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1. Introduction
In this concluding report the six partners of the EU project CapaCities want to share their good
practices and lessons learnt with the wider community of cities across Europe that want to
strengthen their capacities for Disaster Risk Management (DRM).

1.1 Local DRM capacity development
Reducing risk and improving disaster resilience are common international challenges that should
not only be addressed at national level, but even more so locally. To supplement the ongoing
‘top-down’ efforts to improve national and transnational resilience as part of the implementation
of the Sendai Framework, also a ‘bottom-up’ strengthening of local competence and action is
needed. Impacts of disasters are felt the first at local level. Local governments are the ‘first line of
defence’, both in terms of prevention and preparedness.
The philosophy is that reducing disaster risks and increasing resilience requires a long-term local
strategy that can outlast the short-term political agenda, as well as a local system of governance,
capacities and resources that is realistic and sustainable. This starts from ‘understanding risk’ to
inform a concrete and holistic DRM strategy. To reduce disaster risks, local governments have
some of the most fundamental policy instruments, if multi-hazard Disaster Risk Management can
be effectively mainstreamed into local policies such as spatial planning, building code enforcement, economic development and local infrastructure investments. However, local governments
across the world struggle with mainstreaming DRM, because of budget constraints and limited
capacities and capabilities.
To be able to assess risks, to use this to develop a DRM strategies and actions, as well as to mainstream DRM in a participatory process with local stakeholders, cities need to develop their capacities and capabilities. This is a gradual process of acquiring skills and knowledge, using existing
good practices and gaining practical experience by actually starting to work on a structured DRM
cycle. This was the purpose of the CapaCities project, funded by European Union Civil Protection.

1.2 General objective of the CapaCities project
In the EU project CapaCities a core team of 3 knowledge partners – the Safety region SouthHolland South and ITINERIS health & safety from the Netherlands and the Regional Centre of Sustainable Development from Moldova – did help three cities in Eastern Partnership countries: Ararat in Armenia, Kutaisi in Georgia and Ungheni in Moldova. The general objective was to structurally improve the capacities of these three cities to lead and coordinate a structured process of
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Disaster Risk Management (DRM) planning. By the end of the project these cities should be capable to continue a structured DRM planning, led by knowledgeable and competent focal points and
based on a concrete DRM strategy including a roadmap (local, with relevant regional dimensions),
that has been developed during the project with all relevant stakeholders.

1.3 Main action lines
The CapaCities project had a duration of two years. The main focus in the 1st year was a DRM
curriculum, organized by the Core Team, for 2 or 3 ‘DRM focal points’ of each city, to increase
their knowledge about DRM, including EU, UN and national DRM policies, guidelines, programmes, methods, theories and practical approaches.
Starting in the first year, but intensified in the second year, the focal points worked on local DRM
action. The focal points transferred the obtained knowledge to their colleagues and local stakeholders with support of the Core Team. The development of network relations with stakeholders,
as a start for a structured cooperation on DRM, was part of this process. At the end of the project
the cities have develop local strategies and roadmaps to improve their DRM farther in the next
years, with commitment of the local stakeholders.
The bridge between the two action lines were homework assignments. In these assignments the
focal points had two apply what they had learned in practice. To increase the self-insight of the
cities in their own situation regarding DRM capabilities and potential areas of improvement, each
city has organized a Self-Assessment, using a tool developed by the Core Team. This was followed
by a Peer Review in each city by the focal points of the other cities and the Core Team.
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In the following chapters the main results of the DRM curriculum, the Local DRM action and the
Self-Assessment and Peer Review will be shared. The good practices that were encountered and
developed will be presented, as well as the lessons learnt.
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2. DRM curriculum
2.1 Objectives
The objective of the curriculum was to increase the knowledge in the 3 “recipient cities” about
DRM and to have strong and competent focal points/coordinators for DRM, able to lead the development of DRM in the cities the following years in cooperation with their colleagues in the
cities and other relevant stakeholders.
This general objective has been translated to a so-called learning outcome. According to the European Qualifications Framework (EQF) learning outcomes are “statements of what a learner is
expected to know, be able to do and understand at the end of a learning sequence”. In general
terms, the learning outcomes were:
▪ reaching EQF level 5 for knowledge of the field of DRM
▪ reaching EQF level 5 for competence on coordinating DRM.
The general assumption was that the target audience of the curriculum (the DRM focal points of
the 3 cities) started from an EQF level 2 of knowledge and competence for DRM.

Knowledge

Competence

Baseline
EQF level 2 of knowledge –
basic factual knowledge of the field of
DRM

EQF level 2 of competence –
work on DRM under supervision, with
some autonomy

Target
EQF level 5 of knowledge –
comprehensive, specialized, factual
and theoretical knowledge of the field
of DRM and an awareness of the
boundaries of that knowledge
EQF level 5 of competence –
ability to coordinate and supervise
DRM processes; review and develop
performance of self and others

The curriculum was designed for DRM focal points (or DRM coordinators) of medium-sized cities
in Eastern Neighbourhood Countries. This might be either proposed focal points (that will be appointed to that role after completion of the curriculum), existing focal points (that want to acquire additional knowledge and competence), or focal points for the duration of the project (that
transfer the knowledge to the other city departments and local stakeholders).
Of each of the three cities in the CapaCities project, two focal points/coordinators have participated in the curriculum (in one case three). These focal points transferred knowledge and insights
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to their local colleagues from other city departments and to relevant external stakeholders (local,
regional, national). In this regard the curriculum has a “train-the-trainer concept”.

2.2 Results
Outcome measurement
The level of knowledge on DRM has been be measured at the beginning, half-way and at the end
of the curriculum. The average EQF level of the seven participants started at 2,35 and grew to
4,64 at the end of the project, in accordance with the objective of the curriculum.
6 LES meetings
Six 3-day international Learning and Experience Sharing meetings have been organized. The seven
focal points have met on location of one of the three cities and received education on DRM. The
first four LES meetings covered the three stages of the EU Risk Management Capability Assessment Guidelines (Disaster Risk Assessment, Disaster Risk Management Planning, Implementing
Disaster Risk Management), preceded by a introduction into DRM in the first LES. Each of these
meetings covered the same 10 topics: the different kinds of capabilities and the pre-defined special interests of the three cities.
The fifth and sixth LES meeting (second half of the second year) were dedicated to sharing experiences on the implementation of the self-assessment and Peer Review outcomes in a local DRM
strategy with roadmap. In addition, in these last two LES meetings some topics were revisited and
deepened, based on specific needs
that arise at that point of the project.
In this way the curriculum allowed
for a structured approach, but also
for some flexibility to address needs
that arose during the project.
The curriculum documents have
been published on the project website, to be used by other interested
cities across Europe.
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8 e-LES meetings
In each semester two half-day online education meetings were organized in addition on the faceto-face education. The online education was used for some additional instruction, theoretical and
practical lessons (matching the topics of the preceding and following LES meeting), as well as for
exchanging the outcomes of the homework assignments. For these meetings video conference
was used.
4 SAM rounds: coaching and local stakeholder meeting
VRZHZ and ITINERIS provided direct coaching to the focal points of each city (together with PA
RCSD for Ungheni), based on their experience in MiSRaR, PRISMA, CRISMAS and the Peer Reviews.
To this end, they visited each city four times for a so-called Support and Advice Meeting (SAM).
Each SAM coaching meeting consisted of two days, although in same cases this was extended to
three days because of the needs of the city and sometimes because of available flights. At least
one day was completely aimed at coaching the focal points themselves and the other was used
for assistance to the focal points in their own trainings activities in local stakeholder meetings.

2.3 Good practices
Partnering of several cities
In the CapaCities project 3 twin-cities were partnered in the curriculum and simultaneous local
action. Partnering of several cities has an important advantage over a 1-on-1 curriculum for just
one city. The confrontation in the curriculum of different local perspectives from different countries makes for a much better learning experience. Having different local experiences, different
local risks, different local stakeholder networks and different local political situations represented
in the curriculum means that the focal points are exposed to various perspectives on DRM and
can compare different solutions. In an international project setting the ideal mix is between 3 and
5 cities, depending on the travel distance. It is also possible to provide a similar curriculum for
several cities in just one country, but in that case the lack of international exchange will have to
be remedied. On the other side, in case of a curriculum in one country, it is easier to ensure full
alignment with the national legal framework and DRM practice within that country.
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Partnering of cities that are more or less in the same phase of development
In the CapaCities project 3 cities from Eastern Neighbourhood were partnered, ensuring a more or
less similar maturity level, although of course there were some differences. It is important that in
a curriculum the cities can learn from each other. There has to be an equal, two-way exchange of
knowledge and experience. This is greatly helped if the cities that are more or less in the same
phase of development.
Commitment of Mayor and heads of local administration
A DRM curriculum is not a technocratic education. DRM has to function within a political environment and has to be able to mainstream into all relevant local policy fields. This means that any
curriculum for DRM focal points always requires commitment from the political level and relevant
local management. After all, a focal point has to be educated and trained to assist the Mayor and
heads in their leading role regarding DRM. This commitment is of even greater importance if a
curriculum is combined with local DRM action (see the next chapter). In the CapaCities project this
commitment was ensured, not only by positioning the Mayors in the project Steering Committee,
but also by letting them evaluate the progress. Moreover, each local Support and Advice Meeting
(SAM) was used to meet the (deputy) Mayors, to keep them informed about the project progress
and to hear about the local progress and initiatives. Also, the Peer Reviews provided an opportunity for the Mayors to be closely involved when receiving a mission and an opportunity for
heads of department to be peer in one of the missions.
Mix of e-LES and LES with homework assignments
The CapaCities project was a mix of in-person international Learning and Experience Sharing (LES)
meetings and online e-LES meetings using videoconferencing. The curriculum was set up in such a
way that each of the LES meetings was preceded and followed by an e-LES. The preceding e-LES
was used to present the results of preliminary homework assignments, in preparation for the LES.
In this way the focal points were optimally prepared for the upcoming LES, because they already
had to study the subject and present their findings before and already had been provided with
first feedback from the Core Team (teachers) and the fellow focal points. The e-LES after the LES
meeting was used to discuss the results of local application of what was learned during the LES.
The homework assignments before and after each curriculum event ensured that study materials
were prepared and that lessons learnt were applied in local practice.

10

Homework assignments as a bridge between curriculum and local action
Each LES meeting was preceded and followed by practical homework assignments. This included
reading of the curriculum syllabi, researching the own local situation, some internet research to
familiarize with concepts and approaches and stakeholder management activities. The homework
assignments were specifically designed to facilitate the process of local action: transfer of
knowledge to local stakeholders, the self-assessment of current DRM capabilities, the local Peer
Reviews and the development of local DRM strategies and roadmaps. In that way each city knew
exactly what to do to apply the lessons learnt into local practice and the local actions were synchronize between the cities, so they could learn from each other during the implementation.
Homework assignments on the country’s legal framework and national DRM plan
A particular kind of homework assignment was the studying of the country’s legal framework and
national DRM plan. In this way the focal points could familiarize themselves with the legal context
and national expectations towards their city. The resulting summaries were used for sensitization
of their local stakeholders and as part of the final DRM strategy.
Limited number of guest teachers that return
The teachers within the CapaCities curriculum were a mix of four fixed teachers from the Core
Team, that participated each time, and four guest teachers that participated one at a time. Rather
than having a different guest teacher each time, it turned out to be better to have a limited number of guest teachers that return in the curriculum regularly. In this way the focal points could
related to familiar faces and the guest teachers could build on their knowledge about the project
and about the group.
Coaching as necessary part of a curriculum
The Core Team of the CapaCities project used 4 Support and Advice Meetings (SAM) for 1-on-1
coaching to the DRM focal points. This was an indispensable part of the curriculum. The coaching
helped the focal points to understand the project approach and deliverables, to apply the teachings from LES and e-LES to their local situation and to set out the local actions. Moreover, the
coaching was used to work on both hard and soft project skills. Regarding the hard project skills
the Core Team helped to familiarize and instruct the focal points in setting out timelines and milestones, drafting documents and presentations and financial and technical reporting. Regarding
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the soft project skills the Core Team coached the focal points on network management, lobby and
advocacy, management of expectations and interpersonal relations.

2.4 Lessons learnt
Include basic project management skills
The existing skills for project management and the organizational culture differ for each country
and city. It is important to realize that both hard and soft project management skills might be
different than expected. Some hard project management skills that might need strengthening
could for example be the use of Microsoft Office, personal time management and oral presentation. Some soft project management skills that might need strengthening are preparation and
coordination of local meetings and the leading of stakeholder discussions. Without making it too
big a part of the curriculum, some of these aspects could be covered in order to raise the effectiveness of the local DRM action.
Start with discussion about terminology and language
Each language has different terminology regarding Disaster Risk Management. Some English
words might not be translatable or might seem to be translated but used with a very different
definition. For an effective local implementation it is important that each city familiarizes itself
with the specific terminology and definitions in use in their country, for example in legislation,
national plans and science. The differences and similarities between each country and with the
international practice in English literature makes for an interesting and informative discussion
during the curriculum.
Use curriculum workshops to build the local DRM strategy step-by-step
The CapaCities LES meetings were a mix of lectures and practical workshops. Rather than using
fictional examples for the workshops, it is best to consistently use the workshops to apply the
teachings on the local cases of the participating cities. Not only does this make the workshops
much more tangible and relatable, it also creates direct results that can be used in the local DRM
strategies. Moreover, in this way the LES meetings are used to ask focal points to reflect on each
others’ situations, providing valuable feedback and ideas. This strengthens the learning process as
well as the sustainability of the cooperation between the cities.
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Find the balance between ‘hearing and doing’
The international curriculum events (LES) necessarily had a length of 3 days. Any less and the
travel time would be out of balance with the meeting. Any more and it would be impossible to
have all focal points present at the same time (as in some cases it is not allowed to travel on
weekend days). All the same, even within a 3-day meeting it is important to consider the attention span of the participants. Normal working times and lunch times may differ in each country
and travelling to another country is exhaustive in itself. To effectively use most of the time during
the 3 days and still keep high attention, it is best to alternate between ‘hearing and doing’. Keep
the lectures short and follow them up with a workshop or other energizing activity.
During meetings create a learning environment that is free from outside stimuli
In modern times all organizations have to deal with the distractions of smartphones during meetings. When someone is out-of-office for a whole week to participate in an international curriculum event, the distraction might even become bigger because one might be expected to keep up
with e-mails and communications. Other distractions might arise from the need to translate for
fellow participants with limited knowledge of the English language, the need to organize the logistics of a meeting, the climate and differences in countries’ and organizational cultures, for example regarding speaking in turn. To keep meetings manageable and to create a good learning environment it is important to agree on some basic rules to keep meetings as much free from outside
stimuli as possible.
After a LES, provide standardized summary presentations
Part of the train-the-trainer concept behind the CapaCities curriculum is that the focal points
transferred what have learned in the curriculum to their local stakeholders. To assist them in this
endeavour and to ensure a basic alignment of key messages, it is useful to rework some of the
curriculum presentations into short, standardized summary presentations.
Between 4 and 6 coaching meetings of 2 to 3 days
Based on the experience from both the CapaCities and CRISMAS project, between 4 and 6 coaching meetings seems to be best for a project duration of 2 years. Any less and the time between
the coaching meetings is too long, meaning the coaching will loose its effectiveness. Any more
and the frequency will be too high for an international Core Team to keep up with all the travel.
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For the duration of each coaching meeting 2 to 3 days is optimal, depending on the needs of each
city. In that timespan it is possible to have several 1-on-1 coaching moments with the focal points,
as well as to assist with local stakeholder meetings and to meet with the political level. More frequent coaching is only possible if it is local (from the same country), but it is not needed per se:
with the indicated frequency an optimal coaching was possible and proven effective.
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3. Local DRM action
3.1 Objectives
The local DRM action in the CapaCities project had three objectives:
▪ Increased self-insight of the city administrations in their own situation regarding DRM capabilities and potential areas of improvement.
▪ Development of network relations with the local DRM stakeholders of the three cities, as a
start for a structured cooperation on DRM.
▪ Development of local strategies and action plans to further improve DRM by the three cities
in the following years, that has the commitment of the local stakeholders.

3.2 Results
Frameworks for Self-Assessment and Peer Review
As a strong basis for the development of the local DRM strategies, insight in the current DRM situation in the three cities was needed. To this end two related instruments were used: selfassessment and peer review. With the former, the municipalities and their local DRM stakeholders gain self-insight in their current situation and gaps. With the
latter, this self-insight is supplemented and enriched with:
▪ an independent, external view on the current situation and
gaps;
▪ recommendations based on the visiting peers’ experience;
▪ good practices from other countries.
Moreover, the obligation to receive an international mission and
organize well-prepared meetings with local stakeholders:
▪ forces the municipality under review and its stakeholders to
explain to outsiders (and therefore to re-think) why DRM is
organized as it is;
▪ creates an urgency and ‘window of opportunity’ for dialogue
with stakeholders.
The tools for self-assessment and peer review of the CapaCities
project are closely related. They follow the same structure and
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examine the same capacities for DRM. Both frameworks cover six phases of the DRM cycle:
▪ Governance for Disaster Risk Management
▪ Disaster Risk Assessment
▪ Disaster Risk Management Planning
▪ Prevention/Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)
▪ Preparedness and Response
▪ Recovery, Rebuilding and Rehabilitation
For each of these six phases, the framework covers 5 different types of capacities:
▪ Governance
▪ Methodology
▪ Information & communication
▪ Expertise
▪ Financing
The combination of 6 phases and 5 kinds of capacities makes for a total of 63 different practical
capacities that can be analysed in a Self-Assessment or Peer Review. Depending on the objective
and scope, a local Peer Review might be narrowed down to only a subset of these capacities.
The framework for Peer Review includes instructions and checklists for the preparation of a peer
review mission, for during the mission and for the reporting afterwards.
Excel Tool for Self-Assessment and Peer Review
The 63 capacities are listed in an Excel tool.
This excel tool provides for each capacity:
▪ a description;
▪ the selection of one out of five current
capacity levels;
▪ guidance in the form of supporting questions to better understand and operationalize each capacity;
▪ a field to insert the observations and justification for the selected current capacity
level;
▪ a field to insert recommendations and
ideas for improvement.
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The capacity levels are defined as follows:
5 – We have implemented this and are learning and improving
4 – We have described this on paper and are doing it for real
3 – We have described this on paper
2 – We are working on this, but not structured/systematically
1 – We don’t have this
Once the current capacity levels have been selected, a spiderweb overview is automatically generated of the overall capacity levels for the 6 DRM phases and 5 types of DRM capacities. This
helps to identify the most important areas for improvement. However, the Excel is just a supporting tool. The key to both Self-Assessment and Peer Review is the process of stakeholder dialogue
and expert judgement.
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Three Self-Assessments
The cities of Ararat, Kutaisi and Ungheni each organized their
own self-assessment. To fulfil the self-assessment, local stakeholder meetings were organized. Also, during the Support and
Advice Meetings (SAM) shared meetings were organized between the local stakeholders and the CapaCities core team of
international experts, to discuss the self-assessment. The results were presented to the other project partners during an eLES and LES meeting. In the end the self-assessments resulted
in numerous ideas and recommendations for improvement for
the current situation. The reports are only for internal use by
the cities.
Three Peer Reviews
In April, May and June 2019 Peer Reviews were organized in
respectively Ararat, Ungheni and Kutaisi. Each Peer Review was
attended by 6 peers: 2 from both other cities and 2 from the
Core Team. The reviews included a multitude of sessions with
different local stakeholder groups, as well as visits to national
agencies. The reviews were closed with a concluding sessions,
during which the peers presented their first conclusions and
recommendations. After the mission a report was written and
in total 70 recommendations were provided by the 3 peer
teams. The municipalities under review incorporated those
recommendations in their DRM strategy.
Stakeholder involvement
Each city organized a local working group or core group that coordinated the local DRM action
during the project. Many stakeholder meetings were organized to discuss what was learned by
the focal points in the DRM curriculum, to perform the self-assessment, to organize the peer review and, of course, to develop the final result: the local DRM strategy and action plan. Each city
used the Support and Advice Meetings (SAM) simultaneously organize a local stakeholder meet-
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ing, in order for the stakeholders to benefit from the input of the international experts from the
CapaCities Core Team.
An additional result, that was not envisaged beforehand, was the decision of the City Council of
Kutaisi to institute a specific DRM department within city hall. This department will be charged
with the implementation of the DRM strategy and the role of focal point.
Three DRM strategies
The final result of the project were the DRM strategies of each city, including a roadmap or action
plan with concrete actions. There strategies cover the same elements:
1. Introduction/rationale
2. Current situation
a. Legal framework
b. Risks
c. Results of the self-assessment/peer review
3. Ambitions:
a. Mission
b. Vision
c. Strategic objectives
d. Specific objectives
4. Provisions for implementation and sustainability
5. Roadmap/action plan/project portfolio
These strategies have been or will be adopted by the city councils.

3.3 Good practices
Structural partnerships with likeminded cities
Structural cooperation between municipalities is a good way to learn from each other: 1+1=3!
Rather than spontaneous, ad hoc partnerships, the good practice of the CapaCities project was to
build on an existing cooperation between three cities that have been twinned for a long time and
will keep on cooperating after the end of the project. When developing a local DRM strategy, the
help and assistance from other cities is very useful, especially if they are going through the same
process at the same time. By embedding it in an existing, structural cooperation, the municipali-
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ties already know each other and have a basic understanding of each other’s current situation.
That makes it easier to relate to each other and have a running start. It also ensures that the results and lessons will remain being used in future cooperation.
Peer Reviews back and forth
In the CapaCities project the three cities each organized a peer review, receiving peers from the
other cities. The obvious advantage is that the peers already knew each other’s cities and situation. Also, they could compare the solutions and good practices from the three countries and
cities. An additional bonus is that each consecutive peer review could build on the previous one,
because the organizing focal points had already been peer themselves in the previous mission. In
this way there was consistency between the approaches to each peer review and a learning curve
for the focal points.
Peer Review as part of a wider capacity development programme
It can be quite hard to make a Peer Review successful as stand-alone activity. Sending in a team of
peers “cold turkey” without prior knowledge of a country and city (except for reading documentation) is not the ideal approach. In the CapaCities project the peer review was embedded as a specific tool in a wider set of local activities and the shared curriculum, within a structural twin-city
cooperation. This made it much easier for the peers to relate to the local situation and skip all the
general questions about the countries system and the city’s situation.
Self-Assessment before Peer Review
The mix of a Self-Assessment followed by a Peer Review was a good practice. By starting with the
Self-Assessment the peers had an existing report to build on. The own opinion of the local stakeholders was already known and could effectively be supplemented with the external view of the
peers. Moreover, the stakeholders were already sensitized and familiar with the scope of the Peer
Review. The Peer Review interviews weren’t the first time they discussed the subjects.
Standard structure for all instruments
The frameworks for Self-Assessment and Peer Review followed the same structure of six phases
of the DRM cycle and five kinds of capacities. In this way the outcomes of the Self-Assessment
could be easily used for and supplemented by the Peer Review. Moreover, the DRM curriculum
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also covered the same phases and capacities, ensuring that what was learned was easily applicable in the Self-Assessments and Peer Reviews. In the end, even the local DRM strategies were
largely synchronized with this structure, also taking into account the local situation and national
legal framework.
Local stakeholders as peers in the Peer Review for another city
On suggestion of Ungheni, the peer teams were not only constituted of the DRM focal points, but
also included local stakeholders, like representatives from the regional civil protection agency,
city hall and NGOs. This turned out to be a golden opportunity. By inviting a local stakeholder to
accompany the focal point to a peer review in another city, the relations with the local stakeholder network were greatly strengthened. The local stakeholders felt taken seriously by being given
this opportunity. Also, the stakeholders could experience the process of a peer review, as well as
learn from the upside and downsides of the situation and solutions in other countries and cities.
Moreover, the joint mission provided a great opportunity for the focal points to informally advocate for their local DRM strategy and build strong personal relations with their local stakeholder.
Local working group that carries the work for the wider stakeholder network
The network of local stakeholders for DRM is a wide one. It is impossible to engage and energize
all stakeholders in the same way. An important success factor of the local DRM action within CapaCities was the creating of a local working group in each city that carried the project and coordinated the local work. These working groups included the most important key stakeholders, but
also the most active ones. Sometimes it is better to have a smaller, nimble team that is full of
energy, than too large a group that is more formalistic.
Combining stakeholder meetings with coaching
In the previous chapter the case has been made for including coaching in the DRM curriculum. An
additional case can be made for combining local stakeholder meetings with the coaching meetings. In CapaCities at least one day of each SAM was completely aimed at coaching the focal
points themselves and the other was used for assistance to the focal points in their own trainings
activities in local stakeholder meetings. In this way the local stakeholders could hear directly from
the Core Team about the project and the teachings in the curriculum. The Core Team assisted the
focal points practically with stakeholder activities, such as self-assessment, a basic understanding
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of local risks, the preparations for peer review, the identification of DRM objectives and measures
and the development of the local DRM strategy.
Local survey/questionnaire to activate community engagement
Ararat has develop a practical survey to obtain information from local communities about their
risks, risk perception and vulnerabilities. This tool served different purposes: to obtain information, to obtain insight in public opinion on the subject of DRM, to raise public awareness about
risks and to kick-start public involvement in DRM.
Memorandum of Understanding with national government
During the project Ungheni has develop a Memorandum of Understanding with the Ministry of
Emergency Situations. In this way the project was used to put Ungheni on the map as a city at the
forefront of DRM capacity development, increasing the likelihood of future cooperation and projects with national government. At the same time the memorandum ensured that the civil protection agency provided assistance during the project wherever possible.
A project portfolio to accompany the action plan, in order to find donors
As part of the DRM strategy Ungheni has operationalized their roadmap into a portfolio with concrete project descriptions. From the full list of ambitions Ungheni selected a set of the most important projects that require donor financing. In this way the strategy includes both the general
direction and the concrete first steps. For donors this makes clear what Ungheni needs first and
what a financed project could look like, but also how this fits within the wider spectrum of ambitions.

3.4 Lessons learnt
Consider the political cycle in the planning of capacity development
The development of DRM capacities requires a long-term effort. It cannot be done overnight, but
is an incremental process of several years. For a good start it is important to consider the moment
of the next local elections. If a project (with start and finish date) is used as a first structured effort to increase local DRM capacities, it is best to ensure that this can be finished within a local
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term of office of the Mayor. Local elections halfway such a project are a risk for the sustainability
of the effort.
Identify existing governance mechanisms and synchronize efforts with their expectations
All local governments have existing governance mechanisms. Even if there is no existing local platform or committee for DRM, there are always the regular mechanisms for local governance, such
as the Mayor and his/her board, the municipal council and sectoral decision processes for various
policy fields. It is important to identify at the start what the expectations of those governance
mechanisms are and how and when DRM is expected to be part of their deliberations. Of course,
this is of even greater importance if there are local DRM governance mechanisms (like a
DRM/DRR platform and/or emergency committee), either already existing or non-existent but
required by Law.
From the start, build a strong alliance with the regional civil protection agency
The primary partner that has knowledge, expertise and information on disaster risk management
is the civil protection authority. In most countries civil protection has a relevant regional level,
either as a top-down decentralized unit of a national civil protection agency, or as a bottom-up
cooperation between municipalities. Such a regional civil protection agency should belong to the
core of local DRM cooperation, even if the mandate for local DRM resides with the municipality.
For the regional agency DRM is “daily business”, even if for most municipalities it is not.
Get a clear picture of related local policy planning processes in order to mainstream DRM
A key part of disaster risk management is the mainstreaming into relevant local policy fields. A
necessary first step is to get a clear picture of all related local policy planning processes. What are
the cycles of different planning processes? Which coincide with the development of a DRM strategy? Which process should be risk-informed the first? What is the first window of opportunity to
mainstream?
Use windows of opportunity (e.g. sectoral planning processes, new legislation)
To facilitate mainstreaming, it is important to identify and grab so-called ‘windows of opportunity’. Examples of this are the writing of a general development strategy for a city or the development process of a new urban master plan or spatial plan. Also, concrete DRM actions and
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measures might arise from windows of opportunity, for example because national government
has the interest to finance specific prevention projects related to risks of national importance.
A different kind of opportunity might arise from national efforts to align with EU policies. All three
countries from the Eastern Neighbourhood represented within the CapaCities project are engaged
in several actions to align with the Union Civil Protection Mechanism (UCPM) and related EU directives, such as Seveso and Floods. As part of this alignment (as well as the obligations under the
Sendai Framework) Armenia, Georgia and Moldova are adapting their national legislation for civil
protection and disaster risk management. This can create windows of opportunity for cities to be
a pilot project for implementation of new legislation and methodologies.
Use international projects as a window of opportunity
An EU project like CapaCities might itself create a window of opportunity for a city. It can be used
to grab the attention of national and regional government. By showing that a city is able to participate in such an EU project, it becomes more interesting for national government as a future
partner for pilot implementation and for local actions that are of national interest. Moreover, an
international project might create internal windows of opportunity within the city hall to realize
cooperation and ambitions that perhaps could not be realized normally. An example is the creation of a DRM department in Kutaisi city hall.
Honesty is the key to improvement
One of the difficulties of both the self-assessments and the peer reviews is the tendency to present the situation a little better than it actually is. The obvious drawback of a self-assessment is
that it builds on subjective self-reporting, asking for complete honesty of the stakeholders. Although a peer review provides external, more objective insight from others, there still is the risk
that during the interviews a flattered image of the city is painted. These risks have been partly
mitigated by stressing the informal nature and the learning objective of both exercises, rather
than depicting it is an audit or attempt to hold people accountable. In the end, the dilemma cannot be solved completely, because there will always remain a certain dynamic in the stakeholder
network. Between themselves, agencies and individuals have to balance transparency with politeness, aiming to find a path forward to improve.
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Peer Review to provide a fresh, external view, not to judge
A peer review is a discussion amongst equals and not an external audit or judgement. This makes
peer review a more flexible tool. Municipalities may be more willing to accept criticism and fresh
ideas, and other municipalities more prone to provide those, if both sides know it does not commit them to the recommendations, but that it rather provides fresh insights. As such, peer review
is considered a governance tool, rather than a technical, analytical tool. It helps to foster dialogue
between municipalities, as well as between the municipality under review and its vital DRM
stakeholders.
Peer Review is a useful addition to Self-Assessment
A Peer Review helps the “municipality under review” to improve its DRM policies by giving a fresh,
external view on their current situation, signalling areas for improvement and providing recommendations as well as good practices from other countries and established EU standards. Also it
helps to sensitize and engage local DRM stakeholders and commit them to a shared understanding of the situation and the way forwards.
Mutual Peer Reviews help the “peers under review” as well as the “visiting peers”
A Peer Review is not only valuable for the municipality under review, but also for the “visiting
peers”. They can learn from each other’s situation by taking back to their own municipality the
lessons learnt and good practices from other countries. This mutual advantage can be increased
by engaging in a sustainable peer dialogue and mutual assistance in the run up to, during and
after the peer review mission.
Build cross-border / interregional cooperation, to exchange information and experiences
In order not to be alone in the endeavour the improve DRM, it is important to build cooperation
with other cities, not only internationally, but also closer by: cross-border and (inter)regional.
Adjacent cities and other cities in the same region have to cope with similar problems in a similar
context. Much can be learned from exchanging information and experiences. Besides learning, for
effective local DRM a cooperation that reaches beyond the administrative borders of the city is an
absolute essential.
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Even without a full risk assessment you can have a basic understanding of risks
Understanding Risk is one of the four main priorities of the Sendai Framework for DRR. For municipalities starting to develop DRM capacities it can be a daunting task to work on risk assessment. A
national methodology or guidelines might be a good starting point, but embarking on such a
structured effort for risk assessment is easier said than done. It is important to realize that even
without implementation of a full risk assessment methodology, it is possible to get a basic understanding of risk, just as a first step. When a municipality brings together relevant local and regional stakeholders it will turn out that their existing experience, knowledge and data can provide for
a basic local risk profile.
Use the by-products of capacity development as a basis for risk communication.
During a process of capacity development such as in the CapaCities project, several by-products
will be generated, such as a self-assessment, risk information and perhaps a basic risk profile.
Even without a full risk assessment, the basic information generated during stakeholder meetings
and preliminary research are a good basis for a first step in risk communication.
Consider both intensive and extensive risks
Be aware there that in local policy there is no strict line between intensive disaster risks and extensive risks like road safety, health and environmental risks. In fact, cumulatively the impact of
extensive risks might be bigger than that of intensive risks. Moreover, in countries with serious
constraints on capacities and resources, the improvement of daily emergency management might
be a first and necessary step. The challenge is to cover both of them without the one eclipsing the
other. Even though the cumulative impact extensive risks might be high, this is not comparable to
a “once in a lifetime event” (that might happen tomorrow) which destroys the whole community.
Both need attention.
Synchronize the content of an envisaged strategy with the legal framework
Members of the Union Civil Protection Mechanisms (UCPM) will always have an existing national
legal framework for DRM. Also neighbourhood countries will have a legal framework, or will be in
the process of developing or adapting it. However, in several countries the requirements and expectations for local DRM are not yet (fully) implemented in all municipalities. Especially in Eastern-Neighbourhood Countries it is clear that local implementation efforts are needed. When a

26

municipality starts to develop its local DRM capacities, it is important to start from the national
legal framework. This sounds obvious, but there can always be a temptation to use good examples of DRM strategies from other countries. Using good practices should always be encouraged,
but ensure that the legal requirements and national guidelines from your own country are met.
Keep the main structure of your strategy simple
Within the confines of the legal framework, the structure of a DRM strategy should be as simple
as possible. There should be a clear mission and a limited number of strategic ambitions.
Don’t be afraid to set a high ambition, but ensure that the first steps are achievable.
Find a mix of DRM projects that require serious funding and actions that have no or low costs. In
order to obtain donor financing it is important to show ambition. Think big! At the same time, a
city has to be able to make first steps on its own, to get things moving. This requires some quick
wins and low-hanging fruit.
Make a distinction between general DRM capacity development and risk specific DRR
In local discussions and in the DRM strategy, make a clear distinction between general DRM capacity development and risk specific DRR. It might be tempting to discuss individual hazards and
how those could be reduced, resulting in long lists of very specific measures. However, it is important not to forget the more general ambitions to develop the capacity and capability to manage disaster risks. Without those general skills and resources there is the risk that any hazard specific project or measure becomes “one-off” and is not replicable or sustainable. Working on a
good structural basis of DRM capacities can be the first step to reach the next maturity level.
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Disclaimer
Use of the curriculum for other cities
The curriculum is designed for medium-sized cities. The general principles and basic knowledge
are also applicable to smaller/rural municipalities and bigger cities, but those will have specific
needs that might differ a little from this curriculum. For example, in case of smaller, rural municipalities the limited administrative capacities and larger “distance” to regional and national stakeholders might indicate more focus on local community involvement, as well as focus on development of basic DRM capacities, rather than sophisticated risk specific policies. On the other hand,
the bigger cities might have specific needs regarding for example urban resilience and interdepartmental coordination. In any case, all municipalities can feel free to make use of elements of
this curriculum, but it is advisable to start with a clear understanding of the specific local needs.
Use of the curriculum for other countries
The curriculum is designed for Eastern Neighbourhood Countries. Of course, the general principles and basic knowledge about DRM are also applicable EU Member States. However, the curriculum pays specific attention to the PPRD-East programme, national legislation in Armenia, Georgia and Moldova, as well as coherence with EU policies in the context of a non-Member State.
These elements might be less beneficial for cities in the EU.
Acknowledgements in case of use by others
In accordance with the CapaCities project Grant Agreement signed between the European Commission and the six project partners, the results of the project are jointly owned by the Safety
Region South-Holland South, ITINERIS health & safety, the Regional Centre of Sustainable Development, Ararat Municipality, the Self-Government City of Kutaisi and Ungheni City Hall. As the
DRM curriculum is specifically developed with the aim to share it publicly, it may be used freely by
others, under these conditions:
▪ a clear mentioning of the source of the materials and the funding: “Courtesy of the EU CapaCities project, www.drm-capacities.eu, funded by European Union Civil Protection”;
▪ the CapaCities project is informed about the intended use via community@drm-capacities.eu;
▪ there is no commercial gain from the use of the materials.

28

Visit us at
www.drm-capacities.eu

