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INTRODUCTION

This report provides the summative results from the three-year external impact evaluation of
the Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme (DEPP) conducted by a team at the
Harvard Humanitarian Initiative (HHI). The DEPP was a £40 million programme funded by the
Department for International Development (DFID) that aimed to strengthen skills and capacity
and improve the quality and speed of humanitarian response in countries that are at risk of
natural disasters or emergencies.

The DEPP was delivered by two Non-governmental Organisation (NGO) consortia, the
START Network, which received £27 million, and the Communicating with Disaster Affected
Communities (CDAC-N) Network from 2015-2018, which received £3 million. In addition,
£10 million was reserved for an innovation window which was separately implemented and
evaluated. The DEPP comprised 14 individual projects implemented in one or more of 10*
priority countries: South Sudan, Kenya, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Democratic Republic of the
Congo (DRC), Jordan, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Myanmar and the Philippines, with each project
operating in some but not all of the countries. Only one project (the Learning Project) was
implemented in all 10 countries while five projects (Public Health Emergencies Preparedness
(PHEP) in Gambella, Improved Early Warning Early Actions (EWEA) in Ethiopia, Strengthening
Emergency Preparedness Systems in Myanmar, Urban Early Warning Early Action (UEWEA in
Kenya), Financial Enablers in the Philippines) were implemented in only one country each. The
14 DEPP projects, their consortia members, locations and budgets are presented in Table 1.

The Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme (DEPP)

. Investment: £40 million

. Location: 10 countries

. Duration: 3 years

. Number of preparedness projects: 14 humanitarian capacity building projects

. Overall objective: To improve quality and speed of humanitarian response in countries

that are at risk of natural disasters or humanitarian emergencies

Key approaches: Capacity building of local and national humanitarian staff and communities,
: early warning system development, supporting collaborative action and strengthening net-
: works

PROJECT

DEPP PROJECT : CONSORTIA : COUNTRIES** : DESCRIPTION  BUDGET (£)
MEMBERS i i

To produce high-quality professionals at all levels

= : H
- E Save the Children UK Bangladesh, who are better equipped to tackle the issues : :
E % ra) (Lead), Oxfam GB, DRC, Ethiopia, surrounding complex emergencies, helping to 5085087
E.‘ o E Relief International, {  Jordanand | ensure that the right people are in the right place { =~ ;
a CHS Alliance Kenya, Lebanon doing the right things to assist disaster-affected A
a : : communities.
1 Indonesia was initially selected as an 11th DEPP focal country, but no selected projects planned to imple-

ment activities there.
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AGE AND
DISABILITY

. BETTERDIALOGUE, - §

LINKING
PREPAREDNESS

STRENGTHENING

THE
LEARNING

BETTER
INFORMATION,
BETTER ACTION

TRANSFORMING

SURGE CAPACITY

. FINANCIAL |
. ENABLERS

EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS

SHIFTING THE

POWER (STP)

ALERT

CAPACITY

RESPONSE AND

PROJECT*

. (CDAC-N PROJECT) |

(TSC)

(FE)

BUILDING

SYSTEMS IN .
MYANMAR (SEPS)

RESILIENCE (LPRR)

(ADCAP)

Bangladesh,

ActionAid International .
: : Pakistan,

i (Lead), CAFOD (Lead),
i Christian Aid, Tearfund,
¢ Concern Worldwide,

Republic of
Oxfam :
; ;i Congo (DRQ)
o . . AIDEPP
i Action Against Hunger .
: : Countries
World Vision (Lead),
CDAC Network, Bangladesh,
Thomson Reuters South Sudan,

Foundation, BBC Media The Philippines
Action, Internews ¢

ActionAid International

Pakistan, th
(Lead), ACF, Christian axistan, the

. Philippines,
Aid, CAFOD, CARE, .
. . Regional Hub
IMC, Islamic Relief, )
) . in Bangkok,
Muslim Aid, Plan, Save .
Thailand

the Children, Tearfund
i HelpAge International
(Lead), Care

international, Handicap Pakistan,
International, Islamic Bangladesh,
Relief Worldwide, Kenya,
Concern Worldwide, Mozambique,

Oxfam, Coventry Somalia, Haiti

University

: Oxfam GB (Lead), :
¢ Tearfund, Christian Aid

HelpAge International
(Lead), CBM,
DisasterReady.org, .
. . Kenya, Pakistan
Handicap International,
IFRC, Oxford Brookes
University, RedR UK

Bangladesh,

Christian Aid (Lead),
Action Aid, Concern, Kenya, DRC,
HelpAge International, Pakistan, the
: King's College London, :  Philippines,
Muslim Aid, Oxfam, Colombia,

Saferworld, World Indonesia*®**,

Vision Myanmar
Christian Aid (Lead),
DCA, Regional
. Integrated Multi-Hazard :
; ; Myanmar

Early Warning System
for Africa and Asia
(RIMES)

Ethiopia, Kenya ;
: and Democratic :

The Philippines,

The Philippines :

To support local actors to take their place
alongside international actors in order to create
a balanced humanitarian system that is more
responsive and accountable to disaster-affected
communities.

4,876,637

is an effective and efficient approach to disaster
management and broker internal and external
relationships for learning about what is and is not

3,343,375

To ensure that two-way communication is a

predicable, coordinated and resourced component
of humanitarian response in order to contribute to |
improvement in effective delivery of assistance to

disaster affected communities.

3,000,000

i international, regional and local levels, contributing

to a diverse and decentralised third sector pillar
better able to complement existing United

Nations, Red Cross and government structures

in order to help communities increase resilience,

2,482,824

To develop a system of approaches and tools for

organisations to respond immediately, effectively
and appropriately when a disaster strikes.

¢ disaster preparedness that increases the ability of

1,987,000

affected by crisis, as a way of facilitating more

decision-making to organisations closer to people

1,637,745

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

1,045,159

To design and roll out programming approaches
which strengthen the resilience of people living
in fragile states and beneficiaries of humanitarian
assistance.

1,002,964

subnational and local-level preparedness in
Myanmar, with a primary focus on capacitating
local communities and structures to access
information and link with the on-going

establishment of preparedness and early warning

systems in the country.

925,698
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DRC, Lebanon, To enable national NGOs to implement protection

4

Z w Turkey, i actions in disaster and conflict responses, develop

oV Oxfam (Lead), : ) ) :

E - i South Sudan, new types of partnerships and collaborations

o9Q IRC, World Vision H H . ] i 870,137

] é International i Myanmar, :  between protection actors and influence the ~ :
nternationa : :

8 o Pakistanand i international protection architecture so it is more

o

" the Philippines

i Oxfam GB on behalf of :

; a n
: o B : ) ) :
> z Africa Cllimate Change
E 202a g i, ) 8 To contribute to improved emergency
5 5 r4 g E Resilience Alliance o . .
i & = . . preparedness, timeliness and quality of risk :
a ! E & < : (Lead), Christian Aid, . P . . o
§ g Ha . . Ethiopia information and response actions by community, 784,255
3= .9 a O National Disaster )
& E w X T . government (local to federal) and NGOs in a
-4 [ [ Risk Management .
> e} H . . coordinated manner
£33z
,6 3 = ommission, National
< 0 Meteorological Agency
: To improve urban early action by improving the
> < alignment of local and municipal governance
> = 5
Z < 2 . institutions and response agencies towards
< WG Concern Worldwide - o . . . :
w g D : i identifying relevant triggers and implementing
zZzS (Lead), Oxfam, Kenya Kenya 675,000
< = Z . early response based on these, supported by an
g Z 0 Red Cross Society : . . .
% '&‘ |6 ¢ increase in the allocation of financial support from :
2 g key donors towards urban Early Warning Early
Action.
é @ ﬁ < Christian Aid (Lead), : :
g % E E = Amref Health Africa, To strengthen early warning, preparedness and
5 § g <2t E Ethiopia Ministry Ethiopia prompt response of the health sector to public 548,694
a g & O T ! ofHealth, National health emergencies. 5
2 w E z Meteorology Agency

Table 1: Projects in the Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme 2

*Formerly known as the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Project (MEL).

**Includes non-DEPP focal countries where projects were implemented (i.e., Lebanon, Somalia, Haiti, Colombia, Turkey).

*kok

Indonesia was initially selected as an 11th DEPP focal country but none of the selected projects planned
implementation in Indonesia. However, over the course of the programme, LPRR ultimately did implement some activities
in this country.

The DEPP’s logical framework outlined the following outputs, outcomes and impact indicators
for the three-year programme presented in Table 2 below.

STATEMENT

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

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

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

2 The START Network. Disaster and Emergencies Preparedness Programme Infographic. August 2015.
Accessed on 18 February 2016 at http:/www.start-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/DEPP-In-
fographic.pdf.
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6. Human-centered design approaches tested and implemented across four innovations labs,
leveraging non-traditional local actors to deliver preparedness approaches which are community-
appropriate, leading to more prepared and engaged communities

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

(%]
L
P
o}
O
=
2
o

1. DEPP reduces suffering and delivers better humanitarian services, through improved
preparedness, for people around the globe affected by disasters and emergencies

Table 2: Summary of DEPP programme-level logical framework

The final version of the programme-level logical framework was approved by DFID in 2017
and fully implemented by August 2017, several years after the start of the programme and
the commencement of the external evaluation. While there were several draft versions of the
programme-level logical framework in place before then, they required significant strengthening?®.
Therefore with the agreement from DFID, the evaluation was not designed in conjunction with
the logical framework and does not report against it (See below for further details). In addition,
output area 6 in the programme logical framework relates to the innovation window, referred to
as the DEPP Innovation Labs. Though originally conceived to be implemented simultaneously
with the 14 DEPP projects, due to delays, its implementation began recently and will continue
for two years, ending in 2019. As it was not implemented during the timeframe of the external
evaluation, DEPP Innovation Labs was not part of this external evaluation. A separate evaluation
has been commissioned.

DEPP THEORY OF CHANGE AND SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL CHAIN

During the evaluation inception phase, the evaluation team assessed the DEPP programme
theory of change (Annex 3) presented in the business case (Annex 1). The programme theory
of change was found to be complex and no longer represented well the suite of projects as they
had evolved over time. A process was undertaken to create a more simplified but conceptually
appropriate representation of the DEPP that could serve as the backbone of the evaluation
approach and to report against during each evaluation phase. Figure 1 illustrates the DEPP
programme causal chain that was developed and that was used to develop a programme-
level logical framework and set of indicators for the evaluation®. The causal chain illustrates

3 For example, DFID’s Annual Review of the DEPP, March 2018 states: “There is still more work to do on
the logframe - including finalising the outcome indicators and including an output which tracks value for
money.”

4 Page 17 of the DEPP business case stated, “Through a commissioned evaluation, we will develop the

Theory of Change in more detail as part of the evaluation inception stage, and we will test our core
assumptions through the DEPP evaluation.” The evaluation team revised the Theory of Change to enable
a feasible evaluation design as mandated in the inception phase and the Terms of Reference. The revised
causal chain was approved by the Evaluation Steering Committee and thus became the basis for the eval-
uation design, including the evaluation framework and indicators. Note that while there were several draft
programme logical frameworks in place in 2016, the final version was not approved until 2017.
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the causal links between the 14 DEPP projects and their activities, four expected evaluation
output areas (1. Capacity building, 2. Collaboration, 3. Learning and 4. Early Warning System
Development), expected outcomes in both the short term (improved humanitarian capacity,
improved preparedness) and long term (increased effective delivery of humanitarian response).
Hypothesised downstream impacts (mortality, morbidity, economic impact and recovery) are
also depicted below, but are not expected to be achieved within the programme’s three-year
cycle and thus were considered outside of the scope of the overall evaluation. The causal chain
also specifies that the activities, outputs and outcomes are expected to occur at the individual,
organisational, community and government levels. This also captures the variety of DEPP
beneficiaries that were targeted at each of these levels (including individual humanitarian staff,
humanitarian organisations, communties, governments etc). This impact evaluation focused
only on assessing outputs, as well as short to long-term outcomes at these different levels.
Note that the output, outcome and impact areas in the programme logical framework (Table 1)
are quite similar to the evaluation team’s output and outcome areas as depicted in Figure 1.
However, the indicators are unique (See Chapter 2 for further detail).

INPUTS & SHORT TERM LONG TERM
ACTIVITIES OUTPUTS OUTCOMES OUTCOMES IMPACT
g!
/ Learning

Humanitarian Effective ¥ Mortality
00,0 N
DEPP o p-2>- Capacity Delivery of ¥ Morbidity
: Collaboratlon Early Warning Humanitarian v Economic Impact

Projects
J System

Development

T Preparedness Response + Recovery

Capacnty
Bmldlng

LEVELS OF ACTION

Individuals
Communities
Organisations

Government

Figure 1: Simplified DEPP programme causal chain

5 Programme output 1 corresponds to evaluation output 1, programme output 2 to evaluation output 4,
programme output 3 to evaluation output 2, programme output 4 does not directly correspond with any
evaluation output area, programme output 5 corresponds to evaluation output 3, programme output 6
does not correspond to any evaluation output area, programme outcome 1 corresponds with evaluation
outcome 1, and programme impact 1 corresponds with evaluation impact 1. Programme output area 6
corresponds to the innovation window which is not within the scope of this evaluation. impact 1.
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PURPOSE

The three-year external impact evaluation of the DEPP aimed to:
1. improve programme effectiveness and enhance learning; and

2. assess the extent to which the DEPP overall has provided an efficient and effective approach
to strengthening response capacity.

The evaluation also served to provide accountability and learning for programme, project
and external stakeholders. These stakeholders include DEPP project consortia members,
DEPP beneficiaries, programme and project-level staff, as well as external stakeholders from
humanitarian NGOs, international organisations, the UN, and governments.

The evaluation was implemented in four phases: an inception phase during which the evaluation
framework and methodology were designed; a formative phase to evaluate the implementation
of the DEPP by assessing the relevance of outputs and the efficiency and effectiveness of
programme delivery; an interim phase to assess short-term outcomes; and a summative phase
to assess intermediate outcomes and preliminary indicators of likelihood of impact.

The research design for the external evaluation was guided by a set of questions and
methodological approach outlined in the Terms of Reference (ToR) (Annex 4) and refined in the
inception report. It used a mixed methods quasi-experimental design to assess impact at the
programme level. It was not designed to assess individual project impacts (which were assessed
by each project's own independent evaluation), or the £10 million innovation window. The
external evaluation methodology included a minimum set of evaluation activities comprising
a document review and remote data collection across all countries, as well as an intensive
set of evaluation activities in four countries (Myanmar, the Philippines, Kenya and Ethiopia).
The intensive set of evaluation activities included quantitative and qualitative data collection
comprising organisational-level assessments and community-level assessments; an economic
Value for Money (VFM) assessment; analysis of humanitarian preparedness and response
networks; humanitarian response assessment/case studies; observation and site visits. In the
fourintensive set countries, the evaluation team partnered with local research organisations who
implemented the data collection. These included the Busara Center for Behavioral Economics
(Kenya), The Ethiopian Public Health Association (Ethiopia), and Innovations for Poverty Action
(Myanmar, The Philippines). Data were collected at two time points that were roughly 12 months
apart- time point 1 (T1) during the formative phase of the evaluation, and time point 2 (T2) in
the interim phase, in order to assess changes over time. In total, 634 documents were reviewed,
and 2542 quantiative surveys, and 133 qualitative interviews were conducted at T1 and 3291
quantitative surveys and 149 qualitative interviews were conducted at T2. Evaluation findings
related to T1 were presented in the formative phase report and this summative report presents
T2 findings addressing the five evaluation questions and sub-questions. The summative report
includes findings from all phases of the external evaluation (November 2015 - May 2018).

The summative findings correspond to the key evaluation questions in the following five areas:

1) Relevance and Validity of Design;

2) Relevance and Effectiveness of the Interventions;

3) Effectiveness of Management Arrangements

4) Efficiency and Value for Money (VFM);

5) Sustainability of the Intervention and Likelihood of Impact of the Programme.

The key findings are presented below.
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MAIN FINDINGS

1. RELEVANCE AND VALIDITY OF DESIGN®

The established five results areas (objectives) of the DEPP were appropriate, and the right
people in the right places were targeted. The focus on building national capacity, improving
preparedness and targeting vulnerable groups to ensure their inclusion during humanitarian
response activities is consistent with needs identified during literature and evidence reviews, as
well as with newer global commitments related to humanitarian system reform and localisation’
of aid. At a high level, the programme’s objectives were clear, relevant, aligned with DFID’s
humanitarian priorities and aim to fill a clear gap in humanitarian capacity. However, the
programme’s three-year time frame was unrealistic to meet these objectives.

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

key countries at risk of humanitarian crises may not have been included. The portfolio of
interventions in each country varied which could have led to lost opportunities to maximise
impact and efficiencies within each setting.

The design process, at least in the initial phase, was not logical and coherent. These issues led to
the design and selection of many projects that were retrofitted to the business case or selection
criteria. Local involvement is a critical step within the design process that was not adequately
considered, leading to challenges with respect to local ownership and stakeholder buy-in and
potentially reducing wider impact of the DEPP. The design process was participatory but local
beneficiaries and stakeholders were not adequately involved.

Insufficient time and resources were allocated during the design phase to ensure project
consortia had the necessary time and space to grow, and that key stakeholders, especially at
the local level, could be involved in a participatory way. Individuals and agencies did not always
have the capacity to collaborate and facilitation and capacity building around collaboration
could have contributed to healthier more effective collaborations. The design phase during
the second round of START Network projects addressed many of these weaknesses and was
led by in-country teams ensuring local buy-in, and eventually smoother and timelier project
implementation.

Resourcing for the DEPP at the portfolio level was considered sufficient, but project budgets
were tight, with insufficient non-project attributable costs (NPACs), inadequate allocation of
funds for collaborative activities and variable allocation for monitoring and evaluation (M&E).
Resources were also needed during the design phase to ensure that smaller agencies and
in-country staff could participate in a meaningful way.

Design at the programme level was not adequately considered and projects were designed in
isolation with limited local consultation and buy-in. Despite the flaws in the design process,

6 Full evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 3.

7 There is no globally accepted definition of localisation. One suggested definition is: “Aid localisation is a
collective process involving different stakeholders that aims to return local actors, whether civil society
organisations or local public institutions, to the centre of the humanitarian system with a greater role in
humanitarian response. It can take a number of forms: more equitable partnerships between international
and local actors, increased and “as direct as possible” funding for local organisations, and a more central
role in aid coordination. Underpinning this is the question of power. Localisation requires a shift in power
relations between actors, both in terms of strategic decision- making and control of resources.” More than
the money- Localisation in Practice, Groupe URD, Trocaire, 2017.
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the selected projects did address country needs once they were contextualised during their
implementation periods. The objectives, systems and processes, the programme theory of
change, definition of key terms, and expectations about how projects are intended to interlink
and interact were not developed and articulated at the outset. Gender inclusion was required
but specific guidelines were not clearly articulated during the project design stage.

Response to emergencies was not adequately considered during the design phase - the
programme was designed to improve emergency preparedness but mechanisms to enable or
facilitate contribution to humanitarian response efforts were not explicitly integrated into the
programme (leading to reduced potential impact). Despite this, DEPP contributed to at least
42 humanitarian responses in 11 countries.

2. RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE INTERVENTIONS?

Implementation delays were universal across the DEPP projects. Delays were due to limited
contextualisation and involvement of in-country teams in the design phase, underestimation of
time required for collaboration, and administrative and contractual bottle necks. These delays
led to shorter periods for project activities and reduced potential programme impact.

The number of individuals exposed to DEPP capacity building activities (N=33,388) exceeded
the ultimate target of the programme of training 4,200 individuals by 795%. The gender target
was missed by about 5% (i.e., 45% of these trainees were women). Examples of these activities
includes in-person trainings, development of training packages and guidelines, development
of early warning systems, collaboration activities such as learning events and conferences,
development of case studies and evidence sharing and dissemination.

DEPP contributed to increased capacity building efforts, collaboration, early warning system
development, and learning in beneficiary organisations. However, outcome-level changes with
respect to knowledge change, and in preparedness levels were variable. Overall, there were no
significantimprovements in knowledge on core humanitarian competencies of humanitarian staff,
on self-reported knowledge on disaster preparedness, response to disasters and emergencies or
age or disability-related issues in disasters despite the increased exposure to capacity building.

The most effective individual-level capacity building approach reported by beneficiaries involved
in- person training combined with a strategy to reinforce knowledge (simulations, mentoring,
coaching). Flexible funding approaches, though initially considered high risk, were found to have
high potential of effectiveness. Distance or remote learning was not reported to be as effective
as in-person approaches.

There have been some significant improvements in individual, organisational and community
preparedness among DEPP beneficiaries, especially among local organisations. However,
both DEPP and non-DEPP participants were exposed to capacity building activities related
to emergency preparedness and response, and in some cases similar improvements have also
occurred in the comparison groups. The changes in the comparison group may or may not
have been related to exposure to other capacity building activities. Overall, for most indicators,
the Difference-in-Difference analysis showed no overall net effect of the DEPP. However,
qualitative data suggests some improvements in emergency preparedness that may be difficult
to detect with quantitative indicators.

8 Full evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 4.
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Document review and in-depth interviews demonstrate contribution of the DEPP to at least
42 different emergency responses in 11 countries. There were no documented contributions
to responses in Mozambique, one of the countries with the fewest DEPP projects (N=1). The
largest number of response contributions (N=16) occurred in the Philippines which also had
the highest number of DEPP projects implemented (N=6). Note that Kenya and Pakistan also
had six DEPP projects but in these specific contexts, DEPP contributed to substantially fewer
responses than in the Philippines. The high performance in the Philippines in terms of absolute
number of humanitarian response efforts was largely driven by the Financial Enablers project
which cumulatively involved contribution towards 14 different responses (out of 16 DEPP-
supported responses in the Philippines). Qualitative data collected in the Philippines, Kenya
and Ethiopia suggest more timely, locally driven responses in these contexts; qualitative data
were not available to systematically assess responses in many other countries. However, it was
evident that in many cases DEPP beneficiaries were unable to respond due to lack of funds
allocated for emergency response activities. In contrast to the qualitative indicators, quantitative
data on perceptions of improved speed and effectiveness of response activities did not show a
significant measurable effect of the DEPP.

3. EFFECTIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS®

Collaborative approaches were consistently reported through in-depth interviews and
guantitative data to be the most appropriate, preferred approach to deliver humanitarian
capacity building, but respondents identified challenges in engagement, communication and
coordination. Qualitative data triangulated with data extracted from project and programme
documents demonstrate that as a delivery mechanism, collaborative and consortia-based
approaches were particularly effective when the following conditions were met: existence of
joint objectives, values and common ways of working; collaborations were organic not forced;
sufficient time, space, resources, capacity and will to foster healthy collaborative relationships;
and streamlined decision-making and contractual processes, and fewer consortia partners.
Quantitative network data demonstrated that the top three areas where organisations within
the humanitarian networks in the four intensive set countries (Ethiopia, Kenya, Myanmar
and the Philippines) collaborated were advocacy, community capacity building and project
implementation.

The network structures in each of the four intensive set countries were found to be significantly
different from the outset. There was some evidence of strengthened humanitarian response
networks among the three of the four intensive set data collection countries (the Philippines,
Kenya and Ethiopia, while the network in Myanmar remained unchanged). The Philippines
network was found to be highly locally driven with 70% of links with local/national NGOs (L/
NNGOs); network size increased between T1 and T2, but the network became less dense
with a smaller number of connections. There was evidence of network growth in both in
Ethiopia and Kenya. The network in Ethiopia was internationally driven with little input from
local organisations, while in Kenya, the network was balanced between local and international
actors. The network in Myanmar was very small, isolated and dominated by international actors.

Findings on collaboration were mixed. Collaboration frequency (a proxy indicator of trust) and
quality of relationships increased in Kenya and the Philippines, but decreased in Myanmar
and Ethiopia over time. Collaboration within the DEPP cohort increased in Myanmar and the
Philippines, but both did not increase engagement with non-DEPP actors. In Ethiopia and Kenya
the number of relationships between DEPP and non-DEPP organisations increased indicating
that DEPP institutions are reaching beyond their DEPP partnerships into the broader system.

9 Full evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 5.
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Based on the network analysis, there was no quantitative evidence of increased localisation
over the course of the programme within the four intensive set countries. In this particular
analysis, localisation was assessed by measuring the proportion of relationships with local/
national organisations within the humanitarian networks. While there was no change in this
metric in Ethiopia, the Philippines or Kenya over time, in Myanmar, the humanitarian network
actually became more dominated by international NGOs (INGOs) over time. However, qualitative
data (see Chapter 7) and data from document review suggest that changes in attitudes around
localisation have occurred. Taken together these data demonstrate that attitudinal changes have
occurred but have not yet translated into quantitative behavioural change related to localisation.

In addition, insufficient time passed between the data collection points to sufficiently assess
and test the hypothesis that strengthened networks and greater collaboration lead to better
emergency preparedness. Data at T1 picked up network effects caused by ever-shifting strategies
common to first-year implementation. T2 likely captured some distinctive programme impacts
of DEPP, but sufficient time to follow network change requires at least an additional 12 months.

According to qualitative data, inter-project collaboration contributed to improved sharing of
learning and evidence but this did not necessarily translate to behavioural change.

4. EFFICIENCY AND VALUE FOR MONEY?*?

Focusing on economy and efficiency, Value for Money (VFM) shows good potential for the
programme with areas for improvement. Good indicators of cost economy were evident, though
some budgets were lean with insufficient resources for portfolio management and collaboration
activities.

The collaborative model necessarily lends itself to a degree of inefficiency, high transactions
costs and slow information flows. On the flip side, this model had substantial benefits and for
some projects the benefits have likely outweighed the costs. For other projects the same benefits
of the model could have been achieved at lower cost and greater efficiency if the contracting,
M&E system and costing of activities had been more consciously considered from inception. The
collaborative model tied to hierarchical long delivery chains has likely compromised economy
and efficiency to a degree.

There were shortfalls in terms of systems and resources set up for efficiency in governance and
strategy, portfolio management, decision-making and consortium arrangements. The spending
on management functions at the programme level were too economical and would have
benefitted from some funds and time being redeployed from the Learning Project to the DEPP
management team in the form of M&E expertise, both at the programme and project levels.
If, however, independence was desired, then more direct linkage and communication between
the management team and the Learning Project whereby data from M&E transmitted regularly
and directly to the management team through both automatic reporting or direct data access
through a dashboard followed by regular meetings could have been considered.

Positive findings in terms of VFM reporting, adaptive management and collaborative ways of
working were identified. After the formative phase recommendation to increase use of VFM
indicators, the DEPP management team made a strong effort to increase the project staff
capacity around VFM concepts and reporting through the implementation of two half-day
training events. Subsequently, some projects carried out ad hoc reports on VFM and most
projects incorporated VFM as a component of their final evaluations.

There are no strong quantitative VEM findings to suggest that preparedness improved the

10 Full evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 6.
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efficiency of humanitarian response. Analysis of the empirical data showed no significant
difference between DEPP and comparison organisations with regards to perceived impact of
DEPP on institutional speed and cost of response, and the extent to which institutional and
policy environment affected the speed and cost of response.

Cost per result indicator analyses were undertaken to estimate the expenditure incurred to
achieve outcomes related to capacity and preparedness. While return on investment analyses
assesses potential or projected return on investment, the cost per indicator analyses compares
actual expenditure incurred per result achieved. This analysis demonstrated good VFM per
result actually achieved. The highest VFM was for Myanmar, which demonstrated a cost per
percentage point increase in perceived organisational preparedness of only £ 1,138. It not
advisable to make direct comparisons between countries because of the differences in cost
bases within countries, and the many other factors that come into play. Notably, Kenya also had
a very low unit cost per result area. For the individual response performance indicator in the
Philippines, the annual unit cost figure for each trained individual is roughly £30. It is difficult
to make a value judgment on this figure because there is limited basis for comparison, but
given the fact that a significant improvement in the satisfaction rating was observed, and from
experience with other projects that £30 is not outside the reasonable range, this appears to be
a good VFM finding.

5. SUSTAINABILITY OF THE INTERVENTION AND LIKELIHOOD
OF IMPACT OF THE PROGRAMME"

DEPP has contributed to strengthening national emergency preparedness systems in some
of the programme countries, but not all. For example, the Urban Early Warning Early Action
(UEWEA) project to detect urban emergencies and enable rapid response has been adopted by
the Nairobi County government in Kenya, who have also committed to addressing urban food
security issues. The Public Health Preparedness project in Gambella, Ethiopia, worked with the
government to improve disease and outbreak surveillance, leading to improved surveillance
and reporting at various levels of the health system in several districts and in the strengthened
capacity to test for pathogens at the regional laboratory. In Pakistan, management of the surge
platform developed under the Transforming Surge Capacity project has been taken over by
the National Humanitarian Network (NHN), with a memorandum of understanding (MOU) in
place with the local government body to ensure implementation after the project ends. The
Marsabit County Government in Kenya adopted the Linking Preparedness Resilience and
Response (LPRR’s) project’s conflict-sensitive approach during humanitarian response (including
during the 2016-2017 droughts) thus providing additional evidence of DEPP’s contributions
to national preparedness systems. In other settings, however, the degree to which the DEPP
has influenced national preparedness systems and government disaster plans has been less
clear. The positive influences that have been identified are important and represent significant
investment and efforts. However, it should be noted that generally these effects have been on
a smaller geographic scale - often at the district or county level and in most cases, each positive
example of change was directly attributable to an individual project.

While the DEPP business case underscored the disproportionate impact of disasters and
humanitarian emergencies on women in particular and emphasised that the programme would
strategically address inclusion, at least in regard to gender and violence against women and
girls (VAWG), such a focus was largely absent from the programme. Across the programme,
two projects specifically focused on inclusion, Protection in Practice (PIP) which focused
on protection, and Age and Disability Capacity Programme (ADCAP) which focused on

11 Full evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 7.
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strengthening inclusion of the elderly and people with disabilities in emergency response. Both
of these projects made strides to build protection and inclusion capacity and in some cases
influenced the work of other DEPP projects. ADCAP in particular strongly championed inclusion
efforts including at programme-level events and helped shape programme-level dialogue on
this issue. However, the extent to which priority groups (women, children, the elderly, and
people with disabilities and other vulnerable or marginalised groups) were holistically included
across the programme and inclusion efforts adequately monitored was minimal. The lack of
mainstreaming of inclusion of gender and prioritised groups across the programme resulted in
a fragmented programme-wide approach and uneven results. While there was no evidence of
individual knowledge change on inclusion of vulnerable groups or on VAWG, there was some
evidence of organisational change with respect to inclusion, in particular in Ethiopia and among
local organisations in intensive set countries. In Ethiopia, there was a statistically significant
increase in inclusion of the elderly and people with disabilities in design and implementation of
preparedness programming in DEPP organisations, as well as a statistically significant increase
in organisations with policies on inclusion. There was also a statistically significant increase
in the proportion of local organisations across all intensive set countries that have inclusion
policies in place.

Previous external evaluation reports from the interim and summative phase documented a
consistent lack of disaggregated data and minimally documented gender considerations across
projects. Recommendations to strengthen gender reporting within project data were taken up
after the formative phase evaluation report. There was an increase in data disaggregation by
gender over the course of the programme. However, reporting on other prioritised groups
remained low, making it difficult to assess the true extent to which these groups have been
reached by capacity building or other activities.

There have been several concrete examples wherein DEPP has impacted government policies
or systems or increased political commitment. For example, UEWEA project’s advocacy and
sensitisation efforts led to an amendment of the Disaster and Emergency Management Act
2015 (DEM Act) to include food security and an MOU with the Nairobi City County Government
to ensure the government's role in addressing urban food security issues™. The Linking
Preparedness Resilience and Response project demonstrated changes at the institutional level.
For example, Christian Aid adopted the updated resilience framework®®, and a Violence to
Peace strategy™. Despite these examples, there was no statistically significant change across
the DEPP in policy-related quantitative indicators in the four intensive set countries. Changes
may take significant time to occur and quantitative data may not fully capture other types of
policy change or shifts in the landscape that are more difficult to measure quantitatively.

Changes in quantitative indicators related to localisation have not yet occurred within three out
of four intensive countries. In Ethiopia, however, the percentage of DEPP organisations with
policies inclusive to L/NNGOs increased by 16% between T1 and T2. In addition, attitudinal
changes towards localisation have also occurred, including in how INGOs consider, address, and
involve local actors and communities. This adoption of the localisation approach is considered
to be DEPP’s most significant change by key informants. Examples of this type of change were
described in Bangladesh where local actors became involved in decision-making processes
within a large national preparedness platform, and in the Philippines where local organisations
were the first to mobilise and respond to the crisis in Marawi.

There is some evidence of benefits being embedded within organisations and systems and

12 Urban Early Warning Early Action Final Evaluation Report.

13 https:/www.christianaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/2017-05/resilience-framework.pdf.

14 https:/www.christianaid.org.uk/resources/about-us/tackling-violence-building-peace-global-strate-
gy-2016.
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potential for longer-term effects but this is dependent on the extent to which program
components are able to continue beyond the end of DEPP. The likelihood of sustainability was
enhanced for projects or project components that demonstrated the following characteristics:
built on existing work and existing partnerships and/or consortia; partnered with the national
and local government; had and/or developed a policy or advocacy element; worked towards
systems-level change; paid greater attention to exit plans earlier in the project cycle; developed
tools, guidelines, or systems that fill an important gap; involved beneficiaries and/or local
stakeholders, and exhibited good VFM; built linkages with other entities and other DEPP
projects; and implemented in contexts that were more fertile for change.

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The DEPP programme was designed in 2014, and was ahead of its time in many ways, especially
with its strong focus on localisation and multi-stakeholder consortia. It included a mix of both
flagship projects using more traditional approaches (i.e., in-person individual capacity building)
with some more innovative elements (i.e., a £10 million Innovation Window; flexible funding
mechanisms to finance both local capacity building but also emergency response; pooled surge
platforms; urban early warning systems and inclusion of food security as an emergency).

The DEPP suffered from a number of design challenges including a three-year time frame that
was unrealistic to meet the objectives and universal implementation delays. The decision by
DFID to no longer fund the programme limits the potential long-term impact of the DEPP.
Despite this decision, the DEPP’s focus on emergency preparedness and localisation is still a
relevant one. It aligns well with the growing dialogue among the global humanitarian community
and with more recent policy commitments such as the Grand Bargain and the Charter for
Change which advocate for increased voice for local actors, and for rebalancing of power and
relationships within the existing humanitarian architecture.

Despite its initial design flaws, positive findings related to the collective action of the DEPP
and to individual DEPP projects have been documented. These include the following key
achievements:

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

e Stakeholders across the programme noted that the most significant change due to
the DEPP was a change in attitudes toward and increased support of localisation (i.e.,
contributing to the Grand Bargain)

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

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

e Some evidence of strengthened networks and increased collaboration (Ethiopia, Kenya,
the Philippines)
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e Contribution to at least 42 humanitarian responses in 11 countries and some qualitative
evidence in several settings (The Philippines, Kenya) of improved speed, efficiency and
inclusiveness of emergency response

e Cross-country learning in terms of the amount of learning documents produced and
sharing of ideas across countries and projects

e Strong cross-project collaboration in the Philippines demonstrating benefits of collective
action

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

e No quantitative evidence to date that the three-year programme has led to measurable
impact with regards to more efficient, and timely humanitarian response

e No quantitative evidence to support the hypothesis that strengthened networks can
lead to improved emergency preparedness and response (mainly due to the short
observation period available to assess this)

e No quantitative evidence that DEPPimproved individual knowledge on core humanitarian
competencies, preparedness, inclusion of vulnerable groups, or protection issues in the
four intensive set countries

e Few changesin quantitative policy-related indicators, though there were some examples
of improved policies documented by projects

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

The three years allotted for an emergency preparedness programme to achieve five macro
results in 10 countries was an ambitious timeline and agenda. The level of exposure to the
DEPP programme activities was unevenly distributed across the 10 DEPP focus countries;
each country received only a subset of the 14 projects. For example, three DEPP countries
benefitted from six projects each, while two countries had only one project each (Not including
the Learning Project; see Table 4.7 for the full list of project numbers per country). This uneven
level of exposure to DEPP compounded with varying country-specific contextual factors has led
to varying results in specific countries. Had the DEPP been able to continue for another three
years or more and been able to integrate its learnings into a revised programme strategy (i.e.,
permitting time to restructure its management structure, scale up projects that show promise
and revise projects that are less promising), there would be a more feasible time period to obtain
more conclusive findings about DEPP’s achievements towards its five result areas.
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FOR PROGRAMME
COMPONENTS

Given the key evaluation findings, there is scope to replicate and further test, or scale up
some components of the programme (Table 3). This will ensure that the previous investment
in DEPP is sustained, and that any additional resources will be used effectively, efficiently and
strategically. Based on evaluation findings that have been triangulated using multiple data
sources, none of the DEPP programme components have been recommended to be ceased
and not be pursued in the future. This in itself is a strong indication that the DEPP core theory
of change and initial assumptions are worthy of being re-examined for future investment.
Specially, nine components were recommended to be modified and re-tested, while eight were
recommended to be replicated in different contexts and potentially on a larger scale, enabling
more rigorous evaluations (Table 3) Note that in a programme each of these components would
not be expected to function in isolation, and the interaction between components should also
be considered.

DEPP RECOMMENDED

ACTION

PROGRAMME KEY FINDING / LESSONS LEARNED

COMPONENT

¢« Prioritise multi-pronged approaches (in-person + coaching,
mentoring, simulations)

» Quality of trainings should be prioritised over quantity of

Modify and re-test individuals trained (webinars can reach a lot of people but may
: be less effective)

: Individual
¢ Capacity Building

» Consider structural barriers within organisations that may
............................................................ : impede application of learning

: o Prioritise approaches that permit organisational self-

assessments and capacity building approaches tailored to

: organisations’ needs

i« Focus on strengthening of administrative policies, procedures
: and systems (i.e., human resources, procurement, finance
: Organisational : systems) has been effective for L/NNGOs

 Capacity Building | " 0difyand re-test

« Approaches should be better adapted to different contexts

» Access to funding is key for organisations to put learning into
¢ practice
+ Conduct comparative assessments of the effectiveness of
............................................................  differentapproaches e
: . : « Few projects addressed this, but those that did indicated
: Community . | . . .
: R - Modify and re-test  : some potential; further evidence is needed on how best to
: Capacity Building S . .
o eereeeene e ee s deneaanana et s A s . build community Capacity | e
.« Few projects directly addressed this, but there has been
some evidence of qualitative attitudinal change that could be
Modify and re-test a precursor to eventual systems- level change; more time and
further evidence are needed on how best to build capacity at
: the systems level

: : o« UEWEA's urban surveillance system should be tested in other :
Replicate and teston @, settings :
: larger scale in differing : . ) :

oiEds : » Other early warning system projects could be adapted for and :

¢ implemented in other contexts with sufficient project timelines

Systems Capacity
. Building

Early Warning
: Systems
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» Pooled surge platforms, especially national-level platforms
have shown some evidence of effectiveness. Pooled surge
platforms should ensure a locally driven design process

and implementation to ensure contextualisation and local
ownership

Pooled Surge
. Platforms

» Replicate and test these in different contexts to generate
.more rigorous evidence on their effectiveness G
« Flexible funding mechanisms were found to be a promising
approach to support L/NNGOs self-directed capacity building
efforts. In addition, flexible funds were essential to translating
emergency preparedness into timely and efficient response

activities, especially for L/NNGOs

Flexible Funding
: Mechanisms

« Flexible funding mechanisms (both for capacity building and
response efforts) should be replicated in other settings, and
.morerigorously evaluated

e These platforms were more effective in contexts where
¢ existing humanitarian structures were more mature and with

i- ¢ supporting governments.
. Multi-stakeholder : Modify and re-test

Platforms i « Further modification and testing of the approach is needed
: ] : to understand how best to utilise this strategy and in which
............................................................ [ SPECIfiCSENGS
: : .« Consortia that build on existing relationships, common values  :
: Consortia :  Modify and re-test  : and ways of working, and that are smaller with inclusion of L/
e e, . NNGOs should be favoured ..
: : : « Use knowledge and data on country networks to create more :
. Strengthening ¢ Modify approach and : targeted approaches to strengthen networks; allow enough :
Networks re-test time to test whether stronger networks can lead to increased
: . eMergency preparedness e

* Some advocacy efforts were implemented but there was no

systematic advocacy component at the programme level. It

was recognized that advocacy and policy change are needed

to overcome barriers to change and to increase programme

sustainability

: Advocacy and
. Policy

» Ensure a cohesive programme-wide strategy related to
.advocacy and policy e
: » The approach of having an individual project dedicated to
learning and generating evidence is unique but findings were
. mixed due to the lack of programme monitoring and the lack
: of a direct link to the management team. Alternative models
for an independent learning project could be envisioned and
: potentially assessed in a future programme

¢ e Prioritise quality over quantity

: Evidence ¢ - . .
: . ¢« Include empirical evidence generation
. Generation :

» Adapt evidence use and knowledge translation strategies

» Ensure a cohesive programme-wide strategy related to
protection

» Ensure a cohesive programme-wide strategy on inclusion of
prioritised groups (such as women, the elderly and people with
(ISABIEES)
« Define localisation (what it is, which entities are considered
local); and test approaches to enable INGOs to take a more
supportive role towards L/NNGOs, and better operationalise

localisation in different contexts

: Inclusion of
: Prioritised Groups
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Table 3: Recommended actions for each DEPP programme component

In addition, a number of best practices related to the DEPP programme components have been
compiled to guide future programme design and implementation. These best practices can be
found in Annex 11.

Specific conclusions and recommendations related to each evaluation question can be found
below.

1. RELEVANCE AND VALIDITY OF DESIGN

CONCLUSION 1: While the objectives and targets of the DEPP were appropriate, relevant and
aligned with DFID priorities, the DEPP design process suffered from numerous weaknesses that
hindered its potential for impact. Any future programme would require a significant redesign
based on the lessons learned and the evidence generated from the DEPP. For future design,
programme results that are realistic within a three-year time frame must be set, or the project
time frame should be extended to allow for more time to meet longer-term outcomes. A more
logical, coherent design process, which is locally led, draws on needs assessments, and uses
participatory approaches should be prioritised to ensure that projects are contextualised and
based on existing needs at the country level. The design process should adequately consider
project alignment and complementarity as well as risks at the programme level. It should also
ensure the development and implementation of programme-level systems and processes, such
as a robust M&E system, to ensure course correction and that projects function as a portfolio
rather than as standalone projects. This includes elaborating a programme-level theory of
change, definition of key terms, cross-project linkages, and streamlined inclusion of gender and
prioritised groups along with appropriate consideration of cross-cutting themes. Emergency
preparedness and response projects should also consider urban contexts and issues such as
poverty and food insecurity which lie at the humanitarian-development nexus. Budgets should
include higher allocation for NPACs, programme management functions and M&E across all
projects.

RECOMMENDATION 1.1: [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD AND DFID] The design
process should be re-envisioned to consider alternative programme models and
governance structures. To increase the local relevance and effectiveness of the
programme, the design process should be locally driven from the outset (i.e., led by
local stakeholders), and include sufficient time and funds for project design, localisation,
consortia development and collaboration.

Potential Model 1: The process could involve several stages: After the overall
programmatic business case and theory of change are developed, global goals
could be established and local and national ownership prioritised. A programme-
level focal point could be appointed in each country to conduct contextualised
needs assessments which would feed into the development of the portfolio-level
strategy. The project design process would occur at the country level, under the
oversight of the focal points and the Programme Board. This approach would drive
the localisation agenda and allow for country-based organisations to determine
the most needed initiatives within the goals of the overall theory of change as well
as risk assessment. It would help align projects toward common programme goals,
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identify complementary elements of different projects, main actors and those that
need to be bolstered as well as more risky projects worthy of support. It would also
ensure sufficient investment in each country in order to accomplish the theory of
change, and would enable more comprehensive assessments of risks. Also, a return
on investment assessment could be conducted to inform the final investment. Focal
points could work with a regional or country M&E and Learning Advisor to develop
and implement programme- and project-level M&E systems. As a programme-level
actor, the focal point would help build cohesiveness and enhance the visibility of
DEPP as a unified programme in each country.

Potential Model 2: Alternatively, consider a multi-phase programme in which a

series of pilot interventions are developed and implemented on a small scale with
strong but targeted M&E systems integrated to evidence changes and provide
accountability mechanisms. Successful pilot interventions could be scaled up during
the subsequent phase, building on the lessons captured during the pilot. A strong
programme- and project-level M&E system during the scale up phase would be
integral to measuring change and ensure regular tracking of outputs to modify the
programme when needed. In addition, this type of multi-phase programme could
include a pre-pilot phase where seed funding is provided to develop promising ideas,
to conceptualise projects and to build consortia around the projects.

RECOMMENDATION 1.2: [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD AND DFID] The programme
portfolio should be balanced in terms of risk, types of activities, size of projects,
geographic scope and cost. To maximise impact, the link between emergency
preparedness and response should be better articulated; preparedness programmes
should strongly consider embedding flexible funding mechanisms in order to facilitate
contribution to humanitarian response by local actors. The portfolio should include a
mix of more established ideas and projects, those that are considered riskier and with
a higher likelihood of failure, as well as innovative elements. Prioritising humanitarian
need, examining country disaster and emergency profiles, as well as aligning with overall
programme strategy during country selection process would ensure a more optimal,
balanced set of focus countries. For a fund of this size, concentrating on a smaller group
of projects (at least in any scale up phase of a multi-phase programme), and potentially
fewer overall countries may help to ensure that investments are not spread too thin and
that there is both sufficient investment and a large enough number of projects in each
country to reach a critical mass and achieve systems-level changes. A complementary
and strategic mix of activities at the programme level and especially at the country level
is warranted to maximise impacts; but this too needs to be focused. For example, the
DEPP’s open approach led to too many different types of capacity building, too great an
emphasis on individual capacity building, and lack of consensus on desired effects at each
level. Instead, a more deliberate and evidence-based global capacity building strategy is
needed, with more balance between levels of action (individual, organisational, systems), as
well as consideration of structural barriers to change that might hinder behaviour change
or operationalising organisation-level changes. In many cases advocacy, policy change
or other system-based approaches may be critical to easing some of these obstacles;
integrating a programme-wide advocacy or policy component should be further explored.
Emergency preparedness must not be thought of in isolation and mechanisms to embed
linkages to humanitarian response (including response funding) are needed.
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RECOMMENDATION 1.3: [PROGRAMME BOARD AND DFID] Portfolio-level
harmonisation should be prioritised, including mainstreaming of gender and inclusion
of prioritised groups. To ensure alignment of the projects and a cohesive programme-
wide approach, portfolio objectives, as well as key terms (e.g., collaboration, preparedness
and localisation), and approaches (e.g., types of capacity building efforts) should be fully
defined, and the definitions standardised across the programme. Cross-cutting themes
that are prioritised by the donor and/or programme and project stakeholders, such as
gender and addressing VAWG, must be given adequate attention and embedded across
the programme. Inclusion of prioritised groups and gender considerations are equally
important and should be mainstreamed.

RECOMMENDATION 1.4: [PROGRAMME BOARD AND DFID] Ensure objectives are
realistic and feasible within the programme’s time frame. Develop programmes with
realistic objectives that are feasible within a three-year time frame. These most likely
would focus on outputs and shorter-term outcomes. Alternatively, consider creating
longer (i.e., five-year or longer) programme timelines if longer-term outcomes must be
included. While longer programme timelines may not correspond to current DFID funding
cycles, a multi-phase programme could be an effective solution that is compatible with
funding terms as well as activities aimed at longer-term impact.

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

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

2. RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE INTERVENTIONS _

CONCLUSION 2: DEPPinterventions were overwhelmingly found to be relevant and appropriate
and were demonstrated to fill important gaps that have not been previously well addressed
(surveillance of emergencies in urban settings, conflict-sensitive emergency preparedness,
inclusion of aging and disability, etc). However, start-up delays limited project implementation
periods and reduced potential impact. Optimising the design process as described above and
streamlining administrative and contractual process would ensure smooth and timely project
start-up and minimise implementation delays. At the programme level, there was no evidence
of improved knowledge on core humanitarian competencies, inclusion, or emergency
preparedness due to the DEPP but significant changes in organisational capacity and
preparedness among DEPP beneficiaries occurred, in particular among local organisations.
Furthermore, DEPP organisations contributed to improved response in several contexts (The
Philippines, Kenya and Ethiopia). A greater impact could likely have been achieved with a longer
implementation period, and with easier access to emergency response funding. There is scope
for certain programme components to be replicated or scaled up or modified and further tested.

Conclusion 2a: Collaboration and Consortia

Functioning of consortia was suboptimal and contributed to implementation
delays and slow decision-making. A smaller, more strategic set of consortia
members, with more consistency between UK and in-country members for
each project would streamline project delivery and should be considered in
future programmes. Inclusion of more L/NNGOs within consortia might help
shift power balances and contribute to localisation. Collaborations with external
stakeholders including government and UN, though essential, were difficult and
lessons learned should inform future programming. In two sequential diarrhoeal
outbreaks in Kenya, the consortia model and collaboration with the government
enabled coordinated effective response activities that improved with each
subsequent emergency.

Conclusion 2b: Capacity Building

Overall individual training targets at the programme level were exceeded
suggesting successful implementation of DEPP capacity building activities.
However, these data included individuals who participated in capacity building
efforts with minimal exposure such as webinars and forums. Accessibility to
training remained uneven. The target of including 50% women trainees across
the programme was not met, and some trainings were only available in English.
Structural barriers, such as organisational and management arrangements, were
a key barrier to applying and integrating knowledge gained from DEPP capacity
building efforts at the organisational level and should be addressed in future
programmes. Multi-pronged capacity building efforts that include practical
approaches to sustain and apply knowledge were perceived to be most effective,
but quantitative data show no evidence of knowledge change. Organisational-
level capacity building efforts where several strategies were combined and tailored
to the specific gaps of each organisation were perceived to be effective, and evidence
of increased organisational capacity of local organisations was demonstrated in a
number of settings.
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Conclusion 2c: Evidence Generation and Learning

Generation of learning and evidence was high in terms of quantity, but evidence
was mainly anecdotal and lacking in scientific rigor. Arguably too much emphasis
was placed on generation of learning products compared to routine monitoring.
Differential reporting by projects against the programme-level logical framework
(once it was finalised and fully implemented in August 2017) occurred, and
there was evidence of weak quality assurance. In addition, there was a lack of
disaggregated data collected with respect to important subgroups. Sharing of
learning did occur but there is no evidence that this translated to behaviour
change. Learning events were a useful approach to share learning, however an
increased focus on the dissemination of evidence at these events would have
beenvaluable. The Learning Platform was an important resource (that now serves
as part of the DEPP’s institutional memory) but it was not used consistently
across projects and featured varying amounts of evidence and learning shared
by each project. Such platforms should be more heavily promoted to increase
use by in-country partners, represent resources from all projects and ensure
availability of resources in relevant languages. The DEPP Learning Project had
been originally conceptualised to take on the M&E functions of the DEPP in
addition to learning. While a unigue idea, this model did not work well - M&E
functions and responsibility would have been better placed at the programme
management level. Placing these functions as one project alongside the others
with limited authority led to diffusion of accountability and responsibility. As a
standalone learning project, it has had mixed results, but could be re-envisioned
for future programmes.

Conclusion 2d: Early Warning Systems

Early warning systems are important as they provide (in theory) accurate,
predictive and timely data to support emergency preparedness. However,
findings with respect to implementation of early warning systems are mixed. Six
diverse early warning systems were developed and five were fully operational at
the time of this report. However, because of implementation delays, the length
of time these systems were functional was very limited. Several of the systems
have been well integrated into appropriate structures contributing to increased
likelihood of sustainability and impact. Only two systems (UEWEA, PHEP
Gambella) have been used in an emergency response. UEWEA in particular was
shown to be an effective system that was able to detect several emergencies that
would have otherwise gone unnoticed in informal settlements around Nairobi
and this contributed to improved timely and effective response. This system had
been operational the longest, and also established a concrete exit strategy, with
the local county government taking over management of the system. This project
benefitted from a longer “effective” timeline compared to the other projects as
it took forward work from a previous project!® that conceptualised the system,
developed and tested the indicators and established government collaborations.
Without that existing work to build on, UEWEA would likely have faced similar
challenges as the rest of the cohort in terms of establishing a functional system
with the programme period.

Indicator Development for Surveillance of Urban Emergencies (IDSUE). Urban Early Warning Early Action

Final Evaluation Report, p 1.
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Conclusion 2e: Emergency Preparedness and Response

There are some emerging examples in several countries of perceived
improvements in emergency preparedness at the organisational and community
level. Document review has demonstrated that the DEPP has contributed to at
least 42 responses in 11 countries and there are several self-reported examples
of strengthened, more localised response.

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

RECOMMENDATION 2.2 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARDY] Project-level M&E systems
should directly feed into programme-level systems (viaa common, core set of indicators),
and should be in place prior to implementation with timely reporting to permit agile
course correction. Stronger M&E systems including collection of empirical data would
support projects in accessing additional funding and vyield better quality projects with
a greater likelihood of impact. Accountability mechanisms, including accountability to
beneficiaries, should be strengthened.

RECOMMENDATION 2.3 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] To increase the effectiveness
of capacity building interventions, emphasis should be placed on quality not on
quantity. At the individual level, approaches that build skills and reinforce learning, and
combine several strategies, should be prioritised. At the organisational level, approaches
that are tailored to identified gaps and aim to strengthen systems and processes should
be emphasised. Flexible funding mechanisms providing small or in some cases micro
grants for capacity building were one successful approach to empower local organisations
to build their capacity and should be considered in future programmes. Systems-level
capacity strengthening should also be further pursued. Further attention to the balance of
activities across these different levels and the desired effect at each level will be needed
to maximise impacts. Structural barriers need to be addressed, and capacity building
interventions should be better tailored to specific contexts.

RECOMMENDATION 2.4 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] Development of early
warning systems should be taken forward within future programmes but only when
sufficient implementation periods are available. A three-year time frame was insufficient
to design and operationalise an early warning system; more realistic timelines are needed
to ensure completion of the system and allowing time to test the system within emergency
responses (or simulations). Community members and government officials should be
actively involved in designing the surveillance systems, beneficiary criteria, and response
package details. Consensus on indicators and early warning systems should be reached
in collaboration with community and government stakeholders. Early and sustained
engagement should be emphasised to foster trust and strengthen partnerships.

RECOMMENDATION 2.5 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] Future programmes must
consider emergency preparedness and response on a continuum with more attention
paid to the response component. The programme should strategise on how best to
enable improved response through emergency preparedness activities and ensure such
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mechanisms are embedded within the programme, rather than expecting response
contribution to occur organically as a natural by-product of preparedness activities. This
could take various forms. Flexible response funds could be built in to the programme (and
potentially the individual projects) to provide a rapid mechanism for local programme
beneficiaries to implement response activities. As this approach at the project level has
worked well in several contexts it should be viewed as a promising strategy worthy of
replication in more settings and tested as a programme-level component. Alternatively, or
in addition, more formal links with existing emergency response funds (such as the START
Fund) could be pursued. In addition, further thinking around emergency preparedness in
conflict-affected settings and in urban contexts is needed.

RECOMMENDATION 2.6 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] To leverage the global
momentum around localisation of humanitarian response and build on the contribution
of DEPP in advancing this agenda, more nuanced considerations on localisation are
needed. This includes articulating a clear definition of what localisation means, which
entities are considered local and what the implications of these definitions are from a
practical standpoint. Strategically, laying out and potentially testing approaches which
could enable INGOs to take a more supportive role, and better operationalise localisation
(move from theoretical to actual). Organisational policies around localisation could be one
target, but understanding how to operationalise the policies into actual processes would be
animportant element. Additionally, the humanitarian landscape in different settings and its
relationship to localisation need to be considered to ensure that appropriate, contextually
relevant strategies to support localisation are implemented. Finally, localisation from the
donor perspective should be further explored to understand strategies which might enable
donors to more easily support local counterparts within the context of risk aversion and
due diligence processes.

3. EFFECTIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS

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

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

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

4. EFFICIENCY AND VALUE FOR MONEY (VFM)

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

RECOMMENDATION 4.1 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] Streamline contractual
processes, management decisions and flow of funds. \While recognising the importance
of subcontracting processes and organisations’ internal procedures, future programming
should take steps to minimise and streamline contractual processes. For example, pre-
agreement letters of commitment could help clarify some contractual issues prior to the
start of projects. The programme management could also provide a template for sub-
contracts and consider setting a standard timeline for contract turnaround. If projects
are structured with a global grant holder and in-country host or partner, streamlining
management decisions and flow of funds so that the same organisation serves in both
roles whenever possible could be considered.
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RECOMMENDATION 4.2 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD AND PROJECTS] Adopt and
standardise VFM indicators at programme and project levels and implement routine
reporting. DFID guidance on VFM in humanitarian programmes or other relevant VFM
guidance should be used to enhance VFM monitoring and reporting in future programmes.
Adopting VFM indicators at the programme level, as well as the project level will ensure
that VFM can be closely tracked and analysed at both levels.

RECOMMENDATION 4.3 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD] In a future programme,
strategically allocate funds to achieve programme objectives, with greater funds
designated for programme management costs, M&E and NPACs. For a large portfolio,
programme management costs should be in the range of around 10%, to enable sufficient
resources to undertake its key functions of management, M&E and strategic tasks. NPACs
can be up to 20% and as high as 25%, but should be considered realistically to ensure
that in-country and back office costs are covered. With respect to M&E, ensure sufficient
resources are available at the both the programme and project levels to efficiently
implement both routine monitoring and more rigorous evaluations.

5. SUSTAINABILITY OF THE INTERVENTION AND LIKELIHOOD
OF IMPACT OF THE PROGRAMME

CONCLUSION 5: In some settings, DEPP has contributed to strengthening national emergency
preparedness systems but typically on a small geographic scale, and by individual project
consortia. There have been several concrete examples where DEPP has impacted government
policies or systems or increased political commitment. Stakeholders noted a shift in the way
organisations consider, address and involve local actors and communities, and attributed it as
one of DEPP’s most significant contributions. However, there was a lack of a detailed strategy
for the inclusion of gender and prioritised target groups at the programme level resulting in a
fragmented programme wide approach and uneven results. In addition, cross-cutting themes
such as addressing VAWG were not adequately integrated into the programme. Rather than
only including one or two projects with an inclusion and protection focus within a portfolio, a
more integrated approach involving mainstreaming across the programme should be prioritised.
This should entail dissemination of detailed expectations and guidelines on inclusion of gender
and other prioritised groups and reporting requirements during the design phase to ensure
that projects are developed accordingly. As well, consistency in implementation of gender and
inclusion considerations with regular monitoring should be established. In addition to inclusion,
sustainability planning was weak and was not clearly planned or documented at both the
programme and project levels. This failure seems to have been linked to expectations around the
possibility of receiving additional funds from DFID for a second phase of the DEPP, as articulated
in the business case, combined with lack of guidance from the programme on sustainability. In
any future programme, more deliberate, strategic sustainability planning is needed at all levels,
beginning during the design phase, and with transparency around the possibility of further
funding. At the programme level, there is some evidence that benefits have become embedded
- with examples of system and policy change as well as strengthened national preparedness
systems, albeit on a small geographic scale. However, the potential for longer-term effects
is dependent on the extent to which different components are able to continue beyond the
close of the programme. Future programmes should prioritise longer implementation periods to
increase likelihood of impact, and incorporate government collaboration, systems-level change,
policy or advocacy components, involvement of beneficiaries and good VFM in order to promote
sustainability.
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RECOMMENDATION 5.1 [DEPP PROGRAMME BOARD AND PROJECTS] Develop
a strategy for inclusion of gender and prioritised target groups at programme level,
ensure projects adopt an approach which aligns with this strategy and monitor
implementation at all levels. In the governance criteria, consider broadening the gender
statement to a statement on inclusion of prioritised target groups. Develop guidelines for
projects on requirements for this statement. This could include links to key documents
on best practices and the law and policies governing inclusion of prioritised target groups
in development programming and project design. Ensure gender considerations are
consistently implemented and reported.

RECOMMENDATION 5.2: [DEPP PROGRAMME AND PROJECTS] Within any
future programme, integrate deliberate, strategic sustainability planning that takes a
more holistic view on sustainability going beyond simply securing funding streams.
Programme and project sustainability plans should be developed as early as possible,
preferably in the design phase and updated regularly. However, for riskier projects with a
high possibility of failure, sustainability planning does not make sense and is not a good
use of resources until results can be demonstrated. Future programmes should increase
the likelihood of sustainability and longer-term impacts by building on previous efforts
and existing partnerships/consortia, working with governments (when appropriate),
incorporating a policy or advocacy element, developing sustainable outputs such as
tools, guidelines or systems, increasing cross-project linkages, fostering sustainable
relationships that can continue beyond the DEPP, improving beneficiary engagement,
and strengthening feedback mechanisms for the community. Good VFM should also be
prioritised to maximise sustainability. Programme visibility at the country level should be
maximised through increased advocacy initiatives and the development of streamlined
communication with external stakeholders.
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Each year the severity and complexity of natural and man-made disasters continues to increase,
making recovery and reconstruction efforts more challenging and costly. Foreseeing this
trend, the Humanitarian Emergency Response Review (HERR)Y urged the UK government’s
Department for International Development (DIFD) to invest in innovative approaches to
disaster preparedness in order to build local resilience, stating “If we are to meet the challenges
ahead, we have to be ‘ahead of the curve’ rather than always behind; preparing for disasters, as
well as reacting to them.” At that time, less than 5% of all humanitarian funding was invested
in disaster preparedness. This constituted less than 1% of Official Development Assistance
(ODA), despite the fact that “early response is far more cost effective than late humanitarian
response” and better preparedness is critical to more timely response’”. The HERR also
highlighted that “the level of professionalism in the humanitarian sector needs to be raised
through better investement in skills and training.” In response to the HERR, DFID created
the business case'® for the Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme (DEPP) (See
Annex 1) and allocated £40 million of funding to strengthen skills and capacity to improve the
guality and speed of humanitarian response in countries that are at risk of natural disasters
or emergencies. The DEPP aimed to increase preparedness at the local, regional and national
levels to enable countries to be better equipped to respond to disaster.'? It focused on building
capacity of “national actors who are usually the first on the scene of a disaster”, an approach
now referred to as localisation (see the boxes below).

The DEPP was delivered by two Non-governmental Organisation (NGO) consortia, the START
Network, (receiving £27 million), and the Communicating with Disaster Affected Communities
(CDAC-N) Network, (receiving £3 million), to implement 14 capacity building projects. The
remaining£10 millionwasreserved foraninnovation window whichwas developed,implemented,
and managed separately with a later timeline. The 14 DEPP projects were implemented in one
or more of 10?° priority countries: South Sudan, Kenya, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Democratic
Republic of the Congo (DRC), Jordan, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Myanmar and the Philippines, with
each project operating in some but not all countries. Only one project (the Learning Project) was
implemented in all 10 countries while five projects (Public Health Emergencies Preparedness
(PHEP) in Gambella, Improved Early Warning Early Actions (EWEA) in Ethiopia, Strengthening
Emergency Preparedness Systems in Myanmar, Urban Early Warning Early Action (UEWEA in
Kenya), Financial Enablers in the Philippines) were implemented in only one country each. The
14 DEPP projects, their consortia members, locations and budgets are presented in Table 1.1.

THE DISASTERS AND EMERGENCIES PREPAREDNESS PROGRAMME (DEPP)
Investment: £40 million
Location: 10 countries
Duration: 3 years

Number of preparedness projects: 14 humanitarian capacity building projects

Overall objective: To improve quality and speed of humanitarian response in countries
that are at risk of natural disasters or humanitarian emergencies

Key approaches: Capacity building of local and national humanitarian staff and communities, early
warning system development, supporting collaborative action and strengthening networks

16 Humanitarian Emergency Response Review (HERR), https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/hu-
manitarian-emergency-response-review.

17 Business Case Intervention Summary: Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme, DFID.

18 Ibid.

19 ibid.

20 Indonesia was initially selected as an 11th DEPP focal country, but no selected projects planned to imple-

ment activities there.
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EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS

Emergency preparedness refers to “the abil-
ity of governments, professional response
organisations, communities and individuals
to anticipate and respond effectively to
the impact of likely, imminent or current
hazards, events or conditions. It means put-
ting in place mechanisms which will allow
national authorities and relief organisations
to be aware of risks and deploy staff and
resources quickly once a crisis strikes."?*

Emergency preparedness focuses narrow-
ly on improving response to disasters, but
it belongs to a wider set of activities to
reduce the likelihood and impact of disas-
ters on people’s lives called ‘Disaster Risk
Reduction’ (DRR). These include activities
focused on prevention, mitigation and
response to humanitarian emergencies.?

The IASC Common Framework for Pre-
paredness?® describes the following com-
ponents of emergency preparedness:

Hazard and risk analysis and early
warning systems

Institutional and legislative frame-
works

Resource allocation and funding
Coordination

Information management and com-
munication

Preparedness and contingency / re-
sponse planning

Training and exercises

Emergency services, standby arrange-
ments and prepositioning

The DEPP aimed to focus on those areas
related to ‘people and systems), in partic-
ular hazard, risk and early warning; infor-
mation management and communication;
contingency/preparedness and response
planning; and training and exercises.?*

LOCALISATION

There is no globally accepted definition of
‘localisation’ of humanitarian aid. The defini-
tion suggested by Trocaire and Group URD
is holistic and appears to align very closely
to the DEPP approach to localisation: “Aid
localisation is a collective process involving
different stakeholders that aims to return
local actors, whether civil society organisa-
tions or local public institutions, to the centre
of the humanitarian system with a greater
role in humanitarian response. It can take a
number of forms: more equitable partner-
ships between international and local actors,
increased and “as direct as possible” funding
for local organisations, and a more central
role in aid coordination. Underpinning this is
the question of power. Localisation requires a
shift in power relations between actors, both
in terms of strategic decision- making and
control of resources.” 2>

The OECD states that supporting local
humanitarian responders contributes to the
following:?¢

e Early response and access (including to
small scale crises below the threshold
for international aid)

e Improved acceptance of humanitarian
aid (such as in conflict-affected areas)

e Cost effectiveness
e Links with development
e Increasing accountability

The growing calls to increase support for
local humanitarian responders is also re-
flected in a number of policy commitments
including:

e Good Humanitarian Donorship, Princi-
ple 8%

e The Grand Bargain, Workstream 228

e The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction?

e The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development®

https:/www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/coordination/preparedness/what-preparedness.

ibid.

Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) Common Framework for Preparedness, 2013.
Business Case Intervention Summary: Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme, DFID.
More than the money- Localisation in Practice, Groupe URD, Trocaire, 2017.

OECD, Localising the Response, 2017.

Good Humanitarian Donorship Principles, https:/www.ghdinitiative.org/ghd/gns/principles-good-practice-

of-ghd/principles-good-practice-ghd.html.

The Grand Bargain, https:/interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain-hosted-iasc.

Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction, https:/www.unisdr.org/we/coordinate/sendai-framework.

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, https:/sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld.
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DEPP PROJECT

TALENT
DEVELOPMENT
(TD)

BETTER

TRANSFORMING
SURGE CAPACITY
(TSC)

ALERT

LINKING
PREPAREDNESS

i ActionAid International . C
i i Pakistan, Ethio-

tion, BBC Media Action,

ActionAid International

: the Children, Tearfund :

PROJECT
CONSORTIA
MEMBERS

Save the Children UK

(Lead), Oxfam GB, Re-

lief International, CHS
Alliance

(Lead), CAFOD (Lead),

. Christian Aid, Tearfund,

Concern Worldwide,
Oxfam

World Vision (Lead),

CDAC Network, Thom-

son Reuters Founda-

Internews

(Lead), ACF, Christian
Aid, CAFOD, CARE,
IMC, Islamic Relief,
Muslim Aid, Plan, Save

HelpAge International
(Lead), Care interna-
tional, Handicap Inter-
national, Islamic Relief
Worldwide, Concern
Worldwide, Oxfam,
Coventry University

Oxfam GB (Lead), Tear-

fund, Christian Aid

HelpAge International
(Lead), CBM, Disaster-
Ready.org, Handicap
International, IFRC,

Oxford Brookes Univer-

sity, RedR UK

Christian Aid (Lead),
Action Aid, Concern,
HelpAge International,
King's College London, :

Muslim Aid, Oxfam, Saf-

erworld, World Vision

i COUNTRIES** :

Bangladesh,
DRC, Ethiopia,
Jordan and

Kenya, Lebanon

Bangladesh,

pia, Kenya and
Democratic
Republic of
Congo (DRC)

. All DEPP Coun-
: tries :

Bangladesh,
South Sudan,

The Philippines

Pakistan, the
Philippines,
Regional Hub
in Bangkok,
Thailand

¢ The Philippines,

Pakistan, Ban-

i gladesh, Kenya, :

Mozambique,
Somalia, Haiti

Bangladesh,
Kenya, DRC,
Pakistan, the
Philippines,
Colombia,
Indonesia™**,
Myanmar
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DESCRIPTION

To produce high-quality professionals at all levels
who are better equipped to tackle the issues sur-

¢ rounding complex emergencies, helping to ensure

that the right people are in the right place doing

the right things to assist disaster-affected commu-

To support local actors to take their place along-
side international actors in order to create a
balanced humanitarian system that is more re-
sponsive and accountable to disaster-affected
communities.

is an effective and efficient approach to disaster

management and broker internal and external
relationships for learning about what is and is not
working in capacity exchange.

To ensure that two-way communication is a predi-

cable, coordinated and resourced component of
humanitarian response in order to contribute to

disaster affected communities.

To strengthen civil society surge capacity at inter-

: national, regional and local levels, contributingto a :

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

To develop a system of approaches and tools for

disaster preparedness that increases the ability of

organisations to respond immediately, effectively
and appropriately when a disaster strikes.

. To transfer humanitarian capacity, autonomy and
; decision-making to organisations closer to people

affected by crisis, as a way of facilitating more
effective and appropriate aid.

i benefit from improved access to services, as a re-

H . sult of recognition by humanitarian actors of their
i Kenya, Pakistan : ‘

specific needs and increased capacity amongst

i humanitarian actors to deliver inclusive, accessible :

and appropriate response.

To design and roll out programming approaches
which strengthen the resilience of people living
in fragile states and beneficiaries of humanitarian
assistance.

BUDGET
(€)

5,985,087

| 4,876,637

To evidence the extent to which preparing people

| 3343375 |

{ 3,000,000
improvement in effective delivery of assistance to :

§2482,824

1,987,000

1,637,745

i To ensure older people and persons with disability

1,045,159

1,002,964
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To strengthen the links among national, subnation-
Christian Aid (Lead), ; g & :

i DCA, Regional Integrat- : H . o o

H . H ¢ aprimary focus on capacitating local communities :

ed Multi-Hazard Early Myanmar ; . . . i 925698
: i and structures to access information and link with :

al and local-level preparedness in Myanmar, with

Warning System for

é ‘ the on-going establishment of preparedness and
© Africa and Asia (RIMES) gong prep

STRENGTHENING
EMERGENCY {
PREPAREDNESS

early warning systems in the country.

SYSTEMSIN
MYANMAR (SEPS)

DRC, Lebanon,

oz :
Z w Turkey, South i actions in disaster and conflict responses, devel-
i o v Oxfam (Lead), IRC, i . . i
: = F N i Sudan, Myan- : op new types of partnerships and collaborations :
: [SR®) World Vision Interna-  : . : . ) ¢ 870,137
; E § tional i mar, Pakistan : between protection actors and influence the :
2 o and the Philip- | international protection architecture so it is more
o { pines inclusive of national NGOs.
g OxfamGB onbehalfof
> E E z 3 Africa Cllimate Change
: g 5 E E E : Resilience Alliance : : To contribute to improved emergency prepared- :
‘o E T (Lead), Christian Aid, o i ness, timeliness and quality of risk information and :
g % w g . ) ) Ethiopia ; ) 784,255
S |9 & o National Disaster Risk response actions by community, government (local
: § ﬁ 2 = E ¢ Management Commis- . to federal) and NGOs in a coordinated manner
= g g Z ' sion, National Meteoro-
g 0 logical Agency
> = To improve urban early action by improving the
> E’ 5 i alignment of local and municipal governance insti- :
g w E Concern Worldwide tutions and response agencies towards identifying
<zt 2 *2' (Lead), Oxfam, Kenya : Kenya i relevant triggers and implementing early response i 675,000
a E o Red Cross Society based on these, supported by an increase in the
= . .
=] E 2 : allocation of financial support from key donors
= g @ < Christian Aid (Lead),
5 % E g ™ Amref Health Africa, To strengthen early warning, preparedness and
: 3 § g 5 E Ethiopia Ministry of i Ethiopia i prompt response of the health sector to public | 548,694
g g & O T | Health, National Mete- health emergencies.
2 W g z orology Agency

Table 1.1: Projects in the Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme 31
*Formerly known as the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Project (MEL).
“*Includes non-DEPP focal countries where projects were implemented (i.e., Lebanon, Somalia, Haiti, Colombia, Turkey).

“**Indonesia was initially selected as an 11th DEPP focal country but none of the selected projects planned
implementation in Indonesia. However, over the course of the programme, LPRR ultimately did implement some activities
in this country.

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

31 The START Network. Disaster and Emergencies Preparedness Programme Infographic. August 2015.
Accessed on 18 February 2016 at http:/www.start-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/DEPP-In-
fographic.pdf.

32 In all countries except Jordan, the combined projects covered all four DEPP objectives. Talent Develop-
ment was the only project implemented in Jordan and did not cover the 3rd and 4th objectives.
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DEPP RESULT AREAS

Improved knowledge and understanding of individuals by sharing best practice for
humanitarian preparedness and response

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

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

Improved institutional arrangements and policy environments so that national systems
for humanitarian response and preparedness are better supported and more sustain-
able

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

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

DEPP THEORY OF CHANGE AND SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL CHAIN

During the evaluation inception phase, the evaluation team assessed the DEPP programme
theory of change (Annex 3) presented in the business case (Annex 1). The programme theory
of change was found to be complex and no longer represented well the suite of projects as they
had evolved over time. A process was undertaken to create a more simplified but conceptually
appropriate representation of the DEPP that could serve as the backbone of the evaluation
approach and to report against during each evaluation phase. Figure 1.1 illustrates the DEPP
programme causal chain that was developed and that was used to create a programme-level
logical framework and set of indicators for the evaluation®:. The causal chain illustrates the causal
links between the 14 DEPP projects and their activities, four expected output areas (1. Capacity
building, 2. Collaboration, 3. Learning and 4. Early Warning System Development), expected
outcomes in both the short term (improved humanitarian capacity, improved preparedness) and
long term (increased effective delivery of humanitarian response). Hypothesised downstream
impacts (mortality, morbidity, economic impact and recovery) are also depicted within the
causal chain, and based on stakeholder interviews were not expected to be achieved within the
programme’s 3-year cycle and thus were considered outside of the scope of the evaluation.
The causal chain also specifies that the activities, outputs and outcomes are expected to occur
at the individual, organisational, community and government levels. This also captures the
variety of DEPP beneficiaries that were targeted at each of these levels (including individual
humanitarian staff, humanitarian organisations, communties, governments etc). This impact
evaluation focused only on assessing outputs, as well as short to long-term outcomes at these
different levels.

33 Page 17 of the DEPP business case stated, “Through a commissioned evaluation, we will develop the
Theory of Change in more detail as part of the evaluation inception stage, and we will test our core
assumptions through the DEPP evaluation.” The evaluation team revised the Theory of Change to enable
a feasible evaluation design as mandated in the inception phase and the terms of reference. The revised
causal chain was approved by the Evaluation Steering Committee and thus became the basis for the evalu-
ation design, including the evaluation framework and indicators. Note that while there were several draft
programme logical frameworks in place in 2016, the final version was not approved until 2017.
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INPUTS & SHORT TERM LONG TERM
ACTIVITIES OUTPUTS OUTCOMES OUTCOMES IMPACT
;!
/ Learning

Humanitarian Effective ¥ Mortality
00,0 N
DEPP ® p - Capacity Delivery of ¥ Morbidity
q CoIIaboratlon Early Warning Humanitarian ¥ Economic Impact

Projects

System Response 4 Recovery

Development TPreparedness

Capacnty
BU|Id|ng

LEVELS OF ACTION

Individuals
Communities
Organisations

Government

Figure 1.1: Simplified DEPP programme causal chain

DEPP PROGRAMME-LEVEL LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

A final version of the DEPP programme-level logical framework was approved by DFID in 2017
and fully implemented by August 2017, several years after the start of the programme. The final
version of the logical framework is presented in Table 1.2 below. While there were several draft
versions of the programme-level logical framework in place before then, they required significant
strengthening®*. Therefore, with agreement from DFID, because the external evaluation had
already begun before the finalisation of the logical framework, it does not report against it.
However, it is important to note that the output, outcome and impact areas in this logical
framework are quite similar to the evaluation team’s output and outcome areas as depicted in
Figure 1.1.%°> The indicators, however, are unique (See Table 2.1 in the Methodology section for
further detail).

34 For example, DFID’s Annual Review of the DEPP, March 2018 states: “There is still more work to do on
the logframe - including finalising the outcome indicators and including an output which tracks value for
money.

35 Programme output 1 corresponds to evaluation output 1, programme output 2 to evaluation output 4,

programme output 3 to evaluation output 2, programme output 4 does not directly correspond with any
evaluation output area, programme output 5 corresponds to evaluation output 3, programme output 6
does not correspond to any evaluation output area, programme outcome 1 corresponds with evaluation
outcome 1, and programme impact 1 corresponds with evaluation impact 1. Programme output area 6
corresponds to the innovation window which is not within the scope of this evaluation.
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OUTPUTS

STATEMENT

1. Improved knowledge
and understanding of
individuals by sharing
best practice of humani-
tarian preparedness and
response

! Preparedness systems in
 use in at least 7 countries : A Systems approach to
: and at least three gov-
ernment institutions, and :
capacity built in respon-
: sible institutions at com-
: munity and national level :
: and tested via simulation
in at least one country

: or where a response is

: required

2. Improved prepared-
ness systems for early

INDICATOR

: 1.1 # of DEPP human-
 itarian capacity building

: programmes, countries

: and strategies that utilise
: arange of implementa-

: tion methods to improve
‘the capacity of individ-

: uals at the international,
national and sub-national
levels

: tiple humanitarian disci-
plines who access quality
DEPP humanitarian ca-
pacity building activities
: of varying duration and
qualification on a range

: TARGET (MARCH 2018) :

12 humanitarian capacity
: building programmes

are revised, scaled up or
developed in 12 coun-
tries, using a mix of 6 :
 strategies including: short

¢ courses, long courses,
 training of trainers, men-
 toring/coaching, e-learn-
¢ ing and webinars

: © At least 4200 individuals
: 1.2 # of staff across mul-
: have accessed quality

: DEPP humanitarian ca-
: pacity building activities
¢ across 10 subjects to

: various levels of accred-
: itation (including short

(50% male, 50% female)

ASSUMPTIONS
Capacity building ac-

: tivities will include a
¢ diversity and inclusion
¢ approach.

Individual humanitarian

* workers can transmit
learning into action with-
in their organisations and
wider operating environ-
ments. :

Chosen approaches,

: methodologies, and in-
: novations are the correct :
ones to build capacity in
an increasingly complex  :
: humanitarian ecosystem. :

Short course = less than

: of subjects : Colurseﬁ, |Oﬂ8;jCTOUTFSGSv : one month
: e-learning and ToT) : Long course = more than :
: one month

i 2.1 # of countries with

: preparedness systems
for communities, agen-
cies and government
institutions developed or
strengthened, including

: early warning systems,
preparedness plans, col-
laborative surge rosters

action with communities :

at risk of disasters

2.2. Improved prepared-
ness systems for early

: action with communities
¢ atrisk of disasters

6 systematic commu-
nication approaches
(including early warning
bulletins and surveillance
reports) operational in

: at least 3 countries at

i multiple levels and tested :
: via simulation in at least
: one country or where a
response is required

: preparedness is suited to
: identified countries and  :
: populations, as well mul-
tiple forms of hazards.

* Once equipped with

a coordinated system
stakeholders are able to
 take early action.

: Results expected from
: the deployment of these :
: systems will have a pos-
: itive impact on incentiv-
¢ ising preparedness and

¢ early action.

: Note: The language used
: for this indicator has :
: been chosen on pur-
pose to clarify that the

! preparedness systems

¢ developed by the DEPP
: are not national pre-
paredness systems. The
: organisations that will

: use these preparedness
: systems will include local, :
: regional and national

: government bodies, IN-

GOs, national NGOs, and
other international actors
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¢ Partnerships between at
: least 200 national and

¢ international humani-
tarian actors (including

i national NGOs, interna-
¢ tional NGOs, academic
institutions, government
agencies, private sector

3. Increased number of
coalitions, partnerships
and networks which
working together, are
able to address human-
itarian needs in a wide
range of emergency sit-
uations

4. Improved institutional
arrangements and policy
environments so that
national systems for hu-
manitarian response and
preparedness are better
supported and more
suitable

3.1 Formal partnerships
: are established and main-
tained with a wide range
of national and interna-
tional actors (both within
: and outside the DEPP
consortium) that increase
: action and commitment
: to address humanitarian
needs in emergencies

: 3.2 Collaborative mech-
: anisms contribute to

: improved learning, effi-
ciency and coordination
: of DEPP stakeholders
 for emergency prepared-
! ness, programming and
 response

: 4.1 Number of strategies :
(including action plans, :
: guidelines and tools)
covering various the-
matic areas adopted by

: national and international :
actors in a range of coun- :
: tries to achieve more
appropriate humanitarian
response for crisis affect-
ed populations :

: 4.2 DEPP advocacy

: and institutional change
activities target core

i humanitarian themes
such as.age and dlSabI|ltY, Ll changes activities
: protection and communi- :

cating with communities :

companies, and Red

needs in emergencies

¢ collaboratively

Analysis of 140 collabo-
: ration stories and project :
: feedback indicate that

 collaboration has led to
improved learning, effi-
ciency and coordination

: 13 project-level strate-
: gies (including organisa-
tional action plans, guide- :

: lines/standards and tools) :
: Vulnerable groups and

: crisis affected popula-
 tions voices are consis-

S tently integrated into
influencing humanitarian
* preparedness.

around 7 thematic areas

: are implemented across
: 11 countries

: 8 core humanitarian :
: themes targeted through :
advocacy and institution-
: ganisations or the wider
humanitarian sector.

Models of collaboration
: being tested contribute
to improving effective-
ness in preparedness
work.

: Collaborative mecha-

: Cross/Crescent Societies) nisms created do not

: demonstrate increased
* action and commitment
. to address humanitarian

: reinforce systematic
disempowerment and
exclusion of crisis af-
fected populations, first
responders, local and

: national humanitarian

¢ At least 70% of these ac- leadership.

: tors commit to maintain-
: ing at least one of their
partnerships beyond the
end of the programme,

¢ in order to continue

: addressing humanitarian
: needs collaboratively.

Platforms, forums and
i communities of prac-
i fice actively reflecton
¢ strengths and weakness- :
¢ es of different approach- :
¢ es so that they remain

* relevant mechanisms for
the humanitarian sys-
tem. Aspects of existing
: and new mechanisms

: that don't work can be

¢ addressed, and there is
willingness to change.

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

: Initiatives and innovation :

are able to influence :
policy and practice of or-
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! At least 200 learning
resources that promote
the uptake of best prac-
tice and lessons learned
¢ from the DEPP are

¢ produced and shared,

¢ covering a broad range
of preparedness subject
: areas including human-

5. Strengthened evi-
dence base for what
works to help build hu-
manitarian capacity at
scale

5.1 Evidence across the

: DEPP is generated and
captured systematically

: and contributes to future
uptake of lessons learned
: to help build humanitari-
: an capacity at scale

: 5.2 DEPP MEL project
: promotes generation,

i sharing and use of evi-
: dence and learning

 itarian capacity build-

: ing, resilience building,
: preparedness systems,
: humanitarian surge, local-

* isation, collaboration, age identified countries and

and disability capacity

building and protection
* mainstreaming

Every DEPP project

i demonstrates at least

¢ one example of signif-
icant adaptive project

i management based on
: recommendations from

: on how to improve hu-

: DEPP MEL project pro-
: vides project support to

: all other 13 DEPP proj-
: ects, co-creates 13 re-
search pieces with DEPP
partners, manages the
: DEPP external evaluation
in its summative phase

* and delivers 20 learning

T events across 9 countries :

: Current problems and
gaps in the evidence on
¢ humanitarian capacity

: building /enhancement
: for preparedness can be
 identified and solutions
can be facilitated within
: the programme.

¢ There is willingness in

: the wider humanitarian  :
¢ sector to accept evidence :
: gathered to feed back

into a range of capaci- :
: ty-building/enhancement :
efforts and activities. :

It will be possible to

: reference learning and

: evaluations to measure
: DEPP learning resources the.degree of uptake by
: : projects and the wider
" manitarian programming. humanitarian sector.
New and existing DFID

: preparedness capacity

: building programmes

: design and/or implemen- :
 tation approaches are  :
¢ informed by the evidence :
: from DEPP. :

6. Human centered de-
sign approaches tested
and implemented across
four innovations labs,

al local actors to deliver
preparedness approach-
es which are communi-
ty-appropriate, leading
to more prepared and
engaged communities

: 6.1 Communities are

actively identified, en-

leveraging non-tradition- gaged and inv.olved ir? all
! stages of the innovations

process and outputs are

¢ assessed using commu-

: nity-based evaluation

i methods.

: Relevant / user commu-
: nities have evaluated

 lab activities for rele-
vance and usefulness.
! Independent community
: perception survey data
¢ gathered across four labs :
to complement contex-
tualised participatory

i methods for coherent

i comparisons and report- . .
. : involved in developing

ting.

: Community engagement :
: in the design process

: leads to generation of

. new ideas and develop-
ment of more appropri-
ate preparedness mech-
anisms.

: Communities are moti-
: vated to remain engaged :
: with the innovation pro-
: cess because of the value :
: they attribute to being

: more useful tools.
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6. cont.

1. Increased and

strengthened emergency :

preparedness capacity
in DEPP focus countries,
focusing on strengthen-
ing local humanitarian
capacity and champi-
oning localisation in a
manner consistent with
the Grand Bargain and
the World Humanitarian
Summit

: 6.2 DEPP Labs in the
four countries test, pilot
: and support innovations
¢ through an innovation
process, learning from

S which is curated and

: shared with the broader
: network.

: 1. Proportion of re-

: cipients of quality

: humanitarian capacity

: building activities that

. demonstrate improved
knowledge, attitudes or
behaviours in core hu-
manitarian areas

: At least 48 projects

: supported and tested

: across the four labs.

: Scaled innovations
evaluated and shared
across four countries.
Lessons learned about

¢ non-traditional sector

: engagement and con-
textualised approaches

: to community centered

: design in emergency pre-
: paredness shared across
: the broader network.
Final evaluation includes
external assessment of

: sustainability, quality and
effectiveness of commu-
nity led innovation pro-
cesses by relevant local
innovations actors.

: One assumption is that
training staff will result in
" increased organisational :
preparedness - we have
 tried to address this by

¢ including one indicator

S around staff knowl-

: edge (Indicator 1) and 1
: around NGO reports of
: capacity strengthen (Indi- :

: Out of sample taken : cator 4

: from 13 humanitari-
an capacity building
: programmes, 70% will
: demonstrate increased
knowledge, attitudes and :
behaviours

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

: Lab support mechanisms
“including training, fund-
¢ ing and multi-sectoral

partnerships are ade- :
quate to progress innova-
tions to a point of greater
: viability. :

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

: Coordination mecha-

: nisms and preparedness
systems are well integrat-
: ed into organisations and
staff receive adequate :
training.

: Strategies to accomplish
©institutional change are
: both diverse, flexible and
easy to integrate into

: existing programming, :
with appropriate support :
: and training provided. :
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1. cont.

1. DEPP reduces suffer-
ing and delivers better
humanitarian services,
through improved pre-
paredness, for people
around the globe af-
fected by disasters and
emergencies

: 2. DEPP coordination

i mechanisms and pre-

: paredness systems pro-
mote efficient response
: to emergencies, with

: clear policies and proce-
: dures and institutional
support

: 3. DEPP agencies, with
¢ a particular emphasis on
¢ local and national NGOs,
implement strategies
which result in improved
: programming for humani- :
tarian preparedness :

: 1. Reduction in the num-
: ber of lives lost, affected
* communities and eco-

: nomic losses due to im-
proved preparedness in
10 DEPP focus countries

EVALUATION OF THE DEPP - SUMMATIVE PHASE REPORT

: Feedback on 100% of
 pilot mechanisms and

¢ systems indicates that

: 70% of a sample of
stakeholders report in-
creased preparedness,
: and that the surrounding
policies and procedures
are adequate.

¢ Analysis from a DEPP
return on investment

¢ study demonstrates that
: DEPP systems promote :
efficient response to

: emergencies.

¢ All DEPP agencies

i demonstrate improved

¢ humanitarian program-

: ming (including policies,

¢ plans and learning)

L/NNGOs supported by
: DEPP report more in-

creased capacity to pre-

* pare for and respond to
disasters than sample of
L/NNGOs not supported
: by DEPP :

More direct funding to
local NGOs, as well as

: more funding into disas-
ter preparedness, will

S result in faster and more
 efficient response on the
¢ ground. :

i In 2017 the number of
: reported deaths, total

: people affected, and eco- :
nomic losses due to nat-
ural disasters in 10 DEPP :
countries is reduced from :
! the previous year

It is assumed that for
*indicator 1 that in line
¢ with WHS guidelines, all
¢ agencies will self-report
: annually against commit-
: ments. :

: Reductions in overall :
: numbers of lives lost and
: economic damages in the
: 10 DEPP focus countries
: are primarily due to hu-
: manitarian and govern- :
: ment initiatives, although !
: annual and seasonal fluc-
: tuations in the severity
¢ and number of disasters
: also play arole.



2. Humanitarian actors,

S including NGOs and gov-
ernments, invest more in
: emergency preparedness
: programming to ensure

: that response to crises

: are better anticipated

SUMMATIVE PHASE REPORT - INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

: The total amount of

: global official human-
itarian assistance re-

: ported as committed to
: disaster prevention and
: preparedness in 2017 is

Note: For impact indi-
cator 2 the dataison a
: global level - it was not
: possible to disaggregate
: by DEPP country. Also,
i the DAC codes forre-
porting funds committed
to disaster prevention

: and preparedness will

: change in the upcoming
: year, so that may affect
: data consistency across

and planned UsD 2500m

: milestones.

Note: The data for Indi-
: cator 1 is available disag- :
: gregated by country.

Table 1.2: DEPP programme-level logical framework (fully implemented by August 2017)

THE DEPP EXTERNAL EVALUATION
Purpose

The three-year external, independent evaluation included process and performance as well as
impact evaluations. The overall aims of the independent evaluation are:

1) to improve programme effectiveness and enhance learning

2) toassessthe extentto which the DEPP overall has provided an efficient and effective
approach to strengthening response capacity.

The research design for the evaluation was guided by a set of questions and methodological
approach as outlined in the Terms of Reference (ToR) (Annex 4). The evaluation used a mixed
methods design in order to capture a comprehensive picture of the DEPP’s effectiveness. The
evaluation was conducted in four phases (inception, formative, interim, and summative phases).
The detailed methodology can be found in Chapter 2.

The evaluation focuses at the programme level, and it is important to note that individual
evaluations of the 14 individual projects are not within the remit of this evaluation. The evaluation
serves to provide accountability and learning for programme, project and external stakeholders.
These stakeholders include DEPP project consortia members, DEPP beneficiaries, programme
and project-level staff, as well as external stakeholders from humanitarian NGOs, international
organisations, the UN, and governments.

The evaluation’s inception phase was completed in January 2016%¢. The inception phase report
reviewed the DEPP theory of change, and presented the refined evaluation methodology and
its limitations as well as the process for selecting countries for targeted intensive data collection
during the formative, interim, and summative phases of the evaluation. The evaluation’s formative
phase focused on relevance of programme outputs and the efficiency and effectiveness of
programme delivery. The formative phase report, completed in May 2017%, assessed the
programme design stage (2011 to early 2015), the programme implementation stage (October

36 Evaluation of the Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness (DEPP) Programme: Inception Phase Report,
Feb 18, 2016. Pham P, Sharma V, Scott, J, Gleason, K, Gibbons, N.

37 Sharma, V, Hémono R, Scott J, Gibbons N, Shah V, Gleason K, Yang N, Haviland M, Pham P. (2017) The
Disasters and Emergencies Preparedness Programme Evaluation: Formative Phase Report, May 3, 2017.
Harvard Humanitarian Initiative.
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2014 to March 2017), and presented baseline quantitative indicators related to knowledge,
attitudes, exposure to the DEPP, and emergency preparedness. The interim phase report was
completed in October 2017 and presented perceptions on programme implementation and
outputs (October 2014-October 2017), short-term outcome changes, as well as progress since
the formative phase evaluation report and adoption of formative phase recommendations. The
interimreportalsoidentified current gaps and emerging successes in programme implementation
and provided guidance to DEPP stakeholders about how to improve the potential effectiveness
of the DEPP and evidence to inform future similar programmes.

This summative phase report presents the cumulative findings from all phases of the external
evaluation from November 2015 to May 2018. The aim of the summative phase was to
assess intermediate outcomes and preliminary indicators of likelihood of impact. Findings are
organised in five main sections that correspond to the key evaluation questions: 1) Relevance
and Validity of Design; 2) Relevance and Effectiveness of the Interventions; 3) Effectiveness
of Management Arrangements (in relation to collaboration); 4) Efficiency and Value for Money
(VFM); 5) Sustainability of the Intervention and Likelihood of Impact of the Programme.

Evaluation Criteria and Questions

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

EVALUATION QUESTION 1: RELEVANCE AND VALIDITY OF DESIGN
1. To what extent are the objectives of the programme intervention consistent with
stakeholders’ requirements and the programme design logical and coherent?
ad. Has the programme targeted the right people in the right places?

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

C. In what ways was the programme design process participatory? Were
project beneficiaries adequately engaged before, during and after?

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

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

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

38 The DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance, OECD (1991), Glossary of Terms Used
in Evaluation, in ‘Methods and Procedures in Aid Evaluation’, OECD (1986), and the Glossary of Evaluation
and Results Based Management (RBM) Terms, OECD (2000).
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EVALUATION QUESTION 2: RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERVENTIONS

2. Inwhat ways have DEPP capacity building programmes strengthened emergency
preparedness and response capacity amongst participants?

a. What delivery mechanisms are working effectively and why?

b. To what extent is DEPP contributing to greater preparedness and response
among local organisations and communities?

i. Has local capacity to respond to disasters changed since the start of
DEPP? If yes, how has it changed? If not, why not?

ii. Has DEPP led to improved knowledge and understanding of best
practices relating to disaster and emergency preparedness and re-
sponse? If yes, in what ways?

EVALUATION QUESTION 3: EFFECTIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS

3. To what extent was the programme’s theory proven that capacity development is
more effective when undertaken as a multi-agency collaborative approach?

a. s the collaborative approach of multi-stakeholder platforms an effective
delivery mechanism?

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

C. What have been the main patterns of collaboration, and the benefits and
disadvantages of informal vs. formal collaboration?

d. What unique contribution did collaborative relationships and “multi-stake-
holder platforms” make towards deepening cross-programme learning?

EVALUATION QUESTION 4: EFFICIENCY AND VALUE FOR MONEY (VFM)

4. How economically have resources and inputs (funds, expertise and time) been con-
verted to results? To what extent does preparedness improve the efficiency of hu-
manitarian response?

ad. Have resources (funds, human resources, time, expertise, etc.) been allocat-
ed strategically to achieve the programme objectives?

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

C. Have the programme funds and activities been delivered in a timely man-
ner?
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EVALUATION QUESTION 5: SUSTAINABILITY OF THE INTERVENTION AND
LIKELIHOOD OF IMPACT OF THE PROGRAMME

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

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

b. Has the programme taken into consideration prioritised target groups
(people with disabilities, older people, women, children and youth)?
What contribution has the programme made in strengthening inclusion
of target groups and gender aspects at the level of national and local
institutions?

C. In what ways has DEPP influenced institutional and policy environ-
ments?

d. What is perceived to be the be the most significant change attributed to
the DEPP and why?

Evaluation Timeline

The external evaluation had four phases (See Table 1.3): an inception phase during which the
evaluation framework and methodology were designed; a formative phase to evaluate the
implementation of the DEPP by assessing the relevance of outputs and the efficiency and
effectiveness of programme delivery; an interim phase to assess short-term outcomes; and
a summative phase to assess intermediate outcomes and preliminary indicators of likelihood
of impact. A modified timeline was approved by the evaluation steering committee due to
delays in contracting local research partners, securing local approvals and challenges with data
collection due to areas of insecurity.

ACTUALEND
DATE*

Inception Finalise evaluation methodology 8 Months May 2016*

OBJECTIVE DURATION

: Assess relevance of programme outputs and
¢ efficiency and effectiveness of delivery

: Assess short-term outcomes delivered by the :
: Interim : programme and reflect on programme manage- : 6 Months |  October 2018
: : ment process : :

Assess intermediate outcomes and preliminary
¢ indicators of likelihood of impact

Table 1.3: External evaluation phases, objectives and timeline

* Revised end date
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EVALUATION DESIGN

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

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

EVALUATION DESIGN MEASURES

: DEPP Programme  :

: Main Evaluation : Objective / Element :

: . Secondary Evaluation Questions ) : Indicators
: Question : of Theory of

: Change

i« Has the programme targeted the right : :
: people in the right places? : : «Number of capacity development

: » To what extent does the programme : programmes developed and implemented  :

design (theory of change) support the

Problem Statement

*Number of national staff and counter-

To what : projects’ design (logical framework)? (Theory of Change): : parts trained

: extent are the o In what ways was the programme ¢ In the context of : eNumber of platforms established
: obiectives of . design process participatory? Were :rising need, insuffi- ' «Number of learning events held

: th(Je programme . project beneficiaries adequately : cient preparedness @ «Number of reports / case studies
: ¢ engaged before, during and after? ¢ systems and [few :

! intervention : Engag g 0 SY [few] : developed and shared

 consistent with
 stakeholders’
: requirements and :

i« To what extent was the programme
: design logical and coherent?
i« Were the objectives of the

people with the right
¢ knowledge, attitudes
and skills are

eIncreased advocacy to strengthen policy
* and practice
: «Number of projects with government

: : programme clear, realistic and likel : available to ensure

 the programme  : oo o ey : : : : involvement

: desien logical and :to be achieved within the established : effective delivery of * e«Number of hazard, risk, and early warn-
: gnlog time schedule and with the allocated : assistance, particu- ing systems developed/improved

: coherent?

: « Have prioritised target groups (people :

: resources (including human resources)?

with disabilities, older people) and

gender aspects been taken into consid-

eration in the programme design?

* larly at the national

level.

«Stakeholder perspectives on DEPP

: design process, objectives, resourcing and :

: prioritised groups

39 The DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance, OECD (1991), Glossary of Terms Used
in Evaluation, in ‘Methods and Procedures in Aid Evaluation’, OECD (1986), and the Glossary of Evaluation
and Results Based Management (RBM) Terms, OECD (2000).

40 For example, evaluation question two in the framework below is associated with indicators on knowledge
(improved knowledge on core humanitarian competencies, disaster preparedness, humanitarian response,
on ageing, disability and VAWG,). These are presented in Chapter 4, the chapter corresponding to this
evaluation question (see Figure 4.6).
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» What delivery mechanisms are

working effectively and why?
» To what extent is DEPP contributing

! to greater preparedness and response

: Objective 1: To

Stakeholder perspectives on effective
delivery mechanisms

Improved knowledge and skills of
national staff and counterparts in best
practices for humanitarian preparedness
and response
¢ eImproved knowledge on core humanitar- :
ian competencies, disaster preparedness, :
humanitarian response

eImproved knowledge on ageing, disabili-
i ty and VAWG

Improved emergency preparedness
among organisations and communities
eImproved perceived level of prepared-
ness of humanitarian staff to respond to
a disaster

* Improved perceived level of prepared-
ness of organisations to respond to a
disaster

¢ In what ways : L I : eImproved perceived level of prepared-

: : among local organisations and commu-  : improve knowledge : :
: have DEPP o : . * ness of community to respond to disaster
 capacity building | nities? : and understanding  : :
: ity building : : le i

: rop rar:mes g : » Has local capacity to respond to : of people in the : Imp'roved community access to early
:treg|1 thened  disasters changed since the start of : system regarding Warnmg alerts o

: g : DEPP? If yes, how has it changed? If * best practice for ; «improved actual level of organisational

: response : : o . preparedness to respond to disasters

: ) : not, why not? : humanitarian :

: capacity amongst : : : (Organisational preparedness score)

: participants?

.« Has DEPP led to improved knowledge
: and understanding of best practices

relating to disaster and emergency

. preparedness and response? If yes, in

what ways?

: preparedness and
: response.

: » Improved actual level of community
preparedness to respond to disasters
(Vulnerability index / Community
preparedness score)

# and types of disasters organisations
. responded to in the previous 12 months,
: and types of response activities

Improved delivery of humanitarian assis-
tance during a humanitarian response
eImproved perceptions of humanitarian
: staff on their own performance during a
previous response

eImproved perceptions of humanitarian
staff on their own ability to respond to a
disaster in the future

eImproved perceptions on organisations’
performance during a previous response
eImproved perceptions on organisations’
ability to respond to a disaster in the
future

! elmproved satisfaction of community
members with previous response to a
disaster

eIncreased speed of response
eIncreased collaboration during response
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: Increased number of networks and

: To what
extent was the

: development is
: more effective

. collaborative
. approach
. proven?

: How, econom-
: ically, have

: time etc.) been

: converted to

: results? To what
: extent does
preparedness

: improve the
efficiency of
humanitarian
response?

o |s the ‘collaborative’ approach of

delivery mechanism?

« Focusing on coalitions, partnerships
: : and connectedness - what can be

: programme’s the- : |
: . said about the effects of strengthened
: ory that capacity :
: : networks?

: « What have been the main patterns

: of collaboration, and the benefits and
- when undertaken :

* What unique contribution did
collaborative relationships and
‘multi-stakeholder platforms’ make
toward deepening cross-programme
learning?

: . .« Have resources (funds, human
: resources/ inputs : . .
: A : resources, time, expertise, etc.) been
: (funds, expertise, : ) )
: : allocated strategically to achieve the

: programme objectives?

: « Have resources been used efficiently?

In general, do the results achieved

: be attained with fewer resources?
.« Have programme funds and activities
: been delivered in a timely manner?

multi-stakeholder platforms an effective

Objective 2: To

: increase the number

: of coalitions and
: partnerships

: . . disadvantages of informal versus formal :
: as a multi-agency .
: collaboration?

. developed.

: All DEPP Objec-
tives.

: justify the costs? Could the same results

: coalitions formed

eIncreased network size

: eIncreased links per node

eIncreased network density

«Number of second degree, third degree
connections

Increased collaboration and strength of
: connections :
eIncreased number of collaboration areas
: elncreased frequency of collaboration
eIncreased strength of connections
«Stakeholder perceptions on collaboration
«Types of benefits / disadvantages of
informal and formal collaboration

: Emerging evidence base for what works
in building humanitarian capacity

: eNumber and types of learning docu-
ments generated and shared :
#Sharing and use of evidence and lessons
across DEPP projects and externally :

: 4 'E’ Framework

eEconomy

i eEffectiveness

«Efficiency

sEquity

ePercent of budget allocation to pro- :
: gramme management costs, M&E, NPACs :
i «Timeliness of delivery of funds and :
: activities

«Cost per activity and results areas
«Stakeholder perspectives on VFM,
delivery of funds
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* Improved national preparedness systems :
. oStakeholder perceptions on strength-
. ened national preparedness systems

¢ Inclusion of vulnerable groups

Objective 3: To «Percentage of organisations with
: L improve institutional inclusion policies :
i What contribution has the pro- fond policy environ-  ePerceived inclusion during organisational }
gramme made in strengthening national ments for building preparedness activities
preparedness systems? S humanitarian : sPerceived inclusion during organisational :
» Has the programme taken into capacity. response activities
: : consideration prioritised target groups ¢ ePerceived inclusion in community
: To what extent (people with disabilities, older people,  : preparedness plans

: . : ) : Objective 4: To
: and in what ways : women, children and youth)? What L
* improve prepared-

: have the benefits : contribution has the programme made e : Improved institutional environment/

: : * ness systems for :

: of the pro- ¢ in strengthening inclusion of target : Y . ) : arrangements

: : : communities at risk  * p ived individual infl ith

: gramme become : groups and gender aspects at the level = : ¢ disast : *Perceived individual influence wit

: : . of disaster. : .

: embedded? : of national and local institutions? : : organisation

: : o In what ways has DEPP influenced : . ePerceived influence of organisations on
T . . . Objective 5: [ ) ;
¢ institutional and policy environments? : institutional and policy environment
: e What is perceived to be the most : strengthened : ePerceived influence of organisation on
: . evidence base for  : ..
: significant change attributed to DEPP, : h K hel : national preparedness systems
: and why? : whatworks to help 1 eInclusiveness of organisational policy

: build humanitarian towards L/NNGOs

*Change in organisational policy on
¢ working with L/NNGOs

* capacity at scale.

Most significant change :
: oStakeholder perspectives on most signif- :
¢ icant change attributed to the DEPP

Table 2.1: Evaluation framework containing key evaluation questions, corresponding DEPP programme
objective and indicators

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

1) An intensive set of evaluation activities with on-site quantitative and qualitative data
collection in a subset of DEPP focus countries (Kenya, Ethiopia, Myanmar and the
Philippines)

2) A minimum set of evaluation activities including a desk review and remote quantitative
and qualitiatve data collection. Qualitative data were collected across all ten DEPP
countries, and quantitative data were collected in five non-intensive set countries
(South Sudan, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Jordan, and DRC). There were no DEPP activities
in Mozambique at the time of data collection, therefore data were not collected as part
of the minimum set.

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

Data were collected at two time points that were roughly 12 months apart- time point 1 (T1)
during the formative phase of the evaluation, and time point 2 (T2) in the interim phase, in
order to assess changes over time. A true baseline was not possible given that the evaluation
team was selected and contracted after the start of the DEPP projects. As such, data collection
in T1, which serves as the first data point in the evaluation and a comparison for T2 data
collection, took place after DEPP activities had already begun for most projects. The potential
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effects of this lack of a true baseline assessment are described in greater detail in the limitations
section. Data from relevant comparison groups were collected where possible. B

COUNTRY SELECTION FOR INTENSIVE SET EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Of the ten DEPP countries, the external evaluation team initially aimed to select three countries
for targeted data collection as part of the intensive set evaluation activities. During the country
selection process, a number of key criteria were identified and applied. These included the
selection criteria as defined in Table 2.2. To ensure diversity of geographic regions, types of
humanitarian crises, inclusion of both CDAC and START Network projects and a range of types
of targeted beneficiaries including community-level direct beneficiaries, the evaluation team
opted to expand the number of countries selected from three to five. Additional criteria that
factored into the decision-making process included ensuring the inclusion of several countries
with a high likelihood of an upcoming disaster or emergency to permit potential assessment of
outcomes related to real emergency situations. In addition, the team sought to include countries
with varying numbers of DEPP projects and different project combinations to permit study of
whether these factors influenced network formation and outcome changes.

COUNTRY SELECTION :

CRITERIA
: Geographic Region

Type of Humanitarian
: Crisis

* Inclusion of CDAC and

: START Network Projects :

DEPP Funds Allocated to
: Country

: Level of Direct Benefi-
: ciaries (Household,

: Community, Organi-

: sation, etc.)

: Likelihood of Upcoming
: Disaster or Emergency

CONSIDERATION

Ensured adequate regional representation of DEPP projects.

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

DEPP funds allocated to each country were estimated based on available
: project budgets. Countries with less than and greater than the average
1 (10%) allocation were included.

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

While this was difficult to predict, the evaluation team considered countries :
: that had a high likelihood of a disaster or emergency occurring during the  :

DEPP timeline as this would allow for assessment of outcomes during a
: disaster or emergency situation.

Accounted for unique contextual factors such as social, economic, political
: factors to ensure that selected countries represented a diverse range of
: contexts.

Number of DEPP : Assessed number of DEPP projects and the specific combination of projects
: Projects and Project :in each country. The final cohort of selected countries included countries
: Combination in Country : with different numbers of DEPP projects and different project combinations. :

Table 2.2: Criteria for selecting countries for intensive-set evaluation activities

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

: THE
: PHILIPPINES

ETHIOPIA | KENYA : MYANMAR
Public Health Emergency Preparedness in : :

Gambella

Improved Early Warning - Early Actions to
Strengthen Disaster Preparedness in Ethiopia

Strengthening Emergency Preparedness
Systems in Myanmar

Linking Preparedness Response and Resil-
ience

Total Number of Projects (at end of DEPP)

Geographic Region Africa Africa Asia Asia

P .................. ................. .................. CDACand .....
Projects START START START START
Direct Community-level Beneficiaries Yes Yes Yes No
DEPP Funds .Allocated' to Country (Estimated 10% 0% <10% 10%
based on available project budgets)

Number of DEPP Projects at time of country 5 7 3 5
selection®

Table 2.3: Country selection matrix for the intensive set of evaluation activities

*There were some changes in the implementation countries over the course of the DEPP

CONTEXTS OF INTENSIVE SET EVALUATION COUNTRIES

As intended, the final four intensive set countries are diverse and have very different disaster
profiles and contexts as detailed in the boxes below (pages 51 and 52). These contexts
influenced the implementation of the projects and, to some degree, what could be achieved in
each setting. Therefore, analysis of the country-level findings takes into account the country-
specific contexts.
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THE PHILIPPINES

The Philippines is at great risk for natural
disasters® due to its wide-ranging terrain,
vast coastline, and position on the “Ring of
Fire,” an arc of active volcanoes in the Pacific
Ocean basin that make this one of the most
active and unpredictable geographical areas
in Southeast Asia.**** Typhoons, earth-
quakes, floods, volcanic eruptions, landslides,
and fires, are examples of common natural
disasters, with roughly 6-7 tropical cyclones
causing significant damage annually, out of
an average of 22 occurrences.*4* Man-made
threats include climate change, an overuse
of coastal, marine, and forest resource,
and forced displacement due to occasional
conflicts in Mindanao.*64748

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

()  MYANMAR

The humanitarian situation in Myanmar is
both complex and large, with an estimated
863,000 people requiring humanitarian
assistance in 2018.°2 There is a large range
of threats and challenges within the
country, including natural disasters, food
insecurity, armed conflict, inter-communal
tensions, statelessness, displacement,
and trafficking.>® Natural disasters that
affect Myanmar include floods, cyclones,
earthquakes, droughts, fires, and landslides
in the mountainous regions.>**>> Other
humanitarian challenges include internal
displacement, with roughly 241,000
displaced (77% women and children) and
living in camp or camp-like situations in
Kachin, Kayin, Shan, and Rakhine states.>®
In 2012, 120,000 were displaced following
inter-communal violence, and in 2016,
tens of thousands were displaced due to
border post attacks in northern part of
the Rakhine State.’” Occasional conflicts
also occur in the Kachin and Shan states,
which displaced nearly 100,000 people.>®
More recently, from August to November
2017, more than 600,000 refugees of the
Rohingya ethnic minority left Myanmar to
resettle in Bangladesh.

Currently, various IN