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Executive summary
This report provides an analysis of public investment planning for disaster risk reduction (DRR) in 
The Gambia and informs on the level of public investment in DRR in the country. This is done using a 
risk-sensitive budget review (RSBR) that applies the OECD DAC DRR policy marker to The Gambia’s 
domestically financed capital budgets. The RSBR analysis is done to evaluate and assess the extent 
to which the government has budgeted for disaster risk reduction. 

Key findings
• Ministries, departments and agencies (MDAs) have not classified or coded for DRR in their 

programmes and activities. From the RSBR analysis, nine programmes related to DRR in five 
ministries between 2014 and 2017 were identified.

• A detailed institutional framework for DRR is in place: the National Disaster Management Policy 
of 2008, executed by the National Disaster Risk Management Agency (NDMA).

• During the four-year period, an average of $1.29 million has been spent on DRR activities: this 
amounts to 0.45% of the total national budget (0.59% of total domestically financed budget).

• The above marked DR budget is shared between programmes that directly target DR 
(“principal”: $0.40 million, or 0.14% of the national budget) and programmes that indirectly 
target DR (“significant”: $0.89 million, or 0.31% of the national budget). 

• The social sector holds the highest share of the principal marked DRR budget (86.9%), with only 
the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare contributing disease control activities.

• The social sector also holds the highest share of the significant marked DRR budget (66.1%), 
with only the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare contributing health care service delivery and 
health system strengthening activities.

• The Gambia focuses nearly equally on preparedness and risk prevention and mitigation (with 
each of these two categories receiving about half of the disaster budget); the remaining small 
portion leans more towards response and relief over reconstruction and recovery. 

• Post-disaster management activities (response and relief and reconstruction and rehabilitation) 
account for 1.8% of total marked DRR budget. The Gambia benefits from ODA assistance in 
emergency response and reconstruction, rehabilitation and relief (a three-year average of $5.73 
million between 2015 and 2017).
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1. Introduction
In 2013, the European Union (EU) and the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States (ACP) 
signed an agreement focused on strengthening the ACP Member States’ regional integration and 
inclusion in the global economy. Furthermore, the agreement addressed challenges related to 
climate change, agriculture and rural development. 

Under this agreement, a programme titled “Building Disaster Resilience to Natural Hazards in sub-
Saharan African Regions, Countries and Communities” was launched in July 2015. Its aim was to 
provide a comprehensive framework for disaster risk reduction (DRR) and disaster risk management 
(DRM), and their effective implementation across sub-Saharan Africa. 

To support DRR in the region, the €80 million programme covered a period of five years and focused 
on five key results: strengthening regional DRR monitoring and coordination; enhancing DRR 
coordination, planning and policy advisory capacities of Regional Economic Communities; improving 
the capacity of national and Regional Climate Centres for weather and climate services; improving 
risk knowledge through disaster databases for future risk modelling; and developing disaster risk 
financing policies, instruments and strategies at regional, national and local levels.

The programme contributed to broader efforts aiming to assist African countries in building capacity 
in risk-sensitive investment planning and supporting initiatives to increase public investment in 
DRR. Furthermore, referring to the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (2015–2030), the 
programme sought to assist countries in estimating potential disaster impacts, including economic 
losses. Subsequently, it provided tools for countries to optimize their investment plans in order to 
address disaster risk and reduce future losses.

As part of the programme, UNDRR has developed risk-sensitive budget review reports for 16 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa: Angola, Botswana, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, 
Eswatini (The Kingdom of), Gabon, Gambia (The), Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Namibia, Rwanda, 
São Tomé and Príncipe, Tanzania (United Republic of) and Zambia.

The analysis uses the DRR policy marker, developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC). The methodology has been 
used widely to provide information about DRR mainstreaming. Nevertheless, the tracking of planned 
and actual expenditures related to DRR is an area that is still evolving. 

This report provides information on public investment planning for DRR in The Gambia and presents 
the findings of a RSBR analysis of the country’s budget from 2014 to 2017. The analysis which 
follows was presented and discussed during a series of country-level workshops – conducted in 
2018, in each of the 16 countries – and additional feedback and input from country experts was 
sought to improve the analysis.

The report is organized as follows: Section 2 presents The Gambia at a glance (key statistics); 
Section 3 explains the methodological basis, the OECD DAC DRR policy marker, and its application 
by UNDRR across 16 country analyses; and Section 4 presents findings of the risk-sensitive 
budget review (RSBR) of The Gambia. The report concludes with a summary of the findings and 
recommendations for further action.
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2. The Gambia at a glance
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The Republic of The Gambia is located on the Atlantic coast of West Africa. The Gambia’s population 
is estimated at 2.1 million people as of 2018 and grows at an average annual rate of over 3%. It is 
expected to grow to 4.9 million people by 2050. With an area of 11,300km2, this translates to about 
190.1 people per square kilometre, making the country one of the most densely populated in Africa. 
About 61.9% of the country’s population is urban. 

The Gambia is a relatively small economy that relies mainly on tourism, rain-dependent agriculture 
and remittances. National output depends largely on the tertiary sector (65.4%) and the primary one 
(20.4%), while the secondary sector only contributes 14.2% to total national output. The country’s 
GDP reached $1.6 billion in 2018, with a projected growth of $27.7 billion by 2050. 
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Fiscal revenues in The Gambia have increased from 4.4% of national GDP in the early 2000s to 15% 
in 2009. The government budget has historically shown a large deficit, averaging -4.91% of GDP from 
2002 to 2017, however this improved to 3.9% of GDP in 2018. This measure has worsened in recent 
years, averaging -6.45% since 2014. Public investment has fluctuated at between 4% and 10% of 
GDP in recent years, achieving 8.7% in 2011.

The Gambia has one of the lowest rates of GDP per capita in the world: only $472.30 as of 2016. 
While the Human Development Index is 0.47, poverty levels (under $1.90 per day, 2011 purchasing 
power parity) are low, estimated at 10.1% of the total population in 2017, having decreased from 45% 
in 2003.
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3. Disaster risk reduction in  
The Gambia

3.1. Past disasters and losses
The Gambia has been exposed to several natural hazards over the years, such as flood, drought, 
pest and diseases outbreak and epidemics, storms and wildfire, that affect people and their assets 
almost every year. 

Drought and flood are the most common natural hazards, as shown in Table 1. Drought has affected 
the highest number of people, and has recorded damages of $700,000. The most severe drought 
event was in 2011, affecting over 520,000 people, also known as the 2011/2012 Sahel crisis. This 
event affected 19 districts which in turn led to severe food insecurity. The Sahel crisis is further 
worsened by increasing unpredictable weather patterns, and land degradation, which in turn threaten 
livelihoods of vulnerable populations.

The Gambia is not a stranger to flooding, which has caused a high number of deaths. The country’s 
main land area surrounds the River Gambia, a main source of livelihoods to Gambians, which 
explains the high number of affected people. Heavy rainfall was experienced between July and 
October 2012, right after the  2011/2012 Sahel crisis, resulting in heavy floods that destroyed 
agricultural assets, livestock facilities and infrastructure. This flood event affected over 40,000 
people, with 70% of the affected people having also been affected by drought in the previous year. 

Epidemics have killed the highest number of people over time. Cholera and meningitis are the two 
most frequently occurring epidemics in The Gambia. The outbreaks are sporadic in nature and more 
concentrated in the Upper River, Lower River and Central River regions. Cases of cholera usually 
increase during flood events and are worsened by poor status of water, sanitation and hygiene. 
Another frequent epidemic is Ebola, which spreads into The Gambia from neighbouring countries. 
This is due to the porous nature of its borders. 

Table 1: Disasters, 1910–2015

Hazard Occurrence Deaths Affected Total damage  
($ thousands)

Drought 9 0 1,321,100 700

Epidemic 4 341 909 0

Flood 9 70 93,469 0

Storm 4 5 16,806 0

Wildfire 1 0 5,000 0

Source: EM-DAT database.

According to the DesInventar database, consulted for additional information on houses damaged or 
destroyed, floods have caused the highest number of houses both damaged and destroyed, followed 
by storms and wildfires (Table 2). 
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Table 2: Disasters, 1900–2018

Event Houses destroyed Houses damaged Affected

Domestic fire 10 31 943

Floods 665 2,268 45,287

Wildfire – 4 563

Wind storm 182 851 12,080

Source: DesInventar database.

3.2. Disaster risk governance
The DRR process in The Gambia is governed by the National Disaster Management Council (NDMC) 
that makes the top decisions on disaster management matters. NDMC is served by the National 
Disaster Management Authority (NDMA). NDMA is responsible for overall coordination of disaster 
management and risk reduction activities in The Gambia. 

NDMA is assisted by two teams/working groups:

• the National Technical Advisory Group (NTAG), consisting of technical experts who make 
recommendations on DRM at national, regional, district and village levels; and 

• the Multi/sector Joint Assessment Team, a platform where stakeholders from various 
institutions meet periodically to conduct joint assessments when an emergency occurs or is 
imminent.

In terms of a requisite legal framework, The Gambia operates under the National Disaster 
Management Policy that provides guidelines on addressing disaster risks. The policy reflects the 
priority actions for the Hyogo Framework of Action and is integrated under the DRM Act 2008.1 The 
policy is implemented through the National Disaster Management Programme – Strategic Action 
Plan (2008–2011), mainly focused on disaster response. However, the shift to disaster prevention is 
currently prevalent in the NDMA. 

The strategic objectives of the DRM policy are to:

• incorporate DRR into the country’s sustainable development policies and planning;

• develop and strengthen institutional methods and skills to build resilience to hazards;

• systematically incorporate international, regional, national and local DRR strategies and 
approaches into execution of emergency preparedness, response and recovery;

• gain a comprehensive, all-hazard, all-agency approach by attaining a good balance of 
prevention, preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery;

• prepare communities via public education on DRM to fully equip them to anticipate and respond 
to disaster events; 

• encourage a transparent, systematic and consistent approach to disaster risk assessment and 
DRM;

• warrant a multi-stakeholder participatory approach including community participation at all 
levels; and 

• develop a database and information exchange system at national and international levels.

However, the above policy is currently due for review to incorporate DRR, international guidelines 
around DRR and cross-sectoral participation of all MDAs.

1 Laws of The Gambia, Volume 12, CAP 72:03 Act No. 13 of 2008.
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4. Risk-sensitive budget review

4.1. Methodology
The OECD DAC DRR policy marker is a quantitative tool used to identify spending activities that 
target DRR as a policy objective. An activity should be classified as linked to DRR if it promotes the 
targets of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–2030 to achieve “substantial 
reduction of disaster risk and losses in lives, livelihoods and health and in the economic, physical, 
social, cultural and environmental assets of persons, businesses, communities and countries”.2 

According to the OECD DAC policy marker document,3 a DRR-related activity focuses on preventing 
new risks, and/or reducing existing disaster risks and/or strengthening resilience through “the 
implementation of … measures that prevent and reduce hazard exposure and vulnerability to disaster 
and increase preparedness for response and recovery with the explicit purpose of increasing human 
security, well-being, quality of life, resilience, and sustainable development”.

In addition, a DRR-related activity must meet at least one of the four priorities for action of the 
Sendai Framework,4 namely: (1) understanding disaster risk; (2) strengthening disaster risk 
governance to manage disaster risk; (3) investing in DRR for resilience; or (4) enhancing disaster 
preparedness for effective response and to “Build Back Better” in recovery, rehabilitation and 
reconstruction.5 

The risk-sensitive budget review (RSBR) is simply the application of the OECD DAC DRR policy 
marker to country budgets to identify and mark public expenditures that have a DRR objective. By 
doing this, the extent to which the government has planned or invested implicitly or explicitly in DRR 
can be identified. Spending activities targeting DRR are screened, marked and weighted as follows:

• Activities are marked as “principal” (marked as 2) when DRR is their principal objective and it is 
fundamental in the design of and motivation for the activity. These budget activities are then 
weighted as 100% of the planned or spent allocations which underpin them.

• Activities are marked as “significant” (marked as 1) when their DRR objective is explicitly stated 
but is not a fundamental motivation for undertaking and designing the activity. These budget 
activities are weighted as 40% of the planned or spent allocations which underpin them.

• Activities are not marked (marked as 0) when they have no DRR-related objective. These budget 
activities are weighted as 0% of the planned or spent allocations which underpin them.6

The total of principal and significant marked budget allocations is counted as DRR-focused 
planned or spent budgets or, put simply, DRR investments. Figure 1 illustrates the marking and 
scoring procedure for the OECD DRR policy marker and how funding allocated to DRR objectives is 
accounted for.

2 UNDRR (2015), p. 12.
3 OECD (2017), p.8.
4 UNDRR (2015), p.14.
5 From this, a DRR-related activity can be located along the disaster management cycle: pre-disaster activities (prevention, mitigation 

or preparedness) or post-disaster activities (response or mitigation).
6 Petri (2016); European Commission (2016).
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Figure 1: Scoring decision rule for the OECD DAC DRR policy marker and Rio 
marking system 

Do any objectives of the budget activity meet any “eligibility criteria” 
of the DRR marker?

•  DRR marker = 0 ~ Rio marker = 0 
0% of budget

•  DRR marker = 1 ~ Rio marker = 1 
40% of budget

•  DRR marker = 2 ~ Rio marker = 2 
100% of budget 

2 
Principal

1 
Significant

0 
Not marked

Would the budget activity have been 
undertaken without that DRR objective?

YES

YES

NO

NO

Source: OECD (2017).

4.2. Scope of the analysis
The RSBR explored budgets presented by MDAs and the various programmes and activities 
budgeted for under the central government for the financial periods 2014 to 2017. Planned budgets 
funded by own government resources were considered for the analysis; external resources were not 
considered. The main documents that have been used are The Gambia Budget Speeches (sourced 
from https://www.cabri-sbo.org/en/our-work/budgets-in-africa) and hard-copy budget data sourced 
physically from the Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs. Of the 19 ministries reviewed, only 
5 had principal and significant DRR policy objectives. Table 3 shows the scope of RSBR and the 
specific sectors and ministries that were found to have a DRR policy objective.

Table 3: Scope of the risk-sensitive budget review

Year plan 2014–2017

Coverage • Economic sector7

 - Ministry of Agriculture 
 - Ministry of Forestry, Environment, Climate Change and 

Natural Resources

• Social sector8

 - Ministry of Health and Social Welfare

• Infrastructure sector9

 - Ministry of Transport, Works and Infrastructure

• Services and cross-sectoral sector10

 - Ministry of the Interior

7 Defined as a sector that is generally defined as the real sector of the economy as it addresses productivity of the economy.
8 Defined as a sector whose main aim is to achieve social development and improve the welfare of its people.
9 Defined as a sector that focuses on the provision of physical infrastructure in an economy; features high-cost investment projects.
10 Defined as a sector that mainly offers services and cuts across all other sectors in an economy.

https://www.cabri-sbo.org/en/our-work/budgets-in-africa
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Year plan 2014–2017

Planned budget or executed budget Planned budget

Current or capital Capital

Target hazards Drought, flood, storm, fire, pest and diseases outbreak 

Source: Author based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Led by the OECD DAC DRR policy marker, Rio marking system and the Sendai Framework to 
Action Priority Areas, the analysis found nine programmes that implicitly and explicitly target DRR 
in five MDAs of the central government for the fiscal years 2014 to 2017. Table 4 shows these 
programmes. The largest number of DRR programmes and subprogrammes were held by the 
Ministry of Health and Social Welfare (three programmes, five subprogrammes). The least number of 
programmes were held also equally by the Ministry of the Interior and Ministry of Transport, Works 
and Infrastructure (one programme and one subprogramme each). Table 4 shows the DRR marked 
programmes under the five ministries.

Table 4: Ministries and agencies whose programmes had DRR elements

Ministry/agency Programme and subprogramme

Ministry of Agriculture • Production and productivity
• Crop productivity and improvement
• Agricultural inputs, equipment and machinery
• Irrigation infrastructure and equipment
• Land development
• Livestock production and productivity
• Livestock production and productivity
• Agricultural technology services
• Disease control

Ministry of Forestry, Environment, Climate Change and Natural 
Resources

• Sound environmental management
• Participatory forestry management
• National biodiversity
• Improvement and maintenance of national parks

Ministry of Health and Social Welfare • Reproductive and family health programme
• Support to primary health care expansion and service delivery
• Disease control programme
• Support to local epidemic and pandemic prone diseases and 

tropical neglected diseases
• Support to National Malaria Control Programme, National AIDS 

Control Programme, and National Leprosy and Tuberculosis 
Programme

• Health Systems Strengthening
• Support to national pharmaceutical services and national 

blood transfusion services
• Health Facilities Expansion Project

Ministry of the Interior • Fire safety and rescue management
• Rehabilitation and construction of fire stations

Ministry of Transport, Works and Infrastructure • Road transport management
• Improvement of drainage systems

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.
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4.3. Principal and significant DRR marked budgets

Aggregate DRR marked budget
The marked DRR budget is 0.45% of the total national budget11 (and 0.59% of total domestically 
financed budget) at an average of $1.29 million. This budget is shared between the principal policy 
objective ($0.40 million, 0.14% of national budget) and the significant policy objective ($0.89 million, 
0.31% of national budget).

Figure 2: Average marked DRR budget

$ millions, 
current prices

$0.40 
(0.14% of national budget)

Principal Significant

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

DRR marked budget by sector

Principal marked DRR budget

Considering the aggregate sectors described in Table 5, Figure 3 shows that the social sector 
(average 86.9%) has the highest share of marked DRR budget under the principal objective, followed 
by the economic sector (average 13.1%). The infrastructure sector (0.0%) and services and cross-
sectoral sector (0.0%) have the lowest share of principal marked DRR budget.

11 Total national budget includes both domestic and donor funds.

$0.89 
(0.31% of the national budget)
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Figure 3: Principal marked DRR budget by sector

Economic
13.1%

Social
86.9%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Table 5 presents the principal marked DRR budget by sector. On average, the social sector has 
benefited from the largest share of principal marked DRR budget (86.9%), followed by the economic 
sector (13.1%). The period 2016 had the highest total budget set aside for DRR programmes, with 
programmes under the social sector having the highest allocated budget. 

Table 5: Principal marked DRR budget across sectors 

Sectors, value 
in $ millions, 
current prices

No. of 
programmes

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-
year 
average 
budget

%

Social 1 0.22 0.36 0.49 0.30 1.38 0.34 86.9

Economic 1 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.21 0.05 13.1

Infrastructure 0 – – – – – – 0.0

Services and 
cross-sectoral

0 – – – – – – 0.0

Total DRR budget 0.29 0.42 0.53 0.34 1.59 0.40 100

Total national capital budget 233.37 252.25 285.20 363.03 1,133.85 283.46

Share of national budget 0.14%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

The principal marked DRR budget amounts to $0.40 million on average, which is approximately 
0.14% of the averaged total national budget for the four-year period from 2014 to 2017. 
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Significant marked DRR budget

Figure 4: Significant marked DRR budget by sector depicts the significant marked DRR budget 
through the four sectors. The social sector has the largest share (66.1%), followed by the economic 
sector (31.4%). These two sectors have the greatest responsibility for DRR with a total share of 
97.5% of the total significant marked DR budget. The services and cross-sectoral sector has the 
lowest share (0.4%).

The social sector has both the highest share in significant marked DRR budgets and the largest 
share in principal marked DRR budgets. This shows that DRR activities under these two policy 
objectives focus on maintaining and improving the welfare of the people of The Gambia.

Figure 4: Significant marked DRR budget by sector

Infrastructure
2.1%

Services and cross sectoral
0.4%

Economic
31.4%

Social
66.1%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Table 6 presents the significant marked DRR budget by sector. While the services and cross-sectoral 
sector receives only 0.4% of the four-year average marked DRR budget, the social sector accounts 
for well over half of the significant marked DRR budget (66.1%). The rest is shared between the 
economic sector (31.4%) and, to a lesser extent, the infrastructure sector (2.1%).

Table 6: Significant marked DRR budget across sectors 

Sectors, value in $ millions,  
current prices

No. of 
programmes

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-
year 
average 
budget

%

Social 2  0.13  0.27  1.28  0.67  2.35  0.59 66.1

Economic 4  0.31  0.39  0.17  0.24  1.12  0.28 31.4

Infrastructure 1  0.04  0.04  –  –  0.08  0.02 2.1

Services and cross-sectoral 1  –  –   0.01  –   0.01  0.003 0.4
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Sectors, value in $ millions,  
current prices

No. of 
programmes

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-
year 
average 
budget

%

Total DRR budget  0.48  0.69  1.47  0.91  3.56  0.89 100

Total national budget  233.37  252.25  285.20  363.03  
1,133.85 

 283.46 

Share of national budget 0.31%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

The estimated marked budget under the significant DRR objective was $0.89 million, which is 
approximately 0.31% of the total national budget.

DRR marked budget by ministries

Principal marked DRR budget

Figure 5: Principal marked DRR budget by ministries and Table 7 disaggregate principal marked 
DRR budget by ministries. The Ministry of Health and Social Welfare carries the better portion of 
the principal marked DRR budget (86.9%). The remainder (13.1%), is with the Ministry of Agriculture. 
Table A2 in Annex 2 shows the various programmes under these ministries with principal DRR 
marked objective.

Figure 5: Principal marked DRR budget by ministries

Ministry of Agriculture
13.1%

Ministry of Health
and Social Welfare
86.9%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Table 7 presents the principal marked DRR budget across ministries. For the last fiscal years, the 
Ministry of Health and Social Welfare has had the largest allocation of the average principal marked 
DRR budget.
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Table 7: Principal marked DRR budget across ministries

Sectors and ministries,  
value in $ millions,  
current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four–year 
Average 
Budget

%

Social sector 0.22 0.36 0.49 0.30 1.38 0.34 86.9

Ministry of Health and Social 
Welfare

0.22 0.36 0.49 0.30 1.38 0.34 86.9

Economic sector 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.21 0.05 13.1

Ministry of Agriculture 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.21 0.05 13.1

Total marked DRR budget 0.29 0.42 0.53 0.34 1.59 0.40 100%

Total national budget 233.37 252.25 285.20 363.03 1,133.85 283.46 

Share of national budget 0.14%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Significant marked DRR budget

Figure 6: Significant marked DRR budget by ministries portrays the share of different ministries in 
DRR budgets marked as significant. Two ministries account for 96.8% for significant marked DRR 
budget: the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare (66.1%) and the Ministry of Agriculture (30.7%). 
The other ministries account for less than 2.2% – Ministry of Transport, Works and Infrastructure, 
Ministry of Forestry, Environment, Climate Change and Natural Resources and Ministry of the 
Interior. 

Table A3 in Annex 2 shows the various programmes under these ministries with significant DRR 
marked objective. Overall, these programmes and significant DRR activities in five ministries show 
the wider approach in the commitment and availability of funds for disaster risk. In addition, the 
programmes are under all the sectors in The Gambia. This illustrates a multi-stakeholder approach in 
covering implicit DRR activities. 
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Figure 6: Significant marked DRR budget by ministries

Ministry of Transport,
Works and Infrastructure
2.1%

Ministry of the Interior
0.4%

Ministry of Agriculture
30.7%

Ministry of Forestry,
Environment, Climate
Change and Natural
Resources
0.7%

Ministry of Health
and Social Welfare
66.1%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Table 8 presents the significant marked DRR budget by sector/ministry. Overall, the Ministry 
of Health and Social Welfare, followed by the Ministry of Agriculture, plan a large share of the 
significant marked DRR budget.  

Table 8: Significant marked DRR budget across ministries 

Ministries, value in $ 
millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Social  0.13  0.27  1.28  0.67  2.35  0.59 66.1

Ministry of Health and Social 
Welfare

 0.13  0.27  1.28  0.67  2.35  0.59 66.1

Economic 0.31 0.39 0.17 0.24 1.12 0.28 31.4

Ministry of Agriculture 0.30 0.38 0.17 0.24 1.09 0.27 30.7

Ministry of Forestry, 
Environment, Climate 
Change and Natural 
Resources

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.7

Infrastructure 0.04 0.04 – – 0.08 0.02 2.1

Ministry of Transport, Works 
and Infrastructure

0.04 0.04 – – 0.08 0.02 2.1

Services and cross-sectoral  –    –    0.01  –    0.01  0.003 0.4

Ministry of the Interior  –    –    0.01  –    0.01  0.003 0.4

Total marked DRR budget  0.48  0.69  1.47  0.91  3.56  0.89 100

Total national budget  233.37  252.25  285.20  363.03  1,133.85  283.46 
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Ministries, value in $ 
millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Share of national budget 0.31%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

4.4. DRR marked budget across the DRM cycle
In addition to categorizing the budget for different programmes and activities as principal or 
significant, resources were also classified into four distinct categories of DRR, namely: risk 
prevention and mitigation, response and relief, preparedness, and reconstruction and recovery.

Principal objective by DRM categories

Aggregate results

Table 9 portrays the principal marked DRR budget through the four key DRM categories. The share 
of the risk prevention and mitigation category (100.0%) is the total principal marked DRR budget. The 
other three DRM categories – preparedness, response and relief, and reconstruction and recovery – 
are left out in planning for explicit DRR activities.

Table 9: Principal marked DRR budget across DRM categories 

Principal marked DRR 
budget allocations per 
risk category, values in $ 
millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Risk prevention and 
mitigation

 0.29  0.42  0.53  0.34  1.59  0.40 100%

Response and relief –   – – – – – 0.0%

Preparedness –   – – – – – 0.0%

Reconstruction and recovery –   – – – – – 0.0%

Total marked DRR budget  0.29  0.42  0.53  0.34  1.59  0.40 100%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Further, Table 10 shows The Gambia having 100.0% of the principal marked DRR budget under pre-
disaster activities. This further highlights The Gambia’s alignment to Sendai Framework for Action. 

Table 10: Principal DRM categories in the disaster cycle

Risk category

Period

Pre-disaster activities Post-disaster activities

Risk prevention 
and mitigation

Preparedness Response and 
relief

Reconstruction 
and recovery

Values in $ millions, 
current prices

2014–2017 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.59

Four-year average 100.0% 0.0% 0.40

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.
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Results across ministries

Table 11 describes the principal marked DRR budget according to the four key DRM categories for 
the last four fiscal years. The key finding is that:

• Both ministries with explicit DRR activities plan for risk prevention and mitigation: the Ministry of 
Health and Social Welfare (86.9%) and the Ministry of Agriculture (13.1%).

The least important categories under this review are preparedness, response and relief and 
reconstruction and recovery – all at 0% of the total principal objective marked DRR budget, with no 
principal DRR programmes and activities.

Table 11: Principal marked DRR budget across DRM categories 

Principal marked DRR budget 
allocations per risk category,  
values in $ millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Risk prevention and mitigation  0.29  0.42  0.53  0.34  1.59  0.40 100.0

Ministry of Health and Social Welfare  0.22  0.36  0.49  0.30  1.38  0.34 86.9

Ministry of Agriculture  0.07  0.06  0.03  0.04  0.21  0.05 13.1

Preparedness – – – – – – 0.0

Response and relief – – – – – – 0.0

Reconstruction and recovery – – – – – – 0.0

Total marked DRR budget  0.29  0.42  0.53  0.34  1.59  0.40 100

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Significant objective by DRM categories

Aggregate results

Table 12 describes the significant marked DRR budget across different categories. Preparedness 
(66.1%) has the largest share. This is in line with the country’s efforts in improving the social 
welfare of its people. The next-largest shares are for risk prevention and mitigation (31.4%) and 
reconstruction and recovery (2.1%). The least important category under this review is response and 
relief, at 0.4% of the total significant objective marked DRR budget.

Table 12: Significant marked DRR budget across DRM categories 

Significant marked DRR budget 
allocations per risk category, values 
in $ millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Preparedness  0.13  0.27  1.28  0.67  2.35  0.59 66.1

Risk prevention and mitigation  0.31  0.39  0.17  0.24  1.12  0.28 31.4

Reconstruction and recovery  0.04  0.04  –    –    0.08  0.02 2.1

Response and relief  –    –    0.01  –    0.01  0.003 0.4

Total marked DRR budget  0.48  0.69  1.47  0.91  3.56  0.89 100

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

As Table 13 shows, The Gambia has 97.5 % of the significant marked DRR budget under pre-disaster 
activities.
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Table 13: Significant DRM categories in the disaster cycle

Risk category

Period

Pre-disaster activities Post-disaster activities

Risk prevention 
and mitigation

Preparedness Response and 
relief

Reconstruction 
and recovery

Values in $ millions

2014–2017 31.4% 66.1% 0.4% 2.1% 3.56

Four-year average 97.5% 2.5% 0.89

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.

Results across ministries

Looking at DRM categories by ministries, Table 14 shows the following key results:

• Preparedness (66.1%) is accounted for by only the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare.

• Risk prevention and mitigation accounts for 31.4% of the total significant marked DRR budget, 
under the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Forestry, Environment, Climate Change and 
Natural Resources.

• Reconstruction and recovery (2.1%) is accounted for by only the Ministry of Transport, Works 
and Infrastructure.

The least important category under this review is response and relief, at 0.4% of the total 
significant objective marked DRR budget, with the Ministry of the Interior. This shows a high level of 
preparedness over other DRM categories in The Gambia.

Table 14: Significant marked DRR budget across DRM categories 

Significant marked DRR 
budget allocations per Risk 
Categories, values in $ 
millions, current prices

2014 2015 2016 2017 Total 
planned 
budget

Four-year 
average 
budget

%

Preparedness 0.13 0.27 1.28 0.67 2.35 0.59 66.1%

Ministry of Health and Social 
Welfare

0.13 0.27 1.28 0.67 2.35 0.59 66.1%

Risk prevention and 
mitigation

0.31 0.39 0.17 0.24 1.12 0.28 31.4%

Ministry of Agriculture 0.30 0.38 0.17 0.24 1.09 0.27 30.7%

Ministry of Forestry, 
Environment, Climate 
Change and Natural 
Resources

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.7%

Reconstruction and recovery 0.04 0.04 – – 0.08 0.02 2.1%

Ministry of Transport, Works 
and Infrastructure

0.04 0.04 – – 0.08 0.02 2.1%

Response and relief  –   –   0.01  –   0.01  0.003 0.4%

Ministry of the Interior  –   –   0.01  –   0.01  0.003 0.4%

Total marked DRR budget  0.48  0.69  1.47  0.91  3.56  0.89 100%

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2014–2017 national capital budgets, The Gambia.
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Box 1: Official development assistance by DRM categories
A key finding from the RSBR is that most of the marked DRR budget goes to pre-disaster 
activities over post-disaster activities. Besides, most of the post-disaster activities are carried 
out by humanitarian actors. This concurs with the findings of Van Aalst and others (2013), 
whose background note showed that, of the total ODA dedicated to DRR, 69.9% was used for 
emergency response activities, 24.8% for reconstruction activities (post-disaster activities) and 
3.6% for disaster prevention and preparedness (pre-disaster activities). 

The figure below shows the ODA assistance to The Gambia between 2015 and 2017, and its 
allocation to various DRM categories. An average of $5.73 million has been used for post-
disaster activities – emergency response and reconstruction, and rehabilitation and relief. This 
assistance could be why The Gambia has focused on pre-disaster activities, as humanitarian 
efforts have covered post-disaster activities.

Figure 7: Allocation of humanitarian ODA, 2015–2017

201720162015

2.01

0.10 0.36
0.07

14.81

0.24

Emergency
response

Reconstruction relief
and rehabilitation

Disaster prevention 
and preparedness

$ 
m

illi
on

s

Source: ODA data, OECD. 

201720162015

2.01

0.10 0.36
0.07

14.81

0.24

Emergency
response

Reconstruction relief
and rehabilitation

Disaster prevention 
and preparedness

$ 
m

illi
on

s

Source: ODA data, OECD.



Page   20

5. Conclusion and recommendations
UNDRR has partnered with the European Union (EU), the African Union (AU) and the ACP to deliver 
a programme to build the capacity of African countries in risk-sensitive investment planning and to 
increase public investment in disaster risk reduction (DRR). The intention is to assist the countries 
to align their strategies with the targets outlined in the Sendai Framework for disaster risk reduction 
2015–2030.

This report contributes to this deliverable with the risk-sensitive budget analysis of The Gambia’s 
national budgets using the OECD DAC DRR marker and Rio marking system to determine marked 
DRR budgets’ contribution to the DRM cycle.

The following conclusions are made about the state of public investment planning for disaster risk 
reduction:

• Disaster risk management is not explicitly documented in the programmes of the national 
budget. As such, mainstreaming of DRM and DRR in the national budget is limited.

• Applying the OECD DAC DRR policy marker found nine programmes related to DRR and DRM in 
five ministries (of the 19 ministries of central government between 2014 and 2017). 

• Between 2014 and 2017, a total of $5.15 million (averaged to $1.29 million) was marked as DRR 
budget. This represented 0.45% of the total national budget (about $1.13 billion, averaged to 
$0.28 million for the four-year period). Comparing with domestic resources only, the total marked 
DRR budget represents 0.59% of the total domestic national budget.

 - Marked budget that directly targeted DRR (principal marked DRR budget) averaged to 
$0.40 million, comprising 31% the total marked DRR budget. This is equivalent to only 
0.14% of the total national budget. 

 - The budget for programmes that indirectly target DRR (significant marked DRR budget)  
averaged to $0.89 million, comprising the larger part of the allocation at 69% of the total 
marked DRR budget. This is equivalent to only 0.31% of the total national budget.

• The principal marked DRR budget is heavily concentrated in one ministry, the Ministry of Health 
and Social Welfare, at 86.9% of the principal marked DRR budget across two ministries. Similarly, 
66.1% of the significant marked DRR budget is allocated to the Ministry of Health and Social 
Welfare, as one among five ministries.

• Reviewing the disaster risk categories of the DRM cycle finds that the marked DRR budget is 
heavily focused on the only two risk categories. All the principal marked DRR budget (100%) is 
allocated for risk prevention and mitigation activities, while 66.1% of the significant marked DRR 
budget is allocated to preparedness activities.

• The reviewed national budget allocates more funds to pre-disaster activities than to post-
disaster management. 

• There is heavy reliance on donor funds for post-disaster management. During the three-year 
period from 2015 to 2017, The Gambia received a larger share of ODA funds for emergency 
response (post-disaster management), averaged to $5.73 million per year, as opposed to an 
average of $0.14 million on disaster prevention and preparedness (pre-disaster activities).
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Recommendations
Given these conclusions, this report further contributes to the body of knowledge on DRR in 
The Gambia and will aid in ongoing mainstreaming of DRR in the budget planning process. We 
recommend:

• Increasing the principal marked budget to cover the whole DRM cycle. This will not only help The 
Gambia increase its resilience to disaster risk but also increase preparedness, response and 
relief efforts, and reconstruction and recovery activities.

• Introducing the classification and coding of DRR and DRM programmes and activities when 
budget planning. This will involve continuous capacity building at technical and institutional 
levels to efficiently apply the OECD DAC DRR policy marker.

• Classifying DRR planned and executed budgets into the four key DRM categories – risk 
prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response and relief, and reconstruction and recovery – 
to ascertain the use of the earmarked funds.
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Annex 1: Risk-sensitive budget review 
methodology

UNDRR’s application of the OECD DAC DRR policy marker: an overview
Performing the RSBR for each country involved several steps, the first one being to access 
programme-based budgets.12 For most countries (13 out of 16), the budget information was readily 
available online (generally through the Ministry of Finance web portal).13 Budget information from 
Cameroon and Côte d’Ivoire was shared by some participants during national DRR workshops 
organized by UNDRR in Yaoundé and Abidjan, respectively, both in 2018. In the case of Guinea-
Bissau, consultants managed to gain access through their connection with the Ministry of Finance. 
For a more detailed methodological note on UNDRR’s application of the RSBR, please consult the 
companion document, “A methodological guidance note on risk-sensitive budget reviews”.

Once the budget data was secured, the OECD policy marker methodology was applied to identify 
DRR components from the budgets. This involved reviewing the most recent national budgets 
available (see Table A1) in several steps:

Step 1: Review of overall performance of each ministry/institution in its respective programmes.

Step 2: Review of targets and policy outcomes expected to be delivered for DRR elements. This then 
guided the authors in reviewing budget allocations under each programme and subprogramme.

Step 3: Analysing subprogramme activities that had DRR elements and categorizing them according 
to the four key DRM categories – risk prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response and relief, 
and reconstruction and recovery.

Step 4: The same subprogramme activities were further categorized according to DRR policy 
objectives – principal, significant and not targeted – and were weighted using the OECD DAC Rio 
marker weighting guidelines (principal = 100%, significant = 40% and non-DRR = 0%).

The policy marker relies on – and the quality of results therefore depends on – the availability 
of documentation in relation to policy objectives and spending activities. In general, the more 
disaggregated and documented the budget at the activity level, the more accurate the marking. In 
reality, the level of disaggregation varies from one country to another.14 

Although programme objectives were stated in 14 country budgets out of 16, Table A1: UNDRR’s 
RSBR: an overview shows that only half of the countries disaggregated activities. In most cases (13 
out of 16), financial documents available captured exclusively domestic budget resources; Angola,15 
Côte d’Ivoire and Guinea-Bissau were the exceptions (both domestic and foreign resources were 
presented in the budgets).

The main challenge experienced during the RSBR was that programmes and activities are often 

12 When budget data was not available (i.e. for Cameroon and Guinea-Bissau), public investment plans were used instead. Due to data 
availability, the analysis is based on ‘planned’ rather than ‘executed’ expenditures.

13 Budget information for Gabon and São Tomé and Príncipe was retrieved from www.mays-mouissi.com and www.cabri-sbo.org, 
respectively.

14 An interesting aspect of disaggregation is whether local government authorities have their own budgets, in addition to national 
budgets. In 13 cases out of 16, countries have only national budgets (the exceptions are Angola, Rwanda and Tanzania (United 
Republic of)). 

15 For example, the publicly available budgets for Angola do not separate domestic and external resources, making it impossible to take 
the origin of resources into account into the analysis.

http://www.mays-mouissi.com
http://www.cabri-sbo.org/
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neither classified/coded for DRR nor sufficiently described. This makes it difficult to identify the full 
range of activities that may be related to DRR in the budget. For some countries, such as Angola, 
budget expenditures are simply not coded; this requires the titles of expenditures to be linked across 
different years to perform the RSBR. 

Considering these challenges and the 13 countries with national budgets only, the RSBR overview 
shows that, on average, a country has 27 national ministries, departments and agencies, of which 11 
have DRR expenditures (either principal or significant). 

In addition, 9 out of 16 countries have a specific budget allocated to the administration in charge of 
DRR. This specific budget always represents a small fraction of total DRR expenditures, given the 
cross-cutting nature of DRM/DRR activities.

As climate change is an important underlying disaster risk driver, it is important to understand 
whether governments are taking climate change adaptation (CCA) measures. Table A1 shows the 
countries with expenditures related to CCA, marked either as principal (eight countries) or significant 
DRR measures (two countries). It is worth noting that 6 countries out of the 16 have not planned for 
CCA expenditures.



Table A1: UNDRR’s RSBR: an overview
Country Coverage of RSBR analysis Source of budget Disaggregation level DRR agency 

portfolio
Climate 
change 
adaptation 
(CCA)

DRR/DRM marked sectors*

Period # of MDAs 
(ministries, 
departments, 
agencies)

# of DRR 
marked MDAs

Budget resources 
considered in the 
analysis^

Are 
programme 
objectives 
stated in the 
budget?

Are 
programme 
objectives 
disaggregated 
to activities?

Was the 
national DRR 
agency budget 
marked?

How was 
climate change 
marked in 
budgets?

Larger share 
of Agriculture 
marked DRR 
budget lies 
under…

Larger share 
of Health 
marked DRR 
budget lies 
under…

Larger share of 
Infrastructure 
marked DRR 
budget lies 
under…

Angola 2017–2019 66 40 Domestic/foreign No No Yes* Principal Principal Significant Significant

Botswana 2014/15–
2018/19

25 9 Domestic Yes Yes No NA Significant Significant Significant

Cameroon 2019 54 13 Domestic Yes Yes Yes Principal Significant Principal Significant

Côte d’Ivoire 2016–2018 38 29 Domestic/foreign Yes No No Principal Significant Significant Significant

Equatorial Guinea 2016–2018 21 5 Domestic Yes Yes Yes NA Significant Significant Significant

Eswatini (The 
Kingdom of)

2014/15–
2018/19

35 12 Domestic Yes Yes No Principal Principal Significant Significant

Gabon 2014–2017 21 9 Domestic Yes No Yes Significant Significant Significant Significant

The Gambia 2014–2017 19 5 Domestic Yes No Yes NA Significant Significant Significant

Ghana 2016–2018 29 8 Domestic Yes Yes Yes Principal Significant Significant Principal

Guinea-Bissau 2015–2018 23 7 Domestic/foreign No No No Principal Significant Significant None

Kenya 2013/14–
2016/17

23 10 Domestic Yes Yes No Principal Principal Significant Principal

Namibia 2014/15–
2018/19

35 8 Domestic Yes Yes Yes NA Significant Significant Significant

Rwanda 2016/17–
2018/19

56 42 Domestic Yes No Yes Significant

Significant Significant Significant

São Tomé and 
Príncipe

2014–2017 11 7 Domestic Yes No No NA Significant Significant Significant

Tanzania (United 
Republic of)

2016/17–
2018/19

93 48 Domestic Yes No No Principal

Significant Significant Significant

Zambia 2015–2017 27 21 Domestic Yes Yes Yes Principal Significant Significant Significant

Source: UNDRR (2019).

* These sectors were chosen due to their direct linkage to natural hazards; NA – No programmes for CCA were found in the RSBR analysis; ^ – All budgets analysed were planned budgets.
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Annex 2: Additional tables

Table A2: Principal marked DRR programmes and activities by ministries

Ministry Share of 
principal 
marked DRR 
budget

DRR marked 
programme

Specific DRR activity

Ministry of Health and Social Welfare 86.9% Disease 
control

• Support to local epidemic and pandemic 
prone diseases and tropical neglected 
diseases

• Support to National Malaria Control 
Programme

• Support to National AIDS Control Programme
• Support to National Leprosy and 

Tuberculosis Programme

Ministry of Agriculture 13.1% Livestock 
production 
and 
productivity

• Disease control against pests and diseases 
risk

Source: Author based on national capital budgets.
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Table A3: Significant DRR marked programmes and activities by ministries

Ministry Share of principal marked 
DRR budget

DRR marked programme Specific DRR activity

Ministry of Health and Social 
Welfare

66.1% Reproductive and family health 
programme

• Support to primary health 
care expansion and 
service delivery, such as 
construction of village 
health posts.

Health system strengthening • Expansion of health 
facilities

• Support to national 
pharmaceutical services

• Support to national blood 
transfusion services

Ministry of Agriculture 30.7% Crop production and 
productivity

• Provision of agricultural 
inputs, equipment and 
machinery

• Construction of irrigation 
infrastructure, through 
provision of irrigation 
equipment

• Land development

Ministry of Transport, Works 
and Infrastructure

2.1% Road and transports • Establishment of drainage 
systems in the Greater 
Banjul area

Ministry of Forestry, 
Environment, Climate Change 
and Natural Resources

0.6% Sound environmental 
management

• Participatory forestry 
management 

• Demarcation of forest land 

National biodiversity • Improvement and 
maintenance of national 
parks

Ministry of the Interior 0.4% Fire safety and rescue 
management

• Rehabilitation and 
construction of fire stations

Source: Author based on national capital budgets.
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