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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Due to its rugged topography Nepal faces frequent natural hazards s that can lead to disasters causing 
displacement, loss of life, property and livelihoods. These include landslide and flood during the 
monsoon periods, frequent forest fires and a level of seismic activity that could lead to a major 
earthquake at any time. These natural occurrences and risks are in turn exacerbated by environmental 
degradation, deforestation and soil erosion, leading to a greater likelihood of devastating flash floods 
and dry landslides, while glacial melt associated with climate change has increased the risk of glacial 
lake outburst floods. 

Effective law and regulation to support DRR in Nepal need to address some of the regulatory factors 
that cause or fail to prevent these natural events becoming human disasters, using longer term 
planning and public regulation to help prevent loss of life and livelihoods which currently have a 
major impact on the country’s human development. This necessary integration of DRR and 
development goals has been recognized at national Government level in Nepal in its national 
development planning, it’s National Policy on Environmental Adaptation to Climate Change, and it’s 
National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management (NSDRM). Visibly, Nepal is at the forefront in 
creating suitable policy and legal environments for DRR implementation from national to the local 
level in the recent years, disaster awareness has enhanced significantly, and several successful 
initiatives have been implemented. It’s an appropriate time for Nepal to review the progress. 

One such review was initiated by Global Network of Civil Society Organization (GNDR) to monitor 
the progress of HFA implementation at the local level as the Views from the Frontline (VFL). Views 
from the Frontline was first implemented in 2009 to assess the progress towards implementation of all 
the five priorities of HFA at the local level. The 2009 results showed that in Nepal DRR activities 
were very limited and that the communities are not prepared to respond to the myriads of disasters. 
The assessment process continued and VFL 2011 has targeted the assessment focussing at the role 
that local governments are playing in DRR at the local level. 

A total of 365 samples were collected from across the country as per a methodology developed by 
GNDR. Same set of questionnaires was used in all VFL countries. The review process used a total of 
20 indicators.  These indicators were aimed at two main respondent or “key informant” groups: Local 
Government Officials and Community Representatives. These two groups were selected as the key 
target groups most appropriate for analysing progress towards implementing disaster risk reduction at 
the local level. 

The results showed that the local governance indicators have low scores and are rated at similar 
levels; the average score or the total mean is 2.05 which indicates that the progress towards local 
governance is very low, the progress is to a very limited extent/ there are some activities but 
significant scope for improvement. The scores are fairly high for partnership and governmental 
coordination. The scores for monitoring, baseline information and financial resources are markedly 
lower.  

The Accountability and Transparency indicators (baselines and monitoring) are the lowest scores, 
suggesting that gathering, disseminating and managing disaster risk information are key constraints to 
effective risk reduction, and limited access to funding further aggravates the situation. The 
governance indicators show that government performs better on coordination and partnerships but the 
capabilities are very limited hence substantial external input in terms of expertise, resources and 
authority is critically important for effective implementation of policies and plans at the local level. 
Overall, there is a need to strengthen local risk governance.  

Based on the scores given by the respondents from the Local Government Units (LGUs) and 
communities, it is very clear that the local government efforts and initiatives are relatively low. 
Although there are ongoing initiatives carried out by the government, these are deemed to be very 
limited and need considerable improvement. It was noticeable though that, respondents from the 



 

LGUs provided high rating as compared to those from the communities taking into account that they 
are appraising their own performance and actions 

 Creation of the National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management (NSDRM) in 2007 and its formal 
acceptance by the government in 2009 became a milestone of DRR in Nepal. Establishment of the 
National Emergency Operation Centre (NEOC) that provides round the clock vigilance on disaster 
events and provides guidance and instructions to the response organizations is another milestone 
achieved by the country. Establishment of Nepal Risk reduction Consortium (NRRC) has become an 
obvious policy success as it has established a common platform for all main stakeholders to put their 
efforts jointly for achieving DRR in identified priority areas. All these policy interventions have 
resulted in ever-increasing disaster awareness.  

However, several challenges still prevail. The gap between policies and implementation needs to be 
bridged by concrete actions. Decentralization of authorities and organized mechanism for uniform 
allocation of resources especially at local levels, disaster awareness and capacity building on a 
massive scale, institutionalization of successes etc are the main challenges ahead.  
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