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Strategic goals 1

Area 1

The more effective integration of disaster risk considerations into sustainable development policies,

planning and programming at all levels, with a special emphasis on disaster prevention, mitigation,

preparedness and vulnerability reduction.

Strategic Goal Statement:
Disaster Management Law and its ancillary regulations are enacted and they stipulate systematic
integration of disaster risk reduction into development planning at the national, provincial and local level
through various means, including the formulation of Strategic National and Local Action Plan for disaster
risk reduction which will lead to address disaster risk reduction as one of the priorities in development
programmes.

Area 2

The development and strengthening of institutions, mechanisms and capacities at all levels, in particular

at the community level, that can systematically contribute to building resilience to hazards.

Strategic Goal Statement:
The established and strengthened disaster management agencies at all levels, as well as platforms
which also involve non-government stakeholders, and enhance its capacities for identifying, monitoring
and responding to hazards by providing various trainings and awareness raising activities that can
contribute to building resilience to disaster.

Area 3

The systematic incorporation of risk reduction approaches into the design and implementation of

emergency preparedness, response and recovery programmes in the reconstruction of affected

communities.

Strategic Goal Statement:
The mainstreaming of risk reduction approaches into national and local policy framework and
implementation guidelines to strengthen institutions, mechanisms and tools concerning emergency
preparedness and response programmes in all disaster prone areas, as well as recovery programmed in
areas that have been affected by disasters.

Priority for action 1
Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional basis for

implementation.

Core indicator 1

National policy and legal framework for disaster risk reduction exists with decentralised responsibilities

and capacities at all levels.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial
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Description:
The Government of Indonesia has enacted Disaster Management Law No 24, 2007. This DM Law was
withheld through the initiative right of the House of Representatives with support from the civil society
associated with Coalition of Law Drafting on Disaster Management, which was initially initiated by MPBI
(Indonesia Society for Disaster Management). During the Plenary Session on March 28, 2007, the
House of Representatives of the Republic of Indonesia decided to apply Disaster Management Law
Drafting which was then legalized in Jakarta on April 26, 2007 and promulgated in the State Gazette of
the Republic of Indonesia Year 2007 Number 66. 

The Disaster Management Law No. 24 Year 2007 has created three fundamental shifts of paradigm. The
first one is that the emphasis of disaster management is shifting from emergency response to risk
management. This shift leads into substantial change of perception. In the past, the disaster
management was viewed as a series of complex, expensive and instantaneous specific actions limited to
the emergency situation which were undertaken merely by the experts. Now, the disaster management
is not only about responding to emergency situation only, but also how to undertake risk management. 
The second shift of paradigm is about the issue concerning public/people’s protection which was
previously considered as the actualization of the government supremacy. Now, it is considered as the
protection of human rights. Therefore, through democratization and regional autonomy, the Government
accountability has moved closer to the constituent. The third and last shift of paradigm is the view on
disaster which was previously deemed as the responsibility of the Government, now it has turned into
the mutual concern of the society. On this note, disaster management is moving from the ‘domain of
Government’ to ‘everybody’s business’, where all the aspects of disaster management, such as the
policy, institutional, coordination and mechanism must include the participation of civil-society and
private-sectors. 

In addition, the DM Law aims to protect the society from disaster risks, requiring the synchronization of
the existing laws and regulations, as well as the establishment of planned, coordinated and
comprehensive disaster management system by honoring local culture, developing public and private
partnership, encouraging solidarity and generosity as well as creating peace within the society and
nation state level.  

The DM Law stipulates ancillary regulations, both Government Regulations and Presidential Decree:
1. 	Government Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia Number 21 Year 2008 on the Implementation of
Disaster Management. 
2. 	Government Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia Number 22 Year 2008 on Disaster-aid Funding
and Management.
3. 	Government Regulation of the Republic of Indonesia Number 23 Year 2008 on Participation of
International Organizations and Foreign Non-Government Organization in Disaster Management.
At local level, both at the provincial and district/municipality level, have issued its Local Regulation
(PerDa) on Disaster Management including clear responsibility in every local level of the Government.
4. 	Presidential Decree Number 8 Year 2008 regulates the establishment of an institution, at national
level, known as the National Agency for Disaster Management, as well as at local level, known as Local
Agency for Disaster Management (BPBD).

Context & Constraints:
There are four major challenges faced by the Indonesian Government. The first challenge is to ensure
that there is consistency, meaning that there is synchronization between the policy and work plan on
Disaster Risk Reduction planned by relevant stakeholders, and also between work plans and its actual
implementation. The second challenge is to ensure the existence of coordination, which refers to an
interaction and communication among the stakeholders in generating understanding, alignment, and
agreement, as well as in planning and implementing disaster risk reduction programs. The third
challenge is to ensure the existence of appropriate capacity, namely, institutional and financial capacity,
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human resources empowered in performing a number of planning efforts and the implementation of
disaster risk reduction. Meanwhile, the fourth challenge is related to ensuring the existence of
consultation process; the involvement or society participation in the framework of disaster risk reduction. 
Various mass media communication and information can be used to improve public awareness and
understanding against the importance of disaster risk reduction through various forums as efforts to
absorb aspirations and perspectives within the context of before, during and after disaster event. 

Some efforts that can be done to anticipate the challenges mentioned above include optimizing the
function of National Agency for Disaster Management in compliance with the mandate stipulated in DM
Law Number 24, 2007, through the issuance of related laws and regulations, in which its process must
ensure the participative and consultative ways with related stakeholders. To ensure the existence of
consistency, coordination, capacity and good consultative process, it is, therefore, necessary to promote
the socialization of DM Law No. 24/2007 and its ancillary regulations, as well as to enhance the
engagement level of relevant executive institution/organizations involved in the forum or platform, which
have commitments to carry out disaster risk reduction by integrating elements of disaster risk reduction
into each relevant development planning. In addition, it is also necessary to conduct training
programmes related to the improvement of capacity in emphasizing disaster risk reduction, both at the
national and local levels.

Core indicator 2

Dedicated and adequate resources are available to implement disaster risk reduction plans and activities

at all administrative levels

Level of Progress achieved:
2: Some progress, but without systematic policy and/ or institutional commitment

Description:
Even though there has been significant progress achieved on the implementation of disaster risk
reduction program, nonetheless, the availability of financial resources for the implementation of DRR
programmes at the government institutions is still considered as inadequate.  The efforts to ensure DRR
to become one of development priorities will be continued  and that national and local budget will be
included with clear itemized budget.  

In general, budget allocation for Disaster Management by sectoral government-departments and local
governments are mostly intended for emergency responses. Furthermore, various DRR stakeholders still
do not use the same DRR framework (HFA) in planning and implementing their DRR programmes. As a
result, the implementation of DRR activities is still sectoral, unsystematic, and not yet integrated and
these issues contribute to the impediment of having adequate budget or financial allocation, human
resources, as well as physical resources at all levels.   
 
In the context of civil society, resources usually come from international and national donor
organizations, governments and also from public/communities resources gathered through media or
other humanitarian institutions. However, there are actually still many resources that have not been
explored and utilized due to lack of socialization to the society, in terms of how such resources can be
explored and used for DRR plans and programs. In addition, there are many private sectors that engage
in the field of disaster through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) programs.  Most of these CSR
programmes are more about emergency response.  If CSR programmes were to adopt “risk
management” approach, they would have been able to contribute more on specific required resources
for disaster risk reduction plan and implementation, and their programmes will become more sustainable.
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Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for indicator 1.2 is still at Level 2 (two) –
Some progress, but has not been accompanied by systematic policy and/or institutional commitment.

Context & Constraints:
Un-integrated and uncoordinated implementation of DRR programmes have caused some confusions to
some donor agencies/organizations who would like to contribute in the provision of specific resources,
either in human resources, financial or physical resources. The absence of systematic mechanism on
fund raising and disbursement/channeling has also led to the impediment of pooling required resources
for DRR activities/programmes.

To ensure that DRR plans and programme implementation are well coordinated, systematic and
integrated, efforts must be put in place to increase the capacity in developing disaster management plan
as well as to enhance public awareness on the importance of DRR. This way, disaster risk reduction can
be inserted as one of the priorities in development planning and programmes undertaken by relevant
stakeholders. By systematically integrating DRR elements, it is expected that required resources for the
implementation of DRR activities can be sufficiently provided or allocated.

Core indicator 3

Community Participation and decentralisation is ensured through the delegation of authority and

resources to local levels

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
Based on the existing regulation, decentralization in terms of “division of labor” from central to local level
is regulated in the Law of Local/Regional Government Regulation No. 32/2004. However,
decentralization efforts have not been complemented with delegation of authorities and resources, which
are actually required to ensure local authorities can function well. 

Decentralization in terms of resources to local level has not been fully implemented. The available
resources are still centralized at the national level; as such local authorities have limited capacities to
independently solve the underlying cause of vulnerabilities related to DRR.
.
Participation, rights and responsibilities of civil society, has also been included in the process of
determining the needs, solution, implementation and evaluation of DRR activities/programmes,
especially those implemented through Community-based forums. In addition, training programmes for
community at community level, including community-based preparedness training, have also been
conducted by various stakeholders in various parts of Indonesia. However, those training programmes
were not conducted in coordinated and systematic approach.  

In Indonesia, areas that have undertaken DRR activities intensively are areas that have already
experienced disaster with high-impact or areas that are potentially experiencing high-impact disasters. 
Consequently, in these areas, the awareness on the importance of DRR has significantly increasing.  For
the commemoration of International Day for Disaster Reduction, many awareness activities were
conducted jointly by various relevant stakeholders, including the government, civil society organizations
and private sectors, both at national and local level. 

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 1.3 is assessed to be at level
3 (three) - Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.
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Context & Constraints:
One of the challenges identified in ensuring the participation of society and the decentralization to the
local level is the difficulties in acquiring information and data by relevant stakeholders.  These data and
information are required in planning and developing DRR programmes/activities.  The absence or
lacking of authority delegation to the local level also lead to confusions for many DRR actors in their
efforts to integrate their activities to the local government’s DRR planning and programme
implementation.  Furthermore, the dissemination of information that have been undertaken by the media,
to this date, often still considers about the “value of delivering the news” – whether such news can
increase their circulation or not.

Considering that data and information are critical components that must be obtained in developing DRR
planning and programme implementation, standardization, as well as the provision and easy access to
obtain such data and information should be made.  In addition, the available data and information should
also be in the forms that are easy to be digested and utilized by the community.  To increase the
dissemination of information related to DRR, it is necessary to undertake more creative efforts in
involving the media stakeholder groups.

Core indicator 4

A national multi sectoral platform for disaster risk reduction is functioning.

Level of Progress achieved:
1: Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy

Description:
Several workshops have been organized to meet with stakeholder groups from the government, civil
society, academician/universities and international community to socialize HFA, and its implementation
in Indonesia, as well as the need of having a national platform or forum.  The stakeholder group of the
academicians/universities/research institutes has formally established its forum in June 2008. 
Meanwhile, the government, international community and civil society stakeholder groups already have
its own forum and mechanism even though they are not established formally.  These stakeholder groups
are now considering about formalizing their forum as their preparedness measures in contributing to the
establishment of National Platform/Forum for DRR.

Socialization workshop for Private Sector and Media stakeholder groups are planned to take place in
September and October 2008.  The HFA will also be introduced to these two stakeholder groups as they
have very limited knowledge on this framework and it would beneficial if they also use HFA in planning
and developing their programmes related to DRR.

For the establishment of National Platform/Forum itself, Indonesia is currently at the stage of exploring
the format that seems to be suitable for the context of Indonesia.   Badan Nasional Penanggulangan
Bencana (BNPB/NDMA), as the facilitator of the National Forum/Platform establishment process, aims to
have participatory approach and evolution process in establishing this Forum.  This way, it is expected
that all pertinent stakeholders will have “sense of ownership” to the National Platform/Forum.  

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 1.4 is still on level 1 (one) -
Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy.

Context & Constraints:
The main challenge in the establishing National Platform/Forum for disaster risk reduction is the
limitation of discourse on National Platform/Forum in the society. In addition, the absence of clarity on
format that seems to be suitable to the context of Indonesia, such as its objectives, scope and
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programme activities that will be undertaken by this National Platform/Forum.

To overcome the challenges mentioned above, efforts for further consultations and consolidation with
various DRR stakeholders should be undertaken, under the coordination of BNPB, as mandated by the
DM Law No. 24/2007 – that is, to continue the establishment of National Platform/Forum through
participatory approach. 

The Disaster Management Agency at the national level, namely, Badan Nasional Penanggulangan
Bencana, was established early this year.  While at the local level (provincial and district/municipality
level), its establishment is pending to the issueance of Guidelines on the Establishment of Local Disaster
Management Agency that is currently at the process of being finalized.

Priority for action 2
Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning

Core indicator 1

National and local risk assessments based on hazard data and vulnerability information are available

and include risk assessments for key sectors.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
One of the fundamental requirements in developing and planning DRR programme activities is the
availability of risk assessment based on hazards and vulnerability data and information.  At the national
level, data on hazards have been produced by various departments and periodically they are
continuously being updated and further developed.  Similar efforts have also been undertaken by
Ministry of Home Affairs as this Ministry requires all local government at the district/municipality level to
develop hazards data and mapping and submit them to the Government at national level.

Risk assessment has also been developed especially in areas that have been hit by high-impact
disasters.  However, the methods being used in developing risk assessment undertaken by various
organizations is different from one organization to the others.  In the absence of standardized methods
for risk assessment, therefore, the results of risk assessment produced by an organization or institution
is different from the others.  This situation has led to confusion for stakeholders who really needs data
and information on risk assessment.  Meanwhile data and information related to vulnerability is also very
limited at this stage.

An effort that is being undertaken by the Government through BNPB is to develop Standardization
Guidelines for risk assessment that would be applicable to be used at the local level. 

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 2.1 is assessed to be at level
3 (three) – Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.

Context & Constraints:
Hazards information and mapping is mostly developed sectorally.  As such, similar themes and
objectives for risk assessment and information is not standardized as they are produced by sectoral
institutions with different methodologies.  Consequently, the hazard mapping and information is

Page 8



confusing, do not meet criteria for hazard mapping and they are difficult to be “overlaid” with other
related products that could have allowed the production of more comprehensive risk analysis.   With this
situation, there must be agreed products of scientific risk assessment that can be utilized as guidance or
reference by national and local DRR actors.  

In general, areas that have been hit by high-impact disasters have relatively better initiatives in
undertaking risk and vulnerability assessment.  The bigger disaster, the better and more initiative, both
by government, as well as non-governmental organizations at the local level.  Even though some areas
already develop such initiatives, these areas still requires supports and further assistance from other
local experts and or national experts in developing and implementing risk and vulnerability assessment. 

The existing data and information on risk and vulnerability assessment are still considered as weak since
they are not yet fully integrated into spatial planning.

To overcome challenges mentioned above, it seems to be necessary to establish joint efforts among
institutions/organizations that develop and produce risk and vulnerability assessment and mapping so
that these products can be synergized to produce more comprehensive and integrated maps.  BNPB
should own the standardized maps produced sectorally.  This way, any parties who would require
obtaining data and information on hazards, vulnerability and risk assessment can rely on maps owned or
endorsed by BNPB.  Furthermore, the produced maps should also be integrated into the existing
database system to ensure easy access and utilization of these products/maps.

To ensure that organizations/institutions dealing with development of data and information on hazards,
vulnerability and risk assessment can produce reliable products, there is a need to develop a policy and
standardized guidance nationally.  At this stage, such guidance is still in the process of being developed
by a team of experts assigned and coordinated by BNPB.

Core indicator 2

Systems are in place to monitor, archive and disseminate data on key hazards and vulnerabilities

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
At the national level, monitoring, archiving and dissemination of data on hazards, such as floods,
volcanic eruption, landslides, earthquake monitoring, etc., have been made available.  However, when
such data and information reach the local intended area, the utilization and dissemination of that
information is still not optimal due to lack of systematic information dissemination, as well as limitations
of existing capacity.  For example, Meteorology and Geophysics agency sends a warning concerning
intensified rainfall with significant duration that will happen in an identified landslide prone area.  Once
the information reach the area, that particular early warning information cannot function as it’s intended
due to the absence of landslides’ early warning system as well as lack of information dissemination
system in that area.  Moreover, monitoring, archiving and dissemination of data and information on
hazards have also been done sectorally.  Consequently, when coordination is weak, such information
cannot be utilized as intended by the vulnerably communities.

Data and information on vulnerabilities, such as social, economic, environment and physic, are still
weak, in terms of its monitoring, archiving, as well as its dissemination.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for indicator 2.1. is considered to be at
level 3 (three) - Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
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substantial.

Context & Constraints:
The geographic condition of Indonesia, as a wide archipelagic country, has posed major challenges in
developing or building accurate monitoring system.  Furthermore, the limited number of available
instruments required to do the monitoring also contribute to the challenges in terms of providing accurate
data in a timely manner.  For example, the monitoring of earthquake in Sumatra, when the epicenter
occurs in the western part of Sumatra, BMG will face a bit of difficulty in acquiring the exact location of
the epicenter since the network that can determine the monitoring results is located in the eastern part of
the island.

When a monitoring data of a hazard is available and requires dissemination to the vulnerable
communities, the dissemination of such information is often impeded by the fact that people are living in
scattered area, the limited infrastructure at some local areas, as well as the limited availability of the
communication/telecommunication networks.

To anticipate challenges mentioned above, it is necessary to undertake effective coordination efforts in
strengthening its monitoring tools/system, data formatting, as well as networking system to ensure data
sharing on the results of monitoring can take place and the utility of data and information can also be
optimalized.  Meanwhile, to avoid overlapping of information, it is also necessary to improve the
monitoring and information management system, including centralizing data and information related to
hazards and vulnerability, under the management of BNPB.  

Being aware of the many existing data and information scattered in various institutions/organizations,
BNPB is currently developing national database on disasters, called DIBI (Data dan Informasi Bencana
Indonesia).  It is expected that such data can be standardized, easily understood or used, as well as
accessible to all stakeholders who required such data.

When disaster risk reduction is mainstreamed into development planning, areas that still have limited
capacity in telecommunication and information networks can get priorities in its infrastructure
development that can optimize the monitoring and hazards information dissemination to vulnerability
communities.  In addition, in situation like this, it is necessary to involve the Television media/Radio
Broadcasting, etc. to increase the role and function of media as means to disseminate information.

Core indicator 3

Early warning systems are in place for all major hazards, with outreach to communities.

Level of Progress achieved:
4: Substantial achievement attained but with recognized limitations in key aspects, such as financial
resources and/ or operational capacities

Description:
Nationally-based early warning system for several major hazards, such as earthquake, Tsunami,
volcanic eruption and floods, has been made available and considered as quite functioning.  Its
dissemination has reached up to the community level prone to such hazards.  Evaluation on early
warning system at community level for several major hazards has also been undertaken professionally,
with the support from experts from research institutes/universities/academicians so that this early
warning system can be adapted into the local situation and condition, and include or consider the
existing local wisdom.  However, in some areas, due to lack of human resources and capacity, response
to early warning system is often still limited.
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Due to the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 2.3. is considered to be at level
4 (four) – Substantial achievement attained but with recognized limitations in capacities and resources.

Context & Constraints:
The geographic condition of Indonesia as an archipelagic country, with limited infrastructures in some
areas, especially in remote areas, contributes to the possibility of information gap on the dissemination of
early warning information at the community level.  Furthermore, the limited capacity at the local levels in
understanding or comprehending the early warning information and its preparedness measures in
responding to early warning also add the challenges face by the country.

The two major challenges mentioned above, it is necessary to build an appropriate system that could
enable the dissemination of early warning information.  Education or knowledge on various hazards and
vulnerabilities should also be increased, especially to relevant communities so that they could
understand and response effectively toward the early warning information that they receive.  The
utilization of local wisdom and knowledge can also enhance the acceptance of local community as
compared to scientific early warning information.

Core indicator 4

National and local risk assessments take account of regional / trans boundary risks, with a view to

regional cooperation on risk reduction.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
There has been agreement and commitment among regions that are faced with similar disaster risks, for
example in four districts prone to the volcanic eruption of Mt. Merapi in Yogyakarta and Central Java
Province.  These four districts are located in two different provinces and they develop cooperation in
disseminating early warning information, evacuation process, as well as internally displaced people
management across administrative borders (both district and provincial level).  Meanwhile for risks faced
by regional/cross-States borders, there has also been an agreement, cooperation and commitment in
terms of Tsunami early warning system.  For example, under the coordination of IOC UNESCO,
Intergovernmental Coordination Group for the Indian Ocean Tsunami Warning and Mitigation System
has been developed.

In addition, mutual cooperation and agreement have also been developed among country-members of
ASEAN to implement disaster-resilient nations and safer communities through the establishment of
ASEAN Regional Program on Disaster Management (ARPDM).  ARPDM emphasizes ASEAN regional
strategy on Disaster Management, including areas and prioritized activities for disaster risk reduction.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 2.4. is place at level 3 (three)
-  Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial.

Context & Constraints:
Although there has been agreement and commitment for cooperation in terms of risk assessment at
regional/cross-State-borders, its implementation is still not as smooth as expected due to political
considerations, as well as differences on capacity level, geographic condition and situation that influence
the issue of accessibility.

To anticipate or overcome the challenges mentioned above, it is necessary to have a policy or regulation
that will allow the exchange of data and information on disaster risks.  Furthermore, efforts for agreement
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and commitment on risk reduction across states-borders should heavily consider the humanitarian
aspects so that issues related to political and state-administration can be minimalized without ignoring
the integrity and sovereignty of each nation involved.

Priority for action 3
Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at all levels

Core indicator 1

Relevant information on disasters is available and accessible at all levels, to all stakeholders (through

netwoirks, development of information sharing systems etc)

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
Relevant information concerning various disasters is available and can be accessed by stakeholders that
need such information at all level.  This information system has started to be developed by BNPB
(known as DIBI/Data dan Informasi Bencana Indonesia).  However, sectoral institutions, such as
Department of Health, Department of Social Affairs, National Police and Indonesian Red Cross also
develop their own information system.  Since the development of information systems is still done
sectorally, consequently the information is still not integrated and the available information is still very
sectoral.  At this stage, the absence of systematic mechanism for information sharing and gathering has
led to the minimal usage of available information in developing DRR planning and programme activities. 
In addition, the existing information and management system is still not “use friendly” and is still difficult
to access.  Sometimes the information contained in the system is also not updated. 

The accuracy of disaster data and information still needs to be assessed further since the perception or
understanding on what is meant by “disaster” still varies.  For example, when an area is hit by flood, it
needs to be assessed further whether there is differentiation in capturing the data, between areas
inundated by one meter of floodwater and 10 cm of floodwater.  Often times, this kind of information is
still captured as one information on disaster that hit an area and no further considerations were given on
the impacts of that disaster.  On this note, it is critical to have standardization, limitation or clear and
agreed terminology that can allow same perception about disasters.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 3.1 is considered to be at
level 3 (three) – Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.

Context & Constraints:
One of the main challenges in this field is the existence of ego-sectoral owns by each
institution/organization that develops the data and information related to disasters.  Since each one of
these organizations/institutions has its own interest and that the information and communication system
that they build is to fulfill the task and function of each institution, consequently, the efforts to integrate of
the information system is impeded.  Furthermore, the absence of incentive award, as well as lack of
awareness on the importance and benefits of sharing data and information with other institutions, have
led to the “uselessness” of the existing data and information as they are not utilized and are merely
stored.  Another challenge identified is the limited resources available for further development of
information system, including human resources (man power and experts on information technology,
especially at local level), financial and physics resources, that are necessary in developing or
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strengthening the information system.

To overcome the challenges mentioned above, it is necessary to establish centralized information
network for disaster risk reduction managed by BNPB.  In addition, with the awareness and
understanding on the importance of integration and accuracy of information, a strong commitment
among relevant stakeholders must be established to allow information sharing, provision and
management of data, financial resources, as well as other required resources.  In order to be able to
develop incentive system for institutions/organizations that own and manage data and information on
disasters, it is necessary to build the “sense of ownership” from these relevant organizations/institutions. 
When these organizations/institutions feel that they are part of the information management system, it is
expected that they would become more motivated to be proactive in sharing their data and information in
one integrated and coordinated system.

Core indicator 2

School curricula , education material and relevant trainings include disaster risk reduction and recovery

concepts and practices.

Level of Progress achieved:
2: Some progress, but without systematic policy and/ or institutional commitment

Description:
In Indonesia, there is Presidential Instruction addressed to the Department of National Education and
Department of Home Affairs to integrate DRR into intra, as well as extracurricular.  However, this has not
been implemented since the required national policy instruments for implementation is still inexistence. 
At the local level, especially in areas that have been hit by high-impact disasters or are potentially hit by
high-impact disasters, has produced Local Regulation (Peraturan Daerah/PerDa or Surat Keputusan
Walikota) to integrate DRR into school curriculum. But even so, it is still challenging for local schools to
implement it since the current school curriculum is already considered as “heavy loads” for students in
each education level (elementary, junior and senior high schools).  In certain areas, there are even some
initiatives to develop guidelines for integrating emergency awareness into local curriculum (KTSP).  

Even though the integration of DRR into school curriculum cannot be done formally at this stage, some
government institutions, local, national and international organizations provide disaster related education
programmes both within the formal and informal education, in schools as well as outside of schools. 
These institutions/organizations are under the Consortium for Disaster Education (CDE).

Based on the situation as described above, the level of progress for Indicator 3.2 is considered to be at
level 2 (two) – Some progress, but without systematic policy and/or institutional commitment

Context & Constraints:
The absence of policy and guidelines on how to integrate DRR into school curriculum, education
materials, as well as relevant trainings (through both, extracurricular and local content), has caused
difficulties for schools to implement their efforts on DRR integration.  Furthermore, the load of current
school curriculum for students have been perceived as “burdensome”, as such schools and teachers are
also facing challenges in finding ways to integrate DRR into their existing school subjects.

In order to initiate trials, as well as real implementation in integrating disaster risk reduction into school
curriculum and education material, the education system and schools must have human resources with
adequate capacities.  At this stage, such human resources are very limited.  With this challenge, it is
necessary to develop and enhance the capacity of human resources that would enable the
implementation of DRR integration into school curriculum and education materials, as well as relevant
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trainings.  With the availability of capable human resources, it is expected that schools and education
system at local level could become more creative and innovative in their efforts for DRR integration.
In addition, it is also necessary to develop guidelines at the national level for integrating DRR into school
curriculum, such as through extra and intra curricular and local content as part of the current existing
school subjects, including schools programme called Unit Kesehatan Sekolah (School Health Unit) or
Schools Safe from Disasters.  When such guidelines is made available at the national level, schools and
education system at the local level can utilize that guidelines as their basis in developing DRR
integration that is according to the context, situation and condition of each local area.  To support the
implementation of DRR integration, it is also necessary to provide and make available material or
readings (for students and teachers of all education levels) related to DRR.

Core indicator 3

Research methods and tools for multi-risk assessments and cost benefit analysis are developed and

strenghtened.

Level of Progress achieved:
1: Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy

Description:
Various stakeholders, especially from the academicians/universities stakeholder group, have developed
some tools for multi-risks assessment and analysis.  However, these tools are still limited and are
emphasizing more on hazards assessment.  Under the coordination of Badan Nasional Penanggulangan
Bencana and Research and Technology Ministry, a team of experts has been established and it consists
of experts from relevant field from various institutions.  Currently, this team is in the process of finalizing
the national guidelines on multi-hazards risk-assessment and analysis.  

Programmes and funding from the Government that is allocated to develop the methodology and tools
related to risks analysis is also limited.  Meanwhile, there are also tools for risks analysis that have been
developed and utilized by private sector.  However, these tools analysis, as well as the results of its
analysis are often not available for public consumption as they are regarded as knowledge assets for the
involved company/private sector.  Cost benefit analysis for DRR is still not yet developed at this moment.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 3.3. is considered to be on
level 1 (one) - Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy.

Context & Constraints:
With limited risk analysis products, especially the multi-risks ones, the relevant stakeholders, such as the
research institutes or universities need to be supported so that they can develop more comprehensive
products and strengthen methodology or tools for examining the multi-risks and the cost benefit analysis.
In the mean time, the available tools and methodologies developed by some research institutes and
universities are often not utilized by local governments in development planning that considers disaster
risk reduction elements.  The reason could be because of the limited understanding of the local
government on the importance of integrating or mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into development
planning.  It could also due to the local government’s limited capacity in utilizing and applying the
information contained in the risks analysis.  On this note, it is critically important to find ways to promote
the use of tools and methodologies that have been developed by the related local government intensely. 
Furthermore, it is also necessary to develop multi-risks assessment and analysis that also integrates the
environmental impacts analysis.  Provided that many private sectors also own tools and information
related to risks analysis, it is then necessary to put efforts in encouraging stakeholders from the private
sectors to share the information that they have. 
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To ensure that the efforts mentioned above can be implemented, one of the crucial things that must be
undertaken is to increase the capacity of human resources in developing and strengthening the research
methodology and tools related to multi-risks assessment and analysis.  The government can also
undertake its vital role in regard to the development of research on methodology and tools for risks
analysis, by allocating sufficient research funding for research institutes and disaster management
centers of various universities in the country.  To maximize the utilization and application of results of
multi-risks analysis, it is also necessary to develop programmes that can enhance the interest of relevant
stakeholders to use applied research in disaster risk reduction through awareness raising on the
importance of risks analysis.

Core indicator 4

Countrywide public awareness strategy exists to stimulate a culture of disaster resilience, with outreach

to urban and rural communities.

Level of Progress achieved:
2: Some progress, but without systematic policy and/ or institutional commitment

Description:
Many efforts have been undertaken by government and non-government stakeholders in raising public
awareness on DRR, as well as on the importance to build community’s culture that is, resilience to
disasters.  To this date, those activities have been implemented sporadically and its continuation and
sustainability is highly questioned.  At present, national strategy related to public awareness is also
inexistence.  Materials prepared or produced for public awareness activities, as well as the dissemination
of such products (e.g., leaflets and booklets) are still limited, in terms of quantity, content wise, as well as
its target distributions.

The availability of data and good practices, as well as access to obtain such information has been made
available, although is still limited.  At the local level, sharing of data and good practices are often
conducted through forums at the community level, especially in areas that have been or are potentially
hit by high-impact disasters.  Media has been involved in raising public awareness on DRR, however,
media’s knowledge on disaster related issue, its technical and ethical news coverage in disaster still
needs to be improved.

The commemoration of International Day for Disaster Reduction has been undertaken jointly at the
national level every year.  However, the participation of multi-sectoral is still considered limited.  One of
the reasons could be due to lack of socialization on IDDR.  The commemoration of IDDR has always
been supported by civil society organizations, international community, universities and media.  At the
local level, only areas that already have knowledge and awareness on DRR that proactively conduct or
organize activities to commemorate IDDR.  The involvement and engagement of Government at the
regional and international forum is considered as high, however, the effectiveness of such activities is
still questioned as meaningful follow up actions are rare to take place.

Based on the situation described above, the level of progress for Indicator 3.4. is considered to be at
level 2 (two) - Some progress, but without systematic policy and/or institutional commitment

Context & Constraints:
There are some challenges in increasing the public awareness on DRR as well as in building the culture
of resilience to disasters for communities.  The first is due to the absence of national strategy on this
regard so that activities implemented by various actors are sporadic, unsystematic and without
continuation or sustainability to ensure optimal impacts and results.  Furthermore, the level of success or
impacts of public awareness activities, to this date, still can’t be clearly measured since there have been
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no clear and appropriate indicators develop for this matter.

In regards to the content of public awareness activities, there are lots of such activities that place its
focus on emergency response preparedness, which is actually one of the DRR components.  One of the
reasons is because of limited knowledge and understanding on DRR by actors who plan and develop the
public awareness programmes.  Adequate capacity of human resources plays critical role, especially
when the culture and perception of Indonesian people at local level culturally believe or convinced that
disaster occurs because of “God’s willing” and therefore it is something that we all have to endure in. 
With such cultural beliefs and perception, certain strategy and approach must be thought through in
developing public awareness raising activities.

To overcome challenges identified above, it is necessary to have national strategy for enhancing public
awareness on DRR, including the institutionalization of DRR public awareness programmes. 
Furthermore, there is also a need for developing methods for evaluation with clear indicators to measure
the impact of DRR public awareness programmes.  Once evaluation methods and clear indicators are
available, it is expected that the impact of public awareness programmes on DRR can be optimalized at
urban, as well as rural areas.  The capacity of human resources involved in developing and
implementing DRR public awareness programmes should also be strengthened.

Given that the culture of Indonesia is specific and the diverse cultures that exist at the local level, it is
therefore necessary to put special efforts in increasing communication with local communities so that
education and knowledge on the importance of DRR can be accepted and comprehend by them.  In
addition, with appropriate communication means and approach during the interaction with local
communities will enable implementer of public awareness programmes to capture and use the local
wisdom that exists in that area as means to convey the knowledge or education on DRR.

Priority for action 4
Reduce the underlying risk factors

Core indicator 1

Disaster risk reduction is an integral objective of environment related policies and plans, including for

land use natural resource management and adaptation to climate change.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
Efforts to integrate DRR into policies and planning related to environmental issues have been initiated. 
These efforts include the availability of various laws related to spatial planning that integrates DRR; the
awareness of the Government on the importance to integrate climate change adaptation with DRR (as
products resulted from Bali Conference in 2007); the adaptation of climate change that have been
inserted into National Action Plan for Climate Change Adaptation; the awareness on the importance to
protect wetlands, even though its implementation is still not yet significant; the monitoring efforts on the
use of forestry as stated in the National Forest Inventory.

The issue on spatial planning is regulated under Law No. 26/2008 concerning Spatial Planning, has also
accommodate the needs or requirement of disaster risk assessment in developing spatial planning.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.1 is considered to be at
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level 3 (three) – Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.

Context & Constraints:
One of the constraints or challenges faced in the efforts to integrate DRR into policies and planning
related to environmental issues is that the existing regulations or policies are still considered as too
general and lack of details or clarity and this leads to the difficulties in its implementation.  Furthermore,
there is also different perception in interpreting the policies/regulations between the central and local
government and this situation occurs due to different interests that exist in each level.  For Climate
change adaptation, it is a relatively new concept, therefore, it still needs further efforts to ensure better
understanding and its implementation is still difficult to be done.  The absence of monitoring and
evaluation system with clear indicators, as well as the weak law-enforcement also identified as main
challenges that must be encountered.

Efforts that must be undertaken to overcome those constraints or challenges include the revision or
improvement of existing regulations/policies so that they become more clear and comprehensive. 
Furthermore, there is also a need for a system that can ensure the implementation of regulations/policies
in appropriate manners, followed by firmed law enforcement.  To encourage the implementation of
existing regulations/policies, it may be helpful to establish rewards and punishment mechanisms. 
Meanwhile, to ensure the progress of integrating DRR into policies and planning, it is necessary to
develop monitoring and evaluation mechanism with clear indicators for the implemented
programmes/activities.

Core indicator 2

Social development policies and plans are being implemented to reduce the vulnerability of populations

most at risk.

Level of Progress achieved:
2: Some progress, but without systematic policy and/ or institutional commitment

Description:
Policies related to the identification and categorization of disaster vulnerable groups to create a social
protection system, for instance, through JPS, BLT, Jamkesmas (Askeskin) are in existence. Access to
micro-insurance for disaster vulnerable groups has also been initiated, for instance with micro-credit for
coastal community security (a programme launched by Department of Marines and Fisheries), Lazis UII,
and micro-insurance for farmers. Insurance to cover financial loss that provides protection to disaster
prone community from multi-hazards have also been initiated. While on the food security side, policies
related to food security have also been formulated and Food Security Council has been established with
the role and function to implement the policies.

Based on the situation described above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.2 is assessed to be at level
2 (two) - Some progress, but without systematic policy and/or institutional commitment

Context & Constraints:
There are some constraints related to policies and social development planning with the goal to minimize
the vulnerabilities of communities with high risks, including the administrative system, data and
population information that has yet to guarantee the protection for vulnerable groups.  Furthermore, to
ensure the implementation of safety net programmes, such as JPS, BLT, Jamkesmas, etc., an
assurance on the availability of sustainable funding for these programmes are still required.  The
availability of sustainable funding is also required to establish and develop mechanisms that can ensure
the implementation, monitoring and evaluation with clear and appropriate indicators.  At present, there
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are still cases in which vulnerable groups are not covered in the safety net programmes and this shows
that the control system for those safety net programmes are not functioning effectively.

To overcome those constraints, it is necessary to build a system or mechanism that can guarantee the
sustainability of funding for the implementation of safety net programme, such as JPS, BLT Jamkesmas,
etc.  In regard to safety net programmes, it is necessary to improve the mechanism for beneficiaries
targeting to ensure that the vulnerable groups that meet the criteria are included.  Furthermore, there is
also a need to establish a mechanism or control system for the implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of safety net programmes with clear indicators.  In regard to insurance programme, it is
necessary to undertake feasibility study for the system and mechanism in developing programme
insurance that protects vulnerable groups.

Core indicator 3

Economic and productive sectorial policies and plans have been implemented to reduce the vulnerability

of economic activities

Level of Progress achieved:
1: Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy

Description:
In general, there has been little progress related to the policies and the sectoral planning in the field of
economy and production with the goal to minimize vulnerability in the economy activities. When linkages
are made between this issue and the evaluation of public, private partnership, it is difficult to discuss this
specific indicator since the assumption that better or improved public private partnership can provide
protection to vulnerable economic activities seems to be not always the case.  On this note the
discussion for indicator 4.3 is difficult to be continued.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.3. is assessed to be on
level 1 (one) - Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy.

Context & Constraints:
At present, there are efforts placed to increase the welfare of the communities through various
programmes, such as cash and direct assistance (Bantuan Langsung Tunai/BLT), people’s business
credit (kredit usaha rakyat/KUR), etc.  However, these programmes have net led to people’s poverty
reduction.  Therefore, in the future, government programmes such as those mentioned above, that are
implemented through various sectors should also incorporate the issues of disaster vulnerability
reduction.

Core indicator 4

Planning and management of human settlements incorporate disaster risk reduction elements, including

enforcement of building codes.

Level of Progress achieved:
1: Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy

Description:
In regards to planning and community settlement’s management that adopts DRR elements, including
the enforcement of building code, its progress is considered as insignificant.  Even though the
Government, through the Department of Public Works, has developed the standard for construction that
is earthquake-resistance - based on seismic index, nonetheless, this matter has not been known by the
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public. An example is that IMB (construction permit) does not requires or impose on the application of
building codes relevant to DRR.  Furthermore, micro-zoning for housing in disaster vulnerable areas is
still absence and the implementation of construction monitoring that should be conducted by Dinas Tata
Bangunan is also weak.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.4. is assessed to be in level
1 (one) - Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy.

Context & Constraints:
One of the major constraints in planning and managing community’s settlement that incorporates
disaster risk reduction components, including the issue of building code, is the lack of public awareness
on the importance and benefit of applying building codes.  Furthermore, the weak enforcement and
monitoring by the Office of Building Management, as well as the monitoring on the provision of IMB
(construction permits) that are in compliance to spatial planning is identified as another major constraint. 

To overcome the above mentioned constraints, there is a need for a policy or regulations related to IMB
that highlights requirements to apply building codes measures that refers to the disaster risk reduction. In
addition to that, there is a need to conduct micro-zoning to develop spatial planning for disaster prone
areas. To ensure that the supervision and monitoring of building construction management is undertaken
effectively, it is therefore necessary to develop monitoring and evaluation system for the implementation
and monitoring of building/construction management by the Office of Building Management.  Meanwhile,
the efforts that need to be undertaken to enforce building code include the awareness raising and
education on building codes as means of DRR efforts.

Core indicator 5

Disaster risk reduction measures are integrated into post disaster recovery and rehabilitation processes

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
There have been efforts to integrate DRR into recovery and rehabilitation processes post disaster.  For
example, the reconstruction of collapsed building or infrastructure as a result of disaster, are then rebuild
as disaster resistance building.  The Department of Health has also developed policy related to
reconstruction of damaged hospital due to disasters by utilizing DRR norms. As part of the efforts for
providing DRR education to the communities, the disaster affected communities are often involved in the
process of recovery and reconstruction planning.  Furthermore, micro-finance scheme has also been
incorporated into the reconstruction and rehabilitation activities with women as its primary targets.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.5. is assessed to be in level
3 (three) - Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.

Context & Constraints:
There have been constraints and challenges in integrating DRR into recovery and rehabilitation process
post-disaster.  One of them is the weak coordination among actors involved in the development planning
of rehabilitation and reconstruction.  Other constraints identified include the lack of empowerment for
local leadership, as well as the lack of community’s awareness and competence in applying the disaster
risk reduction principles in the implementation of rehabilitation activities and reconstruction.
Unfortunately, there is also lack of usage of local wisdom in the reconstruction and rehabilitation process
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that refers to DRR principles. 

To overcome the above mentioned constraints or challenges, there is a need to strengthen the
coordination and implementation mechanism for reconstruction and rehabilitation amongst
multi-stakeholders involved with the planning development post disaster.  In addition, there is a need to
enhance the empowerment of local leadership and capacity, as well as an increased public awareness
or education targeting the disaster affected communities. In areas whereby local wisdoms are in
existence, these local wisdoms should be adopted and applied in the rehabilitation and reconstruction
process that refers to DRR.

Core indicator 6

Procedures are in place to assess the disaster risk impacts of major development projects, especially

infrastructure.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
Procedures that can be utilized or applied to assess disaster risk impacts on development projects,
especially for infrastructures, have been initiated and it shows some signs of progress.  For example, the
Department of Public Works and Department of Transportation reinforce the regulations on airports
constructions to be in compliance with disaster risk reduction principles.  Construction of schools that
takes analysis of disaster risk impacts into considerations has been initiated as well, although the
progress is still insignificant.  

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 4.6 is considered to be at
level 1 (one) - Minor progress with few signs of forward action in plans or policy.

Context & Constraints:
Constraints or challenges in ensuring the availability and application of procedures for disaster risk
impacts on development projects include the weakness in monitoring its implementation and the
absence or lack of sanctions for those who violates the spatial planning regulations.  The limited or
insufficient financial resources to build infrastructures that comply with DRR principles, as well as the
limited existing procedures for analyzing disaster risk impacts for infrastructure development are also
identified as main challenges in this regard.

To ensure or enhance the availability and application of procedures for analyzing disaster risk impacts
on development projects, especially in the aspect of infrastructures, it is necessary to increase the level
of monitoring on the implementation, law enforcement, as well as sanctions for the violations of spatial
planning regulations, building codes, and also other regulations that refers to DRR principles. 
Furthermore, it is also necessary to increase the accountability of infrastructure development that is in
accordance with DRR principles.  There is also a need to develop procedure for analyzing disaster risk
impacts on the existing development of infrastructures, as well as the provision of sufficient financial
resources to build infrastructures that abides to DRR principles.

At present, BNPB is developing a guideline that will require major development projects/infrastructure
that is high risk to trigger disasters to undertake comprehensive disaster risk analysis.

Priority for action 5
Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels

Page 20



Core indicator 1

Strong policy, technical and institutional capacities and mechanisms for disaster risk management, with

a disaster risk reduction perspective are in place.

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
Some districts/provinces in Indonesia have developed its own disaster preparedness mechanisms even
though these mechanisms are neither integrated nor well-structured.  Some of these mechanisms also
still require effective coordination due to sectoral fragmentation, governmental administrative issues, as
well as geographic condition.  Meanwhile, the technical and institutional capacity for disaster risk
management is mainly concentrated in big cities or provinces.  However, there are some universities and
relevant institutions that have initiated the efforts to increase disaster preparedness capacities.

Various sectoral institutions have different regulations and policies in terms of response preparedness
measures, as their functions and responsibilities are different one from the others.  The lack of
integration and synchronization on existing regulations among sectors and institutions has led to the
sense of insecurity for sectoral institutions in utilizing its disaster management budget.

Personnel and volunteers of disasters are available at all levels, including at the village level (e.g.,
Indonesian Red Cross/PMI, TRC, Tagana, Dasipena, etc.), however, there is still a need to integrate and
standardized the competence of these field personnel.  Division of labor, standards and mandates from
various institutions/organizations that have its personnel and volunteers in the field still needs to be
clarified to avoid overlapping and minimize gaps.  There must also be SOP and certification for these
volunteers.

The role of media in gathering funding or financial resources, as well as the role of non-journalistic
volunteers in disaster risk management has been significant, although its effectiveness and efficiency is
still not optimal.  In some situations, they are contra-productive.  Meanwhile the role of media ini
non-emergency response preparedness is still very limited.

Based on the considerations of the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 5.1. is
assessed to be at level 3 (three) - Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither
comprehensive nor substantial.

Context & Constraints:
The increasing occurrences of disasters have led to the increasing numbers of organizations and
individuals who are motivated to provide assistance for disaster affected communities.  This situation has
caused various actors involved in humanitarian response although some of them may not have the
required competence.  Moreover, the absence of standardization on the competence as well as the
certification of volunteers has also led to the gaps of capacities for humanitarian response.

Weak coordination often influences the function of technical and institutional capacities for DRR that
exists in local areas.  Fragmentation of mechanism on disaster risk management, due to sectoral,
geographic and governmental administrative issues have also contributed to the ineffectiveness and
inefficiency of the existing technical and institutional capacities.

The National Agency for Disaster Management (BNPB) was only established in May of this year.  At the
local level, provincial and district/municipality level, the establishment of such agencies still awaits for the
Guidelines for Establishment of Local Disaster Management Agency that is currently at the finalization
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stage.

The enhancement of horizontal and vertical coordination, as well as the standardization of technical
capacities of emergency response actors should be undertaken before the occurrence of disasters.  To
increase the effectiveness of coordination in disaster risk management, it is necessary to develop
mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation for humanitarian and non-humanitarian agencies, including its
humanitarian workers so that their activities can be synchronized with the operational plan of Pusdalops
(Operational and Command Post).  

To strengthen the efforts on emergency response preparedness, it is necessary to build relationship or
cooperation between Pusdalops from one disaster affected area to the others in the implementation of
contingency plans, as well as in the integration or synchronization of operational plans.  The role of the
media can be used as means to socialize the procedures of emergency response so that humanitarian
response actors can undertake their works in a more efficient and effective manner, and also
well-targeted.  Moreover, the acceleration of issuance of Presidential Regulation on the status of disaster
through participatory approach or process should also be done.

Core indicator 2

Disaster preparedness plans and contingency plans are in place at all administrative levels, and regular

training drills and rehearsals are held to test and develop disaster response programmes.

Level of Progress achieved:
2: Some progress, but without systematic policy and/ or institutional commitment

Description:
Disaster response preparedness and contingency plan to anticipate emergency situation have been
done by not more than 10 % of Indonesia’s total territory.  They are at provincial, district/municipality
level, as well as in sectorally.  Areas that already have its contingency plan still require to ensure the
sustainability or action plan that still needs to be undertaken, for example the needs to update and test
regularly so that these contingency plans can be transformed into operational plans and function well in
the occurrence of emergency situations.  Meanwhile, synchronized action plan from various sectors for
multi hazards have also been developed, for example for haze and forest fires, floods, landslides and
drought.  The implementation of simulation and drill is mostly undertaken by sectoral institutions,
including at local level in some parts of the country.  At national level, both contingency plans, as well
simulation and drill has never been organized.  The network for emergency response has been
established and functions well at the local, national and regional level, although this network is based
more on individuals, not institutional.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 5.2. is assessed to be at level
2 (two) - Some progress, but without systematic policy and/or institutional commitment.

Context & Constraints:
There are two main challenges identified in relevance to disaster response preparedness plan and
contingency plan.  Firstly, the lack of awareness on the importance of disaster preparedness plan and
contingency plan, both at the community level as well as sectorally.  The second challenged is the
absence of agreed procedure and plan by all involved sector in emergency response.

To overcome those challenges, it is necessary to enhance the advocacy to relevant sector to develop
sectoral contingency plans.  Meanwhile the development of integrated contingency plan should become
one of the priorities mandated to Steering Committee (Dewan Pengarah) of BNPB.
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Core indicator 3

Financial reserves and contingency mechanisms are in place to support effective response and recovery

when required.

Level of Progress achieved:
4: Substantial achievement attained but with recognized limitations in key aspects, such as financial
resources and/ or operational capacities

Description:
The government has made available emergency/buffer stocks as emergency preparedness measures at
national, provincial and district/municipality level.  These buffer stocks consist of humanitarian needs,
such as tents, rice, public kitchen, food, clothing, and health basic needs.  Meanwhile, contingency or
“on call” budget has also been made available in the amount of IDR 40 -50 billion and can be added if or
when required.  BNPB is currently in the process of establishing its Technical Operational Unit (Unit
Pelaksana Teknis/UPT) in certain parts of the country.  These UPTs will function as training centers as
well as hubs for emergency/buffer stocks.  Furthermore, the Department of Health has also developed
regional supports in ten (10) areas scattered in Indonesia to support the efforts of providing health
services for victims of disasters.

In addition to the government, other stakeholders dealing with humanitarian issues also undertake
similar preparedness measures, e.g., the Indonesian Red Cross (PMI) that has three central hubs and
six regional hubs scattered in certain parts of Indonesia.  Each of these hubs has the capacity to store
emergency stocks for approximately 10,000 HH.  International organizations in Indonesia that are
mandated to undertake emergency response, such as UN OCHA, UNICEF, WFP, UNFPA, OXFAM GB,
PLAN International, CARE, CRS, CWS, etc., are also prepared with their own emergency stocks that are
ready to be mobilized in the occurrence of emergency situation.  Meanwhile donor agencies, such as
USAID, AusAID, CIDA, DANIDA, etc, also provide contingency budget that can be channeled when such
action is necessary.  One of the ancillary regulations from Disaster Management Law No. 24/2007 is
Government Regulation No. 23/2008 about the role of international institutions in disaster risk
management.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 5.3. is considered to be at
level 4 (four) - Substantial achievement attained but with recognized limitations in capacities and
resources.

Context & Constraints:
Although emergency stocks are being made available by various stakeholders mandated for emergency
response, be it government or non-government, national or international agencies, in the occurrence of
emergency situation, the distribution or mobilization of these emergency stocks are often being impeded
by various factors, including the lack or inadequate operational budget, geographic condition that hinders
the mobilization of emergency stocks, the absence of proper and appropriate transportation means, as
well as the limited infrastructure in the area affected by the disaster.  In terms of emergency fund or “on
call fund”, the channeling or distribution of such funding is still impeded by the unclear mechanism from
the national to provincial and district/municipality level.  As a result, emergency or “on call” budget often
times reaches the affected district/municipality months after the emergency state is over.

To accelerate the mobilization and distribution of emergency stocks to disaster affected areas, it is
necessary to have regulations or policies regarding the mobilization and distribution means and
mechanisms of emergency stocks, etc.  Specific mechanism should also be developed to ensure the
effective flow of financial aid channeling or distribution during emergency state.  In addition, sufficient
operational budget required for distribution or mobilizing humanitarian assistance should be provided. 
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When disaster risk reduction components are integrated into development planning, this could enhance
the development of strong infrastructure as part of disaster preparedness (in facilitating better and more
effective humanitarian response).

Core indicator 4

Procedures are in place to exchange relevant information during hazard events and disasters, and to

undertake post-event reviews

Level of Progress achieved:
3: Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor substantial

Description:
One of the procedures that can be used as means of information exchanges is coordination meetings
that are normally organized when emergency situation occurs.  However, this coordination meetings are
often merely about sharing information and do not provide in depth assessment on the required
humanitarian needs.  Moreover, usually these coordination meetings are organized intensively only at
the beginning of an emergency situation.  Various sectors usually provide routine reports that are more
descriptive, instead of analytical and provide reviews on the development of situation.  Consequently,
such reports can hardly be used as reference in making the right decision on the next steps/action that
should be undertaken by stakeholders involved in emergency response.

Some areas also experience high-impact disasters such as Aceh, Nias and Yogyakarta. Documentation
on lessons learnt about emergency preparedness and response, as well as planning for the
implementation of recovery and rehabilitation programme activities.  However the existing Lessons
Learned have not really been applied or used as reference for future steps/action plan.  Based on the
experiences in emergency response and reconstruction and rehabilitation planning in Yogyakarta, the
application of Humanitarian Cluster Approach has helped stakeholders to be more focused, transparent
and more coordinated.

Based on the situation mentioned above, the level of progress for Indicator 5.4 is assessed to be at level
3 (three) - Institutional commitment attained, but achievements are neither comprehensive nor
substantial.

Context & Constraints:
There are several challenges identified in relevance to procedures of information exchange.  The first
one is the absence of standardized information management system that can be used in decision
making process and as public information during emergency situation.  Secondly, the preliminary data
when emergency situation just occurs is highly required to make humanitarian response plan and such
preliminary data is usually difficult to access or obtain and the available ones are not up to date or
contain limited information. Thirdly, the lack of capacity in data analysis that can provide
recommendations for decision makers also impedes the humanitarian response to take place effectively
and in timely manner.  The Humanitarian Cluster Approach adopted by international agencies in
implementing their humanitarian response activities has not been assessed its synchronization with the
emergency response mechanism used by the Government.

The challenges mentioned above show that there is a need to establish standardized information
management system that would help decision makers and serve as public information that is up to date
during emergency situation.  In each Pusdalops there must be an information management system unit
with adequate capacity so that data analysis can be done.  As such, recommendations based on data
analysis can be provided for decision makers.  Since involved stakeholders are not only the government,
it is therefore important to assess the humanitarian Cluster Approach, as well as other existing system
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that can be adopted and synchronized with the government’s emergency response system/mechanism.

Drivers of Progress

a) Multi-hazard integrated approach to disaster risk reduction and development
Levels of Reliance:
No/ little reliance: no acknowledgement of the issue in policy or practice; or, there is some
acknowledgement but nothing/ little done to address it

Do studies/ reports/ atlases on multi-hazard analyses exist in the country/ for the sub region?:
Yes

If yes, are these being applied to development planning/ informing policy?:
No

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
Mapping and studies on multi-hazards analysis has been initiated by limited number of institutions such
as certain government departments at national and local level in some parts of the country.  Even though
documents related to multi-hazards analysis are in existence, its application in policies and development
planning is still limited.  To increase the role of this drivers of progress, one of the necessary step to be
undertaken is to optimize the function and role of BNPB and BPBD at local level to ensure that such
multi-hazards integrated analysis are undertaken especially in disaster prone areas and are applied to
development planning as well as local policies.  The level of reliance of this driver of progress is still on
level 1 (one).

b) Gender perspectives on risk reduction and recovery adopted and institutionalized
Levels of Reliance:
No/ little reliance: no acknowledgement of the issue in policy or practice; or, there is some
acknowledgement but nothing/ little done to address it

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
The level of reliance for gender perspectives on disaster risk reduction and recovery is still on level one
since the  adoption or applications of this perspective, even though there have been some initiatives,
they are still considered as very minimal.  One of the steps that needs to be undertaken is to increase
socialization, knowledge and education on gender issues so that the understanding and comprehension
on gender can enhance its implementation and can be integrated into various policies related to DRR. 
More in depth understanding on gender issues is considered as crucial as gender is often misunderstood
as “women oriented” issues, instead of as provision of rights for vulnerable groups.

c) Capacities for risk reduction and recovery identified and strengthened
Levels of Reliance:
Partial/ some reliance: Full acknowledgement of the issue; strategy/ framework for action developed to
address it; application still not fully implemented across policy and practice; complete buy in not
achieved from key stakeholders.

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
The level of reliance of driver of progress related to capacities for risk reduction and recovery is
assessed to be on level 2 (two) as they have been initiated in some programme implementation.  At the
national and local level, various programmes on capacity development on risk reduction and recovery is
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being strengthened.  Furthermore, this issue has also been inserted in the DM Law No. 24/2007, as well
as in Government Regulation.

Capacity development has also been undertaken by national and local government, national and
international NGOs, as well as UN agencies.  Efforts to build the culture of resilience to disasters are
expected not only structurally but also for individuals interested in disaster management field so that
capacity development can be expanded to reach greater or more communities.

d) Human security and social equity approaches integrated into disaster risk reduction
and recovery activities
Levels of Reliance:
No/ little reliance: no acknowledgement of the issue in policy or practice; or, there is some
acknowledgement but nothing/ little done to address it

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
The level of reliance for driver of progress related to human security and social equity in DRR and
recovery activities is still in level 1 (one) since the acknowledgement on the importance of this regard is
in existence as stipulated in DM Law No. 24/2007 concerning the protection of people. However, its
implementation is still considered as very weak.  On this note, it is therefore necessary to build incentive
and disincentive approach for institutions/sectors that put efforts to integrate or take into considerations
issues related to human security and social equity in undertaking recovery and DRR programme
activities.  Furthermore, it is also important to enhance law enforcement at all governmental levels.

e) Engagement and partnerships with non-governmental actors; civil society, private
sector, amongst others, have been fostered at all levels
Levels of Reliance:
Significant and ongoing reliance: significant ongoing efforts to actualize commitments with coherent
strategy in place; identified and engaged stakeholders.

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
The role of driver of progress related to the engagement and partnerships with non-governmental actors,
such as civil society, private sectors, academicians, etc, is considered as good and this momentum
should be sustained.  The reason is because the benefit or advantage of such partnership has been very
positive and it greatly contributes to the initial process of the establishment of National Platform or Forum
on DRR.  One of the actions that can be done to enhance to role of this driver of progress is by
increasing the quality of partnership so that planning and implementation of DRR activities can be more
integrated, systematic and bring more impacts.  It is equally important to sustain the momentum within
the community level so that the spirits for partnership is preserved.

f) Contextual Drivers of Progress
Levels of Reliance:
No/ little reliance: no acknowledgement of the issue in policy or practice; or, there is some
acknowledgement but nothing/ little done to address it

Description (Please provide evidence of where, how and who):
Regional cooperation on disaster risk reduction has been established and will continue to be developed
to ensure further coverage and information sharing on lessons learned and best practices that have
been achieved by a group of community, local/regional or a nation.

Future outlook
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Area 1

The more effective integration of disaster risk considerations into sustainable development policies,

planning and programming at all levels, with a special emphasis on disaster prevention, mitigation,

preparedness and vulnerability reduction.

Overall Challenges:
The enactment of DM Law No. 24/2007 and its ancillary regulations, as well as the issuance of Strategic
National Action Plan for DRR 2006 – 2009, the integration of DRR into policy and regulatory frameworks,
development planning and programmes have been undertaken.  For the year of 2008, DRR has become
one of the top priorities in the nation’s development programmes.  The efforts to integrate DRR have
been done not only at national level, but also at local level.  SNAP 2006 – 2009 has triggered initiatives
at local level to develop their own Local Strategic Action Plan for DRR.  However, there are challenges in
the implementation of DRR activities, among others, is the limited or inadequate budget allocation for
programmes or activities that are non-emergency, lack of synchronization between existing policies and
regulations related to disaster management, and also the lack of various policy frameworks that
systematically and strategically can be used as reference in planning and implementing programmes
related to disaster prevention, mitigation, preparedness as well as vulnerability reduction.

Future Outlook Statement:
There is a need for developing National Disaster Management System through the acceleration of policy
frameworks development, national strategy, as well as acceleration on institutional development both
formally and informally at all levels, including at community level.  Furthermore, there is a need to
synchronize various policies and government regulations related to disaster management so that the
existing policies and regulations do not become contra productive or impede the implementation of DRR
activities.  With this priority, it is expected that the implementation of National Action Plan, as well as
Local Action Plan for DRR can be implemented in a more consistent manner.

Area 2

The development and strengthening of institutions, mechanisms and capacities at all levels, in particular

at the community level, that can systematically contribute to building resilience to hazards.

Overall Challenges:
Many institutions/agencies are involved in DRR programme activities in Indonesia.  However, these
institutions/agencies are not using one framework and as a consequence, the implementations of DRR
programme activities are neither systematic nor integrated and its impacts are not optimal.  The lack of
systematic mechanism for DRR implementation sometimes impedes the progress of DRR related
programme activities. as confusions occur at local level as well as at community level.  Furthermore, the
limited capacity at all levels also impedes the implementation of DRR planning which eventually affect on
the impacts on the efforts to build community’s resilience to various hazards.

Future Outlook Statement:
Strategic National Action Plan 2006 – 2009 has been developed, however it still requires refinement to
ensure that this document could indeed become a national strategic document for DRR.  On this note, it
is necessary to undertake monitoring and evaluation on planning and implementation of DRR
programmes, including the development of evaluation indicators that can also be used at local level and
will allow capturing the success of DRR implementations in each local area.  This way, each local area
can identify their own needs to develop and strengthen their institutions, mechanism and capacities,
especially at community level.  It is also necessary to increase the capacity of human resources through
education, training, drill and simulation for all stakeholders.  The efforts to increase the involvement of
civil society and private sector are also important.
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Area 3

The systematic incorporation of risk reduction approaches into the design and implementation of

emergency preparedness, response and recovery programmes in the reconstruction of affected

communities.

Overall Challenges:
Indonesia is one of disaster prone countries, however not more than 10% of its total territory owns or has
undertaken disaster preparedness plan and contingency plan to face the emergency situation.  Those
who already owns contingency plan still require to do follow up actions to ensure that the existing
contingency plan can be transformed as operation plan when the emergency situation occurs.  In several
District/municipality already has Strategic Plan for Disaster Mitigation and also develops technical
guidelines for post-disaster.  However all these are undertaken sectorally and is not coordinated,
horizontally nor vertically.

Future Outlook Statement:
There is a need to develop Disaster Management Plan, National Action Plan, Contingency and
Operational Plan, and also Recovery plan, as well as other guidelines that can be implemented at
national and local level.  These guidelines should be socialized to various stakeholders of DM and
should also be updated periodically to ensure that that guideline is still valid to most current context and
condition.  Furthermore, it is necessary to develop preparedness strategy in mobilizing resources
through the provision of emergency stocks, distribution facilities and infrastructure, including human
resources.  Once the National Disaster Management System is available, as stated in Future Outlook I, it
is expected that mechanism of disaster management can be more systematic and better coordinated at
all level and in all sectors.
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