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Executive summary

1. Introduction/ Background 
Tajikistan is prone to many types of hazards, including floods, mudflows, landslides, epidemics, drought, earthquakes, avalanches, insect infestation and windstorm.  Earthquakes represent a substantial threat in many parts of the country, specifically in urban environments. Records of the deadliest earthquakes in Tajikistan include the Faizabad earthquake in 1943 and the Gissar (Sharora) earthquake of 1989.  Studies conducted during the 1990s have also established that some 1,500 landslides/mudslides threaten human settlements and industrial construction. Floods occur in spring following heavy rain, or in summer as a result of melting snow. The south-eastern slope of Gissar range, including the Varzob basin, is an area with great flood activity.  Mudflows threaten 85% of Tajikistan’s area, with some 35% situated in mudflow high-risk zone.
  Hazards being associated with climate change are also starting to be noticed: longer winter and intense snowfall, intense rainfall, lack of rainfall, etc.

Degradation of forests, and lack of vegetative cover on the slopes of hills and mountains, has increased the risk of landslide, mudflows and floods.  Lack of electricity and gas, particularly in remote villages, has led communities to deplete forest resources for firewood.
As disaster risk reduction faced one of the main challenges on poverty reduction, from 2002 in Tajikistan ECHO initiated programs on disaster preparedness. In 2001 with the supervision of UNDRMP and CoES formed the REACT group at national level to coordinate properly the actions of organisations working in this sphere2. 

In this regard CARE international has started its disaster preparedness activities from 2003 with the aim to contribute in disaster risk reduction and poverty elimination strategy plan of Tajikistan. Up to date CARE Tajikistan has implemented 3 disaster preparedness projects funded by ECHO under DIPECHO line.  
CARE Tajikistan launched ICDR project in February 2007. The project is the forth phase of disaster preparedness program realized by CARE Tajikistan with support from DIPECHO. 
The duration of the project is 15 months, from February 2007 till April 2008. Total project budget is 370.000 EURO. The project operates in 55 villages with the total population of 64,318 people from Yovon, Vahdat, Varzob, Hissor, Shahrinav and Faizabad districts. The project aims to reach 45,658 community members, 2,200 CBO members, 16,145 school children, 165 teachers, and 150 local and state authorities. 

The principal objective of the project is to reduce the negative impacts of disasters in Tajikistan by better preparing the vulnerable populations in the area most affected by recurrent natural hazards.  
The project aims to reach the principal objective through following results: 
Result 1: Incorporating sustainable NRM is disaster risk reduction 

Men and women members of 55 CBOs and children in 55 schools increase awareness about the linkage of sustainable NRM and disaster risk reduction, and design and implement sustainable NRM that will mitigate  disasters 
Indicators of achievements: 

· At least 80% of CBO members and school children have acquired  knowledge on appropriate NRM practices 

· Trees and drought resistant grasses planted and rock lines established in 10 hectares of landslide- and erosion-prone slopes and river banks

· At least 80% of CBOs have acquired and applied knowledge on project cycle management
Result 2: Developing and strengthening community capacities for preparedness
Men and women members of 55 CBOs and children in 55 schools develop, strengthen and scale up their disaster preparedness activities

Indicators of achievements: 
· 55 CBOs and 55 schools have set up, improved and simulated early warning systems  and contingency plans

· At least 80 % of trained  teachers have  increased capacity to conduct training on community based disaster risk 
· At least 80% of student volunteers organized in 55 schools and have disaster preparedness knowledge and skills in simulations

Result 3: Incorporating environmental impacts in disaster assessments and in programming
CBOs and local authorities in two pilot jamoats, CARE, and organisations in GBAO, Rasht and Zerafshan valleys have developed capacities for incorporating environmental impacts of disasters in conducting disaster assessments and in programming
Indicators of achievements: 
· CARE has applied the Rapid Environmental Assessment After Disasters (REA) tool in assessing disasters 

· 6 CBOs in two pilot jamoats are able to conduct simple disaster assessment using a simplified REA tool
· 60% of target organisations in GBAO, Rasht valley, and Zerafshan valley are able to conduct REA on their own 

Result 4: Promoting collaborative action and reflective learning 

Coordination among stakeholders at all levels increase effect and efficiency and promote reflective learning in disaster risk reduction

Indicators of achievements: 
· 90% of CBOs and other project participants regularly analyze and reflect on the project’s strengths, limitations and lessons

· Lessons learnt and best practices shared with all stakeholders at all levels

· Relevant local and state authorities actively support and learnt from the project

To maximize the impact of the project, following methodologies will be used:

· Development and strengthening of CBOs

· Focus on women participation

· Addressing Underlying Causes of Poverty Framework

· Involving different parties in project participation (e.g. schoolchildren, school teachers, partners, local government authorities)
2. Survey Goal/Objectives

From March 20-30, 2007 pre to commence the project activities the baseline survey had been conducted.

The main goal of the survey was to collect additional information on target project areas relevant to project objectives and indicators to be able identify the project progress during end-line. In addition, where possible and relevant the project team will use the results for review and improvement of the project implementation strategy.

The survey has been focused on measurement of following dimensions:

· Types of disasters occurring in the respected area

· Frequency of occurrence of disasters

· Level of vulnerability of household well-being indicators/ assets to disasters

· Coping strategy available in target communities to reduce disaster risks

· Availability of contingency plan and emergency warning system in the communities
· Natural resource management practices in target communities
· Level of coordination of stakeholders on disaster prevention as well response
· Practices on reflection learning in area of disaster risk reduction among communities, local government representatives and partner organizations.

3. Survey methodology

To achieve the survey goal, it was decided to undertake two qualitative methods, including Group Discussion and Key Informant Interviews. The relevant data collection tools have been developed and tested by D,M&E and project teams. The data have been collected by eight project field staff under supervision of the Project Manager, Project Filed supervisor, Project Visibility Technical Supervisor, D,M&E Supervisor and M&E Assistant. The surveyors and supervisors received training on data collection from D,M&E Unit staff and Project Manager (see Annex 1).
The Group Discussions were conducted in 50% (N=28) of target communities from Vakhdat, Hissor, Yovon, Shahrinav, Faizabad and Varzob districts. Each out of four survey teams consisted of a supervisor and two facilitators.  The sample villages have been selected using systematic random sampling technique. In the sampled villages of pervious DIPACT programming the participants of Group Discussions were CBO members. In other sampled villages the participants of discussion were community. The survey team used following criteria in collecting the groups for discussion:

· Equal number of men and women
· Head of village and teachers

· Elder then 18 years old;

· The members of CBOs/other community groups, if available.  
The Key Informant Interviews have been conducted among 26 key project partners, including 13 local government (Jamoat) representatives from all project target districts, four regional and district level representatives of ES&CD Committee from Hissor, Faizobod and Varzob dsitricts and local and six partner INGOs.

4. Key findings

General Information

A total of 28 villages have been surveyed. Out of total 19 villages (68%) had various forms of community groups organized by MSDSP (3 villages), World Bank (1 village) and CARE (15 villages, in frame of FACT and DIPACT projects). It was identified that 14 villages (50%) out of all surveyed had CBOs organized by DIPACT projects that are 6 from Vahdat 4 from Varzob and 4 from Yovon districts. 

Totally 336 people actively participated in group discussions. Out of them 46% (154) were women. Throughout a discussion the participants have been expressing their willingness in project participation, particularly in activity on improvement of disaster preparedness plans. 

4.1. Level of vulnerability of communities/CBOs to disaster and coping strategies focused on DRR
4.1.1. Main disaster types in targeted villages

It have been identified that the following disasters are the most common to target project communities, most severe and most regular: 

· mudflow

· landslide/ soil erosion

· hailstorm

· windstorm

· livestock/poultry diseases

The table below represents the types and the frequency of occurrence of disasters which happen in the project districts and bring damages as reported by communities.
Table 1
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The more appalling is that most of these disasters occurred in annually bases. The historical data shows that from January 2001 up to March 2007, 236 cases of disasters occurred in the 28 surveyed villages. For example from January 2001 up to March 2007 annually occurred 126 cases of disasters, which more then else were animal diseases, landslide\soil erosion, mudflow and windstorm.
4.1.2. Level of vulnerability of communities/CBOs to disasters

During focus group discussions, participants have been asked to prioritize the disasters according to the level of damage they bring to household/ community living assets.

Table 2
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As it can be seen from the tables 1 and 2, mudflow and landslide/ soil erosion are the most widespread disasters that seriously affect life of target communities. Livestock/poultry diseases have been frequently reported by communities but ranked not very high. This is possibly related to the fact that livestock diseases affected limited, although important, number of assets (livestock/ pastures/ human health) and thus cause comparatively lower damage to overall livelihoods of the households, rather than land/slides or mudflows which sometimes destroy the whole households possess including lands, trees, houses. 

From the discussions with interviewees comes out that one of the reasons of being suffering by landslide/soil erosion of project area is that communities are located in the steep areas. Especially landslide/soil erosion has been highlighted in Yovon and Vahdat districts. From these two districts Yovon is geographically remote area .Here the main income of population is agricultural production. Lack of appropriate technical agrarian knowledge and improper functioning of irrigation system of the districts frequently causes landslide/soil erosion. Another aspect of increasing landslide/soil erosion is the degradation of hills due to excessive tree cutting because of irregular electricity supply and in accessibility of other sources for cooking and heating.  

.

The increased level of precipitation have been reported by few communities, mostly from Varzob, and have been given not very high rate of vulnerability, but this issue was indicated as one of the recent phenomenon that appeared during last two years.

The severe rain (indicate how frequently this disaster have been reported) or snowfall damages the roofs and walls of their houses constructed with mud-bricks. The heavy windstorm and hailstorm damages their crops and trees. 
The invasion of insects and trees diseases (again frequency) affects their crops and considerably decreases the level income. 
As a result, men migrate to other places for a job to make a living for their families. And only old men, women and children are left over in the villages and have not enough power and skills to resist or manage situation when disaster strikes. 
4.1.3. Current coping strategies of communities/CBOs to decrease disaster risk 

The base-line survey revealed all total 28 villages have various coping mechanisms to prevent various disasters (see Annex 2). In most cases, the practiced coping mechanisms are based on utilization of available local natural resources, therefore cost-effective.  
If compared with data on reporting of various disaster types by village, almost all communities (80% and above) which reported having mudflow, landslide/ soil erosion or animal disease undertake any coping strategies. However, only 9 out of 25 communities which reported about windstorm have any coping strategy. The rest 16 villages whether they do not have any problem at all with windstorm or they have but it’s not as affective, as it is in the 9 mentioned villages. 

From the table below  it can be seen that most widespread coping strategies to prevent mudflow and landslide/ soil erosion focus around tree planting and proper watering of trees, construction of wall stones/gabions/ river bank strengthening and  cleaning drainage channels. Some villages are also practicing redirection of water, construction of pressure break/ flood controller and natural resource management. However the ICDR project mostly emphasize in the tree planting as more applicable and sustainable for communities. And also it’s more common mechanism for prevention of many types of disasters such as: flooding, mudflow, and windstorm. As well in case of planting fruitful trees communities may get some benefits from it. 

As for prevention of animal/ poultry diseases the community generally undertakes vaccination. In some places communities keeps separately their infected animals in order to avoid infection.

Table 3 List of main coping strategies for main disaster types
	Coping strategy
	Number of times indicated
	% from total
	Types of disasters

	
	
	
	Mud-flow
	Landslide/ soil erosion
	Wind-storm
	Animal/ poulty diseases

	Proper watering of trees/tree plantation
	40
	26%
	7
	21
	5
	 

	Vaccination of animals
	30
	19%
	 
	 
	 
	23

	River bank strengthening/construction of wall stone/gabion net
	19
	12%
	13
	4
	 
	 

	Clean the drainage canals
	15
	10%
	14
	1
	 
	 

	Redirect water
	9
	6%
	7
	2
	 
	 

	Proper cover and tighten of electric lines
	8
	5%
	 
	 
	1
	 

	Grass growing/more grass
	4
	3%
	 
	4
	 
	 

	Proper nailing roofs/strengthening of house roofs
	4
	3%
	 
	 
	4
	 

	Digging trenches
	4
	3%
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Reinforcing of bridge
	2
	1%
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Construction of preassure break
	1
	1%
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Construction of flood controller
	1
	1%
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Keeping seperatly polutries
	1
	1%
	 
	 
	 
	1

	Land management
	1
	1%
	 
	1
	 
	 

	Manually to  fill in the land cracks 
	1
	1%
	 
	1
	 
	 

	Traditional treatment
	1
	1%
	 
	 
	 
	1

	Total
	154
	100%
	26
	21
	9
	23


4.2. Level of capacity of communities to protect themselves from disasters
The word of capacity in disaster prevention comprise of the copying strategy and availability of existed materials and men resources basically included:  contingency plan, early warning system; the existence of rescue groups; availability of necessary equipments and machineries and evacuation point at community level.  The survey shows that from the 28 surveyed villages 46% have developed contingency plan and able to use the EWS during disasters (refer to Table 4 below).

4.2.1 Availability of contingency plan and emergency-warning system in community

The survey identified, that 13 (46%) out of total 28 surveyed villages have the developed and documented contingency plans that will be utilized during emergency situations. These 13 villages have been part of DIPACT projects and thus reported that the contingency plans have been developed by communities with CARE support. According to the group discussions, the communities update contingency plans on their own. However, the facilitators mention that level of skills and knowledge of the communities on disaster management still needs improvement.
In addition, it was identified that six (21%) out of total 28 villages have non-documented or “agreed” contingency plan, and nine villages (32%) did not have any form of contingency plan. 

In those villages where communities have documented contingency plans the mechanism for early warning by taking rotation during night is under action and community members are able to use it properly. In other cases, this system is not available.

The availability of contingency plan and early warning system in surveyed villages is described in Table below 
Table 4 Availability of Contingency plan and EWS in the villages
	N
	Name of villages
	CP Documented
	Organization supported in documenting CP
	Availability of EWS
	Capacity of utilisation EWS

	1
	Buvak
	yes
	CBO with CARE/CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	2
	Kuli havoi
	No
	 
	No
	No

	3
	Purzobod
	yes
	CBO with CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	4
	Sari Kutal
	yes
	CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	5
	Zimchurud
	yes
	CBO with CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	6
	Bakaron
	No
	 
	No
	No

	7
	Gulzor
	yes
	CBO with CARE/CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	8
	Lijak
	yes
	CBO with CARE/CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	9
	Navobod
	yes
	CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	10
	Poyonob
	yes
	CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	11
	Romit
	yes
	 
	No
	No

	12
	Umsuroq
	yes
	CBO with CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	13
	Dubedai Bolo
	yes
	 
	No
	No

	14
	Dastgirii Bolo
	No
	 
	No
	No

	15
	Oqjar
	yes
	CBO with community
	Yes
	Yes

	16
	Qashgaraha
	yes
	CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	17
	Qirghochak
	yes
	CARE
	Yes
	Yes

	18
	Sangmilai Poyon
	yes
	 
	No
	No

	19
	Diamon
	yes
	 
	Yes
	Yes

	20
	Yakkatut
	No
	 
	No
	No

	21
	Istoni
	No
	 
	No
	No

	22
	Khushon
	No
	 
	No
	No

	23
	Chanoro
	No
	 
	No
	No

	24
	Lolagi
	No
	 
	No
	No

	25
	Shahtagion
	No
	 
	No
	No

	26
	Shorazm
	No
	 
	No
	No

	27
	Tagayobodi poyon
	No
	 
	No
	No

	28
	Shota Rustaveli
	No
	 
	No
	No


According to the results of the key informant interviews conducted during base-line study, there is no standard mechanism on early warning of disasters. According to the respondents especially representatives of the Jamoats and ES&CDC the information about occurred disasters comes from communities through personal mobile phones, land-lines or through a courier. Usually the information comes with delay. As a result, sometimes the relevant parties are not able to provide timely relief or support to the disaster victims.
4.2.2 Natural Resource Management Practices in the villages

While questioning what natural resources exist in your village all surveyed communities (N=28) have been able to provide a response.  
The analysis shows that the most common natural resources reported by communities are soil/land (N=27), spring/water/water source (N=25), stone/ sand/ red stone (N=17), bushes/forest/trees (N=16). Fewer communities reported about having herbs (N=13), birds (5) and wild animals (4) and gardens/pastures. This because of absence of the particular natural resource as well low level of priority of the particular natural resource.
Table 5
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(see the annex 3)  

When asked about what action the community undertakes to save / manage the existing natural resource, 27 out of 28 reported about undertaking at least one NRM activity (see Table XX). Most of activities are concentrated around saving/ management land, water and bush/forest/trees. Some of NRM activities have been verified through observation. As a result there were few cases of discrepancies of reported data and verified. Thus the data analysis has been adjusted according to verified cases. It is interesting, that in most cases the frequency of the NRM activities is equally distributed among DIPACT and non-DIPACT communities. However, such practices as raising awareness of communities on tree plating, diversifying types of herbs by planting/expanding herbs growing area are practiced only in DIPACT communities. Also, practices on proper land management, protection of trees/ herbs from animals or drought/ burnt and insects are predominantly practiced in DIPACT communities. At the same time, such practices as control of herbs collection/ collection of herbs with roots and reinforcing of river banks/controlling rain water/improvement of drainage canals/to dig trenches to drain rain water/redirect water are predominantly practiced in non-DIPACT communities. 
Table 6: List of NRM activities segregated by type of natural resource
	NRM activity
	Type of natural resource

	
	land/ soil
	water source
	bush/ forest/ trees
	herbs
	pasture
	garden
	birds
	red sand/ stone/ sand 
	wild animals

	Plantation of resilient grasses (alfalfa)/Plantation of trees
	19
	 
	6
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Protecting water sources/spring site/piping water
	 
	20
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Reinforcing of river  banks/controlling rain water/improvement of drainage canals/to dig trenches to drain rain water/redirect water
	9
	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Protection garden/planted tress/grasses of animals/of burnt/of insects 
	2
	1
	7
	2
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Controlling collection of herbs/abstain collection with root
	 
	 
	2
	9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Land management/proper use of land/crop rotation/terracing
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Controlling grazing/reducing over grassing
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 

	Diversifying type of herbs by planting/expanding herbs grown
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Protection environment of pollution/to avoid of died animals
	 
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 

	To protect animals/birds of hunting/to abstain children of catapulting of birds
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1

	Raising awareness of community on up keeping of trees
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of community groups indicated
	23
	23
	15
	11
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1


In regards to land management, 23 out of 27 communities reported having at least one corresponding NRM activity. The most frequent NRM activity targeted to land preservation was tree planting and planting of resilient grasses (reported 19). Fewer communities indicated reinforcing of river banks/ improvement of drainage channels/ digging trenches to drain rain water or to redirect water (N=9), all of which are targeted to prevent mudflow/ land slide/ flooding. Only 5 (3 DIPACT-2/3 community) out of 25 communities reported undertaking land management practices (proper land use, crop rotation, terracing, etc.) and only 1 (non-DIPACT 2/3 community) about controlling of overgrazing, although reported as not bringing any change to DRR
.  
In regards to water management, 23 out of 25 communities indicated at least one corresponding NRM activity. In most cases the NRM activity is focused on protecting the water source from pollution. Few communities (N=8) indicated undertaking reinforcing of river banks to manage water flow and prevent flooding.

Fifteen out of sixteen communities which indicated bushes, forest and trees as a natural resources indicated at least one corresponding NRM activity. About a half of these communities reported protecting trees, bushes and forest from animals or drought /burnt and insects and plantation of resilient grasses/ trees to maintain the availability of the natural resource. Only two communities indicated prevention of collection with roots and only one indicated raising awareness among communities as NRM measures.

In regards to management of herbs, 11 out of 13 indicated any corresponding NRM activity. The most frequent corresponding NRM activity was control of herbs’ collection/ collection with roots (N=9).  Fewer communities indicated protection of herbs from animals or drought (N=2) and diversification of herbs (N=2), and piping of water (N=1).
 When asked about whether the undertaken NRM activities reduce or increase the disaster risk, 19 communities out of 27 report decrease in disaster risk and 8 report a mixture of outcomes (decrease and no change). 

When questioning the communities about impact of NRM activities in regards to DRR, all of the  communities (N=27) reported a decrease in DRR from all the interventions, except protection of environment from controlling of grazing/ over grazing and protection of birds/animals from hunting. 
According to the data, the most effective and widespread measures to reduce DRR were protecting water sources/ piping of water, protection of gardens/ trees from wild animals or drought. Controlling of collection of herbs/ collection with roots and proper land management practices (crop rotation, terracing) and raising awareness of communities about importance of tree care have been reported as effective, although not very widespread. 

Mixed impact to DRR have been reported from planting of resilient grasses and trees. Specifically, 6 of 22 communities reported this activity as not making change. According to comments by facilitating team, this is mainly due to that trees having been planted recently and thus it’s too early to assess the corresponding impact. 

	Table 7: Impact of NRM activities in regards to DRR
	
	
	

	NRM activity
	De- crease
	No change
	Total

	Plantation of resilient grasses (alfalfa)/Plantation of trees
	16
	6
	22

	Protecting water sources/spring site/piping water
	20
	0
	20

	Protection garden/planted tress/grasses of animals/of burnt/
	10
	2
	12

	Reinforcing of river  banks/controlling rain water/improvement
	11
	1
	12

	Controlling collection of herbs/abstain collection with root
	9
	1
	10

	Land management/proper use of land/crop rotation/terracing
	4
	1
	5

	Controlling grazing/reducing over grazing
	 
	2
	2

	Diversifying type of herbs by planting/expanding herbs grown
	1
	1
	2

	Protection environment of pollution/to avoid of died animals
	2
	0
	2

	Raising awareness of community on up keeping of trees
	1
	0
	1

	To protect animals/birds of hunting/to abstain children of
	 
	1
	1

	Total Number of communities indicated impact
	27
	8
	27


The analysis did reveal that there were not major differences between DIPACT and non-DIPACT communities in regards to NRM practices or corresponding impact to DRR.

4.2.3 Level of coordination of CBOs/community, local authorities and other organizations on DRR and Response actions

4.2.3.1 Level of coordination reported by community/ CBO memebrs
One of the objectives of the conducted survey was to identify the level of coordination on disaster preparedness and responds of disaster stakeholders during occurring of disasters. The project aiming to improve and reinforce the disaster stakeholders’ coordination and communities’ disaster preparedness ability therefore pre to commence the actions on these regards it was planed to identify the level of coordination on disaster preparedness.  The obtained information will help project staff to direct their activities towards discovered problems and issues to solve timely and properly communities’ needs.  Preferably the defined information will be shared with project partners to advocate them as well in solving the problems being out of the project framework. Please give explanation on why this was the focus.
To have a clear picture and understand diversity of opinions, the question about coordination on DRR and ES has been asked among community members during Focus Group Discussions and among government (local and national) and NGO representatives during Key Informant Interviews.

During Focus Group Discussions, the community members have been asked what kind of activities do they coordinate and with what organizations.
The results show that 82% (N=23) of total surveyed communities have coordination with various local and national government structures (Jamoat, District Committee of Emergency Situations, Sanitary Epidemiological Station, Forestry department, Management of Natural Reserve, state farms) and 93% (N=26) collaborate with various local and international NGOs. Some of the communities reported having coordination with microfinance institutions (Humo and Finca) (N=6), private sector (N=2) and CBO (N=1).

From the fig. below, it can be seen the that coordinating with government is mainly concentrated around  annual meetings with communities, reporting to jamoat or monitoring visits by jamoat, land distribution/ rent and awareness raising activities. At the same times, some of communities report about coordination of DRR activities or in ES, including tree planting, maintenance or construction of river banks/ channels/ bridge.
There is a lot of coordination between communities and NGOs around infrastructure construction or rehabilitation, health interventions, food provision in ES and in development activities, and raising awareness. 

Table 8
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To analyze level of coordination of communities on DRR and in ES, all of the activities coordinated were divided into three categories, including directly related to DRR and response, possibly related to DRR and response (as the responses were to general to determine) and not-related to DRR or response (See Annex 4 _ List of activities by groups).

Totally 17 out of 28 surveyed communities (61%) reported having coordination on activities related to DRR and response, including maintenance/ construction of bridge, channels, riverbanks (N=13); assessment after disaster/ cooperation in ES (N=2), tree planting (N=6), provision of necessary equipment on DRR and in ES (N=5), vaccination of animals to prevent disasters (N=1) (see Table, 8 above).  
It is noteworthy that more DIPACT (9/13 surveyed) than non-DIPACT (8/15 surveyed) communities have DRR and response coordination activities. In addition, DIPACT project communities have same level of coordination with GOT representatives and NGOs. Specifically, less than a half of surveyed communities (6/13) coordinate their DRR and response activities with GOT representatives and NGOs.
On the contrary, non-DIPACT communities mostly coordinate their DRR and response activities with GOT, with some coordinating with NGOs and private companies. Specifically, less than a half of non-DIPACT surveyed communities (6/15) coordinate their DRR and ES with GOT and only 20% of them (3/15) coordinated with NGOs.
All surveyed communities reported having activities that may relate to or include DRR and response activities, including accounting/reporting; school/ medical point construction/rehabilitation; provision of food (take home rations; food in ES); land distribution; health improvement projects/infection prevention; WATSAN activities; provision of agro inputs/ firewood, etc (see Table.8 above).

The data show that all of DIPACT communities coordinate activities that may relate to DRR and response with NGOs. However, about half of them coordinate those activities win GOT representatives.

As for non-DIPACT communities, most of them coordinate those activities with both GOT representatives and NGOs. Specifically, 12 out 15 non-DIAPCT surveyed communities coordinate those activities with GOT representatives and 11 with NGOs.

In overall, as it can be seen from the information below, both DIPACT and non-DIPACT communities need to establish more close coordination on DRR and RS. Also, there should be more active coordination from community level, i.e. not only reporting and organization of meetings as requested by GOT/ NGOs, but also identification of activities targeted to submission of various requests from community to GOT/NGOs and discussion of those. DIPACT communities need to intensify their coordination with GOT, while non-DIPACT with NGOs. It is very good sign, that in some of villages coordinated their DRR and ES with private business compnies and CBO in other village. This can and should be promoted by the project where possible and appropriate (refer to Annex 5).
4.2.3.2. Level of coordination as reported by GOT and NGO representatives
The analysis shows that from the 19 interviewed government agencies 70% conducts rapid assessment after occurrence of disaster. But only 65% of them that are local Jamoats provide response to victims with support of district level hukumats, local and international NGOs based on their assessment report. The local authorities also coordinate with private factories, hospitals and dehkan farms on provision of first aid, machineries, equipments, fuel, techniques and etc. 
The 8 interviewed international NGOs, which all are the members of REACT at national and regional levels also provide assessment after occurrence of disaster. But not all of them provide rapid response. From 8 only 50% provide response during disaster the rest 50% consequently implement preparedness, and recovery or rehabilitation projects.
The analysis shows that most of all local authorities (Jamoats) have close coordination and collaboration with government agencies included: district level hukumat, emergency situations committees, dehkan farms, private factories etc, as well with local and international NGOs. From survey it was revealed that the 8 interviewed NGOs mostly coordinate their IEC activities rather structural mitigation works. But sharing information happens during coordination meetings with REACT members at regional and national levels. It is interesting, that non of GOT or NGO representatives indicated CBO or community as coordinated entity. This supports the findings in focus group discussion, that CBOs and community are seen as implementing bodies, rather than partners in DRR and Response activities. 
The disaster preparedness actions of organization/agencies on implementation of small scale mitigation works consists (give numbers) of bank protection/dam protection, construction of flood controller infrastructures, plantation of trees, road improvements, cleaning of drainage cannels and diverting  water. The coordination on mobilization and raising awareness activities of organization for better preparing communities to disasters comprised of jointly conducting trainings, raise awareness simulation exercises, improve training materials and sharing information, etc.  

The survey results show that all 26 surveyed agencies conduct assessment right after disaster occurs as the first preliminary step to disaster mitigation and response. The assessment is usually conducted by all REACT group members which includes: Oxfam, Act central Asia, GAA, CAMP, Mission East, CARE, FOCUS, RCST and the ES committee at national level.
From the 26 surveyed agencies only 6 NGOs (23%) and 6 government agencies (23%) know about REACT group. Of those who reported about knowledge of availability of the REACT groups eight are the members of REACT.
Those respondents who are not members of REACT conduct assessment on their own and provide report to the district level of authorities. 
According to the interviewees opinion the mechanism of conducting assessment even in the national level is weak, there is no standard format used by all members (what is the source of information). 
The decision on provision of first response of 13 local authorities and 50% out of 8 INGOs (Jamoats) (give numbers and segregate by GOT/NGO) is undertaken based on the disaster assessment reports. According to the opinion of some respondents the mechanism of organization and provision of respond during disaster is weak. Usually the provided commodities do not meet the basic needs of the victims or do not arrive in a timely manner.  

4.3. Practices on reflective learning on DRR among local and state authorities and other organization

The survey also revealed the organization practices on reflective learning on disaster risk reduction as well mechanism of sharing it. From the 26 surveyed organizations 17 (8 INGOs and 9 government agencies) have reflective learning practices (GOT/NGO) on disaster risk reduction.  The main mechanism of sharing practices with other organizations for both government and INGOs is during meetings or conferences (GOT/NGO). But none of them documented the lessons learned for sharing with other organizations (GOT/NGO). 

During survey has been discovered that majority of organizations having shared only the positive leaned lessons. According to the interviewees opinion in a result keeping or not sharing the negative learned lessons many organizations faced with the similar problems twice or third times in a result wasted time, huge amount of budget and other resources. 

5. Challenges

The survey shows that the communities understanding regarding disaster management is considerably improved compare to the previous years, especially in the villages that were included in DIPACT 2-3 projects. However the practice of NRM in spite of being very familiar to people, practice shows that communities because of being forced to their daily needs still continue deforestation of hills.  In most places commonly in rural area because of being limited with electricity power line most people utilize the wooden collected from the nearest hills. Another learned lesson that has been discovered during survey is that because of wrong cultivation of slope lands in a short time period the significant part of arable lands were destroyed in Vahdat district. So far there are many same problems that communities meet in their daily live. According to interviewees all these learnt lessons and experience obliged them concentrate their attention to the prevention of risky area, but because of being limited access to the budget and resources communities’ forced to become agree and “ bowed to the inevitable fate”.   Albeit in some villages communities’ capacity slightly improved to prevent themselves from the periodically occurred disasters in their area.   

If in the prevention and mitigation of disaster impacts communities responsible in laying sustainable foundation, however the role of public administration is very important in making-decision. According to the interviewees answers comes out that disaster preparedness in spite of being long period challenged issue in Tajikistan still mechanism of coordination is not sustained between disaster stakeholders.  There is no any standardized mechanism for sharing information in government level neither at communities’ level.   

6. Conclusions

The developed survey methodology was very applicable for collection of the authentic information. The prepared tools both for community as well for organizations/agencies were very simple and easy to understand. 
The discussions and exercises during survey were undertaken interactively. Communities’ participation was very active and supportive in identification and prioritizing of existing disasters. 
Organizations/agencies were open and cut loose in sharing information.

The collected information will help the project with proper allocation of activities and measures in order to meet the real needs of targeted beneficiaries. 
The most widespread, common and recurrent types of disasters identified in the six project target districts are landslide/soil erosion and mudflow.  The project communities are already familiar with tree planting and wall construction as the measures to prevent and reduce impact of mudflow, landslide/soil erosion. However, the communities’ skills and knowledge still needs to improve on copying disaster strategies. 
The analyze shows that in spite of some comminutes being trained during the DIPACT project still have less knowledge concerning the over grazing and its consequences. 
7-8. Recommendations & Lesson learned – To be identified
During survey have been identified many problems and issues that communities themselves or some other project partners may support in solving them. Therefore it’s recommended that to share the survey key findings with the project beneficiaries and project partners in order to work jointly for solving the identified problems.  Simple of such problem is informing communities about the importance of natural resource management via describing the negative impact of wasting or misusing of resources to communities well-being. 

From collected data comes out that the main types of disasters that bring more damages to their assets is landslide/soil erosion, therefore preferably recommended activities should be mostly directed to prevention of landslide/soils erosions in order meet the real needs of communities. 

CARE Tajikistan initiated developing of lessons leant brochure. It’s recommended that before edition, the brochure has to be shared with other partners in order to collect the common ideas and leant experiences.    

The leant lesson during conducting and organisation of survey itself was delay in the planing. In a result the time for collection of data was shorten and very limited.

 The developed utilised tools were very simple and easy to understand but still didn’t match the most needs and required facts. The very simple methodologies have been undertaken for collection of data. 

Recommendation is that preferably project managers should do a proper plan with the DM&E Unit pre to commence survey in order to avoid rushes and misunderstanding in organisation and conducting survey. 

Developing a standardized disaster risk assessment tools with the participation of communities representatives in order to be common understandable.  

The 26 surveyed organisations answered that their preliminary steps during disaster is conducting assessment. But from their answers comes that each organisations are using their own format during assessment, or rapid few interested questions will be asked.  Even the members of REACT have not the standard tool that to be used during assessment.  However from discussions with organisations members come out that no one consider the disaster impact to environment during occurring disaster or during disaster response. 

Recommendation is that project can take initiative in standardizing the disaster assessment tool via presenting REA assessment tool in one of the REACT coordination meeting. 

Appendixes
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3. Current communities practices on NRM

4. Activities coordinated by organizations and DIPACT/ Non-DIPACT communities

5. Level of coordination of NGOs/government organization with 28 surveyed communities
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“Annually hundreds of our livestock dies and hundred meters of arable lands are being washed away because of mudflows and landslide” (Group discussion, Type of group (M/F), village, jamoat, district)





































































































� UNOCHA, UNDAC Mission, p. 6 


2 UNDRMP


� After asking about NRM activities, the communities have been asked whether the practiced NRM activity is decreasing the disaster risk,increasing it or not bringing any change. See attached FGD guide. After the group discussion the field supervisors observed some of indicated NRM activities and put their comments in regards to the responses and NRM activity itself. 





ICDR baseline report

PAGE  
20

