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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Twenty-Nine Indonesian delegates, from 4 District Emergency Management Offices and
other district government departments, associated University staff and National Government
representatives, took part in a 14-day Study Visit to New Zealand from 3—-15 April 2016. The
visit was part of the Strengthened Indonesian Resilience: Reducing Risk from Disasters
(StIRRRD) programme supported by New Zealand AID and implemented by GNS Science
and the Universitas of Gadjah Mada (UGM). The Objectives of this Comparative Study Visit
were:

1. Introduce and expose delegates to New Zealand's risk reduction, disaster
preparedness and management practices, and

2. Further develop and revise the district Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) plans developed
in workshops held in the districts, learning from and interacting with other districts.

3. Facilitate peer support and peer learning amongst districts and universities.

The programme included workshops and field visits in Auckland and Wellington. The
workshop sessions were a mixture of presentations and discussion, including the District
representatives presenting draft DRR Action Plans developed in workshops held in Indonesia
prior to the Study Visit, and sessions to further review and modify these Action Plans.

A 4-day field trip to Hawkes Bay and Gisborne gave the participants an opportunity to see a
variety of hazards in the region, and hear from local government staff the actions to reduce
risk from these various perils. A visit to Muriwai Marae (Ngai Tamanuhiri) in Gisborne gave
an opportunity to gain some Maori culture perspectives to hazards and Disaster Risk
Reduction.

A two-day extension training in Wellington provided more technical learning for the university
delegates. This training comprised a mixture of workshop presentations, discussion, a tour of
GeoNet and an interactive RiskScape workshop. Examples of science and research activities
that are influencing policy and planning, along with examples of multi-stakeholder, multi-
funded collaborative research were given. A session was held at the Joint Centre for Disaster
Research (JCDR) Massey, Wellington Campus, where University of Gadjah Mada staff
presented on topics related to Indonesia.

A number of social and cultural events were included, such as a dinner at Auckland
University of Technology, a reception and seminar hosted by NIWA, Wellington, and a
reception at the Indonesian Embassy in Wellington. While in New Zealand UGM staff gave
presentations at GNS Science Avalon, NIWA, and at the JCDR in Wellington.

The Study Visit was a success, as indicated in participant feedback, and in general the
second visit was better organised than the first. Holding the event in April was a significant
improvement from the first visit as there was more daylight and milder weather. The marae
visit and interaction with Ngai Tamanubhiri was a highlight for many of the delegates. Catering
still seems to be an issue as many Indonesian find New Zealand food not to their liking.
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General Outcomes from the Study Visit included:

The participants learnt about the involvement of the local/traditional community in DRR
and how the government and the traditional community cooperate in managing
disasters.

The districts learnt from each other and through shared experiences. This is important
to build the chemistry and relationship between the local government, the local House
of Representatives and the university, as well as between regions.

Each district gained in promoting DRR programmes by having a parliamentarian on the
tour to engender support from the House of Representatives and other institutions.

Central government was able to observe more closely the actual needs and problems
of each region so that it can propose programmes in the regional action plans into the
national programmes planned by the ministries.

Specific Outcomes from the Study Visit include:

A commitment by the Director of Readiness for the National Emergency Management
Agency (BNPB) to align the StIRRRD activities with the Risk index and demonstrate
how the programme has reduced these districts risks.

Commitment from head of Parliament, Seluma, to increase DRR budget.
Ensuring Action Plans include building a map inventory in each district.

The formation of relationships between Iwi and Indonesia and a commitment to
participate in an exchange between Iwi and ethnic population in the Agam District
provided funding application is successful.

The formation of other project ideas such as

- “It's my sisters’ fault” to use the multi-stakeholder funded “It's Our Fault”
Research Project in Wellington and transfer the concept to Central Sulawesi
(Palu and Morowali).

- Tsunami “Blue Line” concepts extended to Seluma and Agam coasts.
- Engagement with Mining activities in Morowali and Sumbawa.
- Risk modelling partnerships strengthened.

- Concentrating on resilient small islands particularly for Morowali and extending it
to Pesisir Selatan.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The 14-day New Zealand Comparative Study Visit 2 was held from the 3-15 April 2016 as
part of the StIRRRD (Strengthened Indonesian Resilience: Reducing Risk from Disasters)
programme. StIRRRD is funded by New Zealand Aid Programme with the Universitas
Gadjah Mada (UGM) and GNS Science partnering to implement the programme. The 5-year
activity supports the Indonesian Government to reduce the impacts of natural disasters
through increasing the disaster risk reduction (DRR) capability of local government and local
universities. The Activity assists selected districts and their universities to understand their
DRR issues and priorities, helps develop their capability to understand and capacity to
manage these issues, and then to develop an action plan and implementation programme. A
key part of this involves cementing relationships between local government and local
universities who will develop teaching and research programmes in aspects of disaster risk
management to support their local communities. The districts involved in the Activity will also
provide peer support to each other on the learning journey (see StIRRRD.orq).

Such a visit exposes the Indonesian delegates (Appendix 1) to a range of New Zealand risk
reduction practices and also includes preparedness and disaster management aspects (e.g.
a visit to an emergency operations centre). Draft Action Plans that were developed during
preceding workshops will be revised, and participants asked to present their Plan back to the
wider audience. The study visit enables input into each district's Plan from other district
representatives and this peer support and peer learning aspect is a key feature of the entire
Activity. It also enables the New Zealand participants to hear what is being implemented in
Indonesia.

1.1 Training Objectives

The Objectives of the Comparative Study Visit are:

1. Introduce and expose delegates to New Zealand's risk reduction, disaster
preparedness and management practices, and

2. Further develop and revise the district DRR plan developed in workshops held in the
districts, learning from and interacting with other districts.

3. Facilitating peer support and peer learning amongst districts and universities

1.2 Pilot and Visit #1 Lessons

A Pilot programme was completed in 2012. The participants of the Pilot New Zealand Study
tour expressed a high degree of satisfaction with the training including logistics. However, the
following learnings were identified:

o The training was intense to ensure enough topics were covered in the time available.
More free time could have been built into the programme to break the programme up,
or accept a less intense programme with fewer topics.

o A few presenters covered topics in too much detail - ‘less is more’ in most
circumstances.

o Translation should be built into future workshops.
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o Some participants (BPBD) were interested in learning more about emergency
management structures and how these processes worked in New Zealand. The focus
of the training was on risk reduction and there wasn’'t enough time to cover response
planning topics or emergency management in detail. Consideration could be made to
provide this type of training (at another time) to complement the DRR focussed training.

o The benefit of on-going relationships developed during these visits was highlighted
from the pilot study.

The first New Zealand Comparative Study Visit, as part of the main StIRRRD programme,
was held in June (winter) 2015 which meant short daylight hours, potentially inclement
weather for the field trips and very cold temperatures for the Indonesians. Having this second
Study Visit in early April 2016, meant longer daylight hours and in general mild and settled
weather.

The first study visit met or exceeded expectations and the visit was helpful or very helpful in
the delegates work and resulted in changes to the DRR Action Plans. Some participants
considered that there could be more time for discussions and questions, more rest time and
there were specific suggestions made regarding improving the catering.

Feedback from the Pilot and the First Comparative visits were considered in logistics and
adjustments to the programme made accordingly. However, some government delegates
were not granted by their organisations the full 10 days to attend the Local Government
component and had to return to Indonesia early.

1.3 Broad Outline of Programme

The Study Visit programme included presentations, discussion sessions and field trips,
targeted at specific learning objectives identified during the preceding Action Plan
workshops. Presenters were a mix of GNS staff, from local and central government, other
crown research institutes, universities and the private sector. The workshops are designed to
be interactive, with a mix of presentations, group discussion and problem solving. Most of the
workshops had common content for all participants but with breakout sessions catering
specifically for the diverse backgrounds of participants: government staff; politicians; and
university. Organised functions and social events enabled interaction, development of
relationships and the formation of peer groups. An overview of the visit is given in Appendix
2.

The programme for this visit included workshops in Auckland and Wellington (Appendix 3) as
well as associated field visits (Appendix 5 and Appendix 6). A field trip to the Hawkes Bay
and Gisborne (Appendix 7), intermixed with presentations from local government staff, gave
the participants an opportunity to experience seismic and other hazards on a tectonic margin,
and also gain some Maori culture perspective, with a visit to Muriwai Marae (Ngai
Tamanuhiri). The two-day extension training provided more technical learning for the
university delegates (Appendix 4).

1.4 Delegation

Delegates for the second visit of the New Zealand Comparative Study Program were invited
from four districts and associated Universities, the central government, and UGM (see Table
1 and Appendix 1). The districts involved in this second New Zealand visit were Agam
District, Seluma District, Morowali District, and Sumbawa District (Figure 1).
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District representatives included various local government agencies (BPBD/the Regional
Disaster Management Agency, Bappedal/the Provincial Development Planning Agency,
Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA), as well as parliamentarians from Seluma, Morowali and
Sumbawa.

s
SUMBAWA

StIRRRD Districts, NZ Comparative Study Visit, April 2016

Figure 1 Location of StIRRRD districts involved in New Zealand Comparative Study Visit 2.

Selection of delegates from each institution was well considered. Prioritised delegates were
those who had strategic positions in DRR activities in their respective regions and were
actively involved in previous StIRRRD workshops (Introductory and Action Plan Workshop,
DRR Seminar, Base-Isolation Training, RiskScape Training). Delegates from the local
governments included Head of District BPBDs, Planning Department (Bappeda), Spatial
Planning, and Head of Parliament. Unfortunately, the Head of Agam Parliament (DPRD) was
not able to come.

Delegates from the associated local universities included staff from the Faculty of
Engineering, University of Tadulako (UNTAD), Staff from the Disaster Study Centres at
University of Bengkulu UNIB and Andalas University (UNAND), and from the engineering
Faculty Mataram University (UNRAM).

The Delegates from central government included the Director of Preparedness BNPB
(National Disaster Management Agency), the Head of the Disaster Management Section,
Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHa) and the Head of Data and Information Management,
Ministry of Rural, Development of Disadvantaged Regions, and Transmigration
(Kemendesa).

The UGM delegation during this visit included the Project Director of StIRRRD, Project
Adviser, province leaders and programme manager.

GNS Science International Consultancy Report 2016/35 3
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Table 1 List of Participants, New Zealand Comparative Study Visit 2, April 2016.
No | Name Position Institution
Government
1 Medi Herlianto Director of Preparedness BNPB
2 Aryo Wicaksono Head of Data & Information Sub KEMENDESA
Division Kemendesa
3 Yoga Wiratama Head of Disaster Management Section MOHA
4 Bambang Warsito Saroji Head of BPBD BPBD, Agam District
5 Yunelimeta Asman Djannas Head of Prevention and Preparedness BPBD, Agam District
Division
6 Azwardi Binap Pangkuak Head of BPBD BPBD, Seluma District
7 Husni Thamrin Head of Parliament Parliament, Seluma District
8 Julian Zuherwan Dain Head of BAPPEDA BAPPEDA, Seluma District
9 Yosar Kardiat Head of BPBD Morowali BPBD, Morowali District
10 | I Wayan Sugita Head of Spatial planning Spatial Planning Agency of
Morowali
11 | Ambo Dalle Side Abbas Head of Parliament Parliament Morowali District
12 | Mukmin Head of BPBD BPBD, Sumbawa District
13 | Lalu Budi Suryata Head of Parliament Parliament Sumbawa District
14 | Didi Sumardi Hamdan Head of Parliament Parliament Mataram City
University
1 Tesri Maideliza Lecturer, Faculty of Biology Universitas Andalas
2 Ade Sri Wahyuni Lecturer, Faculty of Engineering Universitas Bengkulu
3 | Ketut Sulendra Lecturer, Faculty of Engineering Universitas Tadulako
4 Ida Sri Oktaviana Lecturer, Faculty of Engineering Universitas Tadulako
5 Eko Pradjoko Lecturer, Faculty of Engineering Universitas Mataram
6 Yudhy Harini Bertham Center for Natural Disaster Universitas Bengkulu
7 Teuku Faisal Fathani UGM
8 Iman Satyarno UGM
9 Wahyu Wilopo UGM
10 | Esti Anantasari UGM
11 | Fransisca Ediningtyas UGM
Mahanani
12 | Arry Retnowati UGM
13 | Agung Setianto UGM
14 | Gumbert Maylda Pratama UGM
Translator
1 Zamira Eliana Tatapamang Translator
4 GNS Science International Consultancy Report 2016/35
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2.0 PROGRAMME CONTENT
2.1 Local Government Training Component

2.1.1 Emphasis and Structure

The Local Government component of the Study Visit comprised a mixture of workshop
presentations, discussion sessions, field trips, cultural and Action Plan sessions. A detailed
programme is given in Appendix 3. Simultaneous translation was provided in the workshop
sessions, and consecutive translation during field trip visits. Presentations were translated
into Bahasa Indonesia before the visit and hard copies provided to the delegates along with a
workbook containing the programme, logistics, speaker bios and relevant New Zealand
cultural material.

The Local Government Training is designed to expose the Indonesian delegates to a range
of New Zealand risk reduction practices, policies, guidelines and tools, but also includes
preparedness and disaster management aspects (e.g. a visit to an emergency operations
centre). Examples of science and research activities that are influencing policy and planning,
along with examples of multi-stakeholder, multi-funded collaborative research are included,
as are sessions to present, discuss and develop draft Action Plans that were developed
during preceding workshops held in Indonesia.

Figure 2 Interactive discussion session.

The programme started in Auckland where learning objectives were developed and the
National, District and University representatives given an opportunity to present on their
particular DRR issues and actions. New Zealand, and its emergency management structure,
was introduced. A field trip to Mt Eden and the Auckland Museum was followed by a session
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with Auckland University of Technology (AUT), and University of Auckland (UoA), and then
dinner.

Presentations the next day focussed on risk reduction legislative tools in New Zealand, land
use planning, hazards management in Auckland and a session focussing on volcanic
hazards management. Delegates learnt that a suite of complementary reduction options are
required to implement a comprehensive DRR approach. There was particular interest in how
New Zealand local authorities can regulate development through a range of land use
planning options. This session was followed by a visit to the Auckland Civil Defence and
Emergency Management (CDEM) Coordination Centre. CDEM staff introduced delegates to
New Zealand emergency management practices and presented on tsunami reduction
activities being implemented in Orewa. Following this session, the group was transferred to
Wellington.

The delegates then moved to Wellington for a local government perspective of DRR, field
visits, Action Plan revision sessions, receptions and culture experiences. The final
component involved a field trip to Hawkes Bay and Gisborne, and included presentations
from local government staff involved in DRR initiatives and a cultural exchange with Maori in
Gisborne, before the local government delegates left for Indonesia

2.1.2  Fieldtrips

The programme included two half-day field trips in Auckland and Wellington, and longer field
trips/seminars in Hawkes Bay and Gisborne. The field trip guides are given in Appendices 5,
6 and 7. Several experts from different organisations and within GNS Science participated in
the field trips to provide the benefit of their expertise and experience.

The field trips provided an opportunity for the participants to see some New Zealand hazards
and impacts, as well as DRR initiatives, interact with different experts, further build
relationships and gain cultural experiences.

Auckland fieldtrip (4 April 2016)

The first half-day field trip in Auckland (Appendix 5) started with a visit to Mt Eden summit to
view the physiography and hazardscape of the city. An overview of the Auckland Volcanic
Field was provided with some discussion on DRR options for future eruptions. Of note was
discussion relating to the city’s tsunami risk and similarities with many parts of Indonesia.
This was followed by a visit to the Maori and Volcano displays at Auckland Museum where
delegates were introduced to Maori culture and how Maori perceived hazards prior to
European colonisation. The field trip ended at Auckland University of Technology where
there were presentations on Indonesian DRR work at AUT and the University of Auckland,
followed by dinner.
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(b)

Figure 3 Photos from the Auckland field trip. (a) Mt Eden and (b) Auckland Museum
Wellington fieldtrip (8 April 2016)

The second half-day field trip in Wellington (Appendix 6) included a visit to the base isolation
beneath the Wellington Hospital, an overview of the physical setting of Wellington,
illustrations of community response to tsunami and coastal erosion in Island Bay.

Ul

Figure 4 Damage to Island Bay sea wall and the community response being explained by Nicci Wood
(WCC) and Kate Crowley (NIWA).
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(@) (b)

Figure 5 (@) Dan Neely (WREMO) explains the Tsunami Notice Board at Island Bay and (b) the Tsunami
Safe Evacuation Zone (Blue Line) painted on Ribble St, Island Bay.

Figure 6 The delegates in the base-isolated Wellington Regional Hospital

Hawkes Bay/Gisborne fieldtrip (10-13 April 2016)

The four-day field trip to Napier and Gisborne began with a morning flight to Napier, followed
by visits to Ahuriri Lagoon which was uplifted by the 1931 Napier earthquake (tectonic
setting), Bluff Hill (landslide hazard), Te Awa subdivision (liquefaction), and a visit to Napier
Museum to view a display on the 1931 earthquake. The next morning presentations were
given on the East Coast Lab and Hawke's Bay Hazard Portal (websites for natural hazard
information), and the Hawke’s Bay Coastal Hazard Strategy. A short field visit was made to
Haumoana to discuss issues associated with coastal erosion and impacts on houses (Figure
7). Lunch was at Te Mata Peak where participants had views over Hawke's Bay. In the
afternoon further presentations were given on CDEM Group Planning and Risk Management,
Tsunami Community Response Plans and Emergency Management. Dinner was held at a
local Indonesian restaurant.
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Figure 7 Delegates listen to Mike Adye (HBRC) explain how HBRC is dealing with the coastal erosion at
Haumoana Beach.

The next day delegates were driven to Gisborne by bus, stopping on the way at Lake Tutira
to hear about the 7000-year natural hazard record that has been identified in the lake
sediments. The afternoon was spent at Muriwai Marae on the Gisborne Plains, where the
Tour Party was hosted by Ngai Tamanuhiri (see 2.1.3). In the evening a presentation was
made at the hotel on the Joint Management Agreement between Ngati Porou (local iwi) and
Gisborne District Council for co-management of land and water resources.

{

N

Figure 8 Group photo outside the Wharenui at Muriwai Marae of Ngai Tamanuhiri.
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Figure 9 Prof Iman Satyarno (with guitar) leading the Indonesian waiata at Muriwai Marae.

The fourth day consisted of a field trip around the Waipaoa Catchment to see natural
hazards and their management. These included coastal erosion, flooding and river
aggradation, landslide and gully erosion. The emphasis of the day was on the effects of land
use and land management, and especially the impact of tree planting, on hazards and risks.

Figure 10 Delegates listening to Mike Marden (Landcare Research) explain how forestry has helped to reduce
gully erosion in the Mangatu forest, at the head of the Waipaoa catchment.

Our sincere thanks to the following who contributed to the success of the field trips: Kate
Crowley (NIWA), Richard Sharpe (Beca), Dan Neely (WREMO), Nicci Woods (WCC) Mike
Page, Brenda Rosser, Phaedra Upton, Diane Bradshaw (GNS Science), Jon Kingsford,
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Marcus Hayes Jones (Napier CC), Lisa Pearse, Mike Adye, Jae Sutherland (HBRC), lan
MacDonald (HB CDEM Group Controller), Louise Bennett, David Wilson, Kerry Hudson
(GDC), Mike Marden (Landcare Research), Dave Peacock (Consultant), Joe McLeod (Te
Piringa O Te Awakairangi), Pia Pohatu (Ngati Porou), Jody Toroa (Ngai Tamanuhiri), Gus
Spence (Wi Pere Trust), Adam Taylor-Eruera (Auckland Museum), Auckland Council, Keith
Suddes (Auckland CDEM), Emma Hunt (Auckland CDEM).

2.1.3 Cultural and Social Activities

NIWA (Wellington) hosted a reception which included several invited guests from the
Geoscience and Geotechnical societies and the Natural Hazards Cluster on the evening of 6
April. An outline of the StIRRRD programme and achievements to date was given, along with
a guest lecture by Project Director, Dr Faisal Fathani from UGM on Landslide Early Warning
Systems and ISO Accreditation.

A reception was held at the Indonesian Embassy, Wellington on the evening of Thursday 7
April (see section 4 and Appendix 12).

As part of the Hawke’s Bay/Gisborne field trip, the Study Tour party was hosted by local
Gisborne iwi Ngai Tamanuhiri on their marae at Muriwai on 12 April. This provided an
opportunity to gain some Maori culture perspectives on natural hazards and Disaster Risk
Reduction. The visit commenced with a Powhiri, followed by a visit to the Wharenui, and
presentations by iwi, Indonesian delegates, and GNS Science on natural hazards and the
StIRRRD programme. The tour party was then taken on a “walkabout” to see local impacts of
natural hazards, followed by dinner and Ngai Tamanuhiri and Indonesian singing (Figure 9).

Later that night at the hotel Pia Pohatu from Ngati Porou (the iwi north of Gisborne) and
David Wilson from GDC gave a joint presentation on the recently signed Joint Management
Agreement between the iwi and the Council to co-manage land and water resources in the
Waiapu Catchment. This agreement is a New Zealand first which will see iwi given equal
rights and responsibility in resource management. This visit gave UGM and BNPB staff an
opportunity to meet with iwi members of the proposed Vision Matauranga project that will
visit Indonesia to exchange indigenous knowledge and experiences of natural hazards.
Discussions were held on a proposed itinerary to visit Agam Regency/District.

2.2 Extension Training Component

An extension workshop was held for the university participants of the study visit on Thursday
14 and Friday 15 April, and was more technically focussed than the Local Government
workshop. The extension workshop programme is given in Appendix 4. As most of the
participants had excellent English, there was no simultaneous translation of the workshop.
However consecutive translation was provided as required. As with the local government
session the delegates were provided a workbook and the presentations translated into
Bahasa Indonesia. The presentations were nominally 20 minutes with 10 minutes allowed for
questions and discussion

The extension training comprised a mixture of workshop presentations, discussion sessions,
a tour of GeoNet and an interactive RiskScape workshop. In addition, a session on Risk
Language was held at the Joint Centre of Disaster Research (JCDR) at the Massey
University Campus, Wellington, which included presentations by JCDR staff, a short
reception, presentations by Dr Esti Anantasari and Dr Arry Retnowanti to the EsocSci
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communication research and natural hazards network, followed by dinner. These sessions
stimulated excellent discussion.

Examples of science and research activities that are influencing policy and planning, along
with examples of multi-stakeholder, multi-funded collaborative research were given by GNS
Science staff and external speakers from Beca and NIWA.

A lunchtime seminar was held at GNS Science and a presentation given to GNS Staff on
aspects of hazards research at UGM, and an update on the progress of the StIRRRD
programme.

Figure 11 The extension training team at GNS Science.
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Figure 12 Presenters at the JCDR Risk Communication session. Clock wise from left: Dr Emma Husdon-
Doyle, Dr Julia Becker, Associate Professor, David Johnston and Dr Arry Retnowati.
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Figure 13 Delegates and guests interact at the JCDR reception and dinner.
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Figure 14 Discussion at the extension workshop session.

Figure 15 Mostafa Nayyerloo, Kate Crowley and Nico Fournier (left) providing instruction for the interactive
RiskScape session (right).

GNS Science staff were invited to morning and afternoon teas during the extension training
held at GNS Science Avalon office which provided many opportunities to socialise.

2.3 Training Materials and Communications

Workbooks, containing a welcome to New Zealand, detailed programmes, speaker bios,
short papers and relevant training material, were provided to the delegates for the local
government training and for the Extension training. Field trip guides were also provided. A
USB stick was provided to each delegate that included:

o Workbooks for both the local government training and the extension training

o Presentations from both trainings translated into Bahasa Indonesia where possible.

o Field Trip Guides

. Action plans for each district

. Photos provided by Ken George

. Additional material provided by organisations and presenters during the visit

o Summary notes from each day for the Local Government programme

The delegates were provided with a woollen hat, sleeveless Polar Fleece and a back pack. A

video featuring the Hawkes Bay/Gisborne component covers many aspects of the Study Visit
and includes interviews with delegates. Blogs were posted on the StIRRRD website
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(StIRRRD.com) and posts made on Twitter and Facebook. Duncan Graham from the Jakarta
Post, interviewed a number of people from the programme and delegates and an article was
published in the paper on 19 April 2016.
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3.0 ACTION PLAN DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Process Overview

A representative from each district was asked to present the status of the draft Action Plans
developed in prior Action Plan workshops held in the districts. Following workshops sessions,
and towards the end of the programme the district groups and associated University
representatives modified Action Plans and then reported back. Government representatives
commented on the Action Plans. The Action Plans will be finalised in subsequent workshops
held in the districts, before being presented to district parliaments.

3.2 Action Plan Highlights and Further Work
3.2.1  Morowali

The Morowali DRR draft Action Plan (Appendix 8) was revised to incorporate more
community engagement and to try and get private sector involved in DRR activities during
the New Zealand Visit. Through the New Zealand comparative study, the participants from
Morowali, namely the Head of BPBD and the Head of Parliament received knowledge on
DRR programmes/technologies that can be applied in Morowali area.

Morowali District is newly established and is prone to many natural hazards, i.e. tsunami,
flood, landslide, and earthquake. The two main hazards in Morowali are earthquake and
tsunami. More attention to these two hazards has been made after the BPBD became aware
that Morowali lies atop an active fault and this is now reflected in their action plan. One of the
programs in their action plan is the development of a micro-zonation map. More attention has
been given to flood and landslide which are annual hazard events.

One thing yet to be established in Morowali is the legal umbrella for the implementation of
disaster risk reduction. Up to now, there are no regulations on disaster risk reduction in
place. The government of Morowali is aware of this and therefore they have allocated
funding for the development of the regulation this year.

After the New Zealand Comparative Study, the government of Morowali realized that
community involvement in DRR is needed in order to make sure that the program is
implemented successfully. As a result, all future programs will involve the community.

Morowali’s draft Action Plan includes the development of a Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) fund to promote private sector investment in DRR initiatives. Many mining companies
operate in Morowali; however, they have never been involved in any DRR program initiated
by the local government.

3.2.2 Sumbawa

As a result of the New Zealand Study Visit presentations, many changes are needed in the
Sumbawa DRR draft Action Plan (Appendix 9).

a. The need for legal framework on DRR activities in Sumbawa by drafting local
regulations related to disaster management activities.

b. The need for socialization to community and government staff about local
regulations related to disaster management to achieve the same understanding.
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C. Mapping the potential financing alternatives for DRR activities of the non-
governmental funding sources.

d. Making and installation of signs for evacuation based on the types of hazards by
involving local communities.

e. The establishment of the Disaster Preparedness School with a target of two
schools each year.

f. Establish Data Center of Logistics and Operations of the BPBD Sumbawa to
accelerate the handling of the disaster.

g. Increase the capacity of staff BPBDs and SKPD in analyzing the disaster risk

3.2.3 Agam

The Agam delegates included representatives from the BPBD and Andalas University. As a
result of the discussions there are some revisions to the Agam DRR draft Action Plan as
follows:

a. Adding the action plan activities and budget from previous year (2015), and
activities conducted or planned in 2016 during the designhated action plan
supported by StIRRRD program.

b. Strengthening inclusive groups based on local characteristics or local knowledge,
e.g. coastal and inland people are quite different culturally and socially.

C. Strengthening the cooperation between local University (Universitas Andalas)
and BPBD Agam, e.g. sighing MoU.

d. Optimizing funding related to research from Universitas Andalas

e. Introduce and disseminate any programs of BPBD Agam to local universities

Designated cooperation between experts and local government, e.g. building

research forum.

—h

3.24 Seluma

The Seluma DRR draft Action Plan (Appendix 11) has changed significantly as a result of the
New Zealand Visit. The participants from head of BPBD, Head of Parliament, Head of District
Development Plan Agency (BAPPEDA) and University of Bengkulu collectively had input to
develop a more comprehensive Action Plan. Important changes to the Action Plan include

a. More emphasis on the non-structural DRR activities such as DRR dissemination
to community,

b.  Evacuation drills including how to best utilise the existing vertical shelter, and

C. Updating tsunami risk map and landslide risk map.

The Head of Parliament also pushed the BPBD to coordinate with all stakeholders related to
disasters, especially the Public Works Agency to repair all the roads which are used during
evacuation, for example. The Head of Parliament also gave a commitment to support the
budget for DRR activity from BPBD action plan. In order to finalize the action plan and
ensure good coordination, they will continue to have regular meetings after the New Zealand
study and include all related stakeholders.
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3.3 Summary

Participation of various BPBDs, Parliament, BNPB, MoHA, Kemendesa as well as the
University was highly effective in synchronizing the disaster risk reduction activities and in
influencing plans. Training in New Zealand provided new, important knowledge about
disaster risk reduction which the districts will include into Action Plans and attempt to apply,
such as the Tsunami blue line. In addition, they also exchanged experiences on disaster risk
reduction activities in their respective regions which highlighted other areas that had been
overlooked, such as the regional regulations (Peraturan Daerah/PERDA) concerning disaster
management.

However, some action plans still cover too many activities and have not been focused on
disaster risk reduction activities. Hence, there is the need for simplification based on the
available time, resources, and funds. Before the action plan is executed, it requires a final
discussion to confirm the proposed activities and to standardize the monitoring and
evaluation system.
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4.0 INDONESIAN EMBASSY FUNCTION

A reception for the delegates and invited guests was held at the Indonesian Embassy in
Wellington, hosted by the ambassador Jose Tavares. Guests included other key staff from
GNS Science, representatives from Wellington City Council (Mayor Celia Wade), and
members of the New Zealand Indonesian Council (see Appendix 12 for guest list).

Figure 16 Participants at the reception at the Indonesian Embassy, Wellington New Zealand.

The reception included a performance by Padhang Moncar, a traditional Indonesian
Gamelan music group based in Wellington and a short speech by Megan Collins on the use
of music in relating disaster history from a west Sumatra perspective.

Figure 17 Megan Collins and Padhang Moncar, a traditional Indonesian gamelan music group perform at the
Embassy reception.
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5.0

IMPACTS

Summary of Impacts resulting from the Study Visit.

The delegates from the local and central governments were shown how to build
cooperation between the relevant institutions in DRR, the schemes used, the
coordination methods, as well as the advantages and problems in the implementation
of DRR activities.

The delegates saw first-hand the disaster risk reduction activities, such as the
implementation of base-isolation building assessment and regulation, assessment of
areas that are vulnerable to landslide-flooding-erosion and the management of such
areas, liguefaction maps, tsunami evacuation maps, blue line for tsunami, etc.

The participants also gained knowledge about the involvement of the local/traditional
community in DRR and how the government and the traditional community cooperate
in managing disasters.

The participants gained an understanding of the role of universities, research
institutions, and study centres in supporting the government in relation to DRR, as well
as the coordinated projects applied in New Zealand.

Each district was able to learn from each other and share their experiences. This is
important to build the chemistry and relationship between the local government, the
local house of representatives, the university as well as interregional relationships.
Learning from the New Zealand visit, each district gained confidence in promoting DRR
programmes with support of the house of representatives and other institutions (aside
from BPBD).

The central government was able to observe more closely the actual needs and
problems of each district so that it can propose programmes into the relevant national
programmes. It can now revise the focus of its activities to StIRRRD target areas.

Specific Outcomes from the Study Visit include:

20

A commitment by the Director of Readiness for the National Emergency Management
Agency (BNPB) to align the StIRRRD activities with the Risk index and engage UGM to
demonstrate how the programme has reduced these districts risks.

Commitment from the Head of Parliament, Seluma, to increase the DRR budget.

The formation of relationships between Iwi and Indonesia and a commitment to
participate in an exchange between iwi and ethnic population in the Agam District,
dependent on a successful funding application to Vision Matauranga.

The formation of Community project ideas such as

“It's my sisters’ fault” to use the multi-stakeholder funded “It's Our Fault” Research
Project in Wellington and transfer the concept to Central Sulawesi (Palu and Morowali).

Tsunami “Blue Line” concepts extended to Seluma and Agam coasts, particularly the
community engagement/consultation component.

Engagement with Mining activities in Morowali and Sumbawa, including catchment
management initiatives.
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o Risk modelling partnerships, and in particular focussing on collecting the data required,
which can be utilised for a number of other government department functions.

o Concentrating on creating resilient small islands communities particularly for Morowali
and extending it to Pesisir Selatan as appropriate

o Ensuring Action Plans include building a map inventory in each district.
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6.0 EVALUATION

6.1 Post-Workshop Evaluation Survey

Post workshop evaluation questionnaires were completed by the participants of the Local
Government training and the extension workshops. The Survey was completed by 23 of the
participants. The questionnaires and detailed results are given in Appendix 13. In general,
the Comparative Study visit programme met or exceeded expectations and the visit was
helpful or very helpful in their work and resulted in some to many changes to the DRR Action
Plans.

6.1.1 Local Government Evaluation

Workshop expectations met?

100

207

80—

707

607

50

% (N=23)

40

30

207

!
Mot much 2 As expected Very well
Row

Figure 18 Graph of delegates expectations of New Zealand Comparative Study Visit.

In general, the participants seemed pleased with the logistics of the visit, but as for the first
visit, some aspects of the catering needed improvement.
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6.1.2  Extension workshop evaluation

The evaluation survey indicated that the extension training met or exceeded expectations
(Figure 19). Most thought that it added significantly to the local government workshop and
was most helpful for their work. The results indicate that there was sufficient discussion time
and the logistics in general were of high quality.

Workshop expectations met?

100

907

30

70

G0

14)

50

% (N

407

!
Mot much 2 Az expected Wery well
Rating

Figure 19 Graph of extension workshop expectations.

6.2 Team Debriefs

The GNS StIRRRD team had a debrief of the visit one week following, and in addition a
further debrief was held as part of a joint team project management meeting, two weeks after
the visit. Feedback was also sought from Janet George and Sylvia Riches (GNS Science —
StIRRRD), the event organisers for the tour.

In general, Comparative Study Visit 2 was extremely successful. Having the Visit in April
rather than June meant longer daylight hours and more pleasant weather and tolerable
temperatures for the delegates.

In general, Districts that had parliamentary delegates had stronger discussions and input into
Action plans.

The Indonesian Embassy functions and Marae visit in Gisborne were well appreciated by the
delegates. The Indonesian singing was excellent and they formed an affinity with iwi
members.

The time for some delegates to get approval to attend the visit and then get visas and
passports, meant that despite identified early candidates there were late visas applications
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and travel booking difficulties. Some delegates were only given approval for 1 week and
therefore had to cut short their participation in the programme

There was less concern about translation and translators this visit compared with the first
visit. UGM did much of the written translation of presentations prior to visit and the two
translators providing simultaneous and consecutive translation on the tour were experienced
with the material being presented.

UGM staff with good English also presented in Bahasa Indonesian as appropriate and
provided translation in the sessions, and translation on field trips to convey technical content,
as required. Only one translator was retained for the extension training as many of the
University delegates have good English, and the programme was relatively short.

The hotel and workshops venues in Auckland and Wellington were good but the delegates
thought the catering could be better.

Fieldtrip lunches were only just adequate. Toilet stops and breaks need to be better planned
into the field trips. It was difficult to provide hot drinks on the field excursions as
recommended from previous visits. The hats and fleece vest were far more appropriate and
adequate for the time of the year for the Indonesians

Where possible, overnight flights to Singapore/Jakarta were booked so that the participants
didn’t have to spend a night in Jakarta to get back to home districts. However, this wasn't
possible for all.
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Distant Tsunami

L Tsunami generated from parts of
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In Sept 2015 after an earthquake
in Chile a tsunami and beach
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beaches, rivers and harbours. The
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1800 2100 240" 270"  300° yellow — GDC has to update their

Earthquake Origin Time: 22:54:31 (UTC)
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Local Tsunami

The largest tsunami in New Zealand'’s recorded history occurred in the region. On 26 March
1947, a seemingly minor earthquake was followed 30 minutes later by a tsunami that
swamped the coast from Muriwai to Tolaga Bay. The Tatapouri Hotel and a cottage at
Turihaua were destroyed by a 10-metre wave and the Pouawa River bridge was carried 800
metres upstream. Less than two months later, on 17 May 1947, another tsunami hit the
coast between Gisborne and Tolaga Bay. At its maximum, north of Gisborne, this wave was
about 6 metres high.

For us here we educate the public that live or work in the affected areas to be aware of the
warnings- an earthquake (that makes it hard to stand) or a long earthquake (45 seconds or
more) and to evacuate or of this is not possible to stay indoors or go higher in a building.

lﬂNGQSTRﬂNG
B3 GON

Flooding has been a significant hazard in the region, due to the large floodplains which
support human settlement and intensive farming. The Poverty Bay Flats, which includes the
Gisborne Urban Area, is the most intensively settled and developed floodplain. In the last
hundred years large floods occurred on the Poverty Bay Flats in 2005 (Labour Weekend),
2002 (Muriwai), 1988 (Cyclone Bola), 1985 (Ngatapa), 1977, 1948 and 1906.

Flood control works give some protection but the floodplains are still vulnerable beyond the
design of the protection works or if the protection works are breached. The Waipaoa
stopbanks, the major flood control asset, is designed to handle the same water levels as
experienced during Cyclone Bola.
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NO OBIJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR TIME FRAME PERSON IN CHARGE BUDGET PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (IDR) SCALE
detection capacity equipments devices Support : BNPB, UNAND,
Public Works Agency,
EWS procurement for Devices installed in disaster X X Meteorological, Climatologi
flood, landslide, tsunami | prone spots cal and Geophysics Agency,
Transportation-
Communication-
Information Agency
4 Establishment of Increase IT and data Increase of staff capacity X X X Leader : BPBD Agam
disaster mitigation processing staff capacity | related in utilizing digital Support: Transportation-
information system technology for DRR initiatives Communication-
Information Agency,
Establish IT network Established digital application X X UNAND
system for disaster mitigation
5 Equip emergency Moveable kitchen Established moveable kitchen X X Leader : BPBD Agam
facility and facilities facilities Support: BNPB, BPBD West
infrastructure Sumatra
6 Increase coordination Meeting/coordination Established agenda for X X X X Leader : BPBD Agam
among agencies and for DRR initiatives routine meeting among Support: All Agencies,
community elements (budget and logistics) agencies, community Parliament, UNAND, NGO,
representatives, and Disaster Preparedness
subdistrict/nagari/jorong Group
disaster preparedness group
7 Socialization of BPBD Dissemination of Result of cooperative relation X X X X Leader: BPBD, UNAND
action plans and activities to universities between BPBD and
programs to universities
university/higher
education
8 Build collaboration Establish district Established district DRR X X X X Leader: BPBD,
system with experts research council research council UNAND/University




Field: Human Resources

NO OBJECTIVE

ACTION/ACTIVITY

INDICATOR

TIME FRAME

2016

2017 | 2018

2019

PERSON IN CHARGE

BUDGET
(IDR)

PRIORITY
SCALE

1 BPBD, related
agencies, and
community
manpower/HR

mapping

Identify human
resources in every
agency and community

Comparative study to
DRR related institution

Established human resources
potential map in every
agencies and community

Participating agencies and
disaster preparedness group

X

Leader : BPBD Agam
Support : UGM, UNAND,
Social-Labor-
Transmigration Agency,
Health Agency, Armed
Forces, National Police,
Marine and Fisheries
Agency, Transportation-
Communication-
Information Agency, Civil
Defense, Public Works
Agency, Water Resources
Management Agency,
Regional Water Supply
Company, National
Electricity Company,
District Hospital, Red Cross,
Early Alertness Forum

2 Increase capacity of
disaster preparedness
group and rapid
response team in
subdistrict/nagari
level

Training for disaster
preparedness group
members

Training for rapid
response team members

Increase of capacity and skill
of disaster preparedness
group members

Increase of capacity and skill
of rapid response team
members

Leader : BPBD Agam
Support : Health Agency,
Social-Labor-
Transmigration Agency,
KLH, Marine and Fisheries
Agency, Planned
Parenthood-Community
and Women Empowerment
Agency, Armed Forces,
National Policy, Red Cross,
SAR, Civil Defense, Local
NGO




professional staff in
disaster mitigation:
earthquake, flood,
landslide, tsunami

instructor to train
disaster preparedness
group, rapid response
team, operation control
center, and disaster
prepared press
community staff and
members

in each groups

Support: Training Center,
Planned Parenthood-
Community and Women
Empowerment Agency,
Armed Forces, National
Police, Red Cross, SAR,
UNAND

TIME FRAME BUDGET PRIORITY
NO OBIJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PERSON IN CHARGE
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (IDR) SCALE
3 Increase human HR training for Established reliable human X X Leader : BPBD Agam
resources capacity in operation control center | resources to manage Support : BAPPEDA,
operation control and disaster prepared operation control center and Education Agency, UNAND,
center and disaster press community disaster prepared press along Social-Labor-
prepared press its role and function Transmigration Agency,
community Community Empowerment
Agency
4 Increase of disaster Training and education In each elementary and X X X X Leader : BPBD Agam
knowledge of teacher | for elementary and middle school in Agam District Support : BAPPEDA,
and student middle school students have teachers and students Education Agency, UNAND,
with experience of Red Cross, Local NGO
participating in disaster
dissemination and drill
program
5 Increase trained Invite professional Increase of professional staff X X Leader : BPBD Agam




APPENDIX 11: SELUMA ACTION PLAN



REDUCING RISK FROM DISASTERS

PENGUATAN KETAHANAN INDONESIA MELALUI PENGURANGAN RISIKO BENCANA
Strengthened Indonesian Resilience: Reducing Risk from Disasters (StIRRRD)

DRAFT
DISASTER RISK REDUCTION ACTION PLAN

SELUMA DISTRICT

Calendar Year: January 2016 - December 2019

Name of City/District Seluma

Province Bengkulu

Output Target Disaster Resilient Community and Organization of Seluma District
Focal Point Drs. H. Azwardi, MH (Head of Seluma BPBD)

Dr. Ade Sri Wahyuni (Teaching Staff at Universitas Bengkulu)
Prof. Dr. Ir. Yudhy Harini Bertham, M.P (Teaching Staff at Universitas Bengkulu)
Dr. Moch. Farid (Teaching Staff at Universitas Bengkulu)

M. Husni Thamrin, SH, MH (Head of Seluma DPRD/District Parliament)
Drs. Julian Zuherman, M. Si. (Head of Seluma BAPPEDA/Regional Development Planning Agency)

Field: Institutional

TIME FRAME
NO. OBIJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE T I BUDGET PLAN | PRIORITY
2016 2017 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
1 Building Training of management of Training and X Leader: BPBD Dissemination 150,000,000 APBD P
cooperation DRM organizations in the management of DRM Support: Related of DRM to
among disaster- community organizations together agencies, Sub-districts, community

related
stakeholders

with relevant
stakeholders and the
community.

NGOs, Village,
Community

organizations




TIME FRAME

ACTION/ACTIVI

NO. OBIJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE TY ACTION PLAN BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
Involvement of = Dissemination of roles as X Leader: BPBD DRM advocacy 150,000,000 APBD P
religious/community well as Support: Muspida/Local for
figures in disseminate religious/community Consultative Forum, religious/comm
roles in disaster reduction figures in disaster Kesbangpoldagri, unity figures
reduction along with Pol PP/Public Order and
related stakeholders. Agency), stakeholders
Religious/Community
Figures, Village, Sub-
districts
Meetings among agencies | ® Establishment of a X X X X Leader: BPBD Coordination 100,000,000 Purely APBD
to make it possible to Coordinating Team Support: Bappeda, meeting and
conduct joint DRR = Coordination meeting to District Secretary, All DRM facilitation
activities improve preparedness and agencies
togetherness in disaster
management
Meetings with private = Routine meetings to X X X X Leader: BPBD MoU signing 75,000,000 APBD P
stakeholders to support encourage participation of Support: Bappeda, between BPBD
DRR activities in Seluma private sector Entrepreneur Association and companies
District
Meetings with higher = Routine meetings with X X X X Leader: BPBD MoU signing 110,000,000 APBD P
education stakeholders to higher education to Support: Bappeda, UNIB, between BPBD
support DRR activities in encourage participation of Universities/ Polytechnics and UNIB
Seluma District academia in DRR activities in Seluma
Regulation of DRR- | Drafting district head = 5% of village budget goes X Leader: Head of Seluma
related use of decree on the allocation to for DRR activities District, DPRD
village funding DRR in village budget Support: Bappeda, UNIB,
Universities/ Polytechnics
in Seluma




Field: Budget

TIME FRAME ACTION/ACTIVIT
NO. OBJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE Y ACTION PLAN | BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
1 | Mapping Starting collaboration e Implementation of DRR X Leader: BPBD Establishment 50,000,000 APBD P
alternative funding | among agencies to fund joint activities Support: District of DRM
potentials for DRR | joint DRR activities e Establishment of Secretary, All Agencies, coordinating
activity coordinating forum among BPK/Supreme Audit forum of
all agencies Agency Seluma District
Identification of potential o List of potential sources X Leader: BPBD Support in the Identification of | 50,000,000 APBD P
funding sources outside of willing to be involved in Support: District form of landslide | funding support
the government -> CSR CSR in the form of disaster- Secretary, Chamber of mitigation from hotels/
from hotels/companies related activities Commerce and Industry, | equipment companies
e Commitment from the Indonesian Young
entrepreneur to make a Entrepreneurs
contribution Association)/
Entrepreneurs
Identification of potential e Collection of funding to X Leader: BPBD Coordination Coordination 300,000,000 Purely APBD
international funding support BPBD’s activities Support: BNPB,Provincial | meetings and meetings and
sources as well as from BPBD, Bappeda, Financial | consultation, out- | consultation,
central, provincial, and and Asset Management of-town official out-of-town
district governments Agency trips official trips
Identification of potential e List of participants who will X Leader: BPBD Identification of | 50,000,000 APBD P
funding sources from the donate for the Support: Banks, Private funding
community implementation of DRR Sector, etc. potentials from
activities the community
2 | Facilitating DRR Identification of DRR e Drafting of proposed X X X X Leader: BPBD Construction of Listing and 350,000,000 Purely APBD
budgets to activity needs against budget at the regional and Support: BNPB, embankment and | mapping of
mitigate flooding, hazards of flooding, central levels (BNPB) Provincial BPBD, gabions for disaster-prone
landslide, landslide, earthquake, e Drafting of budget of Bappeda, District abrasion control areas
earthquake, tsunami, and coastal simulation activities Secretary
tsunami, and erosion e Drafting of budget for
coastal erosion training activities of rapid
hazards response team
Drafting of budget for EWS | e Proposal for the provision X Leader: BPBD Installation of Drafting of 50,000,000 APBD P
equipment of EWS equipment Support: Bappeda, Public | EWS to detect soil | budget for EWS
Works Agency movement equipment




Drafting of budget for e Proposal for the provision X X Leader: BPBD Drafting of 50,000,000 APBD P
facilities and infrastructure of facilities and Support: Bappeda, Public budget for
of disaster mitigation and infrastructure of disaster Works Agency facilities and
DRR activities mitigation and DRR infrastructure of
activities disaster
mitigation and
DRR activities
Field: Program
TIME FRAME
ACTION/ACTIVITY | ACTION PLAN BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
NO. OBJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 PEOPLE IN CHARGE (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
1 | Improving Identifying areas e There is a document on X Leader: BPBD Inventory and 154,886,000 Purely APBD
information service | vulnerable to flooding, areas vulnerable to Support: Provincial identification of
on disaster to landslide, earthquake, flooding BPBD, BNPB, Mineral damage and
reduce disaster risk | tsunami, and coastal Resources and Energy losses due to
erosion with related Agency, Public Works disaster
stakeholders and the local | ¢ There is a document on Agency, Environment
community areas vulnerable to Agency, UNIB, local
landslide community
e Thereis a document on
areas vulnerable to
earthquake
e Thereis a document on
areas vulnerable to
tsunami
Disaster vulnerability data | e Disaster hazard maps are X Leader: BPBD
are always updated updated periodically. Support: Provincial
following physical and BPBD, BNPB, Mineral
social changes in the Resources and Energy
environment. Agency, Public Works
Agency, Environment
Agency, UNIB, local
community
Dissemination of flooding e Dissemination in ... sub- X X X X Leader: BPBD
hazard in flooding-prone districts vulnerable to Support: Related
areas flooding. Agencies, community
Dissemination of disaster e Targets are aware of the X X X X Leader: BPBD
hazard maps to members information on disaster Support: Parliament,
of the parliament, hazard in Seluma. Related Agencies, Sub-
agencies, and community districts




2 Improving the Disseminate the concept e Dissemination of the X Leader: BPBD Dissemination 150,000,000 APBD P
community’s of earthquake-resistant concept of earthquake- Support: Public Works of the concept
capacity in DRR housing to people of resistant housing in 14 Agency, STIRRRD, of earthquake-
Seluma districts community resistant
housing in
Seluma District
Disaster simulation for all e ... Disaster simulation X X X X
hazards thathave | ...
potentially large impact
TIME FRAME
NO. OBJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE CEIENYRETINY | eI P BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
Dissemination on the e Dissemination in 2 sub- X X X X Leader: BPBD DRR 150,000,000 APBD P
advantages of DRR districts, 5 villages, Support: Related dissemination
activities to the 6 agencies, and DPRD Agencies, the to the
community, government, Community community,
and legislative government,
and legislative
Starting the establishment | e Establishment of DRR X Leader: BPBD Establishment 50,000,000 APBD P
of DRR forum with forum in the district Support: Related of Seluma
members: the Agencies, the District DRR
government, the Community, Private Forum
community, and private Sector
sector
Installing evacuation signs | Installation of evacuation X X X X Leader: BPBD Coordination of | 50,000,000 APBD P
actively signs involving the community Support: Related the plans to
Agencies, the make
Constructing roads and Community evacuation
bridges to the evacuation signs
site
Facilitating the 14 schools have implemented X Leader: BPBD Joining Disaster- Coordination 50,000,000 APBD P
establishment of Disaster- | Disaster-Prepared School Support: Education Prepared School meeting for
Prepared Schools program Agency, Schools competitions the
establishment
of Disaster-
Prepared
Schools
3 Improving the Identification of disaster- There is information on the X Leader: BPBD
involvement of vulnerable groups number, location, and Support: UNIB, Social
vulnerable groups condition of the vulnerable Agency
in decision-making groups.




process DRM planning of Seluma 10 representatives of Leader: BPBD Dissemination of Drafting of 50,000,000 APBD P
District involves vulnerable | vulnerable groups are Support: District DRR to vulnerable | DRM plans for
group, which includes involved in disaster Secretary, All Agencies, groups in Disaster | vulnerable
women, elderly people, management planning Bappeda, UNIB, Social Resilient Villages groups
people with disabilities, process. Agency
and children.
Structural disaster | Providing EWS equipment | Installation of EWS equipment Leader: BPBD UGM'’s support in | Drafting of EWS | 50,000,000 APBD P
mitigation for flooding, landslide, and | in several flooding-prone Support: BNPB, EWS installation budget plans
tsunami areas Locations: 4 Provincial BPBD,
Installation of EWS equipment Meteorological-
in several landslide-prone Climatology-Geophysics
areas Locations: 4 Agency, SAR, Indonesian
Amateur Radio
Organization)/Inter-
Planting trees in population Radio, NZ Aid
Mitigation of critical/deforested lands Drafting of tree | 50,000,000 APBD P
flooding and Planting trees for forest planting
landslide protection against flooding Leader: Environment program in
and landslide Agency, BPBD areas
Support: Local govt., vulnerable to
Provincial Forest Agency, flooding and
Natural Resources landslide

Conservation Agency,
NGOs




TIME FRAME

NO. OBJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE CEIENYRETINY | ek P BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
Installation of EWS equipment
in several tsunami-prone
areas Locations: ...
Training of construction 30 construction labors are X X X Leader: BPBD Drafting of 150,000,000 APBD P
labor to build earthquake- | aware of the concept of Support: STIRRRD, Public budget and
and tornado-resistant earthquake-resistant housing. Works Agency, NZ Aid laborer training
houses 30 construction labors are
aware of the concept of
tornado-resistant housing.
Planning and constructing | There is a planning document X X X Leader: BPBD
embankment for coastal for embankment Support: Bappeda,
protection construction. Public Works Agency
Reparation or construction | There are good and fast X X X X
of road or bridge for evacuation routes.
evacuation route
Slope control to anticipate | There are activities of making X X X
landslide (by making drainages and slopes.
drainages and slopes)
Relocating population Some lands are prepared as X X X
from disaster-prone areas | relocation sites.
5 Finding out the Monitoring and evaluation | There is a Monev document X X X X Leader: BPBD Monitoring and | 125,000,000 APBD P
target success and | of DRR activities of DRR activities Support: Local evaluation of
constraints of DRR government, Bappeda, DRR activities
activities




Field: Human Resources

TIME FRAME
NO. OBIJECTIVE ACTION/ACTIVITY INDICATOR PEOPLE IN CHARGE AEMELY AT ACTION PLAN BUDGET PLAN PRIORITY
2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 (UNTIL 2015) (2016) (IDR) SCALE
1 | Capacity building Dissemination for DRR HR | Socialization in 14 sub- X X X X Leader: BPBD DRM coordination | Socialization for | 100,000,000 APBD P
of DRM HR in DRR | capacity building districts Support: Sub-district, meetings in DRR HR
effort Village, NGOs, Tagana district capacity
building
Volunteer capacity There is training for ... X X X X Leader: BPBD DRM training for Assistance for 75,000,000 Fixed Budget
building (Tagana/ Disaster- | volunteers (Tagana, Rapid Support: BNPB, Rapid Response Rapid Response
Prepared Youth, Rapid Response Team, Disaster- Provincial BPBD, Related | Team Team
Response Team, Disaster- Prepared Village) Agencies, UNIB
Prepared Village)
Training for volunteers There are meetings and X X X X Leader: BPBD DRR facilities 75,000,000 Fixed Budget
training for disaster Support: Related for volunteers
volunteers. Agencies, UNIB
Fixed Budget 2016 Rp1,054,886,000
Changeable APBD 2016 Rp1,660,000,000
Total Rp2,714,886,000




PENGUATAN KETAHANAN INDONESIA MELALUI PENGURANGAN RISIKO BENCANA
Strengthened Indonesian Resilience: Reducing Risk from Disasters (StIRRRD)

DYNAMIC QUESTIONNAIRE of operational budget of BPBD Office for StIRRRD Program and its benefits

District

Seluma

Year of BPBD establishment

2010

Informant

Drs, H. Azwardi, MH

1. How much is the operational budget of BPBD since its establishment?

Funding Sources

Budget (in rupiah )

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
BNPB 13,555,869,000 0 198,000,000 708,000,000 0
Provincial APBD (regional 0 0 0 0 0
budget)
District APBD (regional 3,225,511,500 7,472,700,000 4,498,266,000

budget)

KDPDTT (Ministry of Village,
Disadvantaged Regions and
Transmigration)

Dep PU (Public Works
Agency)

900,000,000
14,000,000,000

1,000,000,000

2. How is BPBD operational budget allocated for DRR activities?

Allocation of district budget (APBD) for DRR activities
Dissemination of disaster risk reduction

Facilitation of the establishment of Resilient Village
Management of logistics and DRM equipment

Coordination meeting and DRM facilitation

Listing and mapping disaster-vulnerable areas

Listing and identification of damage and losses due to disaster

oukwNeE




7. Rapid Response Team training and assistance
8. Installation of evacuation signs and assembly point signs
9. Construction of shelters by the Ministry of Public Works, the Republic of Indonesia

10. Drafting of DRM contingency plans
11. Drafting of fire prevention guidelines

12. Inventory and management of logistics and DRM equipment

Budget (in rupiah)
Activities 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
1. Dissemination of disaster risk 198,000,000
reduction
2.  Facilitation of the establishment 610,000,000 75,000,000
of Resilient Village
3. Management of logistics and DRM 50,000,000 200,000,000
equipment
4. Coordination meeting and DRM - 100,000,000 100,000,000
facilitation
5. Listing and mapping disaster- 350,000,000
vulnerable areas -
6. Listing and identification of 154,886,000
damage and losses due to disaster
7. Rapid Response Team training and - 125,000,000
assistance
8. Installation of evacuation signs 516,387,500 198,000,000 75,000,000
and assembly point signs
9. Construction of shelters by the 14,000,000,000
Ministry of Public Works, the
Republic of Indonesia 136,625,000
10. Drafting of DRM contingency plans 50,000,000
11. Drafting of fire prevention
guidelines 200,000,000 100,000,000
12. Inventory and management of
logistics and DRM equipment 75,000,000
13. Dissemination of early warning of
disaster 100,000,000
14. Training of tsunami mitigation
volunteers

3.  What are the factors that contribute to the fluctuation of budget?

10




High frequency of disaster in Seluma District

The community’s focus is on the implementation of democracy (general and regional elections).

There are new disaster mitigation programs, e.g. for house fire.

There is still belief among the executive and legislative that disaster mitigation is only for when there is disaster emergency, although there are already law and government’s regulation on disaster.

There is good coordination between the regional and central governments.

Government officials often change places of work, so the understanding of and coordination for the program change and it takes time to make adjustments for the program’s sustainability and implementation.

SO o0 T o

4. Why does the existence of StIRRRD program in the regions have a big role in the increase of BDBD operational budget?

Stakeholders are motivated to create a sense of peace from disaster for the interest of the community in general.
The local government hopes for support and funding from the central government.

The implementation of disaster mitigation in the regions will be more directed and planned.

The budget allocated can truly impact the community in disaster reduction.

Qo0 oo

Thank you
New Zealand April 4, 2016
Head of BPBD Seluma,

DRS. H. AZWARDI, MH
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APPENDIX 12: INDONESIAN EMBASSY
GUEST LIST AND FUNCTION PROGRAMME



STRENGTHENED NDOKESIAN RESLIENCE

REDUCING RISK FROM DISASTERS

StIRRRD NZ Comparative Study Programme: 3-16 April 2016

Reception Indonesian Embassy

List of Guests
No | Name Institution
1 Teuku Faisal Fathani UGM
2 Iman Satyarno UGM
3 Wahyu Wilopo uGM
4 Agung Setianto UGM
5 Esti Anantasari uGM
6 Arry Retnowati uGM
7 Fransisca Ediningtyas Mahanani UGM
8 Gumbert Maylda Pratama uGM
9 Medi Herlianto Director of Preparedness BNPB
10 Aryo Wicaksono Head of Data & Information KEMENDESA
Sub Division Kemendesa
11 Yoga Wiratama Head of Disaster Management  MOHA
Section
12 Bambang Warsito Saroji Head of BPBD BPBD, Agam District
13 Yunelimeta Asman Djannas Head of Prevention and BPBD, Agam District
Preparedness Division
14 Tesri Maideliza Lecturer of Faculty of Biology Universitas Andalas
15 Azwardi Binap Pangkuak Head of BPBD BPBD, Seluma
District
16 Husni Thamrin Head of Parliament Parliament. Seluma
District
17 Julian Zuherwan Dain Head of BAPPEDA BAPPEDA, Seluma
District
18 Ade Sri Wahyuni Faculty of Engineering Universitas

Bengkulu




19 Yosar Kardiat Head of BPBD Morowali BPBD, Morowali
District

20 | Wayan Sugita Head of Spatial planning Spatial Planning
Agency of Morowali

21 Ambo Dalle Side Abbas Head of Parliament Parliament
Morowali District

22 | Ketut Sulendra Lecturer of Faculty of Universitas

Engineering Tadulako
23 Ida Sri Oktaviana Lecturer of Faculty of Universitas
Engineering Tadulako

24 Mukmin Head of BPBD BPBD, Sumbawa
District

25 Lalu Budi Suryata Head of Parliament Parliament
Sumbawa District

26 Eko Pradjoko Lecturer, Faculty of Engineering  Universitas
Mataram

27 Didi Sumardi Hamdan Head of Parliament Parliament
Mataram City

28 Yudhy Harini Bertham Center for Natural Disaster Universitas
Bengkulu

29 Zamira Eliana Tatapamang Translator uGM

30 Michele Daly GNS Science

31 Phil Glassey GNS Science

32 Richard Woods GNS Science

33 Sylvia Riches GNS Science

35 Geoff Kilgour GNS Science

36 Hannah Brackley GNS Science

37 Kelvin Berryman GNS Science

38 Mike Page

39 Celia Wade-Brown Mayor Wellington CC

40 Richard Sharpe Beca

41 lan Forbes Translator

42 James Flanagan GWRC

43 Kate Crowley NIWA

44 Duncan Graham + 1

45 Megan Collins + 7(?) Gamelan
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StIRRRO
N/
NZ Comparative Study Programme
Local Government Segment

3- 13 April 2016
Post-Workshop Questionnaire

Name

Job Title

Organisation

Years in Position <1, 1-3, 3-5, >5 (circle one)

Location (where from)

Male / Female M/F (circle one)

Workshop Expectations

Q1. How well did the workshop meet your expectations in the knowledge or information areas/topics that
you thought were important? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not Much As expected Very Well

Learnings

Q2a. What were the major learnings you gained from the comparative study programme?

1.

Q2b. How much will these learnings help you with your work? (Please circle the score that you think is most
appropriate)

Don’t Know 1 2 3 4 5

Not much Some help Very helpful

Action Plans

Q3a. Did you make changes to your district DRR Action Plan as a result of the comparative study programme?
(Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Don’t Know 1 2 3 4 5

No changes Some changes Many changes

Q3b. If changes were made, what were some of these?

1.




)

StIRRRO
/4

§

Topic Areas

Q4a. What topic areas did you find the most useful?

Q4b. What topic areas did you find the least useful?

Q4c. What topic areas would you have liked more of?

Discussion

Q5. How good was the opportunity to discuss key topics and issues and obtain answers to your questions?
(Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not Good Good Excellent

Workshop Logistics

Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? (Please V the score that you think is most appropriate)

Accommodation

Presentation
room
Course
materials

Translation




StIRRRO
4

)

8

Catering

Not good Good Excellent

Fieldtrips

Q7. How useful was the field visit? (Please V or circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

7a: Auckland

1 2 3 4 5
Not Good Good Excellent
7b: Wellington
1 2 3 4 5
Not Good Good Excellent
7c: Napier/Gisborne
1 2 3 4 5
Not Good Good Excellent

Overall Satisfaction

Q8. Overall how would you rate the quality and usefulness of the visit to NZ? (Please V or circle the score that
you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not good Good Excellent

Other comments

Q9. Do you have any other comments that would help us improve future comparative study programmes?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.




APPENDIX 13: POST-TRAINING
EVALUATION SURVEY
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StIRRRO
N/
NZ Comparative Study Programme
Extension Segment

13 - 14 April 2016
Post-Workshop Questionnaire

Name

Job Title

University

Years in Position <1, 1-3, 3-5, >5 (circle one)
Male / Female M/F (circle one)

Workshop Expectations

Q1. How well did the Extension workshop meet your expectations in the knowledge or information
areas/topics that you thought were important? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not Much As expected Very Well

Comparison with Local Government Segment

Q2a. Did the Extension segment add to the information you learned from the Local Government segment?
(Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not Much As expected Very Well

Q2b. Has the Extension segment been a worthwhile addition to the overall Comparative Study Visit? (Please
circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

No neutral yes

Learnings

Q3a. What were the major learnings you gained from the Extension segment?

1.
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Q3b. How much will these learnings help you with your work? (Please circle the score that you think is most
appropriate)

Don’t Know 1 2 3 4 5

Not much Some help Very helpful

Action Plans

Q4a. Did you make changes to your university DRR Action Plan as a result of any part of the comparative study
programme? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Don’t Know 1 2 3 4 5

No changes Some changes Many changes

Q4b. If changes were made, what were some of these?

Topic Areas

Q5a. What topic areas did you find the most useful?

Q5b. What topic areas did you find the least useful?

Q5c. What topic areas would you have liked more of?

Discussion
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Q6. How good was the opportunity to discuss key topics and issues and obtain answers to your questions?
(Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not Good Good Excellent

Workshop Logistics

Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? (Please V the score that you think is most appropriate)

Accommodation

Presentation
room
Course
materials

Translation

Catering

Not good Good Excellent

Overall Satisfaction

Q8. Overall how would you rate the quality and usefulness of the Extension training (Please V or circle the score
that you think is most appropriate)

1 2 3 4 5

Not good Good Excellent

Other comments

Q9. Do you have any other comments that would help us improve any future comparative study and training
programmes?

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.



2016 NZ Post workshop questionnaire Local Government Segment tables and
graphs

Q1. How well did the workshop meet your expectations in the knowledge or information areas/topics that
you thought were important? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not much 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
As expected 1 4.3
4 5 21.7
Very well 17 73.9
Total 23 100.0
Workshop expectations met?
100
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Q2a. What were the major learnings you gained from the comparative study programme?

1. Building community resilience. 2. Empower communities. 3. Planning a good
disaster management.

1. Comparison of the disaster management system. 2. Type of disaster in NZ. 3. The
relationship of government, communities and researchers.

1. Coordination between the government and the community. 2. Skim financing of
DM. 3. 3base isolation technology. 4. The application of regulations and structure of
the building evacuation.

1. Develop the DRR strategic policies perspective. 2. Develop and implement a
disaster plan. 3. Strengthening coordination among government agencies.

1. Disaster regulation. 2. Disaster budgeting. 3. Disaster management.

1. DRR activities in NZ have been integrated very well. 2. All activities related to the
public always involves the community.

1. DRR cannot be done alone, all parties involved must work together. 2. The
corrective action or disaster risk reduction, especially in the construction, needs
investigation and calculation of the various risks before it is applied, without
calculation it can cause new problems.

1. Each program is scalable, systematic and no performance indicators. 2. In terms of
the budget is very adequate for each program. 3. Consistency in implementation of
the program.

1. How does NZ face and implement DRR activities. 2. The implementation of action
plans that has been done. 3. Public participation in planning DRR activities.

1. How to handle the disaster in NZ. 2. The technology that was used by NZ in DRR.
3. The involvement of local communities in DRR activities.

1. Knowing the issue of the DRR. 2. Knowing how to manage the disaster risk
mitigation, relief and rehabilitation. 3. With this comparative study on the DRR there
were some things that we can implement in Indonesia.

1. People were told to understand that natural disasters come closer. 2. Immediately
after the disaster everyone had to struggle to survive. 3. The disaster program should
be prepared.

1. Regulations about DRR. 2. Budgeting about DRR. 3. Community based on DRR.
1. Reinforcement of the capacity of local governments within DRR. 2. Build the
resilience of governments and communities in disaster management. 3. Strengthen
or build collaboration, coordination and relations along with the stakeholders.

1. The communication system to engage all stakeholders. 2. The DRR structured
handling system. 3. The existence of the involvement of NGO's and other people who
care about the disaster.

1. The decreasing of disaster risk is an important aspect in handling disasters. 2.
Disaster handling needs disaster management which is supported by regulation,
community participation and other institutions. 3. It needs to develop a synergy

among disaster institutions, universities and other stakeholders.



1. The NZ experience in DM. 2. Integration and collaboration among the institutions
within DRR. 3. Interaction and communication with local or national, university, GNS
etc.

1. The researcher and the local government can compromise ina good way to
develop better understanding upon DRR. 2. Educating people (community) is
challenging yet the key to succeed the DRR agendas.

1. The role of researchers from GNS in the DRR efforts. 2. Cooperation with the local
government community in the DRR. 3. Seeing examples of the application of
mitigation measures and the RR at different locations with different methods.

1. Understanding the DRR program. 2. Ability for developing the Action Plan. 3. Got
the new knowledge for disaster management.

1. Understanding the implementation of the concept of DRR in New Zealand. 2.
Learning from the experience of the New Zealand government in involving local
communities.

1.Disaster Risk Reduction approach has been integrated in policy making process
and program implementation. 2. Type of disaster was recognized comprehensively.
Both were man-made disaster and natural disaster. e.g. electrical failure (blackout),
IT related disaster. 3. The elements of insurance play a vital role in disaster risk
reduction or rehabilitation and reconstruction in NZ post-disaster events. 4. Start with
the small things. NZ has taken a long period educating its people on disasters. What |
see the most related to disaster was, in every new building GNS team always inform
to us about safety procedure in case of fire. 5. Constant and regular evaluation was
one of the told which is very important to achieve the outcome of the program. For
example, NZ has a regular survey for its disaster sighage (tsunami Evac. zone). 6.
Government has convinced (or in process) the people to strengthen their selves and
their family first in case of disaster or emergency arises. The power of people has
played a major role in emergency situation anticipation. One helps another. 7.
Principles of Build Back Smarter.

Understanding of DRR.



Q2b. How much will these learnings help you with your work? (Please circle the score that you

think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not much 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Some help 0 0.0
4 6 26.1
Very helpful 17 73.9
Total 23 100.0
Help with your work
100
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Q3a. Did you make changes to your district DRR Action Plan as a result of the comparative study
programme? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
No changes 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Some changes 2 10.0
4 8 40.0
Many changes 10 50.0
Total 20 100.0
Make changes to district DRR Action Plan
100
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Q3b. If changes were made, what were some of these?

e 1. Adjustment of the Action Plan with the National program. 2. Provide opportunities in the
business world. 3. Focus on community preparedness.

e 1. Budgeting. 2. Adjustment between central and local programs. 3. Proposed real
community projects.

e 1. Building design that considers the base isolation. 2. Evaluate vulnerable buildings

e 1. Disaster handling policy, disaster risk decreasing aspect needs more attention. 2.
Potency mapping and disaster handling patterns must be accurate and supported by the
result of academic research. 3. Engagement patterns and community participation
strengthen in decreasing disaster risk heed an innovation that sustainably involves the

community.



e 1. Focus on the DRR handling vulnerable communities (small islands). 2. The method of
structural mitigation to see and understand the specific natural conditions. 3. The model of
community-based disaster management (bottom up).

e 1. Geological mapping before the mapping of disaster-prone areas. 2. procurement EWA
for landslides in Morowali district. 3. Training on earthquake-resistant construction rules for
consultants and contract.

e 1. Making the regulations about the handling disaster for the local or regional level (Disaster
Management in Agam). 2. Always conduct an evaluation.

e 1. Sharpening the multi-hazard disaster risk map. 2. integration of the DRR perspective in
planning and budgeting. 3. Expanding the initiative of community participation in the DRR
activities.

e 1. Some of the activities in the Action Plan. 2. Implementation of the Action Plan related to
society.

e 1. Strengthening the data centre, preparation of maps that integrates the planning maps,
spatial, disaster risk and land use maps. 2. Making GIS portal. 3. Increase/improve the
working system of Pusdalops. 4. Cooperation with universities.

e 1. System. 2. Coordination. 3. Consistency.

e 1. The kind of cooperation with the community. 2. It can clearly provide input to the
executive and legislature in budgeting.

e 1. The strategy for dealing with a recalcitrant society.2. How to invite people or strategies or
approaches to community. 3. Coordinate with relevant stakeholders.

e 1. The system needs to be improved coordination and communication. 2. Planning needs to
be done in a structured and consistent way. 3. All programs and plans should be proposed
at the village, sub-district and district to the national level.

e Action Plan: Implementing DPR in the community.

e Logistics

e Programs and activities that focus on the DRR activities, such as: integration of programs
on education; infrastructure planning.

e The relationship between university and local government.

¢ Understanding of tsunami, earthquakes and landslides.

Q4a. What topic areas did you find the most useful?

e 1. Action Plan of NZ in disaster management. 2. The organization and management of
CDEM. 3. Visit CDEM office in Auckland.

e 1. Auckland tsunami hazard. 2. Christchurch earthquake. 3. Napier earthquake and East
Coast.

e 1. Base isolation. 2. Reinforcement the building. 3. Making the risk spectrum scape.

e 1. Blueline. 2. Spacial planning

¢ 1. Community involvement in policy and implementation process. 2. Insurance system in
DRR. 3. The conversion of disaster approach into hazard approach. 4. Build Back

Smarter. 5. Regulatory aspects of governance (central, local, district)



1. Disaster risk decreasing in NZ. 2. CDEM framework in NZ. 3. NZ legislative context for

risk reduction and tsunami evacuation plan.

e 1. Earthquake. 2. Volcano. 3. Tsunami.

e 1. Efforts the Napier City CDEM in building the coastal laboratory. 2. Experience of
Auckland CDEM. 3. Collaboration between Gisborne CDEM and Maori community.

e 1. Everything is useful, the most interesting was visiting the Museum Te Papa and
Auckland Museum. 2. Community engagement within DRR activities.

¢ 1. Handling of coastal erosion hazard (analogous to the condition of the beach in
Morowali). 2. Sharing the use of resources between the District Council with the
community. 3. Role of CDEM in the DRR (coordination system).

e 1. Land use planning is very detailed. 2. Watershed management and Catchment areas.
3. The system of information and communication, readiness, mitigation of coastal erosion,
and environmental management. 4. Elaboration between the government and GNS.

e 1. Patterns of coordination between central and local governments. 2. The allocation of
finding for DRR activities is greater than the budget allocation of emergency response. 3.
Formulation of disaster risk map (tsunami and earthquake) that involves the community.

e 1. Planning 2. Empowering communities. 3. Building a community.

e 1. The concept of community preparedness. 2. Resilient Wellington City. 3. Samoa Case
Study.

e 1. The involvement of all stakeholders in all program activities the DRR. 2. Tsunami,
volcano and abrasion. 3. Base isolation.

e 1. The involvement of all stakeholders in disaster relief. 2. The role of coordination in the
DRR. 3. Maximizing the government budget in addressing the DRR.

e All of them.

e Communicating, consultation, and educating people.

e Preparedness, DRR management and recovery efforts.

¢ Retrofitting construction or infrastructure.

e RiskScape and GeoNet

Q4b. What topic areas did you find the least useful?

e 1. Coastal abrasion.

e 1. The problems of disaster in Indonesia should be shared between stakeholders. 2. The
solution from a community perspective.

¢ All of the materials are beneficial.

e Coastal erosion processes.

e Disaster regulation.

e None

e Subject of training which is highly technical need to be simplified.



Q4c. What topic areas would you have liked more of?

1. Budget planning system of disaster risk index decreasing based. 2. Rehabilitation
management and disaster recover. 3. The mapping of disaster handling of risk index
decreasing based.

1. Community approach on DRR. 2. Insurance. 3. Budget management. 4.
Integrating DRR issues through schools (DM curriculum)

1. Develop a disaster risk map. 2. Develop Blue Line. 3. Community empowerment
program.

1. Drafting the disaster risk map. 2. Strengthening the institutional at the community
level.

1. Early warning to all types of hazard. 2. Analysis of Risk and potential impact of
disasters. 3. Strengthen the role of business in disaster relief.

1. In-depth discussion of economic issues in disaster management. 2. More
application examples of disaster management.

1. Learning in the room (40%) and implementation (60%). 2. Each participant was
given the opportunity to express their opinions. 3. Opportunities discussion should
be reproduced again.

1. Lesson learned from private sector participation in DRR activities. 2. Disaster
management in the outer islands.

1. The more material in the problem of coastal erosion and landslides. 2. Watershed
of River. 3. Water catchments.

Aspects of planning including the DRR, emergency response and planning on
recovery.

Eruption of Mount Merapi, particularly in dealing with the dust of Mount Merapi.
Handling the small islands/outer.

More examples on lessons learnt how to reach DRR agendas - the implementation,
practice, and including the challenges.

Seismicity regulatory changes by the latest earthquake.

The pattern of disaster management in New Zealand.



Q5. How good was the opportunity to discuss key topics and issues and obtain answers to your
guestions? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 9.1
4 11 50.0
Excellent 9 40.9
Total 22 100.0
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Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? (Please tick the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Accommodation Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 3 13.0
4 4 17.4
Excellent 16 69.6
Presentation room Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 9 39.1
Excellent 12 52.2
Course materials Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 8 34.8
Excellent 13 56.5
Translation Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 9 39.1
Excellent 12 52.2
Catering Not good 0 0.0
2 1 4.3
Good 9 39.1
4 5 21.7
Excellent 8 34.8




Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? Accommodation (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 3 13.0
4 4 17.4
Excellent 16 69.6
Total 23 100.0
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Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? Presentation room (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 9 39.1
Excellent 12 52.2
Total 23 100.0
Presentation room
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Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? Course materials (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 9 34.8
Excellent 13 56.5
Total 23 100.0
Course materials
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Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? Translation (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 2 8.7
4 9 39.1
Excellent 12 52.2
Total 23 100.0
Translation
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Q6. How good were the workshop logistics? Catering (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 1 4.3
Good 9 39.1
4 5 21.7
Excellent 8 34.8
Total 23 100.0
Catering
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Q7a. How useful was the field visit? Auckland

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 9 39.1
Excellent 14 60.9
Total 23 100.0
Field visit Auckland
100

90

50—

70

B0
)
o
% 50
=

404

30—

20

10

o T T T
Mot good 2 Good Excellent

Rating




Q7b. How useful was the field visit? Wellington

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 6 26.1
Excellent 17 73.9
Total 23 100.0
Field visit Wellington
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Q7c. How useful was the field visit? Napier/Gisborne?

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 5 23.8
Excellent 16 76.2
Total 21 100.0
Field visit Napier/Gisborne
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Q8. Overall how would you rate the quality and usefulness of this visit to New Zealand? (Please tick or
circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 2 9.1
Excellent 20 90.9
Total 22 100.0
Quality and usefulness of this visit to New Zealand
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Q9. Do you have any comments that would help us improve future comparative study programmes?

e 1.40% indoors and 60% outdoors. 2. Activities in the classroom: 50% exposure, 50%
discussion. 3. In the discussion session, each participant is given the opportunity to express
their opinions.

e 1. Able to see how the practice of DRR activities (technical and social). 2. Get a lot of
opportunity to learn more about the community engagement.

e 1. Allthe food should be labelled 'Halal'. 2. In fieldtrip activities, all participants can
communicate with people who have experienced disasters. So that it can give you an idea
how far ahead the disaster also destroyed the entire infrastructure. 3. In the fieldtrip,

participants were given time to ask in order to absorb all the issues in the field.



1. Improved diet. Meal costs we suggest be given to each participant in order to buy the
preferred food. 2. Should raincoats and umbrellas be provided by the committee. 3.
Transfer of luggage between cities in order to be accommodated by the committee.

1. Involve regional head and chief secretary to ensure that policies and decisions can be
implemented. 2. Regional secretary is the chief BPBD's authority that can coordinate the
entire SKPD.

1. Involve the stakeholders. 2. Invite community or somebody who once lived in disaster
prone areas. 3. The need for policies or recommendations considering the characteristics of
Indonesia.

1. It may provide an opportunity to take a nap for about an hour. 2. Sunday were given a
half holiday.

1. Please be prepared to eat rice at lunch time. 2. Need to engage with the executive as
policy makers. 3. For the future, this program should be continuous.

1. Related to the conditions in our place, Agam regency, in the future need to learn about
how to handle the ejected volcanic dust. 2. There should also be accompanied by a
simulation for each type of disaster.

1. The food wherever possible in accordance with the tongue of Indonesia. 2. The next
comparative study is expected to involve the Regional Head. 3. Visit the example
implementation of the DRR activities physically.

1. The topics of Local/Community engagement need to be extended. How Maori cultural
values were adopted and assimilated with the western culture and hand in hand to build a
resilient community is an interesting topic. 2. The planning, budgeting, and political process
in terms of governance role division (SW + 1H) among (central, provincial and districts) is
assured to bring a new paradigm to Indonesian officials. NZ has a different system with
Indonesia, however, the principles of governance is the same. The similarities and
differences needs to be deepened to get the foundation of policy making process to give
the audience a better understanding about input - process - output - evaluation related to
DRR.

1. Workshop materials will be distributed to participants at least one week before leaving in
terms of soft file. 2. Needing support from other references to enrich problem mastering
such as regulations and national policy. 3. The disaster risk decreasing forum is needed to
establish that consist of comparative study participants.

Build understanding of local government more concerned with disaster management in total
involving the synergy of the three parties (government, public and business)

More time for discussion.

Need to consider the local weather when it's changing rapidly.

Participants are divided into groups corresponding to the background, for example,

engineering group and socio-cultural group.



2016 NZ Post workshop questionnaire Extension Segment tables and graphs

Q1. How well did the Extension workshop meet your expectations in the knowledge or information
areas/topics that you thought were important? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not much 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
As expected 2 14.3
4 3 21.4
Very well 9 64.3
Total 14 100.0
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Q2a Did the Extension segment add to the information you learned from the Local Government segment?
(Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not much 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
As expected 0 0.0
4 6 42.9
Very well 8 57.1
Total 14 100.0
Extension segment add to information?
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Q2b. Has the Extension segment been a worthwhile addition to the overall Comparative Study
Visit? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
No 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Neutral 2 14.3
4 1 7.1
Yes 11 78.6
Total 14 100.0
Extension segment worthwhile
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Q3a. What were the major learnings you gained from the Extension segment?

e 1. Collaborative research of DRR in every stakeholders. 2. RiskScape.

e 1. Community engagement of risk disaster reduction. 2. Risk modelling.

e 1. GeoNet as data sources. 2. RiskScape for local government.

e 1. Learning how a big project like 'It's our Fault', Devora and ECLAB could manage
a joint funding, collaboration of all stakeholders etc. 2. RiskScape training - next
step.

e 1. Management risk of disaster

e 1. RiskScape

e 1. RiskScape tutorial. 2. Risk communication.

e 1. Sister city/ Fault city. 2. Collaboration with researchers.

e 1. Strengthening and repairing structures (Richard Sharpe). 2. University
contribution to StIRRRD project. 3. Liquefaction.

e 1. The collaboration between disaster-related institutions. 2. Council role
(government)

e 1. The program from different agency, ‘It's Our Fault, EC Lab, Devora, Hawkes Bay,
got support from government and other agencies.

e 1. The role of university in supporting local government and community in DRR
projects.

e 1. Understanding risk communication - risk language. 2. Hazard and risk research to

practice. 3. University involvement.



Q3b. How much will these learnings help you with your work? (Please circle the score that you

think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not much 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Some help 0 0.0
4 4 28.6
Very helpful 10 71.4
Total 14 100.0
Help with your work
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Q4a. Did you make changes to your university DRR Action Plan as a result of any part of the comparative
study programme? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
No changes 1 10.0
2 1 10.0
Some changes 2 20.0
4 3 30.0
Many changes 3 30.0
Total 10 100.0

Make changes to university Action Plan
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Q4b. If changes were made, what were some of these?

1. Development of RiskScape for each local government. 2. GeoNet

1. Establishing a collaboration with national and local government institutions - with joint

funding and sharing the responsibility.

1. Hazard map. 2. Final project undergraduate student to combine DRR programme.

1. Use RiskScape to help make business cases to local government (e.g. present BPBD
budget)

1. How to encourage the capacity building.



e 1. Socialization of Disaster management

e 1. The university roles and partnership with local government.

Q5a. What topic areas did you find the most useful?

e 1. Build good communication to local government

e 1. Collaborative research. 2. RiskScape. 3. GeoNet.

e 1. Community education and engagement. 2. Partnership and consultation.

e 1. Early warning system as tool to educate community about hazard. 2. RiskScape
training (although the time was too short).

. GeoNet. 2. Infrastructure and earthquakes. 3. Hazard and risk research to practice.

. Liquefaction. 2. Rockfall. 3. University contribution to DRR programme.

. Multi-stakeholders hazard and risk research. 2. Risk modelling and RiskScape.

. Risk Analysis. 2. University/research agency

. Risk Maps

. RiskScape. 2. GeoNet.

. Social sciences. 2. RiskScape.
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. Risk language.

Q5b. What topic areas did you find the least useful?

e None
e None
e Risk management

Q5c. What topic areas would you have liked more of?
e 1. Multi-stakeholders hazard and risk research. 2. How it works? What is the mechanism?
How to initiate? What are the obstacles?
e 1. RiskScape training. 2. Community engagement and communication.
e  Cultural differences and how to involve it in DRR.
e Cultural differences and impact on approaches for DR (e.g. include transmigration info)
e Educating people all levels including government staff.
e Risk management
e RiskScape

e  Tryto retrieve some data from GeoNet.



Q6. How good was the opportunity to discuss key topics and issues and obtain answers to your
questions? (Please circle the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 1 17.1
4 4 28.6
Excellent 9 64.3
Total 14 100.0

Opportunity to discuss key topics and issues and obtain answers
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Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? (Please tick the score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Accommodation Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 1 7.1
4 2 14.3
Excellent 11 78.6
Presentation room Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 2 14.3
Excellent 12 85.7
Course materials Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 2 14.3
Excellent 12 85.7
Translation Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 4 30.8
Excellent 9 69.2
Catering Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 4 28.6
Excellent 10 71.4

Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? Accommodation (Please tick the score that you think is most
appropriate)

Count Table N %

Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 1 7.1
4 2 14.3
Excellent 11 78.6




Total 14 100.0
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Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? Presentation room (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 2 14.3
Excellent 12 85.7
Total 14 100.0
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Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? Course materials (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 2 14.3
Excellent 12 85.7
Total 14 100.0
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Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? Translation (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 4 30.8
Excellent 9 69.2
Total 13 100.0
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Q7. How good were the workshop logistics? Catering (Please tick the score that you think is most

appropriate)
Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 0 0.0
4 4 28.6
Excellent 10 71.4
Total 14 100.0
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Q8. Overall how would you rate the quality and usefulness of this workshop? (Please tick or circle the
score that you think is most appropriate)

Count Table N %
Not good 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
Good 1 7.1
4 3 21.4
Excellent 10 71.4
Total 14 100.0
Quality and usefulness of workshop
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Q9. Do you have any comments that would help us improve future comparative study programmes?
e 1. Some material for local government (policies). 2. Should be given to local government
groups so they learn.
e Consideration of time schedule.
e Few RiskScape practice.
e  Maybe more time for discussion (less packed programme).
e  More time for exploring the laboratory.
e Much better for future.

e Will there be another one, please?
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