!
leadership!and!humanitarian!staff!were!asked!to!identify!the!organisations!they!collaborated!with!over!
the!last!six!months!and!to!describe!the!nature!or!purpose!of!the!collaboration.!They!selected!from!a!list!
of! 32! collaboration! areas! in! which! humanitarian! actors! are! likely! to! engage.! Respondents! were! also!
given! the! option! to! name! their! own! areas! of! collaboration.! Respondents! then! identified! their! main!
contact! at! each! collaborating! organisation.!The! actors! that! were! named! by! first! phase! survey!
participants!are!considered! to!be!1st!degree!actors;! they!are!one!degree!of! separation!away! from!the!
survey! informant.! The! inAcountry! research! partners! then! called! each! of! the! 1st! degree! actors! and! the!
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standalone!network!survey!was!conducted!with!that!individual!over!the!phone.!These!individuals!were!
then! asked! to! identify! their! main! contact! at! each! collaborating! organisation,! and! those! contacts! are!
considered!2nd!degree!actors,!as!they!are!two!degrees!of!separation!from!the!original!survey!informant.!
The!standalone!network!survey!was!then!conducted!with!the!2nd!degree!actors,!with!the!exception!of!
the!Philippines!due!to!limited!time!and!resources.!!
!
!
Humanitarian*Response*Assessment*and*Case*Study*
!
InAdepth! case! studies! were! added! to! the! evaluation! methodology! during! the! formative! and! interim!
phases! to! provide! further! perspectives! on! emergency! preparedness! and! response! activities! in! the!
programme,! and! to! assess!whether! improved! preparedness! translated! into!more! efficient! and! timely!
humanitarian! response.! Simulation! exercises! were! initially! proposed! during! the! inception! phase! as! a!
method! to! measure! DEPP! beneficiaries’! performance! during! humanitarian! response! activities! in! a!
controlled!manner.!The!intention!was!to!collect!such!data!during!simulations!that!were!planned!by!DEPP!
projects!themselves.!However,!over!the!three!year!programme,!projects!changed!their!plans!regarding!
simulations,!and!it!was!also!noted!that!several!of!the!DEPP!projects!responded!to!actual!disasters!in!the!
project!countries!providing!an!opportunity!to!assess!contributions!to!real!humanitarian!responses.!After!
reflection! and! discussion! with! the! Learning! Project,! the! evaluation! team! decided! to! conduct! two! inA
depth! case! studies.! The! first! case! study! was! conducted! in! South! Sudan! to! capture! experiences! and!
perspectives!of!project!activities!during!the!escalation!of!violence!in!the!formative!phase!and!how!this!
impacted!project! implementation.!The!second!case!study! involved!humanitarian!responses! in!Ethiopia!
and!Kenya!during!the!course!of!the!DEPP!to!capture!the!quality!and!speed!of!response!activities!in!lieu!
of!simulation!based!data!collection.!!
!
The!case!study!approach!allowed!for!deeper!exploration!and!analysis!of!actual!responses!that!took!place!
during! the! DEPP! programme! cycle.! Purposive! sampling! was! applied.! Potential! participants! were!
contacted!by!email!with!a!brief!description!of!the!case!study!to!be!conducted!as!part!of!the!evaluation!
and! invited! to! participate.! In! Kenya,! response! case! study! data! collection! also! included! site! visits! and!
observational!data!as!well!as!inclusion!of!beneficiary!population!interviews.!In!Ethiopia,!due!to!security!
concerns,! a! site! visit!was!not! conducted! in!Moyale!district! and! a! smaller! sample!of! participants!were!
included!in!the!data!collection.!
!
In!addition,!during!the!dissemination!and!validation!workshops!conducted!by!the!evaluation!team!in!the!
intensive! set! countries,! a! selfAadministered! questionnaire! was! circulated! to! document! disasters! and!
humanitarian!response!activities.!The!questionnaire!asked!participants!to!identify!all!of!the!disasters!and!
emergencies!that!had!occurred!in!their!countries!since!the!beginning!of!the!DEPP,!and!to!indicate!which!
crises!their!project!had!responded!to.!These!data!allowed!the!evaluation!team!to!assess!the!number!and!
type!of!disasters!and!emergencies!in!each!intensive!set!country,!and!provided!a!description!of!the!type!
and!extent!of!the!response!activities!that!the!DEPP!organisation!conducted.!
!
!
Observation*and*Site*Visits*
*
Members! of! the! evaluation! team! and! local! research! partners! had! opportunities! to! visit! projects! and!
engage!with!project!stakeholders!in!countries!where!the!intensive!set!of!evaluation!activities!took!place!
and!in!countries!where!team!members!attended!learning!events.!Prior!to!data!collection,!the!evaluation!
team!conducted!site!visits!and!facilitated!induction!workshops!in!each!country!selected!for!the!intensive!
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evaluation! activities! to! introduce! the! external! evaluation! to! DEPP! project! leadership! and! staff,! and!
gather!feedback!on!the!proposed!plan!for!that!country.!These!sessions!also!provided!an!opportunity!to!
engage! in! dialogue! with! project! leadership! and! staff,! which! contributed! to! the! refinement! of! the!
methodology,!study!protocol!and!data!collection!instruments.!!
!
Evaluation! team!members! also! participated! in! a! number! of! learning! and! collaboration!meetings! and!
conferences! (Table! 2.6).! These! events! permitted! engagement! with! DEPP! project! teams! and! key!
stakeholders,!and!also!more!structured!assessment!and!observation!on!the!differences!in!perspectives!
of! DEPP! leadership! and! staff! at! the!UK! level! and! at! the! country! level,! contextual! factors! that! impact!
project! implementation,! and! the! value! of! evidence! and! different! research! methodologies! in! the!
humanitarian!field.!During!the!summative!phase,!the!evaluation!team!organised!validation!workshops!in!
the! four! intensive! set! countries! to!disseminate! findings!and!gather! feedback!at! the!country! level.!The!
results!of!the!validation!workshops!provided!further!context!and!insight!into!the!evaluation!findings!and!
helped!to!inform!the!recommendations.!!
!
Evaluation!team!members!compiled!notes!during!observation!and!site!visits!and!extracted!key!themes.!
Observation!data!presented!in!this!report!are!based!on!these!field!visits!and!conference!attendance!to!
enable!the!evaluation!team!members!to!interact!with!projects.!!
!
!

Observation*and*Site*Visits* Country* Date*

MEL/Learning!Project!launch! UK! March!2015!

London!collaboration!day! UK! October!2015!

London!collaboration!day! UK! February!2016!

Inception!phase!workshops!! Ethiopia,!Kenya,!Myanmar,!
the!Philippines! March!2016!

START!conference! UK! May!2016!

Launch!of!T1!data!collection!! Kenya,!Myanmar,!the!
Philippines! September!A!November!2016!

London!collaboration!day! UK! November!2016!

Nairobi!learning!conference!! Kenya! November!2016!

Launch!of!T1!data!collection!! Ethiopia! May!2017!

DEPP!Learning!conference!! Philippines! July!2017!

Evaluation!workshop! UK! July!2017!

Launch!of!T2!data!collection! Ethiopia,!Kenya,!Myanmar,!
the!Philippines! September!A!November!2017!

Formative!phase!dissemination!events!! Ethiopia,!Kenya! November!2017,!January!2018!

Summative!phase!dissemination!and!validation!workshops! Ethiopia,!Kenya,!Myanmar,!
the!Philippines! March!2018!

Preparing!for!Shock!conference! Switzerland! March!2018!
*Table*2.9:*Evaluation*team*member*participation*at*DEPP*events*

!
Document*Review*
!
The!evaluation!team!engaged!in!continuous!and!comprehensive!information!collection!and!review!of!all!
available! documentation! and! materials! relevant! to! the! programme! and! the! projects! throughout! the!
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programme!cycle.!Documents!were!obtained!directly!from!project!and!programme!staff,!as!well!as!via!
the!DEPP’s!online!Box! folders,!and! the!online!DEPP!Learning!Platform68.!This! included!project! reports,!
documents,!case!studies,!presentations!and!any!other!available!materials! in!addition!to!data!collected!
through! each! project’s!monitoring! and! evaluation! system.! Documents! and! learning! captured! through!
the!DEPP’s!Learning!Project!activities!were!also!obtained.!Once!the!existing!documents!were!obtained!
and!compiled,!the!review!and!analysis!involved!assessing!each!document,!categorising!it,!and!extracting!
key!data! in!a!matrix!where!key! themes,! such!as!gender!considerations,! could!be!compared.!Table!2.9!
presents!a!summary!of!the!documents!reviewed!as!part!of!the!document!review.!!
!
Finally,!a! targeted! literature!review!related!to!humanitarian!capacity!building!activities!was!conducted!
and!external!documents!were!also!consulted!as!part!of!this!process!to!inform!the!overall!interpretation!
of!data.!A!complete!list!of!documents!reviewed!is!provided!in!Annex!7.!
!

Analysis*
!
Data! were! analysed! over! the! threeAyear! evaluation! period.! Differences! between! subAgroups! and!
countries!were!assessed,! and!data!was! triangulated! from!multiple! sources! to! strengthen!and!validate!
findings.!Context!specific!information!and!perspectives!from!the!local!research!teams,!and!from!country!
level! DEPP! stakeholders! (through! validation! workshops)! were! also! applied! to! country! level! data! to!
ensure!interpretations!were!sound.!
!
For! the!qualitative!data,! inAdepth! interviews!conducted! in!other! languages!were! translated! to!English.!
The! analysis! process! include! listening! to! audio! recordings! or! reviewing! transcripts! which! were! then!
coded!and!analysed!using!Dedoose!software!for!qualitative!data!analysis.!Main!themes,!concepts,!and!
quotes!were! extracted! either! from! the! audio! recordings! or! from! the! transcripts! and! categorised! in! a!
detailed!matrix!to!facilitate!comparison!and!identification!of!patterns!overall!and!within!subgroups.!!
!
Quantitative! data! were! analysed! using! Statistical! Analysis! System! (SAS)! software! and! STATA! (version!
13.1).!Descriptive!statistics!were!generated,!with!comparisons!made!between!intensive!set!countries!as!
well!as!across!the!entire!sample!of!10!countries!when!possible,!and!between!the!DEPP!and!comparison!
groups.!TAtests!and!Chi!squared!tests!were!conducted!to!assess!whether!differences!between!DEPP!and!
control! groups!were! statistically! significant.! DifferenceAinADifference! Estimation!was! used! to! estimate!
the! effect! of! the! DEPP! interventions! by! comparing! the! changes! in! outcomes! over! time! between! the!
DEPP!group!and!the!comparison!group.!Data!were!also!disaggregated!by!gender!where!relevant.!!
!
The! economic! and! VFM! analysis! focused! on! programme! level! and! the! country! level.! The! analysis!
involved!review,!by!the!evalution!team’s!VFM!advisor,!of!documents!including!quarterly!reports,!ad!hoc!
VFM! reports,! Learning! Project! documents,! the! programme! level! budget,! and! project! and! programme!
expenditure!data.! Interview!data!were!coded!and!analysed!and!empirical!data!on!costs!and!efficiency!
collected! as! part! of! the! intensive! data! collection! were! also! analysed! as! part! of! the! VFM! analysis.!
Formative!phase!VFM!recommendations!were!also!assessed!to!determine!the!extent!to!which!they!were!
implemented.! The! assessment! also! included! internal! benchmarking! of! unit! costs,! cost! effectiveness!
analysis!(including!cost!per!results!assessment),!analysis!of!adherence!to!procurement!procedures!and!
analysis!of!how!decisionAmaking!and!project!management!within!DFID!and!implementing!agencies,!and!
how!VFM!was!considered.!Findings!were!triangulated!with!the!multiple!data!sources.!!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
68!The!Learning!Platform!can!be!found!here:!https://disasterpreparedness.ngo/!
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!
Network! data! were! analysed! by! Root! Change,! an! institution! specialised! in! network! mapping! and!
network! visualisations,! using! ORA,! a! customised! network! analysis! tool! and! visualisation! platform!
developed!by!CASOS!at!Carnegie!Mellon.!Collaboration!patterns!were! identified!and!networks,!groups!
and! organistions! from! each! country!were! compared.! The! statistical! analysis! software! R!was! used! for!
statistical!significance!tests!between!groups.!
!
Document! review! included! inAdepth! assessments! of! project! reports,! documents,! case! studies,!
presentations,!log!frames!and!other!available!materials.!!
!
Any!differences!in!opinions!within!the!evaluation!team!were!resolved!through!obtaining!other!sources!
of!information!for!further!clarification.!This!included!the!collection!of!additional!data,!further!analysis!or!
subAgroup! analysis.! Findings! supported! by! multiple! data! sources! (including! both! quantitative! and!
qualitative! data)! were! weighted! more! heavily.! Consensus! was! determined! through! the! review! of!
additional!data!and!internal!discussion.!There!were!no!unintended!or!unexpected!findings!in!this!phase!
of!the!evaluation.!In!general,!while!there!was!some!variation!in!the!perspectives!of!stakeholders,!there!
was! general! consensus! on! most! issues.! Where! opinions! on! issues! were! mixed,! these! have! been!
described!in!the!text.!There!were!no!differences!of!opinion!within!the!evaluation!team,!no!conflicts!of!
interest!and!the!evaluation!team!was!able!to!work!freely!without!interference.!
!

Dissemination*and*feedback*to*beneficiaries*
!
At!various!times!throughout!the!evaluation,!stakeholders!were!engaged!to!obtain!feedback!on!the!
methodology!and!process!or!to!present!findings!from!the!evaluation.!Some!of!these!events!were!
presented!in!Table!2.6.!Findings!were!also!disseminated!via!social!media,!through!presentations!with!
external!stakeholders.!A!dissemination!and!communication!plan!for!this!final!summative!report!is!
available!in!Annex!8.!
!

Country*ownership,*management*and*capacity*building**
!
The!evaluation!has!been!implemented!in!accordance!with!the!Paris!Declaration!on!Aid!Effectiveness!
(2015)!principles69.!The!intensive!set!data!collection!activities!were!led!by!local!research!partners!in!
Ethiopia,!Kenya,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines.!The!local!partners!adapted!field!protocols!for!the!specific!
context,!and!to!ensure!sensitivity!to!local!culture!and!ensuring!local!ethical!and!legal!concerns!were!
taken!into!account.!Capacity!building!of!inAcountry!staff!occurred!at!various!times!and!included!training!
for!each!local!research!manager!in!overseeing!the!field!work!and!managing!the!team,!as!well!as!trainings!
for!data!collectors!on!the!instruments,!and!protocols.!Capacity!building!on!evidence!generation!and!how!
to!appraise!the!quality!of!evidence!was!also!conducted!for!a!large!range!of!DEPP!stakeholders!at!a!DEPP!
Global!event!that!took!place!in!Nairobi,!Kenya!in!2016.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
69!Paris!Declaration!on!Aid!Effectiveness!and!the!Accra!Agenda!for!Action!(2015).!Available!at:!
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/parisdeclarationandaccraagendaforaction.htm!
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*

*

General*Characteristics*of*the*Study*Population*
*
In! total,! 2,315! interviews! or! surveys! were! conducted! during! T1,! of! which! 347! were! related! to! the!
minimum!set!activities!and!1968!were!part!of!the!intensive!set.!In!T2,!3,440!interviews!or!surveys!were!
conducted.!Of!those!completed,!250!were!from!the!minimum!set!and!3,190!were!from!the!intensive!set.!
These! totals! highlight! the! large! number! of! individuals! who! were! included,! and! the! diverse! range! of!
approaches!to!capture!respondent!perspectives.!
!
Table!2.7!and!2.8!below!present!the!demographic!characteristics!of!the!respondents!interviewed!as!part!
of!the!evaluation’s!quantitative!methods:!1)!organisational!survey,!2)!KAP!survey,!3)!household!survey,!
4)!community!survey.!More!detailed,!country!specific!demographic!data!is!provided!in!Annex!9.!
*
*
** Organisational*Survey* KAP*Survey*

!! T1! T2! T1! T2!

Variable! DEPP!!
(N=172)!

Comparison!
(N=78)!

DEPP!!
(N=143)!

Comparison!
(N=64)!

DEPP!!
(N=479)!

Comparison!
(N=138)!

DEPP!!
(N=333)!

Comparison!
(N=119)!

Age,!mean!(SD)! 42.8!±!9.7! 47.4!±!9.2! 43.5!±!10.0! 46.6!±!9.9! 36.0!±!9.1! 40.0!±!10.7! 38.5!±!9.6! 40.4!±!10.3!

%!Female!!
48!(27.9%)! 19!(24.4%)! 37!(25.9%)! 16!(25.0%)! 175!

(36.5%)!
40!(29.0%)! 103!(30.9%)! 36!(30.3%)!

Education!Level!

!!!!Secondary!school!!
!!!!(some/!completed)!

1!(0.6%)! A! 4!(2.8%)! A! 14!(2.9%)! 4!(2.9%)! 12!(3.3%)! 4!(3.4%)!

!!!!University!(some!/!!
!!!!!completed)! 63!(37.8%)! 25!(32.1%)! 53!(37.1%)! 18!(28.1%)! 51!(53.0%)! 71!(51.5%)! 154!(6.6%)! 66!(55.5%)!

!!!!Master's!Degree! 93!(54.1)! 41!(52.6%)! 73!(51.1%)! 41!(64.1%)! 184!
(38.4%)! 51!(37.0%)! 142!(42.6%)! 47!(39.5%)!

!!!!Professional!/!!
!!!!!Advanced!Degree! 8!(4.7%)! 2!(2.6%)! 8!(5.6%)! 2!(3.1%)! 12!(2.5%)! 1!(0.7%)! 11!(3.3%)! A!

!!!!!Other! 6!(3.5%)! 10!(12.8%)! 5!(3.5%)! 3!(4.7%)! 9!(1.9%)! 5!(3.6%)! 7!(2.1%)! A!

Type!of!Organisation!

!!!!INGO! 63!(36.6%)! 37!(47.4%)! 49!(34.2%)! 28!(43.8%)! 207!
(43.2%)! 70!(50.7%)! 124!(37.2%)! 59!(49.5%)!

!!!!National!NGO! 45!(26.2%)! 20!(25.6%)! 37!(25.9%)! 17!(26.6%)! 92!(19.2%)! 19!(13.8%)! 60!(18.0%)! 22!(18.5%)!

!!!!Local!NGO!
52!(30.2%)! 14!(18.0%)! 50!(35.0%)! 14!(21.9%)! 144!

(30.1%)!
29!(24.4%)! 105!(31.5%)! 29!(24.4%)!

!!!!International!!!
!!!!Organisation!(UN,!!!!!
!!!!World!Bank!etc)!

A! 3!(3.9%)! 1!(0.7%)! 1!(1.6%)! 7!(1.5%)! 4!(2.9%)! 8!(2.4%)! 3!(2.5%)!

!!!!Government! 4!(2.3%)! 2!(2.6%)! 4!(2.8%)! 2!(3.1%)! 15!(3.1%)! 3!(2.2%)! 18!(5.4%)! 4!(3.4%)!

!!!!Private!sector! A! 1!(1.3%)! A! 1!(1.6%)! A! A! 1!(0.3%)! A!

!!!!Academic!!!
!!!!institution! 2!(1.2%)! A! 1!(0.7%)! A! 2!(0.4%)! A! 4!(1.2%)! A!

!!!!!Other! 6!(3.5%)! 1!(1.3%)! 1!(0.7%)! 1!(1.6%)! 12!(2.5%)! 1!(0.7%)! 12!(3.6%)! 2!(1.7%)!

Years!Working!in!Humanitarian!Field!

!!!!!<1!year! 11!(10.7%)! 3!(3.9%)! 3!(3.2%)! A! 82!(11.7%)! 8!(5.8%)! 31!(9.3%)! 1!(0.8%)!
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!!!!!1A3!years! 10!(9.7%)! 4!(6.3%)! 3!(3.2%)! 4(6.3%)! 90!(18.8%)! 11!(8.0%)! 60!(18.0%)! 8!(6.7%)!

!!!!!3A5!years! 7!(6.8%)! 8!(10.3%)! 16!(17.2%)! 7!(10.9%)! 69!(14.4%)! 17!(12.3%)! 53!(15.9%)! 19!(16.0%)!

!!!!!5A10!years! 30!(29.1%)! 16!(20.5%)! 26!(28.0%)! 16!(25.0%)!
123!

(25.7%)! 44!(31.9%)! 95!(28.5%)! 42!(35.3%)!

!!!!10A15!years! 17!(16.5%)! 16!(20.5%)! 20!(21.5%)! 17!(26.6%)! 72!(15.0%)! 27!(19.6%)! 63!(18.9%)! 27!(22.7%)!

!!!!!15+!years! 28!(27.2%)! 31!(41.0%)! 25!(26.9%)! 20!(31.3%)! 43!(9.0%)! 31!(22.5%)! 31!(9.3%)! 22!(18.5%)!

Table*2.10:*Demographic*data*for*Organisational*and*KAP*surveys*across*all*countries*at*T1*and*T2*

*
Household*Survey*

!! T1! T2!

!! DEPP! Comparison! DEPP! Comparison!

Variable! Myanmar!(N=589)! Myanmar!(N=415)! Myanmar!(N=570)! Myanmar!(N=433)!

Age,!mean!(SD)! 44.8!!±!14.4! 43.3!!±!13.9! 45.1!±!14.2! 44.0!±!14.2!

%!Female! 299!(50.8%)! 211!(50.8%)! 288!(50.5%)! 225!(52.0%)!

Attended!school! 452!(76.7%)! 306!(73.7%)! 447!(79.1%)! 329!(76.5%)!

Literate! 424!(72.0%)! 298!(71.8%)! 425!(75.0%)! 315!(73.4%)!

Average!#of!family!members!
living!in!dwelling! 5.1!±!2.2! 5.2!±!2.2! 5.5!±!2.3! 5.4!±!2.2!

Religion!

Christian! 347!(58.9%)! 294!(70.8%)! 368!(64.6%)! 311!(71.8%)!

Buddhist! 219!(37.2%)! 117!(28.2%)! 200!(35.1%)! 121!(27.9%)!

Other!(Hindu,!Islam,!!
Traditionalist)! 23!(3.9%)! 4!(1.0%)! 2!(0.4%)! 1!(0.2%)!

Community*Survey*

!! T1! T2!

!! DEPP! Comparison! DEPP! Comparison!

Variable! Myanmar!(N=19)! Myanmar!(N=20)! Myanmar!(N=19)! Myanmar!(N=19)!

Age! 45.6!±!11.6! 38.2±!10.9! 43.4!±!11.7! 38.2!±!10.6!

%!Female! 1!(5.3%)! 1!(5.0%)! 1!(5.3%)! 0!(0.0%)!
Table*2.11:*Demographic*data*for*Household*and*community*surveys*in*Myanmar*at*T1*and*T2*
*Data!for!Ethiopia!were!only!available!at!T2!and!thus!were!not!included!in!the!DID!analysis.!
*
*
Organisational*Level*Assessment*
*
Characteristics(of(Organisational(survey(respondents(at(T1(
The! response! rate! for! the! organisational! survey! was! 62.6%.! Overall,! DEPP! study! participants! of! the!
organisational!survey!at!T1!were!27.9%!female!and!72.1%!male!and!averaged!42.8!years!of!age.!Most!
participants! held! a! university! degree! (33.1%)! or!master’s! degree! (54.1%)! and!worked! at! international!
NGOs! (36.6%),! national! NGOs! (26.2%)! and! local! NGOs! (30.2%).! The! majority! of! participants! were! in!
senior! level! positions! (90.1%).! Nearly! half! of! the! participants! had! been! working! at! their! current!
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organisation!between!10!and!15+!years!(56.3%)!and!had!been!working!in!the!humanitarian!field!for!10!
to!15+!years!(72.8%).!!
!
(
(
Characteristics(of(Organisational(survey(respondents(at(T2*
The!response!rate!for!the!organisational!survey!at!T2!was!72.1%.!Overall,!DEPP!study!participants!of!the!
organisational! survey! were! 25.9%! female! and! 74.1! %! male! and! averaged! 41.9! years! of! age.! Most!
participants! held! a! university! degree! (32.9%)! or!master’s! degree! (51.0%)! and!worked! at! international!
NGOs! (34.3%),! national! NGOs! (30.6%)! and! local! NGOs! (32.6%).! The! majority! of! participants! were! in!
senior! level!positions!(87.4%),!had!been!working!at!their!current!organisation!between!5!and!10!years!
(25.8%)!or!between!10!to!15!or!more!years!(31.1%).!Nearly!half!had!been!working!in!the!humanitarian!
field!for!10!to!15!or!more!years!(48.39%).!
*
Characteristics(of(KAP(survey(respondents(at(T1!
The! response! rate! for! the! KAP! survey! at! T1! was! 79.8%.! Overall,! DEPP! study! participants! of! the! KAP!
survey! were! 36.5%! female! and! 63.5%!male! and! averaged! 36! years! of! age.! Most! participants! held! a!
university! degree! (49.5%)! or! master’s! degree! (38.4%)! and! worked! at! international! NGOs! (43.2%),!
national!NGOs!(19.2%)!and!local!NGOs!(30.0%).!The!majority!of!participants!were!in!midAlevel!(40.9%)!or!
senior!positions!(44.5%).!Nearly!half!of!the!participants!had!been!working!at!their!current!organisation!
between!1!and!3!years!(25.9%)!or!3!and!5!years!(19.0%)!and!had!been!working!in!the!humanitarian!field!
between!3!and!5!years!(14.4%)!or!5!and!10!years!(25.7%).!
!
Characteristics(of(KAP(survey(respondents(at(T2!
The! response! rate! for! the! KAP! survey! at! T2! was! 72.1%.! Overall,! DEPP! study! participants! of! the! KAP!
survey! are! 30.9%! female! and! 69.1%!male! and! averaged! 38.5! years! of! age.! Most! participants! held! a!
university! degree! (42.0%)! or! master’s! degree! (42.6%)! and! worked! at! international! NGOs! (37.2%),!
national!NGOs!(18.0%)!and!local!NGOs!(31.5%).!The!majority!of!participants!were!in!midAlevel!(44.4%)!or!
senior!positions!(47.2%).!Nearly!half!of!the!participants!had!been!working!at!their!current!organisation!
between!1!and!3!years!(24.0%)!or!3!and!5!years!(21.0%)!and!had!been!working!in!the!humanitarian!field!
between!3!and!5!years!(15.9%)!or!5!and!10!years!(28.4%).!
!
!
Community*Level*Assessment*
*
Characteristics(of(Household(Survey(Respondents(at(T1!
The!response!rate!for!the!household!survey!at!T1!was!98.1%.!Demographic!characteristics!of!the!1,004!
respondents! who! participated! in! the! household! survey! in! Myanmar! are! presented! in! Table! 2.8! and!
Annex!9.!The!average!age!of!respondents!was!44.2!years!and!the!sample!was!roughly!half!male!(49.2%)!
and!half! female! (50.8%).!The!majority!of! respondents!had!attended!some!schooling! (75.5%)!and!were!
literate!(71.9%).!The!average!household!size!was!5.2!individuals!per!dwelling,!and!approximately!64%!of!
the!sample!was!Christian.!!
!
Characteristics(of(Household(Survey(Respondents(at(T2!
The!response!rate!for!the!household!survey!at!T2!was!99.9%.!The!average!age!of!respondents!was!44.7!
years! and! the! sample! was! roughly! half! male! (48.9%)! and! half! female! (51.1%).! The! majority! of!
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respondents!had! attended! some! schooling! (78.0%)! and!were! literate! (74.3%).! The! average!household!
size!was!5.4!individuals!per!dwelling,!and!approximately!68%!of!the!sample!was!Christian.!!
(
Characteristics(of(Community(Survey(Respondents(at(T1!
The! response! rate! for! the! community! survey! at! T1! was! 100%.! This! survey! was! completed! with!
community!leaders!within!19!villages.!The!average!age!of!respondents!was!41.8!years.!94.9%!of!sample!
respondents!were!male,!while!only!5.1%!of!respondents!were!female.!!
!
Characteristics(of(Community(Survey(Respondents(at(T2*
The! response! rate! for! the! community! survey! at! T2! was! 100%.! This! survey! was! completed! with!
community!leaders!within!20!villages.!The!average!age!of!respondents!was!40.8!years.!97.4%!of!sample!
respondents!were!male,!while!only!2.6%!of!respondents!were!female.!
Minimum*Set*of*Evaluation*Activities**
*
Qualitative(Interviews(–(Minimum(set(of(evaluation(activities(at(T1*
The!response!rate!for!the!minimum!set!qualitative!interviews!at!T1!was!83.6%!with!the!total!sample!of!
51!(i.e.!61!were!approached!and!10!people!did!not!participate!in!the!study).!Of!the!51!study!participants!
interviewed,!six!were!DEPP!stakeholders,!28!countryAlevel!project! leadership,!and!17!UKAbased!project!
leadership.!Overall,!study!participants!were!37.3%!female!and!62.7%!male!with!an!averaged!39.8!years!
of!age.!Most!study!participants!have!been!working!at!their!current!organisation!between!1!and!3!years!
(49%)! and! 3! and! 5! years! (19.6%),! and!have!been!working! in! the! humanitarian! field! between!1! and! 3!
years!(15.7%),!3!and!5!years!(21.6%),!5!and!10!years!(23.5%),!10!and!15!years!(13.7%)!and!more!than!15!
years!(19.6%).!
!
Qualitative(Interviews(–(Minimum(set(of(evaluation(activities(in(T2(
A! total!of!51! individuals!participated! in! the!minimum!set!qualitative! interviews!at!T2!with!a! response!
rate!of!88.1%!(60!individuals!were!approached!and!9!individuals!refused!or!did!not!respond).!Of!the!51!
study!participants! interviewed,! five!were!DEPP!stakeholders,!31!were!countryAlevel!project! leadership,!
and!15!were!UKAbased!project! leadership.!Overall,!57.7%!of!study!participants!were!female!and!42.3%!
were!male.! The! average! age!of! study!participants!was! 40.1! years.!Most! study!participants! have!been!
working! at! their! current! organisation! between! 1! and! 3! years! (48.9%)! and! have! been! working! in! the!
humanitarian!field!between!5!and!10!years!(37.0%),!10!and!15!years!(13.7%).!
*
Optional! qualitative! followAup! questionnaires! were! sent! to! 43! project! and! programme! stakeholders!
following! inAdepth! interviews! to! provide! respondents! with! an! additional! opportunity! to! share!
information! and! perspectives.! Of! this! sample,! 2! participants! responded.! The! response! rate! for! the!
qualitative!questionnaires!at!T2!is!4.7%.!
!
*
Network*Survey*
!
Table!2.9!below!provides!the!overall!number!of!organisations!who!responded!to!the!network!survey,!the!
total! number! of! organisations! they! identified! as! collaborators! and! the! total! number! of! links! between!
organisations! identified! in! each! country.! Links! correspond! to! different! forms! of! collaboration! and! are!
described!in!more!detail!in!Chapter!5.!!!
!
During!T1,!the!total!number!of!organisations!who!responded!to!the!survey!was!nearly!the!same!in!the!
Philippines!and!Kenya!(72!and!73!respectively),!however!the!number!of! links!identified!was!more!than!
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double!in!the!Philippines.!In!T2,!the!number!of!organisations!who!participated!in!the!network!survey!in!
Kenya! increased! from!73! in! to!142,!with!nearly! four! times! the!number!of! total! links.!Organisations! in!
Philippines! who! took! the! survey! increased! by! approximately! one! third,! however! there! was! a! 48%!
decrease! in! the! total! number! of! links.! During! the! validation! workshop! in! the! Philippines,! event!
participants! attributed! the! decrease! in! number! of! links! to! survey! fatigue.! Large! numbers! of!
organisational!partners! increased! the! time! required! to! complete! the!network! survey.! Therefore,! after!
their!experiences!in!T1,!respondents!limited!the!number!of!organisations!they!reported!as!collaborating!
partners,! as! they! knew! that! a! larger! number! of! partners! increased! the! time! needed! to! complete! the!
survey.!In!Myanmar,!fewer!organisations!completed!the!network!survey!in!both!time!points!because!of!
the! small! number! of! DEPP! projects! active! there! relative! to! the! other! countries.! Fewer! collaborating!
organisations!were!identified,!which!in!turn!resulted!in!the!identification!of!fewer!links.!!In!Ethiopia,!the!
time!between!T1!and!T2!was!less!than!the!other!countries!due!to!the!delays!in!contracting!outlined!in!
the! limitations! section,! and! therefore! the!number!of!organisations! identified!was! similar! in!both! time!
points.!However,!the!number!of!links!increased!by!44%!at!T2.!Analyses!of!the!networks!in!the!intensive!
set!countries!are!described!in!further!detail!in!Chapter!5.!
!

Country*and*Time*of*Data*Collection* Number*of*Organsiations*who*
completed*Network*Survey*

Total*Number*of*
Organisations*
Identified*

Total*No.*of*
Links*

Philippines!
T1! 72! 401! 5622!
T2! 92! 254! 2754!

Kenya!
T1! 73! 161! 2109!
T2! 142! 317! 8027!

Myanmar!
T1! 33! 75! 207!
T2! 30! 55! 226!

Ethiopia!
T1! 63! 132! 2438!
T2! 59! 137! 4150!

Table*2.12:*Number*of*organisations*participating*in*the*network*survey,*Identified*organisations*and*links*by*country*

*

*
Document*Review*
!
In!total,!634!documents,!including!reports,!case!studies,!videos,!podcasts,!articles,!handbooks!and!other!
materials!were!reviewed!(Table!2.10).!This!included!334!learning!and!evidence!items!that!are!available!
for!download!on!the!DEPP!Learning!Platform,!which!represents!about!52.7%!of!the!total!items!reviewed.!!
!
!

Type*of*Resource* Total*Number*
Reviewed*

Number*(%)*available*on*
Learning*Platform*

Quarterly!Reports! 167! N/A!

Blog! 80! 77!(96.3%)!

Report/!Review!! 76! 50!(65.8%)!
Case!Study! 68! 43!(63.2%)!
Video/!Twitter!Video! 60! 53!(88.3%)!
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Key!Findings/!Key!Learnings/!Lessons!Learned! 38! 37!(97.4%)!
Guidelines/!Minimum!Standards!! 21! 15!(71.4%)!
Article! 19! 9!(47.4%)!
Programme!and!Project!Level!Logframes! 16! N/A!
Podcast! 14! 14!(100.0%)!
Final!Project!Evaluation! 13! 0!(0.0%)!
Final!Report!Narratives! 10! N/A!
Template/!HowAto!Guide/!Toolkit! 9! 8(88.9%)!
Concept!Note! 8! 0!(0.0%)!
Summary/!Executive!Summary/!Report!Summary! 6! 6!(100.0%)!
Handbook/!Field!Guide/!Framework! 6! 6!(100.0%)!
Terms!of!Reference/!Proposal! 6! 2!(33.3%)!
Presentation! 4! 3!(75.0%)!
Research/!Analysis! 3! 3!(100.0%)!
Policy!Paper! 2! 2!(100.0%)!
Resource!Catalogue! 2! 2!(100.0%)!
Business!Case! 1! 0!(0.0%)!
Methodology! 1! 1!(100.0%)!
Slides! 1! 1!(100.0%)!
Mobile!App! 1! 1!(100.0%)!

Newsletter! 1! 0!(0.0%)!

Reflection!Journal! 1! 1!(100.0%)!
TOTAL* 634* 334*(75.7%)**
Table*2.13:*Summary*of*documents*reviewed*
*Does!not!include!documents!that!are!not!applicable!
!
!
Humanitarian*Response*Assessment*and*Case*Study**
*
A!total!of!22!inAdepth!interviews!were!conducted!for!the!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!case!studies.!In!Kenya,!16!
inAdepth!interviews!were!conducted!and!analysed.!Of!the!16!respondents,!11!(68.8%)!were!male!and!
five!(31.2%)!were!female!with!a!mean!age!of!36.7!years.!A!total!of!seven!organisations!were!represented!
in!the!interviews.!Respondents!reported!working!on!average!7.6!years!in!the!humanitarian!sector!and!
6.2!years!for!the!respective!organisation.!
!
In!Ethiopia,!6!inAdepth!interviews!were!conducted.!Of!the!six!respondents,!!five!were!male!(83.3%)!and!
one! was! female! (16.7%).! The! mean! age! of! interviewees! was! 42.8! years.! The! six! organisations!
represented! were! local! beneficiary! organisations! affiliated! with! the! Shifting! the! Power! project.!
Respondents! reported!working!on!average!7.8! years! in! the!humanitarian! sector!and!9.2! years! for! the!
respective! organisation.! In! South! Sudan,! a! total! of! three! interviews!were! conducted.! Given! the! small!
number! of! interviews,! demographic! data! is! not! provided! to! protect! the! identity! of! the! study!
participants.!
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LIMITATIONS*

!
There! are! notable! strengths! to! the! evaluation! activities! and! design.! These! include! the!wide! range! of!
study! instruments! to! capture! data! at! different! levels! of! action! and! a! diverse! sample! of! DEPP!
organisations,! programme! leadership,! and!project! leadership! across!DEPP! countries! and!projects!who!
were!interviewed!and!surveyed;!however,!it!is!important!to!consider!the!study’s!limitations.!!
!
The!response!rate!for!the!intensive!and!minimum!set!of!evaluation!activities!was,!in!general,!very!high!at!
both! time! points! and! within! an! expected! range! given! the! evaluation! targeted! sample.! At! T1,! the!
response!rate!was!79.8%!response!rate!for!the!KAP,!62.6%!for!the!organisational!survey,!98.1%!for!the!
household! survey,! 100%! for! the! community! survey! and! 83.6%! for! inAdepth! interviews.! At! T2,! the!
response! rate! was! 72.1%! for! the! KAP,! 72.1%! for! the! organisational! survey,! 99.9%! for! the! household!
survey,!100%!for!the!community!survey!and!85%!for!inAdepth!interviews.!Response!rate!was!lowest!for!
the!organisational!survey!at!both!time!points.!!
!
The! organisational! survey! was! administered! to! country! directors! of! organisations,! who! were! often!
difficult!to!involve!because!of!busy!schedules!and!travel.!To!mitigate!any!potential!biases!a!low!response!
rate! for! the! organisational! survey! might! introduce,! various! strategies! were! employed! to! increase!
participation.!These!included!multiple!contact!attempts,!flexibility!in!terms!of!interview!dates!and!times,!
and!an!option! for!a! remote! interview! if! the! individuals’! travel! schedules!did!not!permit!a! faceAtoAface!
interview.!For!the!other!types!of!surveys!and!interviews,!nonAresponders!were!primarily!organisational!
leadership!and!humanitarian!programming!staff! from!implementing!and!beneficiary!organisations!that!
were!unavailable!to!participate!due!to!scheduling!conflicts.!!
!
Household! and! community! surveys! were! conducted! in! Myanmar! in! both! time! points,! but! were!
conducted! in! Ethiopia! only! during! T2! due! to! contractual! delays! with! the! local! research! partner.!
Therefore,!the!response!rates!for!these!community!level!surveys!reflect!only!data!collected!in!Myanmar.!
The!Ethiopia!data!has!not!been!used!for!the!Difference!in!Difference!analysis!as!this!requires!time!series!
data.!!
!
The!majority! of! nonAresponders! (N=10! at! T1;! N=9! at! T2)! for! the! qualitative!minimum! set! qualitative!
evaluation! activities! were! primarily! project! leadership,! and! on! subset! analysis,! they! were! relatively!
evenly! distributed! among! countries! and! projects! indicating! that! there! was! no! systematic! difference!
between! responders! and! nonAresponders.! Within! the! overall! sample,! there! were! fewer! interviews!
conducted!among!programme!leadership,!as!these!participants!constitute!a!much!smaller!group!of!staff!
members! than! the! combined!project! leadership.! The! evaluation! team!also! contacted! key! programme!
and!project! staff!who!were!no! longer!part!of! the!DEPP! to!ensure! that! their! views!were! included.!The!
views!of!the!respondents!may!not!be!representative!of!all!of!the!programme!staff,!field!staff!and!others;!
however,!there!were!common!themes!among!the!people!interviewed,!and!these!data!were!triangulated!
with!other!evaluation!data!to!ensure!validity!and!accuracy.!!
!
It!is!important!to!consider!the!potential!sources!of!bias!for!the!aforementioned!surveys!and!interviews.!
The!lack!of!a!true!baseline!is!important!limitation!for!the!evaluation.!Data!collection!at!the!start!of!the!
programme,!prior!to!any!project!implementation!was!impossible!due!to!the!timing!of!the!selection!and!
contracting! of! the! evaluation! team!which! occurred! after! projects! had! begun! activities.! Since! the! first!
quantitative!data!collection!point!(T1)!occurred!after!DEPP!implementation,!the!full!impact!of!the!DEPP!
may!not!be!captured.!Any!changes!in!outcomes!that!occurred!prior!to!T1!were!not!be!captured!in!the!
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quantitative!analysis,!which!measures!changes!between!the!two!data!collection!time!points.!However,!
nonAquantitative!components!of!the!evaluation!such!as!inAdepth!interviews!and!document!review!were!
assessed!for!evidence!of!any!outputs!and!changes!that!occurred!prior!to!T1.!
!
The!interviewers!assured!respondents!that!privacy!and!confidentiality!would!be!respected!at!all!times,!
however!social!desirability!bias!could!have!affected!responses.!Since!many!respondents!are!aware!of!the!
expectations! of! the! DEPP! and! the! evaluation,! they! may! have! limited! their! responses! to! what! they!
thought!DEPP!management!or!the!enumerator!would!want!to!hear.!Our!team!utilised!enumerators!and!
staff! who! are! external! to! the! DEPP! and! ensured! that! respondents! understood! that! their! responses!
would! not! be! shared,! and! would! remain! confidential.! Respondents! were! encouraged! to! share! their!
honest!opinions!and!reassured!that!their!responses!would!have!no!impact!on!their!current!employment.!
Feedback!from!data!collection!teams!in!all!countries!suggests!that!respondents!were!very!forthcoming!
with!both!positive!and!negative!feedback!on!the!DEPP,!and!that!social!desirability!bias!was!minimised.!
Recall!bias!may!also!have!been!an!issue,!as!respondents!may!not!always!be!able!to!provide!an!accurate!
account!of!past!activities!or!experiences!dating! from!the!beginning!of!DEPP.! In!many!cases,! the! recall!
period!was! limited! to!one!year!or! less! in!order! to!minimise! the!potential! impact!of! recall! bias!on! the!
evaluation.! Exclusion!bias!may!also!have!affected! the! study! since! in! some! settings! such!as!Kenya!and!
Myanmar,! security! related!challenges! limited!access! to!certain!organisations.! In! these!settings,!efforts!
were!made!to!remotely!include!individuals!who!could!not!be!physically!accessed!due!to!security!issues.!
In!addition,!to!permit!the!DID!analysis,!many!of!the!same!questions!were!asked!in!the!surveys!during!T1!
and!T2.!!There!may!have!been!a!learning!effect!where!respondents!anticipated!the!questions!asked!and!
prepared!their!response!accordingly.!This!effect! is!minimal!but! its! impact!may!be!seen! in!the!network!
data! for! the! Philippines,! for! example! where! respondents! limited! the! number! of! collaborating!
organisations!described!during!T2!so!that!their!interviews!would!be!shorter.!!
!
In!most! cases,! qualitative! interviews! for! the!minimum! set! of! evaluation! activities!were! conducted! via!
Skype! and! in! English;! therefore,! it! is! possible! that! the! perspectives! of! individuals!who!may! have! had!
limited! Internet! connectivity! and/or! who! did! not! speak! English! were! not! included.! However,! the!
evaluation!team!sampled! individuals!systematically!and!no!respondents!declined!to!participate!due!to!
language! issues.! In! instances!where! internet! connectivity!was!an! issue,!an!option! to! conduct!a!phone!
interview!was! provided.! There! were!minor! technical! issues! with! the! clarity! and! completeness! of! the!
audio! files! during! the! data! extraction! due! to! the! programme! platform! used! to! record! the! Skype!
interviews.!However,! the! interviewers! took!notes!and! the!majority!of! files!did!not!have!any! technical!
issues.!Qualitative!minimum!set! interviews!were!conducted!by!the!same!three!individuals.!Notes!were!
compared!and!the!same!three!interviewers!extracted!data!from!the!interviews.!It!is!possible!that!there!
was! interviewer!bias! as! each! individual! had! varying! amounts! of! exposure! to! and! knowledge!of!DEPP.!
However,! the! interviewers! followed! a! detailed! semiAstructured! interview! guide! and! asked! similar!
questions!with!similar!probes!to!minimise!potential!interviewer!bias.!Recall!error!may!also!have!been!an!
issue,! as! respondents! may! not! always! be! able! to! provide! an! accurate! account! of! past! activities! or!
experiences.!However,! the!evaluation! team!provided! the!question!areas! to! the! respondents!ahead!of!
time!and!encouraged!them!to!share!additional!information!with!the!team!after!the!interview!to!address!
the!issue!of!recall!bias.!!
!
!The! online! quantitative! questionnaires! from! the! minimum! set! were! translated! to! French! to! ensure!
inclusion! of! sampled! respondents.! Intensive! set! questionnaires!were! translated! to! the! local! language!
and!administered!by!local!enumerators!to!ensure!inclusion.!!
!



! 72!

Another! limitation!which!might!have!affected!the!evaluation! is! the!high!turnover!of!DEPP!programme!
and!project! leadership.!A!number!of!respondents! interviewed!during!T1!were!unable!to!speak!directly!
about!the!design!process!of! the!DEPP!programme!and!of! individual!projects,!as!they!were!hired!more!
recently! to! replace! staff!who!may! have! been! engaged! in! the! design! process.! High! staff! turnover! is! a!
recurring!theme!that!has!emerged!both!with!respect!to!the!design!and!implementation!of!the!DEPP!and!
that! has! had! notable! effects.! One! consequence! with! respect! to! this! evaluation! has! been! the! loss! of!
internal!knowledge!about!topics!such!as!the!design!process!and!relevant!lessons!learned.!To!counter!this!
potential!bias,!we!included!staff!who!are!no!longer!part!of!the!DEPP!in!our!sample,!and!made!substantial!
effort!to!ensure!that!their!perspectives!were!included.!!
!
Another!potential!weakness!is!the!inclusion!of!community!level!data!in!only!two!of!the!four!intensive!set!
countries! (Myanmar! and! Ethiopia).! The! inclusion! of! two! countries! was! part! of! the! evaluation! team’s!
methodology!as!outlined!in!the!inception!phase!and!was!partially!due!to!budget!constraints.!However,!
this! design! also! takes! into! account! the! fact! that! community! level! effects!were! not! expected! in! every!
country,!as!project!activities!targeting!the!community!level!were!not!implemented!uniformly!across!the!
programme.! The! two! countries! selected! for! community! level! data! collection! were! appropriate! for!
assessing!DEPP!at!the!community!level.!!
!
The!document!review!was!dependent!on!what!was!shared!by!the!Learning!Project,!and!available!on!the!
Learning! platform! and! on! Box,! an! online! platform! used! to! store! project! and! programme! documents.!
Documents! and! resources! uploaded! to! Box! varied! by! project! and! programme! leadership,! as! certain!
stakeholders! did! not! upload! documents! systematically.! Every! effort! was! made! to! locate! certain!
documents!if!they!could!not!be!located!in!the!shared!folders.!
!
There!were!unanticipated!delays!during!the!inAcountry!data!collection!for!the!intensive!set!of!evaluation!
activities!which!necessitated!additional! time!to!maintain!the! integrity!and!completeness!of! these!data!
collection! methods.! In! some! cases,! this! was! due! to! delays! in! setting! up! contractual! agreements,!
obtaining!respondent!lists!and!contacts,!challenges!with!security!as!well!as!limited!access!to!areas!where!
conflict! or! violence! was! occurring.! For! example,! access! to! DEPP! communities! and! households! in!
Myanmar! was! limited! due! to! insecurity! and! data! collection! was! delayed! until! safe! access! could! be!
guaranteed.! In! South! Sudan,! planned! intensive! evaluation! activities! were! not! conducted! due! to! an!
outbreak!of!violence!that!halted!DEPP!activities!in!country!and!instead!data!were!collected!remotely!as!
part!of! the!minimum!set!evaluation!activities.!Contractual!delays!were!a! substantial! issue! in!Ethiopia,!
where! an! agreement! could! not! be! reached! between! the! selected! local! research! partner! and! HHI.!
Ultimately!a!new!local!partner!was!identified!and!contracted,!however!these!delays!led!data!collection!
to!begin! later!Ethiopia!for!T1!compared!to!the!other! intensive!set!countries.!The!time!period!between!
Ethiopia!T1!and!T2!for!the!organisational,!KAP!and!network!surveys!in!Ethiopia!is!therefore!shorter!than!
for! the! other! countries.! In! addition,! as!mentioned! above,! due! to! these! delays,! data! collection! at! the!
community!level!was!only!collected!at!one!time!point!and!therefore!a!DID!analysis!was!not!possible!with!
these!particular!data.!!
!
Finally,!the!study!could!also!be!potentially!affected!by!bias!at!the!level!of!the!evaluation!team.!However!
it!is!important!to!note!that!there!were!no!conflicts!of!interest,!and!the!evaluation!team!was!able!to!work!
freely!and!without!interference.!!
!
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*

Methodological*Considerations*and*Approach*
!
The! evaluation! methodology! was! developed! based! on! criteria! adapted! from! the! Development!
Assistance!Committee’s!(DAC)!principles!for!Evaluating!Development!Assistance,!and!in!alignment!with!
the!modified! causal! chain! developed!by! the! evaluation! team,! rather! than! the!programme’s! theory! of!
change!presented! in! the!business!case!which!was! found! to!be! flawed,!unnecessarily! complex!and!not!
fully!representative!of!the!types!and!scopes!of!DEPP!activities.!!
*
A!randomisedAcontrolled!trial!(RCT)!was!an!important!element!of!the!initial!evaluation!proposal!because!
of!the!rigorous!evidence!of! impact!that!can!be!obtained!with!this!method.!One!of!the!aims!during!the!
inception! phase! was! to! thoroughly! investigate! the! feasibility! of! conducting! an! RCT.! After! extensive!
consultations! during! the! inception! phase! and! review! of! project! documents! and! plans,! the! evaluation!
team!concluded!that!an!RCT!would!not!be!feasible!for!various!reasons.!First,!project!activities!across!the!
DEPP!were!extremely!complex!and!broad!in!scope,!and!targeted!multiple!levels!including!communities,!
organisations,! and! systems.! Additionally,! in! many! cases! the! project! activities! had! already! begun! and!
were! being! delivered! to! beneficiaries! based! on! nonArandom! criteria.! Thus,! the! minimum! conditions!
required! for! an! RCT! –! a! reasonably! discrete! intervention!with! a! large! number! of! units! that! could! be!
randomised,!and!the!ability!to!maintain!unexposed!control!groups!during!the!time!frame!–!could!not!be!
met.!The!evaluation!team!therefore!opted!to!integrate!quasiAexperimental!designs,!which!include!a!preA
post! design! and! an! appropriate! control! group! for! comparison,! where! possible.! This! approach! was!
supplemented!with!the!other!methods!(qualitative!data!collection,!document!review,!economic!analysis,!
network! analysis,! and! inAdepth! case! study! of! responses)! to! provide! a! mixed! methods! design! with!
multiple! sources! of! data! captured! at! the! different! levels! of! action! (individuals,! communities,!
organisations!and!system).!The!results!were!triangulated!to!test!the!programme’s!theory!of!change!and!
its!underlying!assumptions!and!to!answer!key!evaluation!questions.!!
!
The! evaluation!methodology! –! combining!multiple! research! streams! in! a!mixed!methods! approach! –!
attempted!to!capture!the!broad!scope!of!the!DEPP.!The!use!of!quasiAexperimental!methods!drew!upon!
innovative!public!health!and!medical! research!methodologies! to! rigorously!evaluate! capacity!building,!
and! was! combined! with! qualitative! and! participatory! approaches! to! create! an! integrated,! multiA
dimensional!view!of!DEPP!programming.!Since!the!DEPP!focus!countries!differ!significantly! in!terms!of!
contextual! factors! such! as! governance! structures,! and! disaster! and! preparedness! profiles,! it! was!
important! to! assess! how! these! different! contexts! influence! the! theory! of! change,! programme!
implementation!and!outcome!changes.!Contextual!factors!at!each!site!were!documented!to!contribute!
to!understanding!how!nonADEPP!factors!influence!programme!delivery!and!outcome!changes.!!
!
*

Addressing*Cross_Cutting*Themes*
!
The! evaluation!methodology! was! developed! to! take! into! account! the! crossAcutting! issues! of! gender,!
poverty,! human! rights,! environment,! antiAcorruption,! capacity! building! and!power! relations.!HIV/AIDS!
was!not!a!specific!cross!cutting!theme!related!to!the!programme!and!hence!no!data!was!captured!on!
this! issue.!Note! that! the!evaluation!ToR!only! requires!assessment!of! the!gender,! inclusion!and!VAWG!
across!the!DEPP.!
!
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Gender:! Document! review,! observation! and! site! visits,! inAdepth! interviews,! and! organisational!
assessment! focused! on! project! and! programme’s! activities! and! gender! strategy! and! inclusion.! In! the!
community!level!assessment!household!survey,!the!evaluation!team!sought!to!include!a!sample!of!50%!
male! and! 50%! female! participants! to! gather! information! from! both! genders.! All! organisational! level!
assessment!study!tools!also!aimed!for!equal!representation!of!both!genders.!InAcountry!data!collection!
teams!were!formed!with!particular!attention!to!gender!balance.!!
!
Poverty:! Document! review,! observation! and! site! visits,! inAdepth! interviews,! and! organisational!
assessment!explored! issues! relating! to!poverty!and!economic! inclusion.!Households! in! the!community!
level! assessment! were! randomly! selected! to! ensure! representation! form! different! socioAeconomic!
classes,! and! data! was! collected! on! socioAeconomic! status.! Other! study! tools! assessed! food! security,!
shelter,!education!and!access!to!services.!
!
Human!rights:!Document!review!and!observation!and!site!visits!explored!issues!relating!to!human!rights!
and!ensured!the!projects!activities!did!not!discriminate!against!race,!sex,!nationality,!ethnicity,!language!
or! religion.! The! elderly! and! people! with! disabilities,! were! prioritised! within! all! community! level! data!
collection!to!ensure!that! their!perspectives!were!captured! in! the!evaluation.!Data!collection!protocols!
were! developed! to! ensure! protection! of! participants,! minimise! any! potential! risks! and! ensure!
confidentiality.!Only! those! participants!who! provided! voluntary,! informed! consent! participated! in! the!
study.!
!
Environment:!Environmental!factors!related!to!disasters!and!emergencies!were!considered!as!part!of!the!
contextual! factors! influencing! each! setting! and! its! disaster! profile.! At! the! community! level,! data! on!
environmental! factors!and!sustainable!environmental!management!were!also!collected.!All!evaluation!
data!were!collected!using!electronic!questionnaires!programmed!on!tablets!to!minimise!the!evaluation’s!
environmental!footprint.!!
!
AntiFcorruption:! The! local! research! partners! were! carefully! vetted! in! accordance! with! Harvard!
University’s!antiAfraud!and!antiAcorruption!policies.!The!core!evaluation!team!worked!very!closely!with!
inAcountry!partners!and!monitored!their!work!during!onAsite!visits!and!through!regular!meetings.!When!
possible,! observation! and! site! visits! to! DEPP! projects! allowed! verification! that! activities! had! been!
implemented,!including!verification!of!purchased!equipment!in!use.!
!
Capacity!Building:!As!a!main!focus!of!the!programme,!all!study!tools!aimed!to!capture!capacity!building!
and!effectiveness!of!activities!among!DEPP!stakeholders.!
!
Power!relations:! InAdepth! interviews!and!observation!and!site!visits!explored!power!relations!between!
INGOs!and!N/LNGOs,!and!different!levels!of!project!and!programme!staff!in!order!to!better!understand!
relationships!within!the!programme!and!their!effect!on!implementation.!

! !
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Chapter!3:!Relevance!and!Validity!of!Design!
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! !Evaluation*Question*#1:**To(what(extent(are(the(objectives(of(the(programme(intervention(consistent(with(
stakeholders'(requirements(and(the(programme(design(logical(and(coherent?(
!
SubFquestions:!

a) Has!the!programme!targeted!the!right!people!in!the!right!places?!
b) To!what!extent!does!the!programme!design!(theory!of!change)!support!the!projects’!design!(log!

frame)?!
c) In!what!ways!was!the!programme!design!process!participatory?!!Were!project!beneficiaries!adequately!

engaged!before,!during!and!after?!
d) To!what!extent!was!the!programme!design!logical!and!coherent?!

a. Were!the!objectives!of!the!programme!clear,!realistic!and!likely!to!be!achieved!within!the!
established!time!schedule!and!with!the!allocated!resources!(including!human!resources)?!!!

e) Have!prioritised!target!groups!(people!with!disabilities,!older!people)!and!gender!aspects!been!taken!
into!consideration!in!the!program!design?!

*
Data*sources:**

• Inception*phase*interviews*(Qualitative)*
• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• KAP*and*Organisational*surveys*(Quantitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:*

• The!five!results!areas!(objectives)!of!the!DEPP!are!appropriate,*and*the*right*people*in*the*right*places*
are*being*targeted!

• At!high!level,!programme!objectives*are*clear,*relevant*and*aligned*with*DFID*priorities.*However,!the*
3_year*time*frame*was*insufficient!to!reach!programme!objectives!

• The!country*selection!process!was!iterative,!based!on!appropriate!criteria!but!was*not*optimal*due*to*
lack*of*strategic*direction*and*objectives*at*portfolio*level*

• There!is!fairly!good*alignment*between*the*project’s*design*and*the*overall*programme*theory*of*
change.!However,!the!programme!level!log!frame!was!developed!late!in!programme!implementation!
and!reporting!against!this!log!frame!begin!in!August!2017,!during!the!3rd!year!of!DEPP!implementation!

• The!design*process*was*not*logical*or*coherent,!especially!during!the!first!START!network!design!phase!
when!projects!were!retrofitted!to!the!business!case!!

• Design!at!the!programme!level!was!not!adequately!considered!and!projects*were*designed*in*isolation*
with*limited*local*consultation*and*buy*in.!Despite!the!flaws!in!the!design!process,!the!selected!
projects!did!address!country!needs!once!they!were!contextualised!during!their!implementation!
periods.!However,!programme!systems!and!processes,!the!programme!theory!of!change,!definition!of!
key!terms,!and!expectations!about!how!projects!are!intended!to!interlink!and!interact!were!not!
developed!and!articulated!at!the!outset.!!!!

• Variation*in*number*and*type*of*projects*in*each*country*was*a*lost*opportunity!to!maximise!
efficiencies!and!impact!

• Resourcing*was*sufficient*at*the*programme*level,*but*individual*project*budgets*were*lean!with!
inadequate!resourcing!for!M&E,!NPACs!and!collaboration!

• All*projects*considered*gender*in*their*design,*but*the*level*of*consideration*varied.!Some!projects!
considered!other!prioritised!groups!such!as!the!elderly!and!people!with!disabilities!in!their!design!!!

• Response*to*emergencies*was*not*adequately*considered*during*the*design*phase!–!the!programme!
was!designed!to!improve!preparedness!but!mechanisms!to!enable!or!facilitate!L/NNGO!contribution!to!
humanitarian!response!were!not!explicitly!integrated!into!the!programme.!Despite!this,*DEPP*
contributed*to*at*least*42*humanitarian*responses*in*11*countries!
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!
Overview*of*the*DEPP*Design*Process*

*
The! design! process! for! the! DEPP! as! well! as! the! individual! projects! within! the! DEPP! portfolio! is!
summarised!below!based!on!findings!from!inAdepth!interviews!and!document!review.!Figure!3.1!shows!
the!sequence!of!steps!in!the!design!process.!!
!
In!response!to!the!Humanitarian!Emergency!Response!Review!(HERR)!launched!in!2011,!which!included!
a!call!to!action!for!the!British!Government!to!substantially!modify!its!way!of!responding!to!humanitarian!
crises,! DFID! launched! the! business! case! development! process.! Evidence! suggests! that! early! in! the!
business!case!development!process,!DFID!had!already!identified!the!Consortium!of!British!Humanitarian!
Agencies!(which!would!later!become!the!START!Network)!and!the!CDAC!Network!as!potential!partners.!
Once! the! business! case! development! was! underway,! the! START! Network! and! the! CDAC! Network,!
undertook! their! own,! separate! design! processes! related! to! the!DEPP.! The! START!Network! secretariat!
solicited! project! ideas! from! its! (then)! 19!members! in! 2013! through! a! general! call! that!was! circulated!
internally!to! its!members.! In!total,!over!fifty!preAgenerated! ideas!were!put!forward!by!START!Network!
members.! All! fifty! were! considered! at! an! Ideas! Workshop! held! in! September! 2013,! which! involved!
primarily!LondonAbased!headquarters!staff!who!came!together!to!discuss!and!consolidate!the!ideas.!The!
ideas! were! reduced! to! 18! by! the! end! of! the! day,! but! the! process! involved! merging! some! projects!
together,!leading!to,!in!some!cases,!the!formation!of!artificial!or!mandated!consortia.!!!
!

“The! mashing! workshop! put! together! four! streams! of! individual! projects,! projects! that! build!
individual's!capacity,!and!mashed!them!into!something!that!perhaps!if!you!had!a!blank!sheet!of!
paper! shouldn't! have! lived! together…! We! were! perhaps! forcing! people! to! collaborate! who!
shouldn’t!have!been...!this!then!affected!the!quality!of!the!collaboration!between!the!members.”!
(Programme!Leadership)!

!
The!process!of!consolidating!and!merging!projects!was!not!based!on!any!particular!strategy!or!defined!
criteria! and! lacked! involvement! from! inAcountry! staff.! There!was! a! preference! for! projects! that!were!
already! being! implemented! or! that! agencies! were! hoping! to! implement! rather! than! new,! innovative!
ideas.! The! creation! of! some! artificial! consortia! had! long! reaching! impacts.! One! of! the! authors! of! the!
DEPP! design! case! study70!provided! one! example:! “Three! agencies! brought! ideas! for! humanitarian!
training!schemes!that!they!were!already!running!with!great!success.!These!three!agencies!were!brought!
together!and!tasked!with!creating!one!consortium!project!out!of!the!three.!At!face!value,!this!seemed!to!
make!sense!in!the!name!of!collaboration!and!efficiency;!however,!the!high!transaction!costs!of!working!
in! the! consortium! may! arguably! initially! have! outweighed! any! perceived! advantage! of! working!
together.”!!!
!
The! case! study! also! discusses! some! of! the! consequences! of! these! mandated! collaborations:! “Some!
consortia!that!were!mandated!to!work!together!struggled!to!reconcile!differing! interests!and!opinions.!
Partners! reported! that! these! frustrations! undermined! the! collaboration,! and!which! required! sustained!
effort! to! disentangle! later! in! the! project’s! lifeFcycle,! affecting! efficiency! and! effectiveness! during!
delivery.”!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
70!Kletzing!M,!Bevan!D.!Preparing!for!Preparedness:!Lessons!from!Designing!and!SettingAup!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!
Preparedness!Programme.!
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!
Figure*3.1:*Sequence*of*steps*in*the*DEPP*Design*process*

!
Following! the! Ideas! Workshop,! teams,! which! again! were! primarily! UKAbased! staff,! were! given! three!
months! by! the! START! secretariat! to! form! their! consortia,! including! generating! detailed! budgets! and!
proposals!before!presenting! them! to!a!panel!of! six! judges!as!part!of! an! internal!peer! review!process.!
However,! at! this! time,! the! DFID! business! case! had! not! yet! been! finalised,! nor! had! the! specific! DEPP!
target!countries!been!selected,!which!meant!that!projects!could!not!be!developed!with!those!in!mind.!In!
addition,! there!was!not!enough!time!to! involve!country!offices,!and!LondonAbased!staff!did!not! feel! it!
was! justified! to! use! the! time! and! resources! of! these! country! staff! when! there! was! no! guarantee! of!
funding.! There! was! insufficient! time! to! set! up! consortia! or! fully! consider! implementation! details! or!
appropriate! resourcing.! At! the! end! of! this! threeAmonth! period,! submissions!were! peerAreviewed! and!

HERR Launched

DFID launches process for business case development

START Network solicits ideas from 19 members CDAC Network

Ideas workshop - 50 pre-generated ideas were considered, done at London HQ 

level, preferred existing projects rather than innovation, formed some “artificial” 
or mandated consortia. 18 projects selected

3 months to form consortia, develop proposals, present to 6 judges; no time for 
consultation with in country staff; consortia partners did not have time to align and 
create true partnerships, some consortia mandated to work together, implementa-

tion, contextual factors not considered enough, still no countries or programmatic 
themes (which led to gaps)

CDAC Network: Works with small group of 

interested members over 8 months to 
develop a project that reflects the DEPP 
business case + project selection criteria

START Network: 9 projects selected – 1 month to develop 
proposals before 1st DEPP Board meeting

DFID announces DEPP business case 
finalized. 1st DEPP Board Meeting - 11 
countries selected, project selection 
criteria and M+E plans discussed

2nd DEPP Board Meeting - Transforming Surge Capacity, Shifting 
the Power, Talent Development, ADCAP and MEL project approved

3rd DEPP Board Meeting - LPRR, Financial Enablers, Protection in Practice approved

CDAC Network - submits proposal to DFID Board

4th DEPP Board Meeting - Alert & CDAC-N projects approved

5th DEPP Board Meeting - 4 early warning + preparedness projects approved

6th DEPP Board Meeting - HHI awarded DEPP External Evaluation

START Network: has 3 months to develop new projects using 3 million GBP from the reduced Financial Enablers project

Design process is different: reflected DEPP business case, encouraged national ownership and aimed to fill a gap in the 
DEPP portfolio (result #2). Proposals were limited to 1 page allowing national staff to take the lead and ensuring 
coherence with national preparedness strategies and involvement of other national stakeholders. Consortia developed 
naturally around shared interests.

Review panel included technical experts as well. 21 proposals submitted 4 selected for submission to DEPP Board
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nine!were! selected! to!go! forward!and!be!presented! to!DFID.!The!peer! review!process! took!a! low! risk!
approach.! All! of! this!work!was! conducted! before! the! business! case!was! finalised! and! approved.! This!
process!of!developing!projects!before!the!business!case!had!several!effects!which!are!described!later.!!
!
According! to! the! DEPP! design! case! study 71 :! “the! decisionFmaking! on! DFID’s! investment! included!
extremely!limited!consultation!with!NGOs!and!other!experts!to!develop!the!business!case,!which!meant!
that!relevant!lessons!from!the!humanitarian!sector’s!broader!experience!of!implementing!preparedness!
projects! was! not! systematically! included! in! the! evolving! business! case! for! the! DEPP.”! In! addition,!
evidence!suggests!that!the!DFID!country!offices!did!not!feed!into!the!decisionAmaking!process,!and!that!
there!was!also!a!lack!of!broader!consultation.!The!final!business!case!did!not!contain!basic!design!details!
such! as! focus! countries! and!project! selection! criteria,! and! there!was! only! one!month! before! the! first!
board!meeting!to!develop!these!substantial!areas.!!
!
In!April!2014,!the!business!case!was!finalised!and!DFID!announced!£40!million!of!funding!for!the!DEPP,!
of!which!£10!million!would!be!allocated!toward!an!“innovation!window”;!thus,! leaving!£30!million!for!
DEPP!projects.!This!was!allocated!to!the!two!preAselected!networks,!with!the!START!Network!receiving!
£27!million!and!CDAC!Network!receiving!£3!million.!!
!
The!first!DEPP!Board!meeting!was!held!during!that!same!month!in!April!2014.!Eleven!countries!–!Kenya,!
Ethiopia,! Democratic! Republic! of! Congo,! South! Sudan,! Mozambique,! Jordan,! Myanmar,! Philippines,!
Bangladesh,!Pakistan,!and!Indonesia!–!were!selected,!and!DEPP!project!selection!criteria!and!monitoring!
and!evaluation!plans!were!discussed.!!
!
The!second!Board!meeting,!in!July!2014,!led!to!the!approval!of!the!first!five!DEPP!projects:!Transforming!
Surge!Capacity!(TSC),!Shifting!the!Power!(STP),!Talent!Development!(TD),!the!Age!and!Disability!Capacity!
Building!(ADCAP)!project!and!the!MEL!project!(which!was!later!rebranded!as!the!Learning!Project).!Three!
more! projects! were! approved! during! the! 3rd! DEPP! Board! meeting! in! October! 2014:! Linking!
Preparedness!Resilience!and!Response! (LPRR),!Financial!Enablers! (FE),!and!Protection! in!Practice! (PiP).!
The!Financial!Enablers!project!was!considered!high!risk!by!DFID!and!was!scaled!back!substantially.!It!was!
approved! for! implementation! in!only!one!country! rather! than! four!as!originally!envisioned!and!with!a!
budget! reduced!by!£3!million! to!£1,637,745.!The!ALERT!project!was!approved! in! January!2015!during!
the!4th!Board!Meeting.!!

!
In!comparison!to!the!START!Network,!the!CDAC!Network!instituted!a!different!design!process.!Once!the!
business!case!was!finalised! in!April!2014,!a!small!group!of! interested!CDAC!Network!members!worked!
over!eight!months!to!develop!a!project!that!specifically!fit!the!DEPP!business!case!and!selection!criteria.!
This! project! was! submitted! in! November! 2014! and! approved! during! the! 4th! DEPP! Board!meeting! in!
January!2015.!!

!
After! the! 4th! DEPP! Board! meeting,! the! START! Network! had! funds! remaining! (from! the! cuts! to! the!
Financial!Enablers!project)!and!decided!to!launch!a!second!wave!of!proposal!development,!building!on!
lessons! learned! during! the! initial! project! design! phase.! Contrary! to! the! first! round! of! project! design!
during! the!development!of! the!business! case,! and! in! an!effort! to! improve! the!process,! it! significantly!
encouraged!and!incentivised!national!project!staff!from!its!member!organisations!to!take!the!lead,!and!
to! involve! local! stakeholders.! OneApage! proposals! were! sought! on! projects! that! focused! on! early!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
71!Kletzing!M,!Bevan!D.!Preparing!for!Preparedness:!Lessons!from!Designing!and!SettingAup!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!
Preparedness!Programme.!
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warning!systems! in!order!to! fill!a!noticeable!gap! in!the!DEPP!portfolio!with!respect! to!result!area!two!
focused!on!development!of!early!warning!systems.!The!shift!to!very!short!proposals!was!done!to!enable!
national!project!staff!to!be!significantly!involved.!Consortia!were!permitted!to!develop!naturally!around!
shared! interests,!and! local!ownership!was!encouraged.!A!committee!of! technical!experts! conducted!a!
review! of! proposals,! and! significant! involvement! of! inAcountry! teams! was! a! selection! criteria.! Four!
projects!selected!through!this!process!were!submitted!to!the!DEPP!Board!and!were!ultimately!approved!
in!April!2015.!The!external!evaluation!was!approved!in!May!2015.!!
!
The! following! sections! present! evaluation! findings! related! to! the! relevance! and! validity! of! the! design!
process,!as!well!as!its!successes!and!limitations.!!
!

!
Question*1.A:*Has*the*programme*targeted*the*right*people*in*the*right*places?*

*
The*established*five*results*areas*(objectives)*of*the*DEPP*are*appropriate,*and*the*right*
people*in*the*right*places*are*being*targeted.*However,*the*country*selection*process**while*
iterative*and*based*on*appropriate*criteria,*was*not*optimal*due*to*lack*of*strategic*direction*
and*objectives*at*portfolio*level.*
*
!
The! evaluation! assessed! this! question!with! three!main! lenses:! first,!whether! the! right! countries!were!
chosen!and!whether!the!countryAselection!criteria!were!clear;!second,!how!decisions!were!made!about!
the! number! of! DEPP! projects! per! country;! and! third,! whether! the! DEPP! design! is! consistent! with!
beneficiary!needs!and!requirements!within!countries.!!
!
DEPP*targets*and*country*selection*criteria*
In!general,! the! targets!of! the!DEPP!are!appropriate,!and!the!right!people! in! the!right!places!are!being!
targeted.! The! focus! on! building! national! capacity,! improving! preparedness! and! targeting! vulnerable!
groups! to! ensure! their! inclusion! during! humanitarian! response! activities! is! consistent! with! needs!
identified! during! the! evaluation! team’s! literature! review! conducted! during! the! inception! phase.! The!
focus!remains!aligned!with!newer!global!commitments!related!to!humanitarian!system!reform!and!for!
localisation!of!humanitarian!aid72.!
!
Documents! suggest! that! the! country! selection! process! was! iterative! and! based! on! several! criteria! –!
humanitarian!need!and!likelihood!of!natural!disasters!using!the!INFORM!Index73,!followed!by!feasibility!
and!opportunity!to!make!the!greatest!impact.!These!are!appropriate!criteria.!However,!according!to!the!
DEPP! design! case! study74,! agencies! perceived! that! DFID! preferred! countries!where! it! already! directly!
worked! in,! implementation! in! fewer! countries! to!maximise! impact! and! to! work! in! settings! at! risk! of!
natural!disasters!rather!than!manmade!as!it!would!be!less!risky.!In!addition,!since!the!two!networks!had!
already!been!selected,!the!DEPP!could!only!operate!in!countries!where!those!networks!had!an!existing!
presence.!Ultimately,!however,!some!respondents!felt!that!key!countries!and!priority!geographic!areas!
with! strong! humanitarian! need! were! not! included! and! attributed! this! mainly! to! the! limitations! of!
operating!only!in!countries!where!the!START!Network!and!the!CDAC!Network!members!had!a!presence.!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
72!Such!as!the!Grand!Bargain!A!Workstream!2!and!The!Sendai!Framework!for!Disaster!Risk!Reduction!
73!http://www.informAindex.org!!
74!Kletzing!M,!Bevan!D.!Preparing!for!Preparedness:!Lessons!from!Designing!and!SettingAup!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!
Preparedness!Programme.!



! 81!

By! operating! through! preAselected! networks,! there! is! a! possibility! that! stronger! organisations! and!
interventions!were!not!included.!Minimum!set!interviewees!also!described!a!lack!of!strategic!direction!
and!objectives! at! the!portfolio! level,!which!hindered! the!potential! of! selecting! countries! and!projects!
based!on!strategic!criteria!(e.g.,!fertile!context!with!ability!to!make!biggest!impact,!highest!disaster!risk,!
greatest! need,! and/or!most! value! for!money).! Another! interviewee! stated! that! the! selection! of!DEPP!
countries! by! the! DEPP! Board! had! been! a! convoluted! process! with! too! much! input! from! the! START!
Network,!and!emphasis!placed!on!existing!member!coverage!within!the!network.!This!is!consistent!with!
the! DEPP! design! case! study! which! presented! problems!with! the! country! selection! process,! with! one!
agency!referring!to!the!final!set!of!focus!countries:!“an!almost!random!list”75.!!
!
Coverage*of*DEPP*interventions*across*target*countries*
Of! the! eleven! target! countries! that! were! finally! selected,! projects! were! implemented! in! only! ten!
countries! (Indonesia! ultimately! was! not! targeted! by! any! DEPP! projects).! Despite! the! commitment!
towards! the! five! result! areas,! the! portfolio! of! interventions! in! each! country! also! varied! greatly,! with!
some!countries!receiving!very!few!projects!and!others!many!more.!This!seemed!to!be!due!to!minimal!
consideration! at! the! portfolio! level! of! coverage! of! the! DEPP! interventions! across! countries! and! the!
optimal! level! of! exposure! to!DEPP! interventions! needed! to!maximise! potential! impact.! This! coverage!
strategy,! as!described! later! in! the! report,! dampened! the!potential! effectiveness!of! the!programme! in!
some!of!the!DEPP!focus!countries!with!fewer!numbers!of!projects.!One!respondent!felt!that!there!was!a!
higher! level! of! learning! in! countries! with!more! projects! due! to! a! greater! critical! mass.! For! example,!
Pakistan!had!seven!projects,!and!this!led!to!a!lot!of!organic!activities!and!cost!efficiencies,!with!people!
sharing! resources! and! starting!new!projects.! The! findings!on!programme! implementation! later! in! this!
report! support! the! hypothesis! that! there!was!more! collaboration! in! settings!where! there!were!more!
DEPP!projects.!In!some!cases,!this!was!further!enhanced!by!the!presence!of!Regional!Learning!Advisors!
(RLA),!or!later!the!Country!Learning!Advisors!(CLAs),!that!were!embedded!in!many!of!the!DEPP!countries!
to!stimulate!collaboration!and!sharing!of!learning.!!

!
The!findings!from!the!primary!data!are!further!supported!by!the!DEPP!design!case!study76.!The!report!
cites!several!challenges!with!the!country!selection!process,!indicating!that!this!was!neither!efficient!nor!
effective!in!terms!of!aligning!projects!with!needs!systematically!identified!upfront.!The!report!states:!

!
“As!a! result!of! setting!geographical! criteria!both!after! the!business!case!and!after!most!of! the!
projects!had!been!designed,!humanitarian!need!for!preparedness!was!not!the!primary!incentive.!
Some!projects!sought!approval!to!implement!in!countries!not!on!the!list,!and!one!of!the!official!
countries! received!no! investment!at!all.!And!although! the!DEPP!was!designed!with! the!aim!of!
achieving!five!results,!the!focus!of!interventions!varied!between!countries.”!
!
!

!
Beneficiary*needs*in*DEPP*target*countries*and*relevance*
At!the!project!level,!many!projects!did!not!conduct!needs!assessments!during!the!design!process,!which!
calls!into!question!whether!the!most!appropriate!individuals!were!targeted!and!whether!their!needs!and!
requirements!were!adequately!addressed!within!each!country.!The!process!of!retroAfitting!preAdesigned!
projects!to!specific!contexts!once!the!geographic!locations!were!selected!by!the!DEPP!board!and!lack!of!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
75!Kletzing!M,!Bevan!D.!Preparing!for!Preparedness:!Lessons!from!Designing!and!SettingAup!the!Disasters!and!Emergencies!
Preparedness!Programme!
76!ibid!
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involvement!of!the!inAcountry!stakeholders,!likely!affected!the!initial!relevance!of!the!projects.!Once!the!
projects!and!countries!were!approved!by!the!DEPP!board,!most!projects!reported!spending!a!substantial!
amount!of! time! contextualising! their! projects! to! each! country!or! site.!While! this! led! to!delays,! it!was!
aimed!at!ensuring! relevance!of! the!design.!However,!data! suggest! that! this!process! still!often!did!not!
include! consultations!with! beneficiaries! such! as! communities,! households,! and! local! /! national!NGOs,!
which!remains!a!significant!weakness!of!the!approach.!!

!
As!part!of!the!quantitative!minimum!and!intensive!set!surveys,!DEPP!respondents!(n=245)!across!all!ten!
DEPP! focus! countries!were!asked!about! the! relevance!of! the!DEPP! interventions! in! their! country! (see!
Table!3.1).!The!majority!of! respondents! reported! the! interventions! to!be!either! relevant!or!extremely!
relevant!(93.9%!overall)77.!The!highest!reported!relevance!was!in!Ethiopia!where!98.2%!of!interviewees!
reported!the!DEPP!to!be!relevant!or!extremely!relevant.!!!
!

On*a*scale*of*1_5,*how*relevant*are*the*DEPP*interventions*for*the*country*in*which*you*are*working?*

!

All!DEPP!
countries!
N=245!
(%)!

Local!
Organisations!

N=152!
(%)!

Min!
set!

N=250!
(%)!

Ethiopia!
N=54!
(%)!

Kenya!
N=63!
(%)!

Myanmar!
N=31!
(%)!

Philippines!
N=60!
(%)!

Not!at!all!relevant! 0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

Irrelevant! 1!
(0.4)!

1!
(0.7)!

1!
(2.7)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

0!
(0.0)!

Somewhat!
relevant!

14!
(5.7)!

10!
(6.6)!

4!
(10.8)!

1!
(1.85)!

2!
(3.2)!

2!
(6.5)!

5!
(8.3)!

Relevant! 150!
(61.2)!

94!
(61.8)!

14!
(37.8)!

38!
(70.4)!

41!
(65.1)!

19!
(61.3)!

38!
(63.3)!

Extremely!
relevant!

80!
(32.7)!

47!
(30.9)!

18!
(48.7)!

15!
(27.8)!

20!
(31.8)!

10!
(32.3)!

17!
(28.3)!

Table*3.14:*Relevance*of*the*DEPP*interventions*

!
*
Question* 1.B:* To*what* extent* does* the* programme* design* (theory* of* change)* support* the*
projects’*design*(log*frame)?*
!
There*is*fairly*good*alignment*between*the*project’s*design*and*the*overall*programme*
theory*of*change.*However,*the*programme*level*log*frame*was*developed*late*in*
programme*implementation*and*reporting*against*this*log*frame*begin*in*August*2017,*during*
the*third*year*of*DEPP*implementation.**

!
The!DEPP!business!case!includes!a!theory!of!change!for!the!DEPP!and!focuses!on!five!key!results!areas!as!
described! earlier.! This! theory! of! change! was! presumably! utilised! during! the! design! of! some! of! the!
projects.!However,!evidence!on!the!extent!to!which!the!programme!theory!of!change!was!used!to!guide!
project!design!or!refinement!of!project!activities!is!limited.!Interview!data!and!document!review!support!
the!fact!that!individual!projects!in!the!first!START!Network!design!phase!were!not!developed!specifically!
to! fit! the! business! case! or! programme! theory! of! change.! However,! despite! this,! there! is! fairly! good!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
77!These!findings!are!consistent!with!the!findings!of!the!project!final!evaluations!which!find!each!of!the!projects!to!be!relevant!
to!existing!needs.!
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alignment!between!the!projects’!designs!and!the!overall!programme!theory!of!change.!This!could!have!
been! stronger!had! the!design!process!unfolded! in! a! logical! sequence.!One!other! significant!weakness!
was!the!lack!of!an!overall!DEPP!programme!level!log!frame!as!well!as!guidance!for!individual!projects!in!
terms! of! developing! log! frames! and! M&E! systems! that! align! together! and! with! the! programme.! A!
programme!level! log!frame!was!developed!very! late! in!programme!implementation!and!was! informed!
by! the! existing! individual! project! log! frames! –! this! process! should! have! been! reversed! with! the!
programme!level!log!frame!developed!at!the!beginning!of!the!programme.!As!a!result,!reporting!against!
the! programme! log! frame! began! August! 2017,! in! the! third! year! of! the! DEPP! implementation.!!
Consequences!of!this!are!described!later!in!the!report.!!
!
!
Question*1.C:* In*what*ways*was*the*programme*design*process*participatory?*Were*project*
beneficiaries*adequately*engaged*before,*during*and*after?*
!
The* DEPP* design* process* was* participatory,* but* it* did* not* adequately* involve* in_country*
beneficiaries*and*stakeholders,*or*local*needs*assessments.**
!
Overall,!the!design!process!for!the!DEPP!was!participatory!in!that! it! involved!consultation!with!various!
stakeholders.! However,! beneficiaries! at! the! local! institutional! level! and! targeted! communities! and!
countries!were!not!adequately!engaged! in! the!process,! especially!with! respect! to! the!START!Network!
projects!developed!during!the!first!phase!(See!Table!3.2).!The!consultations!that!did!occur!tended!to!be!
primarily!at! the!UKAlevel!only!and!were! led!by! large! INGOs!and!LondonAbased! staff.!Given! the! lack!of!
involvement!of!inAcountry!partners!and!smaller!agencies,!the!design!process!did!not!follow!current!best!
practices! related! to! participatory! design! approaches.! Furthermore,! the! DEPP! design! process! focused!
mainly! on!developing! individual! projects! in! isolation,!with! limited! consideration! about! systems! at! the!
portfolio!level,!and!about!how!projects!might!align!together.!
!
Furthermore,! interview!data!suggest!there!was! limited!involvement!of! local!stakeholders! in!the!design!
of!the!individual!DEPP!projects,!as!well!as!a! lack!of!needs!assessments!within!the!target!countries78,!79.!
This!led!to!inadequate!contextualisation!and!understanding!of!the!projects!at!the!country!level.!Projects!
then!had! to!use! the! initial! project! implementation!period! to! adapt! their! projects! to! the! local! context!
which!in!turn!contributed!to!delays!in!project!implementation80.!More!time!and!resources!built!into!the!
projects’!inception!phase!could!have!helped!projects!to!develop!a!more!realistic!project!timeline.!!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
78!This!finding!is!supported!by!document!review.!For!example,!TSC!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!17!states:!“Most!country!platform!
stakeholders!and!some!regional!and!international!stakeholders!felt!the!original!design!did!not!adequately!reflect!the!priorities!
at!the!country!level!(for!example,!the!focus!on!access!to!funding!for!national!organisations!was!a!strong!priority!in!the!
Philippines!that!was!not!reflected!in!the!original!design)”.!The!ADCAP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!2!states:!“there!was!criticism!
that!country!offices!and!NNGOs!were!not!involved!or!involved!quite!late!in!the!process”!
79!The!PHEP!project!was!one!of!the!few!that!conducted!a!baseline!that!was!used!to!guide!program!implementation.!PHEP!Final!
Evaluation!Report,!p!4:!“The!project!benefited!from!a!baseline!assessment!which!helped!to!identify!where!capacity!should!be!
targeted!and!effort!prioritized.”!
80!For!example,!see!STP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!30,!or!TSC!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p31.!
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! All!DEPP!
countries!

!
N=!51!

UKAbased!project!
leadership!
N!=!17!

InAcountry!project!
leadership!
N!=!28!

Programme!
leadership!

N!=!6!

The!design!process!was!
participatory! ✔! ✔! ✖/✔! ✔!

The!design!process!
involved!local!
stakeholders!

✖! ✖! ✖/✔! ✖!

There!was!sufficient!time!
for!collaborations!during!
design!process!

✖! ✖! ✖! ✖!

*****Table*3.15:*Perceptions*of*DEPP*design*process*

!!!!!!!!!!!Most!respondents!agree!with!statement!
!X!!!!!!!!!!Most!respondents!disagree!with!statement!
!/X!!!!!!Responses!were!mixed!
!
!

These! issues! in! the!design!of!both! the!DEPP!and! the! individual! projects!were!due! to! key! flaws! in! the!
design!process!–!an!unfavourable!sequence!of!steps!in!the!process,!the!selection!of!projects!in!tranches,!
and! inadequate! time! and! resources! to! engage! smaller! organisations! with! limited! resources.! As!
illustrated! in!Figure!3.1!and!described!earlier,!most!of!the!DEPP!projects!and!proposals!were!designed!
before!the!business!case!was!finalised,!and!the!country!selection!occurred!after!the!business!case!was!
approved.!Until!the!country!selection!occurred,!it!would!have!been!difficult!to!engage!local!stakeholders!
in! the!project!development.!An!alternative! scenario!would!have!been! to!conduct!a!global!assessment!
during!the!development!business!case!and!before!the!country!selection!was!made,!to!identify!countries!
and!beneficiaries!in!greatest!need.!One!respondent!stated:!!

!
"The!first!round!of!the!DEPP!projects!were!a!bit!too!London!centric…I!think!also!it!has!to!do!with!
the!fact!that!the!business!case!came!very!late!from!DFID!and!that!also!the!country!focus!came!
very!late.!We!didn’t!know!until!the!very!last!minute!which!country!was!going!to!be!the!focus.!So,!
it! was! very! difficult! to! engage! with! our! country! teams! on! one! side! and! also! local! partners,!
because!you!create!a!very!high!expectation!and!you’re!not!even!sure!that!that!country! is!even!
eligible.!“(Project!Leadership)!

!
Several!exceptions!exist;!interviewees!confirmed!that!the!four!projects!that!were!funded!during!the!last!
tranche!(Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!(UEWEA),!Strengthening!Emergency!Preparedness!Systems!in!
Myanmar! (SEPS),! Ethiopia! Early! Warning! Early! Action! (IEWEA),! and! Public! Health! Preparedness! in!
Gambella!(PHEP)!were!designed!through!a!more!participatory!process!and!did!involve!consultation!with!
approved!local!stakeholders.!This!was!linked!to!smoother!and!timelier!project!implementation.!!
!

“For! the! second! round! of! projects! that! were! the! early! warning! projects,! there! was! a! clear!
directive!that!they!had!to!be!developed!with!the!country!office!directing!them,!and!I!think!that!is!
possibly!one!of!the!reasons!why!these!projects!have!managed!to!catch!up!so!quickly!even!though!
they! started! almost! a! year! later! than! some! of! the! other! projects.! It’s! because! they’ve! been!
developed!in!collaboration!with!the!country!offices!so!the!country!office!already!had!the!buyFin!
and!the!drive!to!get!going.”!(Project!Leadership)!
!
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As!these!four!projects!underwent!a!more!streamlined!design!process!that!took!into!account!some!of!the!
shortfalls!of!the!first!phase,!this!finding!is!not!surprising.!!
!
!
Question*1.D:*To*what*extent*was*the*programme*design*logical*and*coherent?*Were*the*
objectives*of*the*programme*clear,*realistic*and*likely*to*be*achieved*within*the*established*
time*schedule*and*with*the*allocated*resources*(including*human*resources)?**
*
The*design*process*was*not*logical*or*coherent,*especially*during*the*first*START*network*
design*phase*when*projects*were*retrofitted*to*the*business*case.*At*high*level,*programme*
objectives*are*clear,*relevant*and*aligned*with*DFID*priorities*but*the*3_year*time*frame*was*
insufficient*to*reach*programme*objectives.*Resourcing*was*sufficient*at*the*programme*
level,*but*individual*project*budgets*were*lean*with*inadequate*resourcing*for*M&E,*NPACs*
and*collaboration.**
*
*
To!a!large!extent,!the!DEPP!programme!design!process!did!not!follow!a!logical!and!coherent!approach.!
As!described!earlier,!most!projects!under!the!START!Network!were!designed!prior!to!the!finalisation!of!
the!DFID!business!case,!logframe!and!the!selection!of!target!countries.!Upon!finalisation!of!the!business!
case,!nine!of!these!preAdesigned!projects!were!retrofitted!to!align!with!the!business!case,!presented!to!
DFID! and! approved! in! tranches.! The! CDAC! Network! adopted! a! different,!more! logical! approach!with!
respect!to!the!design!process.!Projects!were!developed!over!a!longer!period!of!time!and!were!designed!
to!fit!the!business!case!and!selection!criteria.!National!project!staff!and!local!stakeholders!took!a!larger!
role!in!the!design!of!the!second!round!of!START!Network!projects!and!consortia!were!developed!based!
on!shared!areas!of!focus.!Thus,!the!evidence!supports!that!the!sequence!of!steps!in!the!design!process,!
particularly!for!those!projects!designed!during!the!first!START!Network!phase,!were!not!taken!in!a!logical!
and!strategic!order.!
!
Were*objectives*clear*and*achievable*within*the*timeframe?*
The!evaluation!team!reviewed!the!objectives!of!the!DEPP!as!a!whole!and!of!the!individual!projects.!At!a!
high!level,!the!objectives!are!clear,!relevant,!aligned!with!DFID’s!humanitarian!priorities81,82!and!aim!to!
fill! a! clear! gap! in! humanitarian! capacity! to! prepare! for! and! respond! to! disasters.! As! described! in! the!
literature,! increased! funding! is! needed! for! preparedness! activities! and! for! strengthening! capacity! of!
national! level!actors!rather!than!international!actors83.!There!is!a!shortage!of!people!and!systems!with!
sufficient! capacity! to! prepare! for! and! respond! to! disasters! in! countries! at! high! risk! for! disasters,!
particularly! at! the!national! level84.! The!DEPP!objectives! to! strengthen!national! capacity! to! respond! to!
disasters!and!increase!preparedness!levels!in!countries!at!risk!for!disasters!are!relevant!for!the!ten!DEPP!
focus!countries.!However,! the!3Ayear! time! frame!to!achieve! the!selected!objectives! is!unrealistic.!A!5A

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
81!https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/ukAaidAinA2015AtheAprogressAsoAfarAandAtheAprioritiesAahead!
82!https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfidAsingleAdepartmentalAplanA2015AtoA2020/singleAdepartmentalAplanA2015A
toA2020!
83!Holmes!J.!Humanitarian!Response!in!the!21st!Century.!The!Brown!Journal!of!World!Affairs,!vol.!17,!no.!2,!2011,!pp.!113–121.,!
www.jstor.org/stable/24590801.!
84!Humanitarian!Response!Review.!An!independent!report!commissioned!by!the!United!Nations!Emergency!Relief!Coordinator!
&!UnderASecretaryAGeneral!for!Humanitarian!Affairs,!Office!for!the!Coordination!of!Humanitarian!Affairs!(OCHA).!!Adinolfi!et!al,!
August!2005.!
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year!timeframe!would!have!been!more!appropriate!for!these!specific!objectives!85.!In!fact,!the!business!
case!had!included!a!conditional!commitment!of!two!years!additional!years!which!would!have!extended!
the!programme!duration!to!5!years.!Document!review!supports!the!need!for!a!longer!timeframe86,!87,!88.!
!
These! findings! related! to! the! design! process,! objectives! and! timeframe! are! supported! by! respondent!
interviews! and! other! data! collected! across! all! ten! DEPP! countries! during! the! formative! phase.!
Interviewees!were!also!asked!about!the!validity!of!the!DEPP!design!in!order!to!understand!how!specific!
activities! relate! to!DEPP!objectives.!Overall,!most!agreed! that! the!DEPP!objectives!are!clear!or!mostly!
clear! (See! Table! 3.3).! However,! some! individuals! felt! that! the! objectives! and! five! results! areas! that!
project! activities! target! are! too! broad! and! would! have! benefited! from! increased! specificity! and!
refinement.! However,! the! broadness! of! the! results! areas! was! also! considered! a! positive! point! as! it!
permitted!the!diversity!of!different!projects!that!exist!within!the!DEPP!portfolio.!There!may!have!been!
some! ambiguity! around! the! precise!meaning! of! the! different! results! areas,! such! as! results! area! four!
(Improved! institutional! arrangements! and! policy! environments! so! that! national! systems! for!
humanitarian! response!and!preparedness!are!better! supported!and!more!suitable).!Different!agencies!
appear! to!have! interpreted!key! terms!and!phrases!differently.!The!programme!would!have!benefitted!
from!clearly!defining!key!concepts!such!as!collaboration!and!institutional!arrangements!early!on.*This!in!
turn! would! have! enabled! projects! to! use! standardised! measurements! and! develop! standardised!
indicators.!!
*

* All!DEPP!
countries!
N=51*

UKAbased!project!
leadership!

N=17*

InAcountry!project!
leadership!

N=28*

Programme!
leadership!

N=6*

Objectives!are!clear! ! * ! * ! * ! *

Objectives!feasible!
within!the!timeframe!

X* X* X* X*

Collaboration!
adequately!included!in!
project!design!

X* X* X* X*

Resources!(human!and!
financial)!were!adequate!

!/*X* ! * !/*X* X*

Table*3.16:*Design*validity*of*DEPP*

!!!!!!!!!!!Most!respondents!agree!with!statement!
!X!!!!!!!!!!Most!respondents!disagree!with!statement!
!/X!!!!!!Responses!were!mixed!
!

!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
85!Based!on!interviewee!responses!and!evaluation!team!expert!opinion!
86!LPRR!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!10!
87!STP!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!30.!“Progress!was!achieved!by!STP!in!what!was!effectively!a!project!implementation!timeframe!
of!2!to!2.5!years.!!However,!in!order!to!fully!achieve!what!the!project!set!out!to!do!a!timeframe!of!double!the!length!would!
have!been!more!realistic.”!
88!TSC!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!27.!“Overall!the!project!timeframe!was!largely!considered!too!short!to!achieve!everything!it!
planned!to!achieve.”!
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!
When!mapping!how!the!objectives!and!activities!of!each!project!feed!into!each!of!the!five!results!areas,!
as! illustrated!on!page!16!of! the!DEPP!Learning!Report!201589,! it! is!clear! that!while!some!projects!only!
targeted!a!few!of!the!five!results!areas,!as!a!group!of!projects,!all! five!results!areas!were!addressed!in!
every! country! except! Jordan! and!Mozambique.! This! is,! in! part,! due! to! the! addition! of! the! four! early!
warning!projects!which,!as!described!earlier,!were!developed!through!a!second!design!process!that!was!
initiated! when! stakeholders! identified! a! large! gap! in! projects! targeting! result! area! two! (improve!
preparedness!systems!for!early!action!with!communities!at!risk!of!disasters)!after!the!first!ten!projects!
had! been! approved.!While!most! respondents! considered! the! objectives! to! be! clear,! the!majority! felt!
they!were!not!likely!to!be!achieved!within!the!established!time!frame.!!
!
Were*resources*(both*human*and*financial)*adequate?!
DEPP!stakeholder!and!respondent!perspectives!on!this!issue!were!also!captured!across!all!ten!countries,!
and!five!VFM!project!case!studies!were!also!reviewed.!Overall,!respondents!felt!that!resourcing!for!the!
DEPP!at! the!portfolio! level!was! sufficient! (see!Table!3.3).!However,! in! general,!most! interviewees! felt!
that!project!budgets!were!stretched!and!resources!were!insufficient!to!undertake!activities!to!their!full!
potential.! There! was! more! of! a! need! for! inAcountry! resources! rather! than! for! UK! staff.! NonAproject!
attributable! costs! (NPAC)! (ranging! from!7%! to! 12%!of! the! total! programme!budget)!were! considered!
insufficient!by!almost!all!interviewees.!There!were!also!discussions!about!insufficient!allocation!of!funds!
for! collaborative! activities.! Monitoring! and! Evaluation! (M&E)! budget! allocations! varied,! as! did! the!
quality!of!individual!M&E!plans90.!There!was!a!need!to!increase!M&E!resources!for!certain!projects!and!
recommendations! were!made! in! the! formative! phase! evaluation! report.! In!many! cases,! respondents!
reported! that! financial! challenges! were! also! linked! to! implementation! delays.! As! discussed! in! more!
depth! later! in! the! report,! the! implementation!delays!were!primarily!due! to!underestimating! the! time!
required! for! collaboration! and! setting! up! the! consortia! and! contracts,! as! well! as! the! additional! time!
required!to!contextualise!projects!within!the!countries.!!
*
Do*the*projects*align*as*a*portfolio?!
The!individual!projects!were!designed!without!direct!communication!between!projects!and!hence!were!
not! designed! to! complement! each! other.! For! this! reason,! the!DEPP’s! design! is! limited! in! terms! of! its!
ability!to!function!as!a!portfolio.!One!stakeholder!stated:!!
!

“We!were! under! a! lot! of! pressure! from!DFID! to! basically! jigsaw! together! the! projects! to! each!
other…They![DEPP!projects]!weren’t!designed!to!sit!alongside!each!other!and!complement!each!
other.!So,!there!is!a!bit!of!a!design!flaw!in!that!sense!as!we!were!under!a!lot!of!pressure!to!make!
the!projects! interoperable,!more! interlinked!when!actually! they!were!designed! to!be! individual!
projects.!They!just!happened!to!sit!in!the!same!pot.“!(Programme!Leadership)!

!
Portfolio! level!systems!should!have!been!developed!early!on,!potentially!through!a!separate! inception!
phase,! to! ensure! that! the! DEPP! could! function! well! as! a! programme.! For! example,! the! lack! of! an!
overarching!DEPP!log!frame!at!the!programme!level!was!a!substantial!weakness.!Had!such!a!log!frame!
been!developed!early!on!together!with!other!systems!and!processes,!it!might!have!led!to!more!cohesion!
and!alignment!across!the!projects!and!perhaps!greater!validity!of!DEPP!as!a!whole.!!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
89!DEPP!2015!Learning!Report.!Accessed!on!13!January!2017!at!https://startnetwork.org/resource/deppA2015AlearningAreport!
90!For!example,!the!FE!Final!Evaluation!reports!an:!“overall!underAdevelopment!of!project!MEL.!No!overarching!M&E!framework!
was!developed.!An!early!logframe!was!never!embraced”,!and!the!TD!Final!Evaluation!reported!(p!77A81)!that!its!M&E!
frameworks!relied!too!much!on!self!assessments,!lacked!qualitative!information!and!that!the!project:!“lacked!a!single!
coordinated!M&E!system.”!
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!
Was*collaboration*at*the*programme*level*addressed*during*the*design*phase?*
DEPP’s! emphasis!on! collaboration!emerged! relatively! late!during! the!design!process! and!expectations!
and! objectives! related! to! collaboration,! especially! interAproject! collaboration,! were! unclear! for! many!
stakeholders.!There!was!an!assumption!that!collaboration!would!occur!organically,!however,!there!was!
an! underestimation! of! the! general! knowledge! and! skills! among! members! on! how! to! collaborate!
effectively.! Further,! collaboration! was! interpreted! differently! by! different! agencies,! and! there! was!
insufficient!time!and!resources!to!effectively!engage!in!collaborative!processes!during!the!design!phase.!
In! the!case!of! the!projects!developed!during!START!Network’s! first!design!phase,! some!collaborations!
were!mandated! and! this! led! to! tensions! and! lower! quality! collaborations!where! substantial! time!was!
spent!in!trying!to!reconcile!differing!opinions,!undermining!the!efficiency!of!delivery.!!
!
!
Question*1.E:*Have*prioritised*target*groups*(people*with*disabilities,*older*people)*and*
gender*aspects*been*taken*into*consideration*in*the*programme*design?*
!
All*projects*considered*gender*in*their*design,*but*the*level*of*consideration*varied.*Some*
projects*considered*other*prioritised*groups*such*as*the*elderly*and*people*with*disabilities*
but*this*was*not*an*explicit*requirement*for*project*selection.**
!
The!DEPP!Programme!Board!criteria!for!project!selection!required!inclusion!of!a!gender!statement,!but!
did!not!provide!further!guidelines!with!respect!to!gender!inclusion.!As!such,!all!DEPP!projects!considered!
gender!in!their!proposals!and!outlined!their!planned!gender!approach!in!the!concept!notes!submitted!to!
START!and!CDAC!Networks.!However,! since! the! requirement!was!only! to! include!a!gender! statement,!
the! level! of! detail! provided! and! the! proposed! level! of! inclusion! varied! substantially! across! projects91.!
Some! project! proposals! described! disaggregating! data! by! gender,! others! proposed! ensuring! gender!
equality!in!participation,!and!others!described!incorporating!a!strong!focus!on!gender!within!the!content!
of! training! materials! and! curricula.! Others! were! more! vague! and! indicated! that! gender! dimensions!
would!be!considered!without!any!specifics!about!how,!or!stated!that!the!approach!to!gender!would!be!
further!developed!in!the!project!inception!phase,!though!this!did!not!occur!for!most!projects.!
!
Prioritised!target!groups!were!also!not!explicitly!included!as!a!requirement!in!the!design!of!the!projects!
and!were!not!targeted!in!most!projects’!activities.!However,!while!not!a!project!requirement,!prioritised!
groups,! including! the! elderly! and! people! with! disabilities,! were! considered! and! included! in! many!
projects! across! DEPP.! For! example,! the! ADCAP! project’s! inclusion! efforts! are! described! later! in! this!
report!to!be!leading!the!field!and!extremely!influential!amongst!other!DEPP!projects.!!
!
Design*considerations*with*respect*to*preparedness*and*Response*
Response!to!emergencies!was!not!adequately!considered!during!the!design!phase!–!the!programme!was!
designed!to!improve!emergency!response!preparedness!but!mechanisms!to!enable!or!facilitate!
contribution!(especially!of!L/NNGOs)!to!humanitarian!response!efforts!were!not!explicitly!integrated!
into!the!programme.!For!example,!access!to!resources,!especially!response!funds!were!not!
systematically!built!into!the!programme.!This!meant!that!in!many!cases!while!DEPP!beneficiary!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
91!For!example,!the!TSC!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p38!states:!“The!project!design!did!not!have!a!strong!focus!on!women’s!rights.”!
The!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p16!reports:!“though!project!was!designed!to!address!the!most!vulnerable,!it!did!not!
explicitly!outline!crossAcutting!issues!like!gender!mainstreaming,!Violence!Against!Women!and!Girls!(VAWG)!in!its!design.”!
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organisations!felt!they!had!the!capacity!to!respond,!they!were!unable!to!secure!additional!response!
funds.!The!lack!of!consideration!to!the!link!between!preparedness!and!response!could!have!potentially!
led!to!reduced!effects!of!the!programme.!Despite!this,!DEPP!contributed!to!at!least!42!humanitarian!
responses!in!11!countries!(See!chapter!4!and!Annex!10!for!further!details!on!DEPP!contribution!to!
humanitarian!response!efforts).!
!
! !



! 90!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Chapter!4:!Relevance!and!Effectiveness!of!Interventions!
! !
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!Evaluation*Question*#2:**In(what(ways(have(DEPP(capacity(building(programmes(strengthened(preparedness(and(
response(capacity(amongst(participants?!
*

SubFquestions:!
a) What!delivery!mechanisms!are!working!effectively!and!why?!
b) To!what!extent!is!DEPP!contributing!to!greater!preparedness!and!response!among!local!organisations!and!

communities?!!
a. Has!local!capacity!to!respond!to!disasters!changed!since!the!start!of!DEPP?!If!yes,!how!has!it!changed?!If!

not,!why!not.!
b. Has!DEPP!led!to!improved!knowledge!and!understanding!of!best!practices!relating!to!disaster!and!

emergency!preparedness!and!response?!If!yes,!in!what!ways?!
*

Data*sources:**
• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• KAP*and*Organisational*surveys*(Quantitative)*
• Organisational*checklist*(Quantitative)*
• Community*&*Household*survey*(Quantitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:*

• Implementation*delays*were*universal!and!due!to!3!main!factors:!
o Limited!contextualisation!&!involvement!of!inAcountry!teams!in!design!phase!
o Underestimation!of!time!required!for!collaboration!
o Administrative!and!contractual!bottle!necks!
!

• Delays*led*to*increased*costs*&*budget*reallocations,*reduced*period*for*activities*&*reduced*potential*impact*
*

• Overall,!33,388*individuals*were*exposed*to*DEPP*capacity*building!exceeding!the!ultimate!programme!target!of!
training!4,200!individuals!by!795%.!However,!the!gender!target!was!missed!by!5%!(45%!of!trainees!are!women).!
!

• Both*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*participants*were*exposed*substantially*more*to*didactic*individual_level*capacity*
building!activities!related!to!preparedness!and!response!than!to!other!active!skill!and!competencies!building!
exercises!such!drills!&!simulations!across!all!four!intensive!set!countries.!Exposure!to!other!DEPP!activities!was!
higher!in!DEPP!than!nonADEPP!beneficiaries!
!

• DEPP*has*contributed*to*the*four*output*areas!(corresponding!to!the!causal!chain);!it!has!contributed!to!
increased!capacity!building!efforts,!collaboration,!early!warning!system!development!and!learning!in!beneficiary!
organisations,!but*success*has*been*variable!!
!

• The!most!effective!individual!level!capacity!building!approach!reported!by!beneficiaries!involved!in!person!
training!combined!with!a!strategy!to!reinforce!knowledge!(simulations,!mentoring,!coaching)!
!

• Flexible*funding*approaches,!though!initially!considered!high!risk,!have*high*potential*for*effectiveness!
!

• Outcome*level*changes*were*variable.!Overall,!there!have!been!no*significant*improvements*in*knowledge!on!
core!humanitarian!competencies!of!humanitarian!staff,!on!selfAreported!knowledge!on!disaster!preparedness,!
response!to!disasters!&!emergences!or!age!or!disability!related!issues!in!disasters!
!

• There!was!no!change!in!perceived!level!of!individual!preparedness,!but!there!were!significant!improvements!in!
preparedness!of!DEPP!organisations!across!all!intensive!set!countries,!and!in!particular!for!L/NNGOs.!Access!to!
early!warning!system!information!was!significantly!higher!in!DEPP!communities!than!in!nonADEPP!communities,!
the!perceived!level!of!community!preparedness!significantly!decreased!in!both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!communities.!!!

• Qualitative!data!suggests!improvements!in!preparedness!that!may!be!difficult!to!detect!with!quantitative!data!
!

• DEPP*contributed*to*at*least*42*humanitarian*responses*in*11*countries;!16!of!these!responses!occurred!in!the!
Philippines!(and!14!of!these!16!responses!were!driven!by!one!project!–!the!Financial!Enablers!project)!

• Qualitative!data!indicate!contribution!of*DEPP*beneficiaries*towards*improved*response*in*the!Philippines,!
Kenya!and!Ethiopia,!but!many!other!DEPP!beneficiaries!were*unable*to*respond*due*to*lack*of*response*funds*!
!

• Individual!project!evaluations!suggest!some!positive!outcomes!but!this!has!not!translated!to!global!programme!
effects!likely!due!to!short!programme!period!and!lack!of!project!alignment!
!



! 92!

Question*2.A:*What*delivery*mechanisms*are*working*effectively*and*why?*
!
1.*Project*&*Programme*Implementation**
*
A.(What(was(implemented?(((

!
A* diverse* range* of* activities* of* varying* quality* targeting* all* five* results* areas* was*
implemented.*
*
To! explore! intervention! delivery,! key! activities! that! have! been! conducted! by! the! DEPP! projects! have!
been!grouped!together!by!each!of!the!five!DEPP!results!areas!(Table!4.1).!!

!
!

Result*Area* Examples*of*key*activities*implemented*

1!–!Improve!knowledge!and!
understanding!of!individuals!
by!sharing!best!practice!of!
humanitarian!preparedness!

and!response!

• Targeted!capacity!strengthening!plans!
• Training!schemes!for!all!levels!of!humanitarian!aid!workers!through!job!

placements!and!extended!courses!!
• Sharing!of!good!practices!and!learning!on!surge!mechanisms!across!

humanitarian!actors!and!DEPP!projects!!
• Trainings!and!workshops!to!increase!multiAsector!knowledge!and!barriers!

to!age!and!disability!inclusion!in!preparing!and!responding!to!disasters!!
• Between!and!within!sector!consultations!to!improve!knowledge!and!best!

practices!!
• Trainings!to!improve!the!capacity!of!health!care!workers!to!detect!and!

respond!to!emergencies!
• Communication!and!trainings!targeted!at!nonAspecialist!and!nonA

humanitarians!to!inform!a!broader!understanding!of!humanitarian!
systems!!

2!–!Improve!preparedness!
systems!for!early!action!with!

communities!at!risk!for!
disasters!

• Toolkit!developed!with!guidelines!for!setting!up!an!urban!early!warning!
system!in!other!settings!

• Participatory!approaches!are!being!used!to!develop!new!preparedness!
and!response!systems!at!the!organisational!level!utilising!feedback!from!
users!!

• Improved!early!warning!and!preparedness!efforts!targeted!at!health!
facilities!to!ensure!adequate!response!during!an!outbreak!!

• Pursuit!of!communityAled!and!owned!preparedness!and!response!
activities!through!identification!of!community!specific!risks!and!
vulnerabilities!!

• Use!of!bottomAup!approach!to!ensure!successful!adoption!of!EWS!

3!–!Increased!number!of!
coalitions,!partnerships!and!
networks!which,!working!

together,!are!able!to!address!
humanitarian!needs!in!a!
wide!range!of!emergency!

situations.!
!

• Initiation!of!disaster!response!and!management!trainings!at!the!
government!level!in!collaboration!with!organisations!!

• Sharing!of!rosters!and!evaluation!of!satisfaction!for!surge!practices!at!
national,!regional!and!international!levels!!

• Encouragement!of!thematic!programming!outside!of!DEPP!through!
networks!formed!at!conferences!and!other!nonADEPP!events!!

• CrossAproject!and!crossAagency!collaboration!to!improve!and!enhance!
project!prototypes,!goals!and!objectives!for!maximum!success!!

• Transfer!of!project!ownership!to!the!local!level!across!different!sectors!
using!a!flexible!funding!mechanism!
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• Creation!of!local!consortia!to!improve!ownership,!sustainability,!and!
capacity!at!the!national!level!through!locally!distributed!grants!!

4!–!Improved!institutional!
arrangements!and!policy!
environments!so!that!
national!systems!for!

humanitarian!response!are!
better!supported!and!more!

suitable!

• Supporting!local!and!underrepresented!actors!to!be!better!represented!
and!heard!in!their!relevant!platforms!and!networks!!

• Organisational!creation!and!adaptation!of!tools!and!policies!for!age!and!
disability!inclusion!!

• Utilisation!of!a!participatory!approach!to!transfer!ownership!of!health!
centre!preparedness!and!response!plans!to!government!!

• Direct!advocacy!at!the!local!and!national!level!for!adoption!of!an!urban!
early!warning!mechanism!at!the!government!level!!

5!–!Strengthened!evidence!
base!for!what!works!to!help!
build!humanitarian!capacity!

at!scale!

• Assessment!of!baseline!and!endline!capacity!of!individuals!participating!in!
humanitarian!response!rosters!and!trainings!!

• DEPP/nonADEPP!workshops,!conferences!and!learning!events!
• Evidence!sharing!and!dissemination!
• Individual!assessments!and!trainings!catered!toward!gaps!in!capacity!
• Utilisation!of!case!studies!and!community!member’s!feedback!and!

perspectives!for!informing!programmatic!preparedness!and!response!
recommendations!

• Creation!of!a!DEPP!learning!platform!(https://disasterpreparedness.ngo/!)!
Table*4.17:*Key*DEPP*activities*implemented*by*DEPP*result*area*

!
Based!on!the!document!review,!it!is!evident!that!a!range!of!diverse!activities!targeting!each!of!the!five!
results!areas!was! implemented!across! the!programme.!Examples!of! these!activities! includes! inAperson!
trainings,! development! of! training! packages! and! guidelines,! development! of! early! warning! systems,!
collaboration! activities! such! as! learning! events! and! conferences,! development! of! case! studies! and!
evidence!sharing!and!dissemination.!Fewer!activities!were!implemented!around!result!five.!The!quality!
of! these! activities! was! variable! –! some! were! notably! high! in! quality! (for! example! they! utilised!
quantitative! methods! with! a! large! sample! size),! but! in! other! cases! quality! is! lower! and/or! may! be!
difficult!to!independently!verify!due!to!inadequate!monitoring!and!evaluation!or!documentation92.!!
!
Of!the!336!respondents!across!ten!countries!that!were!surveyed!as!part!of!minimum!set!or!intensive!set!
evaluation!activities,!70%!reported!that!their!organisations!had!implemented!capacity!building!activities,!
37.8%!reported!that!early!warning!systems!had!been!developed!and!32.2%!reported!implementation!of!
drills! and! simulations! (See! Figure! 4.1! below).! Fewer! respondents! reported! drills! and! simulations! in!
Ethiopia,!and!participants!in!results!validation!workshops!attributed!this!to!the!disaster!and!emergency!
profile! in! Ethiopia! where! drought! is! one! of! the! most! common! emergencies.! Close! to! 68%! reported!
training!of!national!staff!and!44.4%!reported!community!preparedness!activities.!Only!about!a!quarter!
of! respondents! reported! that! evaluation!or! research! activities!were!undertaken!as!part! of! their!DEPP!
project.!!
!
!!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
92!For!example,!the!FE!Final!Evaluation!report,!p19!states:!“Very!little!is!known!about!the!quality!or!the!usefulness!of!the!
trainings!due!to!a!lack!of!measurement!by!consortia!or!the!project”!
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!
Figure*4.1:*Key*DEPP*activities*implemented*between*2015*and*2018*by*organisations*surveyed*during*intensive*and*
minimum*set*(all*10*DEPP*countries)*

!
B.(Whose(capacity(was(built?((Who(benefited(from(DEPP(activities?)(
!
Both*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*participants*in*the*four*intensive*countries*were*highly*exposed*to*
individual_level* capacity* building* related* to* preparedness* and* response,* but* both* groups*
were* less*exposed* to*drills*and*simulations.* Exposure* to*other* types*of*DEPP*activities*was*
higher*in*DEPP*participants.*
*
In! terms!of!exposure! to! individual! level!capacity!building!activities,!89%!of!humanitarian!staff!at!DEPP!
organisations!surveyed!during!the!KAP!survey!had!participated!in!a!capacity!building!activity!in!the!last!
12!months!compared!to!76%!for!humanitarian!staff!within!the!comparison!group!organisations.!!46%!of!
DEPP! respondents! had! participated! in! a! disaster! drill! or! simulation! within! the! same! time! period!
compared! to! approximately! 30%! in! the! comparison! group! (Figures! 4.2! and! 4.3).! These! figures!
demonstrate!that!comparison!group!participants!in!the!KAP!survey!were!exposed!to!a!fairly!high!level!of!
capacity! building! on!preparedness!over! the! same! time! frame,! though!exposure!was! still! higher! by! 13!
percentage!points!in!the!DEPP!group.!In!addition,!exposure!to!simulations!was!higher!by!16!percentage!
points!in!the!DEPP!group.!This!suggests!that!if!the!individualAlevel!capacity!building!efforts!in!both!DEPP!
and! comparison!groups!were! similarly! effective,! then! there!may!be! improvements! in! some!outcomes!
such!as!knowledge!change!in!both!groups.!However,!this!would!not!apply!to!other!outcomes!related!to!
activities!such!as!early!warning!system!development,!or!organisational!capacity!change!where!exposure!
was!significantly!higher!in!DEPP!groups93.!In!those!cases,!significant!outcome!changes!in!the!comparison!
group!are!not!expected.!Overall,!the!exposure!data!do!demonstrate!high!penetration!of!the!DEPP!within!
sampled!organisations,!which!is!a!positive!finding.!!
!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
93!For!example,!Figure!4.9!shows!that!DEPP!communities!in!Myanmar!were!significantly!more!exposed!to!early!warning!systems!
than!nonADEPP!communities.!!
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!

!
Figure*4.2:*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*participation*in*individual_level*capacity*building*activities*over*past*12*months*

!

!
Figure*4.3:*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*participation*in*individual_level*drills/simulations*over*past*12*months*

!
C.(Timeliness(
!
Project*level*implementation*was*variable*in*terms*of*timeliness!and*delays*led*to*increased*
costs,*and*reduced*potential*impact.!
!
Universally,!there!were!significant!delays!in!implementation!due!primarily!to!three!factors.!Deficiencies!
in!the!design!process,!including!limited!contextualisation!of!projects!and!low!involvement!of!inAcountry!
teams,!required!significant!time!to!address!during!project!startAup!and!contributed!to! implementation!
delays.! For! example,! the! lack! of! inAcountry! involvement! during! the! design! process! meant! that! once!
projects!were!approved!and!contracted,! time!had!to!be!taken!for! inAcountry! teams!to!understand!the!
project!activities,!contextualise!them!for! the!specific!setting!and!target!audience!and!ensure!buyAin!of!
key! local! stakeholders.94,!95,!96!The! time! required! for! these! processes! was! also! underestimated! and!
further!contributed!to!delays!in!many!projects.!This!was!compounded!by!the!fact!that!some!projects!had!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
94!STP!final!evaluation,!p!30.!
95!DEPP!Learning!Report,!2016:!https://disasterpreparedness.ngo/wpAcontent/uploads/2017/05/DEPPALearningAReportAFINALA
1.pdf!
96!!TSC!Final!Evaluation,!p!31.!
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not! included! an! inception! phase97,! which! would! have! reserved! time! specifically! for! these! processes.!
Those!that!had!included!an!inception!phase!stated!that!the!amount!of!time!was!insufficient.!
!
The! second! factor! contributing! to!delays!was!underestimation!of! the! time!and! resources! required! for!
collaboration! including! setting! up! consortia.98,99,!100,!101!Finally,! lengthy! administrative! and! contractual!
processes! contributed! significantly! to! implementation! delays.102,103,!104!Due! to! these! delays,! the! 14!
projects! across! the! DEPP! portfolio! had! shorter! project! timelines! than! initially! planned! reducing! the!
potential!for!measurable!impact!within!the!programme!period.!The!delays!also!contributed!to!increased!
costs! and! reduced! efficiencies.! As! a! result! of! the! delays,! projects! also! confronted! challenges! in!
completing! activities! on! time.! Six! of! 14! projects! have! requested! and! obtained! noAcost! extensions! to!
lengthen! project! periods! (See! Figure! 4.4).! According! to! interviewees! and! document! review,!
implementation!did!become!more!efficient!over!time!as!projects!intensified!efforts.!!
!
!

!
Figure*4.4:*DEPP*Project*Timelines*

(
D.(Perspectives(on(Implementation(
!
Despite!significant!widespread!project!delays,!stakeholders!consistently!reported!effective!
implementation!of!the!DEPP!(particularly!at!the!project!level).!In!fact,!82.8%!of!stakeholders!interviewed!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
97!For!example,!PHEP!Final!Evaluation,!p!6.!
98!Financial!Enablers!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!18.!
99!SEPS,!Final!evaluation!report,!p!19.!
100!TSC!Final!Evaluation!!report,!p!31.!
101!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!14.!
102!Financial!Enablers!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!2:!“FEP!was!the!last!of!the!DEPP!projects!to!be!signed!off!by!DFID,!roughly!a!year!
after!discussions!began!about!it,!eating!into!the!time!frame!for!implementation”!
103!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!6:!“It!took!almost!6!months!to!conclude!the!project!implementation!plan!and!close!to!9!
months!to!finalise!subAgrant!agreements!and!overarching!consortium!agreement.!This!‘ate’!into!the!time!that!was!to!be!used!to!
implement!the!project!activities.”!
104!CDACAN!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!16.!
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(N=232)!across!all!10!DEPP!countries!reported!that!delivery!of!the!DEPP!has!either!been!effective!or!very!
effective.!However,!despite!these!positive!perspectives,!evidence!demonstrates!that!programme!
implementation!was!fraught!with!significant!challenges.!!
!
Many!of!the!challenges!related!to!programme!implementation!were!previously!outlined!in!the!formative!
phase!report.105!These!include!a!lack!of!systems!and!processes!at!the!programme!level,!the!absence!of!a!
programme! level! log! frame! (until! August! 2017)! against! which! progress! could! be! tracked! as! well! as!
inadequate! human! resources! at! the! programme! level! to! effectively! manage! the! programme.! The!
number! and! type! of! projects! being! implemented! within! each! country! also! varied.! In! countries! with!
fewer!projects!implemented,!such!as!in!Mozambique,!Jordan,!and!Myanmar,!there!was!less!opportunity!
for!collective!action,!lower!overall!investment!and!therefore,!a!lower!likelihood!of!embedding!longAterm!
change.!Again,! these!problems! can!be! traced!back! to! the!weaknesses! in! the!design! including! the! fact!
that!intervention!intensity!at!the!country!level!was!not!adequately!and!strategically!considered.!Impact!
could! have! been!maximised! by! ensuring! a! suite! of! complimentary! projects! in! each! country! that! fully!
addressed!all!levels!of!the!programme!level!theory!of!change.!As!no!new!projects!were!funded!after!the!
evaluation! formative! phase,! and! with! the! exception! of! the! CDACAN! project! which! shifted! country!
locations! from!South!Sudan!to!the!Philippines,!no!changes! in! intervention! intensity!at! the!programme!
level! occurred.! Unfortunately,! the! design! flaws! could! not! be! undone! and! continued! to! have!
repercussions!throughout!the!course!of!the!programme’s!3Ayear!duration.!!
*
*
2.*Achievement*of*the*Four*Output*Areas**
*
DEPP*has*contributed*to*increased*capacity*building*efforts,*collaboration,*early*warning*
system*development*and*learning*in*beneficiary*organisations,*but*achievements*have*been*
variable.*
*
To!assess!achievements!of!the!DEPP,!a!systematic!assessment!of!direct!programme!outputs!drawing!on!
primary!data!collected!via!the!IDIs,!quantitative!data!and!secondary!data!from!the!document!review,!
and!referring!back!to!the!simplified!causal!chain!developed!by!the!evaluation!team!(see!box!below)!was!
conducted.!The!four!key!output!areas!assessed!include:!1)!Collaboration,!2)!Capacity!building,!3)!
Generating!and!sharing!learning!and!4)!Early!warning!system!development.!Note!that!these!correspond!
with!the!evaluations!team’s!simplified!causal!chain!(and!thus!the!programme!level!theory!of!chain)!and!
are!distinct!from!the!five!DEPP!results!areas.!A!later!section!will!present!outcome!level!findings!
(improved!preparedness!and!improved!response)!of!the!DEPP.!Note!that!DEPP!impact!(reduced!
mortality,!morbidity!and!economic!impacts)!were!considered!too!far!downstream!from!the!DEPP!
activities!and!assessment!of!these!indictors!was!not!within!the!scope!of!the!evaluation.!
*
*

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
105!For!example!see!p!67A68!of!the!Formative!Phase!Evaluation!Report.!!
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*
!
!

1. Evaluation*Output*Area*1:*Collaboration*
!
The*DEPP*has*contributed*to*increased*collaborations*and*strengthened*networks*in*several*
settings,*but*numerous*issues*impeded*potential*effectiveness.**
!
The! activities! conducted! by! DEPP! projects! were! expected! to,! if! the! theory! of! change! holds,! lead! to!
enhanced! collaboration,! and! ultimately! strengthen! networks,! coalitions! and! partnerships.* The!
collaborative!approach!is!essentially!the!cornerstone!of!the!DEPP:!each!of!the!14!projects!is!delivered!via!
consortia! and! in! total! 45! primary! organisations! make! up! the! DEPP.! Collaboration! within! project!
consortia,!but!also!between!DEPP!projects!and!with!external!stakeholders!has!been!an!expected!output!
of!the!DEPP,!though!as!described!previously!the!time!required!for!this! level!of!extensive!collaboration!
was!not!well! built! into! the!design,!workplans!or!budgets.! Interview!data! reveal! that! the! collaborative!
approach,! including! collaboration!within! project! consortia! and! among! organisations,! has! ideologically!
been!embraced!by!all!projects!and!is!perceived!to!be!an!effective!and!appropriate!approach!to!capacity!
building! as! well! as! response.! However,! as! described! below! there! have! been! varying! degrees! of!
implementation!success.*
!
While! the!emphasis!has!been!on! localisation,!and!ensuring!a!more!equal!balance!and!role!of!L/NNGO!
partners,! this! objective! has! not! been! fully! met.! For! example,! there! were! 222! unique! organisational!
partners!within! the!DEPP,! but!most! of! these!were! INGO! partners.! INGOs! represent! the! largest! share!
within!the!DEPP!and!that!while!efforts!to!be!more!inclusive!towards!L/NNGOs!have!certainly!increased!
involvement,!they!have!not!translated!to!equal!opportunities!to!collaborate,!engage!and!participate!in!
decisionAmaking.! Even! in! those! projects! with! higher! shares! of! L/NNGO! partnerships,! primarily! INGOs!
make!up!the!project!consortia!and!still!play!the!“gatekeeper”!role!suggesting!that!the!power!dynamics!
remain!in!favour!of!INGOs.!There!are!a!few!notable!exceptions!to!this!such!as!the!Financial!Enablers!and!
the!STP!projects!where!L/NNGOs!have!been!able!to!take!a!more!equal!role.!Both!of!these!projects!aimed!
to!directly!alter!power! imbalances!–!Financial!Enablers!through!a!handsAoff!approach!which!permitted!
local!organisations! to! steer! their! capacity!building!activities,! and!STP!by! strengthening! the!capacity!of!
local!organisations!using!a!process!of!selfAassessments.!!
!

DEPP*THEORY*OF*CHANGE!
*
DEPP*Impact*(Not*being*assessed*by*evaluation):**

• Reduced!mortality,!morbidity!and!economic!impacts!from!disasters!and!emergencies!
*

DEPP*Outcomes:*
• Improved!preparedness!of!individuals,!organisations,!communities!
• Improved!response!by!individuals,!organisations,!communities!

!
DEPP*Outputs:*

• Improved!collaboration!&!strengthened!networks!related!to!preparedness!&!response!
• Improved!capacity!to!respond!to!disasters!&!emergencies!(individual,!organisation,!community)!
• Improved!early!warning!systems!!
• Improved!learning!and!strengthened!evidence!base!on!preparedness!&!response!

!
Source:!DEPP!programme!causal!chain!(see!Figure!1.1)!

!
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Collaboration*within*DEPP*Project*Consortia*
!
Evaluation!data!demonstrate!the!strong!perceived!value!of!collaboration!and!working!through!consortia,!
but! also! highlight! the! challenges! of! this! approach.! These! include! the! substantial! time,! effort! and!
resources! to! set! up! consortia! and! lack! of! clear! expectations,! objectives! and! protocols! related! to!
collaboration.! For! example,! the! ADCAP! project! stakeholders! expressed! frustration! about! the! lack! of!
consortia!decisionAmaking!protocols!and! lack!of!clarity!on!who!had!final!authority106.!These!challenges!
were!amplified!in!cases!where!collaborations!were!mandated!or!forced!rather!than!organic,!and!globally!
arose!due!to!lack!of!adequate!planning!during!the!design!phase.!These!challenges,!in!turn,!are!one!of!the!
three!main!factors!that!have!contributed!to!implementation!delays107.!!
!
Additional! difficulties! of! working! in! consortia! included! challenges! relating! to! varying! governance!
structures,!administrative!processes!and! individual!and!organisational!aims108.! !Staff! turnover,!and!the!
lack!of!incentives!to!participate!in!collaborations!on!a!volunteer!basis!placed!additional!stress!on!project!
implementation.! In! addition,! the! large! number! of! formal! organisational! partners! that! make! up! the!
consortia! became! a! hindrance! in! terms! of! speed! of! decisionAmaking! and! effectiveness! of! project!
implementation109.! Project! delivery! would! have! been! more! streamlined! with! fewer,! more! strategic!
consortia! members! and! also! potentially! different! governance! arrangements.! In! addition,! in! some!
projects,! the! consortia! partners! at! the! UK! level! were! different! or! functioned! independently! from! inA
country! consortia! partners.! This! setup! was! reported! to! be! problematic! especially! when! there! was!
limited! communication! between! UK! and! inAcountry! consortia! partners! resulting! in! confusion,! lack! of!
engagement! and! implementation! delays.! In! the! ALERT! project,! the! consortia! were! never! formalised!
which!led!to!a!loss!of!efficiency!and!limited!support!from!other!partners!during!the!early!phases!of!the!
project110.!
!
Collaborations!that!build!on!established!partnerships,!and!around!common!goals!and!ways!of!working!
have!been!the!most!successful.!Newer!collaborations!or!consortia,!including!those!that!felt!pressured!to!
work!together!(such!as!those!who!were!mandated!to!work!together!during!the!first!START!design!phase)!
tended!to!struggle!the!most!and!were!least!efficient.!!
!
Collaboration*across*DEPP*Projects*
!
Across!project!collaboration!was!not!well!articulated!as!a!programme!objective!and!activity!during!the!
design!phase111,! leading! to!different! interpretations!of! collaboration,!and!underestimation!of! the! time!
and!resources!needed.!Across!project!collaboration!was!expected!to!occur!organically!but!since!projects!
were! designed! as! standalone! projects! rather! than! an! integrated! portfolio! this! type! of! collaboration!
required! concerted! effort.! Geographic! imbalance! between! the! UK! and! target! countries! in! terms! of!
collaboration! intensity!across!projects!was!evident!since!the!beginning,! though!efforts! to!stimulate! inA

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
106!ADCAP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!29.!
107!The!other!two!factors!contributing!to!delays!in!implementation!were!lengthy!administrative!and!contractual!processes,!as!
well!as!retrofitting!of!preAdesigned!projects!to!the!business!case!which!then!required!substantial!time!at!the!project!start!up!to!
contextualise!and!secure!buyAin!from!local!stakeholders!
108!LPRR!final!evaluation!report:!“different!organisational!cultures,!time!commitment,!and!the!short!duration!of!actual!
‘implementation’!held!the!collaboration!back!from!flourishing;!as!such,!the!project!missed!opportunities!in!terms!of!seizing!new!
opportunities,!particularly!related!to!joint!funding!or!developing!new!project!initiatives”!
109!This!finding!is!also!supported!by!document!review.!For!example!see!ADCAP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!5!
110!ALERT!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p5.!!
111!!This!finding!is!also!supported!by!document!review.!For!example,!see!STP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!24.!
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country!collaborations! through! inAcountry!and! international! learning!events,! international!conferences!
(KenyaADecember!2016112,!PhilippinesA! July!2017113)!and!by!embedding!country! level! learning!advisors!
(CLAs114)!intensified!during!the!second!half!of!DEPP!and!in!some!cases!were!successful.!!
!
CrossAproject! and! crossAcountry! exchange! visits! to! learn! directly! from! other! projects! and! in! different!
contexts!were!one!outcome!of!the!Learning!conferences!that!were!reported!to!be!particularly!effective.!
Other! efforts! to! engage! local! stakeholders! to! participate! in! local! learning! events! and! other! types! of!
crossAcultural!collaboration!have!had!varying!levels!of!success.!For!example,!interviewees!stated!that!in!
Pakistan,!despite!substantial!efforts! to!engage!stakeholders,!participation!at! learning!events! remained!
extremely!low,!leading!to!the!decision!to!reallocate!funds!for!four!remaining!learning!events!to!another!
activity.!!
!
In!order!to!further!facilitate!sharing!of!learning!and!evidence,!the!DEPP’s!Learning!project!also!set!up!an!
online!collaboration!platform115!in!May!2017.!The!platform!contains!a!compilation!of!blog!posts,!reports,!
videos!and!other!materials!generated!by!the!projects,!as!well!as!a!forum!for!discussions.!The!platform!
and! its! use! will! be! assessed! in! more! detail! under! evaluation! output! area! 3:! generating! and! sharing!
learning.!!!!
!
In! many! cases! across! project! collaborations! do! not! go! beyond! sharing! of! information! and! learning.!!
There! is! limited!evidence!of!projects!working! jointly!with!other!projects!within!a! country! towards! the!
common! goals! and! objectives! of! the! DEPP,! and! there! has! been! minimal! to! no! joint! advocacy! or!
communication!efforts.!This!represents!a!lost!opportunity!and!has!likely!diminished!the!potential!impact!
of!the!DEPP!at!the!country!level.!!
!
Collaboration*with*External*Partners*
!
The!external!evaluation!assessed!linkages!of!the!DEPP!to!other!key!external!partners.!The!DEPP!business!
case! outlines! expectations! for! the! DEPP! to! work! closely! with! the! Humanitarian! Leadership! Academy!
(HLA),!a!global!learning!initiative!set!up!to!facilitate!partnerships!and!collaborative!opportunities!and!to!
enable!individuals!to!better!respond!to!crises!in!their!own!countries.!Current!data!demonstrate!that!the!
connection!between!DEPP!and!HLA!is!extremely!limited!and!this!has!been!a!lost!opportunity.!Only!three!
interviewees! discussed! HLA,! and! these! were! primarily! individuals! at! the! programme! level.! One!
respondent!described!a!joint!DEPP!project!–!HLA!output,!and!another!described!the!involvement!of!HLA!
in! the!Philippines! Learning!Conference!as!a!partner!who!provided! livestreaming!of! the!event! sessions!
through!their!online!platform.!This!conference!video!is!still!available!on!the!HLA!Facebook!page!where!it!
has! received! 334! views.! In! total,! the! Learning! Project! estimates! that! there!were! over! 10,000! viewers!
online!during!the!event.!Aside!from!these!two!examples,!the!interconnectedness!between!the!DEPP!and!
HLA!has!been!minimal.!Several!other!interviewees!described!an!intention!to!develop!linkages!with!HLA!
but!that!these!were!not!pursued!due!to!lack!of!time!and!resources.!Further!efforts!to!build!a!connection!
between! HLA! and! DEPP! projects! would! have! reinforced! DEPP’s! activities! and! also! allowed! for!
coordination!of!capacity!building!efforts.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
112!102!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!stakeholders!from!13!countries!attended!the!Kenya!Learning!Conference!
113!127!stakeholders!from!9!countries!attended!the!Philippines!Learning!Conference!
114!Country!Learning!Advisors!were!assigned!to!the!Philippines,!Kenya,!DRC!and!Bangladesh!
115!https://disasterpreparedness.ngo/!
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The!START!Fund,!which!provides!rapid!financing!to!underfunded!small!to!medium!scale!crises,!also!has!
had!minimal!linkages!to!the!DEPP,!despite!being!an!initiative!within!the!START!Network.!At!the!time!of!
this!report,!there!was!at!least!one!example!where!DEPP!project!partners!in!the!Philippines!were!able!to!
access!START!Fund!resources! to! respond!to!a!crisis.!Access!of!START!Fund!resources!will!be!discussed!
further!in!the!response!section!below.!!
!
A!number!of!projects! initiated!collaborations!with!external!partners! including!governments,!ministries,!
and!the!UN.!These!types!of!collaborations!and!partnerships!were!viewed!as!essential!for!project!success!
and! important! for! sustainability,! but! were! challenging! to! develop,! formalise! and! maintain.! Notable!
difficulties! included! lengthy! bureaucratic! processes!within! governments,! staff! turnover!within! the!UN!
and!changing!priorities!or!directions!within!the!government!that!can!be!difficult! to!navigate!to!ensure!
continuity!over!a!longer!period!of!time.!In!addition,!the!challenges!of!working!with!governments!when!
they!are!poorly!functioning!or!restrictive!were!also!described.!The!few!solutions!proposed!to!overcome!
these! challenges! included! ensuring! adequate! time! and! resources! to! engage! with! governments,! and!
building!in!time!within!project!timelines!to!develop!these!relationships!as!early!as!possible.!!
!
!
Strengthened*networks*
!
Analysis! of! organisational! networks! within! four! countries! provides! some! evidence! that! the! DEPP! has!
contributed!to!increased!collaborations!and!stronger!networks.!!Please!see!Chapter!5!for!further!details!
on!the!findings!from!the!analysis!of!humanitarian!and!response!networks.!!
!
!
!

2. Evaluation*Output*Area*2:*Capacity*Building*
*
Overall,*DEPP*exceeded*its*capacity*building*numeric*targets,*though*gender*targets*were*not*
achieved.*The*most*effective*individual*level*capacity*building*approach*involved*in*person*
training*combined*with*a*strategy*to*reinforce*knowledge*(simulations,*mentoring,*coaching).*
At*the*organisational*level,*approaches*that*permit*organisational*self_assessments,*and*
capacity*building*approaches*tailored*to*organisations’*needs*were*most*effective.*
Supporting*the*development*of*administrative*policies,*procedures*and*systems*especially*
among*L/NNGOs*was*also*reported*to*lead*to*improvements.**
!
!
Eleven!of!the!13!projects!(not!including!the!Learning!Project)!implemented!in!total!13!different!capacity!
building! interventions.! These! interventions! were! implemented! in! 10! of! the! DEPP! focus! countries!
(Pakistan,!Bangladesh,!Kenya,!Myanmar,!Ethiopia,!Jordan,!DRC,!Philippines,!South!Sudan,!Indonesia),!but!
also! in! 5! nonADEPP! countries! including! Lebanon,! Turkey,! Thailand,! UK,! and! Columbia.! No! capacity!
building!activities!were! implemented! in!DEPP! focal! country!Mozambique.!Projects! conducted!capacity!
building! interventions!that! target! individual,!organisational,!community!and!systems! levels! (See!Figure!
4.5).116!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
116!Developed!using!Learning!Project’s!DEPP!Capacity!Building!Map!(https://kumu.io/Eamsmith/deppAcapacityAbuildingA
activitiesAmap#deppAcapacityAbuildingAactivitiesAmap/financialAenablers)!and!project!reports!and!data.!
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!
Figure*4.2:*DEPP*Capacity*Building*Strategies*at*the*Individual,*Organisational,*Community*and*Systems*level*

!
The! evaluation! team! collected! independent! data! from! each! project! regarding! capacity! building!
indicators,! and! triangulated! these! against! project! quarterly! reporting! and! programme! log! frame!
reporting!(see!Table!4.2!below).!As!can!be!seen!in!the!table,!all!projects!described!implementing!short!
courses! (represented! by! green! shaded! cells! in! the! first! row).! The! next! most! common! strategy! was!
training!of!trainers!with!10!projects!employing!this!approach.!Cumulatively,!across!the!programme,!the!
triangulated! data! show! that! 33,388! individuals! (55%!male,! 45%! female)! have! been! exposed! to! DEPP!
humanitarian! capacity! building! activities! across! a! number! of! key! subject! areas.! Note! this! is! a! higher!
figure!than!reported!by!the!programme! log! frame!data! (N=24,304;!see!Table!4.2).!This! is! likely!due!to!
inaccuracies! in! logframe! reporting! that!were! described! in! the! interim! phase! evaluation! report.117!The!
key!subject!areas!for!DEPP!capacity!building!efforts!include:!
!

1) Age!and!disability!inclusion!!
2) Communication!with!communities!!
3) Disaster!and!conflict!resilience!and!preparedness!!
4) Early!warning,!early!action/response!!
5) Protection!!
6) Organisational!capacity!building!!
7) Surge!!
8) Health!surveillance!in!emergencies!!
9) Core!humanitarian!competencies!!
10) Management!and!leadership!!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
117!Sharma,!V,!Hémono!R,!JeanAFrancois!J,!Scott!J,!Gibbons!N,!Pham!P.!!(2017)!The!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!
Programme!Evaluation:!Interim!Phase!Report,!October!31!2017.!Harvard!Humanitarian!Initiative,!p!9.!
!
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11) Research,!data!collection!skills!!
12) Wellbeing!in!response!!
13) Logistics,!finance,!administration!

!
The!number!of! individuals!exposed! to!DEPP!capacity!building!activities!exceeds! the!ultimate! target!of!
the!programme!of!training!4,200!individuals!by!795%.!However,!the!goal!that!half!of!the!trainees!should!
be!women!has! not! been!met.!Only! 45%!of! trainees!were!women,!which! represents! an! improvement!
from! the! interim! report!where! only! 41%!of! trainees!were!women.! This! likely! represents! some!of! the!
corrective!actions! taken!by!projects! to! increase!accessibility! for!women,!but!unfortunately!because!of!
the! late! implementation! of! programme! log! frame! reporting,! corrective! action! only! began! in! the! last!
quarter!of!2017,!towards!the!end!of!project!timelines.!At!that!point,! it!was!difficult!to!catch!up!within!
the!remaining!time.!It!is!also!important!to!note!that!collection!of!gender!disaggregated!data!was!weak!
and!some!projects!were!not!able!to!provide!fully!gender!disaggregated!data!for!all! trainings.! In! future!
programme/project! iterations!inclusion!of!women!should!be!strengthened.!It! is!also!important!to!note!
that!these!capacity!building!data!are!selfAreported,!and!most!projects!were!also!unable!to!provide!data!
disaggregated! by! training! approach.! The! total! (N=33,388),! therefore,! includes! all! types! of! capacity!
building!activities,!some!of!which!involve!minimal!exposure!(webinars,!forums,!short!trainings).!It!is!thus!
a!suboptimal!indicator!as!it!may!not!accurately!reflect!the!true!number!of!individuals!whose!capacity!has!
been!built!by!the!DEPP.!This!may!also!explain!the!large!overshoot!of!the!training!target!number.!In!fact,!
data!presented!later!in!this!chapter!on!lack!of!significant!change!in!knowledge!at!the!individual!level!also!
supports!this.!!
!

!
Table*4.18:*Types*of*capacity*building*strategies*employed*by*DEPP*projects*&*#*of*individuals*trained*
!

*!Green!shaded!cells!indicate!that!the!project!implemented!that!particular!capacity!building!strategy.!(eg.!LPRR!implemented!
short!courses!and!mentoring).!
!
In! terms!of! individual! level! capacity!building,!universally,!a!multiApronged!approach!employing!several!
strategies!together!has!been!perceived!to!be!the!most!effective!by!DEPP!stakeholders.! In!general,!this!
has! involved! an! inAperson! training! combined! with! another! strategy! such! as! mentorship,! coaching! or!
simulations.!Distance!or!remote!learning!was!not!reported!to!be!as!effective!as!in!person!approaches.!As!
described!later!in!this!chapter,!as!there!were!no!measurable!changes!in!knowledge,!it!is!not!possible!to!
quantitatively! assess! which! capacity! building! approach! was! most! effective.! In! addition,! a! number! of!

ADCAP ALERT CDAC EWEA FE LPRR
PHEP,

Gambella
PiP SEPS STP TD TSC UEWEA TOTAL

1.#Short#courses#(<1#month) 2,050#### 163##### 1,251### 848###### 8,302## 1,604## 779############ 465### 6,585## 4,029## 843###### 133 27,052##
2.#Long#courses#(>1#month) 1,426## 1,426####
3.#Training#of#trainers 39####### 556###### 29######## 30######### 654#######
4.#Mentoring 15####### 180####### 195#######
5.#Coaching E#######
6.#Online#learning 2,159#### 3######### 2,162####
7.#Webinars E#######
8.#Knowledge#Exchange#
(Exchanges#/#placements#/#
buddying#/#secondments)

E#######

9.#Simulations 1,899### 1,899####
#,of,Capacity,Building,

Strategies,Employed
,,,,,,,,,,,5, 1,,,,,,,,, ,,,,,,,,,,5, ,,,,,,,,,,3, ,,,,,,,,,1, ,,,,,,,,,2, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,3, ,,,,,,,3, ,,,,,,,,,,7, ,,,,,,,,,6, 9,,,,,,,,, 9,,,,,,,,,, 4,,,,,,,,,,,

TOTAL,#,Trained,based,on,

triangulated,data,from,

document,review

4,209#### 202##### 3,706### 877###### 8,302## 1,619## 779############ 465### 6,585## 4,032## 1,426## 843###### 343####### 33,388,,

TOTAL,#,Trained,as,per,

Programme,Logframe,

reporting

2,050#### 192##### 3,706### 1,026### 5,142## 1,614## 782############ 241### 5,133## 4,032## 1,426## 624###### 386####### 24,304##
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interviewees!described! institutional! barriers! to! applying! knowledge!or! skills! gained! through! individual!
capacity!building!and!this!was!supported!by!findings!from!the!document!review.118!!
!
Organisational! capacity! building,! especially! of! L/NNGOs! was! also! seen! as! critical! for! strengthening!
humanitarian!response!and!the!greatest!perceived!organisational!level!changes!appear!to!be!occurring!
when! several! strategies! are! combined! and! tailored! to! the! specific! gaps! of! each! organisation.! The!
greatest!successes!described!by!project!stakeholders!have!often! involved!projects!such!as!Shifting! the!
Power! and! Financial! Enablers! where! beneficiary! organisations! are! empowered! to! selfAassess! gaps! in!
capacity!and! identify! their!own!strategies!and!plans.!The!Financial! Enablers!project,! in!particular,! also!
took! the! step! of! reAimagining! the! funding! and! reporting!mechanisms! of! its! local! grantees! in! order! to!
make! the! funds!more!accessible.! The!Protection! in!Practice!project!provided!cash!awards! rather! than!
grants!to!minimise!reporting!burden!on!L/NNGOs!and!increase!flexibility!of!how!funds!were!utilised.!In!
both! cases,! this! approach! seems! to! have! worked! well.! The! Shifting! the! Power! project! reported! that!
strengthening! the! administrative! policies,! procedures! and!processes! (such! as! finance! systems,! human!
resources!and!procurement!processes)!greatly!benefited!organisations!and!improved!their!overall!level!
of!professionalism.119!!
!
!

3. Evaluation*Output*Area*3:*Generating*and*Sharing*Learning**
!
Generation*and*sharing*of*learning*has*been*high*in*quantity*across*the*programme*but*this*
learning*was*not*based*on*empirical*evidence.*In*addition,*there*is*no*quantitative*evidence*
that* the* learning* as* uptake* and* translated* to* behaviour* change.* Accessibility* remains* an*
issue.**
*
The!third!evaluation!output!area!focuses!on!learning!and!is!directly!linked!to!result!area!5!which!aims!to!
strengthen! the! evidence! base! for!what!works! to! build! humanitarian! capacity! at! scale.! The! DEPP!was!
unique!in!that!one!of! its!projects,!the!Learning!Project,!was!devoted!entirely!to!the!goal!of!generating!
and!sharing!learning!and!evidence.!Overall,!findings!related!to!the!Learning!Project!have!been!mixed!and!
have!been!documented!extensively!in!previous!reports.!Certain!aspects!such!as!the!inAcountry!learning!
advisors! were! effective! in! a! number! of! contexts,! and! events! such! as! the! international! conferences!
stimulated! crossAproject! collaboration.! In! addition,! the! Learning! Project! incorporated! previous!
recommendations!made!by!the!external!evaluation,!which!in!turn!led!to!improvements!in!terms!of!the!
quantity! of! evidence! generated.! In! addition,! several! pieces! of! research! were! commissioned! by! the!
Learning! Project! including! a! return! on! investment! (ROI)! study,! as!well! as! a! case! study! on! localisation!
during! the! Rohingya! response! and! another! focused! on! women’s! leadership.120!The! ROI! analyses! in!
particular!may! not! have! been! undertaken! at! the! appropriate! time! during! the! programme! cycle,! and!
likely! would! have! been! more! appropriate! prior! to! the! start! of! the! programme.! Given! that! it! was!
implemented!as!the!DEPP!was!coming!to!a!close,!It!could!potentially!have!used!actual!outcome!data!but!
instead! relied! on! hypothetical,! projected! changes! in! outcomes.! This! limitation! of! the! study! is! a!
substantive! one! and! the! ROI! findings! have! led! to! confusion! among! stakeholders! on! the! ! current!
evaluation!of!overall!programme!outcomes!versus!projected!or!hypothetical!outcomes.!This!brings!into!
question! the! utility! of! an! ROI! analyses! postAprogramme! versus! before! the! programme! was!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
118!For!example,!TD!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!45.!
119!STP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!9.!!
120!The!final!products!from!these!3!studies!were!not!available!at!the!time!of!the!document!review!
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implemented.!While!this!particular!ROI!study!was!never!intended!to!produce!the!actual!rate!of!return,!
such!an!approach!would!have!been!a!valuable!exercise!at!the!end!of!the!programme.!!
!

!
Table*4.19:*Types*of*documents*produced*by*projects*and*reviewed*as*part*of*the*document*review*

Table! 4.3! presents! the! documents! that! were! consulted! as! part! of! the! exhaustive! document! review!
process.!The!number!and!availability!of!documents!has!certainly! increased!since!previous!reports,!and!
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ADCAP 14 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
27)

(4.3%)

13)

(3.9%)

ALERT 12 1 1 1 1 1
17)

(2.7%)

1)

(0.3%)

CDACHN 12 1 2 1 1 1 12 1 1 1 1
34)

(5.4%)

19)

(5.7%)

FE 11 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
20)

(3.1%)

5)

(1.5%)

IEWEA 10 2 1 1 1
15)

(2.4%)

2)

(0.6%)

Learning)

Project
10 45 19 1 37 12 10 2 3 1 2 1 1 5 2 2

153)

(24.1%)

118)

(35.3%)

LPRR 13 1 4 12 2 1 1 1 1 5 1 1
43)

(6.8%)

25)

(7.5%)
PHEP)

Gambel l

a

11 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
19)

(3.0%)

4)

(1.2%)

PiP 13 1 1 1 1 6 1
24)

(3.8%)

8)

(2.4%)

SEPS)

Myanmar
11 3 1 1 1 1

18)

(2.8%)

0)

(0.0%)

STP 14 5 14 21 6 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
73)

(11.5%)

29)

(8.7%)

TD 14 11 7 5 4 8 1 1 1 1 1 1
55)

(8.7%)

38)

(11.4%)

TSC 14 3 20 8 6 4 6 10 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2
81)

(12.8%)

42)

(12.6%)

UEWEA 9 4 1 1 1 1 1
18)

(2.8%)

6)

(1.8%)

NonHDEPP 3 8 15 1 3 3 2 1 1 1
38)

(6.0%)

24)

(7.2%)

TOTAL 168 80 76 68 60 38 21 19 16 14 13 10 9 8 6 6 6 5 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 635 334
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accessibility! has! been! enhanced! through! the! online! Learning! Platform.! However,! the! majority! of!
available!outputs!remain! in! learning!category!and!do!not!constitute!rigorous!evidence!(Table!4.4).!The!
generated! content! is! based! on! stories! and! perspectives! related! to! key! DEPP! concepts! including!
collaboration,! localisation,!and!capacity!building,!which!were!valuable! for!project! implementation!and!
could! also! potentially! help! provide! lessons! for! future! project! design.! 28%! of! the! 334! documents! and!
reports!on!the!Learning!Platform!did!include!empirical!findings!but!they!were!of!variable!quality.!Overall,!
the!document!review!revealed!that!the!quality!of!evidence!generated!across!the!DEPP!is! low,!and!it! is!
primarily! anecdotal! and! lack! scientific! rigor.! Part! of! this! stems! from! the! limited! guidance!provided! to!
projects!during!the!design!and!inception!phases!about!what!type!of!learning!and!evidence!are!required,!
and!part!is!due!to!the!limited!capacity!of!project!staff!and!partners!related!to!monitoring!and!evaluation.!
The!Transforming!Surge!Capacity!final!evaluation!also!noted!the!emphasis!on!quantity!over!quality!and!
reported!that:!“Fewer,!better!targeted!products!may!have!been!more!effective.”121!
!

!!

Empirical*evidence*
included* DEPP*Project*

Activities*Presented*
or*Described*

Learnings*from*DEPP*
Described*

Total*
Documents*on*
the*Learning*
Platform*(Methodology*and*

results)*
!! Yes! No! Yes! No! Yes! No! !!

ADCAP!
1! 2! 2! 1! 2! 1!

3!
(33.3%)! (66.7%)! (66.7%)! (33.3%)! (66.7%)! (33.3%)!

ALERT!
1! 0! 1! 0! 1! 0!

1!(100.0
%)! (0.0%)! (100.0%)! (0.0%)! (100.0%)! (0.0%)!

CDACAN!
3! 16! 17! 2! 16! 3!

19!
(15.8%)! (84.2%)! (89.5%)! (10.5%)! (84.2%)! (15.8%)!

FE!
1! 4! 4! 1! 4! 1!

5!
(20.0%)! (80.0%)! (80.0%)! (20.0%)! (80.0%)! (20.0%)!

IEWEA!!
1! 1! 2! 0! 0! 2!

2!
(50.0%)! (50.0%)! (100.0%)! (0.0%)! (0.0%)! (100.0%)!

Learning!Project!
20! 108! 85! 43! 81! 47!

128!
(15.6%)! (84.4%)! (66.4%)! (33.6%)! (63.3%)! (36.7%)!

LPRR!
15! 10! 13! 12! 6! 19!

25!
(60.0%)! (40.0%)! (52.0%)! (48.0%)! (24.0%)! (76.0%)!

PiP!
0! 8! 3! 5! 1! 7!

8!
(0.0%)! (100.0%)! (37.5%)! (62.5%)! (12.5%)! (87.5%)!

PHEP!Gambella!
2! 2! 4! 0! 3! 1!

4!
(50.0%)! (50.0%)! (100.0%)! (0.0%)! (75.0%)! (25.0%)!

STP!
9! 20! 26! 3! 24! 5!

29!
(31.0%)! (69.0%)! (89.7%)! (10.3%)! (82.8%)! (17.2%)!

SEPS!Myanmar!
0! 0! 0! 0! 0! 0!

0!
(0.00%)! (0.00%)! (0.00%)! (0.00%)! (0.00%)! (0.00%)!

TD!
13! 25! 35! 3! 33! 5!

38!
(34.2%)! (65.8%)! (92.1%)! (7.9%)! (86.8%)! (13.2%)!

TSC!
22! 20! 33! 9! 23! 19!

42!
(52.4%)! (47.6%)! (78.6%)! (21.4%)! (54.8%)! (45.2%)!

UEWEA! 0! 6! 4! 2! 2! 4! 6!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
121!Transforming!Surge!Capacity!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!48.!
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(0.0%)! (100.0%)! (66.7%)! (33.3%)! (33.3%)! (66.7%)!

NonADEPP!
6! 18! 1! 23! 0! 24!

24!
(25.0%)! (75.0%)! (4.2%)! (95.8%)! (0.0%)! (100.0%)!

TOTAL*
94* 240* 230* 104* 196* 138*

334*
(28.1%)! (71.9%)! (68.9%)! (31.1%)! (58.7%)! (41.3%)!

Table*4.20:*Types*of*evidence*shared*on*the*Learning*Platform*

!
Accessibility!of!documents!has!improved!but!the!bulk!of!learning!products!produced!are!available!only!in!
English.!Based!on!previous!recommendations!of!the!external!evaluation,!technical!support!was!provided!
to! strengthen! individual! project!M&E! and! all! projects! were! required! to! undertake! an! end! of! project!
evaluation.!All!projects!have!fulfilled!this!requirement,!though!again!the!quality!has!been!variable.!!
!
There!were! some! improvements! in! inclusion! of! gender! disaggregated! data,! and! VFM!data,! but! these!
remained! below! expectations.! In! any! future! implementation! of! the! DEPP! or! similar! programmes,!
guidance! and! support! for! VFM! strategies! should! be! provided! early! and! consistently! throughout! the!
design!and!implementation!phases.!
!
!

4. Evaluation*Output*Area*4:*Early*Warning*System*Development*
!
Six*diverse*early*warning*systems*were*developed*in*three*countries*and*all*six*are*at* least*
partially*operational,*though*the*use*and*testing*of*each*system*has*been*limited.**
!
Early!warning!system!development!is!a!key!target!area!for!the!DEPP.!Five!different!projects!in!a!number!
of!different!contexts!focused!on!this!particular!objective.!These!included:!!

1) ALERT!
2) Improved!Early!Warning!Early!Action!Ethiopia!(EWEA)!
3) Public!Health!Preparedness!in!Gambella!(PHEP!Gambella)!
4) Strengthening!Emergency!Preparedness!Systems!in!Myanmar!(SEPS)!
5) Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!(UEWEA)!

!!
These!five!projects!aimed!to!develop!six!different!early!warning!systems!(See!Table!below)!which!aim!to!
enable!early!response!towards!natural!disasters!such!as!flooding!and!drought,!urban!emergencies!such!
as! food! insecurity! and! household! shocks,! as! well! as! public! health! emergencies! including! disease!
outbreaks.!One!of! the!projects,!PHEP!Gambella,! contributed! to! two!systems.!As!described! in!previous!
evaluation! reports,!most! of! these! projects! faced! significant! implementation! challenges! and! delays.! In!
many! cases,! these! delays! were! linked! to! challenges! in! procurement! of! equipment! such! as! weather!
stations122,! delays! in! setting! up! agreements! with! the! government123,! outbreak! of! violence! in! target!
communities124!or! in!delays! in!developing!the!system125.! In!fact,!delays!were!severe!enough!that!there!
was!an!evident! risk! that!not!all! systems!would!be!operational!before! the!end!of! the!programme.!The!
interim!report!strongly!recommended!acceleration!of!project!activities!to!avoid!this!potential!outcome.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
122!EWEA!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!17.!
123!!SEPS!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!19.!
124!ibid!
125!ALERT!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!37.!
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At!the!time!of!this!report,!all!six!early!warning!systems!had!been!fully!developed,!five!were!operational!
and!two!had!been!used!in!a!response.!However,!because!of!the!implementation!challenges,!many!of!the!
systems!have!been!operational!for!a!very!short!period!of!time!which!means!that!they!have!not!had!the!
opportunity! to! be! fully! tested! or! used! in! a! meaningful! way126.! It! also! prevents! assessments! of! the!
effectiveness! of! the! systems.! The! UEWEA! in! Nairobi! City! had! been! operational! the! longest,! and!
therefore!had!the!longest!period!of!testing!and!use.!The!main!factor!contributing!to!its!quick!(relative!to!
other! systems)! deployment! was! that! the! system! was! conceptualised! to! build! on! a! previous! 5Ayear!
project127!wherein!the!urban!early!warning!indicators!were!developed!and!tested,!and!the!surveillance!
methodology!and!system!processes!were!articulated!and!refined.!Given!that!it!was!able!to!build!on!the!
previous!work! that!had!been! conducted,! the! system!was!not!built! from!scratch,! and! thus! the!goal!of!
developing!a!working!system!within!a!short!project!period!was!achieved.! In!fact,!this!system!has!been!
able! to!detect! three!emergencies!and!trigger! response!actions.!These!are!explored! in! further!detail! in!
the! boxes! later! in! this! chapter.! This! was! not! the! case! for! the! other! early! warning! systems.! It! was!
optimistic!to!set!up!and!test!an!early!warning!system!from!scratch!within!a!two!to!three!year!project,!
and!future!projects!of!this!nature!should!set!more!realistic!timeframes.!!
!

Project! Type*of*
System*

Country*&*
location*!

System*
development*
complete!

Govt*
using*
system!

NGOs*&*
CSOs*
using*
system!

Simulations*
conducted!

Capacity*
building*

activities*to*
train*on*
system!

Contingency*
funding!

System*
used*in*
response!

ALERT!
Preparedness!
system!
(software)!

Kenya!
Pakistan,!
Philippines,!
Bangladesh,!
Mozambique!

✔! ✔! ✔! ✔! Trainings,!
Workshops! ✖! ✖!

EWEA!

Monitoring!
and!early!
warning!
system!

Ethiopia! ✔! ✖*! ✖**! ✖!

Trainings,!
Training!of!
trainers,!

Workshops!

✖! ✖!

PHEP!
Gambella!

Monitoring,!
early!warning!
and!
preparedness!
plans!and!
systems!

Ethiopia! ✔! ✔! ✖! ✖!
Trainings,!

Workshops,!!
Coaching!!

✖***! ✔!

SEPS!
Myanmar!

Community!
preparedness!
plans!and!
early!warning!

Myanmar! ✔! ✔! ✔! ✔! Trainings,!!
Workshops! ✖! ✖!

UEWEA!

Monitoring!
and!early!
warning!
system!

Kenya!
(Nairobi!City)! ✔! ✔! ✔! ✔!

Trainings,!!
Workshops,!Re

ports,!!
Toolkits,!!
Workshops!

✔! ✔!

Table*4.21:*Early*Warning*Systems*developed*by*the*DEPP*programme*

*Governments*are*expected*to*adopt*the*system*when*implementation*is*complete!
**NGOs/Civil*Society*Organisations*(CSOs)*are*expected*to*adopt*the*system*when*implementation*is*complete!
****Contingency*funding*in*the*process*of*being*secured!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
126!For!example,!the!EWEA!system!in!Ethiopia!was!reported!to!be!only!partially!functional:!The!Automatic!Weather!Stations!
were!!“not!installed!as!planned!and!still!not!functional!due!to!internet!unavailability!in!the!areas”,!EWEA!Final!Evaluation!
Report,!p6.!Also,!the!ALERT!Final!Evaluation,!p4!reports:!“no!organisation!had!fully!deployed!the!ALERT!platform!at!the!time!of!
this!evaluation.”!!
127!Indicator!Development!for!Surveillance!of!Urban!Emergencies!(IDSUE).!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation.!p.1!
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Question*2.B,*2.C*and*2.D:*To*what*extent*is*DEPP*contributing*to*greater*preparedness*and*
response*among*local*organisations*and*communities?*Has*local*capacity*to*respond*to*
disasters*changed*since*the*start*of*DEPP?*If*yes,*how*has*it*changed?*If*not,*why*not?*Has*
DEPP*led*to*improved*knowledge*and*understanding*of*best*practices*relating*to*disaster*and*
emergency*preparedness*and*response?*If*yes,*in*what*ways?*
!
1)*Knowledge*Change!!
!
Overall,* there* have* been* no* significant* improvements* in* knowledge* on* core* humanitarian*
competencies* of* humanitarian* staff,* on* self_reported* knowledge* on* disaster* preparedness,*
response*to*disasters*&*emergences*or*age*or*disability*related*issues*in*disasters.*
!
A!key!area!of!assessment!to!evaluate!the!extent!to!which!capacity!has!been!built!as!a!result!of!the!DEPP!
training,!is!knowledge!change!among!humanitarian!staff!in!several!key!thematic!areas!related!to!disaster!
and!emergency!preparedness!and! response.!Figure!4.6!presents!data!on!knowledge!change!across! six!
key!areas!using!the!pooled!data!from!all!four!intensive!set!countries!as!well!as!the!minimum!set!data.!All!
10! DEPP! countries! are! therefore! represented! in! this! analysis.! There!was! no! significant! change! in! the!
overall! composite! knowledge! score! relating! to! the! core! humanitarian! competencies,! or! in! any! of! the!
selfAreported!indicators!related!to!knowledge!on!specific!themes!(Disaster!preparedness,!humanitarian!
response,!or!age,!disability!or!gender!issues!in!a!disaster)!within!DEPP!or!nonADEPP!humanitarian!staff.!
Furthermore,!there!was!no!significant!effect!of!the!DEPP!on!any!of!these!knowledge!indicators,!globally!
or!when!restricted!to!individual!countries!or!to!local!organisation!(See!Figure!4.7).!In!addition,!there!was!
no! significant! effect! of! the! DEPP! when! the! sample! was! restricted! only! to! those! respondents! who!
reported!participating!in!capacity!building!within!the!last!12!months.!!
!

!
Figure*4.3:*Individual*knowledge*change*of*humanitarian*staff*on*key*thematic*areas*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!!

D E P P $
D i ff e r e n c e $
( T 2 $ – $ T 1 ) $

C o n t r o l $
D i ff e r e n c e $
( T 2 5 T 1 ) $

N e t $ D E P P $
E ff e c t $

+ $0.5$%$ $ 5 $0.5$%$ +$1.0$%$

+$1.8$%$ +$4.2$%$ 5 $2.4$%$

+$0.6$%$ +$3.4$%$ 5 $2.8$%$

Core$Humanitarian$
Competencies$

Response$to$disasters$
and$emergencies$

Disaster$Preparedness$

Age$related$issues$in$a$
disaster$

Disability$related$
issues$in$a$disaster$

+ $1.0$%$ +$1.0$%$ $ $ $0.0$%$

+$0.6$%$ $+ $0.5$%$ +1.1$%$

Issues$related$to$
women$in$a$disaster$ + $0.8$%$ 5 $0.5$%$ +$1.3$%$
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!
These! findings! suggest! that!while!many! individuals!have!been!exposed! to! the!DEPP! capacity!building,!
according!to!both!log!frame!data,!and!independent!data!collected!by!the!evaluation!team!(Figure!4.6),!
significant!knowledge!change!(both!via!objective!measures!such!as!the!core!humanitarian!competencies!
indicator!and!through!selfAreported!measures)!in!several!expected!thematic!areas!has!not!occurred.!!
!

!
Figure*4.7:*Individual*Level*Knowledge*Change*of*Humanitarian*Staff*on*Core*Humanitarian*Competencies*by*Country*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!*
*
*
2)*Preparedness*
*
There*were* no* significant* quantitative* improvements* in* perceived* individual* preparedness*
levels* in*the*DEPP*group,*but*there*were*significant*improvements*in*preparedness*of*DEPP*
organisations*across*all*intensive*set*countries,*and*in*particular*for*L/NNGOs.*While*access*to*
early*warning*system*information*was*significantly*higher*in*DEPP*communities*than*in*non_
DEPP*communities,*the*perceived*level*of*community*preparedness*significantly*decreased*in*
both*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*communities*in*Myanmar.***
*
Preparedness!was!assessed!at!the!individual,!organisational!and!community!level!through!a!series!of!
indicators!using!perceived!(selfAreported)!measures!or!more!objective!assessments!(See!Box!below).!!
The!selfAreported!or!perceived!measures!assess!data!from!humanitarian!staff!who!rated!their!own!or!
their!organisations!level!of!preparedness!as!well!as!households!who!rated!their!community’s!level!of!
preparedness!to!respond!to!disasters!and!emergencies.!At!the!community!level,!preparedness!was!also!
assessed!through!selfAreported!existence!of!an!early!warning!system.!!
!
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As!selfAreported!data!based!on!perceptions!is!known!to!be!problematic!and!often!biased,!more!objective!
measures!were!also!included.!At!the!time!of!the!development!of!the!methodology!for!this!evaluation,!
there!was!an!absence!of!standardised,!objective!indicators!and!tools!to!assess!organisational!and!
community!preparedness.!The!evaluation!team!developed!an!organisational!checklist!spanning!seven!
domains!to!more!rigorously!assess!organisational!preparedness.!The!evaluation!team!also!adapted!the!
GOAL!toolkit!for!assessing!community!resilience128!comprising!a!series!of!questions!across!30!different!
domains!in!order!to!assess!community!preparedness!(See!Box!below).!The!preparedness!indicators!
therefore!include!a!mix!of!perceived!and!also!more!objective!measures.!!
!
*

*
*
Figure!4.8!presents! the! findings! related! to!each!of! the!preparedness! indicators!using! the!pooled!data!
from!all!countries.!At!the!individual! level,!there!were!no!significant!changes!in!perceived!levels!of!own!
preparedness!in!the!DEPP!group!or!the!control!group,!and!there!was!no!net!effect!of!the!programme!on!
individual! preparedness.! At! the! organisational! level,! on! the! other! hand,! significant! improvements! in!
organisational!preparedness,!both!with! the!selfAreported! indicator,!as!well!as!with! the!more!objective!
assessment!using!the!organisational!checklist!within!the!DEPP!group!only!have!occurred.!However,!the!
difference! in! difference! analysis! shows! no! overall! significant! effect! of! the! programme! in! terms! of!
organisational! preparedness,! likely! due! to! similar! changes! in! the! comparison! group! over! the! same!
period.! Figure! 4.9! presents! the! organisational! checklist! data! (the! rigorous! indicator! of! organisational!
preparedness)! for! each! country! and! for! local! organisations.! There! were! significant! improvements! in!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
128!Toolkit!for!Measuring!Community!Disaster!Resilience.!Guidance!Manual.!Goal,!2014!

KEY*PREPAREDNESS*INDICATOR*DATA*COLLECTED*AT*2*TIMEPOINTS!
*
Individual*level:**

• Perceived:!KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.!As!a!responder,!how!would!you!rate!your!level!of!
preparedness!to!respond!to!a!disaster?!!Where!1=Very!unprepared,!2=Unprepared,!3=Somewhat!
unprepared,!4=Prepared,!5=Very!prepared!
*

Organisational*level:*
• Perceived:!KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.!At!what!level!would!you!rate!your!organisation’s!

preparedness!to!respond!to!disasters!and!emergencies?!Where!1=Very!unprepared,!2=Unprepared,!
3=Somewhat!unprepared,!4=Prepared,!5=Very!prepared!

• Actual:!Organisational!Checklist!conducted!with!each!organisation!and!assessing!seven!domains:!1A
Emergency!preparedness!plans,!2Ahuman!resources!and!capacity,!3Alogistics!and!supplies,!4ALegal,!
documentation!and!policy,!5AOrganisation!and!system!processes,!6AEmergency!response!team!and!
staffing,!7ACommunication!and!media.!Aggregate!score!out!of!100!generated!for!each!organisation.!

!
Community*level:*

• Perceived:!!Household!survey:!How!prepared!do!you!feel!your!community!is!to!respond!do!disasters!in!
the!future?!Where!1=Not!prepared!at!all,!2=Slightly!prepared,!3=Somewhat!prepared,!4=Prepared,!
5=Very!prepared*!

• Perceived*(early*warning*system):!Household!survey:!Does!your!area!have!an!early!warning!system?!
• Actual:!Community!focus!group!using!a!preparedness!assessment!tool!conducted!in!each!community,!

assessing!30!domains!including!emergency!response!and!recovery,!contingency!planning,!early!
warning!systems,!capacities!in!preparedness!and!response,!access!to!healthcare!in!emergencies,!and!
hazard!assessment.!

!
!



! 112!

organisational! preparedness! specifically! within! Kenya! (an! increase! of! 11.1%)! and! also! within! local!
organisations! (10.1%)! across! all! intensive! countries.! Again,! however,! the! difference! in! difference!
analysis,!which! takes! into!account!changes! in! the!DEPP!and! in! the!control!group!over! time,! shows!no!
statistically! significant! net! effect! of! the! programme! on! organisational! preparedness.! The! measured!
improvements!in!organisational!preparedness!in!the!DEPP!organisations!(especially!local!organisations)!
are! also! supported! by! inAdepth! interviews,! document! review! and! the! case! study! (Chapter! 8).! For!
example,! in! Ethiopia,! local! beneficiary! organisations! of! the! Shifting! the! Power! project! noted! the!
improvements! in! their! organisations! preparedness! levels,! and! cited! changed! attitudes! and!mindsets,!
interAdepartmental! coordination,! improved! procurement! plans! and! strengthened! organisational!
procedures!including!creating!emergency!response!teams129.!
!

!
Figure*4.8:*Change*in*perceived*and*actual*preparedness*at*individual,*organisational,*and*community*levels*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!
!
!
With! respect! to! community! preparedness,! there! was! a! strongly! significant! 41%! increase! in! the!
community!access!to!early!warning!systems!in!DEPP!communities!in!Myanmar!compared!to!no!change!
in!nonADEPP!communities!in!the!same!area.!With!the!difference!in!difference!analysis,!the!net!effect!of!
the!DEPP!programme!was!a!40%!increase! in!community!early!warning!systems.!However,!surprisingly,!
this! substantial! effect! did! not! translate! to! improved! perceptions! of! community! members! on! the!
preparedness! level! of! their! communities.! In! fact,! perceptions! on! level! of! community! preparedness!
significantly! decreased! by! 13%! in! DEPP! communities! and! 17%! in! nonADEPP! communities.! Attitudes!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
129!See!case!study!#!2!in!Chapter!8.!Also!the!STP!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!9,!also!describes!these!changes!in!organizational!
preparedness.!!
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related! to! the! value! of! preparedness! activities! in! improving! response! were! not! positive! and! did! not!
change!over!time!which!may!explain!this!finding.!Furthermore,!findings!during!the!validation!workshop!
suggest! that! changes! in! the! government! and! other! contextual! factors! may! have! led! to! increased!
pessimism! on! the! part! of! community! members.! Finally,! the! objective! assessment! of! community!
preparedness! which! aggregated! indicators! across! 30! domains! showed! no! significant! change! in! DEPP,!
control!or!via!the!difference!in!difference!analysis.!!
!
!

!
Figure* 4.9:* Change* in* actual* organisational* preparedness* in* Ethiopia,* Kenya,* Philippines,* Myanmar,* and* for* local*
organisations*across*the*full*sample**
**Denotes*statistical*significance.*Absence*of***indicates*that*none*of*the*measured*changes*were*statistically*significant!
!
!
3)*Response*
!
DEPP*contributed*to*at*least*42*different*humanitarian*responses*in*11*countries;*16*of*these*
responses*occurred*in*the*Philippines*(and*14*of*these*16*responses*were*driven*by*one*
project*–*the*Financial*Enablers*project).*Qualitative*data*indicate*contribution*of*DEPP*
beneficiaries*towards*improved*response*in*the*Philippines,*Kenya*and*Ethiopia,*but*many*
other*DEPP*beneficiaries*were*unable*to*respond*due*to*lack*of*response*funds.*
!
Contribution!towards!humanitarian!response!was!not!considered!by!most!projects! in!the!design!phase!
as! the! DEPP! was! intended! to! function! as! a! dedicated! preparedness! programme.! As! such! links! with!
response! activities! were! not! explicitly! developed! into! the! design! of! the! programme.! Many! project!
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stakeholders,! in! fact,! now! consider! any! DEPP! contribution! towards! humanitarian! response! to! be! an!
unintended!but!positive!consequence!of!DEPP!activities.!!
!
Humanitarian!response!activities!and!outcomes!were!assessed! in!a!number!of!ways! in!this!evaluation.!
First,!descriptive!primary!data!were!collected!at!the!individual,!organisation!and!community!level!on!the!
types!of!disasters!and!emergencies! that!have!occurred! in! the!previous!12!months,!as!well!as! types!of!
response!activities! implemented.! Second,! a!number!of! quantitative! indicators! related! to!performance!
during!past!humanitarian!responses!and!ability!to!respond!in!the!future!were!measured!at!the!two!time!
points! (See!Box!below).!Third,! the!document!review!allowed!systematic!mapping!of!all! responses!that!
DEPP! reportedly! contributed! to! during! the! programme! period.! Fourth,! additional! response! data! was!
collected!during!the!evaluation!validation!workshops!in!Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines!in!
March! 2018,! to! better! understand! which! disasters! and! emergencies! stakeholders! in! those! countries!
were! able! to! respond! to! and! to! understand! factors! related! to! both! response! and! nonAresponse.! In!
addition,! response! data! were! collected! from! each! project! by! email.! Finally,! additional! qualitative!
interviews!were! conducted! in! Kenya! and! the! Ethiopia! to! contribute! to! a!more! detailed! humanitarian!
response!focused!case!study!(see!Chapter!8).!
!
Figure!4.10!below!presents!data!on!the!percentage!of!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations!that!responded!
to!a!disaster!or!emergency!in!the!past!12!months.!Note!that!DEPP!organisations!were!asked!to!report!on!
any!response!activity!regardless!of!contribution!of!the!DEPP.!As!depicted!in!the!figure,!the!vast!majority!
of!both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations!implemented!humanitarian!response!activities!in!the!previous!
12!months,!and!there!was!no!statistical!difference!between!time!point!one!and!time!point!two!in!either!
group.! Furthermore,! local! NGOs! who! were! DEPP! beneficiaries! were! not! more! likely! to! respond! to! a!
disaster! after! exposure! to! DEPP! or! when! compared! to! nonADEPP! local! organisations.! The! types! of!
disasters!did!vary!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations,!with!flooding,!drought!and!displacement!
being! the!most! common! across! the!DEPP! organisations,! and! drought,! flooding! and! infectious! disease!
epidemics! being! most! common! among! the! nonADEPP! organisations! (Figure! 4.11).! Types! of! response!
activities!are!summarised!in!Figure!4.12!highlighting!the!diverse!range!of!activities,!though!food!security!
and!WASH!activities!were!the!most!common!in!both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations.!!
!
!
!
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!
Figure*4.10:*Percentage*of*organisations*that*responded*to*a*disaster*or*emergency*in*the*previous*12*months*

!
!

!
Figure*4.11:*Types*of*disasters*and*emergencies*that*organisations*responded*to*in*the*previous*12*months*

!
!
!
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!
Figure*4.12:*Types*of*response*activities*implemented*by*organisations*in*the*previous*12*months**

Quantitative! indicators!to!assess!perceived!performance!during!a!previous!response!during!the! last!12!
months,!and!as!well!as! future!ability! to! respond!to!a!disaster!or!emergency!are!summarised! in!Figure!
4.13.!At!the!individual!level,!humanitarian!staff!at!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations!were!asked!to!rate!
their!past!response!performance!and!their!ability!to!respond!in!the!future!(see!Box!below!for!description!
of!the!indicators).!!
!
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KEY*RESPONSE*INDICATOR*DATA*(related*to*response*in*the*previous*12*months)*COLLECTED*AT*2*
TIMEPOINTS!
*
Individual*level:**

• Perceived*Past*performance:!KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.!How!would!you!rate!your!
performance!during!your!last!response?!Where!1=Poor,!2=Fair,!3=Good,!4=Very!good,!5=Excellent!

• Perceived*Future*Ability:*KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.*How!would!you!rate!your!ability!to!
respond!to!a!disaster!in!the!future?!Where!1=Poor,!2=Fair,!3=Good,!4=Very!good,!5=Excellent!
!

Organisational*level:*
• Perceived*Past*Performance:!Organisational!survey!with!senior!leadership.!How!would!you!rate!your!

organisation’s!overall!response!to!the!disaster!or!emergency!(in!the!last!12!months)?!Where!1=Poor,!
2=Fair,!3=Good,!4=Very!good,!5=Excellent!

• Perceived*Future*Ability:!Organisational!survey!with!senior!leadership.!How!would!you!rate!your!
organisation’s!ability!to!respond!to!a!disaster!in!the!future?!Where!1=Poor,!2=Fair,!3=Good,!4=Very!
good,!5=Excellent!

!
Community*level:*

• Satisfaction*with*previous*response:!!Household!survey:!How!satisfied!were!you!with!previous!
response!to!disaster?!Where!1=Not!satisfied!at!all,!2=Slightly!satisfied,!3=Somewhat!satisfied,!4=!
Satisfied,!5=!Very!Satisfied!
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There! is!a!downward!trend!amongst!both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!humanitarian!staff!reflecting!worsening!
perceptions!of!own!performance!and!future!ability!to!respond,!though!neither!of!these!differences!were!
statistically! significant! except! for! past! performance! in! the! nonADEPP! group.!Overall! there!was! no! net!
DEPP! programme! effect! for! either! of! these! indicators! using! the! pooled! data! from! the! four! intensive!
countries.!There!was!also!no!net!programme!effect!when!restricting!the!sample!to!specific!intensive!set!
countries!or!to!only! local!organisations.!However,!case!study!qualitative!data!from!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!
demonstrate! some! individual! level! changes! in! preparedness,! including! knowledge! on! procedures,!
resources,! and! improved! confidence! to! respond! (See!Chapter! 8).! The!CDACAN!project! final! evaluation!
report!also!reported!that! individuals!benefiting!from!their!project! in!South!Sudan!and!Bangladesh!feel!
more! equipped! and! prepared! to! implement! response! activities,! especially! those! related! to! twoAway!
communication130.! This! demonstrates! that! there! have! been! documented! improvements! in! qualitative!
indicators! related! to! ability! to! respond,! but! that! these! have! not! yet! translated! into! wideAspread!
quantitative!change!across!the!programme.!!
!
!

!
Figure* 4.13:* Change* in* perceived* response* performance* (both* previous* and* future)* at* the* individual,* organizational* and*
community*level.**
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!

!
!
At!the!organisational!level,!there!were!no!significant!changes!in!the!perceived!past!performance!during!
a!response,!or!in!perceived!future!ability!to!respond!in!both!the!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!groups!in!the!four!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
130!CDACAN!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p!47.!
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intensive!countries,!and!there!was!no!net!effect!of!the!programme!on!either!of!these!indicators!with!the!
pooled!or! restricted! samples.!However,! as! described! in!more!detail! below,! qualitative! response!data,!
and! data! extracted! from! the! document! review! do! demonstrate! some! examples! of! improved!
organisational!response!activities.!At!the!community!level,!drawing!on!household!data!from!Myanmar,!
beneficiary! satisfaction!with!humanitarian! response! in! the!previous!12!months! significantly!decreased!
by!15%!in!the!DEPP!communities!and!17%!in!the!control!communities.!Overall!there!was!no!significant!
net! effect! of! the! programme! on! beneficiary! satisfaction! in! Myanmar.! Discussion! during! validation!
workshops! suggests! this! might! have! been! due! to! worsening! contextual! factors! and! political! climate!
within!the!country.!
!
Document!review!and!inAdepth!interviews!demonstrate!contribution!of!the!DEPP!to!at!least!42!different!
responses! in! 11! countries! (see! Table! 4.6! below,! and! Annex! 10).! There! were! no! documented!
contributions! to! responses! in!Mozambique,! one! of! the! countries!with! the! fewest! DEPP! projects! (one!
project).! The! largest! number! of! response! contributions! (N=16)! occurred! in! the! Philippines!which! also!
had!the!highest!number!of!DEPP!projects!implemented!(N=6).!Note!that!Kenya!and!Pakistan!also!had!6!
DEPP!projects!but!in!these!specific!contexts,!DEPP!contributed!to!substantially!fewer!responses!than!in!
the!Philippines.!This!difference!was!also!noted!with!independent!response!data!collected!directly!from!
projects!during!validation!workshops.!In!fact,!according!to!data!collected!during!these!workshops,!there!
was! DEPP! contribution! to! 33! responses! in! the! Philippines! (versus! 16! responses! extracted! from! the!
document! review).! Further! discussion! on! why! DEPP! contributed! to! more! responses! than! in! other!
countries!can!be!found!below.!Only!three!projects!provided!response!information!by!email!(Table!4.6).!
This! is! likely!because!the!projects!were!wrapping!up!and!project!staff!did!not!have!time!to!contribute.!
Complete!details!of!the!42!response!efforts!are!in!Annex!10.!
! !
!
!
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!
Table*4.22.*Contribution*of*DEPP*to*humanitarian*response*activities*in*DEPP*countries.**

!
Findings!based!on!the!document!review,!qualitative!interviews!and!validation!workshops!suggests!that!
the! Philippines! outperformed! the! other! DEPP! focal! countries! with! respect! to! contribution! to!
humanitarian! response.! Note! that! universally,! these! contributions! to! response! were! not! necessarily!
designed! outcomes! from! the! outset! but! became! objectives! as! projects! and! planning! evolved.! Some!

Document)
Review

Number)of)
DEPP)

responses

Number'
of'Events'

Number)
of)DEPP)
responses

Reasons'for'
responding

Number'of'
Events'

Number)of)
DEPP)

responses

Reasons'for'
responding

Number'
not'

responded'
to

Reasons'for'
not'

responding

1

The'
Philippines

Protection,'FEP,'
TSC,'CDAC,'LPRR,'
ALERT,'(6)

16 33 33
F'Availability'of'DEPP'
resources
F'A'sense'of'

1 1
No'reasons'
submitted

0 N/A

2

Myanmar
Protection,'LPRR,'
Myanmar,'(3)

2 2 2
F'Because'there'was'a'
need

4 3

F'Collaborated'
with'DEPP'
internal'and'
external'partnets
F'Though,'DEPP'
project'is'not'

1
F'out'of'the'
DEPP'regional'
scope

3

Ethiopia
STP,'Gambella,'
IEWEA,'TD,'(4)

4 12 12

F''collaboration'with'
local'government
F'early'warning'system
FF'As'a'result'of'
partnerships'in'the'
area

3 1 no'reasons'given 2
response'was'
not'funded'by'
the'DEPP

4

Kenya

STP,'ADCAP,'
LPRR,'TD,'
URBAN,'ALERT'
(6)

3 15 15

F'wrote'a'proposal'for'
funding
F'because'of'the'
mandate'and'project'
response'plan
F'required'by'the'
government
Fbecause'of'the'traing'
and'collaboration'with'
government
F'To'promote'spirit'of'
collaboration,'reduce'
duplication'and'in'
promoting'community'
resilience'and'disaster'
response.

4 4

F'was'within'their'
regional'scope
F'was'a'part'of'
their'mandate

0 N/A

5
Pakistan

Protection,'STP,'
TSC,'ADCAP,'
LPRR,'ALERT'(6)

4 N/A N/A N/A

6
DRC

Protection,'STP,'
LPRR,'TD'(4)

2 N/A N/A N/A

7

Bangladesh**
*

STP,'CDAC,'LPRR,'
TD,'ALERT(5)

6 1 1

Government'request;'
organization'mandate'
and'location;'were'
part'of'government'
department'response

7 7
No'reasons'
submitted

0 N/A

8
South'Sudan

Protection,'CDAC'
(2)

4 N/A N/A N/A 1 1
No'reasons'
submitted

0 N/A

9

JordanF'
LebanonF
Syria***

'TD'(1) 1 1

Government'request;'
organization'mandate'
and'location;'were'
part'of'government'
department'response

10 Mozambique Alert'(1) 0 N/A N/A N/A
11 India**** 1 N/A N/A N/A

TOTAL 42 64 64 20 17 3

Projects)
Implemented)

(#)*

Intensive)Set)Country)Workshops Submitted)Via)Email**

Country)
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stakeholders!expressed!these!response!activities!to!be!unplanned!side!effects.!Qualitative!data!suggests!
that!DEPP!contribution!to!some!of!these!responses!led!to!more!timely,!locally!driven!responses.!In!other!
cases,!it!is!not!possible!to!assess!timeliness!or!effectiveness!of!a!particular!response!effort!with!available!
data! sources.! In! contrast! to! the! qualitative! indicators,! quantitative! data! on! perceptions! of! improved!
speed!and!effectiveness!of!response!activities!did!not!show!a!significant!measurable!effect!of!the!DEPP.!
Further! analysis! on! the! performance! of! the! DEPP! towards! humanitarian! responses! in! the! Philippines!
reveals!the!following:!
!

• The!high!performance!in!the!Philippines!in!terms!of!absolute!numbers!of!humanitarian!response!
efforts! was! largely! driven! by! the! Financial! Enablers! project! which! cumulatively! involved!
contribution!towards!14!different!responses!(out!of!16!DEPP!responses!in!the!Philippines)!

• Several! factors! contributed! to! the! overall! performance! in! the! Philippines! visAàAvis! other!
countries.!These!include:!

o The!fact!that!the!Philippines!has!a!high!frequency!of!disasters/emergencies!each!year!to!
which! projects! could! theoretically! respond.! This! has! created! greater! incentive! for!
governmental! and! nonAgovernment! partners! to! develop! preparedness! projects! and!
more!opportunity!for!these!actors!to!build!upon!their!experience!from!each!response.!!

o Networks! in! the! Philippines! are! highly! locally! driven! (see! Chapter! 5),! and! the!
government!and!other!key!actors!provide!space!for!civil!society!action.!

o Flexible! funding!mechanisms! (via! the! FE! project,! and! to! a! lesser! degree! PIP)! allowed!
local!actors!to! identify!relevant!needs,!and! implement!accordingly.!This! included!using!
funding! towards! response! activities! (via!mechanisms! such! as! a! quick! response! fund).!
This!was!not!the!case!in!numerous!other!settings!where!DEPP!beneficiaries!who!wanted!
to!respond!(and!now!believed!they!had!the!capacity!to)!were!limited!in!what!they!could!
contribute! due! to! absence! of! designated! response! funds.! DEPP! beneficiaries! in! the!
Philippines!were!also!successful!at!securing!response!funds!external!to!the!DEPP!such!as!
via!the!START!Fund,!or!through!other!donors.!!

o The!large!number!of!DEPP!projects!being!implemented!in!the!Philippines!(N=6)!provided!
a!greater!opportunity!for!collective!action,!and!a!larger!overall!investment.!

o The!DEPP!projects! in! the!Philippines! showed!a! substantially! high! level! of! interAproject!
collaboration! and! were! able! to! jointly! contribute! to! certain! responses! (i.e.,! Marawi!
response).!Overall,! the!DEPP!projects! in! the!Philippines,! in!many!ways,!operated!more!
like!a!programme!(and!the!initial!vision!of!the!DEPP)!than!in!other!focus!countries,!albeit!
despite! the! key! programme! level! systems! and! processes! that! were! essential! for!
portfolio!functioning.!!
!

The! response!contribution! in! the!Philippines,!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!were!examined! in! further!detail! and!
are!presented!in!the!boxes!below.!All!three!settings!provide!some!evidence!of!improved!organisational!
response! activities,! and! the! Philippines! and! Kenya! demonstrate! the! contribution! of! the! collaborative!
approach!and!working!through!consortia!to!improved!humanitarian!response!activities.!!
!
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HUMANITARIAN*RESPONSE:*FOCUS*ON*THE*MARAWI*CRISIS!
*
What:**
The!Marawi!Crisis!began!on!May!23,!2017,!when!the!government!of!the!Philippines!launched!a!military!operation!against!proA
ISIS!militants!in!the!Lanao!del!Sur!province!of!Marawi!City.!This!fiveAmonth!long!incursion!resulted!in!the!displacement!of!
roughly!98%!of!the!population,!or!almost!360,000!people1.!!
!
Who:*
A!total!of!six!DEPP!projects!were!implemented!in!the!Philippines:!Protection!in!Practice,!Financial!Enablers,!Transforming!
Surge!Capacity,!LPRR,!ALERT!and!the!CDACAN!Communicating!with!Communities!Project.!!
*
Objective:**
To!understand!how!these!projects!contributed!to!Marawi!response!efforts**
*
Data*sources:**

• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Network*Analysis*(Quantitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:*
DEPP!in!the!Philippines!provide!strong!selfAreported!data!of!successful!interAproject!collaboration!and!coordination,!where!
capacity!building!of!local!organisations!working!together!in!consortia!contributed!to!a!faster,!more!locally!driven!response!
effort.!In!total,!at!least!16!disasters!and!emergencies!(including!flooding,!typhoons,!earthquakes,!fires)!in!the!Philippines!had!
response!contribution!by!the!DEPP,!a!substantially!higher!figure!than!any!other!DEPP!country.!The!most!prominent!example!of!
significant!contribution!was!to!the!Marawi!crisis.!Four!of!the!six!projects!responded!to!the!Marawi!crises!including!the!
following!response!activities:!!
!

• A!protection!network!of!600!local!responders!in!Mindanao!able!to!implement!inclusive!programming!was!established!
• Local!consortia!whose!capacity!was!built!by!the!DEPP!were!the!first!to!respond!to!the!crisis!(and!did!so!

independently!without!a!lead!INGO).!They!were!recognised!for!the!first!time!by!UNOCHA!on!crisis!response!maps!
demonstrating!increased!presence!and!recognition!of!local!actors!

• Various!consortia!coordinated!their!responses!together,!allowing!for!efficient!use!of!human!resources!and!sharing!of!
knowledge,!contacts!and!resources!

• Examples!demonstrate!beneficiary!involvement!in!design!&!implementation!of!some!response!activities!
• Local!actors!gained!confidence!and!skills!as!they!took!on!more!responsibility!during!the!response!

!!
Factors!that!enabled!a!faster!more!locally!driven!response!included!the!following:!!

• In!contrast!to!other!country!examples,!consortia!partners!in!the!Philippines!were!able!to!access!quick!response!funds!
through!a!number!of!mechanisms!which!enabled!response!activities!to!be!implemented!rapidly!

• The!Philippines!is!a!disasterAprone!context,!with!a!humanitarian!network!that!is!highly!driven!by!local!actors.!This!is!
reflective!of!a!context!where!the!government!and!other!actors!provide!space!for!civil!society,!which!is!deeply!
engrained!in!society!and!culture!and!considered!to!be!the!strongest!in!Asia2.!The!prominence!of!local!actors!within!
the!Philippines!allows!collaborative!action!at!the!local!level!to!occur!more!organically!than!in!other!country!contexts!!

• A!key!enabling!factor!was!the!mandate!by!the!government!that!only!local!NGOs!could!respond!to!this!crisis.!This!
provided!the!space!and!opportunity!for!local!actors!whose!capacity!had!been!built!to!actively!respond!

!
Conclusion:***
SelfAreported!data!suggest!strong!interAproject!collaboration,!coordination!between!DEPP!organisations!and!unified!responses!
delivered!by!local!consortia!rather!than!individual!organisations.!SelfAreported!data!suggest!that!the!response!was!faster,!
more!efficient,!more!inclusive!and!involved!beneficiaries,!and!this!was!driven!by!the!immediate!availability!of!flexible!funds!
and!a!context!supportive!of!local!actors.!However,!there!is!no!way!to!objectively!assess!how!the!response!might!have!differed!
in!the!absence!of!the!DEPP!in!the!Philippines.!!
!
1
https://reliefweb.int/report/philippines/unicefAphilippinesAhumanitarianAsituationAreportAmarawiAresponseA10AnovemberA2017;!
http://www.unhcr.org/ph/marawiAcrisis!
2!USAID’s!CSO!Sustainability!Index!ranks!Filipino!CSOs!highest!in!Asia!across!7!dimensions:!legal!environment,!organisational!capacity,!financial!
viability,!advocacy,!service!provision,!infrastructure,!and!public!image!
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HUMANITARIAN*RESPONSE:*FOCUS*ON*URBAN*EMERGENCIES*IN*KENYA!
*
What:**

• An!urban!early!warning!surveillance!system!set!up!in!informal!settlements!in!Nairobi!county!to!monitor!food!security,!
household!shocks!and!public!health!indicators!on!a!routine!basis!(every!2!months)!detected!three!emergencies!and!
triggered!response!activities.!!!

1. Diarrhoeal!outbreak:!!February!2017!to!June!2017!
2. Cholera!outbreak:!!April!2017!to!February!2018!!
3. Food!insecurity:!!October!to!March!2018!

*
Who:*

• The!DEPP’s!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!(UEWEA)!Project!developed!and!implemented!the!urban!early!warning!
system!through!its!consortia!members!Concern!Worldwide,!Oxfam,!and!Kenya!Red!Cross!Society,!in!seven!subA
counties!(Kibera,!Kasarani,!Ruaraka,!Makadara,!Starehe,!Kamukunji!and!Embakasi!East).!The!system!aimed!to!identify!
slow!onset!or!chronic!emergencies!in!urban!contexts!through!routine!monitoring!of!a!set!of!sensitive!indicators!that!
were!developed!along!with!specific!thresholds!prior!to!the!start!of!the!project!and!to!set!up!a!coordinated!response!
mechanism!within!the!Nairobi!City!Country!Government.!!

*
Objective:*

• To!understand!how!DEPP!projects!contributed!to!response!efforts!in!informal!settlements!*
*

Data*sources:**
• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*
• Response*case*study*data*collection:*16*IDIs,*site*visits*and*observations*(Qualitative!&!Observational)*

!
Key*Findings:*

• DEPP!contributions!to!responses!in!urban!settlements!in!Nairobi!through!early!detection!against!a!set!of!sensitive!
indicators!with!clear!thresholds,!stand!out!as!being!particularly!innovative!in!their!sound,!data!driven!approach!to!
identifying!urban!emergencies!and!for!their!strong!collaboration!with!government.!This!is!one!of!the!few!systems!
specifically!targeting!urban!contexts!and!fills!an!important!need,!especially!as!the!populations!in!urban!settings!
continue!to!grow.!The!following!emergency!response!activities!were!triggered:!
!

o Diarrheal!outbreak:!health!education,!mass!screening!of!children!under!5!years!(8,338!screened!in!
Korogocho,!13,284!in!Embakasi),!&!distribution!of!water!purification!products!

o Cholera!outbreak:!health!promotion!(171,139!households,!2630!students!sensitised),!solid!&!liquid!waste!
management,!&!water!quality!and!food!safety!monitoring!!

o Food!security:!Mass!screening!of!children!under!5!yrs!(44,825)!and!cash!transfers!of!2000!KSH!(roughly!20!
USD)!provided!to!3,034!households!(2,085!women,!949!men)!who!were!severely!food!insecure!were!made!
via!mobile!money!in!Korogocho!and!Kibera!
!

• The!first!response!was!the!slowest!–!no!response!package!existed!and!lack!of!immediate!funding!source!led!to!
delays.!The!response!occurred!in!April!approximately!2!months!after!initial!detection.!*

• Although!the!surveillance!system!was!not!the!first!to!identify!the!cholera!outbreak,!the!use!of!the!consortium!model!
enabled!consortium!members!to!collaborate!in!the!cholera!response!outside!of!their!DEPP!activities.*

• Data!collected!suggest!that!response!time!improved!significantly!between!the!first!response!to!diarrhoea!to!the!most!
recent!response!to!food!insecurity!which!was!undertaken!within!a!few!weeks!of!detection.!*

• Factors!enabling!success!include:!conducting!a!needs!assessment!and!research!to!inform!the!system,!and!developing!
the!system!alongside!government!actors!to!ensure!coordination,!buyAin,!alignment!with!government!priorities!and!
sustainability!!

!
Conclusion:**
Data!collected!suggests!that!the!consortium!management!model!as!well!as!collaboration!with!government!were!critical!to!
successful!implementation!of!this!system!and!permitted!coordinated!humanitarian!responses!that!improved!with!each!
subsequent!emergency.!Availability!of!immediate!response!funds!and!previously!agreed!upon!response!actions!were!key!to!
ensuring!more!rapid!responses.!!
!
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HUMANITARIAN*RESPONSE:*FOCUS*ON*DROUGHT*IN*ETHIOPIA!
*
What:*
Ethiopia!has!been!experiencing!large!scale!droughts!since!2015.!Initially!induced!by!the!2015/2016!El!Nino,!and!further!
exacerbated!by!low!2016!autumn!rains,!and!below!average!2017!Spring!rains,!at!least!8.5!million!people!were!in!need!of!
relief!food!assistance!by!midA2017!in!Southern!and!SouthAeastern!Ethiopia.!The!effects!of!the!drought!have!been!further!
exacerbated!by!disease!outbreaks,!large!scale!loss!of!livelihood!assets,!and!displacement.!Conflict!in!the!Oromia!and!Somali!
regions!beginning!in!September!2017!further!contributed!to!displacement!of!hundreds!of!thousands!of!people!often!in!
drought!affected!areas.!!
!

Who:*
A!total!of!four!DEPP!projects!were!implemented!in!Ethiopia:!Shifting!the!Power!(STP),!Public!Health!Preparedness!in!
Gambella,!Talent!Development!and!Improved!Early!Warning!Early!Action!–!Ethiopia.!!
!

Objective:*
• To!understand!how!DEPP!projects!contributed!to!response!efforts!to!drought!in!Ethiopia!

*

Data*sources:**
• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*
• Response*case*study*data*collection:*7*IDIs**

!

Key*Findings:*
SelfAreported!data!suggest!6!out!of!10!local!partners!of!the!Shifting!the!Power!project,!which!had!aimed!to!build!L/NNGO!
capacity!and!preparedness,!responded!to!the!drought!in!the!areas!where!they!manage!development!programs.!These!
included:!Community!Initiative!Facilitation!Assistance!(CIFA),!Community!Development!Initiative!(CDI),!Rift!Valley!Children!
and!Women!Development!Organisation!(RVCWO),!Action!for!Development,!SOS!Sahel,!and!HUNDEE.!Specific!response!
activities!led!by!these!L/NNGOs!in!2017A2018!included:!!
!!

• CIFA!targeted!35,060!households!in!the!Moyale,!Miyo!and!Guchi!woredas!to!reduce!livestock!mortality!and!
implemented!a!livestock!vaccination!campaign!which!reached!263,187!cattle!

• CDI!secured!a!£10,000!response!grant!from!Oxfam!and!STP!which!enabled!distribution!of!seeds!to!200!households!
in!communities!affected!by!the!drought!in!West!Arsi!Zone,!Oromia!

• RCVWO!obtained!a!£60,000!grant!from!ActionAid!to!provide!livestock!feed!support!to!a!targeted!1,030!households!
• Action!for!Development!provided!£60,000!in!cash!transfers!to!drought!affected!communities!in!Borena!
• SOS!Sahel!secured!$530,000!directly!from!UNOCHA’s!Emergency!Response!Fund!to!provide!animal!feed!in!three!

woredas!(Wachille,!Dubuluq!and!Dire),!indirectly!benefitting!28,256!individuals.!This!is!one!of!the!only!instances!
where!a!local!Ethiopian!NGO!has!been!able!to!secure!funds!through!this!mechanism!without!an!intermediary!
partner!

• HUNDEE!obtained!USD!$410,000!from!Kindernothilfe!(KNH)!to!provide!emergency!food!assistance!to!10,000!
people!in!4!Kebeles!of!two!woredas!in!the!Borena!Zone!

!!

There!was!no!available!evidence!as!to!whether!speed,!costliness!or!effectiveness!of!the!response!were!affected.!Factors!
that!enabled!these!L/NNGOs!to!respond!include:!
!

• STP!set!up!a!£50,000!response!fund!accessible!to!L/NNGO!partners!via!a!peer!reviewed!application!process!
• Support!with!proposal!writing,!and!training!on!fundraising!strategies!including!a!donor!mapping!exercise!facilitated!

access!to!direct!response!funding!which!in!turn!enabled!response!activities!
• The!magnitude!of!the!drought!crisis!in!Ethiopia!created!an!opportunity!to!promote!learning!by!doing!creating!a!

strong!link!between!preparedness!and!response.!For!example,!L/NNGO!partners!obtained!support!and!practice!in!
applying!for!response!funds!via!STPs!response!fund!peer!review!process,!and!one!partner!was!able!to!directly!
implement!a!response!project!as!a!result.!

!
Conclusion:!!
SelfAreported!data!suggest!that!experiential!learning!related!to!fundraising!and!implementation!of!humanitarian!response!
activities,!along!with!access!to!flexible!response!funding!mechanisms!contributed!to!six!drought!responses!in!Ethiopia.!!

!
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Linking*preparedness*capacity*to*disaster*response*
!
Despite!the!contributions!towards!response!that!have!been!documented!primarily!via!qualitative!
documents!and!through!selfAreported!data,!it!is!difficult!to!objectively!(and!quantitatively)!assess!
increased!speed,!coverage,!efficiency!of!response!in!the!42!response!examples!and!as!well!trace!these!
back!to!increased!preparedness!even!with!the!diverse!range!of!data!sources!contributing!to!this!
evaluation.!!In!fact,!across!the!four!intensive!set!countries,!selfAreported!quantitative!data!on!the!speed,!
efficiency,!and!costliness!of!response!were!not!different!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations!
across!the!full!sample.!However,!the!evaluation!team!is!unable!to!compare!these!indicators!among!DEPP!
and!nonADEPP!organisations!that!directly!responded!in!the!42!emergency!responses!described!above.!
This!would!have!provided!more!concrete!evidence!on!DEPP!contribution!to!improved!delivery!of!
humanitarian!response.!Nevertheless,!the!best!evidence!across!the!DEPP!for!strengthened!response!is!in!
the!Philippines!where!there!is!some!selfAreported!link!between!improved!capacity,!improved!
preparedness!and!followed!by!earlier,!more!timely!response.!The!quantitative!data!do!show!statistically!
significant!increased!preparedness!(using!the!actual!measure)!among!DEPP!organisations!in!the!full!
sample,!and!especially!among!local!organisations.!However,!this!was!not!significant!in!the!Philippines,!
though!likely!due!to!small!sample!size.!!
!
An!important!finding!from!the!qualitative!data!as!well!as!the!case!study!on!Ethiopia!and!Kenya!in!
Chapter!8,!highlight!that!in!many!cases!emergency!preparedness!and!response!activities!were!
disjointed.!This!is!not!surprising!as!most!projects!were!designed!as!standalone!preparedness!projects!
without!clearly!articulating!the!link!to!response!or!incorporating!activities!that!might!better!enable!
L/NNGOs!to!actually!respond.!Respondents!emphasised!the!need!to!strengthen!this!link!between!
emergency!preparedness!and!response!activities,!and!also!described!the!need!to!seek!separate!funding!
for!response!activities!as!a!significant!barrier.!!
*
*
PROJECT*VS*PROGRAMME*OUTCOMES*&*ADDED*VALUE*OF*BEING*PART*OF*THE*DEPP*
*
Individual*project*evaluations*suggest*some*positive*outcomes*but*this*has*not*translated*to*
global*programme*effects*likely*due*to*short*programme*period*and*lack*of*project*
alignment.*
*
As!the!external!evaluation!focuses!on!global!programme!level!outputs!and!outcomes!as!well!as!countryA
level!programme!results!using!pooled!data!from!each!country,!individual!project!effects!cannot!be!
assessed.!Previous!evaluation!reports,!therefore,!strongly!recommended!strengthening!of!the!individual!
project!M&E!systems!and!implementation!of!end!of!project!evaluations.!The!external!evaluation!team!
provided!a!detailed!evaluation!checklist!as!well!as!guidance!on!indicators!to!assess!in!an!effort!to!
harmonise!measurement!across!projects.!All!projects!have!completed!individual!evaluations,!which!have!
been!reviewed!as!part!of!the!document!review,!though!the!quality!and!rigor!of!each!evaluation!varies.!!
!
A!number!of!individual!project!evaluations!report!positive!outcomes!which!should!be!interpreted!
objectively,!in!light!of!the!quality!of!the!specific!evaluation!methodology!and!approach!and!its!
limitations.!With!this!in!mind,!as!there!was!limited!alignment!of!projects!at!the!portfolio!level,!each!
project!worked!towards!its!own!objectives!and!own!theory!of!change.!It!is!conceivable!that!an!individual!
project!might!have!contributed!to!positive!outcome!change!on!specific!indicators,!but!that!globally!at!
the!programme!level,!cumulative!change!in!this!indicator!was!not!achieved.!In!fact,!positive!outcomes!
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that!have!been!suggested!by!project!evaluations!have!not!translated!into!cumulative!global!programme!
effects!and!this!is!likely!due!to!the!lack!of!project!alignment!and/or!the!short!programme!periods.!!!
!
*
Added*Value*of*Being*Part*of*DEPP*Programme*
!
Given! that! the! projects! were! designed! independently! and! with! limited! considerations! to! portfolio!
functioning,!and!evaluation!data!demonstrated!limited!cohesion!as!a!portfolio!the!added!value!of!being!
part!of! the!DEPP!programme!has!been! limited.!The!most!beneficial!aspect!of!working!under!the!DEPP!
has! been! the! ability! to! share! contacts! and! knowledge! and! leverage! previously! built! connections! and!
networks.!However,!the!data!suggest!that!the!lack!of!cohesion!across!the!project!portfolio!led!to!limited!
awareness!and!understanding!of!the!DEPP!programme,!and!lack!of!a!sense!of!belonging!or!connection!
to!the!DEPP!at!the!country!level.!During!inAdepth!interviews,!most!interviewees!could!speak!about!their!
individual! projects! but! in!most! cases,!were! unable! to! reflect! on! the! DEPP! as! a!whole! and! discuss! its!
objectives! and! functioning!within! their! country.! This! low!programme!awareness! and! identity! affected!
programme! level! advocacy,! stakeholder!buyAin! and!engagement! at! the!programme! level,! coordinated!
project!implementation!and!longerAterm!sustainability!of!the!programme.!*
*
*
Dose*–Response*Assessment*
*
As!described!in!the!inception!phase!report,!the!external!evaluation!aimed!to!conduct!a!doseAresponse!
assessment!wherein!programme!level!outcomes!could!be!compared!across!countries!taking!into!
consideration!the!number!of!projects,!size!of!investments!and!humanitarian!context.!The!hypothesis!to!
be!tested!was!that!countries!with!a!higher!investment,!with!more!projects!working!collaboratively!
would!display!larger!effects.!In!fact,!the!four!countries!selected!for!the!intensive!set!data!collection!were!
selected!to!represent!a!range!of!DEPP!“doses”.!Unfortunately,!as!there!were!very!few!quantitative!
programme!level!outcome!changes,!a!doseAresponse!analysis!is!of!limited!value.!It!is!worthwhile!to!
highlight!that!the!Philippines,!the!country!with!the!highest!level!of!DEPP!projects!and!investment,!had!
the!largest!contribution!to!humanitarian!response.!!
!
!
* #*of*DEPP*projects*(at*the*end*of*DEPP)*
Mozambique! 1!
Jordan! 1!
South!Sudan! !2*!
Myanmar! !!!3**!
Ethiopia! 4!
DRC! 5!
Bangladesh! 5!
Pakistan! 6!
Kenya! 6!
Philippines! !6*!
Table*4.23:*Number*of*DEPP*projects*by*country*(not*including*the*Learning*Project*which*was*implemented*in*all*10*
countries)*
*CDAC!Network’s!project!pulled!out!of!South!Sudan!and!moved!to!the!Philippines,!thus!altering!the!project!numbers!in!those!
two!countries!
**Myanmar!originally!had!2!projects,!but!LPRR!decided!to!implement!activities!in!Myanmar!raising!the!number!of!projects!to!3!
! !
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!Evaluation*Question*#3:*To(what(extent(was(the(programme's(theory(that(capacity(development(is(more(effective(when(undertaken(
as(a(multiZagency(collaborative(approach(proven?!
!
SubFquestions:*

a) Is!the!‘collaborative’!approach!of!multiAstakeholder!platforms!an!effective!delivery!mechanism?!
b) Focusing!on!coalitions,!partnerships!and!connectedness–!what!can!be!said!about!the!effects!of!strengthened!networks?!
c) What!have!been!the!main!patterns!of!collaboration,!and!the!benefits!and!disadvantages!of!informal!vs.!formal!collaboration?!
d) What!unique! contribution!did! collaborative! relationships! and! ‘multiAstakeholder! platforms’!make! toward! deepening! crossA

programme!learning?!
*
Data*sources:**

• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• KAP,*Organisational*and*network*surveys*(Quantitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*
*

Key*Findings:*
• Despite*the*original*vision,*the*DEPP*programme*focused*more*on*consortia_based*collaborative*approaches*rather*than*multi_

stakeholder*platforms*at*the*national,*regional*and*international*levels.*Collaborative!approaches!were!consistently!reported!to!
be!the!most!appropriate,!preferred!approach!to!deliver!humanitarian!capacity!building,!but!respondents!identified!challenges!in!
engagement,!communication!&!coordination.!

!

• As*a*delivery*mechanism,*collaborative*and*consortia_based*approaches*were*particularly*effective*when*the*following*
conditions*were*met:!

o Existence!of!joint!objectives,!values!&!common!ways!of!working!
o Collaborations!were!organic!not!forced!
o Sufficient!time,!space,!resources,!capacity!&!will!to!foster!healthy!collaborative!relationships!
o Streamlined!decisionAmaking!&!contractual!processes!&!fewer!consortia!partners!
o Building!on!existing!relationships!

!
• The!top!three!collaboration!areas!(areas!where!humanitarian!organisations!may!work!together)!in!the!4!intensive!data!collection!

countries!(Philippines,!Kenya,!Ethiopia,!and!Myanmar)!were!advocacy,!community!capacity!building!&!project!implementation!
!

• There*was*some*evidence*of*strengthened*humanitarian*response*networks*among*three*of*the*four*intensive*focused*
countries*(Philippines,*Kenya*and*Ethiopia,!while!the!network*in*Myanmar*remained*unchanged)!
!!!

• The*Philippines*network*is*highly*locally*driven!(70%!links!are!with!L/NNGOs);!network!size!increased!but!the!network!became!
less!dense!with!fewer!connections.!The*Ethiopia*network*is*internationally*driven*with*little*input*from*local*organisations,!while!
in*Kenya,*the*network*is*balanced*between!local!and!international!actors.!There!was!evidence!of!network!growth!in!both!settings.!
The!Myanmar!network!is!very!small,!isolated!&!dominated!by!international!actors.!!

!

• Collaboration*findings*were*mixed.!Collaboration!frequency!(a!proxy!indicator!of!trust)!and!quality!of!relationships!increased!in!
Kenya!&!Philippines,!but!decreased!in!Myanmar!&!Ethiopia!between!Time!point!1!(T1)!&!Time!point!2!(T2).!!

!

• Collaboration*within*the*DEPP*cohort*increased*in*Myanmar*&*Philippines,*but*both*did*not*increase*engagement*with*non_
DEPP*actors.*Ethiopia*and*Kenya*had*increases*in*relationships*between*DEPP*&*non_DEPP*organisations.**!

!

• Overall,!there!was!no*quantitative*evidence*of*increased*localisation*(no!increase!in!proportion!of!relationships!with!local!actors!
between!T1!and!T2)!in!any!intensive!country!within!the!network!data.*In!fact,!the!Myanmar!network!became!even!more!
dominated!by!INGOs!by!T2.!However!qualitative!data!suggests!changes!in!attitudes!around!localisation!are!occurring!(see!CH!7)!
!

• Not*enough*time*passed*between*the*data*collection*points*to*sufficiently*document*and*test*the*hypothesis*that*strengthened*
networks*&*greater*collaboration*lead*to*better*preparedness.!Data!at!T1!picked!up!network!effects!caused!by!everAshifting!
strategies!common!to!first!year!implementation.!T2!likely!captured!some!distinctive!programme!impacts!of!DEPP,!but!sufficient!
time!to!follow!network!change!requires!at!least!an!additional!12!months.!

!

• Between!project!collaboration!contributed!to!improved!sharing!of!learning!and!evidence!but!this!did!not!necessarily!translate!to!
behaviour!change.!
!

*
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Overview*of*the*approach*to*measuring*and*assessing*collaboration*and*management*
arrangements*
*
Collaboration!is!considered!to!be!one!of!the!defining!features!of!the!DEPP!and!was!used!by!all!projects!
in!a!number!of!manners.!This!included!collaboration!within!project!consortia,!collaboration!among!DEPP!
projects!and!collaboration!with!external!stakeholders.!Programme!outputs!related!to!collaboration!are!
detailed!in!Chapter!4!in!the!section!on!output!area!1.!This!chapter!will!further!examine!collaboration!at!
these! various! levels! including! through! strengthened! networks.! The! analysis! brings! together! several!
streams! of! data,! including! qualitative! and! quantitative! data! from! the! minimum! and! intensive! set!
countries,!as!well!as!document!review!and!the!measurement!and!analysis!of!humanitarian!preparedness!
and!response!networks!in!the!4!intensive!set!countries.!!
!
Network*Analysis:*Understanding*network*structures*and*top*collaboration*areas*
!
A!critical!focus!of!the!network!analyses!is!to!identify!patterns!of!collaboration!between!DEPP!and!NonA
DEPP!actors!and!between!local!and!international!actors!in!the!four!intensive!countries!and!to!detect!any!
changes! in! these! collaboration! patterns! due! to! the! DEPP.! In! addition,! the! network! analysis! aims! to!
assess! the! extent! to! which! strong! organisational! ties! or! relationships! are! associated! with! higher!
performance.! Overall,! 32! collaboration! areas,! or! potential! areas! where! organisations! might! work!
together!within!humanitarian!preparedness!and!response,!were!assessed!in!order!to!determine!the!size!
and!structure!of!humanitarian!networks!in!Ethiopia,!Kenya,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines.!!
!
The!network! survey!was!administered! in! two!phases.! The! first!phase! involved!data! collection!with!an!
established!set!of!actors!in!each!country!who!represented!DEPP!programme!partners!and!beneficiaries,!
as!well!as!others!who!were!not!part!of!DEPP!(which!served!as!the!comparison!group).!The!actors!these!
first!phase!participants!identified!as!collaborating!partners!are!considered!to!be!1st!degree!actors!as!they!
are!one!degree!of!separation!away!from!the!survey!respondent!(See!Figure!5.1).!The!1st!degree!actors!
identified!in!phase!one!were!then!invited!to!participate!in!the!network!survey.!The!actors!they!identified!
are! considered! as! 2nd! degree! actors,! as! they! are! two! degrees! of! separation! from! the! initial! survey!
informant.! The! survey! was! designed! to! include! actors! up! to! three! degrees! of! separation! from! the!
informant! for! all! countries.! Given! time! constraints,! only! 2nd! degree! actors! were! surveyed! in! the!
Philippines!for!both!data!collection!periods.!!
!

!
Figure*5.4:*Degrees*of*Separation*in*Network*Analysis*

!

!
!
!

Example(of(Degrees(of(Separation(
In!this!example,!Action!Aid!took!the!first!phase!survey!and!named!CARE!Kenya.!CARE!Kenya!took!the!survey!in!the!

second!phase!and!named!Islamic!Relief.!Islamic!Relief!is!2!degrees!of!separation!away!from!Action!Aid,!

!
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All!network!survey!participants!were!asked!to!identify!the!organisations!they!collaborated!with!over!the!
previous! 6!months,! and! to! describe! the! nature! or! purpose! of! the! collaboration.! Participants! selected!
from! a! list! of! 32! collaboration! areas! and!were! also! provided! the! option! to! name! their! own! areas! of!
collaboration.!This!report!concentrates!primarily!on!the!full!country!network,!which!is!the!combination!
of! all! collaboration! areas,! but! also! looks! at! individual! collaboration! area! networks! to! paint! a! larger!
picture!of!country!trends.!The!network!data!were!analysed!with!ORA,!a!network!analysis!tool!developed!
by! CASOS! at! Carnegie! Mellon.! The! statistical! software! package! R! was! used! for! network! statistical!
significance!tests.!Full!network!analysis!details!and!findings!are!provided!in!the!report!in!Annex!12.!
!
!
Question* 3.A:* Is* the* ‘collaborative’* approach* of* multi_stakeholder* platforms* an* effective*
delivery*mechanism?*Question*3.C:*What*have*been*the*main*patterns*of*collaboration,*and*
the*benefits*and*disadvantages*of*informal*vs.*formal*collaboration?*
!
Despite* the* original* vision,* the* DEPP* programme* focused* more* on* consortia_based*
collaborative* approaches* rather* than*multi_stakeholder* platforms* at* the* national,* regional*
and* international* levels.*Nevertheless,* collaborative*approaches*were*consistently* reported*
to*be*the*most*appropriate,*preferred*approach*to*deliver*humanitarian*capacity*building*and*
response* activities,* while* some* challenges* in* finding* efficient* processes* for* engagement,*
communication*&*coordination*remained.!
!
Multi_stakeholder*platforms*
!“MultiAstakeholder! platforms”! comprise! a! large! part! of! the! original! DEPP! programme!ToC! and! in! the!
DEPP!business!case!were!described!as!“platforms!with!a!broad!membership!e.g.!INGOs,!national!NGOs,!
local!government,!national!government!academia,!private!sector!companies,!the!Red!Cross!Red!Crescent!
Movement,!UN!agencies”!which!if!successful,!should!“improve!policy!at!national!and!international!level”.!
The! business! case! described! implementing! a! single! platform! per! country! or! region! where! the! DEPP!
programme!is!active!as!well!as!an!international!platform.!Possible!products!of!the!platforms!that!were!
envisioned! included:! synthesised! lessons! identified,! joint!evaluations!and!common!position!papers! for!
advocacy.!The!platforms!were!hypothesised!to!be!the!mechanism!across!the!DEPP!through!which!policy!
change,!evidence!generation!and!dissemination!would!occur.!!
!
Despite! this! emphasis! on! multiAstakeholder! platforms,! only! a! few! projects! such! as! TSC! and! CDACAN!
actually! implemented! this! approach.! The! DEPP! focused!much!more! on! consortia! based! collaborative!
models! rather! than! on! larger! multiAstakeholder! platforms.! Those! projects! that! did! employ! platforms!
reported! challenges! in! setting! up! and! sustaining! the! platforms,! but! did! report! some! organisational!
change! as! a! result.! The! platforms! were! more! effective! in! contexts! where! existing! humanitarian!
structures!were!more!mature!and!with!supportive!governments.!The!CDACAN!final!evaluation!notes!that!
the!three!country!level!platforms!it!established!or!strengthened!were!“relevant!to!their!context!and!an!
effective!way!of!implementing!joint!preparedness!activities”!and!effective!in!creating!new!links!between!
local,! national! and! international! actors131.!However,! it!was!noted,! that! a! stronger! link! to!global!policy!
and!more! advocacy! efforts! should! be! integrated! into! these! approaches,! and! that! further,! systematic!
inclusion! of! local! and! national! actors! is! needed! to! ensure! contextualisation! and! local! ownership.! TSC!
established! two!national!multiAstakeholder!platforms,!an!Asia! regional!platform!and!a!global!platform!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
131!CDACAN!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!4.!



! 130!

for! collaborative! and! localised! surge! mechanisms.! The! TSC! final! evaluation! found! that! the! national!
platforms! were! most! effective! and! that! regional! and! international! platforms! should! take! a! more!
supportive!or! enabling! role! that! is! defined!by! the!national! platforms132.! It!was! also! reported! that! the!
national! platforms! did! not! adequately! reflect! country! level! priorities! as! they! were! designed! at!
headquarters! level,! and! that! future! platforms! should! involve! a! nationallyAled! design! process! and!
implementation.!!
!
Consortia*based*collaborative*approaches*
All! 14! DEPP! projects!were! implemented! by! consortia! of! organisations!working! together,! with! a!wide!
range! of! types! and! sizes! of! consortia! within! the! DEPP.! Perception! data! collected! among! DEPP!
organisations!and!key!stakeholders!suggests!that!the!consortia!approach!is!appropriate!in!the!DEPP!focal!
country! contexts,! and! a! preferred! approach! to! deliver! humanitarian! capacity! building! activities.! SelfA
reported! data! from! consortia! members! suggest! that! overall! consortia! functioned! relatively! well! (see!
Figure!5.1!below),!despite!a!number!of! identified!challenges! including! in!engagement,!communication!
and!coordination.!This!data!suggest!that!consortia!functionality!also!improved!between!the!first!(T1)!and!
second! (T2)! data! collection! points.! There! were! also! several! examples! where! the! consortia! approach!
facilitated! the!delivery!of! capacity! building! activities! and! also! response!efforts.! For! example,! the! case!
study!in!chapter!8!highlights!how!the!consortium!structure!of!the!UEWEA!project!in!Kenya,!including!the!
established!procedures!and!management!structure,!facilitated!a!timely!response!to!a!cholera!outbreak.!
The!next!section!will!focus!examining!the!degree!to!which!collaboration!occurred!across!the!DEPP,!the!
main! patterns! of! collaboration! and! the! reported! challenges! and! benefits! of! informal! and! formal!
collaboration.!!!!
!
!

!
Figure*5.5:*DEPP*Consortia*functionality*at*Time*point*1*(T1)*and*Time*point*2*(T2)*

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
132!!TSC!Final!Evaluation!report,!p!8.!
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Is*collaboration*occurring*and*what*types*of*organisations*are*involved?*
!
Data! from! the!network! analysis,! IDIs! and! intensive! set! surveys! suggest! that! organisations! in! both! the!
DEPP!and!comparison!groups!collaborated!with!one!another!during!capacity!building!and!humanitarian!
preparedness!and!response!activities.!Furthermore,!both!DEPP!and!control!group!organisations!and!staff!
strongly!valued!the!approach!of!working!in!consortia!and!through!networks.!For!example,!approximately!
94%! of! respondents! in! both! DEPP! and! control! group! intensive! set! surveys! stated! that! they! would!
approach!other!organisations!to!collaborate!during!humanitarian!response!activities.!Several!changes!in!
collaboration!patterns!between!T1!and!T2!have!been!identified!from!the!network!analysis!including:!
!

• Increased! collaboration! frequency! (a! proxy! indicator! of! trust! &! quality! of!
relationships)133!in!Kenya!&!Philippines,!while!both!indicators!decreased!in!Myanmar!&!
Ethiopia!

• Increased!collaboration!within!the!DEPP!cohort!in!Myanmar!&!Philippines,!but!difficulty!
engaging!with!nonADEPP!actors!in!both!settings!

• Increased!collaboration!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!actors!in!Ethiopia!&!Kenya!
!
!These!changes!will!be!explored!more!fully!in!the!section!on!strengthened!networks!later!in!this!chapter.!!!!
!
!
What*have*been*the*benefits*and*disadvantages*of*formal*versus*informal*collaboration?*
*
Both! formal! collaborations! and! informal! collaborations! occurred! within! DEPP! projects,! and! informal!
collaborations!occurred!across!DEPP!projects!and!with!external!stakeholders.!Formal!collaboration!was!
defined!as!any!collaboration!involving!a!signed!contractual!agreement!defining!roles!and!responsibilities!
of!collaborating!entities.! Informal!collaborations!were!defined!as!those!collaborations!that!occur!more!
spontaneously! and!without! formal! agreements! in! place.! Across! all! countries,! humanitarian! staff! from!
DEPP!organisations! identified!the!advantages!and!disadvantages!of! formal!and! informal!collaborations!
(see!Table!5.1)!!!
!

Formal*Collaboration*

Advantages* %* Disadvantages* %*

Sharing!of!resources! 52.4! Difficult!to!collaborate!effectively!when!
organisations!have!different!policies!&!processes!! 29.8!

Improved!Networking! 51.2! Slow!&!cumbersome!decisionAmaking!processes!! 28.6!

Exchange!of!ideas! 48.4! Setting!up!a!formal!collaboration!is!extremely!
time!consuming!! 20.2!

Ability!to!access!other!sources!of!funding!when!
applying!as!a!consortium! 40.5! Difficult!to!manage!disagreements!! 20.2!

Programme!delivery!&!design!more!effective! 40.5! Unclear!objectives!! 13.1!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
133!When!an!actor!indicates!frequent!collaboration,!we!assume!there!is!high!trust!and!perceived!value!in!continued!
engagement.!
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Informal*Collaboration*

Advantages* %* Disadvantages* %*

Exchange!of!ideas! 48.8! Difficult!to!collaborate!effectively!when!
organisations!have!different!policies!&!processes!! 28.8!

Improved!Networking! 46.4! Difficult!to!manage!disagreements!! 18.9!

Sharing!of!resources! 41.7! Slow!and!cumbersome!decisionAmaking!process!! 18.9!

Informal!collaborations!lead!to!formal!
collaborations!! 25.0! Unclear!objectives!! 16.4!

Learning!from!the!collaboration!! 21.4! May!take!a!lot!of!time!without!yielding!any!
concrete!outputs!! 9.4!

!
Table*5.24:*Advantages*and*disadvantages*of*formal*and*informal*collaboration*

!
Despite! the! identified! challenges,! formal! collaborations! were! highly! valued,! with! the! advantages!
including! opportunities! for! networking,! exchange! of! ideas! and! increased! effectiveness! of! programme!
design!and!delivery!significantly!outweighing!the!difficulties.! In!general,!many!respondents!highlighted!
the! utility! of! informal! collaborations,! and! emphasised! that! informal! collaborations! can! stimulate! new!
ideas! and! projects,! which! ultimately! can! turn! into! formal! collaborations.! Patterns! of! collaboration!
between!local!and!international!actors!and!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!actors!will!be!further!explored!
in!Question!3.B!using!data!from!the!network!analysis.!!
!
As! a! delivery! mechanism,! collaborative! and! consortiaAbased! approaches! were! particularly! effective!
when!the!following!conditions!were!met:!
!

• Existence!of!joint!objectives,!values!&!common!ways!of!working!
• Collaborations!are!organic!not!forced!
• Sufficient!time,!space,!resources,!capacity!&!will!to!foster!healthy!collaborative!relationships!
• Streamlined!decisionAmaking!and!contractual!processes!as!well!as!fewer!consortia!partners!
• Building!on!existing!relationships!

!
!
Question* 3.B:* Focusing* on* coalitions,* partnerships* and* connectedness* –* what* can* be* said*
about*the*effects*of*strengthened*networks?***
!
There* was* some* evidence* of* strengthened* humanitarian* response* networks* in* the*
Philippines,* Kenya* and* Ethiopia,*while* the* network* in*Myanmar* remained* unchanged.*Not*
enough*time*passed*between*the*data*collection*points*in*these*four*countries*to*sufficiently*
document*and*test*the*hypothesis*that*strengthened*networks*&*greater*collaboration*lead*
to*better*preparedness.*
!
*
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This! section! aims! to! examine! whether! networks! in! four! DEPP! operational! countries! have! been!
strengthened,!and!any!effects!of!strengthened!networks!in!these!settings!using!network!data!collected!
at!two!time!points!in!Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines.!!
*
Collaboration*Areas*
!
Looking!across!all! four! countries,! advocacy,! community! capacity!building,! and!project! implementation!
were! consistently!among! the!most!active! collaboration!areas!during!both!data! collection!periods! (see!
Tables!5.2!and!5.3).134*
!

!! Philippines* Kenya* Myanmar* Ethiopia*

!!
Collaboration*Areas* #*of*

Links* Collaboration*Areas* #*of*
Links* Collaboration*Areas* #*of*

Links*
Collaboration*

Areas*
#*of*
Links*

1! Advocacy* 418* Advocacy* 179* Community*Capacity*
Building* 29* Project*

Implementation* 207*

2!
Community*
Capacity*Building* 341* Community*Capacity*

Building* 151* Funding! 20! Community*
Capacity*Building* 181*

3!
Project*
Implementation* 283* Project*

Implementation* 123* Advocacy* 14* Project!Design! 163!

4!
Community!
Connections! 270! !Facilitation! 118! Project*

Implementation* 14* Funding! 153!

5!
Community!
Planning! 255! Community!Planning! 101! Information!Sharing! 11! !CommunityABased!

Risk!Analysis! 147!

6! Facilitation! 249! Project!Design! 96! WaSH! 10! WaSH! 139!

7!
CommunityABased!
Risk!Analysis! 234! Community!

Connections! 95! Education! 10! Proposal!Writing! 131!

8! Data!resources! 223! Conflict!Mitigation!
Expertise! 94! Community!Planning! 9! Climate!Change!

and!Adaptation! 110!

9! Education! 220! Climate!Change!and!
Adaptation! 90! Early!Warning!

Systems!Expertise! 7! Early!Warning!
Systems!Expertise! 106!

10!
Climate!Change!and!
Adaptation! 208! CommunityABased!

Risk!Analysis! 90! Climate!Change!and!
Adaptation! 7! Facilitation! 91!

Table*5.25:*Top*10*Collaboration*Areas*by*Country*at*First*Time*point*(T1)*

!

!! Philippines* Kenya* Myanmar* Ethiopia*

!!
Collaboration*Areas* #*of*

Links* Collaboration*Areas* #*of*
Links* Collaboration*Areas* #*of*

Links*
Collaboration*

Areas*
#*of*
Links*

1! Advocacy* 271* Community*Capacity*
Building* 612* Project*

Implementation* 26* Project*
Implementation* 298*

2!
Project*
Implementation* 202* Advocacy* 512* Community*Capacity*

Building! 25! Project!Design* 255*

3!
Community*
Capacity*Building* 194* Early!Warning!

Systems!Expertise* 409* Advocacy* 17* Proposal!Writing! 237!

4!
Community!
Planning! 121! Community!

Connections! 396! Community!Planning* 15* Funding! 229!

5!
Community!
Connections! 108! CommunityABased!

Risk!Analysis! 387! Funding! 14! Community*
Capacity*Building! 213!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
134!Note!that!for!Ethiopia,!advocacy!was!ranked!18th!in!the!first!data!collection!and!13th!in!the!second!data!collection.!
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6! Funding! 105! Facilitation! 372! Project!Design! 12! WaSH! 205!

7! Facilitation! 101! Community!Planning! 349! Early!Warning!
Systems!Expertise!! 11! Early!Warning!

Systems!Expertise! 198!

8!

Data!Resources!
including!data!sets,!
collection!and!
analysis!

98! Project!
Implementation! 345! Climate!Change!and!

Adaptation! 9! Facilitation! 167!

9! Vulnerable!Groups! 97! Conflict!Mitigation!
Expertise! 311! CommunityABased!

Risk!Analysis! 9! Vulnerable!Groups! 155!

10! Project!Design! 96! Climate!Change!and!
Adaptation! 284! Proposal!Writing! 8! CommunityABased!

Risk!Analysis! 151!

Table*5.26:*Top*10*Collaboration*Areas*by*Country*at*Second*Time*point*(T2)*

In! Philippines,! the! top! three! collaboration! areas! (advocacy,! project! implementation! &! community!
capacity! building)! remained! consistent! at! both! data! collection! points,! though! the! order! differed.! A!
notable!change!in!this!country!was!the!jump!in!number!of!ties!in!the!funding!network,!and!its!jump!from!
rank!11!to!rank!6!between!the!two!time!periods.!The!top!collaboration!areas!in!this!country!were!also!
the!most!distributed!networks135.!!!
!
In!Kenya,! two!of! the! top! three!collaboration!areas! remained! the!same!–!community!capacity!building!
and!advocacy.!Early!warning!systems!expertise!was!the!third!most!popular!collaboration!area!at!T2!(up!
from! rank! 11! in! T1).! In! Myanmar,! the! funding! network! dropped! down! the! list,! and! the! community!
planning! network! moved! up! the! list.! Otherwise,! the! top! four! collaboration! areas! in! this! network!
remained!the!same!but!with!a!different!order.! In!Ethiopia,!project! implementation!and!project!design!
were!in!the!top!three!at!both!T1!and!T2,!but!proposal!writing!jumped!from!rank!7!at!T1!to!rank!3!at!T2.!
Top!collaboration!areas!were!also!the!most!distributed!networks.!!
*

Part*1:(Have*the*networks*in*the*DEPP*intensive*set*countries*been*strengthened?!
!
The! DEPP! theory! of! change! is! built! around! the! premise! that! strengthened! networks! and! increased!
collaboration! are! critical! to! improving! preparedness! and! response! and! shifting! to! a! more! localised!
approach.!The!network!analysis!enabled!assessment!of!changes!in!the!humanitarian!preparedness!and!
response!networks!over!time!and!provides!evidence!of!strength!and!quality!of!collaborations!between!
various! institutions.! Specifically,! this! section! will! examine! changes! in! the! number! of! links! between!
organisations,!the!frequency!of!collaboration!as!well!as!the!quality!of!collaborative!relationships.!!
!
!

A. Organisational*Links**
*

The!charts!below!summarise!the!relationship!data!that!was!collected!at!both!time!periods.!The!average!
number!of!collaboration!areas!per!unique!link!captures!how!many!collaboration!areas!on!average!two!
organisations! worked! together! on.! The! average! number! of! total! links! per! surveyed! organisation!
represents! the! contribution! of! each! organisation! to! the! full! network.! Finally,! the! average! number! of!
unique! links!per!surveyed!organisation!represents! the!average!number!of!organisations! to!whom!that!
organisation!is!tied.!Overall,!the!DEPP!cohort!across!all!countries!represented!only!a!small!proportion!of!
the!entire!humanitarian!networks!mapped!as!part!of!this!analysis!(between!9A24%).!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
135!A!distributed*network!is!one!with!many!links!between!multiple!actors!in!the!network,!allowing!for!more!equal!flow!of!
information!to!all!actors!within!the!network.!
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Country* Time*
Point*

Organisations* Links*

Total*#*
surveyed*

Total*#*
identified*

Total*#*of*
DEPP*

organisations*
identified*

Total*#*
of*links*

#*of*
unique*
links*

Average*#*of*
collaboration*
areas*per*link*

Average*#*of*
total*links*

per*
organisation*

Average*#*of*
unique*links*

per*
organisation*

Philippines*
T1! 72! 401! 36!(9%)! 5622! 679! 8.3! 78.3! 9.4!

T2! 92! 254! 33!(13%)! 2754! 489! 5.6! 29.9! 5.3!

Kenya*
T1! 73! 161! 30!(19%)! 2109! 315! 6.7! 28.9! 4.3!

T2! 142! 317! 28!(9%)! 8027! 807! 9.9! 56.5! 5.7!

Myanmar*
T1! 33! 75! 17!(23%)! 207! 103! 2! 6.3! 3.1!

T2! 30! 55! 13!(24%)! 226! 76! 2.3! 7.5! 2.5!

Ethiopia*
T1! 63! 132! 22!(17%)! 2438! 329! 7.4! 38.7! 5.2!

T2! 59! 137! 26!(19%)! 4150! 434! 9.6! 70.3! 7.4!

Table*5.27:*Organisations*and*links*by*country(

!
In!the!Philippines,!there!was!an!increase!in!both!the!number!of!organisations!surveyed!and!the!number!
of!unique!organisations!in!the!map,!thus!overall!a!larger!network!size.!However,!there!was!a!substantial!
reduction!in!the!number!of!relationships!between!organisations!(the!average!#!of!links!per!organisation!
decreased!from!9.4!to!5.3),!which!suggests!a!decrease!in!network!density.!However,!this!finding!is!likely!
due!to!bias!as!a!result!of!the!learning!effect!and!survey!fatigue.!During!the!Philippines!results!validation!
workshop,! respondents! indicated! that!based!on! their!experience!with! the! first! round!of!network!data!
collection,! they! were! aware! that! interview! would! take! longer! if! they! identified! more! collaborating!
organisations,!thus!they!only!listed!main!collaborators.!!
!
In!Kenya,!the!number!of!links!within!the!network!almost!quadrupled!signifying!a!large!growth!period.!In!
addition! to! twice!as!many!surveyed!organisations!at!T2,!each!organisation!also! reported! relationships!
that!spanned!across!more!collaboration!areas!and!more!organisations.!Validation!workshop!participants!
in!Kenya!suggested!they!had!intensified!collaboration!efforts,!which!might!explain!the!observed!network!
growth.! The! Myanmar! country! network! remained! the! same! in! terms! of! overall! size,! though! it! is!
important!to!highlight! it! is!substantially!smaller! than!the!three!other!country!networks.! In!addition,! in!
Myanmar,! organisations! reported! relationships! with! fewer! organisations! at! T2,! though! relationships!
spanned!more!collaboration!areas!signifying!increased!network!density.!!
!
The!data!from!Ethiopia!showed!a!slight!decrease!in!the!number!of!organisations!completing!the!survey!
but!a!small!increase!in!number!of!organisations!in!the!map.!In!addition,!there!were!also!almost!twice!as!
many!links!or!connections!between!organisations!at!T2!–!some!of!these!were!due!to!relationships!with!
more!organisations,!but!some!were!due!to!increased!collaboration!across!more!collaboration!areas!with!
the!same!organisations.!!
!
!



! 136!

B. Quality*of*Collaboration!
!
Two! indicators! were! used! to! assess! the! quality! of! relationships! within! the! network.! The! first! was!
frequency!of!collaboration!with!each!actor! identified! (See! table!5.5)!and! the!second!was! likelihood!of!
recommending!that!organisation!to!others!on!a!scale!of!one!to!10!(also!known!as!net!promoter!scale)!
(See!table!5.6).!Frequent!collaboration!(more!than!6!times!over!the!previous!6!months)!suggests!a!high!
level!of!trust!and!perceived!value!in!continued!engagement.!When!an!actor! indicates!a!high!likelihood!
(score! of! 9A10)! of! recommending! the! other! actor,! it! suggests! high! trust! and! reverence.! Since! this!
measure!captures!both!perceptions!and!actions,!this!metric!better!assesses!true!feelings!one!actor!has!
of!another.!The!net!promoter!scale!is!adjusted!for!bias!by!categorising!only!the!highest!scores!as!likely!to!
take!action;!the!others!are!likely!to!be!passive!or!detractors.136!
!
!

Collaboration*
frequency*over*last*6*

months**

Philippines** Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar**

T1**
(N=5622)*

T2**
*(N=2754)*

T1*
(N=2109)*

T2*
(N=8027)*

T1**
(N=2438)*

T2*
(N=4150)*

T1*
(N=207)*

T2*
(N=226)*

Collaborate!rarely!!
(1A2!times)!

558!!
(10%)!

198!!
(7%)!

95!!
(5%)!

100!!
(1%)!

91!!
(4%)!

297!!
(7%)!

18!!
(9%)!

26!!
(12%)!

Collaborate!often!!
(3A4!times)!

1371!
(24%)!

449!!
(16%)!

596!!
(28%)!

889!!
(11%)!

484!!
(20%)!

815!!
(20%)!

43!!
(21%)!

52!!
(23%)!

Collaborate!
frequently!(>6!times)!

3693!
(66%)!

2107!
(77%)!

1418!
(67%)!

7038!
(88%)!

1863!
(76%)!

3038!
(73%)!

146!
(70%)!

148!
(65%)!

Table*5.28:*Frequency*of*Collaboration*within*the*past*6*months*by*Country*
*2X2!ChiAsquare!Test!indicates!significant!difference!between!T1!and!T2!at!the!p<0.05!level!!
!
!
In!all!countries!across!both!time!periods,!the!actors!interacted!with!one!another!frequently.!In!Myanmar!
and!Ethiopia!frequency!of!collaboration!decreased!between!the!two!time!points.!Kenya!saw!the!largest!
increase!in!frequency!of!interaction!with!an!increase!of!21%!of!ties!that!reported!frequent!collaboration.!
For! traceable! relationships,! there!was! a! statistically! significant! change! in! the! frequency!of! interaction!
between!organisations!in!the!Philippines!(p=0.009)!and!in!Myanmar!(p=0.028).!However,!the!difference!
in!the!change!for!DEPP!versus!NonADEPP!groups!was!not!significant!in!either!country.!This!suggests!that!
both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations’!levels!of!collaboration!changed!in!similar!ways!over!time.!!
!
!

Likely*to*recommend*
partner*(scale*of*1_10*

Philippines** Kenya**+* Ethiopia**+* Myanmar*

T1**
(N=5622)*

T2**
*(N=2754)*

T1*
(N=2109)*

T2*
(N=8027)*

T1**
(N=2438)*

T2*
(N=4150)*

T1*
(N=207)*

T2*
(N=226)*

Not!Likely!!(Score!1A6)! 812!!
(14%)!

258!!
(9%)!

310!!
(15%)!

735!!
(9%)!

266!!
(11%)!

503!!
(12%)!

91!!
(44%)!

125!
(55%)!

Somewhat!Likely!
(Score!7A8)!

2189!
(39%)!

1028!
(37%)!

814!!
(39%)!

2233!
(28%)!

902!!
(37%)!

1555!
(37%)!

74!!
(36%)!

63!!
(28%)!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
136!The!scale!is!based!on!Bain's!Net!Promoter!scale.!Further!details!are!available!here:!
http://www.netpromotersystem.com/about/measuringAyourAnetApromoterAscore.aspx!!
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Very!Likely!(Score!9A
10)!

2621!
(47%)!

1468!
(53%)!

984!!
(47%)!

5059!
(63%)!

1270!
(52%)!

2092!
(50%)!

41!!
(20%)!

38!!
(17%)!

Table*5.6:*Likelihood*to*recommend*organisations*to*others*(Net*promoter*scale)*by*Country*
*2X2!ChiAsquare!Test!indicates!significant!difference!between!T1!and!T2!at!the!p<.05!level!!
+!Statistically!significant!difference!(p<0.05)!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!organisations!in!this!country!
!
!
Myanmar!was! the!only! country! to! shift! towards!being! less! likely! to! recommend!others!between! time!
period!one!and!two.!Over!half!of!its!relationships!were!reported!as!not!likely!to!recommend!the!other!
actor!by!the!second!time!point.!In!all!other!countries,!over!half!of!their!relationships!were!reported!as!
very! likely! to! recommend! the! other! actor.! As! with! frequency! of! interaction,! Kenya! saw! the! largest!
increase! in! likelihood!to!recommend!others!with!an! increase!of!16%!of! links!reported!as!very! likely! to!
recommend.! This! again! signifies! strengthened! relationships! and! is! likely! due! to! the! increased!
collaboration!and!relationship!building!conducted!by!Kenya!DEPP!projects.!!
!
For! all! countries! except! Myanmar,! the! increase! in! likelihood! to! recommend! others! was! statistically!
significant.137!In!both!Kenya!and!Ethiopia,!the!change!in!likelihood!to!recommend!others!within!the!DEPP!
cohort!was!significantly!higher!than!the!change! in!the!nonADEPP!cohort,!providing!evidence!that!DEPP!
has!contributed!to!increased!quality!of!relationships!in!these!settings.!!
!
Taken! together,! these! data! show! that! networks! in! Ethiopia,! Kenya! and! the! Philippines! have! become!
strengthened! and! in! general! quality! of! relationships! has! improved! across! the! networks.! There! is!
evidence!in!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!that!DEPP!has!contributed!to!strengthened!relationship!quality.!!
!
!

Part*2:*Is*there*evidence*of*improved*localisation?*
!
Overall,*there*was*no*quantitative*evidence*of*increased*localisation*(no*increase*in*
proportion*of*relationships*with*local*actors*between*T1*and*T2)*in*any*intensive*country*
within*the*network*data.*In*fact,*the*Myanmar*network*became*even*more*dominated*by*
INGOs*by*T2.*However*qualitative*data*suggests*changes*in*attitudes*around*localisation*are*
occurring*(see*CH*7).*
!

A. Patterns*of*collaboration*between*national*and*local*NGOs***
!
The!DEPP!has!emphasised! localisation!and!promoted!a!more! locally!driven!approach! to!preparedness!
and!response.!The!evaluation!assessed!patterns!of!collaboration!with!national!and! local!organisations,!
and!whether! those! patterns! changed!over! time.! Figure! 5.3! presents! data! from! the! intensive! set! data!
collection!on!selfAreported!change!in!the!number!of!partnerships!with!local!or!national!organisations.!As!
illustrated,! approximately! 70%! of! DEPP! organisations! reported! an! increase! in! partnerships! with!
L/NNGOs! at! T1! compared!with! 65%! at! T2,! representing! a! small,! nonAsignificant! decrease.!Only! about!
50%! of! nonADEPP! organisations! reported! an! increase! in! partnerships! with! L/NNGOs! at! T1! but! this!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
137!Philippines:!p<0.001;!Kenya:!p=0.047;!Ethiopia:!p=0.004!
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increased! to! 59%! at! T2.! These! data! suggest! no! significant! selfAreported! increase! in! partnerships!with!
L/NNGOs! in! either! group.! However,! as! discussed! earlier,! perceptions! may! be! biased! and! potentially!
inaccurate.!As!part!of!the!network!analysis,!partnerships!and!collaborations!were!directly!measured!to!
more!objectively!assess!the!number!of!relationships!with!L/NNGOs!and!whether!these!have!significantly!
changed!over!time!in!each!of!the!four!intensive!set!countries.!!
!

!
Figure*5.6:*Reported*Change*in*Number*of*Partnerships*with*Local*and*National*NGOs*

!
Figures!5.4!and!5.5!compare!the!overall!network!structures!in!the!Philippines,!Kenya,!Ethiopia!and!
Myanmar!at!T1!and!at!T2.!!In!these!figures,!each!organisation!is!represented!by!a!node!(diamonds!
represent!DEPP!organisations,!and!circles!represent!nonADEPP!organisations),!while!active!
collaborations138!between!organisations!are!represented!by!the!lines!connecting!the!nodes!(or!links).!
Arrows!represent!the!direction!of!the!collaboration.!The!size!of!the!node!is!a!key!element!of!these!
figures!as!it!represents!the!totalFdegree!centrality,!or!the!number!of!links!one!node!has!to!other!nodes,!
which!is!a!measure!of!influence.!The!more!links!or!connections!an!organisation!has,!the!larger!the!size!of!
the!node!in!the!network.!Given*the*DEPP*theory*of*change,*a*distributed*network*where*there*is*
greater*cohesion*and*links*between*multiple*actors*in*the*network,*more*equal*flow*of*information*to*
all*actors*in*the*network,*and*minimal*bottlenecks,*promotes*sustainability*and*is*more*desirable*than*
a*centralised*and*isolated*network.!!When!we!examined!all!the!networks!in!all!collaboration!areas,!in!all!
countries!except!Myanmar,!the!top!three!collaboration!areas!listed!in!Table!5.2!and!5.3!were!the!most!
distributed!networks.!Table!5.7!complements!the!country!network!visualisations!by!presenting!the!
percentage!of!relationships!or!ties!that!target139!L/NNGOs!from!various!source!organisation!(INGO,!
L/NNGO!or!all).!!Ties!targeting!local!actors!represent!localisation!of!the!humanitarian!response!within!
the!country.!If!localisation!increased!between!the!two!time!points,!we!expect!the!share!of!links!to!
L/NNGOs!from!any!source!to!increase.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
138!Active!collaborations!are!those!that!have!involved!interaction!within!the!last!6!months.!
139!The!source!group!is!the!group!from!which!the!tie!is!coming,!and!the!target!group!is!the!group!to!which!the!tie!is!going.!

7.1%% 8.8%%
5.0%%

11.1%%

23.8%%
26.4%%

45.0%%

30.2%%

69.1%%
64.8%%

50.0%%

58.7%%

0%%

10%%

20%%

30%%

40%%

50%%

60%%

70%%

80%%

90%%

100%%

T1% T2% T1% T2%

DEPP% Comparison%

Re
sp
on

de
nt
s)(
%
))

Partnerships)with)L/NNGOs))

Fewer%

The%Same%

More%



! 139!

!

!
***Figure*5.7:*Network*visualisations*for*the*Philippines*and*Kenya*at*Time*point*1*and*Time*point*2*

!
!
!
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!

!
***Figure*5.8:*Network*visualisations*for*Ethiopia*and*Myanmar*at*Time*point*1*and*Time*point*2*

!
Data*suggest* that*networks* in* the*Philippines*are*highly* locally*driven,*with*more*than*70%*of* links*
occurring*with*L/NNGOs*(Figure*5.4*&*Table*5.7).!This!is!consistent!with!other!sources!that!suggest!that!
civil! society! is!deeply!entrenched! in!this!context,!and!considered!to!be!one!of! the!strongest! in!Asia140.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
140!USAID's!CSO!Sustainability!Index!ranks!CSOs!in!the!Philippines!as!the!highest!across!7!dimensions:!legal!environment,!
organisational!capacity,!financial!viability,!advocacy,!service!provision,!infrastructure,!and!public!image!
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However,! there! has! been! no! change! in! the! proportion! of! links! to! L/NNGOs! between! T1! and! T2,!
suggesting! no! change! in! the! level! of! localisation.! In* the* Kenyan* humanitarian* preparedness* and*
response*network,* local*actors*are*active,*but*the*relationships*evenly*target* international*and* local*
actors*(Figure*5.4*&*Table*5.7).!There!was!no!change!in!this!distribution!between!T1!and!T2!suggesting!
no!increase!in!prominence!of!local!actors!within!the!network.!In*Ethiopia*as*well,*there*was*no*change*
over* time! (Figure!5.5!&!Table!5.7).!However,!unlike!the!Philippines!and!Kenya,!the*Ethiopian*network*
has* high* dominance* of* the* INGOs*with* little* input* from* local* organisations.! Finally,! the! network! in!
Myanmar* is* substantially* different* from* the* other* country* networks.* It* is* significantly* smaller,* and*
highly* isolated! (Figure! 5.5! &! Table! 5.7).! This! network! moved! from! one! that! had! an! even! split! of!
relationships!between! international!and! local!actors,! to!one! that! is!dominated!by! INGOs.!This!may!be!
due!political!situation!in!Myanmar.!During!the!validation!workshop!in!Myanmar,!informed!stakeholders!
reported!that!the!government!has!been!increasing!restrictions!and!this!has!affected!NGO!registration.!In!
addition,!local!organisations!might!be!coordinating!and!collaborating!more!during!times!of!disaster!and!
response!but!not!in!between.!
!
* Target*Organisation:*L/NNGO*

Source*
Organisation*

Philippines* Kenya** Ethiopia** Myanmar**

T1* T2* T1* T2* T1* T2* T1* T2*
INGO! 1056!

(67%)!
580!
(65%)!

422!
(50%)!

1658!
(47%)!

411!
(27%)!

837!
(29%)!

41!
(39%)!

72!
(47%)!

L/NNGO! 2893!
(70%)!

1259!
(68%)!

659!
(52%)!

2144!
(48%)!

202!
(21%)!

213!
(17%)!

39!
(39%)!

12!
(17%)!

All!organisations! 3949!
(70%)!

1839!
(67%)!

1081!
(51%)!

3802!
(47%)!

613!
(25%)!

1050!
(25%)!

80!
(39%)!

84!
(37%)!

Table*5.7:*Number*and*percentages*targeting*L/NNGOs*from*various*types*of*source*organisations*
Note:!The!source!group!is!the!group!from!which!the!tie!is!coming,!and!the!target!group!is!the!group!to!which!the!tie!is!going.!
*2X!2!ChiAsquare!Test!indicates!significant!at!the!p<.01!level!!
!
!

B.*Patterns*of*collaboration*between*DEPP*and*non_DEPP*cohorts**
!
In! order! to! understand! collaboration! within! or! across! DEPP! and! nonADEPP! groups,! the! analysis! also!
examined! the! ties! that! target! DEPP! groups! from! various! sources! (see! Table! 5.8).! In! the! Philippines,!
collaboration!within!the!DEPP!cohort!increased!(DEPP!to!DEPP!connections!increased!from!17%!at!T1!to!
29%! at! T2).! However,! overall! while! both! DEPP! and! nonADEPP! groups! mostly! targeted! nonADEPP!
organisations! at! both! times,! it! was! an! ongoing! challenge! to! get! the! nonADEPP! cohort! involved! and!
reaching!out!to!DEPP!actors.!NonADEPP!actors!were!no!more!likely!to!reach!out!to!DEPP!organisations!in!
T2!than!they!were!in!T1!(nonADEPP!to!DEPP!ties!at!T2!was!20%).!!!!
!
* Target*Organisation:*DEPP*

Source*
Organisation*

Philippines** Kenya* Ethiopia** Myanmar**

T1* T2* T1* T2* T1* T2* T1* T2*
DEPP! 334!! 379! 460!! 1773!! 548!! 709! 42!! 78!!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
!
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(17%)! !(29%)! (59%)! (51%)! (48%)! (41%)! (40%)! (75%)!

NonADEPP! 562!!
(15%)!

287!!
(20%)!

470!!
(35%)!

1620!!
(36%)!

368!!
(28%)!

856!
(35%)!

19!!
(19%)!

8!
(7%)!

All!
organisations!

5622!!
(16%)!

666!!
(27%)!

930!!
(44%)!

3802!!
(47%)!

916!!
(38%)!

1565!!
(38%)!

61!!
(30%)!

86!!
(38%)!

Table*5.8:*Number*and*percentages*targeting*DEPP*organisations*from*various*types*of*source*organisations*
Note:!The!source!group!is!the!group!from!which!the!tie!is!coming,!and!the!target!group!is!the!group!to!which!the!tie!is!going.!
*2X!2!ChiAsquare!Test!indicates!significant!at!the!p<.01!level!!
*

Kenya’s! full! country! network!was!made! up! of!many! relationships! from! nonADEPP! actors,! though! this!
declined! at! the! second! data! collection! point.! At! T2,! the! absolute! number! of! relationships! from!DEPP!
actors!was!approximately!3.9!times!higher!than!at!T1,!whereas!absolute!number!of!relationships!from!
nonADEPP! actors! at! T2! was! about! 3.5! times! that! of! T1.! These! large! increases! again! highlight! the!
substantial!overall!network!growth!that!occurred! in!Kenya.! In!terms!of!collaboration! in!Kenya,!a!slight!
decline! in! the! percentage! of! relationships!between!DEPP!organisations! occurred! from!T1! to! T2! (from!
59%!to!51%).!Also,!there!was!no!change!in!the!percentage!of!nonADEPP!to!DEPP!links.!However,!these!
data!show!high!levels!of!collaboration!between!nonADEPP!to!DEPP!actors,!with!about!35%!of!nonADEPP!
relationships! targeting!DEPP!actors.! Kenya! is!one! setting!where! the!DEPP!cohort! seems! to!have!been!
able! to! form! relationships!with! actors! outside!of! its! group,! despite! a! small! cohort! size! relative! to! the!
other!actors!in!the!network.!
!
In! Myanmar,! on! the! other! hand,! the! DEPP! cohort! was! not! very! successful! in! reaching! those! actors!
outside! of! the!DEPP!programme.! In! fact,! nonADEPP! actors! actually! decreased! their! collaboration!with!
DEPP!actors!from!19%!to!9%.!Collaboration!between!DEPP!organisations!increased!by!35%!from!T1!to!T2!
with! 40%! of! DEPP! links! targeting! other! DEPP! organisations! at! T1! to! 75%! at! T2.! “Exclusivity,”! or! only!
engaging! with! one’s! own! group,! seems! to! be! a! large! factor! in! this! country,! though! it! has! the! least!
disparity!between!group!sizes!of!any!country!with!about!oneAquarter!of!all!actors!in!the!network!in!the!
DEPP!cohort.!
!
In! Ethiopia,! a! fairly! even! split! of! network! relationships! came! from!DEPP! versus! nonADEPP! actors.! The!
NonADEPP! group! became! slightly! less! exclusive! after! the! second! time! point,! as! it! formed! more!
relationships!with!the!DEPP!group.!Compared!to!other!countries,!this!country’s!DEPP!cohort!was!fairly!
successful! (along!with!Kenya)! in! forming! relationships!with!nonADEPP!actors,!as!35%!of!nonADEPP! ties!
targeted!the!DEPP!group.!
!
!

C.*Influence*of*DEPP*actors*within*the*networks*
*
Table!5.9!presents!the!top!50!organisations!in!each!country!assessed!through!Total!Degree!Centrality,!a!
metric!of!the!total!number!of!ties!of!each!organisation.!Note!that!this!metric!does!not!take!into!account!
the!direction!or!strength!of!individual!ties,!rather!only!the!total!number.!The!table!shows!the!proportion!
of!the!top!50!organisations!that!belong!to!the!DEPP!cohort,!as!well!as!the!share!that!are!national/local!
compared!to!international.!For!example,!in!the!Philippines!at!T1,!14!of!the!top!50!organisations!are!DEPP!
(28%),!while! the! remaining! 36! (72%)!were! nonADEPP! organisations! and! 35! of! the! top! 50! (70%)!were!
national/local!organisations!compared!to!the!remaining!15!(30%)!which!were!international.!!
!
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!
T1* T2*

Country*
National*/*

Local* International* All*
Organisations*

National*/*
Local* International* All*

Organisations*
Philippines* !! ** ** ** ** **

DEPP! 9!(18%)! 5!(10%)! 14!(28%)! 14!(28%)! 6!(12%)! 20!(40%)!

NonADEPP! 26!(52%)! 10!(20%)! 36!(72%)! 22!(44%)! 8!(16%)! 30!(60%)!

All!organisations! 35!(70%)! 15!(30%)! 50! 36!(72%)! 14!(28%)! 50!
Kenya* **

DEPP! 8!(16%)! 11!(22%)! 19!(38%)! 6!(12%)! 13!(26%)! 19!(38%)!

NonADEPP! 12!(24%)! 19!(38%)! 31!(62%)! 19!(38%)! 12!(24%)! 31!(62%)!

All!organisations! 20!(40%)! 30!(60%)! 50! 25!(50%)! 25!(50%)! 50!

Ethiopia* **
DEPP! 6!(12%)! 13!(26%)! 19!(38%)! 9!(18%)! 10!(20%)! 19!(38%)!

NonADEPP! 13!(26%)! 18!(36%)! 31!(62%)! 10!(20%)! 21!(42%)! 31!(62%)!

All!organisations! 19!(38%)! 31!(62%)! 50! 19!(38%)! 31!(62%)! 50!
Myanmar* **

DEPP! 8!(16%)! 8!(16%)! 16!(32%)! 7!(14%)! 6!(12%)! 13!(26%)!

NonADEPP! 16!(32%)! 18!(36%)! 34!(68%)! 13!(26%)! 24!(48%)! 37!(74%)!

All!organisations! 24!(48%)! 26!(52%)! 50! 20!(40%)! 30!(60%)! 50%!
Table*5.9:*Top*50*influential*organisations*by*DEPP*vs*non_DEPP*and*international*vs*national/local*
Note:* Influence* is*measured* by* Total* Degree* Centrality* (the* total* number* of* ties* of* the* organisation).* Statistical* tests* to*
determine*statistically*significant*change*between*DEPP*vs*non_DEPP*and*International*vs*national/local*were*conducted*but*
no*significant*differences*were*found*at*the*.05*level.**
!
(
Comparing! T1! to! T2! in! the! Philippines! shows! that! the! top! 50! organisations! remained! largely! local!
(around! 70%! of! actors! at! both! time! points),! but! there! was! a! 12! percentage! point! increase! in! the!
proportion! of! top! actors! that! were! from! the! DEPP! cohort! (from! 28%! to! 40%).! In! addition,! a! 10%!
percentage! point! increase! in! the! proportion! of! the! top! 50! organisations! that! are! specifically! DEPP!
national! or! local! organisation! is! evident! (from! 18%! to! 28%).! This! change! was! statistically! significant!
(p=0.046).!In!Kenya,!the!proportion!of!national!or!local!organisations!in!the!top!50!increased!from!40%!
to!50%!by!T2,!representing!an!even!50:50!split!between!international!and!national/local.!There!was!no!
change!in!the!percentage!of!DEPP!organisations!in!the!top!50!organisations!over!time,!or!overall!in!the!
top!actors!between!T1!and!T2!(p=0.066).!!While!the!overall!percentage!of!DEPP!organisations!within!the!
top! 50! in! Ethiopia! did! not! change,! the! distribution! of! national! and! international! DEPP! organisations!
shifted.! At! T1! 12%! of! the! top! 50! were! DEPP! national! and! this! increased! to! 18%! by! T2.! There! was!
significant!(p=0.016!for!T1,!p=0.005!for!T2)!prominence!of! international!nonADEPP!actors! in!the!top!50!
organisations! for! both! time! periods.! In! Myanmar,! there! was! a! decrease! from! 32%! to! 26%! in! the!
percentage! of! DEPP! actors! in! the! top! 50.! The! prominence! of! nonADEPP! international! organisations! is!
evident,!as!almost!half!of!the!top!50!actors!fall!into!this!category.!!
!
!
!
!
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D.*Do*strengthened*networks*and*greater*collaboration*lead*to*improved*preparedness?**!
!
To!examine!the!question!of!whether!strengthened!networks!and!greater!collaboration!lead!to!improved!
preparedness,! the!analyses!assessed! change! in!networking! together!with!organisational!preparedness!
over!time.!First!a!‘networking!score’!for!DEPP!and!NonADEPP!cohorts!was!created,!combining!inAdegree,!
outAdegree,! betweenness! and! eigenvector! centrality! measures.! The! T1! and! T2! average! networking!
scores!were!assessed!using!a!paired!tAtest!to!analyse!whether!there!had!been!any!significant!change!in!
across!time!periods.!The!change!in!networking!scores!were!also!compared!between!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!
groups!using!tAtests!for!independent!samples.!!Next,!correlations!between!the!networking!score!and!the!
aggregated!organisational!preparedness!score141!across!seven!domains! (see!Chapter!4)!were!assessed.!
This!was!compared!with!a!Disaster!Preparedness! survey!score! for!both!groups.!The!only!country!with!
any! significant! change! in! networking! score! was! Ethiopia,! were! there! was! a! significant! decrease!
(p=0.015).!No!country!was!found!to!have!a!significant!correlation!between!change!in!networking!scores!
and!change!in!preparedness!scores.!
!
However,!not!enough!time!passed!between!T1!and!T2!to!sufficiently!document!and!test!the!hypothesis!
that! strengthened! networks! and! greater! collaboration! leads! to! better! disaster! preparedness! and!
ultimately! response.! In! 2016,! DEPP! field! operations! were! still! adapting! to! local! feedback! and!
interventions!were! still! evolving.!Data! collection! in! T1! inevitably!picked!up!network!effects! caused!by!
shifting!strategies!that!are!common!to!first!year!project!implementation.!T2!more!likely!captured!some!
of! the! distinctive! programme! impacts! of! DEPP! interventions,! but! sufficient! time! to! follow! network!
change!requires!at!least!an!additional!12!months,!if!not!more.!
!
!
Question* 3.D:* What* unique* contribution* did* collaborative* relationships* and* ‘multi_
stakeholder*platforms’*make*toward*deepening*cross_programme*learning?*
!
Between*project*collaboration*contributed*to* improved*sharing*of* learning*and*evidence*at*
the*programme*level*but*this*did*not*necessarily*translate*to*behaviour*change.*
!
As!described!in!Chapter!four,!there!has!been!emphasis!on!enhancing!crossAprogramme!learning!through!
a! number! of! approaches! led! primarily! by! the! Learning! Project.! This! includes! the! deployment! two!
Regional!Learning!Advisors,!one!in!Ethiopia!to!cover!the!Africa!region,!and!the!other!in!Pakistan!to!cover!
the!Asia! region.!As! these!were! reported! to!be!helpful! in! terms!of! stimulating!collaboration!and!crossA
programme! learning,! the! evaluation’s! formative! phase! report! recommended! to! additionally! embed!
Learning!Advisors!at!the!country!level!to!further!amplify!collaboration!and!learning.!As!reported!in!the!
interim! report,! Country! Learning! Advisors! (CLAs)! were! assigned! to! the! Philippines,! Kenya,! DRC! and!
Bangladesh,! in! addition! to! Ethiopia! and! Pakistan.! Country! Learning! Advisors! appeared! to! have!
contributed!to!increased!collaboration.!One!interviewee!noted:!“Initially,!when!we![did!not!have!a]!DEPP!
learning! advisor! here,! we! were! working! differently….! there! was…a! standard! approach.! But! after! her!
arrival,!we!started!collaborating!with!each!other!and!took!the!opportunities!form!benefiting!from!each!
other…!we!shared!learnings!with!each!other!and!increased!outreach.”!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
141!Organisational!preparedness!score:!Organisational!Checklist!conducted!with!each!organisation!and!assessing!seven!domains:!
1AEmergency!preparedness!plans,!2Ahuman!resources!and!capacity,!3Alogistics!and!supplies,!4ALegal,!documentation!and!policy,!
5AOrganisation!and!system!processes,!6AEmergency!response!team!and!staffing,!7ACommunication!and!media.!Aggregate!score!
out!of!100!generated!for!each!organisation.!
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!

!
Figure*5.9:*Usefulness*of*Learning*Project*at*T2*

!
Quantitative!data!from!KAP!surveys!(Figure!5.6)!show!that!at!T2,!59%!of!interviewees!reported!that!the!
Learning!Project!was!either! very!useful!or!extremely!useful! in! relation! to! the! interviewees!own!work.!
Approximately!11%! reported! that! the!Learning!Project! is!either!not!useful!at!all,!or! slightly!useful.! ! In!
terms!of!evidence!sharing,!89%!of! respondents! reported!sharing!of!evidence!within! their!project,!and!
72%! reported! sharing! of! evidence! across! projects! which! suggests! high! levels! of! sharing! both! within!
consortia! and! at! the! programme! level.! This! provides! evidence! of! course! correction,! as! cross! project!
sharing!was!reportedly!lower!earlier!in!the!implementation!of!the!DEPP.!!!
!
Qualitative! interview!data!also!supports!the!fact!that!collaboration!and!evidence!sharing!between!and!
across!the!DEPP!has!increased.!This!was!catalysed!to!some!degree!by!the!Learning!Conferences!in!Kenya!
(December!2016)!and!the!Philippines!(July!2017).!Both!events!brought!together!large!numbers!of! local!
partners! and! stakeholders! at! the! country! level! over! multiple! days! to! share! project! learnings! and!
challenges,!and!stimulate!collaboration!and!sharing.!The!intention!was!to!shift!the!action!from!the!UK!to!
the! country! level! by! maximising! engagement! of! local! stakeholders.! At! the! conference! in! Kenya,! 102!
DEPP!and!nonADEPP! stakeholders!attended,! representing!13! countries,!while!at! the! conference! in! the!
Philippines,! 127! people! attended! from! 9! countries,! which! is! in! line! with! the! objective! of! including! a!
diverse!range!of!partners.!The!Learning!Conferences!were!perceived!by!interviewees!to!be!effective!in!
sharing!learning,!creating!bridges!across!projects!and!improving!programme!cohesion.!For!example,!one!
respondent!stated:!!
!
“[The]! International! Learning!Conference! [is]!where!we! shared!our!achievements!and!barriers…!at! the!
end!of! the! conference,! there!were!6F7!projects!who!agreed! to!work!with!ADCAP…!after! that,! some!of!
them!even!followed!up!with!me!here.!So,!working!in!the!DEPP!as!a!whole!has!a!different!kind!of!impact,!
because!it!helps!us!share!our!learning!with!other!colleagues!as!well!and!helps!us!increase!our!outreach.”!!
!
Another! interesting!outcome!of! these!conferences!has!been!crossAproject!and!crossAcountry!exchange!
visits!to!learn!directly!from!other!projects!and!in!different!contexts.!For!example,!Myanmar!project!staff!
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visited! the! LPRR! project! in! Kenya! following! the! Nairobi! conference,! and! the! Philippines! conference!
agenda! intentionally! included! project! site! visits.! In! addition,! UEWEA! project! stakeholders! described!
plans!to!visit!a!project! in!Nepal,!and!the!beginning!of!a!collaboration!with!the!ALERT!project.!Nepal! is!
one!of! several! nonADEPP! countries! in!which!DEPP!projects! are! implementing! activities.! Staff! from! the!
Bangladesh!communicating!with!communities!(CWC)!working!group!completed!an!exchange!visit!to!the!
Philippines! CWC! group! and! this! has! led! to! onAgoing! collaboration! between! the! two! working! groups.!
There! have! also! been! reports! of! the! Talent!Development! project! collaborating!with! the! Protection! in!
Practice!project,!and!of!many!projects!working!with!or! including!ADCAP’s!Minimum!Standards!for!Age!
and!Disability!Inclusion.!!!
!
While!there!was!evidence!that!collaborative!relationships!contributed!to!sharing!of!learning,!there!was!
less! evidence! on! how! learning! was! utilised! and! whether! this! has! translated! into! actual! behaviour!
change.!!!!
!
! !
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Chapter!6:!Efficiency!and!Value!for!Money!
!
! !
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*

Evaluation*Question*#4:*How(economically(have(resources/(inputs((funds,(expertise,(time(etc.)(been(converted(to(
results?(To(what(extent(does(preparedness(improve(the(efficiency(of(humanitarian(response?(
!
SubFquestions:!

a) Have! resources!(funds,!human!resources,!time,!expertise,!etc.)!been!allocated!strategically!to!achieve!the!
programme!objectives?!

b) Have!resources!been!used!efficiently?!In!general,!do!the!results!achieved!justify!the!costs?!Could!the!same!
results!be!attained!with!fewer!resources?!

c) Have!programme!funds!and!activities!been!delivered!in!a!timely!manner?!
*
Data*sources:**

• Organisational*surveys*(Quantitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*including*financial*information*(Qualitative)*
• IDIs*on*VFM*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:*

• Focusing!on!economy!and!efficiency,!VFM*shows*good*potential*for*the*programme*with*areas*for*
improvement*
*

• The!collaborative*model*necessarily*lends*itself*to*a*degree*of*inefficiency,*high*transactions*costs*and*
lost*information*flows.!This!model!had!substantial!benefits!however,!and!for*some*projects*the*benefits*
have*likely*outweighed*the*costs.!For!other!projects!the!same!benefits!of!the!model!could!have!been!
achieved!at!lower!cost!and!greater!efficiency!if!the!contracting,!M&E!system!and!costing!of!activities!had!
been!more!consciously!thought!through!from!inception.!The!collaborative!model!that!was!tied!to!
hierarchical!long!delivery!chains!has!likely!compromised!economy!and!efficiency!to!a!degree.!!
!

• Good!indicators!of!cost!economy!were!evident,!though!some*budgets*were*lean*with*insufficient*
resources*for*portfolio*management*and*collaboration*activities.!
!

• There!were!shortfalls*in*terms*of*systems*and*resources*set*up*for*efficiency*in*governance*and*strategy,*
portfolio*management,*decision_making*and*consortium*arrangements.!The!spending!on!Management!
functions!at!the!programme!level!were!too!economical!and!would*have*benefited*from*some*funds*and*
time*being*redeployed*from*the*Learning*Project*to*the*Management*Team*in*the*form*of*M&E*expertise,!
both!at!the!programme!and!project!levels.!If,!however,!independence!was!desired,!then!more!direct!linkage!
and!communication!between!the!Management!Team!and!the!Learning!team!whereby!data!from!M&E!flows!
regularly!and!directly!to!the!Management!Team!through!both!automatic!reporting!or!direct!data!access!
through!a!dashboard!followed!by!regularly!bilateral!meetings!could!have!been!considered.!!
!

• Positive*findings*in*terms*of*VFM*reporting,*adaptive*management*and*collaborative*ways!of!working!
were!identified!
!

• There!are!no*strong*quantitative*VFM*findings*to*suggest*that*preparedness*improved*the*efficiency*of*
humanitarian*response.!The!empirical!data!found!no!significant!difference!between!DEPP!and!comparison!
organisations!with!regards!to!perceived!impact!of!DEPP!on!institutional!speed!and!cost!of!response,!and!the!
extent!to!which!institutional!and!policy!environment!affects!the!speed!and!cost!of!response.!!
!

• Cost*per*result*indicator*analyses*demonstrated*good*VFM*per*result*actually*achieved.!!
!
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Overview!of!the!approach!to!assessing!efficiency!and!value!for!money!
!
This!chapter!reports!findings!from!the!economic!assessment!of!the!DEPP!programme!which!was!led!by!
the! team’s! Economic! Advisor! (See! Annex! 2! for! biography).! The! economic! analysis! used! the! 4E!
framework! (economy,! efficiency,! effectiveness,! and! equity)! to! evaluate! the! DEPP’s! Value! for! Money!
(VFM).!Conclusions!on!effectiveness!(cost!of!outcomes!and!impacts)!and!equity!(distribution!of!impacts)!
are! presented! in! chapter! 4! (Relevance! and! Effectiveness! of! Interventions)! and! chapter! 7! (section! on!
inclusion!of!vulnerable!groups).!To! limit!duplication!this!chapter!will! focus!on!efficiency!and!economy,!
but!all!of!the!findings!will!be!drawn!together!with!the!VFM!work!to!build!a!complete!VFM!picture,!with!
particular!focus!at!the!programme!and!the!country!level.!The!methodology!is!detailed!in!chapter!2,!but!
briefly!it!comprised!quantitative!and!qualitative!methods,!in!particular,!budget!and!expenditure!analysis,!
internal!benchmarking!of!unit!costs,!cost!effectiveness!analysis!(including!assessment!of!cost!per!result!
indicators),! key! informant! interviews!within! the!DEPP!management! team,!DEPP!board! and!within! the!
selected!case!studies,!document!review,!analysis!of!adherence!to!procurement!procedures,!and!analysis!
of! how! decisionAmakers! and! project! management! within! DFID! and! implementing! agencies! consider!
VFM.!Data!collection!instruments!are!found!in!Annex!7.!
!
The! formative! portion! of! the! economic! evaluation! covered! portfolio! level! VFM! –! economy! and!
efficiency.!The!country! level!VFM!analysis! is!covered! in!the!summative!report,! largely!because! it!relies!
on!the!outcomes!analysis!conducted!by!the!wider!evaluation!team!in!the!summative!phase.!*

(

Question*4.A:**Have*resources*(funds,*human*resources,*time,*expertise,*etc.)*been*allocated*
strategically*to*achieve*the*programme*objectives?*
!
Programme*budget*
!
Table!6.1!below! shows! the! total! programme!budget! for! the!DEPP.! The! conclusions!have!not! changed!
since!the!Formative!report!–!management!costs!(less!than!5%!of!DEPP!total!budget)!are!too!lean!for!a!
programme! of! this! size! given! the! high! responsibilities! of! monitoring,! reporting,! course! correction,!
strategic!direction!and!general!steering!of!£25.5!million!of!project!funds!(excluding!the!Learning!Project!
budget).!The!Learning!Project!has!a!healthy!budget.!Some!of!this!could!perhaps!have!been!redeployed!
into! the!Management! functions.! See! below! for! further! discussion! on! this! issue.! Alternatively,! further!
investment! could! have! been! made! in! developing! and! implementing! an! electronic! M&E! information!
management!system!to!track!progress!in!realAtime!and!enable!more!agile!course!correction.!This!system!
could!have!been!independently!setAup!by!the!Learning!Project!with!the!Management!Team!having!direct!
on!demand!viewing!privileges.!!
!
!

Cost* £* %*of*Total*Budget*
START!Network!Management!Costs!!
(includes!12.6%!NPAC!rate!&!Programme!Board!Consultancy!Costs)!

936,222! 3.1!

CDAC!Management!Costs!!
(includes!7%!NPAC!rate)!

245,186! 0.8!

START!Network!Project!Funds!
!(excluding!the!Learning!Project)!

22,720,403! 75.7!
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Learning!Project!!
(includes!£1!million!for!the!independent!evaluation)! 3,343,375! 11.1!

CDAC!Project! 2,754,814! 9.2!

Total* 30,000,000* 100*
Table*6.29:*Total*DEPP*programme*budget*based*on*actual*spend*until*Dec*2017*and*forecast*budget*up*to*June*2018*

!
Value*chains*and*transactions*costs*within*projects*
 
The!DEPP!business!case!(April!2014)!emphasizes!at!various!points!that!the!DEPP!would!be!implemented!
using!collaborative!model!through!multiAstakeholder!platforms.!The!business!case!states!that!the!DEPP!
will!“support!humanitarian!capacity!through!the!collective,!collaborative!action!of!International!NonF!
Governmental!Organisations!and!their!partners....Support!will!not!be!limited!to!skills!building,!but!will!
promote!pathways!between!local!and!international!actors!through!the!creation!of!joint!platforms!and!
networks,!and!build!community!preparedness!systems.!Partners!may!include!other!INGOs,!local!NGOs,!
local!government,!national!government,!academia,!private!sector!companies,!the!Red!Cross/!Red!
Crescent!Movement,!UN!agencies!and!other!civil!society!organisations.”!!In!addition,!the!business!case!
highlights!multiAstakeholder!platforms!as!a!means!to!build!capacity:!“Analysis!suggests!it!is!important!to!
support!networks!and!multiFstakeholder!platforms!to!develop!capacity,!working!with!existing!ones!where!
ever!feasible.”!It!describes!multiAstakholder!platforms!as:!“a!‘multiplicity!of!organisations!at!different!
scales!of!governance!working!towards!more!coordinated!and!integrated!actions.”142!
!
The!business!case!articulated!that!DEPP!interventions!would!be!delivered!through!multiAstakeholder!
platforms!that!would!be!implemented:!“from!local!to!international!levels!that!enable!collective!action!
and!capture!and!share!lessons!and!good!practice.!These!platforms!will!have!a!broad!membership!Fe.g.!
INGOs,!national!NGOs,!local!government,!national!government!academia,!private!sector!companies,!the!
Red!Cross!Red!Crescent!Movement,!UN!agencies.!!Successful!platforms!should!improve!policy!at!national!
and!international!level.!We!envisage!a!single!platform!per!country!or!region!where!the!programme!is!
active!and!an!international!platform.!Possible!products!of!the!platforms!are:!synthesised!lessons!
identified,!joint!evaluations!and!common!position!papers!for!advocacy.”!!
!
There!are!clearly!risks!and!costs!of!taking!this!approach.!However,!in!the!VFM!section!of!the!business!
case,!there!was!no!description!of!the!risks!of!this!approach!in!terms!of!layers!of!management!overheads!
and!high!transactions!costs.!It!would!be!difficult!to!implement!such!an!approach!without!incurring!some!
degree!of!extra!transactions!costs,!compliance!costs!and!risk!management!at!every!level.!Overheads!are!
necessary!for!agents!to!manage!risk,!and!prevent!fraud,!corruption,!slavery,!and!sexual!exploitation.!!
Moreover,!since!the!business!case!was!written!compliance!assurances!were!strengthened!by!DFID;!!in!
December!2016,!DFID!issued!a!letter!to!all!suppliers,!stating!that!supplier!should!meet!even!greater!
requirements.!!
!
Given!that! the!collaborative!approach!was!agreed!upfront,! it!would!have!been!difficult! for!projects! to!
avoid!a!lot!of!these!costs,!which!arise!in!necessary!management!overheads!at!every!level!of!the!supply!
chain.!In!some!countries,!regulatory!bodies!require!agencies!to!be!able!to!maintain!certain!due!diligence!
processes! that! are! covered! by! overhead! costs.!Whether! this! choice! of!model! reflects! good! value! for!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
142!! Djalante,! R.! Adaptive! governance! and! resilience:! the! role! of!multiAstakeholder! platforms! in! disaster! risk! reduction.! Nat.!
Hazards!Earth!Syst.!Sci.!2012;12:2923A2942.!

!
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money! depends! on! whether! the! benefits! of! the! multiAsector! collaborative! approach! outweigh! these!
extra! transactions! costs.! This!differs!depending!on!projects,!but!as!described! in!Chapter!4,! and!5,! the!
majority!of!DEPP!stakeholders!describe!strong!value!of!collaboration!and!working!through!consortia!and!
consistently! describe! the! collaborative! model! to! the! be! the! most! appropriate! approach! to! deliver!
humanitarian! capacity! building! and! response! activities.! There! was! at! least! one! project! (the! Talent!
Development!project)!where!the!benefits!of!the!collaborative!model!were!not!felt!to!outweigh!the!costs!
by! a! number! of! stakeholders143.! This! particular! project! was! a! more! traditional! individual! capacity!
building! program! that! directly! trained! humanitarian! staff! in! a! number! of! DEPP! countries.! It! did! not!
include! other! DEPP! components! (such! as! early! warning! system! development,! policy! efforts! etc)! that!
perhaps!may!be!better!suited!for!the!collaborative!approach!than!traditional!training.!!
!
During!VFM!interviews,!several!projects!also!expressed!that!the!collaborative!approach!worked!well!for!
their!projects.!Examples!were!provided!of!specialisation!in!some!projects!with!this!structure!leading!to!
savings.!For!example,! in!the!Transforming!Surge!Capacity!project,!CAFOD!donated!time!and!integrated!
project!tasks!into!their!own!work.!This!type!of!structure!is!beneficial!as!it!can!also!can!lead!to!increased!
sustainability!and!ownership!and!allow!continuation!of!the!work!beyond!the!end!of!the!projects.!!!
!
There!are!two!key!issues!to!consider!with!respect!to!the!collaborative!model:!1)!the!fact!that!the!
collaborative!model!will!necessarily!result!in!higher!transactions!costs!compared!to!an!alternative!model!
with!less!layers,!and!2)!there!may!be!a!case!to!suggest!that!the!collaborative!approach!could!have!been!
achieved!at!greater!efficiency!and!lower!cost.!The!latter!is!considered!in!detail!below.!Notably,!there!are!
some!examples!of!projects!that!appeared!not!to!have!overly!high!overheads!at!every!level.!For!example,!
expenditure!data!from!the!Protection!in!Practice!project!demonstrate!that!overheads!were!not!being!
applied!at!every!tier.*The!original!project!budget!was!£804,634!and!at!June!2017!this!was!the!budget!
and!the!delivery!supply!chain!that!DFID!reviewed!as!part!of!their!internal!review!of!DEPP.!The!NPAC!set!
for!this!was!GBP!£!89,594!which!is!roughly!11.13%.!The!project!gained!a!further!£66,998!for!a!total!
budget!of!£870,137.!!While!this!did!have!an!NPAC!charged!to!it,!a!grant!to!CEDIER!(a!local!NGO)!by!the!
PIP!project!was!then!executed!and!no!overheads!were!taken.!
!
Table!6.2!shows!the!tiers!of!funding,!one!could!misleadingly!conclude!that!the!difference!between!Tier!2!
and!3!(which!is!£224,068!at!the!revised!June!2018!budget)!could!be!solely!be!due!to!overheads.!This!is!in!
fact!not!true!as!the!actual!overhead!figure!between!these!tiers!was!actually!£96,846.!In!terms!of!the!
overheads!taken!at!Tier!3,!unfortunately,!the!financial!management!system!was!not!set!up!to!check!
whether!overheads!were!taken!or!not,!and!to!what!extent!if!so.!!
!
Further!investigation!of!the!Protection!in!Practice!example,!shows!that!the!costs!related!to!project!staff!
were!listed!as!a!combination!of!direct!and!indirect!costs,!but!in!reality!all!the!staff!were!either!
protection!technical!specialists!or!finance!staff.!The!protection!technical!specialists!were!hybrid!
protection!advisorAmanagers!(they!were!required!to!project!manage!their!pieces!of!work!but!also!to!
advise!at!workshops!and!on!toolkit!development).!In!addition,!there!were!smaller!percentages!of!two!
finance!staff!time!included!in!the!budget.!This!included!one!finance!staff!person!at!Oxfam!and!one!at!
IRC.!These!positions!were!essential!to!cover!the!mixture!of!regular!internal!accounts!management!
alongside!the!flexible!funding!grants!that!went!through!both!agencies.!According!to!the!delivery!supply!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
143!The!Talent!Development!Project!Final!Evaluation!Report,!p12,!notes:!“At!the!end!of!TDP,!there*were*mixed*feelings*about*
the*consortium’s*added_value.!Half!of!respondents!questioned!the!need!for!having!a!consortium!because!they!thought!the!cost!
of!running!the!consortium!outweighed!its!benefits!and!would!not!want!to!commit!to!a!TDP2,!should!they!be!given!the!
opportunity.”!
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chain!this!included!over!30!different!L/NNGO!organisations!receiving!grants.!The!chain!does!not!give!any!
indication!of!how!much!work!behind!the!scenes!this!was,!or!whether!the!South!Sudan!conflict!created!
more!work!for!the!financial!management!of!the!project.!!
!
!!
! Tier*2* Tier*3* Tier*4* Tier*5*

!!
START!Network!
subAgrant!to!

Oxfam!

Oxfam!subAgrant!
to!6!L/NNGOs!and!

1!INGO!(IRC)!
agencies!

IRC!contractor!agreement!
with!World!Vision!for!

workshops;!subAgrant!to!
32!L/NNGOs!

!
World!Vision!contractor!

agreement!
(this!amount!is!a!straight!
pass!through!of!funds)!

June!2017!
Budget! £804,634! £571,129! £72,364! £10,439!

Revised!June!
2018!budget! £870,137! £646,069! £61,924! £10,439!

Table*6.2:*Tiers*of*funding*for*Protection*in*Practice*

!
It’s!worth!noting!that!in!the!June!2017!budget,!£250,684!was!spent!on!capacity!building!and!pilots!(PIP!
budget!line!12)!and!based!on!analysis!of!actuals!expenditure,!none!of!it!was!spent!in!the!UK!on!
overheads.!Rather,!!it!was!spent!in!country!on!a!combination!of!elements!including!salaries!of!the!
Protection!technical!specialists,!costs!related!to!the!L/NNGO!participants,!costs!related!to!training!of!
trainer!workshops,!and!pilot!costs.!This!again!emphasises!that!project!content!and!activities!are!the!
major!cost!at!each!tier,!and!not!overheads.!
!
For!the!Protection!in!Practice!example,!there!are!a!number!of!costs!that!sit!across!Tier!2!and!Tier!3.!This!
occurred!because!Oxfam!directly!provided!funds!to!IRC!and!to!6!L/NNGOs!at!the!same!tier.!This!means!
that!money!hit!frontline!local/national!organisations!at!Tier!3,!not!at!the!end!of!a!long!chain.!This!is!a!
good!example!in!the!DEPP!of!at!least!some!L/NNGOs!not!sitting!down!the!end!of!an!unnecessarily!long!
delivery!supply!chain.!
!
!
A*reconsideration*of*the*collaborative*multi_stakeholder*approach*and*VFM?**
!
It!is!clear!that!the!collaborative!approach!was!more!appropriate!for!some!projects!and!in!those!cases,!
the!benefits!likely!outweighed!the!costs.!For!example,!in!some!locations!and!projects!it!was!necessary!to!
work!with!the!specialised!organisations,!especially!when!key!relationships!were!not!with!the!lead!
agency.!E.g.!in!Gambella,!Ethiopia,!Christian!Aid!could!not!directly!contract!with!the!Ministry!of!Health!
and!it!was!essential!to!work!with!local!and!national!actors!with!the!right!language!skills!and!
contextualised!knowledge,!and!existing!partnership!routes!to!manage!the!collaborative!action.!All!work!
with!national!or!local!governments,!and!potentially!nonAstate!actors!in!conflict!settings!needed!inA
country!stakeholders!to!do!this.!
!
But!in!other!projects!this!may!have!been!less!of!an!issue.!The!projects!were!likely!unnecessarily!
burdened!with!a!hierarchy!of!flow!of!funds,!high!transactions!costs!with!contracting,!and!compliance!
costs!at!every!level.!Another!problem!related!to!this!has!been!around!information!flow!–!long!supply!
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chains!prolonged!the!time!taken!for!reporting,!the!approvals!process!at!every!level!was!likely!
unnecessary!and!information!flow!was!slow!as!a!consequence.!!
!
If!the!long!supply!chain!issue!had!been!consciously!thought!through!at!the!inception!phase,!for!example!
by!mapping!out!the!chain!using!the!DFID!approach!for!stakeholders!and!adapting!it!based!on!needs,!it!is!
likely!that!processes!could!have!been!streamlined!resulting!in!lower!costs!overall,!greater!efficiency!and!
better!VFM.!If!the!reporting!approvals!did!not!need!to!be!tied!to!the!supply!chain,!a!more!proactive!MEL!
system!could!have!been!set!up!which!bypassed!cumbersome!approvals!at!every!level.!Separating!out!
the!layers!of!the!supply!chain!with!the!reporting!requirements!and!information!flows!could!have!
facilitated!this.!Also,!developing!better!cost!models!on!specific!activities!would!have!improved!efficiency!
and!lowered!costs.!!
!
In!conclusion,!the!collaborative!model!necessarily!lends!itself!to!a!degree!of!inefficiency,!high!
transactions!costs!and!lost!information!flows.!This!model!had!substantial!benefits!however,!and!for!
some!projects!the!benefits!have!likely!outweighed!the!costs.!For!other!projects!the!same!benefits!of!the!
model!could!have!been!achieved!at!lower!cost!and!greater!efficiency!if!the!contracting,!M&E!system!and!
costing!of!activities!had!been!more!consciously!thought!through!from!inception.!The!collaborative!
model!that!was!tied!to!hierarchical!and!long!delivery!chains!has!likely!compromised!economy!and!
efficiency!to!a!degree.!!
!
!
Allocation*of*time*and*resources*for*DEPP*wide*management,*governance*learning*and*M&E*functions**
!
In! terms! of! resource! allocation! to! the!management! functions! of! DEPP,! as! explored! in! the! Formative!
phase,! this! was! not! considered! to! be! optimal! as! resources! were! too! lean! to! undertake! full! portfolio!
management! functions! adequately,! as! one! would! expect! for! a! portfolio! of! this! size.! No! significant!
changes! have! been!made! to! resources! allocated! to! the!Management! Team! (MT)! since! the! Formative!
report.!As!seen!in!Table!6.29!the!management!costs!comprise!over!4%!of!the!budget.!!IDIs!indicated!that!
management!resources!were!not!increased!because!START!Network!members!felt!that!funding!a!central!
function!was!high!cost!and!would!take!costs!away!from!front!line!activities.!!Budget!to!fund!a!fullAtime!
advocacy!post!within!the!management!team!was!provided!from!the!learning!team!budget!after! it!was!
realised! (and! ‘demanded’! by!DEPP!projects)! that! this!was! needed.! The!programme!management! also!
used!consultancy!for!VFM!advice!–!which!is!costed!into!the!4%!figure!of!START!Network!administration!
costs.!!The!DEPP!team,!therefore,!did!draw!upon!external!expertise!as!and!when!required.!
!
However,!while!many!programmes!are!aiming!to!reduce!high!administrative!cost,!this!was!too!lean!for!
such!a!complex!programme!to!be!maximally!effective.!Based!on!findings!from!IDIs!and!the!sheer!volume!
of! reporting! from!a! fund!of! this! size,!extra! resources! in! the!management! team!would!have!been!well!
spent.! Such! resources! could! have! been! spent! on! technical! M&E! expertise! that! would! have! better!
enabled! the!MT! to! scrutinise! project! progress! via! quarterly! reports! and!other!means,! so! as! to! better!
report! results! to! the! programme! board.! This! would! have! better! enabled! the! programme! board! to!
understand! how! results! (outputs! and! outcomes)! were! unfolding,! and! to! make! strategic! course!
correction!decisions.!!
!
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*

Programme*level*resource*allocation**
!
The!VFM!review!explored!resource!allocation!at!the!programme/DEPP!level,!through!IDIs!and!document!
review.!In!particular,!questions!were!asked!about!whether!the!portfolio!mix!of!projects!was!considered!
optimal.!!!
!
Evidence!suggests!that!DEPP!did!not!function!as!a!portfolio,!and!each!project!functioned!as!a!standalone!
project.!This!was!due!to!the!design!history!of!the!DEPP!–!the!set!of!individual!projects!was!not!designed!
as!a!balanced!portfolio!in!terms!of!risk,!types!of!activities,!size,!and!cost.!Ideally,!in!a!portfolio,!a!range!of!
experiments!is!needed!in!order!to!assess!what!works!and!this!should!lead!to!additional!funds!for!more!
successful! projects! as! implementation! unfolds.! This! practically!would! translate! into! a! series! of! pilots,!
followed!by!scale!up!and!course!correction!where!needed.!Instead!of!this!model,!projects!were!designed!
in! isolation,!and!retrofitted!to!the!business!case!or!to!the!selection!criteria!and!focal!countries!using!a!
topAdown!approach.! IDIs! have! indicated! that! the!Programme!Board!was!not! able! to! adequately! steer!
and!course!correct!the!fund!and!that!they!did!not!have!a!good!handle!on!results!of!projects.!!!
!
The!other!main!vehicle!for!steering!the!DEPP!Programme!was!the!Learning!Project.!At!the!start!of!DEPP!
there!was!a! strategic!decision! to!allocate! significant! resources! (£3!million)! to! this!project.! There!have!
been!some!successes!in!terms!of!the!generation!of!learning!from!the!project!(presented!in!Chapter!4);!
the!move!of! the!DEPP!Learning! team! to!have!Country! Learning!Advisors!and! regional/national!events!
was! greatly! appreciated! by! country! staff,! and! gave! more! opportunities! and! spaces! to! discuss!
collaboration!and!share!learning.!Project!staff!indicated!that!they!had!useful!support!from!the!Learning!
Project! to! gather! case! studies! for! the! project.! For! example,! the! Transforming! Surge! Capacity! Team!
indicated!that!they!did!not!have!the!capacity!to!gather!content!for!the!Future!for!Surge!event!and!the!
Learning! Project! team!was! able! to! support! them.! The! DEPP! online! learning! platform!was! considered!
useful! as! a! more! flexible! space! to! showcase! learning! from! the! project.! This! also! supports! the!
sustainability!of!projects.!!
!
Some!interviewees!indicated!that!while!there!were!successes!with!the!Learning!Project,!the!demand!of!
project! resources! such! as! time! and! efforts! were! too! high! and! hence! placed! too! much! burden! on!
projects.! For! example,! interviewees! stated! that! there! was! too! much! information! requested! from!
projects,! and! some! duplication! with! information! that! was! requested! from! regular! reports! and! final!
evaluations.! Respondents! also! stated! that!while! UK! learning! events! had! been! useful,! the! final! global!
Learning!event!in!Geneva!in!March!2018!was!demanding!and!confusing.!
!
It! is!questionable!as!to!whether!the!setAup!of!the!Learning!team!and!strategic!resource!allocation!was!
the!right!one.! IDIs! indicated!that!the!DEPP!would!have!benefited!from!much!more!results!monitoring,!
reporting,! analysing! and!data!driven!decisionAmaking.!Arguably! a!programme!needs! good!monitoring,!
reporting!and!evaluation!before!it!can!engage!in!learning!activities.!Strong,!harmonised!M&E!has!been!
distinctly!missing!at!the!project!and!programme!level.!Having!some!money!allocated!to!M&E!would!have!
reaped! benefits! in! terms! of! greater! ability! of! projects! to! measure! results,! and! feed! these! up! to! the!
Programme!Board,! so! it! could!be!more! strategic! in! its!actions!and!more!efficiently! course!correct! the!
DEPP.!Stronger!M&E!would!also!have!been!complementary!to!Learning!Project!activities!and!would!have!
served!to!enhance!the!fluidity!of!learning.!!
!
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IDIs! also! indicated! that! the! Learning! Project! activities! could! perhaps! have! been! better! placed! at! the!
programme! Management! Team! level,! rather! than! as! a! competing! project! with! its! own! agenda! and!
objectives.!Learning!objectives!should!not!be!separate!to!programme!management!objectives,!as!they!
were! in! the! existing!DEPP! structure.! IDIs! indicated! that! the! Learning! team! could! have! communicated!
their!findings!better!to!the!Management!Team!and!Programme!Board.!In!general,!there!also!could!have!
been! better! communication! between! the!management! team! and! the! Programme! Board! in! terms! of!
objectives!and!expectations! related! to! the!Learning!Project!activities.!Programme!Board!members!are!
not! likely! to! read! reports! and! instead! needed!more! targeted! and! concise! communications!materials.!
Alternative! innovative!model! of! information! and! lesson! learned! communication! channel! should! have!
been!explored!and!implemented.!!
!

The*use*of*VFM*indicators*and*methods**
!
The! use! of! VFM! indicators! have!mainly! been!within! the! quarterly! reports.! After! the! formative! phase!
recommendation!to!increase!use!of!VFM!indicators,!the!DEPP!management!team!made!a!strong!effort!
to!increase!the!project!staff!capacity!around!VFM!concepts!and!reporting!through!the!implementation!
of!two!halfAday!training!events.!This!training!had!several!outcomes.!First,!some!projects!have!carried!out!
ad! hoc! reports! on! VFM.! Second,! most! projects! incorporated! VFM! as! a! component! of! their! final!
evaluations.! During! the! training,! a! VFM! completion! template! for! projects! to! record! VFM! qualitative!
and/or! quantitative! findings! at! completion! was! introduced.! At! the! time! of! writing! this! report,! the!
completed!templates!were!not!yet!available!and!thus!have!not!been!reviewed!by!the!Evaluation!team.!!
!
Review! of! available! documents! provided! several! good! examples! of! ad! hoc! VFM! reports.! The! Talent!
Development!project!generated!some!useful!VFM!findings!in!their!final!evaluation!report!which!focused!
on! the! cost! effectiveness! of! different! training! models.! In! addition,! the! Transforming! Surge! Capacity!
project!created!two!reports,!one!on!the!VFM!related!to!collaboration!which!highlighted!its!high!cost!and!
one!on!the!financial!sustainability!of!surge!capacity.!However,! it! is!not!clear!how!these!reports!will!be!
used!going!forward.!!
!
Table!6.3!summarises! the!VFM! indicators! reported! in! the!May!2017!quarterly! reports!which!were! the!
latest! available! report! at! the! time! the! table!was! developed.! At! least! two! of! the! reports! had! no! VFM!
sections.!However,! the! evaluation! team!acknowledges! that! some!project! teams!have! integrated!VFM!
thinking!throughout!different!sections!of!their!reports.!While!there!are!some!useful!indicators,!to!have!
had!more!meaningful!reporting!of!VFM,!it!would!have!been!necessary!to!use!more!specific!and!in!depth!
VFM!indicators!for!each!project.!Across!the!projects,!a!core!set!of!cross!cutting!indicators!which!can!be!
aggregated!and!compared!with!each!other,! as!described! in!Formative!Phase! recommendations!would!
have! been! useful! to! adequately! capture! VFM.! The! remaining! indicators! should! have! been! project!
specific! and! tailored! to! each! project’s! needs.! Indicators! should! have! been! both! quantitative! and!
qualitative.!!
*

!
!
!
!
!
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!
High*level*summary*of*VFM*reporting*in*May*2017*quarterly*reports*

Economy**

Cost!savings,!benefits!in!kind,!Oxfam!procurement!procedures,!use!of!local!materials,!
pro!bono!work!from!London!School!of!Economics,!Pro!bono!support!for!website!
development,!Discounted!flights!
Levered!other!donor!funding!in!Lebanon,!DRC!and!South!Sudan!
OFDA!funded!consultation,!leveraging!and!sharing!of!resources,!working!with!other!
projects!and!sharing!resources,!!

Efficiency**

Efficiencies!with!integrated!programming,!where!partners!are!already!working,!Joint!
training,!Collaboration!with!partners!to!provide!efficient!support!for!conferences,!
Learning!advisors!hosted!by!DEPP!partners!in!country,!proactive!use!of!processes!and!
tools,!using!data,!prepositioning!of!goods!

Equity** Targeting!the!right!people,!partners!and!beneficiaries!have!been!fully!involved.!

Effectiveness**
Community!level!institutions,!good!coordination!and!communication!with!Government.!
Ensuring!capacity!and!sustainability!of!in!country!staff!so!programme!can!be!more!
locally!oriented!in!the!future!

Table*6.3:*Summary*of*VFM*reporting*from*March*2017*quarterly*reports(

!
The!DEPP!could!have!benefited!from!the!addition!of!indicators!as!it!matured!in!order!to!provide!a!more!
comprehensive! picture! of! VFM.! In! general,! the!most! important! drivers! of! VFM! are! effectiveness! and!
equity144,! and! such! data! should! be! collected! as! projects! and! programmes! mature.! Some! suggested!
indicators! are! shown! below! in! Table! 6.3.! These! are! not! necessary! quantitative! which! makes! direct!
comparisons! less! straightforward,! but! nevertheless! they! offer! useful! data! to! inform! decisions! about!
strategy!and!funding.!Such!data!are!useful!for!assessing!the!programme!as!a!whole,!for!learning!and!also!
to! make! changes! dynamically.! For! example,! those! projects! that! perform! particularly! high! on! these!
indicators!are!those!that!likely!show!higher!returns!and!thus!could!be!promoted!more!than!those!that!
do!not.!
!
!

Suggested*VFM*indicator* Comments*

Economy/Efficiency((

Evidence!of!economies!of!scope!and!scale!within!
operations!and!budget!

Economy:*!e.g.!economies!of!scope!through!shared!
overheads!across!projects!–!measured!by!cost!
savings,!or!just!narrative!

Number!of!operational!adaptations!resulting!in!
better!cost!effectiveness!or!value!generation!

Efficiency:!!semiAqualitative,!to!demonstrate!that!
operations!were!changed!on!the!grounds!of!VFM;!
actual!number!of!changes!and!supporting!narrative!!

Effectiveness(and(equity((more(important(for(strategic(decision(making)((

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
144!Highly!economical!and!efficient!programmes!will!not!offer!much!VFM!if!they!are!targeting!the!wrong!things/people!(equity),!
or!doing!the!wrong!things!(effectiveness).!!
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Rating!of!the!quality!partnerships! Efficiency/Effectiveness:!Partnership!quality!a!key!
attribute!of!efficiency!–a!rating!system!

Does!the!programme!continue!to!meet!needs!
identified!upfront?!

Useful!to!revisit!what!the!project!is!actually!aiming!
to!achieve!at!key!break!points,!if!the!answer!to!the!
question!is!no,!this!is!a!breach!of!effectiveness,!
resources!are!not!being!allocated!to!where!they!are!
needed.!Narrative.!!

Is!there!an!exit!strategy!or!other!measures!to!ensure!
sustainability?!!

Effectiveness:!Without!sustainability!of!the!research!
uptake!the!interventions!are!compromised;!i.e.!what!
measures!are!in!place!to!ensure!that!the!
interventions!will!continue!post!project!completion?!
Explanatory!narrative.!!

In!terms!of!the!methodology,!is!there!a!tradeAoff!
between!cost!and!reaching!hard!to!reach!
populations,!and!if!so,!is!this!explicitly!accounted!for!
in!the!budget?!!

Equity:!A!key!equity!point!–!it!is!often!more!
expensive!to!reach!vulnerable!groups,!so!this!needs!
conscious!budgeting!to!maintain!VFM.!Costs!and!
narrative.!!

Table*6.4:*Extra*Suggested*VFM*indicators*for*quarterly*reporting(

!
!
In! summary,! in! terms! of! strategic! resource! allocation,! the! evidence! shows! that! the! initial! process! of!
selecting! projects! was! not! strategic,! and! this! may! have! impacted! on! the! effectiveness! of! the! whole!
programme.!While!the!Learning!Project!interventions!were!useful,!it!might!have!been!more!strategic!to!
redeploy!some!of!its!resources!into!the!Management!Team!for!expertise!for!technical!programmatic!and!
project! level! monitoring! and! reporting! of! outputs! and! outcomes.! This! was! not! part! of! the! Learning!
team’s!remit.!This!would!have!permitted!the!Programme!Board!to!have!more!regular!and!direct!results!
to!ensure!onAtime!and!onAdemand!decision!making,!and!hence!enable!course!correction!as!needed.!!!
!
It!is!noted!that!as!the!logframe!data!started!to!become!available!and!regularly!reported!on!a!quarterly!
basis!by!the!learning!team!the!management!team!was!then!able!to!use!this!for!reporting!to!DFID,!board!
and!take!course!correction!measures!such!as!increasing!focus!on!gender!considerations.!However,!this!
was!insufficient!in!terms!of!monitoring!reporting!and!course!correction.!!

!

Question* 4.B:* * Have* resources* been* used* efficiently?* In* general,* do* the* results* achieved*
justify*the*costs?*Could*the*same*results*be*attained*with*fewer*resources?*
*
!
The!discussion!above!on!value!chains!and!transactional!costs!demonstrate!some!inefficiencies!within!the!
programme!and!help!to!partially!respond!to!this!question.!Further!assessment!of!empirical!data!related!
to!how!DEPP!preparedness!activities!affected!the!cost!of!disaster!response,!and!the!cost!per!activities!
and!cost!per!results!achieved!will!address!the!question!on!whether!results!achieved!justify!the!cost!of!
the!programme.!!
!
!
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Empirical*findings*on*disaster*cost*
!
To! assess! cost! effective! the! DEPP! projects,! several! lines! of! analysis! come! together.! First,! survey!
questions!were! included! in! the! T2! organisational! data! collection! (see! Box! below).! These! quantitative!
questionnaires!were!completed!with!senior!management!at!both!DEPP!and!comparison!organisations!in!
the! four! intensive! set! countries! (Ethiopia,! Kenya,! Myanmar! and! the! Philippines),! and! the! questions!
capture! their! perceptions! about!whether! DEPP! preparedness! activities! have! improved! the! speed! and!
cost!of!response.!As!this!data!was!only!collected!at!the!second!time!point,!it!is!not!possible!to!estimate!
changes! over! time.! Instead,! the! analysis! focuses! on! assessing! differences! between! the! DEPP! and!
comparison!organisations!in!each!country!and!overall!with!the!pooled!dataset.!Statistical!tests!are!used!
to!analyse!whether!any!observed!differences!between!the!DEPP!and!comparison!group!are!statistically!
significant!(p<0.05).!!
!
!

!
!
!
Overall,!none!of!the!indicators!assessed!show!any!statistically!significant!difference145!between!the!DEPP!
and! comparison! organisations! (i.e.! any! differences! observed! are! by! chance! rather! than! any! real!
difference).!!Table!6.5!below!presents!perceptions!on!preparedness!and!speed!and!cost!of!response!by!
country! and! for! the! pooled! sample.! Most! respondents! in! both! DEPP! and! comparison! organisations!
reported! 3! to! 4! out! of! the! 5! point! scale146!when! asked! whether! preparedness! activities! helped! to!
improve! the! speed! of! response.! A! similar! trend! is! seen! when! asked! whether! preparedness! activities!
helped! to! improve! the! cost! of! response.! Overall,! there! was! no! significant! difference! in! any! of! the!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
145!In!principle,!a!statistically!significant!difference!is!a!result!that!is!not!attributed!to!chance.!More!technically,!it!means!that!if!
the!null!hypothesis!is!true!(which!means!there!really!is!no!difference!between!the!two!groups),!then!there's!a!low!probability!of!
getting!a!result!that!large!or!larger.!
146!A!higher!score!indicates!a!higher!level!of!perceived!preparedness!

KEY*COST*EFFECTIVENESS*DATA*COLLECTED*AT*TIMEPOINT*2*
*

Organisational*level:*Organisational!survey!with!senior!management.!
*

• Perceptions*on*preparedness*and*speed*of*response:!On!a!scale!of!1A5,!to!what!extent!have!the!
preparedness!activities!helped!improve!the!speed!of!response?!!

!

• Perceptions*on*preparedness*and*cost*of*response:!On!a!scale!of!1A5,!to!what!extent!have!the!
preparedness!activities!helped!reduce!the!cost!of!response?!

!

• Perceptions*on*timelines*of*previous*response:!How!would!you!rate!the!timeliness!of!your!
organisations’!response!to!the!disaster?!!Where!1=Very!untimely,!2=Untimely,!3=Untimely,!
4=Somewhat!timely,!5=Timely!

!

• Perceptions*on*cost*of*previous*response:!How!would!you!rate!the!costliness!of!your!organisation's!
response!to!the!disaster?!Where!1=Very!expensive,!2=Expensive,!3=Somewhat!expensive,!
4=Inexpensive,!5=Very!inexpensive!

!

• Perceptions*on*institutional*and*policy*environment*and*speed*of*response:!On!a!scale!from!1A5,!
how!much!does!the!institutional!and!policy!environment!impact!the!speed!of!your!response?!

!

• Perceptions*on*institutional*and*policy*environment*and*cost*of*response:!On!a!scale!from!1A5,!how!
much!does!the!institutional!and!policy!environment!impact!the!cost!of!your!response?!
!
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countries! between! the! DEPP! and! comparison! group! or! in! the! pooled! data.! The! findings! suggest! that!
DEPP!preparedness!activities!have!not!improved!efficiency!of!response.!However,!it!must!be!noted!that!
the!comparison!group!had!been!exposed!to!some!capacity!building!activities!(though!to!a!lesser!degree!
than!DEPP!organisations)!and!this!might!explain!the!lack!of!findings.!!
!
!
On!a!scale!of!1A5,!to!what!extent!have!preparedness!activities!helped!improved!the!speed!of!response?!
1!=!no!improvement!
5=!very!strong!improvement!!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(1.2%)!
0!

(0.0%)!

2!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0)!%!
1!

(3.7%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(16.7%)!
1!

(1.2%)!
2!

(3.7%)!

3!
3!

(16.7%)!
4!

(40.0%)!
15!

(55.6%)!
8!

(57.1%)!
8!

(40.0%)!
8!

(44.4%)!
7!

(36.8%)!
3!

(25.0%)!
33!

(39.3%)!
23!

(42.6%)!

4!
11!

(61.1%)!
3!

(30.0%)!
8!

(29.6%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
11!

(55.0%)!
9!

(50.0%)!
11!

(57.9%)!
6!

(50.0%)!
41!

(48.8%)!
21!

(38.9%)!

5!
4!

(22.2%)!
3!

(30.0%)!
3!

(11.1%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
1!

(5.0%)!
1!

(5.6%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(8.3%)!
8!

(9.5%)!
8!

(14.8%)!

On!a!scale!of!1A5,!to!what!extent!have!preparedness!activities!helped!reduce!the!cost!of!response?!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(14.3%)!
1!

(5.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(8.3%)!
1!

(1.2%)!
3!

(5.7%)!

2!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
4!

(15.4%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(11.8%)!
3!

(15.8%)!
3!

(25.0%)!
7!

(8.4%)!
5!

(9.4%)!

3!
4!

(22.2%)!
4!

(40.0%)!
9!

(34.6%)!
7!

(50.0%)!
8!

(40.0%)!
6!

(35.3%)!
8!

(42.1%)!
3!

(25.0%)!
29!

(34.9%)!
20!

(37.7%)!

4!
12!

(66.7%)!
4!

(40.0%)!
10!

(38.5%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
9!

(45.0%)!
8!

(47.1%)!
7!

(36.8%)!
5!

(41.7%)!
38!

(45.8%)!
20!

(37.7%)!

5!
2!

(11.1%)!
2!

(20.0%)!
3!

(11.5%)!
2!

(14.3%)!
2!

(10.0%)!
1!

(5.9%)!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
8!

(9.6%)!
5!

(9.4%)!
Table*6.5:*Contribution*of*preparedness*activities*to*speed*and*cost*of*response(

!
!
Table!6.6!presents! the!perceived!costliness!and!timeliness!of!organisational! response!activities!carried!
out! in! the! previous! 12! months.! In! theory,! if! DEPP! preparedness! activities! did! affect! the! speed! and!
costliness!of! response!activities!we!would!expect!DEPP!organisation’s! responses! to!be! less! costly! and!
more!timely!compared!to! the!nonADEPP!group.!However,! there!was!no!significant!difference!between!
DEPP!and!comparison!organisations!for!either!of!these!indicators!in!any!of!the!countries!or!in!the!pooled!
sample.!!These!findings!are!in!line!with!other!quantitative!indicators!presented!in!Chapter!4!which!show!
no!significant!difference!in!perceived!performance!during!a!past!response!for!DEPP,!comparison!group!
and!overall.!!
!
Contrary! to! these! quantitative! findings,! qualitative! data! and! case! study! data! presented! in! Chapter! 4!
suggests! improvements! in! speed!and!efficiency!of! response! in!certain!contexts! (see!Chapter!4).!While!
qualitative! change! has! started! to! appear,! quantitative! change! requires! longer! and! more! sustained!
efforts!to!achieve.!It!may!be!too!early!to!assess!whether!the!results!achieved!justify!the!cost.!!
!
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How*would*you*rate*the*costliness*of*your*organisation's*response*to*the*disaster?*
1=!not!costly!at!all!

5=very!costly!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
1!

(6.7%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(7.7%)!
2!

(14.3%)!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(10.0%)!
4!

(5.6%)!
3!

(5.9%)!

2!
1!

(6.7%)!
2!

(22.2%)!
9!

(34.6%)!
8!

(57.1%)!
4!

(21.1%)!
3!

(16.7%)!
2!

(18.2%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
16!

(22.5%)!
13!

(25.5%)!

3!
2!

(13.3%)!
1!

(11.1%)!
7!

(26.9%)!
2!

(14.3%)!
1!

(5.3%)!
6!

(33.3%)!
5!

(45.5%)!
2!

(20.0%)!
15!

(21.1%)!
11!

(21.6%)!

4!
8!

(53.3%)!
6!

(66.7%)!
7!

(26.9%)!
2!

(14.3%)!
13!

(68.4%)!
9!

(50.0%)!
4!

(36.4%)!
7!

(70.0%)!
32!

(45.1%)!
24!

(47.1%)!

5!
3!

(20.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(3.9%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
4!

(5.6%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
How*would*you*rate*the*timeliness*of*your*organisation's*response*to*the*disaster?*

1=!not!timely!at!all!
5=!very!timely!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!

2!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(7.7%)!
1!

(7.1%)!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.00%)!
1!

(9.1%)!
1!

(10.0%)!
4!

(5.6%)!
2!

(3.9%)!

3!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
6!

(23.1%)!
1!

(7.1%)!
4!

(21.1%)!
6!

(33.3%)!
4!

(36.4%)!
1!

(10.0%)!
14!

(19.7%)!
8!

(15.7%)!

4!
11!

(73.3%)!
6!

(66.7%)!
16!

(61.5%)!
8!

(57.1%)!
11!

(57.9%)!
9!

(50.0%)!
6!

(54.6%)!
8!

(80.0%)!
44!

(62.0%)!
31!

(60.8%)!

5!
7!

(29.2%)!
3!

(33.3%)!
2!

(7.7%)!
4!

(28.6%)!
3!

(15.8%)!
3!

(16.7%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
9!

(12.7%)!
10!

(19.6%)!
Table*6.6:*Perceived*costliness*and*timeliness*of*organisational*response*activities(

!
Table!6.7!presents!findings!related!to!the!effect!of!the!institutional!and!policy!environment!on!the!speed!
of! response.! Again,! most! respondents! confirmed! that! the! institutional! and! policy! environment!
influences! the! speed!and! costliness!of! their! own!organisation’s! response.! This!highlights! the! fact! that!
improved!preparedness!alone!may!not!be!sufficient!to!improve!efficiency!of!response.!Institutional!and!
policy! issues! would! also! need! to! be! addressed! in! order! to! improve! response! performance.! This! is!
important!to!consider!during!future!project!and!programme!design!processes.!!
!
!

On*a*scale*of*1_5,*how*much*does*the*institutional*and*policy*environment*impact*the*speed*of*your*response?*
1!=!no!impact!

5=!very!strong!impact!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(3.6%)!
1!

(7.1%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(6.7%)!
2!

(2.27%)!
2!

(3.5%)!

2!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(5.0%)!
2!

(11.1%)!
1!

(4.8%)!
2!

(13.3%)!
2!

(2.27%)!
4!

(7.0%)!

3!
3!

(15.8%)!
2!

(20.0%)!
9!

(32.1%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
7!

(35.0%)!
4!

(22.2%)!
9!

(42.9%)!
6!

(40.0)%!
28!

(31.8%)!
15!

(26.3%)!

4!
13!

(68.4%)!
7!

(70.0%)!
11!

(39.3%)!
7!

(50.0%)!
9!

(45.0%)!
7!

(38.9%)!
8!

(38.0%)!
5!

(33.3%)!
41!

(46.6%)!
26!

(45.6%)!

5!
2!

(10.5%)!
1!

(10.0%)!
7!

(25.0%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
3!

(15.0%)!
5!

(27.8%)!
3!

(14.3%)!
1!

(6.7%)!
15!

(17.1%)!
10!

(17.5%)!
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On*a*scale*of*1_5,*how*much*does*the*institutional*and*policy*environment*impact*the*cost*of*your*response?*
1!=!no!impact!

5=!very!strong!impact!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

1!
1!

(5.3%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(3.6%)!
1!

(7.1%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(6.7%)!
2!

(2.4%)!
2!

(3.5%)!

2!
0!

(0.0%)!
1!

(10.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
2!

(11.1%)!
4!

(22.2%)!
3!

(20.0%)!
4!

(4.7%)!
6!

(10.5%)!

3!
7!

(36.8%)!
3!

(30.0%)!
12!

(42.9%)!
5!

(35.7%)!
11!

(55.0%)!
4!

(22.2%)!
7!

(38.9%)!
3!

(20.0%)!
37!

(43.5%)!
15!

(26.3%)!

4!
10!

(52.6%)!
4!

(40.0%)!
10!

(35.7%)!
5!

(35.7%)!
7!

(35.0%)!
8!

(44.4%)!
7!

(38.9%)!
8!

(53.3%)!
34!

(40.0%)!
25!

(43.9%)!

5!
1!

(5.3%)!
2!

(20.0%)!
5!

(17.9%)!
3!

(21.4%)!
2!

(10.0%)!
4!

(22.2%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
8!

(9.4%)!
9!

(15.8%)!
Table*6.7:*Perceptions*about*the*influence*of*the*institutional*and*policy*environment*on*speed*and*costliness*of*response(

!
The! lack!of! significant!differences!between!DEPP!and!comparison!groups!within! the!empirical! findings!
would!suggest!that!the!resources!invested!in!DEPP!have!not!led!to!a!programme!wide!improvement!in!
efficiency! of! the! humanitarian! response.! However,! it!must! be! noted! that! it!may!well! be! too! soon! to!
measure! impact,! and! these! findings! are! therefore! not! indicative! of! potential! impact.! Moreover,! the!
sample!size!is!relatively!small!and!this!particular!analysis!is!based!on!perceived!timeliness!and!efficiency!
of!response!rather!than!actual,!and!perceptions!data!can!!be!biased.!The!fact!that!some!qualitative!data!
suggests! improved! speed! of! response! provide! preliminary! indicators! that!DEPP! has! good! potential! to!
lead! to! improvement! in! efficiency! of! the! humanitarian! response.! In! general,! some! of! the! IDIs! also!
reiterated!that!it!is!too!soon!to!monitor!results!and!impact!(e.g.!CDAC).!
!
!
Cost*per*result*indicators!
!
A!second!line!of!enquiry!to!assess!cost!effectiveness!of!the!programme!is!to!assess!the!cost!per!activity!
and!cost!per!result!achieved.!Projects!were!asked!to!provide!expenditure!data!broken!down!by!specific!
activities,! to! enable! estimation! of! the! expenditure! that! was! incurred! to! achieve! preparedness! and!
capacity!related!outcomes.!The!activities!that!projects!were!asked!to!break!down!their!costs!according!
to!are!listed!below:!!
!

• Individual!capacity!Building!
• Organisational!capacity!building!
• Systems!level!capacity!building!!
• Individual!preparedness!
• Organisational!preparedness!
• Community!preparedness!!!!

!
This! enables! the! comparison!of!how!much! it! actually! costs! to!achieve! changes! in!preparedness! levels!
and!capacity.!The!unit!costs!can!then!be!compared!over!time!(if!timeAseries!data!are!available,!which!is!
not!the!case!for!this!evaluation),!or!across!countries.!The!goal!of! the!country!comparison! is! ! to!assess!
which!country!outcomes!cost!more,!and!to!understand!why.!!
!
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The!methodology!involves!linking!the!financial!data!with!the!outcomes!from!the!wider!findings!from!the!
KAP! and! organisational! response! surveys.! ! As! discussed! in! Chapter! 4! of! the! report,! there! were! few!
significant!differences!in!the!degree!of!change!over!time!between!DEPP!and!comparison!groups!for!most!
of!the!quantitative!indicators.!Because!of!the!nature!of!the!humanitarian!system,!and!the!fact!that!there!
was!some!exposure!to!capacity!building!within!the!comparison!group!(though!at!a!lower!level!than!the!
DEPP!group),! there!might!have!been!some! improvements! in!the!comparison!group!over!time.!For!this!
reason,! there! is! some! merit! in! assessing! the! change! in! outcomes! from! T1! and! T2! in! the! DEPP!
organisations!only! in!each!of!the!intensive!set!countries,!and!then!estimating!the!cost!per!unit!change!
for!these!outcomes.!To!conduct!this!type!of!analysis,!a!full!financial!data!set!is!needed!per!country!which!
had!a!statistically!significant!finding.!!
!
Table! 6.8! summarises! the! financial! data! which! we! received! from! projects.! The! evaluation! team!
acknowledge! that! this!was! not! a! straightforward! task! for! projects,!which! explains!why! some!projects!
were!not!able!to!provide!the!data!in!time,!given!the!burden!of!other!tasks.!!!
*

Project**

Financial*data*received*from*projects*

Costs*fully*disaggregated*by*each*activity*
for*all*countries*combined(

Costs*fully*disaggregated*by*each*activity*
and*by*country(

PiP* Yes* Yes*

Alert* Yes* Yes*

SEPS* No! No!

LPPR* Yes! No!

Surge* Yes! No!

UEWEA* Yes! No!

STP* Yes* Yes*

ADCAP* Yes* Yes*

Financial*Enablers* No! No!

TD* No! No!

IEWEAE* No! No!

Gambella* Yes! No!

CDAC* Yes* Yes*
Table*6.8:*Summary*of*financial*data*provided*by*each*project*
!
Without!a!full!financial!data!set!that!matched!up!to!any!of!the!relevant!questions!and!countries,!missing!
data!was!estimated!from!project!quarterly!financial!reports!as!they!provided!figures!for!the!costs!per!the!
5!DEPP!results!areas!for!each!project.147!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
147!The!5!DEPP!results!areas!are:!1)!Improved!knowledge!and!understanding!of!individuals!by!sharing!best!practice!for!
humanitarian!preparedness!and!response;!2)!Improved!preparedness!systems!for!early!action!with!communities!at!risk!of!
disasters;!3)!Increased!number!of!coalitions,!partnerships!and!networks!which,!working!together,!are!able!to!address!
humanitarian!needs!in!a!wide!variety!of!emergency!situations;!4)!Improved!institutional!arrangements!and!policy!environments!
so!that!national!systems!for!humanitarian!response!and!preparedness!are!better!supported!and!more!sustainable;!and!5)!
Strengthened!evidence!base!for!what!works!to!help!build!humanitarian!capacity!at!scale.!
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Table!6.9!below!summarises!the!results!with!statistically!significant!findings!from!the!KAP!surveys,!and!
the!corresponding!cost!per!unit!change.!As!the!table!illustrate,!the!highest!VFM!is!for!Myanmar,!which!
gained!a!cost!per!percentage!point! increase! in!organisational!preparedness!of!only!£!1,138.!SEPS!was!
able!to!implement!activities!at!a!lower!cost!due!to!the!smaller!number!of!consortia!partners!and!the!fact!
that!the!economic!cost!of!living!and!operating!in!Myanmar!is!lower!than!other!countries.!Thus,!it’s!not!
advisable!to!make!direct!comparisons!between!countries!because!of!the!differences!in!cost!bases!within!
countries,!and!the!many!other!factors!that!come!into!play.!Kenya!also!had!a!very!low!unit!cost!compared!
to!the!Philippines!which!is!an!island!country.!This!methodology!would!be!more!meaningful!if!more!data!
points! over! time! were! available! and! in! more! countries,! so! that! comparisons! over! time! and! across!
countries!to!understand!reasons!for!the!findings!could!be!made.!!
!
!

Indicator*with*statistically*significant*
change*between*T1*&*T2*in*DEPP*

group*

Country** Which*cost*
effectiveness*
indicator*is*
relevant?*

DEPP*
percentage*

point*
difference*(T2_

T1)*

Total*cost*
incurred*by*

DEPP*to*make*
that*reported*

change*

Cost*per*PP*
increase*

1.!Perceived(organisational(
preparedness:!At!what!level!would!

you!rate!your!organisation’s!
preparedness!response!to!disasters!

and!emergencies?!

DEPP!group!in!
Myanmar.!

Organisational!
preparedness! +8.9%! £10,129! £!!!!!!!1,138!

2.!Perceived(organisational(
preparedness:!At!what!level!would!

you!rate!your!organisation’s!
preparedness!response!to!disasters!

and!emergencies?!

DEPP!group!in!
Philippines!

Organisational!
Preparedness! +5.5%! £392,078! £!!!!!71,287!

3.!Individual(response(–(
performance:!how!would!you!rate!
your!performance!during!your!last!

response?!

DEPP!group!in!
Philippines!!

!

Individual!
capacity!
building!

+6.8%! £253,784!
! £!!!!!37,321!

4.!Organisational(response(–(
performance(in(previous(response:!
how!would!you!rate!your!overall!

response!to!the!disaster?!

DEPP!group!in!
Kenya!

!

Organisational!
capacity!
building!

+15.8%! £220,057! £!!!!!13,928!

5.!Actual(organisational(
preparedness:*Composite!indicator!

assessing!seven!domains:!1A
Emergency!preparedness!plans,!2A
human!resources!and!capacity,!3A
logistics!and!supplies,!4ALegal,!
documentation!and!policy,!5A

Organisation!and!system!processes,!
6AEmergency!response!team!and!
staffing,!7ACommunication!and!

media"!

DEPP!group!in!
Kenya!

!

Organisational!
capacity!

building!and!
organisational!
preparedness!

+11%! £258,670! £!!!!!23,515!

Table*6.9:*Summary*of*cost*per*result*indicators*
!
!
!
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For! the! Individual!performance! indicator! in! the!Philippines! (it! is!possible! to!match!up! the!data!on! the!
number!of!people!trained!in!the!Philippines!by!DEPP,!divided!by!the!total!cost.! !The!number!of!people!
trained! is! 8,404,! and! dividing! this! figure! by! £253,784! gives! an! annual! unit! cost! figure! of! £30.20.! It! is!
difficult!to!make!a!value!judgment!on!this!figure!because!there!is!no!basis!for!comparison,!but!given!the!
fact! that!we!see!a! significant! improvement! in! the!satisfaction! rating,!and! that! from!our!experience!of!
other!projects!£30.20!is!not!outside!the!reasonable!ballpark,!this!appears!to!be!a!good!VFM!finding.!
!

Question*4.C:**Have*programme*funds*and*activities*been*delivered*in*a*timely*manner?*

*
Use*of*resources*during*set*up*and*lags**
!
As!explained!at!length!in!the!formative!phase!report,!resources!and!time!necessary!for!set!up!were!
underestimated,!and!the!process!of!setting!up!and!contracting!was!inefficient.!This!continued!to!have!
repercussions!throughout!the!course!of!the!DEPP,!as!there!was!less!time!for!implementation!given!that!
time!was!used!for!set!up.!See!Chapter!4!for!further!discussion!on!implementation!delays!and!noAcost!
extensions.!Projects!at!the!outset!did!not!have!clear!decision!making!processes,!which!caused!further!
delays.!There!was!lack!of!strong!ownership!of!decisions!which!caused!further!delays.!Greater!clarity!was!
needed!on!structures!and!accountability!within!the!projects.!Also!projects!were!unclear!what!the!
function!of!the!Programme!Board!was,!and!some!felt!it!came!across!as!an!“Exam!Board,”!rather!than!a!
function!to!help!improve!the!programme.!!!!
!
Underspend*due*to*delays**
!
The!delays!described!above!contributed!to!an!ongoing!underspend!across!the!programme.!!Table!6.10!
shows!the!variance!between!budget!and!actual!expenditure!from!a!selection!of!projects!using!data!from!
the!March!2017!quarterly!reports.!As!can!be!seen,!there!is!high!variance!in!the!level!of!underspend!
ranging!from!73%!to!less!than!10%.!!
!
However,!data!suggest!that!after!18!months!the!spend!rate!picked!up,!and!since!mid!2017!the!variance!
between!budget!and!expenditure!has!been!much!more!reasonable.!The!variances!at!the!time!could!
partly!be!explained!by!time!lags!in!big!spend!items!(such!as!software!systems!or!procurement!of!public!
equipment)!which!occurred!early!on,!but!actual!expenditure!is!lagged.!This!has!since!been!harmonised.!!
!

Project* Underspend*as*at*March*2017*
Quarterly*Report* Comments*

Urban!early!warning!early!action!! 73%! !

Public!Health!Emergency!
Preparedness!in!Gambella! 35%!

Asked!for!a!no!cost!extension!to!
allow!for!underspend.!Delays!in!
signing!MOUs!with!government,!
and!recruitment!was!a!challenge.!

SEPS! 23%! !
Improved!Early!Warning!–!Early!
Actions!(EWAEA)!to!Strengthen!
Disaster!Preparedness!in!Ethiopia!!

64%! !

Shifting!the!Power! 41%! Grants!delayed!
Financial!enablers! 41%! !
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Talent!Development!! less!than!10%! !
ADCAP! less!than!10%! !
Learning!Team! less!than!10%! !
Table*6.10:*Variance*in*spend*against*budgets*for*selection*of*projects*reported*in*March*2017*QR*
!
!
!
!

*

*

*

*

* *
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*

*

*

*

*

Chapter!7:!Sustainability!and!Likelihood!of!Impact!
!
!
!

!
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!Evaluation*Question*#5:*To(what(extent(and(in(what(ways(have(the(benefits(of(the(programme(become(embedded?(
(

a) What!contribution!has!the!programme!made!in!strengthening!national!preparedness!systems?!
b) Has! the! programme! taken! into! consideration! prioritised! target! groups! (people! with! disabilities,! older! people,!

women,!children!and!youth)?!What!contribution!has!the!programme!made! in!strengthening! inclusion!of!target!
groups!and!gender!aspects!at!the!level!of!national!and!local!institutions?!!

c) In!what!ways!has!DEPP!influenced!institutional!and!policy!environments?!
d) What!is!perceived!(qualitative!analysis)!to!be!the!most!significant!change!attributed!to!DEPP,!and!why?!

!
Data*sources:**

• Minimum*set*IDIs*with*programme*&*project*stakeholders*(Qualitative)*
• KAP*and*Organisational*surveys*(Quantitative)*
• Intensive*set*IDIs*(Qualitative)*
• Document*review*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:*

• In!some!settings,!DEPP*has*contributed*to*strengthening*national*preparedness*systems!but!typically!on!a!small!
geographic!scale,!and!by!individual!project!consortia!!

!

• The!lack*of*mainstreaming*of*inclusion*of*gender*and*prioritised*groups*across*the*programme*resulted*in*a*
fragmented*programme*wide*approach*and*uneven*results.!There!was!no!evidence!of!individual!knowledge!
change!on!inclusion;!there*was*evidence*of*organisational*change*on*inclusion,*in*particular*in*Ethiopia*and*
among*local*organisations*across*the*intensive*set*countries*

**

• Monitoring*of*gender*data*improved!over!the!programme;!reporting*on*other*prioritised*groups*remained*low.!
!

• There!have!been!several!concrete!examples!where!DEPP*has*impacted*government*policies*or*systems*or*
increased*political*commitment:!

o UEWEA!project’s!advocacy!and!sensitisation!efforts!led!to!an!amendment!of!the!Disaster!and!Emergency!
Management!Act!(DEM!Act),!2015!to!include!food!security!(Kenya)!!

o LPRR!project!demonstrated!changes!at!the!institutional!level!(Christian!Aid!adopted!the!updated!
resilience!framework)!

o Financial!Enablers’!CSO!partners!were!able!to!secure!seats!in!the!national!government!Disaster!Risk!
Reduction!Management!council!(Philippines)!
!

• There!was!no*statistically*significant*change*in*policy_related*quantitative*indicators*in!the!four!intensive!
countries!
!

• Changes!in!quantitative!indicators!related!to!localisation!have!not!yet!occurred!within!three!out!of!four!intensive!
countries.!In*Ethiopia,*however,*there*was*an*increase*in*16%*of*DEPP*organisations*with*policies**inclusive*to*
L/NNGOs!between!T1!and!T2.!!
!

• Attitudinal*changes*towards*localisation*have*also*occurred,*including*in*how*INGOs*consider,*address,*and*
involve*local*actors*&*communities.*This!adoption!of!the!localisation!approach!is!considered!to!be!DEPP’s!most!
significant!change!by!key!informants!
!

• There!is!some*evidence*of*benefits*being*embedded*within*organisations*and*systems.!The!potential!for!longerA
term!effects!is!dependent!on!the!extent!to!which!programme!components!can!continue!beyond!the!end!of!DEPP!!
!

• The!likelihood!of!sustainability!was!enhanced!for!projects!or!project!components!that!demonstrated!the!
following!characteristics:!!

o Built!on!existing!work!&!existing!partnerships/consortia!!
o Partnered!with!the!national!and!local!government!
o Had/developed!a!policy!or!advocacy!element!
o Worked!towards!systems!level!change!!
o Paid!greater!attention!to!exit!plans!earlier!in!the!project!cycle!
o Developed!tools,!guidelines,!or!systems!that!fill!an!important!gap!!
o Involved!beneficiaries!and/or!local!stakeholders!!
o Exhibited!good!Value!for!Money!!
o Built!linkages!with!other!entities!and!other!DEPP!projects!!
o Implemented!in!contexts!that!were!more!fertile!for!change!

!
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!
Question*5.A:*What*contribution*has*the*programme*made*in*strengthening*national*
preparedness*systems?*
*
In*a*few*settings,*DEPP*has*contributed*to*strengthening*national*preparedness*systems*
though*typically*on*a*small*geographic*scale,*and*by*individual*project*consortia*rather*than*
by*DEPP*as*a*whole.*
!
Document!review,!logframe!data!and!stakeholder!interviews!suggest!some!evidence!of!influence!of!the!
DEPP!on!national!preparedness!systems.!For!example,!the!UEWEA!system!to!detect!urban!emergencies!
and!enable!rapid!response!has!been!adopted!by!the!Nairobi!County!government!in!Kenya,!who’ve!also!
committed! to! addressing! urban! food! security! issues.! The! Public! Health! Preparedness! project! in!
Gambella,!Ethiopia,!worked!with!the!government!to!improve!disease!and!outbreak!surveillance,!leading!
to!improved!surveillance!and!reporting!at!various!levels!of!the!health!system!in!several!districts!and!in!
the!strengthened!capacity!to!test!for!pathogens!at!the!regional!laboratory.!In!Pakistan,!management!of!
the!surge!platform!developed!under!the!TSC!project!has!been!taken!over!by!the!National!Humanitarian!
Network!(NHN),!with!an!MOU!in!place!with!the!local!government!body!to!ensure!implementation!after!
the!project!ends.!The!Marsabit!County!Government!in!Kenya!adopted!LPRR’s!conflict!sensitive!approach!
during! humanitarian! response! (including! during! the! 2016A2017! droughts)! thus! providing! evidence! of!
DEPP’s!contributions!to!national!preparedness!systems.!In!other!settings,!however,!the!degree!to!which!
the!DEPP!has! influenced!national!preparedness! systems!and!government!disaster!plans!has!been! less!
clear.!!
!
These!positive! influences! are! important! and! represent! significant! investment! and! efforts.!However,! it!
should! be! noted! that! generally! these! effects! have! been! on! a! smaller! geographic! scale! –! often! at! the!
district!or!county!level!and!in!most!cases,!each!positive!example!of!change!was!directly!attributable!to!
an!individual!project.!By!design,!the!DEPP!programme!did!not!implement!all!14!projects!in!each!of!the!!
10! focal! countries! and! an! individual! project! may! not! necessarily! have! been! implemented! across! an!
entire!country.!In!addition,!not!all!projects!targeted!systems!level!change.!!In!future!programming,!more!
systematic! consideration! to! cumulative! results! within! a! geographic! scale! are! necessary! to! maximise!
impacts.!
!
The!short!3Ayear!programme!period!and!the!way!that!DEPP!projects!were!unevenly!programmed!in!the!
10!countries,! impedes! the!ability! to!achieve!significant!systemAwide!changes.! ! Influencing!government!
systems!is!a!complex!task!that!requires!sustained!and!evolving!contextualised!efforts!at!multiple!levels,!
along!with!adequate! time!and! flexibility.! Interviewees!noted!that!while!partnerships!with!government!
actors!have!been!instrumental! in! influencing!national!and!system!level!change,!building!these!types!of!
relationships! can! be! a! slow! and! lengthy! process! due! to! bureaucratic! and! administrative! challenges!
including!changing!governments!and!shifting!priorities.! In!certain! fragile!and!conflict!affected!contexts!
such!as!South!Sudan,!partnerships!with! the!government!may!be!even!more!challenging!or!potentially!
pose!risks!to!the!project.!DEPP!stakeholders!in!South!Sudan!described!these!challenges!(see!Chapter!8).!
Furthermore,!due!to!delays!in!contracting,!the!external!evaluation!could!only!begin!data!collection!after!
some!projects!had!already!began!implementation.!Furthermore,!it!was!required!to!complete!its!scope!of!
work! at! about! the! same! time! DEPP! projects! closed.! This! led! to! a! shorter! time! period! between! data!
collection!points!and!further!reduced!the!ability!to!capture!any!potential!impact!DEPP!may!have!had!at!
the!system!level.!!
!
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Further!assessment!of!DEPP!effects!on!institutional!arrangements!and!the!policy!environment!are!
detailed!later!in!this!chapter.!!
!
Question*5.B:*Has*the*programme*taken*into*consideration*prioritised*target*groups*(people*
with*disabilities,*older*people,*women,*children*and*youth)?*What*contribution*has*the*
programme*made*in*strengthening*inclusion*of*target*groups*and*gender*aspects*at*the*level*
of*national*and*local*institutions?***
!
The*lack*of*mainstreaming*of*inclusion*of*gender*and*prioritised*groups*across*the*
programme*resulted*in*a*fragmented*programme*wide*inclusion*approach*and*uneven*
results.*While*there*was*no*evidence*of*individual*knowledge*change,*there*was*evidence*of*
organisational*change*with*respect*to*inclusion,*in*particular*in*Ethiopia*and*among*local*
organisations*across*the*intensive*set*countries.***
!
!
While! the!DEPP!business!case!underscored!the!disproportionate! impact!of!disasters!and!humanitarian!
emergencies!on!women!in!particular,!and!emphasised!that!the!programme!would!strategically!address!
inclusion!–!at! least! in!regard!to!gender!and!Violence!Against!Women!and!Girls! (VAWG)!–!such!a!focus!
was!largely!absent!from!the!programme.!The!business!case!stated!that!the!Management!Team!would!be!
responsible! for! “ensuring! priority! areas! including! gender,! violence! against! women! and! girls…are!
addressed! throughout! the! programme! management! cycle! process”,! and! that! “projects! will! be!
encouraged!to!build!the!capacity!of!their!partners!on!Violence!Against!Women!and!Girls!and!this!will!be!
a!key!criteria!for!the!designed!component!to!deliver!against.”!While!this!may!have!been!the!intention,!
only!one!of! the!14!projects! (PiP)! focused!on!protection!and!to!some!degree!VAWG.!CDAC’s!project! in!
South!Sudan!and!LPRR’s!work!in!Myanmar!also!had!small!VAWGAfocused!elements.!It!is!noteworthy!that!
the! business! case! did! not! articulate!well! inclusion! of! other! prioritised! target! groups! including! people!
with!disabilities,!older!people,!children!and!youth!or!highlight!this!a!priority!area!for!the!DEPP.!!
!
This!absence!of!definitions!and!details!in!the!business!case!and!subsequent!lack!of!emphasis!on!inclusion!
of!prioritised!groups!during! the!conceptualisation!of! the!programme!had!several!downstream!effects.!
First,! while! the! project! selection! criteria! did! require! gender! considerations! to! be! outlined! in! project!
proposals,!projects!were!not!mandated!to!provide!detailed!inclusion!plans.!Without!definitions!and!clear!
guidance,! differing! approaches! to! inclusion! were! incorporated! in! project! designs! driven! mainly! by!
project!or!organisational!leadership.!This!yielded!varying!degrees!to!which!inclusion!was!integrated!into!
project!activities!and!ultimately!a!fragmented!programme!wide!approach.!Violence!against!Women!and!
Girls!was!not! taken!on! as! a! key! crossAcutting! theme!and!as! such! the!programme!did!not!deliver!well!
against!any!intended!VAWG!criteria.!!
!
Across! the! programme,! in! addition! to! PIP’s! focus! on! protection,! ADCAP! focused! on! inclusion! of! the!
elderly! and! people!with! disabilities.! Both! of! these! projects!made! strides! to! build! protection/inclusion!
capacity! and! in! some! cases! influenced! the! work! of! other! projects.! ADCAP! in! particular! strongly!
championed! inclusion!efforts! including!at!programme! level!events!and!helped!shape!programme! level!
dialogue!on!this!issue.!However,!the!extent!to!which!priority!groups!(women,!children,!the!elderly,!and!
people!with!disabilities!and!other!vulnerable/marginalised!groups)!were!holistically!included!across!the!
programme! and! inclusion! efforts! adequately! monitored! were! minimal.! Arguably,! a! more! integrated!
approach!where! inclusion! and! protection!were!mainstreamed! across! the! programme! rather! than! the!
specific!focus!of!one!or!two!projects!might!have!yielded!better!results.!
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!
In!terms!of!monitoring!and!reporting,!previous!DEPP!evaluation!reports!highlighted!a!consistent!lack!of!
disaggregated! data! and! minimally! documented! gender! considerations! across! projects.!
Recommendations!to!strengthen!gender!reporting!within!project!data!were!taken!up!after!the!formative!
phase!evaluation!report.!There!was!some!evidence!of!corrective!actions! leading!to!an!increase!in!data!
disaggregation!by!gender!over! the! course!of! the!programme.!However,! reporting!on!other!prioritised!
groups! remained! low,!making! it! difficult! to! assess! the! true! extent! to! which! these! groups! have! been!
reached!by!capacity!building!or!other!activities.!!
!
!

!
!
!
Analysis!of!intensive!set!data!collected!in!four!countries!(Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Myanmar!and!the!Philippines)!
provides! additional! evidence! on! how! programme! activities! actually! incorporated! and! influenced!
inclusion! at! the! individual,! organisational! and! community! level.! The! box! above! describes! the! specific!
inclusion!related!indicators!that!were!assessed!at!T1!and!T2!among!both!DEPP!and!comparison!groups!
and!analysed!for!change!over!time.!!

KEY*INCLUSION*INDICATOR*DATA*COLLECTED*AT*TWO*TIMEPOINTS!
*
Individual*level:**

Perceived*Knowledge*on*Inclusion:!KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.!How!knowledgeable!do!you!
feel!you!are!regarding![Age!related!issues!in!a!disaster;!Disability!related!issues!in!a!disaster;!Issues!
related!to!women!in!a!disaster]?!*!
!
Perceived*Knowledge*on*VAWG:*KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff.!!How!knowledgeable!do!you!
feel!you!are!regarding!Gender!Based!Violence?!*!
!

Organisational*level:*
• Perceived*Inclusion*during*Preparedness:!Organisational!survey!with!senior!leadership.!Were!

members!of!any!of!the!following!groups!involved!in!the!design!and!implementation!of!the!
preparedness!activities/programming?![Women,!the!elderly,!people!with!disabilities]!
!

• Perceived*Inclusion*during*Response:*Organisational!survey!with!senior!leadership.!How!well!did!this!
response!take!into!account!the!needs!of!vulnerable!groups!including!the!elderly,!women!and!people!
with!disabilities?![Note!this!indicator!was!only!measured!at!T2.]*!
!

• Inclusion*Policy:!KAP!survey!with!humanitarian!staff!&!organisational!survey!with!senior!leadership.!
Does!your!organisation/country!office!have!a!policy!about!inclusion!of!vulnerable!groups!such!as!
women,!children,!people!with!disabilities,!the!elderly?!

!
Community*level:*

• Inclusion*in*Community*Preparedness*Plans:!!Household!survey.!On!a!scale!of!1A5,!tell!me!whether!
you!agree!or!disagree,!with!the!following!statements:!a)!Community!preparedness!plans!and!actions!
have!taken!into!account!the!needs!of!women,!b)!Community!preparedness!plans!and!actions!have!
taken!into!account!the!needs!of!the!elderly,!c)!Community!preparedness!plans!and!actions!have!taken!
into!account!the!needs!of!the!people!with!disabilities.*!
*
*Indicators*were*measured*based*on*a*5APoint!Likert!Scale!where1=Poor,!2=Fair,!3=Good,!4=Very!
good,!5=Excellent.!
!
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!
Perceived!knowledge!change!with!respect!to!inclusion!(also!presented!in!Chapter!4)!and!violence!against!
women! and! girls! is! presented! in! Figure! 7.1.! As! can! be! seen,! there! was! no! perceived! change! in! selfA
reported! knowledge! levels! across! any! of! the! four! indicators! among! randomly! selected! humanitarian!
staff! at! DEPP! organisations,! comparison! organisations! or! overall! as! a! result! of! the! DEPP.! In! addition,!
there! were! no! significant! changes! in! any! of! the! intensive! set! countries! or! when! the! sample! was!
restricted! only! to! local! organisations.! This! finding! suggests! that! DEPP! did! not! impact! individual! level!
knowledge!on!inclusion.!!
!

!
Figure*7.10:*Perceived*individual*knowledge*related*to*inclusion*and*gender*based*violence*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!

!
!
At! the! organisational! level,! using! the! pooled! data! from! all! four! countries,! there! were! no! significant!
changes!in!the!inclusion!of!prioritised!groups!in!preparedness!programming!in!the!DEPP!group!or!in!the!
comparison! group! (See! Figure! 7.2).! However,! DEPP! organisations! in! Ethiopia! showed! a! statistically!
significant! increase! in! inclusion! of! the! elderly! in! preparedness! programming! (+26.8%,! p<0.05),! and! in!
inclusion! of! people! with! disabilities! (+30.9%,! p<0.05)! between! T1! and! T2! (Figure! 7.3).! There! was! no!
similar! increase! in!the!comparison!organisations! in!Ethiopia.!There!was! in!fact!a!statistically!significant!
net!DEPP!effect!for!inclusion!of!people!with!disabilities!(+52.2%,!p<0.05).!This!is!positive,!but!somewhat!
surprising! finding!as!Ethiopia!was!not!one!of! the!countries!where! the!ADCAP!programme!was!directly!
active.! In! Kenya! where! ADCAP! inclusion! advisors! were! active,! there! was! no! significant! change! in!
disability! inclusion! during! preparedness! activities! in! DEPP! organisations! or! overall! as! a! result! of! the!
DEPP.! Improvements! in!Ethiopia!could!have!been!due!to!programme! leadership’s! increasing!emphasis!
on!the!inclusion!of!prioritised!groups!as!best!practice,!dissemination!of!ADCAP!Minimum!Standards!for!
Age! and! Disability! Inclusion! in! Humanitarian! Action! through! their! own! efforts! and/or! through! global!
DEPP!events,!or!the!influence!of!the!Shifting!the!Power!project!which!included!some!inclusion!efforts,!or!
a!combination!of!these.!!
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!
Figure*7.11:*Perceived*Inclusion*of*prioritised*groups*during*design*and*implementation*of*preparedness*programming*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!
!
!

!
Figure* 7.12.* * Perceived* inclusion* of* the* elderly* (Panel* A)* and* people* with* disabilities* (Panel* B)* during* design* and*
implementation*of*preparedness*programming*by*country.***!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!
of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant*

!
Inclusion!of!vulnerable!groups!during!response!activities!was!assessed!only!at!T2,!and!thus!a!difference!
in! differences! analysis! is! not! possible.! T2! data! is! instead! analysed! for! statistical! significance! using! Chi!
square! tests.! Table! 7.1! presents! the! findings.! Overall,! there! are! no! statistically! significant! differences!
between!DEPP! and! comparison! organisations! in! any! country! or! in! the! full! sample.! However,! Ethiopia!
data!show!a!trend!of!increased!inclusion!during!response!activities!(70%!in!Ethiopia!DEPP!organisations!
reported!“very!good”!or!“excellent”!compared!to!61.1%!in!the!comparison!organisations).!This!trend!is!
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consistent! with! the! significant! improvements! in! inclusion! during! preparedness! in! Ethiopia! described!
above.!!
!
!
How!well!did!this!response!take!into!account!the!needs!of!vulnerable!groups!including!the!elderly,!women!and!people!with!disabilities?!

Score*
Philippines* Kenya* Ethiopia* Myanmar* Full*Sample*

DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison* DEPP* Comparison*

Poor!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!

Fair!
1!

(5.9%)!
1!!

(11.1%)!
2!

(7.7%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
3!

(15.0%)!
2!!

(11.1%)!
3!

(27.3%)!
4!!

(36.4%)!
9!

(8.8%)!
7!!

(13.2%)!

Good!
7!

(41.2%)!
2!!

(22.2%)!
10!

(38.5%)!
5!!

(33.3%)!
3!

(15.0%)!
5!!

(27.8%)!
5!

(45.5%)!
5!!

(45.5%)!
37!

(36.3%)!
17!!

(32.1%)!
Very!
Good!

7!
(41.2%)!

4!!
(44.4%)!

12!
(46.2%)!

7!!
(46.7%)!

13!
(65.0%)!

8!!
(44.4%)!

3!
(27.3%)!

2!!
(18.2)%!

49!
(48.0%!

21!!
(40.0%)!

Excellent!
2!

(11.8%)!
2!!

(22.2%)!
2!

(7.7%)!
3!!

(20.0%)!
1!

(5.0%)!
3!!

(16.7%)!
0!

(0.0%)!
0!!

(0.0%)!
7!

(6.86%)!
8!!

(15.1%)!
Table*7.30:*Perceived*inclusion*of*prioritised*groups*during*humanitarian*response*at*T2*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!
!
!
Ethiopia!also!shows!positive!findings!with!respect!to!changes!in!organisational!policy!on!the!inclusion!of!
prioritised! groups.! As! shown! in! Figure! 7.4,! there! was! a! nonAsignificant! increase! of! 3.5%! of! DEPP!
organisations!in!Ethiopia!with!inclusion!policies!between!T1!and!T2.!However,!overall!compared!to!the!
comparison!group,! there!was!a!significant!net!DEPP!effect!of!+9.9%!(p<0.05).!This!aligns!well!with!the!
previous! findings! for! Ethiopia! and! when! taken! together! demonstrate! consistently,! across! a! series! of!
indicators,!evidence!of!improved!inclusion!at!the!organisational!level!in!Ethiopia!that!can!be!attributed!
to! the!DEPP.!With! respect! to!organisational!policy,! strong!positive! findings!are!also!evident!when! the!
sample! is! restricted! to! local! organisations! (See! Figure! 7.3).! Among! all! local! DEPP! organisations,! there!
was!a!statistically!significant!increase!of!+6.5%!(p<0.05)!in!organisations!with!inclusion!policies,!and!this!
translated!into!a!statistically!significant!overall!DEPP!effect!of!+14.0%!(p<0.05).!!This!is!a!notable!finding!
demonstrating! the! DEPP! efforts! culminated! in! strengthened! inclusion! policies! in! local! organisations!
across!the!programme.!!
!
!



! 174!

!
Figure*7.13:*Organisations*with*policies*on*the*inclusion*of*prioritised*groups*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!

!
!
Inclusion!within!communities!was!also!analysed.!At!the!community!level,!household!data!from!Myanmar!
was!used!to!construct!indicators!on!perception!of!inclusion!of!women,!the!elderly!and!people!with!
disabilities!within!community!preparedness!plans.!As!illustrated!in!Figure!7.5,!perceptions!on!the!level!of!
inclusiveness!of!community!preparedness!plans!actually!significantly!decreased!between!T2!and!T1!in!
both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!communities.!There!was!no!statistically!significant!overall!effect!of!the!DEPP.!
These!declines!in!perceived!inclusion!may!have!been!linked!to!changes!in!contextual!factors!such!as!
political!climate,!insecurity!or!other!factors,!or!the!tendency!of!people!to!judge!themselves!or!their!
communities!more!realistically!once!exposed!to!capacity!building!or!other!activities.!Since!perceptions!
on!inclusion!decreased!strongly!in!both!DEPP!and!nonADEPP!communities!at!roughly!the!same!level,!
there!is!no!evidence!that!DEPP!improved!inclusion!within!community!preparedness!plans.!!!!
!
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!
Figure*7.14:*Perceived*inclusion*of*prioritised*groups*in*community*preparedness*plans*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!
*

!
Overall,! the! lack! of! integration! inclusion! across! the! programme! resulted! in! a! fragmented! programme!
wide!approach!and!uneven!results.!While!there!was!no!evidence!of!individual!knowledge!change,!there!
was!evidence!of!organisational!change,!in!particular!in!Ethiopia!and!among!local!organisations!across!the!
intensive! countries.! While! monitoring! of! gender! data! improved! over! the! course! of! the! programme,!
reporting!on!other!prioritised!groups!remained!low.!!

!
!

Question*5.C:*In*what*ways*has*DEPP*influenced*institutional*and*policy*environments?*
!
There*have*been*several*concrete*examples*where*DEPP*has*impacted*government*policies*or*
systems*or*increased*political*commitment*but*there*was*no*statistically*significant*change*
across*the*DEPP*in*policy_related*quantitative*indicators.*
!
Institutional!and!policy!environment!changes!were!captured!at!the!programme!level!through!logframe!
data!and!through!indicator!data!provided!to!the!evaluation!team!by!projects.!This!was!triangulated!with!
documents!reviewed!as!part!of!the!document!review.!According!to!logframe!data,!a!number!of!projects!
have!created!policy!briefs,!recommendations!and!reports!to!influence!policy!on!a!range!of!topics!such!as!
collaborative! platforms,! localisation! of! aid! and! age! and! disability! inclusion.! Engagement! with! the!

D E P P $
D i ff e r e n c e $
( T 2 $ – $ T 1 ) $

C o n t r o l $
D i ff e r e n c e $
( T 2 5 T 1 ) $

N e t $ D E P P $
E ff e c t $

5 $6 .2$%$ $ 5 $5.0$%$ 5 $1.2$%$

$ 5 $5.4$%$ 5 $4.4$%$ 5 $1.1$%$

Inclusion$of$women$
in$community$
preparedness$plans$
$

Inclusion$of$the$
elderly$in$
community$
preparedness$plans$

Inclusion$of$people$
with$disabiliIes$in$
community$
preparedness$plans$

5 $6 .0$%$ $ 5 $4.8$%$ 5 $1.2$%$

* *

* *

* *
My a n m a r $

M y a n m a r $

M y a n m a r $



! 176!

government,! the!UN!and!other! influential!actors!along!with!advocacy!events!were!also!undertaken!as!
strategies!to!create!change!in!institutional!and!policy!environments.!!
!
There! are! several! examples! where! these! efforts! have! impacted! government! policies! or! systems! or!
increased!political!commitment.!For!example,!UEWEA!project’s!advocacy!and!sensitisation!efforts!led!to!
an! amendment! of! the! Disaster! and! Emergency! Management! Act! (DEM! Act),! 2015! to! include! food!
security! and! a! memorandum! of! understanding! (MOU)! with! the! Nairobi! City! County! Government! to!
ensure!the!government’s!role!in!addressing!urban!food!security!issue.148!The!LPRR!project!demonstrated!
changes! at! the! institutional! level.! For! example,! Christian! Aid! adopted! the! updated! resilience!
framework,149!and! a! Violence! to! Peace! strategy.150!! Financial! Enablers’! reported! examples!where! CSO!
partners!were! able! to! secure! seats! in! the! national! government! Disaster! Risk! Reduction!Management!
councils!and!technical!working!groups!providing!opportunities!for!engagement!and!collaboration.! !The!
CDAC!Network!Project!advocated!for! inclusion!of!Communicating!with!Communities! in!the!Bangladesh!
Government’s! national! Standing! Orders! on! Disasters! (SOD),! which! is! currently! under! revision! (see!
Section!9).! The! final! version!of! the!SOD!has!yet! to!be! released!but! is!expected! to! include! the!desired!
changes.!!
!
In!order!to!further!examine!influence!of!the!DEPP!on!institutional!and!policy!environments,!a!number!of!
indicators!collected!within!the!four!intensive!set!countries!were!analysed!(see!Box!below).!!
!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
148!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation!Report!
149!https://www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/2017A05/resilienceAframework.pdf!
150!https://www.christianaid.org.uk/resources/aboutAus/tacklingAviolenceAbuildingApeaceAglobalAstrategyA2016!!

!
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!
!
!
The!indicators!focus!on!individual!influence!within!one’s!own!organisation,!as!well!as!the!organisation’s!
influence!on!the!policy!environment!in!general!or!specifically!related!to!National!Disaster!Management!
Plans.! To!assess! changes! related! to! localisation!policy,! data!on! inclusiveness!of!organisational!policies!
towards!L/NNGOs!as!well!as!changes!in!these!policies!were!collected!and!analysed.!!
!
!

KEY*POLICY*INDICATOR*DATA*COLLECTED*AT*TWO*TIMEPOINTS!
*
Individual*level:**

• Perceived*Individual*Influence*Within*Organisation:!How!would!you!rate!YOUR!ability!to!influence!
the!institutional!and!policy!environment!within!your!organisation?!Where!1=No!Voice!or!Influence,!
2=Minimal!Influence,!3=Some!Influence,!4=Significant!Influence,!5=Strong!Influence,!seen!as!equal!
partner!

!
Organisational*level:*

• Perceived*Influence*of*Organisation*on*Institutional*&*Policy*Environment:!Organisational!survey!
with!senior!leadership.!How!would!you!rate!your!organisation’s!ability!to!influence!the!institutional!
and!policy!environment?!Where!1=No!Voice!or!Influence,!2=Minimal!Influence,!3=Some!Influence,!
4=Significant!Influence,!5=Strong!Influence,!seen!as!equal!partner!
!

• Perceived*Influence*of*Organisation*on*National*Preparedness*Systems:*Organisational!survey!with!
senior!leadership.!How!well!is!your!organisation!or!country!office!able!to!influence!government!
policies!related!to!national!preparedness!systems![in!country!of!survey]?!Where!1=No!Voice!or!
Influence,!2=Minimal!Influence,!3=Some!Influence,!4=Significant!Influence,!5=Strong!Influence,!seen!
as!equal!partner!
!

• Inclusiveness*of*Organisational*Policy*Towards*L/NNGOs:!Organisational!survey!with!senior!
leadership.!On!a!scale!of!1!to!5,!how!inclusive!is!your!organisation’s!policy!/!approach!to!working!with!
local!/!national!NGOs?!Where!1=Very!Exclusive,!2=Exclusive,!3=Somewhat!Inclusive!4=Inclusive,!
5=Very!inclusive!
!

• Change*in*Organisational*Policy*on*Working*with*L/NNGOs:!Has!there!been!any!change!in!your!
organisation’s!policy/approach!to!working!with!local!or!national!NGOs!in!the!last!1!year?!Where!
1=More!inclusive,!2=!No!change,!3=Less!inclusive!
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!
Figure*7.15:*Change*in*Individual*and*organisational*policy*related*indicators*
*!Denotes!statistical!significance.!Absence!of!*!indicates!that!none!of!the!measured!changes!were!statistically!significant!

!
!
Table!7.5!provides!the!findings!across!all!countries.!As!can!be!seen,!despite!some!of!the!positive!policy!
change! examples! that! have! emerged! from! the! document! review! processes,! there! are! no! observed!
significant!changes!in!any!of!the!six!policy!related!indicators!over!time.!These!indicators!measure!both!
perceptions,!as!well!as!the!level!of!influence!within!a!complex!policy!environment.!The!latter!may!take!
significant! time! to! change! and! may! not! fully! capture! other! types! of! policy! change! or! shifts! in! the!
landscape!that!are!more!difficult!to!measure!quantitatively.!!
*
*
Changes*in*quantitative*indicators*related*to*localisation*have*not*yet*occurred*except*in*
Ethiopia*where*there*was*an*increase*in*16%*of*DEPP*organisations*with*policies*that*are*
inclusive*to*L/NNGOs*between*T1*and*T2.***
!
!
On! the! issue! of! localisation,! an! area! that! has! been! a! strong! focus! of! the! DEPP! since! its! conception,!
qualitative!data!collected!as!part!of!the!evaluation!and!during!evidence!validation!workshops!in!each!of!
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the! four! intensive!set!countries!suggest!slow!but!steady!changes! in!attitudes!and!mindset! favouring!a!
more! localised! approach.! The! speed! and! extent! of! this! type! of! change! seemed! to! depend! to! some!
degree! on! the! specific! contextual! setting,! political! climate! and! other! external! factors.! In! Kenya,! for!
example,! several! respondents! described! an! antiAlocalisation! effect! occurring! as! INGOs! set! up! local!
branch! offices! and! pushing! out! L/NNGOs.! The! repercussions! of! this! have! already! been! felt! as! one!
L/NNGO! described! their! annual! budget! dropping! by! 90%! due! to! the! influx! of! INGOs! into! local! areas.!!
Despite! this,! more! positive! instances! of! changes! in! power! dynamics,! greater! access! of! L/NNGOs! to!
leadership!positions!and!funding!have!been!documented!in!several!contexts.!These!are!explored!in!more!
detail!in!the!next!section.!
!
The! question! of!whether! this! perceived! shift! in!mindset! and! attitudes! contributed! to! any!meaningful!
change! in! terms!of! organisational! policy!or! number!of! partnerships!with! L/NNGOs!was! also! assessed.!
With! respect! to! inclusiveness! of! organisational! policies! to! L/NNGOs! and! change! in! policies! related! to!
working!with! L/NNGOs! (Figure!7.5),! there!was!no! statistically! significant! change!over! time!due! to! the!
DEPP!in!the!pooled!data!or!in!any!of!the!country!level!data!except!for!Ethiopia.!Respondents!from!DEPP!
organisations! in! Ethiopia! reported! a! 16%! increase! in! the! level! of! inclusiveness! of! their! organisation’s!
polices!toward!L/NNGOs,!and!this!was!significant!at!the!0.05! level.!However,!due!to!small! increases! in!
inclusiveness!of!Ethiopian!comparison!organisations,!the!net!DEPP!effect!was!not!statistically!significant!
in!Ethiopia.! In!other!settings,!there! is!no!evidence!that! localisation!related!policies!have!changed!as!of!
yet.!!
!
In!addition,!further!data!related!to!localisation!are!presented!in!Chapter!5.!Network!analysis!shows!no!
change! over! time! in! the! proportion! of! local/national! NGOs! within! the! humanitarian! networks! in! the!
intensive!set!countries!and!limited!change!in!terms!of!the!number!of!relationships!with!L/NNGOs.!Those!
findings! are! consistent!with! the! finding! above! that! organisational! policy! related! to! L/NNGOs! has! not!
changed.!!!
!
Taken!together!these!findings!suggest!that!while!change!in!quantitative!indicators!related!to!localisation!
have!not!yet!occurred!(except!in!Ethiopia),!there!has!been!some!progress!towards!qualitative!attitudinal!
change!that! is!necessary!to!eventually! lead!to!more!system!level!changes.! It! is!not!clear!how!close!we!
are!to!a!tipping!point!where!changes!occur!and!can!be!statistically!detected,!but!momentum!is!growing,!
especially!in!certain!contexts,!and!it!is!critical!that!these!gains!not!be!lost.!Perceived!qualitative!change!
around!localisation!will!be!further!discussed!in!the!next!section!and!sustainability!and!leveraging!DEPP’s!
investments!into!longer!term!change!will!be!explored!later!in!this!chapter.!!
!
!
!
Question*5.D:*What* is*perceived* to*be* the*most* significant* change*attributed* to*DEPP,*and*
why?*
!
Qualitative*data*captured*attitudinal*changes*towards*the*localisation*approach*including*in*
how*INGOs*consider,*address*and*involve*local*actors*and*communities,*which*is*considered*
to*be*DEPP’s*most*significant*change.*
!
Consistently,! project! and! programme! level! stakeholders! identified! the! adoption* of* the* localisation*
approach*as!the!most!significant!change!attributable!to!the!DEPP.!Stakeholders!noted!observing!a!shift!
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in!the!way! INGOs!consider,!address!and! involve! local!actors!and!communities,!and!attributed! it! to!the!
DEPP.!For!example,!one!interviewee!stated:!
!

“[DEPP]!has!pushed!the!localisation!agenda!at!super!speed!and!it’s!really!happening.!Probably!all!
of! the! elements! were! there,! but! as! a! system! they! really! needed! just! a! tiny! push! to! make! it!
happen.!The!DEPP!allowed!that.”!

!
The! oftenAcited! tendency! to! consider! local! organisations! as! subAcontractors! or! implementers,! rather!
than!as!decision!makers!or!equal!partners!was!also!perceived!as! changing! in! certain! countries.!An! inA
country!respondent!in!Pakistan!described!this!change:!
!

“The!most!significant!change!among!international!organisations,!I!believe,!is!the!realisation!that!
local!organisations!are!not!only!the!implementing!agent!but!they!are!partners!and!they!need!to!
be!treated!as!partners.!This!is!something!that!I!have!observed!in!the!behaviour,!the!change!that!I!
have! observed! in! the!mentor! organisation…revisiting! their! partnership!modalities! and! process!
through!which! they!can!kind!of! reduce! the!subverting!approach.!That!kind!of!approach! is!now!
discouraged!and!new!models!are!coming!in!by!these! international!organisations.!Before!this,! it!
was!just!kind!of!a!donor!and!receiver!kind!of!relationship,!like!a!grant!partnership.!But!now!it’s!
beyond!that.!International!organisations!are!committing!to!investing!more!while!the!local!actors!
are!having!a!longFterm!engagement!with!them.”!

!
Other! examples! of! this! type! of! change! were! described! in! Bangladesh! where! local! actors! became!
involved! in! decisionAmaking! processes! within! a! large! national! preparedness! platform,! and! in! the!
Philippines! where! local! organisations! were! the! first! to!mobilise! and! respond! to! the! crisis! in!Marawi.!
These! types! of! shifts! contributed! to! increased! confidence! among! local! organisations! and! not! only!
became! an! opportunity! for! experiential! learning! but! also! provided! momentum! to! the! cause.!
Additionally,!the!opening!of!the!UN!Pooled!fund!to!L/NNGOs!(for!example,!STP!local!partners!in!DRC!and!
Pakistan!became!eligible!for!these!funds)!and!the!greater!access!of!L/NNGOs!to!the!UN!Cluster!system!
signalled!notable!progress!towards!the!localisation!agenda!within!a!humanitarian!architecture!typically!
known!for!its!slow!pace!of!change.!!
!
It!was!noted!that!further!progress!in!this!domain!towards!a!concrete!“reAbalancing”!of!the!humanitarian!
system!would!require!enhanced!understanding!of!the!barriers!to!the!localisation!approach!in!different!
contexts.! For! example,! in! Ethiopia! where! there! are! government! restrictions! on! civil! society!
organisations,!advocacy!efforts!may!need! to! take!a!different! shape! than! in! the!Philippines!where!civil!
society! is!engrained!in!the!cultural!fabric!and!provided!space!by!the!government.!Nevertheless,!across!
programme!countries,!DEPP!stakeholders!agreed!that! ideologically!a! localisation!approach! is!critical!to!
improving! preparedness! and! humanitarian! response! and! that! incremental! changes! are! beginning! to!
occur!on!the!ground.!These!views!and!the!observed!changes!that!have!been!documented!above!align!
well! with! the! global! discourse! around! localisation! of! humanitarian! aid! which! has! gained! ground,!
especially! since! the!2016!World!Humanitarian!Summit.!To!ensure! further!progress!beyond! the!end!of!
the!DEPP!will!require!sustained!efforts!to!build!upon!the!changes!that!have!begun!to!emerge.!!
!
!
!
!
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Conclusion:*To*what*extent*and*in*what*ways*have*the*benefits*of*the*programme*become*
embedded?**
!
There*is*some*evidence*of*embedded*benefits*and*the*potential*for*some*longer_term*effects*
but*this*is*dependent*on*the*extent*to*which*different*programme*components*are*able*to*
obtain*support*to*continue*beyond*the*end*of*DEPP.**
!
DEPP’s! threeAyear! programme! cycle! to! establish! and! implement! 14! projects! in! 10! countries! with!
differing! disaster! profiles! through! a! consortiaAfocused! approach! will! end! by! June! 2018;! all! projects!
except!the!Learning!Project!completed!their!activities!by!the!end!of!March!2018.!To!assess!the!extent!to!
which!benefits! of! the!programme!have!become!embedded!and!have! the!potential! to! achieve! longerA
term! effects,! documents,! project! end! evaluations! and! qualitative! data! were! analysed! across! several!
areas:! sustainability/exit! planning! over! the! course! of! the! DEPP,! take! up! of! sustainability! focused!
recommendations,! the! sustainability! of! programme/project! outputs! and! outcomes,! and! likelihood! of!
future! impact.! It! is! important! to! note! that! most! projects! had! approximately! two! years! or! less! to!
implement! their! activities! due! to! approval! of! projects! in!waves! as!well! as! the! delays! in! startAup.! This!
provided!limited!time!to!support!sustainability.!
!
Sustainability!/!Exit!Planning!
The!interim!report!highlighted!a!number!of!weaknesses!related!to!sustainability!planning!at!the!project!
and! programme! level.! Individual! projects! were! required! to! provide! sustainability! plans! in! their!
proposals,!however! these!generally!were!not!very!detailed!with! respect! to! the!projects’! sustainability!
models,! did! not! include! sufficient! information! regarding! costs! of! sustaining! the! project,! potential!
revenue! sources,! integration! into! communities! or! local! systems! or! specific! actions! to! be! taken! for!
handover,!and!in!most!cases!they!were!not!further!developed!throughout!the!course!of!the!project.!An!
overall! programme! level! sustainability! plan! was! not! adequately! outlined! during! the! design! of! the!
programme,! which! was! a! considerable! weakness.! Based! on! stakeholder! interviews,! there! was! little!
direction! provided! from! the! programme! level! to! the! projects! on! the! issue! of! sustainability!which! has!
been!problematic!for!projects!and!contributed!to!uncertainty.!
!
The!lack!of!adequate!sustainability!planning!may!have!also!been!influenced!by!the!explicit!description!of!
a!contingent!allocation!of!£60!million!for!a!future!phase!of!the!programme!by!DFID!in!the!business!case:!
“An!extension! to! the!programme,!possibly! for! 2! years,!will! be! considered! subject! to! the! findings!of! a!
midAterm! review! supported!by! the! independent! evaluation! (in! 2015).! The!previous! Secretary!of! State!
(Andrew!Mitchell)!has!given!inAprinciple!agreement!for!up!to!£100!million!over!5!years.”151!!Despite!this!
statement,! further!clarification!on!when!such!a!decision!would!be!made!or!the!process!was!not!made!
transparent! to! DEPP! stakeholders! over! the! course! of! the! programme,! but! nevertheless! set! high!
expectations.! This! reportedly! influenced! how! intensively! DEPP! stakeholders! pursued! other! funding!
sources!as!well!as!likely!delayed!the!development!of!an!exit!plan.!For!example,!one!respondent!stated:!
!
“I! think! [sustainability]! has! been! a! challenge! because! I! think! if! people! knew! that! [more! funding! from!
DFID]!wasn’t!an!option! they!could!have! thought! from!the!very!beginning!how!to! strategically!plan! for!
that.”!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
151!Business!Case!Intervention!Summary:!Disasters!and!Emergencies!Preparedness!Programme,!DFID!!
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In!October!2017,!DFID!announced!that!it!would!not!be!funding!a!second!phase!of!the!programme.!This!
announcement! came!only!5!months!before! the!programme!close! rather! than!at! the!midApoint!of! the!
programme!as! laid!out! in! the!business!case.!At! this! late!stage,! little! time!was! left! for!both! the!overall!
programme!management!team!and!individual!projects!to!seek!alternative!sources!of!funding.!However,!
from! a! risk! management! perspective,! DEPP! programme! management! and! leadership! should! have!
attempted! to! raise! alternative! funding! or! diversified! its! funding! sources! and! develop! other! forms! of!
sustainability!actions!such!as!embedding!DEPP!within!local!systems!earlier!on!in!the!programme!cycle.!!
!
The! interim! report! provided! strong! recommendations! for! more! deliberate,! strategic! sustainability!
planning! and! the! need! for! guidance! on! sustainability! planning! and! open! discussion! initiated! with!
projects!about!the!availability!of!continued!funding!to!extend!the!DEPP.!Current!data!shows!that!these!
recommendations!were!taken!on!board!and!a!number!of!projects!have!made!progress!with!respect!to!
sustainability! planning.! All! project! end! evaluations! and! final! project! narrative! reports! also! included! a!
sustainability! section.! In! addition,! the! START! Network! recruited! a! consultant! to! evaluate! options! for!
carrying!the!DEPP!forward!including!funding!options.!!
!
!
Current!status!of!exit!planning!
!
At!this!point!in!time,!a!number!of!projects!demonstrated!substantial!progress!in!terms!of!exit!planning.!
For! example,! the! UEWEA! project’s! surveillance! system! has! been! adopted! by! the! Nairobi! County!
government,! and! management! of! the! Pakistan! Surge! roster! has! been! taken! over! by! the! National!
Humanitarian! Network! (NHN),! with! an! MOU! in! place! with! the! local! government! body! to! ensure!
implementation! after! the!project! ends.! In! addition,! local! consortia!who! received! support! from! the! FE!
project!have!made!plans!to!continue!to!collaborate.!On!the!other!hand,!other!projects!face!disruption!
due! to! lack! of! sustained! funding! and! loss! or! dispersion! of! project! staff.! This! may! limit! potential! for!
sustaining! any! positive! effects! and! building! on! current! accomplishments.! There! is! a! potential! to! lose!
some! of! the! gains! that! were! made! by! the! DEPP.! Staff! who! continue! within! the! same! organisations,!
together! with! the! learning! products! generated! across! the! DEPP! and! by! the! Learning! Project,! will!
constitute!the!largest!part!of!DEPP’s!institutional!memory.!While!some!projects!and!project!components!
show!indications!of!becoming!embedded!and!may!continue!on!after!the!DEPP!in!some!form,!it!is!clear,!
that! the! programme! as! a!whole!will! not! continue! in! its! current! configuration! and!would! need! to! be!
remodelled!for!any!future!phases.!!
!
!
Sustainability!of!programme/project!outputs!and!outcomes!
!
At!the!time!of!the!programme!close,!there!have!been!positive!signs!of!emerging!systemAlevel!changes,!
including! shifts! in! attitudes! towards! localisation! and! changes! in! organisational! and! governmental!
policies! as! reported! earlier! in! this! chapter,! as! well! as! strengthened! networks.! Most! interviewees!
expressed! that!more! time!was! needed! to! embed! these! changes.! Data! from! project! end! evaluations,!
narrative! reports! and! IDIs! were! analysed! to! further! assess! the! extent! to! which! DEPP! outputs! and!
outcomes!have!become!embedded.!
!
Sustainable*Outputs*–*Achievements*and*Contributions*to*the*4*Output*Areas*
!
At!the!output!level,!a!number!of!achievements!of!the!projects!contribute!to!the!sustainability!and!
demonstrate!that!benefits!have!become!embedded.!!
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!
!Collaboration!
!
Collaboration!and!partnerships!are!important!contributors!to!achieving!sustainability.!Relationships!built!
through! collaboration! and! consortia!were!perceived! to! be!one!of! the!most! enduring! elements! of! the!
DEPP,!however!these!were!contingent!on!the!structure!and!setAup!of!consortia!and!also!were!influenced!
by!factors!such!as!strong!leaderships,!political!will,!competing!allegiances,!and!availability!of!funding.!For!
example,! the! Financial! Enabler’s! final! evaluation! suggests! that! several! of! the! consortia! funded!by! the!
project! will! likely! break! up! or! struggle! to! continue! to! work! together! due! to! reasons! including!
incompatibility! and! lack! of! strong! commitment! amongst! leadership! to! prioritise! future! collective!
action152.!One!of!the!consortia!reportedly!stood!out!as!having!a!much!higher!likelihood!of!sustainability!
and! that!was! noted! to! be! due! to! a! shared! commitment! to! location,! prior! experience! of! joint! action,!
complementarity! of! competencies,! demonstrated! learning! and! committed! leadership153.! Stakeholders!
also!emphasised!that!building!sustainable!collaboration!and!partnerships!was!challenging!to!accomplish!
within!the!provided!timeframe.!!
!
"I!don’t!think!what!we!are!trying!to!achieve,!it!could!be!achieved!in!this!time!frame.!I!think!because!it’s!
not! only! with! delivering! project! activities! and! done,! its! actually! doing!more! than! delivering! activities!
because! its! paired! with! changing! organisational! culture,! changing! organisational! behaviour,! bringing!
change!in!the!minds!of!disaster!practitioners,!so!I!think!it!requires!more!time!than!its!dedicated!for."!
!
!
Capacity!Building!
!
Building! capacity! has! an! inherent! potential! for! sustainability! at! all! levels! of! action! (individual,!
organisational,!community!capacity).!However,!these!capacities!need!to!be!maintained!or!reinforced!or!
risk! being! lost.! Likelihood!of! sustainability! is! higher! among! capacities! built! beyond! knowledge! change!
such! as! those! that! involve! skill! building! and! behaviour! change! at! the! individual! level.! If! retained,!
improved! skills! and! behaviours! can! continue! to! effect! change! and! can! also! be! transferred! to! others!
beyond! the! life! of! the! project.! At! the! organisational! level,! improved! capacity! in! the! form!of! changed!
policies! or! governance! or! putting! in! place! systems! (human! resources,! finance,! procurement)! to!
operationalise!capacity!building!were!also!noted!to!contribute!to!increased!sustainability154.!It!was!also!
noted!that!sustainability!at!the!organisational!level!would!be!dependent!on!internal!approval!of!the!new!
strategies!and!policies!and!their!implementation,!but!that!this!would!be!influenced!by!the!nature,!size!of!
operations!and!scale!of!humanitarian!activities!of!the!organisations.155!There!were!also!examples!of!STP!
beneficiary! organisations! in! Pakistan! with! improved! governance,! who! are! now! eligible! for! additional!
funding! because! of! these! improved! internal! systems! –! demonstrating! how! improved! governance! can!
help!to!ensure!future!sustainability.!!!
!
Generating!and!Sharing!Learning!
!
The! generation! of! learning,! another! key! DEPP! focus! area,! also! contributed! towards! the! goal! of!
sustainability.! The! development! and! creation! of! DEPP! project! infrastructure! such! as! protocols,! tools,!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
152!Final!Evaluation!of!Financial!Enablers!Project!
153!ibid!
154!Final!Evaluation!of!Shifting!the!Power!
155!ibid!



! 184!

procedures!and!guidelines!are!sustainable!in!that!they!will!continue!to!exist!after!the!end!of!the!project!
period.!For!example,!ADCAP’s!the!Good!practice!guide;!embedding!inclusion!of!older!people!and!people!
with! disabilities! in! humanitarian! action,! TSC’s! The! Future! of! Humanitarian! Surge,! and! PiP’s! GPC!
Protection!Mainstreaming!Toolkit,!are!examples!of!some!of!the!tools,!learning!products!and!guides!that!
will!have!a!continued!effect!after!the!DEPP!ends.!Notably,!a!number!of!these!are!available! in!multiple!
languages!and!through!different!channels!increasing!their!potential!for!continued!use.!For!example,!the!
PiP! GPC! Protection!Mainstreaming! Toolkit! is! available! in! Urdu,! Bengali,! Burmese,! French,! Arabic! and!
available! through! a!website! and! as! a!mobile! app! through! the! Google! play! and! iTunes! App! Store.! To!
ensure!that!these!learning!products!and!tools!become!more!embedded!into!the!humanitarian!sector!will!
also! require! some! degree! of! continued! advocacy,! awareness! building! and! promotional! efforts! which!
may!be!dependent!on!availability!of!additional!funds!and!organisational!commitment.!As!the!lead!of!the!
Learning!Project,!ACF!has!made!the!commitment!to!keep!the!digital!learning!platform!for!an!additional!
two!years!after!the!closing!of!DEPP!and!will!continue!outreach!and!dissemination!efforts.!!
!
!
Early!Warning!System!Development!
!
Functioning!early!warning!systems!also! increase!the!potential!of!programme!sustainability!as! they!are!
likely! to! continue! after! the! programme! period.! However,! sustaining! these! systems! is! dependent! on!
securing! organisational! and! government! buyAin,! ensuring! the! adoption! and! use! of! the! systems,! and!
having!funding!earmarked!for!maintenance.!Several!of!the!early!warning!projects,!including!the!UEWEA,!
IEWEA! and! Public! Health! Preparedness! in! Gambella,! have! a! higher! likelihood! of! systems! change! and!
have! become! embedded! within! local! and! national! structures! which! will! ensure! longer! term!
sustainability.!These!three!projects!have!in!common!the!approach!of!working!within!established!systems!
and!structures!and! involving!key!external!stakeholders!such!as!the! local!governments!and! local!health!
systems.! These! three! projects! have! confirmed! sustainability! plans! with! Kenyan! and! Ethiopian!
governments,! respectively,!who! have! begun! incorporating! project! activities! into! their!work! plans! and!
budgets.! With! some! influence! from! the! UEWEA! project,! the! Kenyan! government! passed! legislation!
requiring!counties!to!establish!emergency!and!disaster!committees!at!the!county!and!subAcounty!level.!
This! has! helped! to! ensure! sustainability! for! project! activities! after! the!DEPP! funding! cycle! finishes.! In!
Ethiopia,!the!Ministry!of!Health!and!Regional!Bureaus!provided!exit!strategies!and!guidelines!to!ensure!
sustainability!of!activities.!These!three!projects!established!concrete,!feasible!strategies!to!ensure!longA
term!sustainability!and!can!therefore!provide!important!lessons!for!the!other!projects! in!the!portfolio.!
However,! it! is! important!to!note!that!unless!funding!is!secured!to!ensure!continued!functioning!of!the!
systems,!there!is!a!potential!risk!that!the!impact!of!the!investment!in!these!systems!will!be!diminished!
or!lost.!
!
Table!7.2!provides!examples!of!achievements!and!contributions!to!the!four!output!areas!from!the!final!
project!narrative!reports,! final!evaluations!and! interviews!that!are! likely! to!be!sustained!beyond!DEPP!
with!sufficient!maintenance!and!followAup.!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Project* Examples*of*achievement/contribution* Output*Area*

ADCAP!

• Developed!and!finalised!version!of!the!humanitarian!inclusion!
standards!for!older!people!and!people!with!disabilities,!which!are!
available!to!agencies!throughout!the!world!in!various!accessible!
formats!and!languages.!

• Developed!complementary!training!resources!and!guidance!on!good!
practice!relating!to!organisational!change.!

Capacity!building;!
Learning!

ALERT!
• Created!ALERT!early!warning!system!platform!
• Contributed!to!creation!or!revision!of!organisational!preparedness!

plans!

Early!Warning!System!
Development;!Capacity!
building!

CDAC!

• Created!message!libraries!for!use!during!disasters!and!emergencies!
• Developed!toolkits!and!resources!for!twoAway!communication!with!

disaster!affected!communities!!
• Established!multiAstakeholder!platforms!!
• Built!capacities!to!support!twoAway!communication!

Capacity!building;!
Collaboration;!Learning!

EWEA!
• Established!early!warning!system!!
• Built!capacity!of!district!(woreda)!experts!and!the!community!!
• Developed/strengthened!community!contingency!plans!!

Capacity!Building;!Early!
Warning!System!
Development!

FE!

• Strengthened!local!coordination!mechanisms!and!networks!
• Empowered!and!strengthened!confidence!and!experience!of!local!

actors!to!respond!to!disaster!
• !Built!technical!competencies!of!partners!
• CSO!partners!were!able!to!secure!seats!in!the!national!government!

Disaster!Risk!Reduction!Management!councils!

Capacity!Building;!
Collaboration!

LPRR!

• Changed!attitudes!on!community!involvement!in!resilience!
• Kenya!Marsabit!County!Disaster!Risk!Management!draft!Bill!has!

recognised!the!role!of!local!organisations!in!coordination!of!
emergency/disasterArelated!events!

• Tools!and!strategies!were!integrated!by!INGOs!and!LNGOs!
• Platform!of!NGOs!and!peace!dialogue!at!village!level!was!established!
• Integration!of!LPRR’s!conflict!sensitive!approach!into!Marsabit!County!

Government!response!

Capacity!Building;!
Collaboration!

PHEP!
Gambella!

• Provided!equipment!to!health!facilities!
• Trained!existing!health!staff!to!implement!government!strategy!
• Improved!surveillance!and!detection!of!disease!and!outbreaks!
• Developed!toolkits!

Early!Warning!System!
Development;!Capacity!
building!

PIP!

• Local!partners!attending!Oxfam’s!global!Protection!Peer!Group!
meeting!shared!learning!with!international!staff!and!other!local!
partners!

• Developed!GBP!Protection!Mainstreaming!Toolkit!!
• Developed!infrastructure!to!support!protection!initiatives!!
• Contributed!to!changes!in!organisational!policy!

Capacity!building;!
Learning!

SEPS! • Established!early!warning!systems!at!community!level!!
• Supported!the!development!of!community!preparedness!plans!

Early!Warning!System!
Development;!Capacity!
building!
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STP!

• Contributed!to!changes!in!organisational!policies,!systems!and!
capacities!

• Supported!development!of!Emergency!Preparedness!Plans!
• Set!up!NGO!platforms/networks!in!5!countries!

Capacity!building;!
Collaboration!

TD!
• Online!toolkits!and!resources!in!local!languages!were!developed!
• Strengthened!partner!relationships!
• Trained!trainers!

Capacity!Building;!
Collaboration;!Learning!

TSC!

• Organisational!systems!developed!
• OpenAaccess!training,!tools,!and!resources!were!created!
• Funding!secured!for!future!use!of!Philippines!and!Regional!roster!
• Pakistan!roster!has!been!taken!over!by!the!National!Humanitarian!

Network!(NHN),!with!an!MOU!with!government!body!to!continue!
collaboration!

Capacity!building;!
Learning!

UEWEA!

• Developed!and!tested!an!urban!surveillance!system!that!has!been!
adopted!by!the!Nairobi!county!government!

• Contributed!to!an!amendment!of!the!Disaster!and!Emergency!
Management!Act!(DEM!Act),!2015!to!include!food!security!and!a!
memorandum!of!understanding!(MOU)!with!the!Nairobi!City!County!
Government!to!ensure!the!government’s!role!in!addressing!urban!
food!security!issues!

Early!warning!system!
development!

Table*7.31:*Contributions*of*projects*towards*sustainable*outputs*

*
Sustainable*Outcomes*
!
At! the!outcome! level,! sustainable! changes!were!more!difficult! to!detect!due! to! the! short!programme!
time! frame.! As! described! in! Chapters! 4! and! 7,! there! have! been! no! significant! improvements! in!
knowledge!on! core! humanitarian! competencies! of! humanitarian! staff,! on! selfAreported! knowledge!on!
disaster! preparedness,! response! to! disasters! and! emergencies! or! on! gender,! age! or! disability! related!
issues!in!disasters.!Conversely,!there!have!been!notable!improvements!in!organisational!and!community!
preparedness! among! DEPP! beneficiaries,! especially! among! local! organisations.! Qualitative! data! have!
also!demonstrated!the!contribution!of!DEPP!beneficiaries!towards!improved!response!in!several!of!the!
intensive!set!countries!(Philippines,!Kenya!and!Ethiopia).!!
!
The!extent!to!which!these!outcomes!are!sustainable!remains!uncertain!at!the!time!of!the!programme’s!
close.! Sustaining! preparedness! levels! and! response! capacities! are! dependent! on! maintaining! skills,!
knowledge,!and!competencies!at!the! individual,!organisational!and!community! levels.!These!capacities!
are!also!affected!by!shifts!in!human!resources!and!staff!turnover,!which!were!reported!as!consistent!and!
reoccurring! issues! throughout! the! programme.! Furthermore,! increased! capacity! also! leads! to! the!
potential! for! individuals! to! be! recruited! elsewhere,! and! local! organisations! that! participated! in! DEPP!
capacity! building! activities! risk! losing! key! staff! to! INGOs.! As! long! as! these! resources! remain! in! the!
disaster!preparedness!system,!however,! they!will!be!sustainable!despite! the! transfer!and!exchange!of!
resources.!!
!
Additionally,! preparedness! and! response! are! influenced! by! many! factors! external! to! DEPP! including!
organisational!policy,! leadership,!and!culture,!and!challenges!engaging!government.! In!most!cases,!the!
contributions! that! DEPP! has! made! in! improving! outcomes! around! preparedness! and! response! will!
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largely! be! dependent! on! securing! additional! funds! to! continue! project! activities,! maintain! systems,!
infrastructures,!and!capacities!built,!and!ensure!quick!response!to!disasters.!!
!
!
The*Role*of*Community*and*Beneficiary*Stakeholders*in*Design*and*the*Impact*on*Sustainability*
!
As!outlined!in!Chapter!3,!beneficiaries!at!all!levels!as!well!as!key!local!stakeholders!were!not!adequately!
involved! in! the!design!stage! for!most!projects.!While! this!had!significant!effects!on! the! relevance!and!
potential! effectiveness! of! the! selected! interventions,! and! led! to! delays! in! implementation! as! projects!
had!to!be!contextualised,!it!also!is!a!threat!to!the!longAterm!sustainability!of!the!projects!and!in!turn!the!
programme.!Overall,! beneficiary! engagement! and! feedback!mechanisms! to! the! community! should! be!
prioritised!as!a! strategy! to! increase!sustainability.! In! future! such!programmes,!beneficiaries! should!be!
involved! in! the! design! phase! in! order! to! achieve! higher! likelihood!of! sustainability.! Across! the! board,!
interviews! and! site! visits! demonstrated! that! using! a! bottomAup! approach! of! supporting! organisations!
and! individuals! to! lead! their! own! capacity! building! processes! influences! the! likelihood! of! building!
sustainable!capacities.!
!
!
Programme*Visibility*and*Sustainability*
!
Programme!visibility,!often!built! through!strategic! communication!about!a!programme,!contributes! to!
community,!stakeholder!and!government!level!support!and!is!an!important!consideration!with!respect!
to!sustainability.!Site!visit!observations!by! the!evaluation!team!and! interviewee!reports! indicated!that!
both! internal! and! external! programme! visibility! at! the! country! level! were! low.! Internal! visibility,! or!
awareness!of!the!DEPP!by!inAcountry!staff!and!consortia!members!involved!in!DEPP!projects!increased!
through!the!DEPP!learning!events,!but!remained!limited.!External!visibility,!or!awareness!of!the!DEPP!by!
nonADEPP! stakeholders! was! even! lower! at! the! country! level.!While! both! types! of! stakeholders! were!
aware!of!specific!DEPP!projects,!most!were!unaware!of!the! larger!DEPP!portfolio! in!their!own!country!
suggesting!strategic!communication!about!the!portfolio!may!have!been!suboptimal.!!
!
As!many!local!DEPP!project!staff!did!not!identify!themselves!as!being!part!of!the!DEPP,!or!work!jointly!
with! the! other! inAcountry! projects! towards! the! common! goals! and! objectives! of! the! DEPP,! it! is!
unsurprising!that!there!were!minimal!joint!advocacy!or!communication!efforts.!While!most!project!staff!
did! feel! a! strong! sense! of! connection! to! their! own! projects! and! own! organisations,! the! lack! of!
connection!to!the!DEPP!brand!and!the! limited!focus!on!overall!programme!objectives!affected! longerA
term!programme!sustainability!through!reduced!community!and!stakeholder!dialogue!and!programmeA
level! buyAin.!Ultimately! there!was! less! integration!of! the!programme! into! relevant! structures! in!DEPP!
countries.! At! the! regional! or! global! level,! one! stakeholder! described! limited! awareness! and!
understanding! of! the!DEPP! at! important! external! events,! such! as! the!World!Humanitarian! Summit.! A!
number!of! respondents!also!suggested!that! increased!advocacy! initiatives!and!promotion!of! the!DEPP!
were!needed!to!raise!the!local!profile!of!the!programme.!!!
!
*
Innovation,*Sustainability*and*Contingency*Planning*
!
The!DEPP!portfolio!was!envisioned!to!include!a!mix!of!flagship!projects!that!employed!more!traditional!
strategies!and!approaches!as!well!as!other!more!innovative!and!sometimes!riskier!projects!with!a!higher!
potential!to!fail.!Elements!of!the!portfolio!that!were!particularly!innovative!include:!!
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• Flexible!funding!mechanisms!(i.e.!FE,!PIP,!CDAC,!LPRR)!
• Urban! early! warning! systems! to! enable! detection! and! response! of! emergencies! in! urban!

settings!including!related!to!food!security!(i.e.!UEWEA)!
• Regional!pooled!surge!platforms!(i.e.!TSC)!

!
In!cases!where!innovation!means!higher!risk!of!failure,!sustainability!planning!does!not!make!sense!and!
is! not! a! good! use! of! resources! until! results! can! be! demonstrated.! These! should! be! treated! as! pilot!
projects! and! therefore! should! not! be! required! to! establish! sustainability! planning! and! considerations!
during! the! design! phase.! Instead! these! projects! should! be! required! to! have! strong! monitoring! and!
evaluation!plans! in! order! to! inform! course! correction! and!potential! scaleAup.! In! addition,! all! projects,!
regardless!of! level!of!risk,!should!have!appropriate!contingency!plans! in!place!to!navigate!expected!or!
unexpected!contextual!factors!such!as!disruption!of!project!activities!due!to!disasters!and!emergencies.!
There!was!at! least!one!example!where!such!plans!were!not! in!place!(CDACAN!project! in!South!Sudan),!
resulting!in!severe!effects!on!the!project!when!a!disaster!occurred.!There!were!several!other!examples,!
albeit! on! a! smaller! scale,! where! project! activities! were! affected! by! emergencies! (ex.! Reporting! and!
Learning!Activities! related!to!CDAC! in!Bangladesh!were! limited!due!to! focus!on!Rohingya!crisis156,!and!
both!drought!and!insecurity!hindered!EWEA!project!implementation!in!Ethiopia157).!
!
!
Likelihood*of*Impact*and*Summary*
!
Overall,!more!attention!to!sustainability!was!needed!earlier!in!the!course!of!the!programme,!with!a!
more!holistic!view!on!sustainability!going!beyond!simply!securing!funding!streams.!A!longer!period!for!
programme!implementation!may!have!led!to!greater!changes!in!outcomes!and!increased!the!likelihood!
of!programme!sustainability.!The!data!suggest!that!likelihood!of!sustainability!was!enhanced!for!projects!
or!project!components!that!demonstrated!the!following!characteristics:!
!

• Built!on!existing!work!(i.e.!UEWEA,!TD),!and!existing!partnerships/consortia!(i.e.!STP!Bangladesh!
and!NAHAB;!CDAC!Philippines!where!the!CWC!groups!are!embedded!within!preAexisting!
structures)!

• Worked!with!government!/!had!a!policy!or!advocacy!element!(i.e.!LPRR!in!Kenya,!PHEP!in!
Ethiopia)!

• Worked!towards!systems!level!change!(i.e.!UEWEA)!
• Paid!greater!attention!to!exit!planning!earlier!in!programme!cycle!(i.e.!UEWEA)!
• Developed!tools,!guidelines,!or!systems!that!fill!an!important!gap!(i.e.!ADCAP!minimum!

standards,!PiP!protection!mainstreaming!toolkit)!
• Involved!beneficiaries!and/or!local!stakeholders!(i.e.!UEWEA)!!
• Exhibited!good!Value!for!Money!(i.e.!CDAC!foundational!training!called!“unsustainably!

expensive”!suggesting!low!VFM!and!challenges!bringing!this!component!to!scale)!
• Built!linkages!with!other!entities!(i.e.!START!Fund)!and!other!DEPP!projects!(i.e.!Philippines)!
• Implemented!in!contexts!that!were!more!fertile!for!change!(i.e.!Philippines)!

!
!
! !

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
156!CDAC!Final!Evaluation!
157!EWEA!Final!Evaluation!
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Chapter!8:!Humanitarian!Preparedness!and!Response!Case!Studies!
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!Evaluation*Questions:!What(are(the(impacts(of(violence(on(project(implementation(and(lessons(learned(on(implementing(
emergency(preparedness(and(response(programming(in(a(conflictZaffected(setting?(How(has(disaster(preparedness(translated(
into(actual(response?(!
!
SubFquestions!

a) In!what!ways!have!DEPP!capacity!building!programmes!strengthened!preparedness!and!response!capacity!amongst!
participants?!

b) To!what!extent!is!DEPP!contributing!to!greater!preparedness!and!response!among!local!organisations!and!communities?!
c) Has!local!capacity!to!respond!to!disasters!changed!since!the!start!of!DEPP?!If!yes,!how?!If!not,!why!not?!
d) Has!DEPP!led!to!improved!knowledge!and!understanding!of!best!practices!relating!to!disaster!and!emergency!

preparedness!and!response?!If!yes,!in!what!ways?!
e) What!was!the!role!of!government!and/or!preAexisting!systems?!How!did!these!facilitate!the!responses?!Or!how!did!a!lack!

of!these!inhibit!response?!
!
Method*&*data*sources:**Two!case!studies!were!conducted.!Case!Study!#1!examined!the!impact!of!escalation!of!violence!in!South!
Sudan!on!DEPP!project!implementation!and!Case!Study!#2!assessed!how!disaster!preparedness!translated!into!actual!
humanitarian!response!in!Ethiopia!and!Kenya.!!The!following!data!formed!the!findings!of!the!two!case!studies:!
!

• Document*review*(Qualitative)*
• Semi_Structured*Interviews*(Qualitative)*
• Site*Visits*(Kenya!only,!Site!visits!in!South!Sudan!and!Ethiopia!were!not!possible!due!to!security!issues)*
• Data*collected*during*the*minimum*set*data*collection*(Qualitative)*

*
Key*Findings:!
Case! Study! #1! on! South! Sudan! demonstrated! that! operating! in! a! conflictAaffected! context! requires! procedures! that! allow! for!
flexible! and! adaptive! management,! rather! than! traditional! and! rigid! contractual! relationships.! The! findings! emphasise! the!
importance!of!having!clear!agreements!about!duty!of!care!when!creating!multiAlateral!agreements!among!multiple!institutions!in!
a!consortium!and!the!responsibilities!of! care!for! the!host!agency! in!relation!to!consortium!partners.!Findings!also!highlight!the!
need!to!have!a!contingency!plan!including!budget!contingencies!in!case!of!disruption!to!the!project.!Finally,!the!case!study!cited!
challenges! of! operating! in! conflict! settings! where! engagement! with! government! stakeholders! is! not! always! possible! and! that!
capacity!building!approaches!and!materials!may!need!more!adaptations!for!conflict!settings.!!
!
Case!study!#2,!on!Ethiopia!&!Kenya,!demonstrated!that!the!consortium!model!and!collaboration!with!government!were!critical!to!
successful!implementation!of!early!warning!systems!and!permitted!coordinated!humanitarian!responses!that!improved!with!each!
subsequent!emergency!in!Kenya.!Availability!of!immediate!response!funds!and!previously!agreed!upon!response!actions!were!key!
to!ensuring!more!rapid!responses.!In!Ethiopia,!selfAreported!data!suggest!that!experiential!learning!related!to!fundraising,!
resource!mobilisation!and!implementation!of!humanitarian!response!activities,!along!with!access!to!flexible!response!funding!
mechanisms!contributed!to!drought!responses!by!seven!L/NNGO!beneficiaries!of!the!DEPP.!Key!themes!that!emerged!included:!
!

• Community!and!government!engagement!were!essential!to!successful!project!design!&!implementation!
• Community!&!organisational!capacity!building!strengthened!preparedness!&!response!through!improved!awareness!of!

humanitarian!standards,!coordination,!and!procedures,!and!increased!visibility!of!the!organisations!and!the!credibility!of!
their!emergency!preparedness!and!response!activities!to!donors!and!other!stakeholders!!

• Collaboration!improved!communication!&!efficiency!of!resources!use!
• Surveillance!&!early!warning!systems!were!fundamental!to!both!projects!(Kenya!&!Ethiopia),!and!were!described!as!the!

pillars!of!emergency!preparedness!and!response.!Beyond!collecting!data,!respondents!noted!that!these!also!served!as!
mechanisms!of!collaboration!and!provided!opportunities!for!behavioural!change!for!communities!and!organisations.!
Definitions!of!disasters!differed!between!urban!and!rural!contexts.!Poverty!and!food!insecurity!are!rarely!considered!
disasters!and!get!varied!levels!of!attention!from!donors!and!stakeholders.!!

• Engagement!with!DEPP!provided!opportunities!for!organisations!to!share!learning!&!best!practices!!
• Individual!confidence!to!respond!to!a!disaster!increased;!however,!there!were!few!examples!of!behaviour!change!
• Organisational!policies!&!procedures!were!strengthened,!and!collaboration!with!the!government!in!Kenya!allowed!for!

systemsAlevel!changes,!including!alignment!&!integration!of!project!activities!within!broader!platforms,!such!as!
constitutional!priorities!and!national!policies.!

• The!connection!between!emergency!preparedness!&!response!activities!were!disjointed!&!need!to!be!closely!linked!
!

!
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*

Introduction*and*rationale*for*the*case*studies:*South*Sudan*and*Kenya*&*Ethiopia*
!
InAdepth! case! studies! were! added! to! the! evaluation! methodology! during! the! formative! and! interim!
phases! to! provide! further! perspectives! on! emergency! preparedness! and! response! activities! in! the!
programme,! and! to! assess!whether! improved! preparedness! translated! into!more! efficient! and! timely!
humanitarian! response.! Simulation! exercises! were! initially! proposed! during! the! inception! phase! as! a!
method! to! measure! DEPP! beneficiaries’! performance! during! humanitarian! response! activities! in! a!
controlled!manner.!The!intention!was!to!collect!such!data!during!simulations!that!were!planned!by!DEPP!
projects! themselves.! However,! over! the! course! of! the! threeAyear! programme,! projects! changed! their!
plans!regarding!simulations,!and!it!was!also!noted!that!several!of!the!DEPP!projects!responded!to!actual!
disasters!in!the!project!countries.!This!provided!an!opportunity!to!directly!assess!contributions!to!actual!
humanitarian!responses.!After!reflection!and!discussion!with!the!Learning!Project,!the!evaluation!team!
decided! to! conduct! two! inAdepth! case! studies.! The! first! case! study!was! conducted! in! South! Sudan! to!
capture! experiences! and! perspectives! of! project! stakeholders! on! the! escalation! of! violence! that!
occurred! in! July!2016!and!how!this! impacted!project! implementation.!The!second!case!study! involved!
assessing!humanitarian!responses! in!Ethiopia!and!Kenya!during!the!course!of! the!DEPP!to!capture!the!
quality!and!speed!of!response!activities!in!lieu!of!simulationAbased!data!collection.!!
!
South!Sudan!was!selected!as!one!of!the!five!countries!where!intensive!data!collection!would!take!place!
during!the!evaluation.!Data!collection,!however,!was!postponed!due!to!increased!violence!in!July!2016,!
which!significantly!affected!the!DEPP!projects!operating!in!that!country.!After!discussions!with!the!two!
projects! that!were!operating! in!South!Sudan!(CDAC!and!Protection! in!Practice),!and!monitoring!of! the!
security! situation! in!South!Sudan,!a!decision!was!made! in!October!2016! to!discontinue! the! inAcountry!
data!collection!planned!for!South!Sudan.!Instead,!the!evaluation!team!planned!to!develop!a!case!study,!
to!explore!how!these!two!projects!were!affected!by!the!violence!and!the!lessons!that!can!be!extracted!
from! this! experience.! This! case! study!will! be!presented! first! as! it!will! provide! insight!how!a! crisis! can!
affect!project!operations.!!
!
The!second!case!study!focused!on!preparedness!and!response!efforts!in!two!selected!countries:!Kenya!
(Urban! Early!Warning! Early! Action! project)! and! Ethiopia! (Shifting! the! Power! project).! As! part! of! the!
external!evaluation’s!document!review!process,!a! list!was!generated!of!countries!in!which!at! least!one!
response! to!a!disaster!or!emergency!was!noted! in!DEPP!project! reports!up!until!end!of!2017.!For! the!
case! study,! the! countries! in! which! intensive! data! collection! was! conducted! as! part! of! the! external!
evaluation!were!considered!(Kenya,!Ethiopia,!Philippines,!and!Myanmar).!The!Philippines!was!excluded!
as!a!country!of!focus!given!a!case!study!had!been!recently!conducted!by!the!Learning!project.!Myanmar!
was!excluded!given!ongoing!insecurity.!Response!efforts!in!Kenya!and!Ethiopia!were!therefore!selected!
to!be!the!focus!of!the!case!study.!!
!
The!two!case!studies!aimed!to!explore!the!following!questions:!

• What! are! the! impact! of! violence! on! project! implementation! and! lessons! learned! on!
implementing! emergency! preparedness! and! response! programming! in! a! conflictAaffected!
setting?!(South!Sudan)!

• In!what!ways!were!DEPP’s!design!and!core!components!(capacity!building,!collaboration,!early!
warning!systems,!and!learning)!effective!or!ineffective!in!strengthening!emergency!response!in!
DEPP!target!countries?!(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!
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• In! what! ways! have! DEPP! capacity! building! programmes! strengthened! preparedness! and!
response!capacity!amongst!participants?!(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!

• To! what! extent! is! DEPP! contributing! to! greater! preparedness! and! response! among! local!
organisations!and!communities? !(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!

• Has! local! capacity! to! respond! to!disasters! changed! since! the! start! of!DEPP?! If! yes,! how!has! it!
changed?!If!not,!why!not?!(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!

• Has!DEPP! led! to! improved!knowledge!and!understanding!of!best!practices! relating! to!disaster!
and!emergency!preparedness!and!response?!If!yes,!in!what!ways?!(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!

• What! was! the! role! of! government! and/or! preAexisting! systems?! How! did! these! facilitate! the!
responses?!Or!how!did!a!lack!of!these!inhibit!response?!(Ethiopia!and!Kenya)!

!

*

CASE*STUDY*#1:*Emergency*preparedness*and*response*in*South*Sudan*
!
Background!
Following! South! Sudan’s! independence! in! 2011,! political! struggles! led! to! renewed! conflict! in! 2013158.!
Within! the! context! of! ongoing! conflict,! violence! escalated! in! July! 2016! between! government! and!
opposition! forces! in! Juba!affecting!both!civilians!and!aid!workers159,160.!Deepening!an!already!complex!
humanitarian! crisis,! the! violence! resulted! in! displacement! and! famine,! with! an! estimated! six! million!
South! Sudanese! in! need! of! humanitarian! assistance! by! August! 2016161.! The! humanitarian! situation!
continued!to!deteriorate,!and!at!the!time!of!this!case!study!in!2017,!there!was!ongoing!violence!in!other!
states!of!South!Sudan! targeting!both!civilians!and!aid!workers162.!The!violence!and! insecurity!affected!
two! Disaster! and! Emergency! Preparedness! Programme! (DEPP)! projects! in! South! Sudan:! 1)! the!
Communicating!with!Disaster!Affected!Communities!(CDAC)!Network!Communicating!with!Communities!
(CwC)!project!and!2)!the!START!Network!Protection!in!Practice!project163,164.!!
!
The! CwC! project! was! delivered! as! part! of! a! consortium! among!World! Vision,! Internews,! BBC!Media!
Action! and! national! and! local! organisations,! and! aimed! to! improve! emergency! preparedness! by!
increasing! information! exchange! and! community! engagement165.! The! CwC! project! supported! novel,!
experimental!ideas,!and!models!to!increase!information!sharing!to!improve!response!and!enable!those!
most!affected!to!inform!the!response.!The!project!had!five!different!components:!1)!a!flexible!funding!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
158!Guardian!T.!Attack!on!aid!workers!in!South!Sudan:!'There!was!incredible!naivety'!2016![cited!2017!14!April].!Available!from:!
https://www.theguardian.com/globalAdevelopmentAprofessionalsAnetwork/2016/oct/17/attackAonAaidAworkersAinAsouthA
sudanAthereAwasAincredibleAnaivety.!
159!Center!for!Civilians!in!Conflict.!Under!Fire:!The!July!2016!Violence!in!Juba!and!UN!Response.!United!States:!Center!for!
Civilians!in!Conflict,!2016.!
160!Guardian!T.!'Untold!devastation'!in!South!Sudan!triggers!grave!humanitarian!crisis:!The!Guardian;!2016![cited!2017!14!April].!
Available!from:!https://www.theguardian.com/globalAdevelopment/2016/aug/09/untoldAdevastationAinAsouthAsudanAtriggersA
graveAhumanitarianAcrisisAun.!
161!UN!News!Centre.!After!attacks,!UN!senior!official!in!South!Sudan!urges!protection!of!aid!workers!and!civilians!2016![updated!
8!April!2017;!cited!2017!15!April].!Available!from:!http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=56528#.WPIcD7uGPfY.!
162!CDAC!Network.!Communicating!with!Communities!in!South!Sudan!2016![updated!11!March!2016;!cited!2017!14!April].!
Available!from:!http://www.cdacnetwork.org/i/20160311131929A0c4ru.!
163!START!Network.!Protection!in!Practice!![cited!2017!14!April!2017].!Available!from:!https://startnetwork.org/startA
engage/protectionAinApractice.!
164!Rogue!Amoeba.!Piezo.!2016.!
165!START!Network.!Protection!in!Practice!![cited!2017!14!April!2017].!Available!from:!https://startnetwork.org/startA
engage/protectionAinApractice.!
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mechanism!whereby! local! organisations! applied! for! funds! through! the! broader! projects,! 2)! a! CwC! in!
Emergency!Working!Group!of!agencies!coAchaired!by!the!United!Nations!Office!for!the!Coordination!of!
Humanitarian!Affairs!(OCHA),!3)!CwC!trainings,!4)!exchange!visits!and!networking,!and!5)!a!simulation166.!
Preliminary!proposals!for!major!work!streams!were!presented!at!the!March!2016!meeting!of!the!South!
Sudan! CwC! working! group.! As! of! July! 2016,! the! working! group! had! been! established,! a! foundation!
training!had!been!conducted,!and!as!part!of!the!flexible!funding!mechanism,!five!potential!subAprojects!
were!identified!right!before!the!violence!erupted!in!Juba.!!
!
The!Protection! in!Practice!project!was!delivered!as!part!of!a! consortium!among!Oxfam,!World!Vision,!
and! International! Rescue! Committee,! and! aimed! to! increase! protection! expertise! and! capacity! in!
national! level!organisations167.! The!project!had! three! interlinked!aims:!1)! to!build!greater! capacity! for!
protection! mainstreaming! among! national! humanitarian! staff,! NGOs,! and! communityAbased!
organisations!(CBOs);!2)! to!help!five!national!NGOs!or!CBOs!become!protection!specialists!by!assisting!
them! to! implement! protection! activities! and! coordinate! with! protection! actors;! and! 3)! to! create! an!
effective!evidence!base!of!what!works!in!practice!and!share!this!with!other!projects!and!initiatives.!As!of!
July! 2016,! the! Protection! in! Practice! project! had! implemented! the! first! output! on! protection!
mainstreaming.! Workshops! and! trainings! on! mainstream! protection! had! been! conducted! and! local!
organisations!had!created!their!action!plans! to! identify!and!address!protection!gaps.! In!addition,! local!
organisations!had!been!identified!and!selected!to!receive!funding.!!
!
The! violence! in! Juba! directly! impacted! the! staff! and! partners! of! the! CwC! project! as! documented! in!
media!and!humanitarian!reports168,169.!The!violence!also!impacted!project!implementation!and!activities!
for!both! the!CwC!project!and!Protection! in!Practice!project.!This!case! study,!conducted!as!part!of! the!
DEPP!external!evaluation,!aims!to!explore!how!violence! impacted!project! implementation!and! lessons!
learned! on! implementing! emergency! preparedness! and! response! programming! in! a! conflictAaffected!
setting.!
!
Findings!from!Case!Study!!
In! total,! four! individuals! were! invited! to! participate! in! an! interview! and! three! individuals! agreed! to!
participate.! Demographic! data! were! not! collected! during! the! case! study! interviews! to! respect! the!
privacy!of!individuals!interviewed.!!
!
Key! themes! emerged! from! the! interviews! related! to! the! following! broad! categories:! 1)! impacts! of!
violence!and!insecurity!on!project!implementation;!2)!impacts!on!project!management!decisionAmaking!
processes;! 3)! impacts! on! project! multiAstakeholder! platforms! and! collaborative! partnerships! with!
national!and!local!organisations;!4)!emergency!preparedness!and!response!in!a!conflictAaffected!setting;!
and! 5)! lessons! learned.! Within! those! categories,! multiple! subAthemes! emerged! as! described! below.!
Direct!quotes!from!the!interviews!are!not!included!in!order!to!protect!the!privacy!of!respondents.!!
!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
166!ibid!
167!Rogue!Amoeba.!Piezo.!2016.!
168!Center!for!Civilians!in!Conflict.!Under!Fire:!The!July!2016!Violence!in!Juba!and!UN!Response.!United!States:!Center!for!
Civilians!in!Conflict,!2016.!
169!Guardian!T.!'Untold!devastation'!in!South!Sudan!triggers!grave!humanitarian!crisis:!The!Guardian;!2016![cited!2017!14!April].!
Available!from:!https://www.theguardian.com/globalAdevelopment/2016/aug/09/untoldAdevastationAinAsouthAsudanAtriggersA
graveAhumanitarianAcrisisAun.!

!
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1.1.*Impact*of*violence*and*insecurity*on*project*implementation:*project*activities,*management,*and*
staffing*
*
Beyond!the!direct!impact!on!project!staff!based!in!Juba,!the!violence!impacted!project!activities,!project!
management,!and!the!budget!in!different!ways!between!the!two!projects!in!South!Sudan.!
!
As!a!result!of!the!violence!in!Juba,!the!decision!was!made!to!temporarily!suspend!the!CwC!project.!In!the!
immediate! period! following! the! violence,! international! staff! members! were! evacuated! from! South!
Sudan.!Decisions!related!to!staff!protection!were!determined!by!the!in!country!host!organisation!as!per!
duty!of!care!protocols.!While! the!host!organisation!of! the!CwC!project!also! relocated! its! international!
staff,!it!was!able!to!continue!its!daily!operations!throughout!the!period!of!violence!through!its!network!
of! local! partners! and! staff.! The! project! manager! position,! previously! an! international! staff! position,!
shifted!to!a!national!staff!position.!Project!implementation!was!delayed!by!several!months!between!the!
period! of! evacuation! of! international! staff! and! the! reAentry! of! staff! with! respondents! noting! lengthy!
negotiations! among! consortium! partners! about! reAentry! terms! and! conditions.! With! that! said,!
respondents!also!noted!that!implementation!delays!could!arise!in!any!project!operating!in!a!challenging!
context.!!
!
Several! months! after! the! violence,! discussions! resumed! among! consortium! partners! to! consider! the!
future!of! the!CwC!project,! reAentry,!and!contracting!of! the! flexible! funding!mechanism!projects.!After!
conducting! a! risk! assessment,! the! in! country! host! organisation! determined! that! three! of! the! five!
previously!identified!subAprojects!could!proceed!as!planned.!It!was!ultimately!decided!to!implement!the!
three! projects! but! at! a! reduced! scale! and! scope.! The! contracting! process! for! the! three! projects! was!
started!in!November!2016,!was!completed!in!December!2016,!and!the!projects!began!implementation!in!
January! 2017.! A! national! staff! project! manager! was! hired.! In! February! 2017,! budget! revisions! and!
reductions!were!finalised.!!
!
Following! the! escalation! of! violence! in! Juba,! the! Protection! in! Practice! project! also! temporarily!
evacuated!its!international!staff,!while!its!local!partners!continued!with!project!implementation.!One!of!
the!facilitating!factors!described!was!that!the!local!and!national!organisations!supported!by!the!project!
were!located!in!areas!of!South!Sudan!that!were!relatively!unaffected!by!that!particular!violence!in!Juba;!
hence,!the!project!experienced!fewer!delays!in!implementation.!The!project!had!also!completed!its!first!
output!on!protection!mainstreaming!by! the! time! the! violence!occurred,!which!meant! fewer!delays! in!
overall! project! implementation! and! project! activities.! However,! the! second! output! of! the! project!
(focused! on! supporting! local! and! national! organisations)! was! affected! by! the! violence! because! the!
international!staff!members!responsible!for!administration!of!this!output!were!evacuated.!
!
A! respondent! from! the! Protection! in! Practice! project! also! cited! that! the! adaptive! project! design!
inherently!allowed!for!more!flexibility!in!implementation!during!the!escalation!of!violence.!The!project!
was!designed!from!the!outset!around!the!national!conflict,!such!that!the!more!the!violence! increases,!
the! more! flexibility! project! management! had! in! terms! of! implementation.! As! noted! by! project!
management!most!other!projects! in! this! context!would!have!been!halted!completely;!however,! there!
was! flexibility! built! into! the! project! design! to! respond! to! changes! in! violence,! from! the! donor! to! the!
project!manager!to!the!in!country!staff.!The!project!was!designed!so!that!in!the!event!of!an!escalation!of!
violence! there!would! be! less! reliance! on! international! staff,! in! that! anything! that!would! normally! be!
delegated!to!an!international!organisation!would!be!handled!by!the!local!and/or!national!organisation.!!
!
!
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1.2.*Impact*of*violence*on*project*implementation:*flexible*and*emergency*funding*mechanisms*
!
Both!projects!were!designed!with!a!flexible!funding!mechanism;!however,!the!violence!and!subsequent!
decisions!on!project!implementation!had!different!impacts!on!the!flexible!funding!available!to!local!and!
national!organisations.!!
!
Following! the! violence! in! Juba,! the! contracting!process! for! the! flexible! funding!mechanism!within! the!
CwC!project!was!put!on!hold.!As!part!of! the!reAentry!negotiations,! it!was!determined!to!proceed!with!
three! subAprojects! and! a! revised! project! activity! mix! as! described! above.! However,! given! the! CwC!
project! end! date! of! September! 2017,! the! project! activities! and! the! overall! budget! needed! to! be!
realigned! to! account! for! the!delays.!While! the! consortium!partners! considered!applying! for! a!no! cost!
extension,! it!was!determined!that! this!would!not!be!sufficient! to!cover! the!costs!of!salary!support! for!
project!management!that!would!be!needed!if!the!extension!was!granted.!Therefore,!the!overall!budget!
was! reduced! and! funds! (approximately! oneAthird! of! the! budget)! were! reallocated! to! a! CwC! working!
group! in! the!Philippines.!Additionally,! there!was!supposed!to!be!a!second!round!of! flexible! funding!to!
support! the! growth! of! those! pilot! projects! that! were! successful.! Due! to! the! delays! and! the! window!
within!which!to!apply!for!project!funding,!a!second!round!of!flexible!funding!was!not!possible.!
!
For! the!Protection! in!Practice!project,!within! the!budget!available! to! local! and!national!organisations,!
there!was! a! sum!of!money! (approximately! £10,000)! set! aside! as! emergency! funds.! These! emergency!
funds!did!not!have!to!be!allocated!at!the!beginning!of!the!project!and!could!be!drawn!upon!if!there!was!
an! emergency! or! escalation! in! violence.! The! project! was! designed! such! that! this! emergency! funding!
could!be!accessed!and!utilised!with!the!least!amount!of!administration!as!possible,!such!as!by!sending!a!
message!to!the!project!manager!that!the!money!was!needed.!The!funding!was!disbursed!directly!from!
the!INGO!to!the!local!organisations!as!a!cash!award,!thus,!increasing!the!flexibility!of!the!funding!rather!
than!administering! it!as!a!grant!with!reporting.!Beyond!the!funding!provided!to!the! local!and!national!
partners,!there!was!a!contingency!plan!built!into!the!funding!so!that!in!the!event!international!NGO!staff!
were!evacuated,!the!international!NGO!could!support!the!local!partners!remotely,!providing!mentoring!
on! project! implementation! and! support! with! logistics! and! advocacy,! so! as! not! to! delay! the! local!
implementation!of!the!project.!!
!
As!described!by!one!respondent,!funding!translates!into!different!value!in!different!contexts—such!that!
the! impact!of! funding! in! South!Sudan! is!much! less! than!other!humanitarian! settings.! This! respondent!
described!the!expensive!context!of!operating! in!South!Sudan!and!that!this!should!be!accounted!for! in!
future!projects.!!!
!
!
2.*Decision_making*processes*and*project*management!
Respondents! from! both! projects! described! the! complexities! of! the! decisionAmaking! processes! in! the!
months!following!the!violence.!While!the!immediate!consideration!was!toward!staff!safety!and!security,!
several!other!key!factors!emerged!during!the!interviews.!Respondents!from!both!projects!reported!the!
necessity! to! adapt! to! changing! circumstances! in! South! Sudan! and! offered! reflections! on! project!
management!in!a!conflictAaffected!setting.!
!
For!the!CwC!project,!the!decision!options!were!to!resume!project!activities!as!planned,!resume!activities!
but! with! reduced! scale! and! scope,! or! take! the! funding! out! of! South! Sudan! and! move! it! to! another!
country.! It!was!decided,! as! described! above,! to! implement! three!of! the!planned! five! subAprojects.!As!
plans!were! outlined! to! implement! those! projects,! differing! opinions! emerged! among! the! consortium!
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partners! about! the! planned! approach.! At! that! time,! given! travel! restrictions,! the! international! staff!
members! for! the! in!country!organisation!were!still!based!outside!of!South!Sudan.!The!prime!recipient!
organisation! of! the! grant! advocated! for! an! office! with! permanent! office! staff! to! allow! for! direct!
supervision.!The!in!country!host!organisation!noted!that!it!had!strong!local!teams!on!the!ground.!It!was!
here! in! the!decisionAmaking!process! that! important!questions!emerged,!exposing!a! lack!of! clarity!and!
uncertainty!about!the!roles!of!each!consortium!partner.!Who!makes!the!decisions?! Is! it! the! in!country!
host!organisation!or!the!organisation!managing!the!grant,!or! is! it! the!donor?!Where!does!duty!of!care!
fall?!It!was!noted!that!the!dialogue!around!the!decision!was!particularly!challenging!due!to!the!layers!of!
people!involved,!that!even!minor!decisions!became!overly!complicated.!
!
Respondents!from!the!CwC!project!described!the!complexities!of!bringing!numerous!organisations,!each!
with! their! own! individual! mandates! and! organisational! procedures,! to! reach! a! decision.! Despite!
attempts!to!outline!organisational!decisionAmaking!matrices!even!before!the!violence,!there!was!still!a!
lack!of!clarity!about!the!roles!of!the!donor,!project!manager!or!global!grant!holder,!and!the!host!agency,!
which!also!acted!as!a!donor!for!its!local!partners.!This!was!further!complicated!by!the!fact!that!the!one!
branch! of! the! host! agency! also! hosted! the! CDAC! Network.! Eventually,! a! decision!was!made! through!
consensus! between! the! global! grant! holder! and! the! in! country! host! organisation.! A! management!
advisory!group!provided!further!support!during!the!negotiations.!The!in!country!host!organisation!noted!
strong! working! relationships! with! its! local! partners! and! staff,! but! it! was! not! clear! what! level! of!
engagement!national!organisations!had!in!the!negotiations!around!reAentry.!Another!challenge!noted!by!
a!respondent!from!the!CwC!project!was!how!the!trauma!experienced!by!organisations!and!their!staff!as!
a!result!of!the!violence!affected!decisionAmaking.!As!people!were!still!adapting!to!the!traumatic!events!
that!had!taken!place,!there!was!the!need!to!continue!to!make!decisions!for!the!project!and!organisation,!
which!was!noted!to!be!challenging.!!
!
The!Protection! in!Practice!project,!on! the!other!hand,!had!designed! the!project! in!South!Sudan! to!be!
administratively!flexible!and!with!few!bureaucratic!procedures.!As!a!respondent!from!the!project!noted,!
without!that!flexibility,!the!project!would!have!failed!in!South!Sudan,!as!they!would!not!have!been!able!
to! implement! output! 2.! The! decisionAmaking! processes! for! the! project! were! described! as! adaptive,!
direct,!and!streamlined.!It!was!the!direct!line!of!communication!from!the!field!with!decision!makers!that!
was! described! as! the! most! important! to! support! ongoing! project! implementation! in! the! context! of!
insecurity.!Facilitating!factors!cited!included!open!communication,!trust,!and!delegated!responsibility!to!
the!project!managers!who!are!the!people!in!closest!communication!to!the!field!teams.!Project!managers!
reported!an!element!of!control!and!that!they!felted!trusted!to!make!decisions.!As!an!example,!one!of!
the!respondents!noted!the!structure!of!having!the!person!who!represents!where!the!money!comes!from!
also!being!the!person!that!is!able!to!make!project!decisions.!!
!
For! the! Protection! in! Practice! project,! one! of! the! key! factors! noted! that! allowed! for! adaptive!
management!was! trust.! This! was! described! on! one! level! as! trust! between! DEPP! and! the! consortium!
organisations!and!then!on!the!next! level!as! trust!between!the!consortium!organisations!and! local!and!
national! partner! organisations.! The! trust! between! project! managers! and! the! technical! team! in! the!
country!was!attributed!to!the!belief!that!the!local!and!national!organisations!understand!the!protection!
needs!and!how!to!best!serve!those!needs.!!
*
*
3.*Impact*on*the*multi_stakeholder*platforms*and*collaborative*partnerships*
*
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When!asked!about!the!impact!of!the!violence!on!the!multiAstakeholder!platforms!and!on!collaborative!
partnerships!with!local!and!national!stakeholders,!both!projects!acknowledged!the!impact!of!the!project!
suspension!on!the!local!and!national!organisational!partners.!
!
In! regard! to! the! CwC! project,! as! noted! above,! the! in! country! host! organisation!was! able! to! continue!
project! implementation! through! its! network! of! local! partners.! Respondents! also! positively! noted! that!
the!CwC!working!group!did!meet!during!the!period!of!project!suspension.!However,!there!was!concern!
that!the!group!lost!momentum!during!the!period!of!project!suspension!and!that!the!meetings!may!not!
have!been!as!effective.!As!one!respondent!noted,!within!the!context!of!violence!and!with!the!resulting!
famine! and! humanitarian! crisis,! the! CwC! working! group! may! not! have! been! prioritised! given! the!
competing!priorities!for!OCHA,!the!working!group!coAchair.!Another!respondent!acknowledged!that!the!
group!was!at!a!nascent!stage!when!the!violence!occurred.!
!
One!of!the!Protection!in!Practice!respondents!described!the!impact!that!the!evacuation!of!international!
organisations! had! on! the! local! and! national! organisations! that! remained! in! South! Sudan! with! active!
programming.! Recognition!of! the!work!being!done!on! the! ground!by! local! and!national! organisations!
changed!the!way!the!INGOs!viewed!their!partnerships!within!the!project.!These!partnerships!shifted!to!
be! viewed! as! complementary! partnerships,! rather! than! a! partnership! built! on! unidirectional! capacity!
building.! In! doing! so,! power! dynamics! shifted! between! the! INGO! and! the! local! and! national! partner!
organisations!and!the!relationships!evolved!to!be!more!reciprocal!in!nature.!While!the!violence!brought!
to!light!the!importance!of!reciprocal!relationships,!this!approach!to!building!partnerships!existed!within!
the!project!even!prior!to!the!violence.!As!an!example,!from!the!beginning!of!the!project!design,!the!local!
and!national!organisations!were!given!an!opportunity!to!decide!which!international!protection!partner!
organisation!could!provide!the!training!and!capacity!building!they!were!seeking,!rather!than!the! INGO!
deciding!what!and!whom!to!teach.!!
!
When!considering! these!data! together!with! the!data! from!the!evaluation’s!minimum!set! interviews,!a!
different! respondent! noted! that! the! departure! of! INGOs! following! the! violence! left! a! void! in! the!
humanitarian!community!and!led!to!a!complete!lack!of!responsibility.!The!respondent!felt!that!this!void!
encouraged!further!violence!by!armed!groups!and!encouraged!unnecessary!competition!between!NGOs!
remaining!in!South!Sudan.!!
!
!
4.*Emergency*preparedness*and*response*in*a*conflict_affected*setting*
!
Respondents! from! both! projects! had! opinions! and! broader! reflections! about! focusing! on! emergency!
preparedness!in!the!midst!of!a!conflictAaffected!setting.!**
(
The! CwC! project! was! positioned! in! South! Sudan! as! an! emergency! preparedness! project! and! not! an!
emergency!response!project.!Meanwhile,! the! inAcountry!host!organisation’s!broader!portfolio,!beyond!
the! CwC! project,! was! partially! focused! on! emergency! response! activities.! One! respondent! posed! the!
question!about!whether!it!is!appropriate!to!try!to!focus!on!preparedness!in!such!a!context!where!there!
is! ongoing! insecurity! and! how! to!most! effectively! consider! emergency! preparedness! in! such! settings.!
This!respondent!noted!that! it! is!difficult!to!get!people!to!think!about!preparing!when!they!need!to!be!
thinking!about!functioning!and!how!to!respond.!!
!
Within! the! CwC! project,! the! host! organisation! operated! as! both! a! development! project! and! a!
humanitarian! project.! Because! of! internal! flexibility,! the! organisation! is! able! to! pivot! activities! and!
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funding!in!response!to!violence.!But!because!of!the!mandate!of!the!DEPP!on!preparedness,!this!kind!of!
pivoting!was!not!possible.! The!mandate!of! emergency!preparedness! applies! to! the!entire! consortium!
and!maintaining!the!attention!on!preparedness!among!consortium!partners,!some!of!whom!also!have!
response!activities,!was!noted!to!be!particularly!challenging!in!the!midst!of!an!active!conflict!and!famine.!!
!
A!respondent!from!the!Protection!in!Practice!project!described!the!importance!of!linking!preparedness!
and!response—that!these!are!not!necessarily!two!separate!concepts.!This!respondent!noted!that!one!of!
the! best! ways! to! strengthen! preparedness! was! to! also! respond,! so! that! the! lessons! learned! while!
responding!in!turn!strengthen!preparedness!activities.!The!process!of!responding!in!and!of!itself!allows!
for! preparedness,! and! allows! for! learning! to! be! applied! if! the! same! situation! happens! in! a! different!
location! at! a! different! time.! Combining! preparedness! and! response! activities! also! allows! for!
opportunities!for!combined!training,!mentoring,!and!learning,!in!addition!to!a!perceived!better!value!for!
the!investment!and!ultimately!a!better!response.!!
!
It! was! noted! in! interviews! that! much! of! the! evidence! on! preparedness! to! date! comes! from! natural!
disaster! settings,! in! which! there! is! a! certain! predictability! of! events! that! can! be! prepared! for! in! an!
organised!manner.!However,!preparedness!for!conflict!was!described!as!a!different!process!that!has!not!
been!explored!in!as!much!depth!as!emergency!preparedness!and!response!to!natural!disasters.!Most!of!
the!evidence!on!preparedness!focuses!on!disasterAaffected!areas!and!development!settings!that!have!a!
tendency! to! become! humanitarian! contexts! at! certain! times! during! the! year! (due! to! a! drought! or!
typhoon).! Respondents! identified! a! gap! in! the! learning! and! evidence! on! preparedness! in! a! conflictA
affected!setting.!!
!
5.*Lessons*learned*about*implementing*a*DEPP*project*in*a*conflict_affected*setting*
!
Respondents!were!asked!to!reflect!on!lessons!learned!as!part!of!project!management!in!the!context!of!
violence.! Prominent! points! raised! related! to! duty! of! care! and! to! the!management! arrangements! that!
were!in!place.!
!
5.1*Protocols,*duty*of*care*and*operating*in*a*conflict*setting*
!
Respondents!were!asked!about!project!planning!and!implementation!in!South!Sudan!and!what!learning!
could!be!applied!to!other!DEPP!projects!operating!in!settings!at!risk!of!violence!and!insecurity.!In!regard!
to! security! protocols,! it! was! noted! that! the! violence! in! Juba! was! unexpected! and! that! the! security!
planning!had!prioritised!other!areas!in!South!Sudan!that!were!thought!to!be!higher!risk.! In!addition!to!
security!protocols,! respondents!emphasised!the! importance!of!having!clear!agreements!about!duty!of!
care! when! creating! multiAlateral! agreements! among! multiple! institutions! in! a! consortium! and! the!
responsibilities!of!care!for!the!host!agency!in!relation!to!consortium!partners.!!
*
5.2*Clarifying*consortium*agreements*and*streamlining*contractual*arrangements*
!
In! addition! to! having! clear! agreements! of! duty! of! care,! respondents! highlighted! the! importance! of!
streamlining!the!contractual!arrangements!among!organisations.!Key!to!operating!in!a!conflictAaffected!
context!is!to!have!procedures!that!allow!for!flexible!and!adaptive!management,!rather!than!traditional!
and! rigid! contractual! relationships.! As! an! example,! CwC! respondents! suggested! that! future! projects!
ensure! that! the!global! grant!holding!organisation!and! the! inAcountry!organisation!are! the! same!when!
possible,!such!that!if!World!Vision!UK!is!the!global!grant!holder!that!the!inAcountry!organisation!would!
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be! World! Vision! in! South! Sudan,! as! an! example.! This! was! suggested! to! streamline! administrative!
procedures,!flow!of!funds,!and!duty!of!care.!!
!
5.3.*Lessons*emerging*from*minimum*set*interviews*on*the*DEPP*approach*in*South*Sudan*
*
The!interviews!conducted!for!the!case!study!were!analysed!in!conjunction!with!data!previously!collected!
during! the! Minimum! Set! Evaluation! Activities.! These! interviews! offered! additional! perspective! on!
project! implementation! in! a! conflictAaffected! setting! and! reinforced! the! importance! of! considering!
context!in!project!design!and!implementation.!The!data!were!also!analysed!with!the!external!evaluation!
theory!of! change! in!mind,! considering! the!core!components!of!DEPP! (capacity!building,! collaboration,!
early!warning!systems,!and!learning).!!
!
One! of! the! observations! on! DEPP’s! consortium! approach! and! emphasis! on! collaboration! with!
stakeholders,! is! that! engagement! of! government! stakeholders! in! projects! is! not! always! possible! in!
conflictAaffected!settings,!such!as! in!South!Sudan.!Given!the!government’s! involvement! in!the!conflict,!
the!DEPP!projects!in!South!Sudan!were!unable!to!collaborate!with!the!government!as!a!partner.!!
!
In! regard! to!capacity!building!on!emergency!preparedness!and!response,!most!of! the!existing!training!
tools! and! approaches! are! designed! for! other! disaster! and! emergency! contexts,! and! not! for! conflictA
affected!contexts.!A!respondent!from!the!CwC!project!utilised!case!studies!during!trainings!to!increase!
capacity;!however,! it!was!noted!by!a! respondent! that! those! case! studies!were! too!different! from! the!
South!Sudan!context!and!weren’t!as!effective!as!intended.!!
!
While! the! CwC! and! Protection! in! Practice! projects! were! not! considered! early! warning! projects,! the!
respondents!did!reflect!on!challenges!predicting!violence!in!conflictAaffected!settings.!As!an!example,!a!
respondent! reflected!how!other! sites!outside!of! Juba!had!been! identified!as!at!higher! risk!of!violence!
and!thus!programming!was!centred!on!this!assumption.!!
!
In!regard!to!learning,!one!respondent!noted!that!expectations!need!to!be!realistic!to!the!context.!This!
respondent!observed!in!South!Sudan!that!organisational!culture!and!policies!and!ownership!of!
communication!messages!differed!among!organisations,!such!that!organisations,!including!INGOs,!
national!and!local!NGOs!in!South!Sudan,!were!noted!to!be!less!willing!to!share!information!compared!to!
other!DEPP!project!countries.!!!
*
Key*Findings*
*

• The!key!to!operating!in!a!conflictAaffected!context! is!to!have!procedures!that!allow!for!flexible!
and!adaptive!management,!rather!than!traditional!and!rigid!contractual!relationships.!Aspects!of!
one!of!the!projects!were!able!to!continue!because!of!this!flexible!mechanism.!
!

• In! addition! to! security! protocols,! respondents! emphasised! the! importance! of! having! clear!
agreements! about! duty! of! care! when! creating! multiAlateral! agreements! among! multiple!
institutions! in! a! consortium!and! the! responsibilities! of! care! for! the! host! agency! in! relation! to!
consortium!partners.!!
!

• Engagement!of!government! stakeholders! in!projects! is!not!always!possible! in! conflictAaffected!
settings,!such!as!in!South!Sudan.!Given!the!government’s!involvement!in!the!conflict,!the!DEPP!
projects!in!South!Sudan!were!unable!to!collaborate!with!the!government!as!a!partner.!



! 200!

Case*Study*#2:*Strengthening*Preparedness*and*Response*in*Kenya*and*Ethiopia*
!
The!second!case!study!focused!on!preparedness!and!response!efforts!in!two!selected!countries:!Kenya!
(Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!project)!and!Ethiopia!(Shifting!the!Power!project).!
!
Urban(Early(Warning(Early(Action(Project(
The! Urban! Early! Warning! Early! Action! (UEWEA)! project170!in! Nairobi,! Kenya,! was! implemented! by! a!
consortium!that!included!four!nonAgovernmental!organisations!(NGOs)!(Concern!Worldwide,!Kenya!Red!
Cross,!Oxfam,!and!World!Vision)!and!Nairobi!County!Government.!The!project!aimed!to!develop!early!
warning! systems! and! early! action! responses! to! food! insecurity! and! healthArelated! crises! in! selected!
urban!slums!of!Nairobi!(Kibera,!Mukuru,!Korogocho).!The!project!built!on!Concern!Worldwide’s!5Ayear!
Indicator! Development! for! the! Surveillance! of! Urban! Emergencies! (IDSUE)! project 171 !to! establish!
thresholds! for!humanitarian! response! related! to! food! insecurity!and! related!health!crises.!The!project!
aimed!to!achieve!four!key!outcomes:172:!!

• Facilitate! the! setAup!of!and!capacityAbuild!a! coordinated!urban!early!action!mechanism!within!
the!Nairobi!County!Government!with!agreed!actions!!

• Strengthen!the!capacity!of!six!Nairobi!subAcounties!and!one!informal!settlement!community!to!
mitigate!and!respond!quickly!to!the!impacts!of!slow!onset!emergencies!

• Ensure! routine! surveillance! in! urban! informal! settlements! in! Kenya! fully! coordinated! and!
managed!by!the!County!Disaster!Management!Committee!(CDMC)!by!the!end!of!2017!!!

• Advocate!for!UEWEA!as!a!best!practice!and!most!costAeffective!model!for!responding!to!urban!
emergencies!in!the!world!

!
Shifting(the(Power(Project*
The! Shifting! the! Power! project! was! implemented! in! five! countries,! Bangladesh,! Pakistan,! Democratic!
Republic!of!the!Congo!(DRC),!Ethiopia!and!Kenya!by!a!consortium!that!included!five!NGOs:!ActionAid!&!
CAFOD!(coAleads),!Oxfam,!Concern,!Tearfund,!and!Christian!Aid.!
!
These! organisations! worked! together! supporting! 55! of! their! local! and! national! NGO! partners! (10! in!
Ethiopia)!who!share!the!vision!and!ambition!of!playing!a!leading!role!in!decision!making!and!responding!
to!crises!in!their!countries!and!regions.!The!aim!of!the!project!was!to!support!local!actors!to!take!their!
place!alongside!international!ones!in!order!to!create!a!balanced!humanitarian!system.!!The!project!was!
to!produce!five!outputs!to!achieve!one!overall!outcome:!
!
Outcome! 1:! National! organisations! in! five! countries! have! increased! their! capacity! to! determine! and!
deliver!emergency!preparedness!and!response!

• Output! 1:!National! partner!organisations! in! 5! countries!have! the! knowledge,! skills,! processes,!
and!policies!to!prepare!for!and!respond!effectively!to!emergencies!

• Output!2:!National!organisations!are!better! represented!and!have!a!stronger!voice! in! relevant!
humanitarian!platforms!and!networks!in!their!countries!

• Output! 3:! Shifting! the! Power! Consortium! member! INGOs! recognise! and! respond! to!
local/national!organisations’!capacity,!leadership!and!voice!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
170!START!Network.!The!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!Project:!Food!Security!and!Nutrition,!2017.!
171!Indicator!Development!for!Surveillance!of!Urban!Emergencies!(IDSUE).!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation.!p.1!
172!!START!Network.!The!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!Project:!Food!Security!and!Nutrition,!2017.!
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• Output! 4:! Shifting! the! Power! collaborates! with! the! other! DEPP! projects! for! maximising!
collaborative!advantage!

• Output! 5:! The! project! provides! evidence! of! good! practice! in! strengthening! national!
organisations’! humanitarian! preparedness! and! response! work! and! their! role/influence! in!
humanitarian!action!

!
Findings**
!
A!total!of!22!inAdepth!interviews!(N=16!in!Kenya!and!N=6!in!Ethiopia)!were!conducted!for!the!case!study!
(Table!8.1)!with!a!response!rate!of!100%!(16/16!in!Kenya!and!6/6!in!Ethiopia).!Due!to!security!reasons,!
the! team! could! not! reach! all! of! potential! respondents! in! Ethiopia! and! hence! a! smaller! number! of!
interviews!were!pursued!and!conducted!in!that!setting.!!
*
Kenya!
In!Kenya,! f! the!16!respondents,!11!(68.8%)!were!male!and!5! (31.2%)!were!female!with!a!mean!age!of!
36.7! years! [25A56! years]! (see! Table! 8.1).! Each! of! the! organisations! and! key! government! partners!
(ministries! and! county! government)! of! the! project! were! represented! in! the! interviews.! Respondents!
reported! working! on! average! 7.6! years! in! the! humanitarian! sector! and! 6.2! years! for! the! respective!
organisation.!
!
Ethiopia!
In!Ethiopia,!of! the!6!respondents,!5! (83.3%)!were!male!and!1! (16.7%)!was! female!with!a!mean!age!of!
42.8! years! [36A62! years].! The! six! organisations! represented! beneficiary! organisations! in! Ethiopia!
affiliated!with!the!Shifting!the!Power!project.!Respondents!reported!working!on!average!7.8!years!in!the!
humanitarian!sector!and!9.2!years!for!the!respective!organisation.!!!
!

* KENYA* ETHIOPIA*
Variable* n*(%)* n*(%)*

Sex*of*respondent* ! !
Male! 11!(68.8%)! 5!(83.3%)!
Female! 5!(31.2%)! 1!(16.7%)!
Total! 16! 6!

! ! !
Mean*age*of*respondent*(years)* 36.7!years![25!–!56!years]! 42.8!years![36A62!years]!

! ! !
Highest*educational*degree*obtained* ! !

Bachelor!degree! 7!(43.8%)! 2!(33.3%)!
Master!degree! 6!(37.5%)! 4!(66.7%)!

High!school!diploma! 3!(18.7%)! !
! ! !

Organisations* ! !
International!NGOs! 7! 0!

National!and/or!local!NGOs! 6! 6!
Government!(i.e.!Ministry,!county!

offices)!
3! 0!

Table*8.32:*Demographic*characteristics*of*respondents*in*Kenya*and*Ethiopia*
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Respondents! were! asked! to! summarise! the! types! of! emergencies! that! occurred! during! the! project!
period!and!corresponding!preparedness!and!response!activities.!Data!from!site!visits!and!project!reports!
were!compiled!to!describe!the!response!activities!and!are!presented!below!(see!Figures!8.1!and!8.2).!!
*
!

!
!
!

Figure*8.1:*HUMANITARIAN*RESPONSE:*FOCUS*ON*URBAN*EMERGENCIES*IN*KENYA!
*
What:**

• An!urban!early!warning!surveillance!system!set!up!in!informal!settlements!in!Nairobi!county!to!
monitor!food!security,!household!shocks!and!public!health!indicators!on!a!routine!basis!(every!2!
months)!detected!three!emergencies!and!triggered!response!activities.!!!

1. Diarrhoeal!outbreak:!!February!2017!to!June!2017!!
2. Cholera!outbreak:!!April!2017!to!February!2018!
3. Food!insecurity:!!October!to!March!2018!

*
Who:*

• The!DEPP’s!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action!(UEWEA)!Project!developed!and!implemented!the!
urban!early!warning!system!through!its!consortia!members!Concern!Worldwide,!Oxfam,!World!
Vision!and!Kenya!Red!Cross!Society,!in!seven!subAcounties!(Kibera,!Kasarani,!Ruaraka,!Makadara,!
Starehe,!Kamukunji!and!Embakasi!East).!The!system!aimed!to!identify!slow!onset!or!chronic!
emergencies!in!urban!contexts!through!routine!monitoring!of!a!set!of!sensitive!indicators!that!
were!developed!along!with!specific!thresholds!prior!to!the!start!of!the!project!and!to!set!up!a!
coordinated!response!mechanism!within!the!Nairobi!City!Country!Government.!*

!
Response*activities:*

• The!following!emergency!response!activities!were!implemented:!
!

o Diarrheal!outbreak:!health!education,!mass!screening!of!children!under!5!years!(8,338!
screened!in!Korogocho,!13,284!in!Embakasi),!&!distribution!of!water!purification!
products!

o Cholera!outbreak:!health!promotion!(171,139!households,!2630!students!sensitised),!
solid!&!liquid!waste!management,!&!water!quality!and!food!safety!monitoring!!

o Food!security:!Mass!screening!of!children!under!5!years!(44,825)!and!cash!transfers!of!
2000!KSH!(roughly!20!USD)!provided!to!3,034!households!(2,085!women,!949!men)!who!
were!severely!food!insecure!were!made!via!mobile!money!in!Korogocho!and!Kibera!
!
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!
!
Below! are! key! themes! identified! during! the! data! analysis,! with! excerpts! from! the! interviews! or!
summaries!from!interview!notes.!!
*
I.* Key* project* design* and* implementation* factors* that* strengthened* emergency* preparedness* and*
response* include* community* and* local* organisational* engagement,* government* engagement,* and*
flexible*funding*mechanisms.!
!
Ia.!Community!engagement!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!!
Among* key* project* design* and* implementation* factors,* respondents* highlighted* the* importance* of*
community* engagement,* especially* in* the* design* of* the* surveillance* system,* the* selection* of*
beneficiaries,*and*the*response*activities.**

Figure*8.2:*HUMANITARIAN*RESPONSE:*FOCUS*ON*DROUGHT*IN*ETHIOPIA!
*
What:*

• Ethiopia!has!been!experiencing!large!scale!droughts!since!2015.!Initially!induced!by!the!2015/2016!
El!Nino,!and!further!exacerbated!by!low!2016!autumn!rains,!and!below!average!2017!Spring!rains,!
at!least!8.5!million!people!were!in!need!of!relief!food!assistance!by!midA2017!in!Southern!and!
SouthAeastern!Ethiopia.!The!effects!of!the!drought!have!been!further!exacerbated!by!disease!
outbreaks,!large!scale!loss!of!livelihood!assets,!and!displacement.!Conflict!in!the!Oromia!and!
Somali!regions!beginning!in!September!2017!further!contributed!to!displacement!of!hundreds!of!
thousands!of!people!often!in!drought!affected!areas1.!!

!

Who:*
• A!total!of!four!DEPP!projects!were!implemented!in!Ethiopia:!Shifting!the!Power!(STP),!Public!

Health!Preparedness!in!Gambella,!Talent!Development!and!Improved!Early!Warning!Early!Action!–!
Ethiopia.!!
!

• SelfAreported!data!suggest!7!out!of!10!local!partners!of!the!Shifting!the!Power!project,!which!had!
aimed!to!build!local!and!national!NGO!capacity!and!preparedness,!responded!to!the!drought!in!
the!areas!where!they!manage!development!programmes.!These!included:!Community!Initiative!
Facilitation!Assistance!(CIFA),!Community!Development!Initiative!(CDI),!Rift!Valley!Children!and!
Women!Development!Organisation!(RVCWO),!Action!for!Development,!SOS!Sahel,!HUNDEE!and!
AVHO.!

!
Response*activities:*

• Specific!response!activities!led!by!these!L/NNGOs!in!2017A2018!included:!!
!!

o CIFA!vaccinated!263,187!cattle!from!35,060!target!households!in!Moyale,!Miyo!and!Guchi!
woredas.!Improved!response!time!due!to!strengthened!organisational!procurement!policies!
was!reported!

o CDI!secured!a!£10,000!response!grant!from!Oxfam!and!STP!which!enabled!distribution!of!
seeds!to!200!households!in!communities!affected!by!the!drought!in!West!Arsi!Zone,!Oromia!

o RCVWO!obtained!a!£60,000!grant!from!ActionAid!to!provide!livestock!feed!support!to!1,030!
households!

o Action!for!Development!provided!£60,000!in!cash!transfers!to!drought!affected!communities!
in!Borena!

o SOS!Sahel!secured!$530,000!directly!from!UN!OCHA’s!Emergency!Response!Fund!to!provide!
animal!feed!in!three!woredas!(Wachille,!Dubuluq!and!Dire),!indirectly!benefitting!28,256!
individuals.!This!is!one!of!the!few!instances!a!local!Ethiopian!NGO!has!been!able!to!secure!
funds!through!this!mechanism!without!an!intermediary!partner!

o HUNDEE!obtained!USD!$410,000!from!Kindernothilfe!(KNH)!to!provide!emergency!food!
assistance!to!10,000!people!in!4!Kebeles!of!two!woredas!in!the!Borena!Zone!

• AVHO!formed!an!Emergency!Response!team!which!enabled!drought!response!within!15!days!
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*
In! both! countries,! key! community! members! and! stakeholders! were! identified! as! part! of! the! project!
design! and!engaged! in! various! roles! throughout! the!project.! Community! engagement!not!only!meant!
providing!input,!but!also!being!engaged!in!selecting!beneficiaries!and!designing!the!response!package!of!
activities.! As! described! by! a! respondent! in! Ethiopia:! “You! have! to! be! transparent! and! involve! all! the!
people,!not!only!majority!or!dominant!people! in! the!community,!as!well!as!women.!During!beneficiary!
selection,! everyone! should! be! involved! and! help! with! the! verification.”! As! a! result! of! engaging! the!
community! in! the! selection! of! beneficiaries! and! the! response! activities:! “…there! were! no! complaints!
from!beneficiaries!about!the!selection.!There!usually![are]!complaints!about!selection!error!but!this!time!
there!was!not…Community!members!were!able!to!give!opinions!which!made!it!successful.”!!
!
Respondents!in!both!countries!commented!that!community!engagement!helped!to!manage!community!
expectations,!especially!in!regard!to!surveillance!or!needs!assessments.!One!of!the!challenging!aspects,!
as! described!by! the! respondent,!was! “pushback”! from! the! community!during!data! collection!because!
community!members! are! asked! to! provide! data,! but!may! not! receive! any! direct! aid.! To! address! this!
problem,!the!project! in!Ethiopia!created!several!communityAbased!committees,! including!a!beneficiary!
selection!committee!and!an!emergency!items!management!committee.!This!allowed!the!processes!to!be!
more! transparent! to! the!community!and!provided!a!mechanism!by!which!community!members! could!
bring! forth! concerns! or! complaints.! Similarly,! the! project! in! Kenya! identified! community! focal! people!
and! created! opportunities! for! dialogue! among! stakeholders! from! community! representatives! to! food!
and!water!vendors!to!garbage!collectors.!
!
Ib.!Government!engagement!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Respondents*in*both*countries*noted*that*partnership*with*government*was*crucial*to*project*design*
and*implementation*from*facilitating*administrative*procedures*to*fostering*trust.**
!
Government!engagement!was!noted!overall!to!facilitate!project!implementation.!On!one!level,!inclusion!
of!government!in!the!project!design!and!implementation!facilitated!administrative!procedures.!As!noted!
by! a! respondent! in! Ethiopia:! “This! time! it! was! different! because! the! government! has! helped! us! with!
facilitating!the!signing!of!the!agreement.!Even!though!already!the!effect!of!the!drought!has!started!to!be!
observed,!after! the! fund! [was]! released…we!have!been!able! to! intervene!after!a!month!or! two.!This! is!
different! from!other! interventions! because! the!previous! bottlenecks! and!bureaucratic! steps! have!been!
alleviated!and!we!were!allowed!to!proceed!with!some!of!the!important!procedures!after!we!have!started!
the!project.”!
!
On!another! level,!engagement!with!government! fostered!trust!between!project!organisations!and!the!
government.!For!example,! in!Kenya,! the!engagement!with! the!government,!early!on! in!project!design!
and!implementation,!allowed!for!trust!in!the!surveillance!system!and!in!the!surveillance!data!collected!
by!project!organisations.!This!trust!was!especially!important!when!surveillance!data!and!the!relationship!
between! the! government! and! the! consortium! members! supported! the! indication! of! an! outbreak! of!
cholera!in!the!urban!slums,!and!helped!to!facilitate!a!more!timely!response.!!!!
!
Ic.!Funding!mechanisms!and!emergency!response!
Respondents* from* both* projects* reported* that* timely* access* to* funding* and* flexible* funding* are*
essential*to*the*speed*and*timeliness*of*humanitarian*response.**
!
In!Kenya,!the!UEWEA!project!had!a!flexible! funding!mechanism,!known!as!a!“crisis!modifier”,!which! is!
funding!set!aside!within!the!project!to!allow!organisations!to!act!and!respond!to!surveillance!indicators!
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that!detect!an!emergency.!As!part!of!the!project,!a!system!was!designed!such!that!a!response!would!be!
required!in!relation!to!five!surveillance!indicators!and!that!this!would!in!turn!trigger!the!flexible!funding!
mechanism.!!
!
As!a!respondent!in!Kenya!further!explained!that!the!crisis!modifier!was!essential!to!their!response!to!the!
diarrhoea!outbreak!in!February!2018!which!involved!mass!screening.!!However,!a!different!respondent!
in!Kenya!noted!that!even!though!the!crisis!modifier!existed,!there!wasn’t! initially!a!system!in!place!for!
which! to! trigger! the! crisis! modifier.! This! system! was! subsequently! refined! during! the! course! of! the!
project.!!
!
While! the! crisis! modifier! was! aligned! with! surveillance! indicators,! there! was! concern! expressed! by!
another!respondent!that!it!may!have!not!been!linked!to!the!most!urgent!need,!such!as!cholera.!“I!think!
they’d!already!planned!or!had!in!their!mind!what!they’d!use!it![crisis!modifier]!for,!they!were!monitoring!
food!prices!those!have!gone!up,!and!they’ve!been!up!in!Nairobi!for!a!couple!of!years!so,!but!you!know!
they!had!triggers!that!were!there!and!that!triggered!a!food!security!cash!transfer!response.!But!to!me!it!
was!frustrating!that! indicators!may!have!pointed!towards!a!cholera!outbreak!and!that’s!clearly!for!me!
one!of!the!biggest,!one!of!the!biggest!threats,! immediate!threats! is!a!cholera!outbreak.”!The!delays! in!
recognising! and! planning! for! the! emerging! cholera! outbreak!were! noted! to! lead! to! a! slightly! delayed!
response!and!a!needed!to!seek!funds!from!outside!the!DEPP!to!respond!to!the!cholera!outbreak.!!
!
While! the! project! in! Kenya! had! a! flexible! funding!mechanism! built! into! the! project! budget! from! the!
outset,! none! of! the! respondents! in! Ethiopia! reported! having! access! to! a! DEPP! flexible! funding!
mechanism!to!support!emergency!response!activities.!Document!reviews,!however,!found!that!Shifting!
the! Power! did! provided! small! funding! for! response! activities.!Organisations! that! aimed! to! implement!
response! activities! reported! submitting! proposals! to! external! donors! to! seek! rapid! funding! when! an!
emergency!was!detected.!Noting!that!this!was!a!challenge!for!many! local!organisations!due!to! limited!
capacity,! the! Shifting! the! Power! project! should! continue! to! strengthen! organisational! capacity! to!
prepare!and!submit!these!proposals.!!
!
Despite! the! increased!capacity!around! fundraising! for!a! response,! interviewees! in!Ethiopia!noted! that!
response! efforts! were! significantly! delayed! due! to! the! time! required! to! seek! response! funding! from!
outside! sources.! For! example,! one! respondent! in! Ethiopia! explained! that! a! search! for! funds! led! to! a!
nearly! sixAmonth! delay! in! implementation! of! response! activities.! Another! respondent! in! Ethiopia!
described! how! the! process! of! seeking! funding! for! response! activities! also! affected! their! ability! to!
respond!to!shifting!needs:!“Develop!a!proposal!and!within!72!hours!there!should!be!a!response,!but!it’s!
actually!not!like!that.!Instead!you!actually!have!to!wait!one!month!or!two!months,!prepare!a!proposal,!
get! comments,! then! get! paid! for! 1F3!months.! The! calls! for! proposals! aren’t! in! context! of! the! current!
position...thus,!some!immediate!needs!don’t!get!an!immediate!response.”!!
!
One!of! the!positive!outputs!of! the!Shifting! the!Power! trainings! in!Ethiopia!was! that!organisations!had!
proposals! ready! that! can! be! adjusted! immediately! to! the! context.! However,! despite! strengthened!
capacity!to!seek!funding!for!response!activities,!many!national!NGOs!in!Ethiopia!do!not!qualify!to!receive!
funding! from! certain! donors! because! they! do! not! have! the! required! foreign! currency! bank! accounts.!
Another! respondent! noted! that! local! organisations! often! aren’t! eligible! for! a!multitude! of! reasons! to!
receive!funding!directly!and!that!the!funding!streams!are!based!outside!of!the!country,!such!as! in!the!
United! States,! United! Kingdom,! and! European! countries,! leading! to! additional! delays! in! response!
activities.!For!this!reason,!more!flexible!funding!options!that!could!potentially!overcome!these!barriers!
would!be!an!effective!solution!to!increasing!timeliness!of!response.*
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II.* How* key* components* of* DEPP* –* capacity* building,* collaboration,* early* warning* systems,* and*
learning*–*influenced*emergency*preparedness*and*response*activities*in*Kenya*and*Ethiopia.**
!
IIa.!Capacity!building!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Capacity*building*through*trainings*at*community*and*organisational* levels*strengthened*emergency*
preparedness*and*response*through*improved*coordination,*surveillance,*proposal*development,*and*
project*implementation.*!
!
The!majority!of!respondents!provided!examples!of!organisational!capacity!building!as!part!of!the!DEPP.!
However,!there!were!also!several!examples!of!capacity!building!at!the!community!level.!A!respondent!in!
Kenya!reported!that!after!a!communityAlevel!capacity!building!training,!community!members!were!able!
to!respond!effectively!without!further!assistance.!The!project!in!Kenya!also!targeted!community!health!
volunteers!and!community!health!workers!to!share!messaging!and!build!community!capacity!in!regard!
to!emergency!preparedness!and!response.!!
!
As! described! by! another! respondent! in! Kenya,! “We! have! been! doing! capacity! building! of! [NGOs],!
capacity! building! of! the! county! government! in! the! surveillance,! and! capacity! building! of! coordination.!
The! bigger! part! of! this! project! is! to! build! the! capacity.! And! also,! capacity! building! in! preparedness,!
capacity!building! in!response,!capacity!building! in!the!overall!thinking.”!During!the!cholera!outbreak! in!
the! Nairobi! slums,! Oxfam! provided! technical! capacity! building! over! a! period! of! several! months! to!
organisations!involved!in!the!response!and!to!community!networks!affiliated!with!the!Kenya!Red!Cross,!
including!health!workers! and! volunteers.!However,! a! respondent! described! the! challenges! in! building!
capacity!and!measuring!change!in!capacity!in!such!a!short!period:!“From!a!cholera!response!perspective!I!
think! it! is! very! difficult! to! build! capacity! in! three!months! period! other! than!working!with! each! other,!
trusting,!learning!from!that.!How!you!then!measure!that!past!three!months!is!a!different!question.”!!
!
The! most! common! capacity! building! activities! mentioned! among! respondents! in! Ethiopia! included!
training!provided!by!the!Shifting!the!Power!project!on!conducting!rapid!needs!assessments,!preparing!
proposals,! and! implementing! cash! transfer! programmes.! The! capacity! building! extended! beyond! the!
organisation!itself,!as!one!respondent!in!Ethiopia!noted!“…the!Shifting!the!Power!project!has!helped!us!a!
lot.!We!are!working!with! the!zonal! task! force! in! relation! to!capacity!building.!We!have!not!kept! silent!
after!our!capacity!is!built;!we!have!gone!down!to!the!woreda!level!and!we!have!given!trainings!in!order!
to!build!the!capacity!of!the!staff.”!!
!
IIb.!Collaboration!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Collaboration*strengthened*emergency*preparedness*and*response*in*the*project*target*areas*through*
improved*communication,*coordination,*and*resource*efficiency.*
!
Collaboration! supported! improvements! in! communication,! coordination,! and! sharing! of! ideas.! As! an!
example!from!the!UEWEA!project! in!Kenya,!the!formal!DEPP!consortium!facilitated!meetings,!bringing!
together!the!organisational!representatives!and!government!officers,!to!decide!and!agree!on!inputs!and!
the!intervention!strategy.!“Basically,!there!is!a!lot!of!sharing![of]!technical!ideas!on!what!will!work!best,!
on!what!will! not!work!based!on!both!partners’! experiences!on! the!ground…So!you!are!not!working! in!
isolation.”!!
!
The! roles! of! collaborating! organisations! and! institutions! in! Kenya! as! part! of! the!UEWEA!project!were!
clearly!outlined!and!described!by!respondents.!Organisational!mandates!and!roles!were!described!to!be!
well! aligned! with! the! technical! expertise! of! each! organisation.! One! theme! that! emerged! during! the!
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analysis!of!the!Kenya!interviews!is!the!importance!of!including!advocacy!roles!and!responsibilities!within!
the!mandate! of! the! consortium! (i.e.! an! organisational! partner!who! is! focused! on! advocacy—whether!
this!be!a!formal!role!or!a!media!partner).!!
!
Local! NGOs! interviewed! in! Ethiopia! developed! a! similar! model! of! collaboration! between! the!
organisations,! government,! and! other! NGOs;! however,! this! was! more! often! through! a! clusterAbased!
system! rather! than! a! formal! consortium.! Collaboration! allowed! for! delegation! of! responsibilities! and!
duties! among! organisations! and! organisational! staff.! It! also! allowed! for! improved! resource! efficiency!
and! avoided! duplication! of! preparedness! and! response! activities.! As! described! by! a! respondent! in!
Ethiopia:!“When!we!say!it!is!clusterFbased!it!means!the!approach!is!not!singleFbased.!In!Borena!we!were!
working!with!UNOCHA,! CARE,! ACF…we! have! been!working! together! in! order! to! identify! the! areas!we!
collaborate! and! we! were! working! together! in! order! to! avoid! duplication! of! efforts! because! there! is!
constraint!of!resources…we!have!to!use!our!resources!in!an!efficient!way!and!we!have!been!doing!that.!
So,!by!clusterFbased!we!mean!every!stakeholder!was!involved!and!collaborated!in!that!operational!area.”!!
!
One! of! the!most! notable! successes! described! by! UEWEA! project! respondents! in! Kenya! was! that! the!
consortium!structure!facilitated!the!response!to!the!cholera!outbreak.!While!the!funding!for!the!cholera!
response!was!separate!from!the!DEPP!funding,!the!structure!of!the!consortium!that!was!already!in!place!
facilitated!a!timely!response!as!they!were!able!to!“inject! into!the!consortium!to!do!a!cholera!response!
through!the!Kenya!Red!Cross—through!the!same!consortium!system.”!Beyond!financing,!the!consortium!
structure,! including! its!procedures!and!management!structure,! facilitated!an!effective! response!to! the!
cholera!outbreak.!!
!
When! asked! about! challenges! related! to! the! consortium! approach,! respondents! in! Kenya! noted! that!
there!were!inevitable!challenges!to!bring!multiple!partners!together,!including!government!and!county!
offices.! They! also! described! the! length! of! time! that! it! took! to! get! agreements! and! memoranda! of!
understanding!signed!among!partner!organisations!and!government!officials,!especially!considering!the!
DEPP! timeline! expectations.!Despite! these! challenges,! there!was! overall! consensus! that! a! consortium!
approach!strengthened!preparedness!and!response!activities.!As!noted!by!a!respondent!in!Kenya:!“It’s!
[the! consortium]! always! going! to! create! challenges,! and! it!wouldn’t! be! interesting! if! it! didn’t.! But! it’s!
clearly!going!to!have!more!impact!if!you!locate!it!within!county!structures!both!in!terms!of!rollout,!but!
also!in!terms!of!influencing!in!the!future.”!!
!
IIc.!Early!warning!systems!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Surveillance*and*early*warning*systems*were*fundamental*to*effective*preparedness*and*response*in*
the*project*target*areas*by*providing*data,*systems,*and*procedures.!
!
As! a! respondent! in! Ethiopia! conveyed:! “The! fundamental! pillar! of! any! emergency—it! could! be! an!
emergency!or! it! could!be!development—you!have! to!have!an!early!warning! information! [system].!You!
have!to!have!adequate! information.!There!needs!to!be!an! information!sharing!system!at!a!community!
level.”!A!respondent! in!Kenya!echoed!the! importance!of!data:!“Preparedness!requires!data.! It! requires!
data!about!a! set!of! indicators…no!one!would!have!known! that! food! insecurity! is!a! real!disaster! in!our!
informal!settlements! in!Nairobi.! It! [data]!also! tells!you!about!who!suffers!or…where! is! the!potential!of!
this!disaster!hitting!most.”!!
!
Surveillance!systems!and!procedures!
The! surveillance! system! of! the! UEWEA! project! in! Kenya! comprised! data! collection! on! key! indicators,!
data!entry,!and!used!a!dashboard!to!highlight!alerts!and!trends.!Respondents!reported!that!the!process!
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of!determining!indicators!was!collaborative!among!consortium!partners!and!took!time,!nearly!four!years!
(the! surveillance! system!had!been! in!development!prior! to! the!DEPP.)! The! respondents! in!Kenya!also!
described!some!of!the!intricacies!needed!to!conduct!surveillance!on!food!insecurity!in!an!urban!context.!
As!noted!by!respondents,!food!insecurity!tends!to!have!a!slower!onset,!as!opposed!to!a!sudden,!natural!
disaster;!thus,!requiring!a!different!surveillance!system!and!set!of!indicators.!!
!
Similarly!in!Ethiopia,!there!was!surveillance!in!the!form!of!needs!assessments.!One!respondent!reported!
that!after!collaborating!with!the!Shifting!the!Power!project,!needs!assessments!were!incorporated!into!
the! organisations’! response! activities.! These! assessments! aimed! to! include! relevant! stakeholders,!
community,! and! government! offices,! such! as! the! disaster! risk! and! pastoral! office.! The! needs!
assessments! subsequently! identified! food! insecurity,! malnutrition! among! women! and! children,!
contamination!of!water! sources,!and!compromised!health! status.!Needs!assessments!and!surveillance!
systems!were!also!described!as!providing!mechanisms!for!collaboration!with!government!partners!and!
strengthening!these!partnerships.!!
!
Early!warning!systems:!people,!coordination,!community!engagement,!and!trust!
Data!are!not!the!only!important!components!of!an!early!warning!system.!Respondents!also!emphasised!
that! these!early!warning! systems! require!people,! coordination,! community! engagement,! and! trust.! In!
the!case!of!the!UEWEA!project,!community!ambassadors!were!critical!to!the!surveillance!system.!As!an!
example,! a! respondent! in! Kenya! reported:! “Based! on! those! variables! they! are! able! to! tell! and! the!
ambassadors!raise!the!red!flag.!So,!the!red!flag!can!be!raised!to!the!county!officials!that!we!think!there!is!
a!problem.!So,!it!doesn’t!need!to!wait!for!the!national!government!minister!to!announce!that!we!have!a!
problem.”!!
!
Early!warning!systems!require!coordination.!Having!an!established!surveillance!system!is!important,!but!
it! does! not! guarantee! a! timely! response! as! noted! by! this! respondent! in! Kenya.! “The! response! is!
dependent! on! how! strong! is! the! coordination…Because! the! time! should! be! short…As!we!move!on,!we!
need!to! improve!because!the!success!will!be!how!timely! it! is.!And!how!timely! is!dependent!on!how!the!
preparedness!is!done!very!well.!Because!the!more!you!prepare!the!less!time!you!need.!So,!the!mechanism!
[early! warning! system,! surveillance]! and! other! things! helped! a! lot! but! still! now! there! is! a! room! to!
[improve].”!!
!
Furthermore,!community!involvement!in!the!design!and!implementation!of!the!early!warning!system!is!
crucial.! !A! respondent! in!Ethiopia!provided!an!example!of! community!engagement! in! the! surveillance!
activities:! “Every!month!members!of! the!community! sit!and!discuss! livelihood! issues!of! the!community!
(availability! of! water,! livestock! market! info,! conflicts,! anything! that! relates! to! livelihoods.”! Several!
respondents!acknowledged!that!engagement!of!community!members!and!stakeholders!helped!to!foster!
trust!in!the!early!warning!system!and!surveillance!data.!
!
Emerging! from! the! interview! data,! it! was! evident! that! respondents! believed! that! early! warning! and!
surveillance! systems! allow! not! only! for! improved! preparedness,! such! as! in! prediction! of! events! and!
prevention,!but! that! they!also!provide!an!opportunity!and!mechanism! for!behaviour! change.! It! is! this!
behaviour! change! that! was! noted! to! lead! to! more! effective! response! efforts,! such! as! noted! by! this!
respondent!in!Kenya:!“Having!been![involved]!in!the!systems,!my!take!has!been!now!that!if!we!move!to!
risk!management!which!you!get!the!early!warning!signs!and!act!on!them,!early!action!you!act!on!them!
its!less!costly,!you!save!a!lot!of!resources!and!avoid!deaths.”!!
!
!



! 209!

IId.!Learning!and!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Respondents* identified*various*platforms,* including* committees*within*projects*and* learning*events*
within*the*DEPP*that*facilitated*sharing*of*best*practices*on*emergency*preparedness*and*response.**
!
Respondents! in!both!countries! shared!examples!of! learning!and!sharing!of!best!practices.!However,! it!
was!notable!that!respondents!in!Ethiopia!attributed!improved!access!and!visibility!to!a!broader!platform!
as!a!result!of!DEPP.!Respondents!in!Ethiopia!reported!accessing!platforms!within!the!Shifting!the!Power!
project! that! facilitated! sharing! and! learning! among! organisations.! As! described! by! this! respondent! in!
Ethiopia:!“There!is!a!humanitarian!forum!which!is!established!by!the!Shifting!the!Power!project.!We!are!
member!of!the!steering!committee!there,!so!all!members!were!asked!to!share!their!experiences.”!
!
Respondents!in!Ethiopia!also!described!the!impact!of!DEPP!learning!events!as!mechanisms!for!learning:!
“These!are!very!important,!preparedness!and!response!is!not!enough!by!itself,!collaboration!with!other!
organisations!is!important.!Our!participation!in!learning!events!and!engaging!in!different!platforms!has!
helped!us!a!lot.!Thanks!to!the!DEPP!programme!we!have!been!able!to!participate!in!different!platforms!
which! we! appreciate.! Because! we! can! learn! from! each! other! in! these! platforms.! It! has! given! us! an!
opportunity!to!reflect!our!ideas!and!also!hear!different!studies!from!other!participants.”!
!
While!not!directly!assessed!during!the!interviews,!respondents!did!not!mention!any!learning!and!sharing!
between!DEPP!projects!in!the!same!country.!!
!
IIe.!Enhanced!visibility!of!organisations!as!a!result!of!DEPP!
Working* as* an* organisation* within* the* DEPP* programme* also* helped* to* enhance* visibility* and*
credibility*of*local*organisations*to*donors,*government,*and*other*stakeholders.**
!
The!training!and!capacity!building!allowed!for!organisations!to!become!more!visible!to!donors!and!other!
stakeholders.!As!an!example,!the!Shifting!the!Power!capacity!building!activities!in!Ethiopia!helped!local!
organisations!evaluate! their!communication!and!dissemination!platforms!and!helped!them!to!develop!
websites!to!communicate!their!project!activities.!!
!
One!of!the!respondents!in!Ethiopia!commented!how!the!DEPP!components,!especially!capacity!building!
and!collaboration,!helped!the!organisation!gain!visibility!and!recognition!as!an!organisation!that!could!
respond! to! disasters.! Prior! to! the! capacity! building! activities! and! collaboration! with! the! Shifting! the!
Power!project,! the!organisation!would!be! invited!to!attend!district!meetings;!however,!now,!after! the!
capacity!building!activities!and!collaboration!with!local!government,!they!are!called!not!only!to!district!
meetings!but!also!to!UNOCHA!meetings.!!
*
III.*Levels*of*action*–*Examples*of*individual,*organisational,*and*systems*level*changes*in*emergency*
preparedness*and*response*
*
IIIa.!Individual!level!changes!related!to!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Emergency* preparedness* and* response* capacity* building* activities* resulted* in* increased* confidence*
among*individuals*to*respond*to*a*disaster.*
!
While! most! of! the! capacity! building! activities! as! part! of! the! UEWEA! project! and! Shifting! the! Power!
project!focused!on!improving!preparedness!and!response!at!the!organisational!level,!many!respondents!
noted! impact! at! the! individual! level.! For! those! respondents! reporting! individualAlevel! changes,! the!
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capacity! building! activities! led! to! improved! skills,! knowledge! of! procedures! and! resources,! and!
confidence.!!
!
As! an! example,! a! respondent! in! Ethiopia! recounted! that! with! adequate! resources! and! training,!
confidence!increased!such!that!“you!now!know!where!to!start!and!where!to!end”.!A!respondent!from!in!
Kenya!who!received!training!in!search!and!rescue!and!first!aid,!reported!improved!capability!to!respond!
and!to!“respond!without!fear”.!!
!
IIIb.!Organisational!level!changes!related!to!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Emergency* preparedness* and* response* capacity* building* activities* resulted* in* strengthened*
procedures*and*systems*at*the*organisational*level!!
!
All!respondents!identified!organisational!level!changes!as!a!result!of!capacity!building!activities,!with!the!
most! detailed! examples! coming! from! the! respondents! in! Ethiopia! who! received! capacity! building!
training! from! the! Shifting! the! Power! project.! The!most! common! changes! reported! included! shifts! in!
mindsets,! interAdepartmental! coordination,! and! strengthened! organisational! procedures—in! other!
words,! “institutionalising! preparedness.”! Some! of! the! organisational! changes! included! creating! an!
emergency! response! team! within! the! organisation! with! defined! delegation! of! responsibilities! and!
improved! procurement! policies.! Development! of! organisational! emergency! preparedness! plans! was!
reported! to!be!critical! to! improved!organisational! capacity! to! respond.!The!capacity!building!activities!
also! helped! beneficiary! organisations! to! link! preparedness! and! response! activities! to! humanitarian!
standards!and!guidelines.!
!
As! described! by! this! respondent! in! Ethiopia:! “After! we! have! implemented! the! project! we! have! also!
started!to!think!as!a!team.!The!big!thing!is!there!is!a!shift!in!our!mindsets...After!Shifting!the!Power!we!
started! to! look! [at]! things! in!detail.!We! identified!our!gaps!and!we!were!able! to! identify! the!areas!we!
must! engage.! Even! though! there! is! no! standFalone! department,! we! have! organised! and! formed! an!
emergency!response!team.”!!
!
As! another! respondent! in! Ethiopia! reflected:! “Previously! there! was! no! emergency! preparedness,!
everything!was!done!once!the!emergency!occurred!but!now!we!have!emergency!preparedness!plans!and!
job!descriptions!of!each!member!of!response!teams!readyFmade.!Hazards!are!identified.!Who!does!what!
is! identified…In! this! case!whenever! emergency! occurs!we! are! ready.! It! is! not! difficult! to! transfer! from!
preparedness! to! response.! We! already! have! prepared! proposals! on! the! shelf.! Thanks! to! Shifting! the!
Power!we!are!part!of! the! team!now!and!we!get! the! information! from!the!national,! regional!and! local!
levels!and!our!visibility!has!increased!and!information!is!readily!available.”!!
!
IIIc.!SystemsAlevel!changes!related!to!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Collaboration* with* the* government* resulted* in* numerous* systems* level* changes* to* improve*
emergency*preparedness*and*response.**
*
While!the!respondents!in!Ethiopia!commonly!reported!organisationalAlevel!changes,!the!respondents!in!
Kenya!reported!numerous!systemsAlevel!changes!as!a!result!of!the!UEWEA!project.!As!a!respondent!in!
Kenya!reported:!“…[when]!the!consortium!was!trying!to!get!into!government,!to!transfer!this!technology!
to!the!government,!initially,!they!went!to!the!assembly.!And!they!managed!to!convince!the!assembly!to!
pass!a!motion!to!establish!Early!Warning!Early!Action!Centres!in!every!ward.!!
!
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A!respondent! in!Kenya!also!highlighted!how!the!project!was!aligned!with!broader!platforms,! including!
the!Constitution! in!Kenya:!“The!other!activities—the! chance!of! being! integrated! in! the! county! is! high.!
Why?! ‘Cause! it! is! [one! of! the]! fundamental! activities! that! needs! to! be! addressed! by! the! Kenyan!
Constitution.! Kenyan! Constitution! says! any! Kenyans! who! live! whether! in! informal! settlements! or! in! a!
town!has!a! right! to!get!basic! services,!which!was!not! the!case!before…Before!6!years,! the!old!Kenyan!
Constitution,! informal! settlements! are! informal! so! you! are! not! supposed! to! provide! those! services.! So!
now,!the!constitution!is!now!giving!that!as!platform…So!it!is!a!path…it!is!not!an!isolated!activity.”!!
!
IIId.!Emergent!themes!on!project!sustainability!
Government*engagement*is*key*to*sustainability*of*emergency*preparedness*and*response*projects.*
**
The!interviews!were!conducted!as!the!projects!were!reaching!the!end!of!DEPP!in!Kenya!and!Ethiopia.!!As!
such,!many!respondents!reflected!on!the!sustainability!of!project!activities.!!
!
The! respondents! from! the! UEWEA! project! in! Kenya! highlighted! the! importance! of! government!
engagement! to! project! sustainability.! As! a! respondent! in! Kenya! reported:! “This! project! is! finishing! in!
March![2018]!now.!The!county!government!is!going!to!take!it!forward.!The!county![representative]!said,!
“We!are!privileged!to!have!this!programme.!It!should!be!us!to!go!and!ask!you,!can!you!join!us?!But!you!
did! all! the! jobs! that!we! are! supposed! to! do.! And! it! is! our! duty! to! take! it! forward.! For!me! that! is! big!
success.”!The!respondents!from!the!local!organisations! in!Ethiopia!expressed!concern!about!focal!staff!
being!able!to!continue!and!provided!fewer!examples!of!project!sustainability!during!the!interviews.!!
!
IV.*Emergent*themes*on*disaster*preparedness*and*response**
!
IVa.!Innovation!is!needed!in!the!definitions!of!disaster,!preparedness,!and!response!
Definitions* of* disasters* and* approaches* to* emergency* preparedness* and* response* differ* between*
urban*and*rural*contexts.**
*
Many! respondents! reported! the! need! for! innovation! in! how! the! humanitarian! community! defines!
disasters.!As!an!example,!poverty!and!food!insecurity,!especially!in!urban!contexts,!are!rarely!considered!
as!disasters,!but!rather!as!development!issues,!and!get!varied!levels!of!attention!from!donors!and!other!
stakeholders,!during!emergency!preparedness!and!response!programming.!One!respondent!noted!that!
poverty!and!food!insecurity!get!packaged!into!drought!and!famine!response!in!a!rural!context,!but!not!in!
urban!contexts.!As!a!respondent!in!Kenya!noted:!“It’s!also!very!difficult!to!raise!money!quickly!for!short!
term!response!and!urban!areas!in!particular…they![the!donors]!love!funding!people!in!rural!areas.”!This!
also! highlights! that! disaster! and! in! this! case,! drought,! affects! rural! and! urban! populations! differently!
where!rural!populations!directly!lose!access!to!food!whereas!urban!populations!may!still!have!access!but!
at!higher!costs!which!they!cannot!afford.!!
!
A! different! respondent! in! Kenya! described! the! challenges! of! addressing! food! security! as! part! of!
preparedness!and!response!programming:!“The!food!security!aspect!of!it!is!a!bit!new…In!developing!the!
response!package,!we!are!starting!from!scratch!because!every!system!that! is!there!in!response!to!food!
security!is!ruralFbased,!so!you!cannot!do!the!same!things!F!livestock!things!and!things!they!do!there!for!
livelihood!F!that!does!not!work!here.”!
!
One! of! the! noted! successes! of! the! UEWEA! project! in! Kenya! and! a! systemsAlevel! change! is! that! the!
project!was!able!to!bring!attention!to!food!insecurity!as!part!of!disaster!management:!“…Right!now!they!
just! put! it! into! the! law.! Disaster,! county! disaster! management,! and! emergency! management! [act].!
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They’ve! just! inserted! food! security! as! part! of! the! disaster! so! that! it! attracts! the! attention! of,! of!
budgeting,!because!now!they!have!to!implement!that!law.!And![through]!that!law,!a!fund,!the!disaster!
emergency!fund!is!created!that!will!fund!part!of!the!responses!that!will!emerge.”!!
!
Respondents! in! Ethiopia! also! described! challenges! in! seeking! funding! to! address! disasters! in! a! rural!
context.!Comprehensive!response!programmes! in!a! rural!context!need!to! include! lifeAsaving!measures!
not!only!for!human!beings,!but!also!for!livestock.!A!respondent!in!Ethiopia!reported!that!due!to!budget!
restrictions! and! donor! preferences,! it! is! more! difficult! to! seek! funding! for! livestock! programmes! as!
opposed!to!those!programmes!with!human!beneficiaries.!!
!
IVb.!Standards!on!emergency!preparedness!and!response!
Knowledge*of*and*adherence*to*humanitarian*standards*strengthened*emergency*preparedness*and*
response.**
*
Respondents! in!both!countries!described!the!importance!of!humanitarian!standards,!particularly!those!
focused!on!emergency!preparedness!and!response,!to!allow!for!a!common!understanding,!framework,!
and!measure.!The!Shifting!the!Power!project!was!successfully!noted!to!have!built!capacity!among!local!
organisations!on!development!of!emergency!preparedness!plans!according! to!defined!standards.!As!a!
respondent! in! Ethiopia! described:! “When! we! work! on! saving! the! livestock! we! are! working! using! the!
Livestock!guideline!standard.!Now!we!have!as!a! team!become!aware!of! the!sphere!standard!and!core!
humanitarian!standard!and!so!as!a!team!having!a!common!understanding!is!big!achievement.”!
!
IVc.!Linking!emergency!preparedness!and!response!programming!
Emergency*preparedness*and*response*were*described*as*disjointed*activities*that*need*to*be*linked*
for*effective*response.*
*
In! general,! respondents! highlighted! the! importance! of! linking! preparedness,! in! this! case! surveillance,!
with! response! activities.! Many! acknowledged! that! the! two! were! disjointed! in! the! project,! with! one!
respondent! in! Kenya! pointing! out! that! their! work! and! partner! agreements! were! focused! only! on!
surveillance,!and!not!on!response:!“A!quick!surveillance,!a!quick!response.!But!more!importantly,!in!my!
view,!you’d!save!lives.!There!is!one!saying!we!have!with!this!project,!“Act!early,!save!a!life”.!That!is!our!
motto.! Act! early,! save! a! life.! So,! what! we! want! is! surveillance! to! feed! into! response! and! preferably,!
immediately!so!that!no!life!is!lost.!Yeah,!but!the!two!as!of!now!are!disjointed.”!!
!
Respondents!were!asked!to!provide!their!perspectives!on!whether!preparedness!leads!to!more!effective!
response.! In!general,! respondents! identified! that! the!cohesion!between!emergency!preparedness!and!
emergency! response!needed! to!be! strengthened.!A! respondent! in!Kenya!acknowledged! that! it! should!
but! that! it!wasn’t! yet! doing! so,! and! there! are! steps! being! taken! in! that! direction.!As! this! respondent!
noted:!“It! should.! It! should!but! it! is!not!happening.!For! reasons,!we!are! learning.”!One!of! the! reasons!
mentioned!by!respondents!is!that!funding!sources!are!often!separate!for!emergency!preparedness!and!
emergency!response,!which!impedes!the!transition!from!emergency!preparedness!to!response.!
!
IVd.!The!transition!from!preparedness!to!response!
Key* components* to* transition* from* preparedness* to* response* include* community* engagement,*
response*training,*and*systems.**
!
A! respondent! in! Ethiopia! highlighted! the! importance! of! community! engagement! in! facilitating! the!
transition! from!preparedness! to! response.! As! an! example,! their! Community! Risk! Reduction!Approach!
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provides!community!members!with!preAdisaster!information,!training!on!preparedness,!and!training!on!
what!to!do!if!a!disaster!occurs.!!
!
Another!respondent!in!Ethiopia!also!noted!the!importance!of!not!only!preparedness!activities,!but!also!
response! training! and! reported! that! the! Shifting! the! Power! project! has! filled! the! gap! between!
preparedness!and!response.!Before!the!project,!the!organisation!only!knew!preparedness!and!that!now,!
after!the!capacity!building!training!from!the!project,!they!know!what!they!need!to!do!to!respond.!!
!
Respondents!also!identified!the!importance!of!having!a!system!in!place!to!transition!from!preparedness!
to! response! to! facilitate! reactivity! and! decisionAmaking.! However,! preparedness! plans! are! one!
component!of! a! system! that! is!needed! to! facilitate!an!emergency! response!as!a! respondent! in!Kenya!
noted:!“That!transition!from!preparedness!to!actual!response!needs!a!very!robust!system.!And!you!have!
to!be!ready!also!to!change!some!key!things!very!fast!if!they!don’t!work!in!the!real!case!scenario.”!!
!
IVe.!The!transition!from!development!activities!to!emergency!response!
Capacity* building* activities* on* emergency* preparedness* and* response* strengthened* organisations’*
capacity*to*transition*from*development*activities*to*emergency*response*activities.*
*
In!Ethiopia,!several!of!the!DEPP!project!beneficiary!organisations!were!focused!on!development!and!not!
on!direct!humanitarian!aid!provision.!As!a!result!of!DEPP,!the!organisations!gained!capacity!on!how!to!
respond! to! a! humanitarian! crisis.! Even! though! they! noted! that! development! activities,! such! as!
addressing!food!insecurity,!were!not!that!different!from!humanitarian!activities,!they!needed!to!change!
their! systems.! As! a! respondent! in! Ethiopia! noted,! they! revised! their! organisational! strategy.! They!
changed! procurement! and! policies,! and! alerted! stakeholders! and! government! that! they! are! now!
implementing! humanitarian! activities.! The! training! from! Shifting! the! Power! helped! to! support! this!
process!of!expanding!what!was!previously!considered! to!be!development!activities!and!organisational!
strategy!to!now!focus!on!emergency!preparedness!and!response!activities.!!
!
IVf.!Measuring!success!of!emergency!response!
Respondents*lacked*clear*measures*by*which*to*evaluate*the*success*of*emergency*preparedness*and*
response*activities.**
*
Respondents! were! asked! to! identify! examples! of! successful! emergency! preparedness! and! response!
activities!and!also!share!examples!of!less!successful!programming.!The!most!common!criteria!identified!
were! a! timely! response! and! the! ability! to!minimise! suffering.! One! respondent! in! Ethiopia! described:!
“One! of! the! objectives! of! the! response! was! to! minimise! death! and! human! suffering…! Because! we!
responded!on!time,!we!were!able!to!minimise!the!suffering.”!The!respondent!continued:!“[We]!do!these!
activities!to!save!lives!and!improve!wellbeing!of!human!beings.!When!we!see!the!effect!of!drought,!it!is!
the!worst.! It! causes! huge! loss.! Vision! is! to! see! a!world!whereby! all! human! beings! live! in! dignity! and!
respect!each!other!in!prosperity.”!!
!
While! respondents! in! both! countries! highlighted! the! importance! of!minimising! human! suffering,! they!
lacked!a!system!or!structure!by!which!to!evaluate!the!success!of!programming.!Few!respondents!were!
able!to!provide!postAdisaster!monitoring!frameworks!or!data.!One!reason!provided!was!that!there!were!
budget!restrictions!on!emergency!response!activities!that!did!not!include!postAdisaster!monitoring.!!
!

!
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KEY*FINDINGS**
*
Summary!
This!qualitative!case!study!provides!an!inAdepth!analysis!of!two!DEPPAfunded!projects!operating!in!two!
different!emergency!contexts—the!Urban!Early!Warning!Early!Action! in!the!slums!of!urban!Kenya!and!
the! Shifting! the! Power! project! in! rural! Ethiopia.! In! both! contexts,! the! populations! were! affected! by!
poverty,!food!insecurity,!and!poor!health!outcomes!including!malnutrition!and!diarrheal!disease.!While!
there!were! similar! components! to! the! emergency! preparedness! and! response! activities! between! the!
two!projects,!respondents!from!each!project!offered!unique!perspectives!on!strengthening!emergency!
preparedness! and! response.! The! case! study! integrates! perspectives! from! international! and! national!
NGOs!and!county!government!representation!part!of!a!formal!DEPP!consortium!in!Kenya!and!from!local!
NGOs!benefitting!from!a!DEPP!funded!project!in!Ethiopia.!!
!
Major!result!areas!
Results!were!analysed!and!grouped!into!four!broad!categories:!!

1. Identification! of! key! project! design! and! implementation! factors! that! strengthened! emergency!
preparedness!and!response!!

2. Characterisation!of!the!ways!in!which!key!components!of!DEPP!(capacity!building,!collaboration,!
early!warning!systems,!and!learning)!strengthened!emergency!preparedness!and!response!

3. Description!of! the! levels!of!action! (individual,!organisational,!and!systems! level)!of!emergency!
preparedness!and!response!activities!

4. Recognition! of! gaps! between! emergency! preparedness! and! response! activities! and!
opportunities!to!strengthen!the!linkage!and!transition!

!
Key!findings!

• Community! and! government! engagement! was! noted! to! be! essential! to! project! design! and!
implementation,! especially! in! the! design! of! the! surveillance! system,! response! activities,! and!
beneficiaries.! Importantly,! engaging! community! members! and! government! officials! fostered!
trust! and! strengthened! partnerships! that! facilitated! project! implementation.! Government!
engagement,! especially! for! the! project! in! Kenya,! was! noted! to! be! key! for! sustainability! and!
integration!into!future!programming!beyond!the!DEPP!timeline.!!

• Capacity! building,! in! the! form! of! community! and! organisational! trainings,! strengthened!
emergency! preparedness! and! response! through! improved! awareness,! coordination,! and!
procedures.!These! trainings!also!strengthened!awareness!of!humanitarian!standards.!For! local!
organisations!in!Ethiopia,!these!capacity!building!activities!helped!to!strengthen!the!visibility!of!
the! organisations! and! also! the! credibility! of! their! emergency! preparedness! and! response!
activities!to!donors!and!other!stakeholders.!!

• Collaboration,! both! formally! through! project! consortia! and! informally! through! humanitarian!
networks,!improved!communication!and!efficiency!of!resources!to!avoid!duplication!of!activities!
in! the! targeted! areas.! The! consortium!approach! for! the!UEWEA!project! in! Kenya!provided! an!
effective! mechanism! for! responding! to! emergent! disasters! that! arose! during! the! project!
duration,!such!as!a!cholera!outbreak.!!

• Surveillance! and! early! warning! systems!were! fundamental! to! both! projects,! described! as! the!
pillars! of! emergency! preparedness! and! response.! Beyond! collecting! data,! respondents! noted!
that! these! also! served! as! mechanisms! of! collaboration! and! provided! opportunities! for!
behavioural!change!for!communities!and!organisations.!

• Engagement! with! DEPP! provided! opportunities! for! organisations! to! share! learning! and! best!
practices! through! wider! networks! and! platforms.! DEPP! learning! events! were! noted! to! be!
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particularly! helpful! platforms! for! learning! for! those! who! attended.! Engagement! with! DEPP!
improved!visibility!of!organisations!among!key!stakeholders,!including!government!and!donors.!

• At! the! individual! level,! emergency! preparedness! and! response! capacity! building! activities!
resulted!in!increased!confidence!to!respond!to!a!disaster;!however,!there!were!fewer!examples!
of! individual! level! changes.! At! the! organisational! level,! capacity! building,! especially! among!
organisations! in! Ethiopia,! strengthened! procedures! and! policies! such! as! the! development! of!
emergency!preparedness!teams!and!plans.!Collaboration!with!the!government!for!the!project!in!
Kenya! allowed! for! numerous! systemsAlevel! changes,! including! alignment! and! integration! of!
project! emergency! preparedness! and! response! activities! with! broader! platforms,! such! as!
constitutional!priorities!and!local!and!national!policies.!

• Definitions!of!disasters!differed!between!urban!and!rural!contexts.!Poverty!and!food!insecurity,!
especially!in!urban!contexts,!are!rarely!considered!as!disasters!and!get!varied!levels!of!attention!
from!donors!and!other!stakeholders.!!

• Emergency!preparedness!and!response!activities!were!described!by!respondents!as!disjointed.!
They! described! a! need! for! a! system! to! link! preparedness! and! response.! Facilitators! of! this!
transition! from!preparedness! to! response! include! community! engagement,! response! training,!
and!organisational!procedures!and!standards.!The!need!to!seek!separate!funding!for!response!
activities!was!described!as!a!barrier!to!transitioning!from!emergency!preparedness!to!response.!

• When!asked! to! evaluate! the! success! of! emergency!preparedness! and! response!programming,!
respondents! lacked! clear! measures! or! frameworks! by! which! to! evaluate! effective! response!
programming.!!

*
Overall*conclusion*of*the*two*case*studies*
!
The!South!Sudan!case!study!demonstrated!that!is!possible!for!projects!to!operate!in!highArisk,!disaster!
prone! contexts,! however,! security! protocols,! flexible! and! adaptive! management! and! budgets,!
contingency!plans,!as!well!as!engagement!and!integration!of!local!partners!and!staff!are!vital.!!While!the!
case! study! in! South! Sudan! found! that! engagement! of! the! government! stakeholders! is! not! always!
beneficial,!the!case!study!in!Ethiopia!and!Kenya!demonstrated!that!the!consortium!management!model!
and!collaboration!with!government!were!critical!to!successful!implementation!of!early!warning!systems!
and! permitted! coordinated! humanitarian! responses! that! improved!with! each! subsequent! emergency.!
Both!case!studies!stressed!the!importance!of!having!flexible!budgets!either!to!make!changes!in!original!
project! planned! activities! or! to! support! response! activities! when! a! disaster! occurs.! Flexibility,!
adaptability!and!contingency!plans!are!essential!to!a!disaster!preparedness!programmes.!!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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*
OVERALL*CONCLUSION*
*
The!DEPP!was!a!3Ayear!disaster,!£40!million!humanitarian!capacity!development!programme!funded!by!
the!Department! for! International!Development! (DFID).! It! included!14!distinct! projects! aiming! to!build!
humanitarian! capacity! of! local! actors! using! a! collaborative! approach! in! 10! countries! at! risk! for! both!
natural! and!manmade!disasters.! The!programme!was!designed! in! 2014,! and!was! ahead!of! its! time! in!
many!ways,!especially!with!its!strong!focus!on!localisation!and!multiAstakeholder!consortia.!It!included!a!
mix!of!both!flagship!projects!using!more!traditional!approaches!(inAperson!individual!capacity!building)!
with! some! more! innovative! elements! (ex.! a! £10! million! Innovation! Window;! flexible! funding!
mechanisms! to! finance! both! local! capacity! building! but! also! response;! pooled! surge! platforms;! urban!
early!warning!systems!and!inclusion!of!food!security!as!an!emergency).!!
!
As!it!suffered!from!a!number!of!design!challenges!including!a!3Ayear!time!frame!that!was!unrealistic!to!
meet!the!objectives,!and!universal!implementation!delays,!the!decision!by!DFID!to!not!further!fund!the!
programme!places!the!programme!at!high!risk!for!losing!any!potential!long!term!impact.!Regardless!of!
the!funding!decision,!DEPP’s!focus!on!preparedness!and!localisation!is!still!a!relevant!one.!It!aligns!well!
with! the! growing! dialogue! among! the! global! humanitarian! community! and! with! more! recent! policy!
commitments!such!as!the!Grand!Bargain!and!the!Charter!for!Change!which!advocate!for!increased!voice!
for! local! actors,! and! for! rebalancing! of! power! and! relationships! within! the! existing! humanitarian!
architecture.!!
!
Despite! its! initial!design!flaws,!some!positive!findings!related!to!the!collective!action!of!the!DEPP,!and!
others!that!are!more!directly! linked!to!individual!DEPP!projects!have!been!documented.!These!include!
the!following!key!achievements:!
!

• 33,388! individuals! were! exposed! at! varying! degrees! to! capacity! building! based! on! project!
reports!

• Stakeholders!across!the!programme!noted!that!the!most!significant!change!due!to!the!DEPP!was!
change! the! attitudes! and! increase! support! of! localisation! (i.e.,! contributing! to! the! Grand!
Bargain)!

• Changes! in! capacity! of! local! organisations! (in! terms! of! systems! &! processes,! fundraising,!
conducting! needs! assessments)! and! their! preparedness! levels,! that! led! to! outcomes! such! as!
becoming!eligible!for!UN!pooled!funding,!success!in!securing!external!response!funds,!and!being!
given!leadership!roles!!!

• Significant! changes! in! organisational! policy! with! respect! to! inclusion! of! vulnerable! groups!
(Ethiopia,!local!organisations!across!all!intensive!countries),!and!localisation!(Ethiopia)!

• Some! evidence! of! strengthened! networks! and! increased! collaboration! (Ethiopia,! Kenya,!
Philippines)!!

• Contribution! to! at! least! 42! humanitarian! responses! in! 11! countries! and! some! qualitative!
evidence!in!several!settings!(Philippines,!Kenya)!of!improved!speed,!efficiency!and!inclusiveness!
of!response!

• CrossAcountry! learning! (amount! of! learning! documents! produced)! and! sharing! of! ideas! across!
countries!and!projects!

• Strong!crossAproject!collaboration!in!Philippines!demonstrating!benefits!of!collective!action!
!

Nevertheless,!a!greater!impact!more!in!keeping!with!the!original!vision!could!likely!have!been!achieved!
had!there!been!a!more!cohesive!design,!a! longer!time!frame,!a!more!robust!programme!M&E!system!
and!a!more!strategic!approach!with!regards!to!type!of!capacity!building! implemented!at!each! level!of!
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action!(individual,!organisational,!community,!systems)!and!the!balance!between!these! levels.!Overall,!
the! external! evaluation! found! the! following! findings! that! need! to! be! examined! further! in! future!
evaluation!and!programming!related!to!disaster!preparedness:!
!

• No!quantitative!evidence!to!date!that!the!three!year!programme!has!led!to!measurable!impact!
with!regards!to!more!efficient,!and!timely!humanitarian!response!!

• No! quantitative! evidence! to! support! the! hypothesis! that! strengthened! networks! can! lead! to!
improved!preparedness!and!response!(mainly!due!to!the!short!observation!period!available!to!
assess!this)!

• No! quantitative! evidence! that! DEPP! improved! individual! knowledge! on! core! humanitarian!
competencies,! preparedness,! inclusion! of! vulnerable! groups,! or! protection! issues! in! the! 4!
intensive!set!countries!

• Few! changes! in! quantitative! policy! related! indicators,! though! there! were! some! examples! of!
improved!policies!documented!by!projects!

• Too!wide!of!a! variety!of! individual! capacity!building! initiatives!and! lack!of! strategy!on! type!of!
capacity!building!approaches!at!each! level! (individual,!organisational,! system,!community)!and!
effect!desired!at!each!level!

!
As! noted! above,! the! three! years! allotted! for! a! disaster! preparedness! programme! to! achieve! 5!macro!
results!in!10!countries!is!an!ambitious!timeline!and!agenda.!The!level!of!exposure!to!DEPP!programme!
was!unevenly!distributed!across!the!10!DEPP!focus!countries;!each!country!received!only!a!subset!of!the!
14! projects.! For! example,! three! DEPP! countries! benefitted! from! seven! projects! each,! while! two!
countries!had!only!two!projects!each!(see!Table!4.7!for!the!full!list!of!project!numbers!per!country).!This!
uneven!level!of!exposure!to!DEPP!compounded!with!varying!country!specific!contextual!factors!has!led!
to!varying!results! in!specific!countries.!Had!the!DEPP!been!able!to!continue!for!another!three!years!or!
more!and!been!able!to!integrate!its!learnings!into!a!revised!programme!strategy!(i.e.!permitting!time!to!
restructure!its!management!structure,!scale!up!projects!that!show!promise!and!revise!projects!that!are!
less!promising),! there!would!be!a!more! feasible! time!period! to!obtain!more!conclusive! findings!about!
DEPP’s!achievements!towards!its!five!result!areas.!!
!
!
Findings!and!the!Programme!Theory!of!Change!
The! evaluation! was! not! built! around! the! original! programme! theory! of! change! as! presented! in! the!
business!case!due!to!the!fact!that!it!did!not!align!well!with!the!types!and!scope!of!DEPP!activities!that!
were!approved!for! implementation.!However,! it!may!still!be!worthwhile!to!examine!the!DEPP!findings!
against! that!ToC!and! to!assess!whether! the!assumptions!made!during! the!business!case!development!
have! been! proven! true.! Table! 9.1! presents! the! 3! key! DEPP! activities! in! the! original! ToC! (Capacity!
building,! improving! preparedness! systems! for! communities,! establishing!multiAstakeholder! platforms),!
and! the! expected! outputs/shorter! term!outcomes! and! longerAterm!outcomes! against! the! results! that!
were!achieved!by!the!DEPP.!Table!9.2!presents!the!assumptions!that!were!articulated!in!the!original!ToC!
and!the!available!evidence!corresponding!to!each!assumption.!!
!
As!can!be!seen,!the!evaluation!findings!demonstrate!that!the!original!programme!level!theory!of!change!
(as!presented!in!the!business!case)!held!up!overall,!but!that!most!of!the!assumptions!were!not!met!and!
a!number!of!components!of!the!original!ToC!were!not!implemented!as!originally!described.!For!example,!
“multiAstakeholder!platforms”!comprise!a!large!part!of!the!ToC!and!were!described!as!“platforms!with!a!
broad! membership! e.g.! INGOs,! national! NGOs,! local! government,! national! government! academia,!
private! sector! companies,! the! Red! Cross! Red! Crescent!Movement,! UN! agencies.! Successful! platforms!
should!improve!policy!at!national!and!international!level.!We!envisage!a!single!platform!per!country!or!
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region!where!the!programme!is!active!and!an!international!platform.!Possible!products!of!the!platforms!
are:!synthesised!lessons!identified,!joint!evaluations!and!common!position!papers!for!advocacy.”!These!
platforms!were!hypothesised! to! be! the!mechanism! through!which!policy! change! and! evidence!would!
occur.!The!DEPP!focused!much!more!on!consortia!rather!than!on!larger!multiAstakeholder!platforms!as!
described!in!the!business!case!(though!some!projects!as!TSC,!CDAC!did!include!this).!Similarly,!advocacy!
was!not!as!large!of!a!programme!emphasis!as!originally!intended.!Ultimately,!because!of!the!differences!
in!what!was! implemented!and! the! fact! that!most!of! the!assumptions!did!not!hold,! it! is! impossible! to!
prove! or! disprove! the! theory! of! change.! It! should! be! revisited,! revised! and! reAtested! in! any! future!
programme!design!process.!!!
!
!
!

** ** Details* Results* Lessons*

Activities* 1.*Capacity*Building*

Capacity!development!
interventions!reach!
national!actors!

(national!staff!of!INGOs!
&!national!partners,!
government!staff)!and!

improve!the!
organisational!and!
social!environment!

necessary!for!effective!
response!

!33,388!individuals!were!exposed!
to!capacity!building!but!equal!
gender!target!not!met!

!•!!Level!of!exposure!was!variable!
(many!short!trainings!or!webinars)!
•!Focus!on!quantity!over!quality!
•!Did!not!meet!equal!gender!target!
•!Accessibility!issues!related!to!lack!
of!availability!of!trainings!and!
materials!in!local!languages!
•!Comparison!group!also!exposed!
to!capacity!building!indicating!that!
there!are!many!individual!level!
capacity!building!initiatives!being!
implemented!

Organisational!&!social!
environment!not!consistently!/!
systematically!targeted!through!
activities!

•!Structural!barriers!related!to!
organisational!&!social!
environment!not!adequately!
targeted;!difficult!to!achieve!
organically!

Raising!Awareness!of!
good!practice!in!
preparedness!&!

response!

!Learning!events,!conferences,!
dissemination!of!learning!
products!helped!raise!awareness!

•!A!more!systematic,!strategic!
awareness!raising!approach!might!
have!broadened!reach!and!been!
more!impactful!

Enhancing!skills!
(personal!&!technical)!

Many!capacity!building!projects!
focused!on!skill!building!
(learning!by!doing,!simulations!
etc.)!

•!Structural!barriers!at!
organisations!which!impede!staff!
from!applying!new!skills!not!
adequately!addressed!

Improving!team!work!
!Activities!emphasised!
strengthening!collaborative!ways!
of!working!

•!Perhaps!too!much!emphasis!on!
collaboration!without!enough!
consideration!for!more!nuanced!
approaches!and!contextual!
differences!such!as!key!influencers!
in!the!country!specific!
humanitarian!networks!!
•!There!was!limited!capacity!
building!on!how!to!effectively!
collaborate.!!

Fostering!coalitions!/!
networks!

Activities!focused!on!
strengthening!coalitions!/!
networks!!

•!Greater!emphasis!on!consortia!
strengthening!than!the!broader!
humanitarian!networks!

Advocacy!strengthens!
policy!

Advocacy!efforts!were!limited!
and!there!was!no!programme!
wide!strategy!

•!Mainstreaming!of!advocacy/!
policy!efforts!across!programme!
might!have!enhanced!results!
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2.*Projects*to*improve*
preparedness*systems*
for*response*for*
communities*at*risk*of*
disaster*

Projects!to!improve!
preparedness!systems!

implemented!

!4!projects!focused!on!
developing!/!improving!
preparedness!systems!for!
communities!

•!Diverse!group!of!projects!
(includes!urban!settings,!public!
health!surveillance,!early!warning!
in!conflict!affected!areas)!

3.*Multi_stakeholder*
platforms*established*
to*enable*collective*
action*for*capacity*
development*

Enabled!collective!
action!for!capacity!

development!

Collaborative!structures!were!
supported!across!the!
programme,!including!multiA
stakeholder!platforms!in!several!
settings!

•!MultiAstakeholder!platforms!were!
not!emphasised!as!much!as!
consortia!based!approaches!and!
more!general!collaboration!were!
•MultiAstakeholder!platforms!were!
not!implemented!in!every!country!
or!region!as!articulated!in!the!
business!case!

Captured!lessons!&!
evidence!

Over!600!learning!products!were!
produced!across!DEPP,!but!
quality!was!variable!

•!Focus!was!on!quantity!over!
quality!

Advocated!for!change!
based!on!emerging!

evidence!

Some!advocacy!efforts!were!
implemented!but!no!systematic!
advocacy!component!at!
programme!level,!and!not!
necessarily!based!on!evidence!

•!Advocacy!strategy!should!be!
incorporated!at!programme!level!

Outputs*/*
Short*
term*

outcomes*

1.*Improved*knowledge*
&*understanding*of*
people*in*the*system*
regarding*best*
practices*for*
humanitarian*
preparedness*&*
response*

Improved!knowledge!&!
understanding!

No!quantitative!evidence!of!
improved!knowledge!on!core!
humanitarian!competencies,!
preparedness,!inclusion!of!
prioritised!groups,!VAWG!
!
Qualitative!data!suggests!some!
improvement!in!knowledge!

•!Too!many!different!types!of!
capacity!building!strategies!used.!
Focus!should!instead!be!on!
knowledge,!skill!building!and!
retention!and!should!consider!
multiApronged!approaches!

2.*Increased*number*of*
coalitions*&*
partnerships*
developed*

Increased!number!of!
coalitions!&!
partnerships!

Increase!in!numbers!of!coalitions!
and!partnerships!across!DEPP!
!
Evidence!of!strengthened!
networks!in!Ethiopia,!Kenya,!
Philippines!

•!Insufficient!time!to!test!the!
hypothesis!that!strengthened!
networks!lead!to!improved!
preparedness!

3.*Emerging*evidence*
base*for*what*works*in*
building*humanitarian*
capacity*

Evidence!base!
established!

Evidence!base!that!has!been!
created!is!mainly!learningA
cantered!but!not!for!project!
monitoring!and!improving!
!
Not!enough!empirical!evidence!
generated!throughout!the!
programme!cycle!by!individual!
projects!

•!Limited!use!of!evidence!base!and!
less!so!at!country!level!
•!Accessibility!of!evidence!base!was!
also!problematic!as!most!products!
were!only!available!in!English!

4.*Improved*
institutional*and*policy*
environment*for*
building*humanitarian*
capacity*

Improved!institutional!
and!policy!environment!

Some!qualitative!evidence!of!
strengthened!policy!but!only!in!
some!settings!

•!In!some!cases,!multiAstakeholder!
platforms!contributed!to!these,!in!
other!cases!it!was!the!projects!that!
drove!this!

5.*Improved*
preparedness*systems*
for*communities*at*risk*
of*disaster*

Improved!preparedness!
systems!for!

communities!at!risk!of!
disaster!

!5!of!6!preparedness!systems!are!
fully!operational!

•!Early!warning!systems!require!a!
longer!time!frame!to!develop!and!
implement!
•!The!two!systems!(oneAthird!of!all!
the!systems)!that!have!been!tested!
/!used!in!response!have!
demonstrated!improved!
preparedness!systems!
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Longer*
term*
outcomes*

Improvement*in*
effective*delivery*of*
humanitarian*
assistance*to*disaster*
affected*communities*
by*national*individuals*
and*organisations*

Improved!effective!
delivery!of!

humanitarian!
assistance!

!Some!qualitative!evidence!of!
improved!delivery!of!
humanitarian!response!in!a!few!
settings!

•!Time!frame!too!short!to!achieve!
this!
•!Limited!access!to!response!funds!
hindered/prevented!potential!
responses!

* * ! ! !

Did*not*achieve* Partially*
Achieved* Fully!Achieved! !

Capacity!Building!
&!downstream!

outputs/!
outcomes!

Preparedness!
Systems!&!
downstream!
outputs/!
outcomes!

MultiAstakeholder!
platforms!&!
downstream!

outputs/outcomes!

Table*9.33:*Assessment*of*the*original*Programme*Theory*of*Change*against*findings*from*the*evaluation**

!
* Details! Results!

Assumptions*

Capacity*sufficiently*improved*to*meet*
humanitarian*standards*relevant*to*target*
group*

•Data!suggest!that!the!capacity!building!interventions!did!not!
lead!to!significant!quantitative!improvements!in!individual!
capacity!

Trained*staff*and*local*leaders*with*
enhanced*skills*participate*and*remain*in*
sector*

•Staff!and!local!leaders!were!exposed!to!training!and!there!is!no!
evidence!to!suggest!that!trained!staff!and!local!leaders!left!the!
humanitarian!sector!

Platforms*are*the*appropriate*mechanism*
to*strengthen*vertical*and*horizontal*
practice,*learning*and*accountability*
networks*

•Some!data!found!that!collaborative!structures!(i.e.!consortia)!
can!contribute!to!improved!preparedness,!response!and!
learning!
•Not!enough!evidence!around!platforms!and!accountability!
networks!!

Platforms*and*emphasis*on*M&E*allows*
project*learning*to*be*taken*up*across*
both*organisations*and*the*system*

•Programme!M&E!was!weak!

•Some!evidence!of!take!up!of!project!learning!within!
organisations!

•Limited!evidence!of!take!up!across!the!system!
•Unable!to!test!the!assumption!that!platforms!plus!strong!M&E!
contribute!to!take!up!of!project!learning!due!to!the!weak!M&E!

Platforms*improve*collective*advocacy*or*
higher*level*change*(e.g.*organisation*and*
policy)*

•Challenges!in!setting!up!and!sustaining!multiAstakeholder!
platforms!
•MultiAstakeholder!platforms!were!not!as!widely!implemented!
as!originally!intended!
•Platforms!contributed!to!organisational!change,!but!limited!
evidence!that!they!contributed!to!improved!advocacy!

Sound*analysis*of*hazard*and*differential*
capacity*/*vulnerability*risks*form*basis*of*
projects*

•Needs!assessments!and!involvement!of!local!stakeholders!&!
beneficiaries!did!not!occur!during!design!phase!

Projects*inclusive*of*all*relevant*
population*groups*under*good*local*
leadership*

•Projects!faced!challenges!with!inclusion!of!both!women!and!of!
prioritised!groups!(both!in!terms!of!design,!implementation!and!
inclusiveness!of!activities!and!capacity!building!efforts)!

* * !

Did*not*
achieve*

Partially*
Achieved* Fully!Achieved* !

Table*9.34:*Assessment*of*the*assumptions*of*the*original*Programme*Theory*of*Change**
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Recommended*Actions*for*Programme*Components*
Given! the! key! evaluation! findings,! there! is! scope! to! replicate! and! further! test,! or! scale! up! some!
components!of! the!programme.!This!will!ensure! that! the!previous! investment! in!DEPP! is!not! lost,!but!
that!any!additional!resources!will!be!used!effectively,!efficiently!and!strategically.!As!can!be!seen,!none!
of!the!DEPP!programme!components!have!been!recommended!to!be!ceased!and!not!be!pursued!in!the!
future.!This! in! itself! is!a!strong! indication!that!the!DEPP!core!theory!of!change!and! initial!assumptions!
are!worthy!of!being!reAexamined!for!future!investment.!Specially,!nine!components!were!recommended!
to!be!modified!and!reAtested,!while!eight!were!recommended!to!be!replicated!in!different!contexts!and!
potentially! on! a! larger! scale,! enabling! more! rigorous! evaluations.! Note! that! in! a! programme! each!
component!would!not!be!expected! to! function! in! isolation,! and! the! interaction!between! components!
should!also!be!considered.!
*
*

DEPP*Programme*
Component* Recommended*Action* Key*Finding*/*Lessons*Learned*

Individual*capacity*
building* Modify!and!reAtest!

!Prioritise!multiApronged!approaches!(inAperson!+!coaching,!mentoring,!
simulations)!
!Quality!should!be!prioritised!over!quantity!trained!(webinars!can!reach!a!lot!
of!people!but!are!less!effective)!
!Consider!structural!barriers!within!organisations!that!may!impede!
application!of!learning!

Organisational*
capacity*building** Modify!and!reAtest!

!Prioritise!approaches!that!permit!organisational!selfAassessments!and!
capacity!building!approaches!tailored!to!organisations’!needs!
!Focus!on!strengthening!of!administrative!policies,!procedures!and!systems!
(ie!human!resources,!procurement,!finance!systems)!has!been!effective!for!
L/NNGOs!
!Approaches!should!be!better!adapted!to!different!contexts!
!Access!to!funding!is!key!for!organisations!to!put!into!practice!learning!
!Conduct!comparative!assessment!of!the!effectiveness!of!different!
approaches!

Community*
capacity*building* Modify!and!reAtest! !Few!projects!addressed!this,!but!those!that!did!indicated!some!potential;!

further!evidence!needed!on!how!best!to!build!community!capacity!

Systems*capacity*
building* Modify!and!reAtest!

!Few!projects!directly!addressed!this,!but!there!has!been!some!evidence!of!
qualitative!attitudinal!change!that!could!be!a!precursor!to!eventual!systems!
level!change;!more!time!and!further!evidence!are!needed!on!how!best!to!
build!capacity!at!the!systems!level!

Early*warning*
systems**

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!UEWEA's!urban!surveillance!system!should!be!tested!in!other!urban!settings!
!Other!warning!system!projects!could!be!adapted!for!and!implemented!in!
other!contexts!if!there!is!a!long!enough!available!project!period!

Pooled*surge*
platforms*

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!Pooled!surge!platforms!have!shown!some!evidence!of!effectiveness,!
especially!national!level!platforms.!Pooled!surge!platforms!should!ensure!a!
locally!driven!design!process!and!implementation!to!ensure!contextualisation!
and!local!ownership!
!Replicate!and!test!these!in!different!contexts!to!generate!more!rigorous!
evidence!around!their!effectiveness!

Flexible*funding*
mechanisms*

Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!!Findings!indicates!flexible!funding!mechanisms!were!essential!to!projects!
mitigating!risks!when!disaster!occurred!and!translating!preparedness!to!
response.!Flexible!funding!mechanisms!(both!for!capacity!building!and!
response!efforts)!should!be!replicated!in!other!settings,!and!more!rigorously!
evaluated!
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Multi*stakeholder*
platforms** Modify!and!reAtest!

!These!platforms!were!more!effective!in!contexts!where!existing!
humanitarian!structures!were!more!mature!and!with!supporting!
governments.!Further!modification!and!testing!of!the!approach!is!needed!to!
understand!how!best!to!utilise!this!strategy!and!in!which!specific!settings!

Consortia** Modify!and!reAtest! !Consortia!that!build!on!existing!relationships,!common!values!and!ways!of!
working,!and!that!are!smaller!with!inclusion!of!L/NNGOs!should!be!favoured!

Strengthening*
networks**

Modify!approach!and!
reAtest!

!Use!knowledge!and!data!on!country!networks!to!create!more!targeted!
approach!to!strengthen!networks;!allow!enough!time!to!test!whether!
stronger!networks!can!lead!to!increased!preparedness!

Advocacy*and*
policy*

Mainstream!across!
programme!

!!Some!advocacy!efforts!were!implemented!but!no!systematic!advocacy!
component!at!programme!level.!It!was!recognized!that!advocacy!and!policy!
change!are!needed!to!overcome!barriers!to!change!and!to!increase!
sustainability!
!Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!related!to!advocacy!and!policy!

Learning*Project* Modify!and!reAtest!

!The!approach!of!having!a!standalone!project!dedicated!to!learning!and!
generating!evidence!is!unique!but!findings!were!mixed!due!to!lack!of!
programme!monitoring!and!direct!link!to!the!management!team.!Alternative!
models!for!a!standalone!learning!project!could!be!envisioned!and!potentially!
assessed!in!a!future!programme!

Evidence*
generation** Modify!approach!

!Prioritise!quality!over!quantity!
!Include!empirical!evidence!generation!
!Adapt!evidence!use!and!knowledge!translation!strategies!

Protection* Mainstream!across!
programme! !Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!related!to!protection 

Inclusion*of*
prioritised*groups*

Mainstream!across!
programme!

!Ensure!a!cohesive!programme!wide!strategy!on!inclusion!of!prioritised!
groups!(such!as!women,!the!elderly!and!people!with!disabilities)!

Localisation**

Contextualise!and!
Replicate!and!test!on!
larger!scale!in!differing!

contexts!

!Define!localisation!(what!it!is,!which!entities!are!considered!local);!and!test!
approaches!to!enable!INGOs!to!take!a!more!supportive!role!towards!
L/NNGOs,!and!better!operationalise!localisation!in!different!contexts!

! ! !

Do*not*pursue*
further* Modify*and*re_test!

Contextualise*and*replicate*in*
another*setting*

or*mainstream*across*
programme! !

*
Table*9.35:*Recommended*actions*for*each*DEPP*programme*component*!
*
*
In! addition,! a! number! of! best! practices! related! to! the! DEPP! programme! components! have! been!
compiled!to!guide!future!programme!design!and!implementation.!These!best!practices!can!be!found!in!
Annex!11.!
*
*
*
*
*
*
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SPECIFIC*CONCLUSIONS*AND*RECOMMENDATIONS*(SUMMATIVE*PHASE)*
*
This!section!presents!specific!conclusions!and!recommendations!related!to!each!evaluation!question.!!
*

1. Relevance*and*Validity*of*Design*
!

CONCLUSION( 1:!While! the! objectives! and! targets! of! the!DEPP!were! appropriate,! relevant! and!
aligned!with!DFID!priorities,!the!DEPP!design!process!suffered!from!numerous!weaknesses!that!
hindered! its! potential! for! impact.! Any! future! programme!would! require! a! significant! redesign!
based! on! the! lessons! learned! and! the! evidence! generated! from! the! DEPP.! For! future! design,!
programme!results!that!are!realistic!within!a!threeFyear!time!frame!must!be!set,!or!the!project!
time!frame!should!be!extended!to!allow!for!more!time!to!meet! longerFterm!outcomes.!A!more!
logical,! coherent! design! process,! which! is! locally! led,! draws! on! needs! assessments,! and! uses!
participatory! approaches! should! be! prioritised! to! ensure! that! projects! are! contextualised! and!
based! on! existing! needs! at! the! country! level.! The! design! process! should! adequately! consider!
project!alignment!and!complementarity!as!well!as! risks!at! the!programme! level.! It! should!also!
ensure!the!development!and!implementation!of!programme!level!systems!and!processes,!such!as!
a!robust!monitoring!and!evaluation!(M&E)!system,!to!ensure!course!correction!and!that!projects!
function! as! a! portfolio! rather! than! as! standalone! projects.! This! includes! elaborating! a!
programme! level! theory! of! change,! definition! of! key! terms,! crossFproject! linkages,! and!
streamlined! inclusion!of!gender!and!prioritised!groups!along!with!appropriate!consideration!of!
crossFcutting!themes.!Emergency!preparedness!and!response!projects!should!also!consider!urban!
contexts! and! issues! such! as! poverty! and! food! insecurity! which! lie! at! the! humanitarianF
development!nexus.!Budgets!should! include!higher!allocation! for!nonFproject!attributable!costs!
(NPACs),!programme!management!functions!and!M&E!across!all!projects.!!

*
!

RECOMMENDATION* 1.1:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* The* design* process*
should* be* re_envisioned* to* consider* alternative* programme*models* and* governance*
structures.* To! increase! the! local! relevance! and! effectiveness! of! the! programme,! the!
design!process!should!be!locally!driven!from!the!outset!(i.e.,!led!by!local!stakeholders),!
and! include! sufficient! time! and! funds! for! project! design,! localisation,! consortia!
development!and!collaboration.!!
!
Potential! Model! 1:! The! process! could! involve! several! stages:! After! the! overall!
programmatic!business!case!and!theory!of!change!are!developed,!global!goals!could!be!
established!and!local!and!national!ownership!prioritised.!A!programmeAlevel!focal!point!
could!be!appointed!in!each!country!to!conduct!contextualised!needs!assessments!which!
would! feed! into! the! development! of! the! portfolioAlevel! strategy.! The! project! design!
process!would!occur!at!the!country!level,!under!the!oversight!of!the!focal!points!and!the!
Programme! Board.! This! approach! would! drive! the! localisation! agenda! and! allow! for!
countryAbased!organisations!to!determine!the!most!needed! initiatives!within!the!goals!
of!the!overall! theory!of!change!as!well!as!risk!assessment.! It!would!help!align!projects!
toward! common! programme! goals,! identify! complementary! elements! of! different!
projects,!main!actors!and!those!that!need!to!be!bolstered!as!well!as!more!risky!projects!
worthy! of! support,! would! ensure! sufficient! investment! in! each! country! in! order! to!
accomplish!the!theory!of!change,!and!would!enable!more!comprehensive!assessment!of!
risks.! Also,! return! on! investment! assessment! could! be! conducted! to! inform! the! final!
investment.! Focal! points! could! work! with! a! Regional! or! Country! M&E! and! Learning!
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advisor! to! develop! and! implement! programmeAand! projectAlevel! monitoring! and!
evaluation! systems.! As! a! programmeAlevel! actor,! the! focal! point! would! help! build!
cohesiveness!and!enhance!the!visibility!of!DEPP!as!a!unified!programme!in!each!country.!!
!
Potential!Model!2:!Alternatively,!consider!a!multiphase!programme!in!which!a!series!of!
pilot! interventions! are! developed! and! implemented! on! a! small! scale! with! strong! but!
targeted! M&E! systems! integrated! to! evidence! changes! and! provide! accountability!
mechanisms.! Successful! pilot! interventions! could! be! scaled! up! during! the! subsequent!
phase,! building! on! the! lessons! captured! during! the! pilot.! A! strong! programme! and!
project!level!M&E!during!the!scale!up!phase!would!be!integral!to!measuring!change!but!
also!regular!tracking!of!outputs!to!ensure!agile!course!correction!and!ability!to!steer!the!
programme!when!needed.!In!addition,!this!type!of!multiphase!programme!could!include!
a! preApilot! phase! where! seed! funding! is! provided! to! develop! promising! ideas,! to!
conceptualise!projects!and!to!build!consortia!around!the!projects.!!
*
*
RECOMMENDATION* 1.2:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* The* programme*
portfolio* should* be* balanced* in* terms* of* risk,* types* of* activities,* size* of* projects,*
geographic*scope*and*cost.*To*maximise* impact,* the* link*between*preparedness*and*
response* should* be* better* articulated;* preparedness* programmes* should* strongly*
consider*embedding*flexible*funding*mechanisms*in*order*to*facilitate*contribution*to*
humanitarian* response* by* local* actors.* The! portfolio! should! include! a! mix! of! more!
established!ideas/projects,!those!that!are!considered!riskier!and!with!a!higher!likelihood!
of! failure! as! well! as! innovative! elements.! Prioritising! humanitarian! need,! country!
disaster! and! emergency! profiles,! as! well! as! the! overall! programme! strategy! during!
country!selection!process!would!ensure!a!more!optimal,!balanced!set!of!focus!countries.!
For!a!fund!of!this!size,!concentrating!on!a!smaller!group!of!projects!(at!least!in!any!scale!
up!phase!of!a!multiphase!programme),!and!potentially!fewer!overall!countries!may!help!
to! ensure! that! investments! are! not! spread! too! thin! and! that! there! is! both! sufficient!
investment! and!a! large!enough!number!of! projects! in! each! country! to! reach! a! critical!
mass! and!achieve! systems! change.!A! complementary! and! strategic!mix!of! activities! at!
programme!level!and!especially!at!country!level!is!warranted!to!maximise!impacts;!but!
this!too!needs!to!be!somewhat!focused.!For!example,!the!DEPP’s!open!approach!led!to!
too! many! different! types! of! capacity! building,! too! great! an! emphasis! on! individual!
capacity! building,! and! lack! consensus! on! desired! effect! at! each! level.! Instead,! a!more!
deliberate! and! evidenceAbased! global! capacity! building! strategy! is! needed,!with!more!
balance! between! levels! of! action! (individual,! organisational,! systems),! as! well! as!
consideration! of! structural! barriers! to! change! that!might! hinder! behaviour! change! or!
operationalising!organisational!level!changes.!In!many!cases!advocacy,!policy!change!or!
other!systems!approaches!may!be!critical!to!easing!some!of!these!obstacles;!integrating!
a! programmeAwide! advocacy! or! policy! component! should! be! further! explored.!
Preparedness!must!not!be!thought!of!in!isolation!and!mechanisms!to!embed!linkages!to!
humanitarian!response!(including!response!funding)!are!needed.!*
*
*
RECOMMENDATION*1.3:*[PROGRAMME*BOARD*&*DFID]*Portfolio*level*harmonisation*
should*be*prioritised,* including*mainstreaming*of* gender*and* inclusion*of*prioritised*
groups.*To!ensure!alignment!of!the!projects!and!a!cohesive!programme!wide!approach,!
portfolio! objectives,! as! well! as! key! terms! (e.g.! collaboration,! preparedness! and!
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localisation),! and! approaches! (eg.! types! of! capacity! building! efforts)! should! be! fully!
defined,!and!the!definitions!standardised!across!the!programme.!Cross!cutting!themes!
such!as! gender! and!Violence!against!Women!and!Girls! (VAWG)! that! are!prioritised!by!
the!donor!and/or!programme/project! stakeholders,!must!be!given!adequate!attention!
and! embedded! across! the! programme.! Inclusion! of! prioritised! groups! and! gender!
considerations!are!equally!important!and!should!be!mainstreamed.!!

*
*

RECOMMENDATION*1.4:*[PROGRAMME*BOARD*&*DFID]*Ensure*objectives*are*realistic*
and* feasible* within* programme’s* time* frame.* Develop! programmes! with! realistic!
objectives! that! are! feasible! within! a! threeAyear! time! frame.! These! most! likely! would!
focus! on! outputs! and! shorterAterm! outcomes.! Alternatively,! consider! creating! longer!
(i.e.! fiveAyear! or! longer)! programme! timelines! if! longerAterm! outcomes! must! be!
included.! While! longer! programme! timelines! may! not! correspond! to! current! DFID!
funding! cycles,! a! multiphase! programme! could! be! an! effective! solution! that! is!
compatible!with!funding!terms!as!well!as!activities!aimed!at!longerAterm!impact.!!

*
*

RECOMMENDATION* 1.5:* [PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* DFID]* Ensure* monitoring* and*
evaluation*processes*are*integrated*within*the*programme*design*from*the*outset*and*
that* there* is* an* appropriate* balance* between* M&E* and* Learning* activities.* * It! is!
imperative!that!a!programme!level!log!frame!be!in!place!prior!to!implementation!of!any!
programme!/!project!activities.!Development!of! this! log! frame!should!occur! in!parallel!
with! the!programme!and!with! input! from! local! stakeholders.! Ideally,! indicators! should!
be! streamlined! across! the! programme,! and! should! contain! a! core! set! of! programme!
indicators!against!which!all!projects! report,!with!potentially!a! series!of!additional! siteA
specific! or! projectAspecific! indicators! where! relevant.! Incorporate! quantitative! VFM!
indicators!within!the!core!set!of!indicators!to!ensure!VFM!and!efficiency!can!be!tracked!
across!the!programme.!The!M&E!system!should!enable!the!collection!and!reporting!of!
data!disaggregated!by!sex!and!other!prioritised!groups.!In!at!least!one!programme!focus!
country,! consider! prioritising! a! randomised! controlled! trial! (RCT)! or! other! rigorous!
evaluation! design! to! evaluate! programme! effectiveness.! This! would! require! involving!
the! evaluation! team! in! the! initial! stages! of! the! programme! design! process! to! ensure!
alignment!of!the!evaluation!questions,!randomisation!of!the!intervention!sites,!and!true!
baseline! data! collection.! This!would! allow! for! testing! of! the! effectiveness! of! targeted!
components!of!the!programme!as!well!as!the!programme!overall,!and!truly!isolating!the!
role! of! different! contextual! factors.! Technological! solutions! such! as! dashboards! with!
realAtime! data! visualisations! of! key! indicators! could! help! enhance! routine!monitoring,!
and! allow! for! more! rapid! course! correction.! Sufficient! training! for! programme! and!
project!focal!points!with!respect!to!the!M&E!system!must!be!provided!and!appropriate!
mechanisms!to!ensure!higher!quality!data!in!place.!Learning!is!important!but!requires!a!
wellAdesigned!M&E!system!in!order!to!be!of!most!value.!!

!
RECOMMENDATION*1.6:*[DFID]*Re_examine*the*processes*related*to*the*development*
of*the*business*case,*as*well*as*its*timing*and*its*content,*and*broaden*definitions*of*
disasters,*preparedness*and*response.*For!any!future!programme!at!the!scale!of!DEPP,!
to!facilitate!project!design,!the!business!case!should!provide!timely!and!sufficient!details!
such! as! focus! countries,! the! criteria! for! country! selection,! a! set! of! definitions! of! key!
concepts! (such! as! collaboration,! institutional! arrangements,! preparedness! and!
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localisation),!and!a!concise!summary!of!the!DFID!policy!on!inclusion!of!prioritised!target!
groups!in!programme!and!project!design.!Further!considerations!for!how!to!think!about!
preparedness! in! urban! contexts! and! conflictAaffected! settings! are! needed.!
Considerations! for! issues! such! as! poverty! and! food! insecurity! which! lie! at! the!
intersection! of! development! and! humanitarian! sectors! should! be! considered! when!
designing!emergency!preparedness!and!response!projects!depending!on!the!context.!!

!
!
!

2. Relevance*and*Effectiveness*of*the*Interventions!!
!
!
CONCLUSION(2:(DEPP!interventions!were!overwhelmingly!found!to!be!relevant!and!appropriate!
and! were! demonstrated! to! fill! important! gaps! that! have! not! been! previously! well! addressed!
(surveillance!of!emergencies!in!urban!settings,!conflict!sensitive!preparedness,!inclusion!of!aging!
and! disability! etc.).! However,! start! up! delays! limited! project! implementation! periods! and!
reducing!potential! impact.!Optimising! the!design!process!as!described!above!and! streamlining!
administrative! and! contractual! process! would! ensure! smooth! and! timely! project! start! up! and!
minimise! implementation! delays.! At! the! programme! level,! there!was! no! evidence! of! improved!
knowledge!on! core!humanitarian! competencies,! inclusion,! or! disaster!preparedness!due! to! the!
DEPP! but! significant! changes! in! organisational! capacity! and! preparedness! among! DEPP!
beneficiaries!occurred,!in!particular!among!local!organisations.!Furthermore,!DEPP!organisations!
contributed!to!improved!response!in!several!contexts!(Philippines,!Kenya!and!Ethiopia).!A!greater!
impact! could! likely! have! been! achieved!with! a! longer! implementation! period,! and!with! easier!
access!to!response!funding!mechanisms.!There!is!scope!for!certain!programme!components!to!be!
replicated!or!scaled!up!or!modified!and!further!tested.!!
!
Conclusion!2a:!Collaboration!&!Consortia!
Functioning! of! consortia! was! suboptimal! and! contributed! to! implementation! delays! and! slow!
decisionFmaking.! A! smaller,! more! strategic! set! of! consortia! members,! with! more! consistency!
between!UK!and!inFcountry!members!would!streamline!project!delivery!and!should!be!considered!
in! future! programmes.! Inclusion! of! more! L/NNGOs! within! consortia! might! help! shift! power!
balances! and! contribute! to! localisation.! Collaborations! with! external! stakeholders! including!
government!and!UN,! though!essential,!were!difficult! and! lessons! learned! should! inform! future!
programming.! In! two! sequential! diarrhoeal! outbreaks! in! Kenya,! the! consortia! model! and!
collaboration! with! the! government! enabled! coordinated! effective! response! activities! that!
improved!with!each!subsequent!emergency.!!
!
Conclusion!2b:!Capacity!Building!
Overall! individual!training!targets!at!the!programme!level!were!exceeded!suggesting!successful!
implementation! of! DEPP! capacity! building.! However,! these! data! include! individuals! who!
participated! in! capacity! building! efforts!with!minimal! exposure! such! as!webinars! and! forums.!
Accessibility! to! training! remained! uneven.! The! target! of! including! 50%!women! trainees! across!
the! programme! was! not! met,! and! some! trainings! were! only! available! in! English.! Structural!
barriers,!such!as!organisational!and!management!arrangements,!were!a!key!barrier!to!applying!
and!integrating!knowledge!gained!from!DEPP!capacity!building!efforts!at!the!organisational!level!
and! should! be! addressed! in! future! programmes.! MultiFpronged! capacity! building! efforts! that!
include! practical! approaches! to! sustain! and! apply! knowledge! were! perceived! to! be! most!
effective,! but! findings! show! no! evidence! of! knowledge! change.! Organisational! level! capacity!
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building!efforts!where!several!strategies!are!combined!and!tailored!to!the!specific!gaps!of!each!
organisation!were!perceived!to!be!effective,!and!evidence!of!increased!organisational!capacity!of!
local!organisations!was!demonstrated!in!a!number!of!settings.!!
!
Conclusion!2c:!Evidence!Generation!&!Learning!
Generation! of! learning! and! evidence! was! high! in! terms! of! quantity! but! evidence! was! mainly!
anecdotal!and!lacking!in!scientific!rigor.!Arguably!too!much!emphasis!was!placed!on!generation!
of! learning! in! relation! to! routine! monitoring.! Differential! reporting! by! projects! against! the!
programme!level!log!frame!(once!it!was!implemented!in!August!2017)!occurred,!and!there!was!
evidence!of!weak!quality!assurance.!In!addition,!there!was!a!lack!of!disaggregated!data!collected!
with!respect!to!important!subgroups.!Sharing!of!learning!did!occur!but!there!is!no!evidence!that!
this!translated!to!behaviour!change.!Learning!events!were!a!useful!approach!to!share!learning,!
however!an!increased!focus!on!the!dissemination!of!evidence!at!these!events!would!have!been!
valuable.! The! Learning! Platform! was! an! important! resource! (that! now! serves! as! part! of! the!
DEPP’s! institutional! memory)! but! it! was! not! used! consistently! across! projects! and! featured!
varying! amounts! of! evidence! and! learning! shared! by! each! project.! Such! platforms! should! be!
more! heavily! promoted! to! increase! use! by! inFcountry! partners,! represent! resources! from! all!
projects! and! ensure! availability! of! resources! in! relevant! languages.! The!DEPP! Learning!project!
had! been! originally! conceptualised! to! take! on! the!M&E! functions! of! the! DEPP! in! addition! to!
Learning.!While!a!unique!idea,!this!model!did!not!work!well!–!M&E!functions!and!responsibility!
would!have!been!better!placed!at!the!programme!management!level.!Placing!these!functions!as!
one! project! alongside! the! others! with! limited! authority! led! to! diffusion! of! accountability! and!
responsibility.! As! a! standalone! learning! project,! it! has! had! mixed! results,! but! could! be! reF
envisioned!for!future!programmes.!!
!
Conclusion!2d:!Early!Warning!Systems!
Early!warning!systems!are!important!as!they!provide!(in!theory)!accurate,!predictive!and!timely!
data! to! support! preparedness.! However,! findings! with! respect! to! implementation! of! early!
warning!systems!are!mixed.!Six!diverse!early!warning!systems!were!developed!and!five!were!fully!
operational!at!the!time!of!this!report.!However,!because!of!implementation!delays,!the!length!of!
time!these!systems!have!been!functional!was!very!limited.!Several!of!the!systems!have!been!well!
integrated! into!appropriate!structures!contributing!to! increased! likelihood!of!sustainability!and!
impact.!Only! two! systems! (UEWEA,!PHEP!Gambella)! have!been!used! in! a! response.!UEWEA! in!
particular!was!shown!to!be!an!effective!system!that!was!able!to!detect!several!emergencies!that!
would! have! otherwise! gone! unnoticed! in! informal! settlements! around! Nairobi! and! this!
contributed! to! improved! timely! and! effective! response.! This! system! had! been! operational! the!
longest,!and!also!established!a!concrete!exit!strategy,!with!the!local!county!government!taking!
over! management! of! the! system.! This! project! benefited! from! a! longer! “effective”! timeline!
compared! to! the! other! projects! as! it! took! forward! work! from! a! previous! project 173 !that!
conceptualised! the! system,! developed! and! tested! the! indicators! and! established! government!
collaborations.!Without! that!existing!work! to!build!on,!UEWEA!would! likely!have! faced! similar!
challenges! as! the! rest! of! the! cohort! in! terms! of! establishing! a! functional! system! with! the!
programme!period.!!
!
Conclusion!2e:!Preparedness!&!Response!
There! are! some! emerging! examples! in! several! countries! of! perceived! improvements! in!
preparedness! at! the! organisational! and! community! level.! Document! review! has! demonstrated!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
173!Indicator!Development!for!Surveillance!of!Urban!Emergencies!(IDSUE).!UEWEA!Final!Evaluation.!p.1!
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that!the!DEPP!has!contributed!to!at!least!42!responses!in!11!countries!and!there!are!several!selfF
reported!examples!of!strengthened,!more!localised!response.!!
!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 2.1! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* * The* Learning* Project* and* its*
placement* should* be* re_examined,* with* its* role,* responsibilities,* objectives* and*
accountability* mechanisms* clearly* defined* at* the* outset* of* any* future* programme.!
Programme! level! Monitoring! and! Evaluation! should! sit! within! programme! level!
management,! but! the! case! could! be!made! to! test! a! differently! structured! standalone!
learning! project! in! a! future! programme.! Further! considerations! to! ensure! a! balance!
between!quantity!and!quality!of!learning!and!evidence!generated,!including!the!burden!
and! time! requirements! placed! on! projects,! and! the! timing! of!M&E! activities! to! begin!
before!projects!start!implementing!are!needed.!
*
*
RECOMMENDATION* 2.2! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Project* level* M&E* systems*
should* directly* feed* into* programme* level* systems* (via* a* common,* core* set* of*
indicators),* and* should*be* in*place*prior* to* implementation*with* timely* reporting* to*
permit*agile*course*correction.*Stronger!M&E!systems!including!collection!of!empirical!
data! would! support! projects! in! accessing! additional! funding! and! yield! better! quality!
projects! with! a! greater! likelihood! of! impact.! Accountability! mechanisms! (including!
accountability!to!beneficiaries)!should!be!strengthened.!!
*
*
RECOMMENDATION*2.3![DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD]**To*increase*the*effectiveness*of*
capacity*building*interventions,*emphasis*should*be*placed*on*quality*not*on*quantity.*
At! the! individual! level!approaches! that!build! skills!and! reinforce! learning!and!combine!
several!strategies!should!be!prioritised.!At!the!organisational!level,!approaches!that!are!
tailored! to! identified! gaps! and! aim! to! strengthen! systems! and! processes! should! be!
emphasised.!Flexible!funding!mechanisms!providing!small!or!in!some!cases!micro!grants!
for! capacity!building!were!one! successful! approach! to!empower! local!organisations! to!
build! their! capacity! and! should! be! considered! in! future! programmes.! Systems! level!
capacity!strengthening!should!also!be!further!pursued.!Further!attention!to!the!balance!
of! activities! across! these! different! levels! and! the! desired! effect! at! each! level! will! be!
needed! to! maximise! impacts.! Structural! barriers! need! to! be! addressed,! and! capacity!
building!interventions!should!be!better!tailored!to!specific!contexts.!!
*
*
RECOMMENDATION* 2.4! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Early* warning* systems*
development* should* be* taken* forward* within* future* programmes* but* only* when*
sufficient* implementation* periods* are* available.*A! threeAyear! time! frame!was! clearly!
insufficient! to! design! and! operationalise! an! early! warning! system;! more! realistic!
timelines!are!needed!to!ensure!completion!of!the!system!and!allowing!time!to!test!the!
system! within! responses! (or! simulations).! Community! members! and! government!
officials! should! be! actively! involved! in! designing! the! surveillance! systems,! beneficiary!
criteria,! and! response! package! details.! Consensus! on! indicators! and! early! warning!
systems! should! be! reached! in! collaboration! with! community! and! government!
stakeholders.!Early!and!sustained!engagement!should!be!emphasised!to!foster!trust!and!
strengthens!partnerships.!!
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*
RECOMMENDATION* 2.5! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Future* programmes* must*
consider*preparedness*and*response*on*a*continuum*with*more*attention*paid*to*the*
response* component.* The! programme! should! strategise! on! how! best! to! enable!
improved! response! through! preparedness! activities! and! ensure! such!mechanisms! are!
embedded!within!the!programme,!rather!than!expecting!response!contribution!to!occur!
organically! as! a! natural! byAproduct! of! preparedness! activities.! This! could! take! various!
forms.!Flexible!response!funds!could!be!built! in!to!the!programme!(and!potentially!the!
individual! projects)! to! provide! a! rapid! avenue! for! local! programme! beneficiaries! to!
implement!response!activities.!As!this!approach!at!the!project!level!has!fared!quite!well!
in!several!contexts!it!should!be!viewed!as!a!promising!approach!worthy!of!replication!in!
more! settings! and! tested! as! a! programme! level! component.! ! Alternatively,! or! in!
addition,!more!formal!links!with!existing!response!funds!(such!as!the!START!Fund)!could!
be! pursued.! In! addition,! further! thinking! around! preparedness! in! conflictAaffected!
settings!and!in!urban!contexts!is!needed.!!!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 2.6! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* To* leverage* the* global*
momentum* around* localisation* of* humanitarian* response* and* build* on* the*
contribution* of* DEPP* in* advancing* this* agenda* in* several* settings,* more* nuanced*
considerations*on*localisation*are*needed.*This!includes!articulating!a!clear!definition!of!
what! localisation!means,!which!entities!are!considered!local!and!what!the! implications!
of! these! definitions! are! from! a! practical! standpoint.! Strategically,! laying! out! and!
potentially! testing! approaches! which! could! enable! INGOs! to! take! a! more! supportive!
role,! and! better! operationalise! localisation! (move! from! theoretical! to! actual).!
Organisational!policies!around!localisation!could!be!one!target,!but!understanding!how!
to! operationalise! the! policies! into! actual! processes! would! be! an! important! element.!
Additionally,! the! humanitarian! landscape! in! different! settings! and! its! relationship! to!
localisation! need! to! be! considered! to! ensure! that! appropriate,! contextually! relevant!
strategies!to!support! localisation!are! implemented.!Finally,! localisation!from!the!donor!
perspective! should! be! further! explored! to! understand! strategies! which! might! enable!
donors!to!more!easily!support!local!counterparts!within!the!context!of!risk!aversion!and!
due!diligence!processes.!!
!

!
!

3. Effectiveness*of*Management*Arrangements**
!

CONCLUSION( 3:(Collaboration! is! highly! valued!and!DEPP’s! consortia! approach!was!universally!
deemed! to! be! the!most! appropriate,! preferred! delivery!mechanism! for! humanitarian! capacity!
building! and! response! activities.! There! was! some! evidence! that! the! consortia! model! enabled!
coordinated,! timelier! response! in! some! settings.! Globally,! effectiveness! of! consortia! could! be!
increased! in! future! programmes! through! a! smaller,!more! strategic! set! of! consortia!members,!
improved! communication,! opportunities! for! better! coordination! of! activities,! and! provision! of!
sufficient!resources!for!strategic!and!organised!collaborations.!Inclusion!of!more!L/NNGOs!within!
the! consortia! could! contribute! to! the! localisation! agenda.! Network! analyses! demonstrates!
evidence! of! strengthened! humanitarian! response! networks! in! the! Philippines,! Kenya! and!
Ethiopia,! while! the! network! in! Myanmar! remained! unchanged.! A! range! of! different! types! of!
humanitarian!preparedness!and!response!networks!exist!in!these!countries,!from!highly!isolated!
(Myanmar)! to! highly! distributed,! locally! led! (Philippines).! In! any! future! programme! aiming! to!
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strengthen! networks,! these! differences! in! the! size,! scope! and! priorities! of! networks! across!
countries! should! be! appropriately! considered! during! the! both! design! and! implementation.!
Humanitarian! landscapes! and! existing! networks! across! focal! countries! should! be! considered,!
particularly! in! the! design! of! the! projects! and! at! the! programme! level! to! leverage! existing!
collaboration! and! local! partnerships.! Targeting! of! network!members! for! capacity! building! and!
evidence!sharing!should!be!more!strategic!and!include!relevant!key!influencers.!

!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 3.1! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* In* future* programmes,* refine*
and* optimise* the* consortium* model* building* on* lessons* from* the* DEPP,* ensuring*
context*specific*considerations.**Working!effectively!with!collaborative!structures!in!the!
future! will! require! better! understand! what! types! of! consortia! are! appropriate! and!
effective!within!different!contexts.!Overarching!factors!which!should!be!incorporated!in!
programmes! of! this! nature! include! supporting! collaborative! structures! that! build! on!
previous!successful!relationships!and!that!work!with!a!smaller!number!of!members,!and!
that!work! towards! strategic! collaborations.! To! increase! speed! of! decisionAmaking! and!
effectiveness! of! consortia,! streamlined! contracting! and! reporting! processes! should! be!
established.! Ensure! L/NNGOs! are! included! in! consortia,! and! further! assessment! of!
strategies!to!address!risk!aversion!among!donors!to!supporting!such!consortia!directly!is!
needed.!!

!
!

RECOMMENDATION*3.2![DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD]*To*more*effectively*strengthen*
humanitarian* preparedness* and* response* networks,* network* assessments* could*
better* inform*development*of* targeted* strategies* to* enhance* collaboration.*Country!
specific!network!mapping!and!assessments!should!be!undertaken,!when!appropriate,!to!
facilitate! the! use! of! more! targetAspecific! approaches! to! building! networks! and!
partnerships,!such!as!through!the!identification!and!targeting!of!key!influencers.!Deeper!
exploration!on!the!level!of!influence!and!role!of!different!organisations!(i.e.!as!resource!
hubs,!knowledge!brokers!etc.)!within!the!network!in!focal!countries!would!be!extremely!
valuable! to! inform! strategies! around! which! organisations! to! target! and! how.! These!
assessments! could! also! enable! optimisation! of! collaboration! with! local! and! national!
actors.! For! example,! an! approach! aimed! at! involving! more! national! NGOs! could! be!
refined!in!the!Philippines!where!national!NGOs!are!already!very!strongly!involved!within!
the!humanitarian!preparedness!and!response!networks.!
!
!
!

4. Efficiency*and*Value*for*Money*(VFM)*
!

CONCLUSION(4:!Good!indicators!of!cost!economy!were!evident,!but!in!some!cases!project!
budgets!were!too!lean!with!insufficient!resources!for!consortia!management!and!collaborative!
activities.!!At!the!portfolio!level,!resources!dedicated!to!portfolio!management!and!collaboration,!
M&E!and!to!NonFProject!Attributable!Costs!(NPACs)!were!insufficient!with!respect!to!desired!
programme!objectives.!In!future!programmes,!more!strategic!allocation!of!funds!should!be!
undertaken.!In!addition,!systems!and!resources!for!governance,!strategy,!portfolio!management,!
decisionFmaking!and!consortium!arrangements!should!be!restructured!to!improve!efficiency.!
Adaptive!management!processes!permitted!course!correction!and!revisions!of!project!plans!to!
reflect!changing!contexts,!and!VFM!reporting!improved!over!the!course!of!the!programme.!
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Future!programmes!should!better!adopt!and!standardise!VFM!indicators!in!order!to!collect!data!
for!internal!project!purposes,!crossFproject!comparisons!and!general!learning.!There!were!no!
strong!VFM!findings!to!suggest!that!preparedness!improved!the!efficiency!of!humanitarian!
response!within!the!programme!duration.!!!
!
!

RECOMMENDATION* 4.1! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* Streamline* contractual*
processes,*management*decisions*and*flow*of*funds.*While!recognising!the!importance!
of! subcontracting! processes! and! organisations’! internal! procedures,! future!
programming!should! take!steps! to!minimise!and!streamline!contractual!processes.!For!
example,! preAagreement! letters! of! commitment! could! help! clarify! some! contractual!
issues! prior! to! projects! beginning.! The! programme!management! could! also! provide! a!
template! for! subAcontracts! and! consider! setting! a! standard! timeline! for! contract!
turnaround.!If!projects!are!structured!with!a!global!grant!holder!and!inAcountry!host!or!
partner,! streamlining! management! decisions! and! flow! of! funds! so! that! the! same!
organisation!serves!in!both!roles!whenever!possible!could!be!considered.!!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 4.2! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD* &* PROJECTS]! Adopt* and*
standardise*VFM* indicators* at* programme*and*project* level!and* routinely* report* on*
them.! DFID! guidance! on! VFM! in! humanitarian! programmes! or! other! relevant! VFM!
guidance! should! be! used! to! enhance! VFM! monitoring! and! reporting! in! future!
programmes.! !Adopting!VFM!indicators!at! the!programme! level,!as!well!as! the!project!
level!will!ensure!that!VFM!can!be!closely!tracked!and!analysed!at!both!levels.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 4.4! [DEPP* PROGRAMME* BOARD]* In* a* future* programme,*
strategically* allocate* funds* to* achieve* programme* objectives,* with* greater* funds*
designated*for*programme*management*costs,*M&E*and*NPACs.**For!a!large!portfolio,!
programme! management! costs! should! be! in! the! range! of! around! 10%,! to! enable!
sufficient! resources! to!undertake! its!key! functions!of!management,!M&E!and!strategic!
tasks.!NPACs!can!be!up!to!20%!and!as!high!as!25%,!but!should!be!considered!realistically!
to! ensure! that! inAcountry! and! back! office! costs! are! covered.! With! respect! to! M&E,!
ensure! sufficient! resources!at! the!both! the!programme!and!project! level! to!efficiently!
implement!both!routine!monitoring!but!also!more!rigorous!evaluations.!!
!

!
!

5. Sustainability*of*the*Intervention*and*Likelihood*of*Impact*of*the*Programme!
!
CONCLUSION(5:!In!some!settings,!DEPP!has!contributed!to!strengthening!national!preparedness!
systems!but!typically!on!a!small!geographic!scale,!and!by!individual!project!consortia.!There!have!
been! several! concrete! examples!where! DEPP! has! impacted! government! policies! or! systems! or!
increased!political! commitment.! Stakeholders!noted!observing!a! shift! in! the!way!organisations!
consider,!address!and! involve! local!actors!and!communities,!and!attributed! it!as!one!of!DEPP’s!
most!significant!contribution.!However,(there!was!a!lack!of!a!detailed!strategy!for!the!inclusion!
of! gender! and! prioritised! target! groups! at! the! programme! level! resulting! in! a! fragmented!
programme!wide!approach!and!uneven!results.!In!addition,!crossFcutting!themes!such!as!VAWG!
were! not! adequately! integrated! into! the! programme.! Rather! than! only! including! one! or! two!
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projects!with!an! inclusion!and!protection! focus!within!a!portfolio,!a!more! integrated!approach!
involving! mainstreaming! across! the! programme! should! be! prioritised.! This! should! entail!
dissemination! of! detailed! expectations! and! guidelines! on! inclusion! of! gender! and! other!
prioritised!groups!and! reporting! requirements! during! the!design!phase! to! ensure! that! projects!
are! developed! accordingly.! As! well,! consistency! in! implementation! of! gender! and! inclusion!
considerations! with! regular! monitoring! should! be! established.! In! addition! to! inclusion,!
sustainability! planning! was! weak! and! was! not! clearly! planned! or! documented! at! both! the!
programme!and!project!levels.!This!failure!seems!to!have!been!linked!to!expectations!around!the!
possibility!of!receiving!additional!funds!from!DFID!for!a!second!phase!of!the!DEPP,!as!articulated!
in!the!business!case,!combined!with! lack!of!guidance!from!the!programme!on!sustainability.! In!
any!future!programme,!more!deliberate,!strategic!sustainability!planning!is!needed!at!all!levels,!
beginning! during! the! design! phase,! and! with! transparency! around! the! possibility! of! further!
funding.!At!the!programme!level,!there!is!some!evidence!that!benefits!have!become!embedded!–!
with! examples! of! system! and! policy! change! as! well! as! strengthened! national! preparedness!
systems,! albeit! on! a! small! geographic! scale.! However,! the! potential! for! longerFterm! effects! is!
dependent!on!the!extent!to!which!different!components!are!able!to!continue!beyond!the!close!of!
the!programme.!Future!programmes!should!prioritise!longer!implementation!periods!to!increase!
likelihood!of!impact,!and!incorporate!government!collaboration,!systems!level!change,!policy!or!
advocacy! components,! involvement! of! beneficiaries! and! good! VFM! in! order! to! promote!
sustainability.(

!
!

RECOMMENDATION*5.1*[DEPP*PROGRAMME*BOARD*&*PROJECTS]!!Develop*a*strategy*
for* inclusion* of* gender* and* prioritised* target* groups* at* programme* level,* ensure*
projects* adopt* an* approach* which* aligns* with* this* strategy* and* monitor*
implementation* at* all* levels.! In! the! governance! criteria,! consider! broadening! the!
gender! statement! to! a! statement! on! inclusion! of! prioritised! target! groups.! Develop!
guidelines! for! projects! on! requirements! for! this! statement.! This! could! include! links! to!
key! documents! on! best! practices! and! the! law! and! policies! governing! inclusion! of!
prioritised! target! groups! in! development! programming! and! project! design.! Ensure!
gender!considerations!are!consistently!implemented!and!reported.!!
!
!
RECOMMENDATION* 5.2:* [DEPP* PROGRAMME* &* PROJECTS]* Within* any* future*
programme,* integrate*deliberate,* strategic* sustainability* planning* that* takes* a*more*
holistic* view* on* sustainability* going* beyond* simply* securing* funding* streams.*
Programme! and! project! sustainability! plans! should! be! developed! as! early! as! possible,!
preferably!in!the!design!phase!and!updated!regularly.!However,!for!riskier!projects!with!
a! high! possibility! of! failure,! sustainability! planning! does! not!make! sense! and! is! not! a!
good! use! of! resources! until! results! can! be! demonstrated.! Future! programmes! should!
increase!the!likelihood!of!sustainability!and!longerAterm!impacts!by!building!on!previous!
efforts! and! existing! partnerships/consortia,! working! with! governments! (when!
appropriate),! incorporating! a! policy! or! advocacy! element,! developing! sustainable!
outputs!such!as!tools,!guidelines!or!systems,!increasing!crossAproject!linkages,!fostering!
sustainable! relationships! that! can! continue! beyond! the! DEPP,! improving! beneficiary!
engagement,! and! strengthening! feedback!mechanisms! for! the! community.!Good!VFM!
should!also!be!prioritised!to!maximise!sustainability.!Programme!visibility!at!the!country!
level!should!be!maximised!through!increased!advocacy!initiatives!and!the!development!
of!streamlined!communication!with!external!stakeholders.!!


