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Extensive summary  
This study was commissioned to analyse development programs in an urban context in order to identify 
key principles for future programs on urban resilience building. The study focused on the experiences of 
development practitioners working in an urban context. The methods of analysis included a context 
analysis and program analysis to identify urban context characteristics, good practices and lessons learned 
from experiences of practitioners who work within the CARE International foundation. Furthermore, this 
study contains a SWOT analysis on the Integrated Risk Management (IRM) programs in the Philippines to 
identify which characteristics of the IRM approach contributes to urban resilience. Lastly, a comparison 
was made between the general experiences of development practitioners working in an urban context 
and the SWOT outcomes. Which was used to develop a set of key principles, providing a way for 
development programs to increase resilience in an urban context, especially for the urban poor. 

The study highlights the impact of the  high population density of urban areas. These populated areas 
consist of highly diverse communities, who have very diverse livelihood strategies, needs and 
vulnerabilities. Land shortage is a common problem in urban areas, and many practitioner indicated that 
as a result, they faced challenges with resilience building due to land right, trust and power relations issues. 
Furthermore, operating in an urban area can be challenging due to the variety of actors and interests, 
integrated urban systems and dynamics and the multi-faceted risks. Another characteristic of poor 
communities in urban areas is that they are ‘time poor’ because they have to find new sources of livelihood 
on a daily basis. This makes it difficult to involve urban poor people in resilience trainings and workshops.  

However, it was found that the urban context provides many opportunities for resilience building, if the 
right practices are used by development organisations. As a result of the analysed good practices, lessons 
learned, strengths and weaknesses from the experience of practitioners, the following key principles were 
identified and recommended for future development programs on urban resilience:  

• Be flexible 

• Support local ideas and use local systems  

• Identify and empower champions within each stakeholder group  

• Develop a holistic approach  

• Promote collaboration 

• Involve the private sector 

• Organise the community 

• Create platforms for dialogue  

• Invest time in an extensive context analysis 

Furthermore, the IRM approach, which was developed for and until now mostly used in rural areas, has 
proven to have a positive contribution in urban resilience building because it integrates disciplines, focuses 
on both short term risks and long term change, recognizes multiple scales and invests in an extensive 
context analysis. However, there are still some concerns about how to define the urban ecosystem and 
integrate all the facets of the IRM approach in short term programs. Lastly, the researcher recommends 
that non-government organisations develop an overall strategy on how they want to and can contribute 
to urban resilience. This strategy should be specific on which facets of urban resilience it focuses on as well 
as embracing the expertise of the organisation. The ‘five Ws of urban resilience’ can be a useful tool to 
develop a strategy in such a way. 
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1. Introduction 
For the last phase of the study program International Development Management, major Disaster Risk 

Management, the student Liza Hoefnagels had the opportunity to conduct an applied research project for 

CARE Netherlands in the months November 2017 – February 2018. The study dealt with the concept of 

resilience in an urban context and it is expected that the commissioner, CARE Netherlands and their 

partners; Partners for Resilience (PfR), ACCOORD and CARE’s Country Office in the Philippines can use the 

outcomes of this research for future program development purpose. This document is a report on the 

entire research project.  

Firstly, the commissioner and thesis topic are introduced in chapter 2. Background, followed by an 

overview of urbanization trends and facts of the last years. Secondly, the objective of the research, 

research questions and sub questions are formulated in chapter 3, Research objective & Questions. In 

chapter 4, Conceptual framework, the research focus will be determined by defining resilience, urban 

resilience, explaining the urban context and Integrated Risk Management framework of CARE Netherlands. 

Following, the research design, data collection methods and data processing tools are described in chapter 

5. Finally, the findings of the research are presented in the results chapter 6 to conclude with answering 

the research question in chapter 7, recommendations in chapter 8 and the discussion in chapter 9. The 

references and appendices can be found at the end of the report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiRr7KHzPvZAhVLbFAKHS9SApsQjRx6BAgAEAU&url=http://www.aristaeus.nl/index.php/nieuws/305-nieuw-logo-van-hall-larenstein&psig=AOvVaw3Aq3LDXOVxCOqSEyenTKe3&ust=1521659102568462


 

2. Background  
In this chapter, the commissioner CARE Netherlands and their partners are shortly described in 2.1. 

Following, the motive of the research and problem definition are explained in section 2.2. and 2.3.  

2.1. The commissioner  
CARE Netherlands (CARE NL) is a member of the International CARE Foundation and at the same time also 

an independent institute that has its own fundraising, advocacy and communications activities. CARE 

Netherlands has both emergency relief and development projects, in diverse countries all around the 

world, for instance in Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Syria, Afghanistan, Philippines, and Indonesia (Care-

international.org). 

CARE operates in the following focus areas within the aid sector: humanitarian action, sexual and 

reproductive health, food and nutrition security, and woman economic empowerment. These programs 

always include climate change adaption measures and disaster risk reduction strategies. Furthermore, 

gender equality is an important theme within all projects of CARE to increase the resilience of 

communities, which is in line with the international Sustainable Development Goal 5 (SDG).  “Achieve 

gender equality and empower all woman and girls, and inclusive governance goes hand in hand with 

increasing the resilience of communities.” (Carenederland.org). Moreover, CARE Netherlands is part of 

diverse partnerships, such as the H&M foundations and the Partners for Resilience alliance, and supports 

the Philippines Country Office to develop a platform called ‘Learning Lab’. 

The Partners for Resilience alliance is a collaboration between the Netherlands Red Cross, Cordaid, Red 

Cross/Crescent Climate Centre, Wetlands International and Care Netherlands.  The alliance emphasizes 

the importance of resilience to effectively deal with disasters and is mainly financially supported by the 

Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Furthermore, the members of PfR use the alliance as an opportunity to 

share knowledge, good practices and lessons learned for developing new tools and models to improve the 

resiliency of the poorest people of the world who suffer from disasters (Partners for Resilience, 2017a). 

One of the frameworks they developed is the Integrated Risk Management approach, further explained in 

chapter 4.2, which integrates Ecosystem Management and Restoration (EMR), Climate Change Adaption 

(CCA), and Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) measures to reduce the impact of disasters and to strengthen 

the capacities of communities (Partners for Resilience, 2017b). 

 

IRM programs in the Philippines 

CARE has two main IRM programs which are implemented in the urban areas of the Philippines: Moving 

urban poor communities towards resilience (MOVE-UP) and the Partners for Resilience program. The 

first MOVE-UP program was implemented from 2016 -2017 and the specific objective was to pilot and 

demonstrate systems and models for Alternative Temporary Shelter (ATS) and livelihoods to increase the 

resiliency of Local Government Units (LGU) and urban poor against natural disasters.  The second MOVE-

UP started in June 2017 and will run until the beginning of 2019, and mainly focuses on increasing the 

DRR capacity of LGUs and local communities through replication and/or adaptation of tested ATS 

strategies, alternative livelihood methods and safe schools for the urban poor communities living in 

Metro Manila. CARE Philippine (CARE PH) is part of a consortium together with Action Against Hunger, 

ACCORD and Plan International, in both MOVE-UP 1 and 2, which is funded by ECHO. 
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The first PfR program of CARE in Metro Manila was implemented from 2011 until 2015 and the second 

program started in 2017 and runs until 2019. During the first program, CARE and ACCORD focused on 

mainstreaming IRM into local development planning guidelines and tried to strengthen the cooperation 

between and among LGUs and other key stakeholders within the specific geographical features. The 

second program will build on the outcomes of the first program, focusing on strengthening community 

resilience and empowering civil society by creating policy dialogue on DRR and CCA at the local, national 

and international level. 

2.2 The rise of cities 
In modern time, cities are the economic hearts of their region due to their trade opportunities and wealth. 

Therefore attracting many migrants with the prospect of improved living conditions. As a result, urban 

population has grown extensively in the last decades, as is shown in figure 1. Today, around 7,5 billion 

people live on this earth of which 4 billion (54%) live in urban areas. As a comparison, in 1960 the world 

human population was estimated to be around 3 billion people, of which less than 34% lived in urban areas 

(Worldometers.info; World Bank, 2017). 

 
Figure 1. Percentage of world population living in urban areas (World Bank, 2017). 

 

Furthermore, it is projected that the rural population will decrease rapidly due to urbanisation, as is shown 

in figure 2. Due to this the United Nations estimated that the urban population will reach 5 billion people 

in 2030 and there will be around 662 cities in the world with at least one million residents (United Nations, 

2016). Small and medium sized cities in developing countries are the ones which are expected to face a 

significant increase in population growth due to rural-urban migration. Especially in Asia and Africa, which 

have the highest rates of urban growth on a global scale and are experiencing the most rapid increase of 

natural disasters in the last decades (Dickson, et al., 2012). 
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Figure 2. Percentage of population in urban and rural areas (World Health Organisation, 2017). 

2.3. Cities at risk 
According to The World Cities in 2016 (United Nations, 2016), more than 80% of the world’s cities faced 

high mortality rates associated with natural hazards and almost 90% of the cities were vulnerable to 

disaster related economic losses in 2014, see figure 3 (United Nations, 2016). 

 

 
Figure 3. Cities vulnerability towards disasters-related mortality and economic losses (United Nations, 

2016). 
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Moreover, a joint study of the World Bank and UN predicts that in 2050, the population that is exposed to 

cyclones and earthquakes is doubled to 1.5 billion people if no major changes are made in disaster risks 

management in urban areas (World Bank & United Nations, 2010). Urban climate related hazards such as 

sea level rise, storm surges, extreme rain, heat waves, water scarcity and worsening air quality make cities 

more vulnerable to natural hazards in the future (Dickson, et al., 2012). 

Due to this trend, the humanitarian and development sector are focussing more and more on urban 

resilience. For example, one of the new Sustainable Development Goals of the United Nations is “Make 

cities and human settlement inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable. Rapid urbanization has brought 

enormous challenges, including growing numbers of slum dwellers, increased air pollution, inadequate 

basic services and infrastructure, and unplanned urban sprawl, which also make cities more vulnerable to 

disasters.” (Sustainabledevelopment.un.org, 2017). 

 

2.4. Problem definition 
As explained in the previous section, more than half of the world population lives in urban areas and rural-

urban migration will lead to rapid urbanisation, especially in Africa and Asia. Nowadays, most cities are 

exposed to at least one type of natural hazard, resulting in high mortality rates and economic losses. 

Furthermore, if in the coming years no concrete measures are developed to make urban communities 

more resilient, it is expected that the number of people exposed to cyclones and earthquakes will be 

doubled in 2050. 

Due to these trends, CARE Netherlands, whose past programs were mostly implemented in rural areas, 

found it necessary to develop and be more visible in future urban resilience programming. CARE 

Netherlands also acknowledged that they lacked the understanding of urban issues and in particularly on 

urban resilience issues. At the moment, CARE Netherlands only has two development programs in urban 

areas, MOVE UP and PfR, which both use the IRM approach. It was unclear to CARE Netherlands how the 

IRM approach contributes to urban resilience because it was mostly implemented in rural areas. 

Therefore, they wanted to increase their understanding on effective program implementation with 

regards to resilience in urban areas, focusing on recent experiences of CARE Netherlands and other CARE 

member organisations.  Unfortunately, CARE Netherlands did not have a clear overview on how many 

development programs were implemented in urban areas by other CARE International members. This is 

why the researcher first conducted a scoping study to identify how many development programs were 

implemented in urban areas and which of these programs could be useful for this study. 
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3. Research objective and questions 
In the following sections the research objective will be explained, and the main and sub research questions 

will be formulated. 

3.1. Research objective 
CARE Netherlands wanted to increase their understanding of implementing programs in an urban context, 

starting from past practices of CARE International and the two IRM programs implemented in Metro 

Manila. Therefore, the objective of this research was to obtain an insight in the ways CARE Netherlands 

could increase the resilience of urban poor communities towards natural disasters, aggravated by climate 

change and ecosystem degradations.  

Based on a review of CARE’s worldwide experience on urban programming and a field research on CARE 

Netherlands’ IRM projects in Manilla, the following additional research outputs have been delivered 

besides this report: 

• Key principles document about working in an urban context  

• Overview of 11 case studies, representing CARE’s work in urban areas, to use for internal and 

funding purposes   

The document called ‘Key principles working in an urban context’,  which was developed for CARE 

Netherlands can be found in appendix 1.  

3.2. Research questions  
Following from the objective, the central question of this study is: What are the key principles for 

development programs on urban resilience?  

To be able to answer the central research question, the following sub questions were formulated: 

1. How do the practitioners describe the urban context and which challenges and opportunities does this 

context provide in relation to resilience building? 

2. What are the good practices and lessons learned of practitioners working on resilience in the urban 

context?  

3. What are the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of the IRM programs implemented in 

urban areas of the Philippines? 

4. Which characteristics of the existing IRM approach contribute to urban resilience?  

Below, the schematic representation is shown of the sub research question leading to the main research 

question of this study: 
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4. Conceptual framework 
This chapter explains the focus of this study by describing the urban context and addressing the definition 

of resilience and urban resilience. Following, the resilience framework and Integrated Risk Management 

approach of CARE is described and the focus of the study is explained. 

4.1. The urban context 
Urban areas are most of the time determined as multi-layered and complex systems, networks and 

structures (Frankenberger & Petryniak, 2016). In urban areas, system highly depend on each other, one 

failing system can disrupt the other existing systems or networks of a city. For instance, the electricity 

system of a city fails after an earthquake, it also impacts the communications networks and sewage 

system. These systems do not only extend to the administrative boundaries of a certain area, e.g. 

neighbourhoods, this is why it is important to not only focus on one single element of a city but to have 

an interdisciplinary and cross sectoral approach (Junmookda & Brown, 2014). 

The urban system consists of different systems and subsystems such as infrastructure, governance, 

security, information, housing, markets, land and natural resources, publics services and food supply 

systems. All of these have an effect and/or impact on the resilience of urban communities and consist of 

diverse scales, for instance, within the overall governance system there are local, regional and national 

government subsystems which can all be active within one city (Frankenberger & Petryniak, 2016). 

This is why Meerow et al. (2016) developed a conceptual diagram of the urban ‘system’ (figure 4), which 

is inspired by the design of Dickens ‘Global economy’ diagram. This diagram indicates that the urban 

system exists of four subsystems; 1) Governance Networks, 2) Networked Material and Energy Flows, 3) 

Urban Infrastructure and Form, and 4) Socio-Economic Dynamics. 

 

 

Figure 4. Diagram of the urban system (Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016, p. 45). 
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On one hand, the diagram of the urban system of Meerow et al. clearly shows that urban areas consist out 

of four main layers, in which each layer has many components. On the other hand, this diagram could be 

overwhelming because it tries to include all the possible existing interrelations of an urban area. 

This is why the visual diagram that is developed by DNV GL will be used to explain the urban context, which 

is visible in figure 5. To summarise, the urban context can be thought as four subsystems which are strongly 

connected due to the social-political-economic dynamics,. The governance system consists of states, 

labour, industry, NGOs and consumers, which is comparable with the governance network layer from the 

Meerow et al. diagram. The Socioeconomic system includes the demographics of the city such as mobility, 

capital, public health, equity, justice and education level of the inhabitants. The buildings, utilities, 

transportation system, consumer goods and networks are part of the structural system and the ecological 

greenspaces, waterways, soil and animals belong to the last layer, the ecological system. 

 
Figure 5. Diagram of the urban context (DNV GL, 2018). 

4.1. The development of the definition ‘resilience’ 
In the last decades, urban resilience has had various definitions in different sectors. An architect working 

twenty years ago would define urban resilience differently than a social worker or inhabitant nowadays, 

why this section will address three main perspectives of the concept ‘resilience’. 

An analysis conducted by the United Nations (UN), for the report ‘Trends in Urban Resilience 2017’ shows 

that there are three main interpretations of the term ‘resilience’. There is the engineering perspective, 

which defines resilience in term of recovery, so the sooner the function of a system is restored afters a 

shock or stress, the more resilient that system is. The ecological perspective builds further on this idea of 

resilience but also argues that a system has multiple stable states. From this point of view, a system can 

evolve, change and still be functional after a shock or stress. So, it values both persistence and adaptability. 
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The last perspective, which is socio-ecological, was developed because social scientists and urban 

sociologists started to recognise that human settlements are not isolated systems at all but are strongly 

connected with other social systems and to the ecosystem they use and depend on (UN Habitat, 2017). 

Therefore, the last perspective is still relevant for dealing with present and future climate uncertainties 

because the social-ecological theory recognises that systems are constantly changing in nonlinear ways 

(Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016). 

Non-governmental organisations focus in their definition of (urban) resilience mostly on communities and 

people. Furthermore, the commissioner, CARE Netherlands, sees resilience not as an end goal but as an 

ongoing process. This is why the social-ecological definition of resilience is applicable when the word 

‘resilience’ is used in this report, as is explained in the following quote:  

“Increasing resilience is not an outcome that can be achieved within a specific time frame, but is an 

ongoing process. CARE’s approach to increasing resilience, can be summarised as follows: If the capacities 

and assets to deal with various shocks, stresses and uncertainty are built and supported and if drivers of 

risk are reduced and if these actions are supported by an enabling environment, then resilience is 

increased.” (CARE, 2016, p. 5). 

 

4.2. Urban resilience 
Now-a-days, there is a better understanding that cities function as complex, interdependent and 

integrated social ecological systems which is crucial for future resilience planning. As a UN Habitat report 

says: “Only when viewing the system in its entirety, connected both within and beyond its boundaries, will 

cities be able to successfully respond to the impacts of economic, social, political or natural events and 

avoid displacement, inequity, overburdened urban services, or undermined capacity to properly manage 

cities.” (UN Habitat, 2017, p. 6). This also corresponds with the definition on urban resilience of The 

Rockefeller Foundation, one of the founders of 100 Resilient Cities. 

“Resilience is the capacity of individuals, communities, institutions, businesses, and systems within a city 

to survive, adapt and grow no matter what kinds of chronic stressed and acute shocks they experience.” 

(100 Resilient Cities, 2017a). 

However, a review of scholarly literature shows that the definition of ‘urban resilience’ is still inconsistent 

and underdeveloped. This research reviewed 172 studies of the last four decades of academic literature 

on the term ‘urban resilience’ and identified conceptual tension areas on which the various definitions 

were inconsistent or unclear. The first tension area is about three different perspectives on the concept 

of resilience. Meerow, Newell, & Stults, discovered that the literate use define resilience as one of the 

following transformation states 1) single state, 2) multiple state and 3) dynamic non-equilibrium state of 

transition (Meerow et al., 2016), which can strongly be linked to the three different perspectives discussed 

in the report of the UN Habitat, see Table 1 (next page) 
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 Number of Equilibriums 
(according UN) 

Corresponds to transformation 
state of Meerow et al.  

Engineering resilience One Single state 

Ecological resilience Multiple Multiple state 

Social-ecological resilience None, continuously changing Dynamic non-equilibrium 

Table 1. The three perspectives of resilience and their equilibrium state according UN and Meerow et al.  

The second tension area is about the conceptualisation of resilience. they discovered that in general,  

resilience is seen as something positive, yet, social theories show that not all stakeholders will benefit 

equally from resilience based actions. As a result, Meerow et al. argues that it is important to ask questions 

like “Resilience for whom? And resilience to what?”, shown in table 2, to determine whose resilience 

agenda is prioritized. 

Another tension area that was discovered was the different opinions on urban resilience adaptation 

measures. In the literature, there is a tension between short term adaptations (which are most of the time 

highly specialized) and long term adaptability. Especially scholars who focussing on climate change 

resilience are arguing that urban resilience should focus on the (general) adaptive capacity rather than on 

specific adaptations. Additionally, there also is confusion when defining urban resilience on the timescale 

of action, e.g. time required to return to the preferred state of the system. The literature is mainly focused 

on describing the outcomes of the preferable state of resilience than on actually determining how long it 

will take to achieve these outcomes. 

Lastly, the research of Meerow et al. (2016) concludes that the definition of the idiom ‘urban’ is unclear 

and inconsistent. Most of the definitions acknowledge urban areas as ‘complex’ or ‘complex systems’ but 

address not the whole urban system but rather focus on the specific system which is relevant for their 

research.  Some studies exclusively refer to the ecosystem whilst others refer only to the social and 

technical networks when they discuss cities or urban areas . Furthermore, it is very unclear which 

geographical scale the studies use, e.g. which areas are a part of the ‘urban’ area. 

This is why the following five topics should be considered when defining and using urban resilience within 

the development sector: 

• The interpretation of resilience  

• How resilience is perceived 

• The definition of urban 

• The focus of the adaptation measures 

• The timescale of action (program)  
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Moreover, Meerow et al. (2016) developed a new definition of urban resilience: “Urban resilience refers 

to the ability of an urban-system- and all its constituent socio-ecological and socio-technical networks 

across temporal and spatial scales to maintain or rapidly return to desired functions in the face of a 

disturbance, to adapt to change and to quickly transform systems that limit current or future adaptive 

capacity.” (Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016, p. 39). This definition is flexible and inclusive and as a result 

it can be used by different disciplines and stakeholders. 

Urban resilience is a non-linear and continually changing process because multiple stakeholders are 

involved, each with different motivations and power relations on diverse spatial scales (Brown, 2013). 

Therefore, it is recommended to ask the questions resilience for Whom, What, When, and Why, also 

called the ‘five Ws of urban resilience’ when talking about urban resilience (Frankenberger & Petryniak, 

2016). Table 2 shows the suggested questions that could be asked by development practitioners who’s 

program focus is on resilience in an urban context.  The authors of ‘Defining urban resilience: A reviews 

highlights that there are no right or wrong answers on these questions but ‘grappling with them 

collectively through an inclusive and open discourse is fundamental if we hope to forge cities that are 

indeed resilient.’ (Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016, p.47). 

 

Questions to Consider 

Who?  
 
T
R
A
D
E
O
F
F
S
? 

▪ Who determines what is desirable for an urban system? 
▪ Whose resilience is prioritised? 
▪ Who is included (and excluded) from the urban system? 

What? ▪ What perturbations should the urban system be resilient to? 
▪ What networks and sectors are included in the urban system? 
▪ Is the focus on generic or specific resilience? 

When? ▪ Is the focus on rapid-onset disturbance or slow-onset changes? 
▪ Is the focus on short-term resilience of long-term resilience? 
▪ Is the focus on the resilience of present or future generations? 

Where? ▪ Where are the spatial boundaries of the urban system? 
▪ Is the resilience of some areas prioritised over others? 
▪ Does building resilience in some areas affect resilience elsewhere? 

Why? ▪ What is the goal of building urban resilience? 
▪ What are the underlying motivations for building urban resilience? 
▪ Is the focus on process or outcome? 

Table 2. Questions related to urban resilience (Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016, p. 46). 

 

4.4. Integrated Risk Management 
In this section the Integrated Risk Management (IRM) framework (CARE, 2017) will shortly be explained 

to support the analysis of  the Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of current Integrated 

IRM programs in the Philippines.   

In recent years, Partners for Resilience has developed a new Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) approach which 

not only focuses on reducing the risk of natural hazards by disaster mitigation, preparedness and 

prevention but considers natural hazards in a wider environment by including Climate Change Adaptation 
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(CCA) strategies and Ecosystems management and Restoration (EMR) measures. Climate change for 

instance, has an evident impact on the frequency, unpredictability and intensity of disasters and 

ecosystems can play an important role to work as a natural barrier against some hazards (e.g. mangrove 

forest for the reduction of wave intensity) (Partners for Resilience,2017b). 

This new approach is called Integrated Risk Management and is a “systematic process of reducing disaster 

risks through anticipative, absorptive, adaptive and transformative actions, taking into account the effects 

of climate (change) and the role of ecosystems. It addresses the drivers of risk, the capacities and assets 

of communities and individuals and their enabling environment.” (CARE, 2017, p. 9). 

As shown in Figure 8, CARE’s resilience frameworks puts communities and individuals and their capacities 

and assets in the centre of the framework.  IRM programs of CARE mainly focus on climate change, 

ecosystem degradation and natural hazards as drivers of risk, although they acknowledge that there are 

also other shocks and stresses.  Communities, civil society organisations, private sector and public 

authorities are considered as part of the enabling environment. 

 
Figure 6. Figure 8, IRM approach within CARE’s resilience framework (CARE, 2017). 

Furthermore, the following characteristics determine if a program follows the IRM approach of CARE 

(CARE, 2017): 

• Plans for both short term risks and long term change, using assessments of past disasters, trend 

analysis and future (climate) change predictions 

• Recognises geographical scales, understands functions and services of ecosystems and thinks 

beyond administrative boundaries 

• Strengthens institutional resilience 

• Integrates disciplines, functions as a bridge between local experiences/solutions and global 

development insights 

• Promotes community self-management, stimulates learning 

• Focuses on livelihoods and partnership between actors of the enabling environment  

 

http://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiRr7KHzPvZAhVLbFAKHS9SApsQjRx6BAgAEAU&url=http://www.aristaeus.nl/index.php/nieuws/305-nieuw-logo-van-hall-larenstein&psig=AOvVaw3Aq3LDXOVxCOqSEyenTKe3&ust=1521659102568462


 

4.5. Research focus 
This study focusses on practices used during development programs of CARE Netherlands and partner 

organizations to strengthen the resilience of the urban communities, specifically those who live in 

marginalized urban areas. Resilience is seen as an ongoing and constantly changing process of 

communities who deal with various shocks, stresses and uncertainties, which is in line with the socio-

ecological perspective on resilience. 

The outcomes of development programs are influenced by the context they operate in, in this case the 

urban context with its four systems, the governance, socio-economic, structural and ecological system and 

the dynamics between those systems. This is why the study focusses on correlations between the 

description of the urban context and approaches used by development practitioners to increase the 

resilience of marginalized urban communities. These are also used to develop key principles for resilience 

programs in an urban context and to identify which of the IRM approach characteristics worked well 

specifically in the urban context. 

The researcher first focused on the general perception and experiences of development practitioners 

working in an urban context, which they gained during their whole career. Hereby, the study especially 

emphasizes which characteristics of the urban context resulted in challenges for resilience building and 

what opportunities they see to increase the effectiveness of their resilience programs. A clear description 

of the urban context enables the researcher to focus more specifically on which practices worked well and 

not so well in urban areas, further referred to as good practices and lessons learned.   

Furthermore, the study  also focused on the specific experiences gained by practitioners during the 

inception, implementation and anchoring of knowledge phases of the two IRM programs of CARE 

Netherlands in urban areas of the Philippines. With this, the researcher identified which practices worked 

well or not so well during the IRM programs in the urban context and subsequently compared these with 

the characteristics of the IRM approach shown below.   

IRM approach characteristics which will be used in this study: 

• Plan for both short term risks and long term change  

• Use assessments of previous disasters, trend analysis and future (climate) change predications 

• Recognize multiple geographical scales (local, regional, national, international) 

• Understand and include functions and services of ecosystems  

• Think beyond administrative boundaries 

• Strengthen institutional resilience  

• Integrate disciplines (e.g. local experiences and scientific knowledge) 

• Focus on livelihoods 

• Create partnership between actors of the enabling environment  
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5. Methodology 
This chapter explains the research design, data collection methods and data processing tools which were 

used in the desk and field study. 

5.1. Research design  
The researcher conducted qualitative research to be able to answer the main research questions: ‘What 

are the key principles for development programs on urban resilience?’. A qualitative approach was chosen 

because it enables the researcher to collect and get insights in the connections between diverse 

experiences and opinions (Verhoeven, 2011). The researcher used a variety of qualitative research 

methods to collect the data such as a literature review, semi structured interviews, focus group discussion 

and workshops to answer the sub research questions. 

This research consists of a short desk study and a ten week field study for data collection purposes. During 

the first weeks, the researcher studied recent reports on urban resilience and experiences of development 

organisations in the urban context in preparation for further literature reviews, interviews and going to 

the field. The following ten weeks were used to collect data in the field, in Metro Manila, the Philippines. 

During this time, the researcher stayed at the country office of CARE and collaborated with their local 

partner ACCORD to identify the participants for the interviews and selected a community for the Focus 

Group Discussion. Furthermore, the researcher was also able to observe and join some IRM program 

activities of CARE and ACCORD, such as stakeholder mapping and a transect walk. 

5.1.1. Respondents 
The respondents that were interviewed are development practitioners with experiences in programming 

in urban areas, further referred to as ‘practitioners’, ‘respondents’ or ‘interviewees’.  Two different groups 

of practitioners were interviewed; the first group are staff who work for CARE International and who at 

least some experience in one of the following themes; development, economic empowerment or 

resilience towards natural hazards. The other group existed of practitioners who are involved in the local 

IRM Programs. For MOVE UP these are; Action Against Hunger and Plan International and for PfR; Cordaid, 

Red Cross Netherlands and Philippines. The country office of CARE in the Philippines and ACCORD are of 

course both part of the two programs. 

5.2. Literature review 
According to Verhoeven (2014), a literature review is the basis to develop and design a research. That is 

why this research first looked into the documented experience of CARE International to have an overview 

of the already gained experience of the past. From CARE’s database, thirty-one program across the world 

were identified as (semi) urban programs. Fifteen of these programs were categorised as development 

programs, focussing on livelihoods, economic empowerment and/or resilience towards natural hazards. 

Six programs’ contact persons responded to the call for documents. The monitoring and evaluation 

documents received were used to develop a first insight in the challenges, good practices and lessons 

learned and to create the outline of the semi structured interviews.  Moreover, with the outcomes and 

findings of the literature review, the researcher was able to create an overview for CARE Netherlands in 

which the recent development programs in urban areas are summarised. 
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5.3. Semi structured interviews  
Semi structured interviews are useful to understand the line of thoughts of the practitioners. This form of 

interviewing enables the researcher to have to freedom to follow the focus of the interviewee within the 

interview topics (Evers, 2015). In this study, two rounds of interviews were held and a total of thirteen 

respondents were interviewed. The first round of interviews consisted of three practitioners of the 

programs identified during the literature review. These interviews were conducted through Skype because 

the practitioners are working in Bangladesh, Vietnam and Cambodia. The topics shown below were used 

as guidelines for the semi structured interviews, a more extensive topic list of the interview format 

(international) can be found in appendix 2. 

Topics semi structured interviews (International): 

• Introduction: general questions  

• Urban context: description, challenges, opportunities and suggestions  
 
The second round of semi structured interviews was held with the practitioners involved in the IRM 
program in urban areas of the Philippines and were conducted in person. First, three test interviews were 
done with a practitioner from ACCORD, Plan International and a Disaster Risk Reduction Management 
Officer (DRRMO) of a municipality in Metro Manila. In total, ten interviews were used for the data analysis 
from practitioners of CARE PH (2), ACCORD (4), Red Cross (2), Action Against Hunger (3) and Cordaid (1). 
For the interviews, the themes mentioned below were used as guidelines. The extensive interview format 
can been found in appendix 3. All interviewed IRM practitioners (sixteen) were invited to attend the ‘first 
findings’ workshop at the end of the field trip. 
 
Topics semi structured interviews (IRM): 

• Introduction: general questions 

• Urban context: general description 

• IRM project in urban areas: inception, implementation and anchoring of knowledge 

• IRM and urban resilience 
 

5.4. Workshops  
To avoid possible errors in the interpretation of the data, two workshops were organised to report back 
the first findings and to collect feedback on the SWOT analysis and key principles. 
 
The first workshop was organised for the IRM practitioners at the end of the field trip in the Philippines, 

the agenda of the workshop is shown in appendix 4. Twelve practitioners of ACCORD, CARE PH, CARE NL, 

Cordaid and the Red Cross attended the presentation and workshop. 

Near the end of the study, the second workshop was held and organised for program officers of CARE NL 

and PfR partners. Before the workshop, all the people who were invited received a draft of the key 

principles document to work in an urban context, which was produced as an outcome product for CARE 

NL. Due to the weather circumstances, only eight people were able to attend the workshop in which the 

findings of the study were presented combined with the key principles. This workshop was used to collect 

one last round of feedback on the key principles and to encourage the participants to thinks about what 

urban resilience and the urban context means for them and for their organisations. For further details 

about the workshop, e.g. agenda of the workshop, see appendix 5.   
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5.5. Focus Group Discussion 
Another tool that was used during this study to collect data was a Focus Group Discussion (FGD). The Focus 

Group Discussion was held with barangay officials and community representatives, a total of seven 

participants, which were part of the two IRM programs. Moreover, the FGD functioned to determine if the 

experiences of the practitioners were in line with the experiences of the beneficiaries of the programs. 

The prepared questions which function as guideline of the FGD can be found in appendix 6.   

5.6. Observations  
Lastly, during the field trip the researcher joined the IRM teams and their activities for observations. During 

these activities the researcher always introduced herself and explained the aim of her research 

(Verhoeven, 2014). The method used to observe was unstructured, this enables the researcher to perceive 

a specific situation with an open mind. Participation during an observation of an activity can be very helpful 

to understand the described experiences better. Therefore it is important to be able to observe the 

activities which you usually do not participate in (Verhoeven, 2014). This is why the researcher participated 

in diverse activities of the IRM programs, such as the evaluation meeting of MOVE UP 1, a stakeholder 

mapping activity for MOVE UP 2 and PfR 2, and a transect walk in one of the selected barangay in Metro 

Manila. The researcher used the observations to recognise any errors or incoherence between practices, 

collected experiences and descriptions of the urban context from the interviewed practitioners. 

5.6. Data processing & analysing 
The data collection and analysis phases alternate in a qualitative research, which was also the case in this 

study. This is why the collected data was also used to strengthen the main research question, to find 

respondents and to adjust the research methods and tools. Repeating this process systematically is called 

an iterative process. This iterative process increases the systematic process and the reliability of the results 

because the researcher used new data to confirm the data already found (Verhoeven, 2014). In this study 

the data was analysed by reviewing the literature and notes of the interviews and workshops. The 

interview notes were organised in an excel overview to identify recurring topics which were later 

structured according to the following categories: 

General description urban context: 

• Characteristics 

• Challenges 

• Opportunities 
 
Specific description urban context (Philippines): 

• Opportunities 

• Threats 
 
General experiences of development practitioners: 

• Good practices 

• Lessons learned 
 

IRM approach specific experiences of IRM practitioners: 

• Strengths 

• Weaknesses 
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As is shown in Figure 7, the collected data was first divided into the general description of the urban 

context and the practices. The researcher separated the statements which were specifically focussed on 

the Philippines urban context from the statements on the general urban context. Secondly, the research 

identified good practices and lessons learned from the respondents how they deal with challenges, 

opportunities and threats the urban context provide and has impact on increasing urban resilience. 

Moreover, the strengths and weaknesses of the approaches used to increase the resilience of urban poor 

communities during the inception, implementation and anchoring of knowledge phases of the IRM 

programs were identified. 

 
Figure 7. Schematic representation of the categories used to process the data of this study. 

The practices were identified from the overall experiences of the practitioners, which include their overall 

working experience gained during the implementation of the development programs, specifically in an 

urban context. The general practices were divided in ‘good practices’ and ‘lessons learned’. A good practice 

is ‘a process, system or method that has been shown to work well, succeeds in achieving its objective(s), 

and therefore can be recommended as a model.’ (Urbangoodpractices.org). Lessons learned can be 

defined as learnings gained during the process of a project/program, and can be positive or negative 

learning experiences (Kerzner, 2017). 

The IRM programs’ Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats were identified using a SWOT 

analysis on the experiences of the practitioners who were involved in the IRM program in urban areas of 

the Philippines. The SWOT analysis can be used as a tool ‘to identify the strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and threat that influence the planning, design, development, implementation, and 

evaluation of a program or project.’ (Watkins et al., 2012). 

After the researcher coded and categorized the data, a clear overview was created which enabled the 

research to compared the found good practices, lessons learned, Strengths and Weaknesses with the IRM 

approach characteristics to find which characteristics contributes to urban resilience building. Lastly, the 

outcomes of the sub questions were organised in a table to see correlations between the results and to 

identify the key principles for development programs that focus on urban resilience. 
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6. Results and Discussion 
In this chapter the results of interviews of both the international practitioners and practitioners from the 

Philippines are discussed per sub category. The urban context, with its challenges and opportunities to 

increase resilience will be described in section 6.1. Then, the general experiences of both practitioners 

groups are shown in section 6.2., where the good practices and lessons learned are explained. To follow 

up with the identified strength, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the IRM programs, which were 

implemented in the Philippines in section 6.3. Finally, in section 6.4. an overview is presented which shows 

the characteristics of the urban context and overall best practices to identify which characteristics of the 

IRM approach contributes to urban resilience. 

6.1. The urban context 
At the beginning of each interview, the practitioners were asked to describe their experience of the urban 

context to see if there are some general characteristics and overall challenges, good practices and lessons 

learned during their experience working in urban areas. The interview results are used to answer sub 

research question one: ‘How do the practitioners describe the urban context and which challenges and 

opportunities does this context provide in relation to resilience building?’ 

6.1.1. Description of the urban context 
First of all, the respondents mentioned some general characteristics of the urban context, considerations 

when working on urban resilience, characteristics of urban communities. They also described the 

livelihood practices of urban poor communities. 

Almost all of the practitioners (12 out of 13) described the urban context as ‘complex’ with many systems 

and multiple risks, such as health, fire, flood and income hazards. This corresponds with the findings of 

Meerow et al. on defining ‘urban’ in the literature. Some respondents specified that the high population 

density has influence on some of the factors visible in figure 10, within one or more layers of the urban 

system (ecological, structural, socio-economic and governance system). For example, one practitioner 

mentioned that the governance system is way more complex because “one Barangay captain and eight 

council members lead thousand or tens of thousands people, and then within an municipality you have 

multiple barangays”. Another good example shows the quote below,  which was an answer of an IRM 

practitioner on the question ‘why is the urban context so complex to work in?’ 

“Every urban city is different and even within an urban area the contexts are diverse and need different 

strategies and approaches. It is like a micro cosmos within a micro cosmos within a micro cosmos. There 

are many drivers of risks e.g. lack of income, no livelihood opportunities, flood hazards, fire hazards, and 

are, especially in urban areas, extremely linked with each other if you talk about resilience. But only, the 

links are sometimes not that visible.” 

 

High population density 

The high population density of urban areas results in more diverse actors operating in urban areas (8 out 

of 13), as shown in figure 8. Actors mentioned by the respondents who operate in urban areas are: 

government agencies, Civil Society Organizations (CSO), the private sector and Non-Governmental 

Organisations (NGO).   
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Figure 8. Influence of high population density on urban system according to respondents. 

One of the respondents described the following layers in the government structure of the Philippines: 

National – Regional – Municipality – Barangay. The interviewee also mentioned the main difference of the 

government structure between the urban and rural context is not the structure itself but the scale of the 

structure. In urban areas more than hundred people work in different government units within the 

municipality compared to rural areas were sometimes less than ten people work within the whole 

municipality. For instance, a city like Malabon, with around 350.000 inhabitants, is a municipality that 

contains 21 barangays, all with their own barangay council which consist of eight council members and 

one barangay captain. 

Another point mentioned by some of the practitioners is that due to the population density, the building 

density is quite high. Therefore, there are less open spaces available to use for evacuation purposes. 

Furthermore, eight interviewees highlighted that neighbourhoods have a high diversity of communities 

because many urban inhabitants moved from the country side to cities (rural-urban migration). According 

the respondents,  urban citizens have different backgrounds, levels of vulnerabilities, skills and capacities 

to cope with disasters, resulting in a high diversity of communities. The interviewees discovered that due 

to the different backgrounds of urban inhabitants, people who live in urban areas feel sometimes less 

connected with each other. Moreover, some practitioners mentioned that there is a high fluidity of people 

within urban neighbourhoods because of the diverse livelihoods strategies. Especially the urban poor who 

most of the time do not receive regular income are forced to move to other urban areas for better 

livelihood opportunities. 

Integrated systems  

Nine interviewees mentioned that the four layers (ecological, structural, socio-economic & governance) 

and the operating actors are very interrelated and influence each other. These dynamics exists on the 

small scale within the urban context (neighbourhood level) until the large scale (national level). For 

instance, some interviewees mentioned that if you want to increase urban resilience, you should also 

consider rural resilience programs because of the rural – urban migration trend and the root causes behind 

this trend, such as lack of basic services in rural areas, prospect of a better live in urban areas. As can been 

read in the following quote from one of the development practitioners (next page): 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Diversity of communities (socio-economic)

High building density (structural system)

Different levels of vulnerabilities (socio-
economic)

Many actors

Number of respondents

Influence of high population density
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“We cannot work only on urban resilience, we cannot actually work on rural resilience, we have to work 

on both because the biggest challenge is that the rural areas are beginning to deplete of people, they 

face the inability to produce food for the country, along the suffering that is caused in the urban setting. 

We need to look at the issues of migration, amongst our rural and urban programs and have to run them 

parallel.” 

When discussing the urban system, the following issues were mentioned by the practitioners and 

considered to be important to successful operate in urban areas. In all the interviews was mentioned that 

it is important to understand the urban context and realise that every city is different. Seven out of  

thirteen interviewees mentioned that there is a high need of different approaches and strategies when 

you implement programs in urban areas. Furthermore, five practitioners agreed that it is important to look 

beyond geographical and system boundaries and that the landscape approach (part of the IRM approach) 

is a useful tool to map relationships on the different scales (neighbourhood – national). Lastly, all thirteen 

practitioners highlighted that because of the complexity and interrelated systems of the urban context, 

NGOs should consider an integrated approach. This approach should not only focus on one certain 

domain/issue but should integrate natural hazards, livelihoods, community development, urban planning 

and policies if it wishes to have a significant impact on increasing the resilience of urban communities. 

Livelihoods in urban areas  

As is shown in figure 9, seven out of thirteen respondents mentioned that the livelihood activities of the 

urban poor depend on the market systematic because they work mainly in the service and labour sector, 

instead of the traditional rural livelihood practices (e.g. fishing and farming). 

 

 
Figure 9. Characteristics of urban livelihood practices according to the respondents. 
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Livelihood activities of the urban poor can both be formal (contractual workers, construction workers, 

cleaners etc.) or informal (soap making, illegal street sellers). Due to this, some practitioners mentioned 

that the seasonal calendar is different from rural areas because they depend on the demand of the market. 

Another point mentioned during the interviews was that marginalized groups working in urban areas do 

not always have contractual agreement or social labour rights, resulting that they do not receive regular 

income.  Nine practitioners mentioned that due to the lack of income security, the urban poor make long 

work days and have multiple jobs because they do not know when the demand of the market decreases. 

As was said during one of the interviews: “Urban poor are time poor because they constantly have to find 

new livelihood resources.” 

6.1.2. Challenges 
Some of the urban characteristics and the complexity of the urban context can have a negative effect on 

the outcomes of development and humanitarian aid programs which are implemented in urban areas. The 

main challenges mentioned by the interviewees are: Involving the communities (10), land right issues (7), 

multiple risks (6), the extensive variety of actors and interests (6), understanding the urban ecosystem (4), 

short term funding (3) and exclusion of certain groups (immigrants, illegal workers) (3), as is shown in 

figure 10. Some of the challenges are further explained in the sub sections. 

 
Figure 10. Challenges experienced by the respondents during their implementation of development 

programs in urban areas. 

Involving the communities 

Ten out of thirteen practitioners mentioned that it is hard to involve communities in urban areas because 

they do not have regular income. Due to this, they prioritize their time on finding new sources of livelihood 

instead of participating in workshops/trainings of the organisation. Moreover, six of the paractitioners 

mentioned that because marginalized communities face a high day to day risks and/or feel that they 

already have adapted to the natural hazards (such as flooding), they are less willing to participate in the 

trainings that are focussing on one specific natural hazard.  As is shown in the quote below, where a 

practitioner gives their answer on why it was hard to involve the community: 
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“When we were starting a public awareness campaign so that people would follow this contingency plan, 

people in the community were saying: ‘We wouldn’t do that, we are already so used to flooding that it 

will not affect us.’ It took a long time before we had a breakthrough in that. ” 

Extensive variety of actors and interests 

As mentioned before, the high population density of the urban context result in an increase of 

stakeholders. Therefore, eight practitioners mentioned that there is an extensive variety of actors and 

interests in urban areas compared to rural areas. The practitioners faced some challenges in analysing, 

mapping and engaging with the operating actors because they have to use different strategies and 

approaches to build trust and relationships, as is said by one of the practitioners: 

“Building these relationships is much harder in urban areas because there are more local government 

units compared to rural areas. You cannot develop this relationship within one day, you have to meet 

regularly with them, you have to use different kind of channels and approaches to reach them.” 

Another reason why it was difficult to involve the different actors in their programs was because many 

actors have a different understand of an urban ‘ecosystem’. As is explained in the following quote of a IRM 

practitioner: “In urban areas, one of the biggest challenge is that people cannot see the ecosystems. We 

[IRM practitioners] think of the urban ecosystem as the build environment [sewage, infrastructure], 

natural ecosystem [waterways, natural drainage] and all the socio political arrangements that influence 

the build environment and natural ecosystem. However, they [actors] think that they are just living in the 

build environment and are not part of the natural ecosystem because from childhood they were told that 

an ecosystem is all about trees, field and mountains.” 

Some interviewees also mentioned that there is some conflict between actors perspectives on the ‘right’ 

Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) measures, some stakeholders thought they were sufficiently prepared 

because they already completed DRR training. Furthermore, four practitioners said that it is more time 

consuming to involve and map all the actors in an urban context because of the high variety of actors and 

interest within the layers of the urban system, highlighted by the following quote of a development 

practitioner: 

“Involving different sectors, different levels of government and communities takes time because, doing 

one is in itself already very time consuming, so imagine doing all the layers.” 

Land right issues  

Another challenge mentioned by several interviewees (7 out of 13) is the shortage of land in urban areas, 

as a result the urban poor are forced to live on privately owned land or land that is not intended for 

housing. For example informal settlers living on a river bank or steep slopes. During the interviews, the 

practitioners mentioned the following challenges which they faced during programs which included 

informal settlements: 

1. It is hard to address the underlying root causes of vulnerability rights, such as why they do 

not have labour rights, land rights or sufficient social services,   

2. It is difficult to increase technical assets e.g. infrastructure, housing, utilities and drainage, 
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3. Informal settlers face high risks such as: fire hazards (houses close to each other), living in 

high risk areas (near river banks), do not have access to social services (sickness and 

diseases), lack of income (irregular income, informal labour) because they do not have 

access to the market. 

As one of the respondents explained in the interviews: “Because informal settlers are mostly staying on 

private land, it is harder for them to access the formal physical infrastructures. The land value is also 

higher, which means that there is a bigger threat of being forced to move, communities face a lack of 

security. There is a lack of available land within the city, so most of the times they are relocated to areas 

outside the city, which has an effect on their livelihoods, if they work here in Metro Manila.”    

Furthermore, five practitioners mentioned that these challenges are hard to address because they are 

politically very sensitive and informal settlers are not always recognized by the official structures and 

systems (market, authorities, organisations). Some practitioners also mentioned that the people who live 

on private land are not always keen to participate in DRR programs because in the past such programs 

were used to relocate marginalized communities to areas outside the city.  However, the practitioners 

experienced that most of the time those relocation programs increased the vulnerability of relocated 

people because the they were moved away from their livelihoods practices. 

6.1.3. Opportunities 
Besides the many challenges the urban  context provides, the interviewees also mentioned the following 

opportunities when working in the urban context: Collaboration (9), involving the private sector (7), 

access to technical resources (4), addressing the root causes (3), and more availability of government 

funding (1), as is shown in figure 11. These will be described below. 

 

 
Figure 11. Opportunities for development programs in the urban context mentioned by the respondents. 
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Collaboration 

Nine practitioners mentioned that in the urban context there is a huge opportunity for collaboration and 

partnerships with other NGOs, government authorities, CSOs, universities, private sector and research 

centres to develop integrated measures that increase the resilience of urban people. Some interviewees 

experienced that local government authorities are more willing to collaborate because they have larger 

funding budgets for Disaster Risk Management measures compared to small villages in rural areas. 

Furthermore, it was also mentioned that it is important to share knowledge such as best practices and 

lessons learned documents within collaboration partnerships because it can help to improve the 

effectiveness and sustainability of development programs. 

Involving the private sector 

To further continue on the collaboration opportunities, seven respondents mentioned specifically that 

there are more opportunities and entry points for NGOs to collaborate with the private sector in the urban 

context. As one of the practitioners explained in the interview, most of the national and international 

businesses have their headquarters located in the city. As a result they  sometimes are more interested to 

collaborate with urban development program because they can see the vulnerable communities and the 

impact of the program for themselves. Furthermore, within cities, there are simply more players active in 

the private sector.  Due to this, the respondents experienced that there are also more technical resources 

and expertise available in engineering, health, construction, design and communication. 

Besides the national and international businesses, there are hundreds of Small and Mediums- sized 

enterprises (SME) operating in cities and metropolises such as Metro Manila. Some of the practitioners 

mentioned that this provides an opportunity to increase the awareness on the carbon footprint of 

businesses, promote Corporate Social Responsibility and link development programs with economic 

development of the region. Moreover, collaboration with the local private sector can also help with 

reaching their employees for awareness programs on health, livelihoods and natural risks. As one of the 

practitioners mentioned in the interview: 

“We could reach urban factory workers through giving workshop within their work places, for example 

providing workshops on hygiene and money saving during lunch breaks in factories, whilst raising 

awareness by factory owners on some of the underlying root causes of the vulnerabilities.” 

Addressing root causes  

Lastly, three interviewees said that because the urban risks are very integrated and multi-facetted, it 

provides an opportunity to advocate to donors and government authorities  for an integrated approach as 

key solution to increase the resilience of urban communities. Furthermore, this was also discussed during 

the workshop in the Philippines. Especially on how NGOs can ‘teach the donors’ by using case studies and 

best practices documents to influence the donor perspective on urban resilience building. 
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6.2. Experiences  
The second part of the interviews focused on good practices and lessons learned of the program 

experience of the practitioner in urban area. This chapter present the general outcomes of the good 

practices and lessons learned; the specific strengths and weaknesses of the IRM programs are mentioned 

in section 6.3.  

6.2.1. Good practices 
During the interviews, the practitioners discussed diverse good practices to increase the sustainability of 

the program outcomes and how to involve the community and actors in urban areas. These good practices 

are grouped in eight different categories, showed in figure 12 and the most important ones are further 

explained in the next sub sections. 

 
Figure 12. Identified good practices mentioned during the interviews with the practitioners. 

Stakeholder mapping  

As is shown in figure 11, seven people discussed that it is necessary to carefully analyse and select 

stakeholders for the project in urban areas. The practitioners found stakeholder mapping a very useful 

tool to analyse all the actors so that they could identify the right representatives, have a clear overview of 

the power relations between stakeholders and to prioritize the stakeholders. Furthermore, the outcomes 

of the stakeholder mapping assisted the practitioners to develop different strategies and approaches to 

involve the stakeholders and to create ownership of the program.  As a result, some practitioners felt that 

they were somewhat successful in increasing the understanding of actors on their contribution towards 

the hazards and root causes of the vulnerability of marginalized people. 

Build local government capacity 

Almost all practitioners (10) mentioned that it was important to involve the local government authorities 

in their projects to increase their appreciation, awareness, capacities and resources towards community 

involvement in urban resilience matters.  Five practitioners said that they used learning by experience 

methods to increase the appreciation and awareness of Local Government Officials (LGU) towards 

faciliatory approaches.  
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“We hope by inviting them [LGUs] and teaching them to do participatory approaches with their risk 

assessments and other plans, that they will duplicate this method and use this approach with other 

assessments and plans by the rest of the barangays in the city because we cannot cover them all.” 

Furthermore, this quote from a practitioner also highlights that an aware and responsible local 

government is the key to reach and increase the resilience of a larger amount of people in urban areas 

because of the fact that NGOs cannot reach all the people by themselves. 

Community organising  

Nine interviewees mentioned specifically that one of the good practices they discovered was that an 

organised community empowers them, the community, to advocate for their own causes, such as access 

to the  market system, socials health services, land right issues. Nine interviewees mentioned specifically 

that one of the good practices they discovered was that an organised community empowers them, the 

community, to advocate for their own causes, such as access to the  market system, socials health services, 

land right issues.   

Identifying and empowering key champions  

The role of identifying and empowering key champions was discussed in eight interviews as one of the 

main good practices to engage with diverse communities and actors. Furthermore, the outcomes of the 

programs which had identified good and committed key champions were more sustainable than previous 

programs. The following quote highlights why it is so important to identify key champions within the 

community and each stakeholder group, and why it is not recommended to place NGO staff as key 

champions: 

Are these champions, like the barangay official very important for the sustainability of the project? “Yes, 

because the people need to have someone of the community that they can look up to for their causes. It 

is the main mistake of NGOs to position themselves as the champions because when the project has 

ended the champions will leave the barangay. If you build the barangay and let the champions 

emergence from inside the barangay, from every sector there is a champion, they will be able to push 

true with the accomplishments of the projects.” 

 

Another practitioner mentioned that it is very important to identify champions within the different local 

government units, who can advocate for your program and ideas, because you cannot rely on the 

traditional rural structure to identify the key champions [decision makers]. For instance, in urban areas, 

the mayor is not really involved in the implementation of policies as in rural areas, were the mayor plays 

a very important role in the decision making for funding.   

During the process of community organising, mentioned in the previous subsection, there are many 

opportunities to identify and recognize the informal key champions of a community. According to one of 

the respondents, it is very important to emphasise their importance and give them a critical role within 

the program so that they will be recognized by other community members and other decision makers, as 

is explained in the following quote (next page):  
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“We’re always on the watch for who among those which participate has the potential to become leaders, 

who can take on more responsibilities. Looking for sort of champions and recognize them so that they 

also recognize themselves and continue the good work they do. For example, one of the participants, a 

woman was there because her husband was one of the identified community leaders. However, he was 

out of town because of work, so she was always attending the trainings and meetings, she was there as 

representative of her husband, not as herself. But she was always in the meetings and sharing these good 

ideas, then we realised she should be there as herself and not as representative. Later, also the barangay 

realized that and now she took on various roles and lead the ladies brigade.” 

Flexibility 

Six respondents specifically highlighted that the flexibility of their staff and program planning was one of 

the key reasons why they were able to involve the community and to successfully run their programs in 

urban areas. Furthermore, they said that they learned that being flexible in adjusting your time schedule 

to the communities need is necessary due to the issues of available time and priorities of the urban poor. 

As is mentioned in the following quote of a development practitioner: 

“It is very understandable that the most vulnerable people think about how they make sure that they 

have something to eat the next day, rather than attending your trainings. So what we try to do is to 

adjust to their cycle, their activities. We try to make them understand that we not want to interfere in 

their day to day activities, but just want to improve their understanding of their risks.” 

This is why some of the organisations organised workshops on moments when it was more likely that most 

of the community members were not working. As result, that they had short, two hours trainings and 

workshop  in the evenings, weekends and on holidays. Furthermore, one participant mentioned that it is 

also necessary to be flexible in adjusting the approaches to the needs of the community, because the 

needs of communities can change quite quickly because of the fluidity of urban communities; high in and 

out stream of community members. Two interviewees highlighted that it is important to be flexible in 

both, in scheduling and adjusting to the constantly changing needs of communities. 

The table below provides an overview of which good practices have an impact on involving the 

communities, involving actors and helping to ensure the sustainability of the program outcomes. 

 Involve 
community 

Involve 
actors 

Ensure 
sustainability 

Flexibility ✓  ✓   

Identify and empower key champions ✓  ✓  ✓  

Community organising ✓   ✓  

Build local government capacity  ✓  ✓  

Stakeholder mapping  ✓   

Link livelihoods to market   ✓  

Build on local knowledge ✓  ✓  ✓  

Table 3. Impact of the identified eight good practices on involving the community, actors and to ensure 

sustainability according the respondents.  
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6.2.2. Lessons learned 
There are a couple of overall lessons learned mentioned in multiple interviews; 1) Increase the social assets 

of communities (4 out of 13), 2) Make use of local knowledge, structures and systems (10 out of 13), 3) 

Involving the local private sector (3 out of 13), which are further explained in the next subsections. 

Increase the social assets of communities 

Four practitioners mentioned that they learned that organising the community is the key strategy to 

involving marginalized urban communities in their development programs and to make them more aware 

and teach them to participate in workshops and trainings, as was highlighted by one of the respondents 

during the interviews:  

“Empowering communities to be able to change their situation, to be able to participate into decision 

making process. Sometimes they [community members] even ask: ‘Are we allowed to participate?’. They 

are so used to not participate, that we should make them aware and learn how to participate, changing 

their mindset and try to strengthen their social capital.” 

Moreover, starting with collectively identifying risks, capacities and vulnerabilities and prioritizing which 

to address first has a positive effect on the ownership and responsibility of community members. One 

practitioner specifically mentioned that they used common experiences, such as previous floods, lack of 

livelihoods or migration, to organise the community because it improves social cohesion and increases the 

feeling of being one community.   

Another point that was mentioned multiple times by the respondents was that they learned it is more 

sustainable to focus on behaviour/mindset change than only on short term technical solutions because of 

various reasons: 

1. Common problem in urban areas is not the lack of technical resources (as in rural areas) 

but that the urban poor are excluded and do not have access to those technical resources 

and social services.  

 

2. If the communities in the urban neighbourhoods are not organised, they are less able to 

advocate for their problem and are less involved during the development of technical 

solutions. 

 

Lesson learned example of a practitioner in the Philippines: 

“In Navotas, the local community did not have experienced that the city planners came down to them 

and involve them in the planning process or even asked them ‘what do you think of these plans?’ The 

community was not even involved by the assessments that the city planners did. So in the project, what 

we are trying to do is to create space for dialogue, so that the communities can  be heard at the city 

level.” 

As explained in the previous quote, most of the time the urban poor are not include in development and 

urban planning programs. This is why, three respondents highlighted that they learned that creating 

platforms for dialogue, is one of the key strategies to increase the resilience of urban people, on both short 

and long term. 
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Local knowledge, structure and systems 

Ten practitioners mentioned that it is necessary to make use of both formal and informal system and 

structures to build trust and be able to start building relationships. These should be recognized by 

communities, stakeholders and local authorities of the specific neighbourhood. 

Furthermore, they mentioned that it is necessary for a program to build upon local as well as scientific 

knowledge to develop a comprehensive approach  to increase the resilience.  Especially because of the 

large differences between each urban context. The following quote of a respondent highlights why it is 

important to build on local knowledge and experiences for program development: 

“Every city function differently, there are some similarities but you should be careful to not apply the 

lessons learned and outcomes of one city to another city. They have different understandings of concepts, 

facing different risks, different community structures, different local leaders at different platforms, 

different budgets and different mindsets. Which all influence how they will perceive the program or new 

concepts.” 

In the interviews the respondents highlighted that it is very important to analyse and understand the urban 

context. Because of the complexity of urban areas, this take more time than usual in comparison with rural 

areas. Furthermore, two practitioners mentioned that to understand the urban context, urban planning 

policies, plans and issues should be included in the analysis because they have a significant impact on the 

outcomes of the program, such as the impact of land right issues, mentioned in section 6.1.2. Another 

point which was mentioned, that after an extensive analysis it is necessary to prioritize which problems to 

address first because you cannot simple address all of them. 

Involving the local private sector 

Finally, a three interviewees mentioned that the local private sector can play an important role to increase 

urban resilience. As example, they realised that most of the open spaces, which can be used as assemble 

point for evacuation, are owned by supermarkets, restaurants and offices. Another point mentioned by 

one of the practitioners was that sustainable economic development and improved labour rights can have 

a significant impact to increase the resilience of the urban poor because they get the opportunity to save 

some money, invest in insurance etc. 
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6.3. SWOT analysis  
In the following section, the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of the MOVE and PfR 

programs according to the IRM practitioners are presented. This is to answer the third research question: 

‘What are the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats of the IRM programs implemented in 

urban areas of the Philippines?’.  

First, the overall SWOT table is presented, see figure 13, and will be further explained following sections. 

Most of the SWOT analysis outcomes are already fully described in the previous sections. This is why 

only the new topics will be elaborated in this section. 

 
Figure 13. Outcomes of the SWOT analysis of the IRM programs in urban areas of the Philippines. 

6.3.1. Strengths 
All ten IRM practitioners mentioned that the both, MOVE UP and PfR programs  were successful in 

identifying key champions and organizing the community as is shown in the quote below: 

“In potrero [neighbourhood], we were only doing DRR activities such as updating the contingency plan, 

doing drills etc. However, because we organized the community by doing the risk assessments together 

with the communities, also their risks were identified. During this process, they identified themselves 

which of those risk they could address by themselves such as the solid waste management project, school 

gardening and linking different schools and barangays to share experiences.” 

Furthermore, six interviews highlighted that because they were very flexible with adjusting towards the 

schedule of community members, they were able to organize the community.” We adjusted to their [the 

community] cycle and activities, made them understand we did not wanted to interfere with their day to 

day activities”. Furthermore, another practitioner mentioned that because they collectively planned the 

training and workshop a couple of week beforehand together with the community and stakeholders, the  

turnout of a workshop/training depended increased significantly. 
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“We need to agree on a common action plan because otherwise we cannot get a hold on people. So every 

time when there is activity, we coordinate this with the community and local government by presenting a 

common program plan and then develop together a monthly or quarterly plan. Otherwise it will be very 

difficult to find common dates were everybody is available.” 

Another identified strength mentioned by the practitioners of the IRM programs was that the programs 

emphasize on the importance of promoting dialogue and creating platforms to develop an integrated 

approach that considers multiple hazards/risks. Practitioners said that it is important to create space for 

dialogues so that communities can be heard at the municipality level, to create a platform were all 

stakeholders comprehensively agree on measure to ensure ownership and sustainability of the program 

outcomes. 

A solution that was development by one NGO of the IRM programs to handle the overload of stakeholders 

was to organize their teams per city (geographical area) instead of the two programs. As result that that 

there were one or two contact persons for the DRRM Officer at the municipality level and barangay council 

members. Through this, they experienced it was easier to build trust relationships and to identify key 

champions within the stakeholders. This team represented both programs, MOVE and PfR. 

Finally, CARE and ACCORD practitioners mentioned that implementing both IRM programs in the same 

geographical area was very beneficial for both program outcomes. Especially the PfR program, which is 

seen as a long term development program (five years) has a positive influence on the sustainability of the 

short term technical solutions of the eighteen months MOVE UP program. 

 

6.3.2. Weaknesses 
The IRM practitioners mentioned in the interviews and workshop that at the beginning, they sometimes 

spent ‘too much’ time on understanding the complex urban context and on building trust relationships 

with all the stakeholders. This resulted in that they sometimes had to rush through the end phase of the 

program. Also, there was not always enough time for documentation, monitoring and evaluation of the 

program results. Furthermore, during the interviews and workshop they acknowledge, especially within 

the PfR alliance, that they could invest more time in sharing knowledge and experiences. The IRM 

practitioners recognized that they could learn from each other on how to deal with some context specific 

challenges and to develop an overall strategy how the alliance can increase the resilience of marginalized 

urban communities. Lastly, participants of both workshops discussed the need to expand their technical 

expertise on urban planning, the urban ecosystem and how this influence development programs and 

urban resilience. 

 

6.3.3. Opportunities 
Most of the opportunities were already discussed in chapter 6.1.3. During some of the interviews and 

workshop with the IRM practitioners it was mentioned that the Disaster Risk Management law of the 

Philippines is quite elaborate. Furthermore, they said that this law emphasises the importance of an 

integrated strategy to deal effectively with hazards. Due to this, they felt that there is an opportunity to 

involve stakeholders and to hold local authorities accountable. Another point that was mentioned during 
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the first workshop, was to find the convergence between the interest of the government (according the 

law) and needs of the urban poor to deal with both rapid and slow onset disasters. Advocacy strategies 

could influence the development of government interests in future disaster management laws and 

policies. 

 

6.3.4. Threats 
In the Philippines, there is a change of government direction which increases the uncertainty concerning 

future developments of disaster management policies and regulations. Due to this, three practitioners 

mentioned that they were worried about possible negative developments of changing the national DRRM 

law and how this would influence their programming in certain areas. 

Another point that was highlighted in both the interviews and first workshop, was that the practitioners 

felt that donors do not fully understand the urban context, urban resilience and what is required of NGOs 

to increase the resilience of urban poor communities. They experienced that there are not that many 

opportunities for long term funding, which they feel is necessary to address to root causes of the 

vulnerabilities of the urban poor. They recognize that their good practices and program strengths are most 

of the time long term measures such as community organizing and advocacy for IRM as well as they 

experienced that building trust relationships and develop local ownership of the program takes longer 

than in rural areas. This is why they are worried that the development of an increase of short term funding 

will have an effect on the sustainability of the program outcomes. 
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6.4. Characteristics of the IRM approach contributing to urban resilience 
In this section, the contribution of the IRM approach characteristics to urban resilience are determined by 

analysing and comparing the urban context characteristics, good practices, lessons learned, and SWOT 

outcomes of the previous sections. This is the answer of the fourth and last research question: ‘Which 

characteristics of the existing IRM approach contribute to urban resilience?’.  

First of all, the practitioners describe the urban context as ‘complex’ due to integrated systems, high 

population density, high diversity within communities,  diverse livelihood strategies, land right issues, 

extensive variety of actors and interest and multiple risks. Some of the characteristics were also specifically 

mentioned by practitioners of the IRM program for the urban context in the Philippines, as is shown in 

table 4. 

Characteristics  Description IRM 

High population density ✓  ✓  

High diversity within communities ✓  ✓  

Diverse livelihood strategies ✓   

Land right issues ✓  ✓  

Extensive variety of actors and interests ✓   

Integrated systems ✓   

Multi-facetted risks  ✓  ✓  

Table 4. Identified characteristics of the urban context in general description and specific description of the 

Philippines. 

Furthermore, the following practices can be identified out of the description urban context (DES), good 

practices (GP), lessons learned (LL), strengths (S), weaknesses (W), opportunity (O) and threats (T) from 

the previous sections, see table 5.  

Practices Experiences IRM 

 DES GP LL S W O T 

Flexibility   ✓   ✓     

Support local ideas & use 
local systems 

 ✓  ✓  ✓     

Build upon key champions  ✓   ✓     

Develop a holistic approach ✓    ✓     

Promote collaboration ✓     ✓  ✓   

Involve the private sector ✓   ✓    ✓  ✓  

Extensive context analysis     ✓     

Urban planning  ✓    ✓    

Stakeholder mapping   ✓   ✓     

Organise the community  ✓  ✓  ✓     

Build government capacity  ✓   ✓   ✓   

Create platforms for dialogue     ✓     

Table 5. Overview identified practices and in which section of this chapter they were stated.  
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The table six shows which of the characteristics, also mentioned in section 4.4. Integrated Risk 

Management and 4.5. Research focus, are applicable to the urban context characteristics and to which 

practices they can be linked. Lastly, it is determined if the characteristic contributes to urban resilience 

building.  

IRM characteristic Urban characteristic Practices Contributes to 
urban resilience 

Plans for both short term 
risks and long term change 

Multi-facetted risks 
 

Develop a holistic 
approach 

✓  

Use assessments of 
previous disasters, trend 
analysis and future 
(climate) change 
predications 

 Extensive context 
analysis  
Support local ideas & 
use local systems 

✓  

Recognize multiple 
geographical scales 

Integrated systems 
Multi-facetted risks 

 ✓  

Understand and include 
functions and services of 
ecosystem 

Integrated systems 
(four systems of urban 
context) 

Extensive context 
analysis  

✓  

Thinks beyond 
administrative boundaries 

Integrated systems  
Multi-facetted risks 

Stakeholder mapping 
Extensive context 
analysis 

✓  

Strengthen institutional 
resilience 

 Build government 
capacity  

✓  

Integrates disciplines Integrated systems 
Extensive variety of 
actors and interests 

Creates platforms for 
dialogue 
Promote 
collaboration 

✓  

Focus on livelihoods Diverse livelihood 
strategies 

 ✓  

Create partnerships 
between actors of the 
enabling environment 

Extensive variety of 
actors and interests 

Create platforms for 
dialogue 
Involve private 
sector 
 

✓  

Table 6. Analysis of which  IRM characteristics contributes to urban resilience.  
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7. Conclusion 
In this concluding chapter the overall research question ‘What are the key principles for development 

programs on urban resilience?’ will be answered by answering and addressing the sub-research questions 

one by one. 

In answer to the first sub research question, the following was found. The urban context was described by 

the respondents as a complex system that consists of different layers, which in fact confirms the depiction 

of the urban context in a layered diagram as that of DNV (section 4.3.) The respondents experienced that 

the systems of the urban context are highly integrated and influenced by the social-political-economic 

dynamics and actors such as communities (people), government, public and private sector. For this reason, 

they recommended that NGOs should consider an integrated approach which includes natural hazards, 

livelihoods, community development, urban planning and policies. Moreover, the diversity of communities 

due to the fluidity of urban areas, the diverse livelihood practices which depend mostly on the market and 

multiple risks they found it challenging to involve the urban poor communities. They experienced 

difficulties with the participation of urban people because the urban poor prioritized finding new resources 

of livelihoods and/or felt that they did not need those trainings because they already are adapted to risks. 

Another challenge mentioned by the practitioners was analysing, mapping and engaging the actors within 

an urban context due to the extensive variety of actors and interest. Due to extensive variety of actors 

there are more formal and informal structure in urban areas between government, communities and other 

stakeholders. The practitioners learned that it is necessary to use both formal and informal local systems 

to build trust and be able to develop relationships.  Furthermore, in urban areas there is mostly a shortage 

of land available for housing purposes, resulting in that the urban poor are forced to live on private land 

or land that is not intended for housing (e.g. near a riverbank/steep slopes.) 

However, the practitioners also mentioned a couple of opportunities for building resilience in an urban 

context.  Especially the existence of many operating actors in urban areas can also be a huge potential for 

collaborations and new partnerships, such as businesses who have an interest in Corporate Social 

Responsibility. Most of the time, those businesses  have more specific technical knowledge and resources 

available, and could influence sustainable economic development and improve labour rights of their 

workers.  Furthermore, the respondents realized that especially the local private sector could play an 

important role in increasing resilience. For instance, local restaurants, offices and supermarkets own often 

the only existing open space within a neighbourhood, which can be used as assembling point for 

evacuation. 

In answer to the second sub-question the following good practices were found. To deal  with the complex 

urban context, some practices were found to work well for increasing the resilience of communities, such 

as building on existing local knowledge, intensive stakeholder mapping and the flexibility of the staff 

members of the resilience program.  Furthermore, the respondents highlighted that building the capacity 

of local government through increasing their appreciating, awareness and capacities resulted in more 

sustainable program outcomes and was helpful to involve other stakeholders.  Another good practices was 

to identify and empower key champions within urban communities and  each stakeholder group  who can 

vote for the reliability and credibility of the program, whilst promoting ownership and continuation of the 

initiatives. 
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During the interviews some practitioners mentioned that within urban areas the marginalized 

communities face more difficulties accessing technical resources. Not because there are not enough 

technical resources available, which is more common in rural areas, but because they are not recognized 

by the official authorities. Due to this they learned that it was more sustainable to focus on behaviour and 

mindset change by the stakeholders rather than offering only short term technical solutions. Specifically 

community organising was mentioned a couple of times as a key strategy to involve community members 

and to strengthen the social capital of urban poor. Moreover, it enables people to participate and  

influence the decision making processes in matters such as urban planning, access to social services and 

Disaster Risk Reduction measures.   

The SWOT analysis used to answer the third research question, discovered that both MOVE UP and PfR 

effectively organised the communities as well as building the capacity of local government. The success of 

the programs could be translated back because they identified and empowered key champions by the 

different stakeholders and created a platform to promote dialogue on the risk and vulnerabilities of the 

urban poor.  Furthermore, the implementation of both IRM programs in the same geographical areas 

ensured that the communities were able to plan for short term risk as well as long term adaptability. 

However, most IRM practitioners recognized that to develop a holistic and integrated approach, such as 

the IRM approach, extensive context analyses was needed, which took a lot of time. Due to this, they felt 

that they did not invest enough time in documentation, monitoring and evaluation and sharing their 

experiences within and outside their alliance. Due to this, they found that they did not use the 

collaboration opportunities of their partnerships and alliance sufficiently. The  IRM practitioners also 

acknowledge it is very important to understand the urban ecosystem and urban planning issues to develop 

approaches and strategies to increase the resiliency of the urban poor due the land rights issues and multi-

faceted risks. The IRM practitioners of the Philippines felt that they did not have sufficient knowledge to 

understand the complexity and interrelations of an urban ecosystem. 

Lastly, it was found by answering the fourth research question that all characteristics of the IRM approach 

have the potential to contribute positively to urban resilience. However, some characteristics, such as 

‘understand and include functions and services of the ecosystem’ were seen as very important but still 

very underdeveloped for application in an urban context. There are some unclarities about what is meant 

with the urban ecosystem and how practitioners can address all these characteristics in a short time. As a 

result that the context analysis at the beginning of the program took quite some time.  On the other hand, 

creating partnership and platforms for dialogue are two IRM approach characteristics which were very 

effective to increase the sustainability and involvement of communities in both IRM programs MOVE UP 

and PfR. 

To conclude, future urban development programs should be flexible in their approaches to the needs, 

priorities and time schedule of the diverse communities. Furthermore, these programs should build upon 

local ideas and initiatives of local actors to develop a program that suits the specific urban context. 

Practitioners should recognize and understand both formal as informal system and structures because it 

will enable them to develop appropriate strategies and approaches to involve the different actors.  To 

ensure the sustainability of the programs outcomes and to increase the ownership of stakeholders it is 

very important to organize the community as well as to identify and empower key champions in each 

stakeholder group. Those key champions can also vouch for the reliability and credibility of the program, 

which can be helpful to involve other community members and actors. Moreover, to have a significant 

contribution to increase the resilience of marginalized communities in urban areas it is important that 
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NGOs develop a holistic and cross-sectoral approach which focusses on technical support as well as social 

change activities. A development program is most beneficial for urban communities if the program 

recognizes the multi-faceted risk landscape and integrates Disaster Risk Reduction measures, sustainable 

livelihood practices and human rights into one comprehensive approach. To develop such an holistic 

approach it is necessary to spend enough time on the extensive participatory mapping of the urban 

landscape by reviewing past assessments, trends, and climate change predictions as well as urban 

development and financial plans of the local, regional and national government. Lastly, the many 

presented actors in the urban context provides an opportunity for development organisations to build 

partnerships with the divers operating actors such as the private sector, universities, government 

authorities, Civil Society Organisations and other non-governmental organisations. Good collaboration is 

necessary to develop an approach that is able to address the multi-facetted risk landscape of the urban 

context. Especially, engaging with the private sector to increase their awareness of their potential 

contribution to some of the root causes can have a significant impact on the resilience of the urban poor.   

Finally, the overall and IRM specific good practices and lessons learned showed many similarities, which 

leaded to the formulation of the following key principles for future development programs that want to 

increase urban resilience: 

1. Be flexible, adjust your agenda to the needs, priorities and time schedule of community 

member, 

2. Support local ideas and use local systems to understand and abide by the interest and needs of 

individuals and communities, before offering specific solutions, 

3. Identify and empower champions within each stakeholder group who can vote for the reliability 

and credibility of the programs, whilst promoting ownership and continuation of the initiatives, 

4. Develop a holistic approach, develop a long term strategic approach which ensure that both 

long term and short term program complement each other, focussing on technical support as 

well as social change activities, and integrate environment, infrastructure and livelihoods, 

5. Promote collaboration, build linkages between and within stakeholder group and link divers 

government departments, 

6. Involve the private sector, engage with business to make them aware of the multi-facetted risks 

and their potential contribution to some of the root causes. Promote sustainable development 

and Corporate Social Responsibility, 

7. Organise the community to strengthen their voice and build their social capital which enables 

people to participate and influence decisions making processes, 

8. Create platforms for dialogue were all actors can come together and conduct risks analysis, 

discuss potential actions, develop and implement approaches that fits the specific context, 

needs and capacities, 

9. Invest time in an extensive context analysis to identify the diverse vulnerabilities, risks, needs, 

communities and actors within the urban context, and to develop diverse approaches and 

strategies for engagement. 

 

 

http://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiRr7KHzPvZAhVLbFAKHS9SApsQjRx6BAgAEAU&url=http://www.aristaeus.nl/index.php/nieuws/305-nieuw-logo-van-hall-larenstein&psig=AOvVaw3Aq3LDXOVxCOqSEyenTKe3&ust=1521659102568462


 

8. Recommendations 
As a result of the outcomes of this study, the following recommendations are made for the commissioner 

CARE Netherlands. 

If the organisation decides to invest more in urban resilience, it is recommended that they develop a clear 

strategy on how CARE Netherlands wants to contribute to urban resilience and what their expertise is for 

increasing it.  The ‘five Ws of urban resilience’, earlier mentioned in section 4.3., can be a useful tool to 

determine on which aspects of urban resilience CARE can or should focus (see table 7). 

Questions to Consider 

Who?  
 
T
R
A
D
E
O
F
F
S
? 

▪ Who determines what is desirable for an urban system? 
▪ Whose resilience is prioritised? 
▪ Who is included (and excluded) from the urban system? 

What? ▪ What perturbations should the urban system be resilient to? 
▪ What networks and sectors are included in the urban system? 
▪ Is the focus on generic or specific resilience? 

When? ▪ Is the focus on rapid-onset disturbance or slow-onset changes? 
▪ Is the focus on short-term resilience of long-term resilience? 
▪ Is the focus on the resilience of present or future generations? 

Where? ▪ Where are the spatial boundaries of the urban system? 
▪ Is the resilience of some areas prioritised over others? 
▪ Does building resilience in some areas affect resilience elsewhere? 

Why? ▪ What is the goal of building urban resilience? 
▪ What are the underlying motivations for building urban resilience? 
▪ Is the focus on process or outcome? 

Table 7. The five Ws of urban resilience ( Meerow et al., 2016, p. 46). 

Furthermore, the IRM approach of CARE Netherlands has proven to be very effective in resilience building 

in urban areas. However, it is recommended to explore the concepts ‘urban ecosystem’ and ‘urban 

context’ more because many IRM practitioners felt that they did not have sufficient knowledge on those 

concepts. It can be helpful to develop or share specific context analysis guidelines for the urban context 

and invest in a tool which can explain the urban context and its ecosystem clearly to partner organizations 

and stakeholders. Within the development sector there are already many initiatives on how to define and 

explain the urban context more clearly, such as the Urban Collaboration Game and the Urban Planning 

Game of their PfR partner of Cordaid and an urban resilience guide of the International Federation of Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Societies. (Cordaid, 2014; IFRC, 2017)  

Lastly, community organizing has been proven to be a significant success factor to involve stakeholders 

and to ensure the sustainability of the IRM programs outcomes, both MOVE UP and PfR. This is why the 

researcher highly recommends to use this strategy in future IRM and other resilience programs in urban 

areas. The commissioner is in a unique position to share their best practices of community organizing 

combined with the IRM approach in resilience building towards donors, government authorities and other 

non-government organizations. 
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9. Methodical reflection 
During the thesis period, I faced a couple of different problems which could have influenced the outcomes 

of the research. Firstly, I did not have any background knowledge of the urban context and was not familiar 

with the commissioner development work. As a result, it was difficult to form a conceptual framework and 

that in the beginning the research focus and questions were very broad.  During the desk study, many 

questions raised about the urban context and its challenges but no particular solutions were offered. 

Beforehand, I did not expect so many question marks without answers. However, the collected 

documentation helped me to develop the semi structured interviews for the field research. 

Furthermore, the first semi structured interviews were quite overwhelming because concepts such as as 

urban context, urban resilience, good practices and lessons learned can easily be interpreted differently. I 

learned to ask more specific follow up questions and to first ask the practitioner how they would describe 

the urban context and urban resilience to increase my understanding of their perspective and experiences. 

Another remark is that because I used semi structured interviews as main tool for data collection and 

analysed the data with a coding system developed afterwards the field research, the experiences could be 

interpreted wrongly. To prevent a wrong analyses of the data, I organised a first finding workshop at the 

end of my research, so that the participants of the research were able to give feedback on the ‘raw’ data, 

especially on the first SWOT outcomes. After this workshop I was able to improve my coding system and 

to create a better understanding of the data. Moreover, I also organised a workshop at the end of my 

thesis, to provide the commissioner an opportunity to give feedback on the result, such as the key 

principles and the two deliverables of the research. 
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12. Appendix  
Appendix 1: Key principles working in an urban context 
Working in an urban context 

Cities are the economic hearts of their region due to the physical infrastructure, trade opportunities, 

wealth and social services.  The prospect of a better life with improved living conditions attracts many 

people to urban  areas. Today, around 4 million (54%) people live in urban areas and it is expected that 

cities even grow bigger the coming years due to the rural-urban migration. Uncontrolled growth of cities, 

in often non-ideal geographic locations, combined with high population density, increases the risks of 

hazards, especially among the most vulnerable communities. The geographical location of cities and their 

high population density increases the risks of vulnerable communities. 

This document first describes the urban context, after which it will highlight several key principles for 

increasing resilience of vulnerable communities in urban settings. This document is based on the 

experience of CARE in the Philippines and intended for practitioners who are or will be developing and/or 

implementing urban programs. 

The urban context 
The urban context is a complex system (figure 1) that consist of four layers which are influenced by 

social-political-economic dynamics and the actors as communities (people), government, public sector 

and private sector. Furthermore, the high population density of urban areas influence the working 

approach of programming in an urban context because of the diversity of risks, communities, livelihood 

options, stakeholders and vulnerabilities, all within one landscape.  

 

Governance system: States, labour, 

industry, NGOs, consumers, states 

Socioeconomic system: Demographics, 

mobility, capital, public health, education, 

equity and justice 

Structural system: Buildings, utilities, 

transportation, consumers good, networks 

Ecological system: Ecological greenspaces, 

waterways, soil, animals  

 

 

Figure 1, A diagram of the urban context1 

 

                                                           
1 https://www.dnvgl.com/news/dnv-gl-recommends-new-approach-to-building-city-resilience-86495  accessed at 
16-01-2018  
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The impact of high population density in urban areas 
The population density can diverge significant between cities. In the Philippines for instance, there are 

urban cities as Tacloban with around 245.000 inhabitants, provincial capital towns like Cebu with almost 

a 1 million inhabitants and there are highly urbanized metropolitans such as Metro Manilla, which exist 

out of 12 cities and has more than 12 million citizens. The population can diverge extremely between 

urban areas. However, there are some overall characteristics that are observed in most cities. 

“Every city function differently, there are some similarities but you should be careful to not apply the 

lessons learned and outcomes of one city to another city. They have different understandings of concepts, 

facing different risks, different community structures, different local leaders at different platforms, 

different budgets and  different mindsets. Which all influence how they will perceive the program or new 

concepts.” Philippine development worker 

High diversity within communities; Especially in the Metropolitans, a neighbourhood are often a mix of 

a wide diversity of people. People migrated from different provinces of the country (rural-urban 

migration) have diverse (ethnic) backgrounds, skills, capacities and needs. This can influence the 

structures of communities and sometimes results in less social cohesion. 

Diverse livelihoods strategies; Labour and service sector are the predominant sectors generating income 

for the urban population, both formal and informal. In some cities, labour laws are not fully developed or 

enforced, as result that most labourers do not receive a secure, regular income. Additionally, most of the 

income generating activities of the urban poor are seasonal or market based. As result that, people often 

switch their livelihood strategies and move to other urban areas for better livelihood opportunities, 

resulting in a high fluidity in neighbourhoods. However, urban population in smaller provincial towns still 

depend, like in rural areas, mainly on one livelihood source such as the farming of fishing sector, 

resulting in less movements. 

Land right issues: In highly urbanised areas there is often a shortage of land, and land is most of the time 

not owned by the urban poor. As a result,  they often forced to live on private land or land that is not 

intended for housing (e.g. near a river bank/steep slopes), and can be forced to move anytime the 

landlord feels necessary. Due to this, informal settlers or slum dwellers are mostly 1) not recognized as 

formal inhabitants of a neighbourhood/city, 2) not connected to the formal infrastructure (sewage, 

drainage), 3) are often exploited by landlords because they have no rights and entitlements as result that 

they pay extraordinary fees, and 4) face higher risk of being affected by disasters.  

Extensive variety of actors and interests; As a result of the high population in urban areas, more actors 

are present in the urban landscape, which have influence on the socio-political-economic dynamics that 

impacts the different layers of the urban landscape.  As example, there are local Small and Medium 

entrepreneurs (SMEs) who operate at the local market or regional market. At the same time national and 

international businesses operate in the same district but have a broader operating scope, resulting in 

diverse interests, power relations and different priorities towards risks. This goes the same up for local, 

regional and national government authorities, International Non-Government Organisations (INGO) and 

local NGOs, universities, research organisations, Civil Society Organisations. 

Complex multitude of formal structures:  Within the urban context there are more formal structures 

between local government units, regional government and national government and most of the time 
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there is a strict separation between departments in activities and responsibilities. Sometimes, this can 

result in high levels of bureaucracy, duplication and opposite decision making.  

Multiple risks:  Due to the high population density, lack of government control over (il)legal settlements, 

high number of (ultra) poor and uncertain income, risk are multi-facetted. Most of the time, urban poor 

face specific risks such as security risks (high criminality), health risks (diseases, lack of WASH), fire risks, 

as well as high risks from natural disasters such as flood, earthquakes, and typhoons. Due to the 

unfavourable geographical location on which they are forced to live as well as the lack of capital to 

construct resistant housing towards those natural hazards. 

Key principles 
Due to the complexity of the urban context, the following principles are recommended for programming 

in urban areas:  

 
 

Be flexible 

 
Adjust your agenda to their needs, priorities and time schedule 
of community members, which can fluidity quite quickly 
because of the high in and out stream of urban 
neighbourhoods.  

 
Support local ideas 

& 
Use local systems 

Understand and abide by the interest and needs of individuals 
and communities, before offering specific solutions. Encourage 
and support local initiatives and ensure that those initiatives 
are embedded in both formal and informal community and 
government structures/systems.  
 
 

 
Build on key champions 

Identify and empower champions within each stakeholder 
group who can vote for the reliability and credibility of the 
program, whilst promoting ownership and continuation of the 
initiatives. The key champions increase the sustainability of the 
program outcomes and can implement the interventions in 
other non-project neighbourhoods.  
 

 
Develop a holistic approach 

Build your urban work around a long term strategic approach. 
Ensure that both long term and short term programs 
complement each other, focussing on technical support as well 
as social change activities, and integrates the environment, 
infrastructure and livelihoods.  
 

 
Promote collaboration 

Build linkages between and within stakeholder groups, and 
linking diverse government departments is crucial to address 
the multi-facetted risks of the urban landscape. Build 
collaborations which focuses around a common goal. 
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Involve private sector 

Engage with private sector to make them aware of the multi-
facetted risks and their potential contribution to some of the 
root causes. Show the added value of Integrated Risk 
Management for the businesses. Promote Corporate Social 
Responsibility and try to ensure that development programs 
link with the economic developments of the region.  

 

“In rural areas, we can do community trainings within two days. However here in the urban area, we had 

to schedule two hours meeting every day, so we could finish one training maybe within one week.” 

(Development worker, the Philippines) 

Our Approach 

Extensive context analysis 

The diversity of vulnerabilities, risks, needs, communities and actors within the urban context requires 

different approaches and strategies for engagement. This is why, extensive participatory mapping of the 

urban landscape, on local, national and regional is necessary and should include: 
• The ecological, structural, socioeconomic and governance systems   

• Socio-economic-political dynamics 

• The different vulnerabilities, risks and needs of communities 

• Interests and power relations of the actors 

It is important to not only map the urban context but also to understand the how the socio-economic-

political dynamics, diversity and power relations influences urban development programs. To develop a 

comprehensive analysis, it is important to review urban development plans and financial plans of the 

local, regional and national government and existing multi-stakeholders processes. 

Organise the community 

Organising communities and strengthen the voice of the most vulnerable is key to build social capital and 

enables people to participate and influence decisions making processes in matters such as urban 

planning, access to social services and Disaster Risk Reduction measures.   

Good practices IRM program Philippines 
“If you build the barangay [neighbourhood] and let the champions emergence from inside the barangay, 

from every sector there is a champion, they will be able to push true with the accomplishments of the 
project. It also the case with Potrero,  what we did in Potrero is to facilitate their planning sessions, 

building their strategies, coordination and implementation. Now they already know what to do so they 
form these systems themselves. And even when the project has ended, they continues these 

developments.” 
Create platforms for dialogue  
Create a platform where all local actors, such as communities, government, private sectors, CSO can 
come together and conduct risks analysis, discuss potential actions, develop and implement approaches 
that fits the specific context, needs and capacities. It is important that the actors 1) appreciate, and 2)  
are aware of the situation, 3) have the capacities and 4) resources needed to implement the approaches.  
 

Good practise IRM program Philippines:  

Introducing facilitation techniques and give ‘train the trainers’ workshops to key champions within 

communities and local government so that they are able to create, maintain and scale up platforms. 
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Appendix 2: Interview format for CARE International  
 

Interview questions for CARE International practitioners 

General introduction questions 
1. What is your name? 

2. For which organisation/company do you work?  

3. What is your function within this organisation/company? 

4. What is the focus of your organisation e.g. human rights, humanitarian aid, development etc?  

5. Do you have experience in programming in urban areas, if yes how long? 

 

Urban context  
6. How would you describe the urban context? 

7. How would you define urban resilience? 

8. Which challenges do you face working in an urban context? 

9. Which opportunities do you see working in an urban context? 

10.  Are there any do’s and don’ts you would suggest working in an urban context? 

11. Do you know any other urban projects I should look into?  
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Appendix 3: Interview format for IRM practitioners 
General introduction questions 
1. Personal Information 

2. Organisation information 

3. Professional information 

4. Project focus 

5. Experience urban areas 

Urban context  
6. Description urban context 

7. Define urban resilience 

8. Challenges urban context 

9. Opportunities urban context? 

10.  do’s and don’ts working urban context? 

IRM projects in urban areas  
11. IRM projects involved 

12. Which phases? E.g. inception, implementation, anchoring of knowledge 

Inception phase (pre) 

12. Challenges inception phase 

13. Lessons learned, went good, went not so good? 

14. Future (differently? Opportunities?) 

Implementation phase (during) 

15. Challenges implementation phase 

16. Lessons learned, went good, went not so good? 

17. Future (differently? Opportunities?) 

Anchoring of knowledge (post)  

18. Challenges anchoring phase 

19. Lessons learned, went good, went not so good? 

20. Future (differently? Opportunities?) 

IRM and urban resilience 
21. IRM approach contribution to urban resilience 

22. Overall tips for IRM planning in urban 
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Think of: 
Human potential: skills, knowledge, education, health, family size, individual motivation 

Social capital: extended family, community cohesion, voice and political influence 

Economic resources: market access, savings, insurance, mechanisms, productive assets 

Physical capital: tools, premises, infrastructure, productive land 

Natural resources: forest, common pastures, water, soils, water and environmental  
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Appendix 4: Agenda workshop presenting first findings 

Workshop testing first findings of urban 
resilience 

 

Workshop manual content 
This workshop manual serves as an overview of the organisation, structure, objectives and activities of 
the workshop: Testing first findings of urban resilience  

Workshop objective 
The objective of the session on the 22 of November is to collect feedback of the practitioners of the IRM 
programs of CARE Netherlands on the  identify principles of working in an urban context and outcomes 
of the SWOT analysis on IRM programs in urban areas. Furthermore, this workshop is an opportunity to 
look for any other ‘Day zero’ errors on the findings of the research and to see how to overcome some of 
the mentioned challenges with the project partners.  

Outcomes 
The following workshop outcomes are expected:  

• Gain insight how interviewees perceive the identified key principles and SWOT outcomes  

• Identify any ambiguities with presented first findings of the research 

• Collect feedback from participants on how to improve first findings 

• Identify possible recommendations to overcome challenges  
 
The following indirect outcomes for the participants are expected: 

• At the end of the workshop, the participants will have a better insight on the identified key 
principles of working in an urban context 

• At the end of the workshop, the participants will be able to understand the SWOT of the IRM 
programs of CARE/ACCORD 

• At the end of the workshop, the participants will be able to present at least two solutions to 
overcome project challenges  

• At the end of the workshop, the participants will be able to provide feedback by suggesting 
possible improvements on the first findings of the research. 

Workshop outline 
Time Session Details Materials 

13:30 – 13:40 Gathering Coffee and thee  

13:40 – 14:00 Introduction research Presenting objectives, 
methodology, 
framework 

PowerPoint 

14:00 – 14:45 Presenting outcomes 
(1)  

Workshop SWOT IRM 
program 

Post its  

14:45– 15:00 Break   

15:00 – 15:45 Presenting outcomes 
(2) 

Key principles urban 
context 

Post its – flip chart 

15:45– 16:00 Feedback and closing  snacks 
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Appendix 5: Work plan for consultation 

Thesis Consultation: 

Work plan   

18 January 2018 

Liza Hoefnagels 

LOCATION DETAILS 

The workshop will run from 14:00 until 16:30, in the Somalia meeting room at CARE Netherlands 

Headquarters.  

Address CARE Netherlands 

Parkstraat 19, Den Haag  

Contact number: +316 57558297  

OBJECTIVE 

To objective of the consultation session on the 18 January is to inform CARE NL staff and PfR alliance 

organisations (Cordaid, Wetlands, Red Cross) on the outcomes of the research on CARE’s experience in 

urban resilience. Furthermore, the participants of the workshop will give feedback on the identified ‘Key 

Principles of working in an urban context’.  

The consultant expect the following workshop outcomes: 

• Gain insight how the commissioner perceive the identified SWOT outcomes and key principles, 

• Collect suggestion of improvements for the identified key principles from development 

professionals, 

• Receive feedback on the draft version of the ‘Working in an urban context’ paper. 

 

TARGET GROUP 
The consultation will be organised by the thesis student and the primary audience are the program 

coordinators and other staff members which are partly involved in resilience programs of CARE 

Netherlands. Furthermore, The PfR partners, which are Cordaid, Red Cross Netherlands, Red Cross 

Climate Centre and Wetlands International are also invited to participate in the consultation.  The 

targeted audience for the consultation are development practitioners, programs coordinators and or 

professional who have experiences with development in urban areas.  
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TIMETABLE 

Time Session Details Materials 

14:00 – 14:10 Start gathering Coffee and thee  

14:10 – 14:25  Introduction Presenting objectives, 
research questions & 
methodology, 

PowerPoint 
presentation (beamer)  

14:25 – 14:45 How does the urban 
context look like?  

Brainstorm to identify 
the characteristics of 
urban areas 

Two Flip-overs and 
markers,  

14:45 – 15:00  Presenting outcomes of 
study 

SWOT outcomes and 
identified key principles 

PowerPoint 
presentation (beamer) 
and hand out SWOT 
table 

15:00 – 15:10 Break Drinks and cookies   

15:10 – 16:00 Discussion the key 
principles 

Gathering feedback on 
the identified principles, 
are there any missing?  

Hand out key principles, 
post its, markers  

16:00 – 16:15 Wrap up discussion   The two groups will 
present their feedback 
on the key principles 

 

16:15 – 16:30 Closing Time to answer question 
of the participants on 
the research 

 

 

CONFIRMED PARTICIPANTS (TO PRINT OUT BEFORE CONSULTATION) 

Naam Organisatie aanwezig 

Wouter Bokdam   

Bart Weijs   

Solange Hai   

Tialda Veldman   

Lori Cajegas   

John van Derwalle   

Inge Bouwmans   

Adinda Krombeen   

Annabel Buzink   

Nicola Ward   

Ivonne   
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Sanne Hoogesteger   

Maren Striker   

   

   

   

 

INVITATION 

After the official invitation, the following reminder email was send out a few days before the 

consultation to the invited development professionals: 

Dear all, 
 
Coming Thursday I will present the outcomes of my thesis research on urban resilience, based on my 
investigation of CARE International work in urban areas and field study to identify SWOT of the IRM 
programs in the Philippines.  
 
The workshop will run from 14:00 until 17:00, in the Somalia meeting room at the CARE 
NL headquarters, Parkstraat 19, Den haag. 
 
During the workshop the following topics will be addressed: 

• Characteristics of the urban context   

• Outcomes SWOT analysis of the IRM Programs in the Philippines 

• Identified Key Principles for programming in an urban context 
 
Furthermore, I will facilitate a discussion on the key principles to identify possible gaps, and to make the 
first steps on how to operationalize these principles into practise. As preparation of the workshop, I 
recommend to have a look at the draft Key Principles document, which you can find in the attachment. 
 
I am looking forward to meet you on Thursday afternoon!  
 
Kind regards, 
Liza Hoefnagels 
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Appendix 6: Focus Group Discussion prepared questions  
Questions for FGD with community (representatives) and Barangay, Portrero, Malabon 

Consent 

o Approval to record FGD (ask) 
o Highlight of discussion principles (one person talks, raise your hand etc.) 
o House announcements (toilet, emergency exits, assemble point)  

 
Introduction 

For my study Disaster Risk Management I am conducting an thesis research on urban resilience for CARE NL in collaboration 
with CARE PH and ACCORD. The research focus mainly on finding key principles of working in an urban context by identifying 
challenges, good practices and lessons learned of the IRM programs, e.g.  MOVE UP 1 and first Partner for Resilience projects. 
This is why I am investigation the experiences of different actors of these projects e.g. NGOS, LGUs and community members. 

• Introducing other facilitators (presented ACCORD staff and Thomas Smarcyzk of RC)  

• Introduction of attending participants  
 

Outline of the FGD 

• Discuss the project experience of MOVE and PfR, other projects per phase e.g. Interception (pre), implementation 
(during), report back/sustainability (post) – approx. 45 min 

• Discuss early warning and early action activities against floods – approx. 30 min 
 
FDG Guiding questions 

General 
o How would you describe the urban context? 
o Do you see any difference between urban and rural context (e.g. communities, structure, risks?)  
o Which risks/challenges do you face living in an city (urban context)?  
o What do you like/not like of living in an urban context?  
o Which projects are here in Potrero? (and from which organisations?) 

 
Interception  

o Did you get involved in both the Move up and PfR  project? (one of them, both, other projects?)  
o When did you hear from the project? (from the start, joined later or ?) 
o  Where you also involved in the project during the planning phase? (pre/inception phase) 
o How did you hear from them? (which channels, from LGU, neighbours, CSO) 
o Why did you get involved?  
o What did you expect from the project before it started? 
o What was the goal of the program?  
o  

Implementation 
o Which activities and workshops were organised by the projects? 
o Was it easy to attend the workshop and meetings? (timewise) 
o Where you involved in all the activities workshops (why yes or no?)  
o What where the main reasons to participate in the activities and workshops? 

 
Sustainability  

o Did the projects offer you what you was expected ?  
o Are there things changed in the last  3-4 years for you personally? (if yes, what, how and why?) 
o What are your views on how these outcomes will develop in the future? 

Feedback (closing) 
o What were the main challenges for the project? (personal challenges, project challenges e.g. interception, 

implementation, sustainability) 
o What went good, what went not so good? (personally and of the project 
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