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Background and Objectives of the Case Study 

 

 In response to the M7.6 Nepal earthquake 

that took place on April 25, the Earthquakes and 

Megacities Initiative (EMI) decided to respond to 

the event by documenting and comparing the pre-

disaster Legal and Institutional Arrangements (LIA) 

of the disaster recovery framework with the 

processes and mechanisms currently being 

implemented to handle and respond to the 

aftermath of the earthquake. 

 Basing its methodology on a three-

pronged approach, the EMI team first conducted 

desk research work to understand the LIA 

framework for Disaster Risk Management (DRM) 

and what post-disaster recovery policies were in 

place before the earthquake, and monitored the 

evolving situation through the multiple reports 

made available after the event.   

 Following that, the team conducted a 

mission in Nepal from June 14-19, with the support 

of EMI’s partners, the National Society for 

Earthquake Technology (NSET) and the Kathmandu 

Metropolitan City (KMC). The mission enabled EMI 

to collect information from the field by 

interviewing key stakeholders including 

government line agencies (National Planning 

Commission, Department of Urban Development 

and Building Construction), the Municipalities of 

Kathmandu, Lalitpur and Bhaktapur, donor 

agencies (Asian Development Bank and World 

Bank) and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) 

such as the United Nations agencies. The mission 

also allowed the team to observe the situation at 

the ground level by visiting damaged areas within 

the Kathmandu Valley and interview people 

remaining in temporary camps. A second round of 

desk research was undertaken to complement the 

data collected during the mission. The results of 

the desk research and field mission served to 

document the response and estimate projection 

on what is ahead for the country in order to 

establish this report. 

 EMI recognizes the limited scope of this 

report. It is relatively early to discuss 

rearrangements and long-term recovery plans the 

Government of Nepal (GoN) and its development 

partners are currently outlining, but in the 

meantime EMI considered it necessary to look at 

the existing DRM framework and actual response 

on the ground at the time of the M7.6 and the 

subsequent M6.9 earthquakes to identify and 

document strengths and weaknesses that played a 

role in the effectiveness of the response of the 

GoN toward this disaster. EMI will consider 

updating this report as new information and 

resources are made available. 
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Introduction 

 Nepal is one of the most vulnerable 

countries to the impact of disasters. Ranked 4th, 

11th and 30th in terms of relative vulnerability to 

climate change, earthquake and flood risk 

respectively, Nepal is exposed to various hazards 

such as drought, avalanche, storms, landslides, 

forest fires, and earthquakes (UNDP, 2011). 

Landlocked and bordered by India in the east, west 

and south and by China in the north, Nepal is 

composed of hilly areas, with the Himalayan 

mountain ranges dominating the central and 

northern parts of the country, whereas the 

southern part is made up of a vast plain called the 

‘Terai’. While the Terai region is low-lying and 

highly prone to hydrological disasters, the hills and 

mountain areas are highly vulnerable to landslides 

and earthquakes.  

 The historical earthquake catalogue 

shows high seismicity along the Himalayan ranges. 

Historically, Nepal has experienced several 

destructive earthquakes with more than 11,000 

people killed in four major earthquakes just in the  

 

 

 

 

 

past century. Historical records dating back to 

1255 indicate the occurrence of 12 destructive 

earthquakes (estimated to have reached M7 or 

greater), 
1
with the M8.3 1934 earthquake being 

the largest magnitude earthquake recorded. These 

statistics indicate that Nepal gets hit by an 

earthquake of Magnitude 7 or greater every 70 

years, on average (EMI, 2010). The country 

experienced recent earthquakes causing severe 

human and physical loss in 1980, 1988 and 

2011.  The M8.3 earthquake of 1934 appears to be 

the deadliest in recent history, causing more than 

10,000 casualties and severely damaging the 

Kathmandu Valley. Just like the 2015 earthquake, 

the 1934 quake also damaged and forced the 

rebuilding of most of the infrastructure and the 

heritage sites.  Magnitude 7 and greater 

earthquakes have the potential to cause extreme 

damage and loss when they hit a vulnerable urban 

metropolis as demonstrated by the M7.0 January 

2010 Haiti earthquake.  

                                                                 

1
 1255, 1408, 1681, 1803, 1810, 1833, and 

 1869, 1913, 1916, 1934, 1936, 2015 

Figure 1: Cleaned basement of a collapsed temple in Patan Durbar Square (Photo: EMI, 2015) 
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Historical seismic data on Kathmandu is alarming, 

as six (6) events of M>= 7 have affected 

Kathmandu since 1800, the most severe ones 

being the 1934 and the April 25, 2015 earthquakes. 

Analyzing intensity distributions from these 

earthquake reveals that, on average, earthquake 

intensities equal to or greater than MMI
2
 8 take 

place every 36 years, while earthquake intensities 

of 9 or greater take place every 75 years (EMI, 

2010). The last two significant earthquakes prior to 

the one in 2015 took place in 2011 with magnitude 

6.9 at the Nepal-Sikkim border and in 1988 with 

magnitude 6.6 at the Nepal-Bihar border. 

 The M.7.6 April 25, 2015 earthquake 

(NSC, 2015) struck the Gorkha district at 11:56 

local time, with its epicenter located about 76 km 

from Kathmandu. This event and its following 

aftershocks (more than 300), including four (4)

                                                                 

2
 The Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) scale   

 is widely used to represent the local 
 severity of the ground motion. The scale 
 goes from 1 to 12. Damage starts at 
 around intensity 5 with complete 
 devastation at intensity 12. Intensive 
 structural damage occurs between 
 intensity 8 and 10. 

 with a magnitude greater than 6.0, caused severe 

damage in 14 districts located near the epicenter 

and partially affected 17 others in the neighboring 

areas. The earthquake destroyed more than 

602,257 houses and partially damaged another 

285,099 (MoHA, Home page, 2015). There were 

8,841 reported casualties and 22,309 injured, with 

about 8 million persons affected in total, many of 

whom lost their sources of livelihood, while 

approximately 117,000 persons were displaced. At 

the time of the writing of this report, it is 

estimated that 2.8 million people are in need of 

humanitarian assistance. On top of the human toll, 

the Post Disaster Need Assessment (PDNA) reports 

that the damages to the Social Sector
3
 reached a 

total of USD 3,550M, which represent almost 70% 

of the estimated overall damages (NPC, 2015).

                                                                 

3
 Social sector: Housing, Health & Population, 

 Nutrition, Education, and Cultural 
 Heritage 

Figure 2: Map locating the Main shock of April 25 and its powerful aftershock of May 12 
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Table 1: Brief profile of the impact of the Gorkha earthquake 

Number of heavily affected districts 14 (NPC, 2015) 

Population affected  8 million (NPC, 2015) 

Number of fatalities 8,841 reported casualties (MoHA, 2015) 

Number of injuries 22,309 injured people (MoHA, 2015) 

Most affected sectors  Social, Productive
4
 and Infrastructure

5
 sectors (NPC, 

2015) 

Number of private houses fully damaged  602,257 (MoHA, 2015) 

Number of private houses partially damaged 285,099 (MoHA, 2015) 

Estimated overall damage in USD  US$ 5,174 Million (NPC, 2015) 

Estimated overall impact in USD 
(damages and losses) 

about ⅓ of GDP (NPC, 2015) 

 

  

                                                                 

4
 Productive sector: Agriculture, Irrigation, Commerce & Industry, Tourism, and Financial Sector 

5
 Infrastructure sector: Electricity, Communications, Community Infrastructure, Transport, and Water,  

             Sanitation & Hygiene 
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Government and stakeholders' 

response to the earthquake 

 

 The following timeline tracks the 

response, decisions and announcements of the 

GoN made in the aftermath of the disaster in a 

timeframe of two months (Figure 3). In the first ten 

(10) days of the response, the GoN with the 

support of its international and local partners 

collaborated intensively to establish a response 

structure and mechanism to manage the disaster. 

A focus at this particular time was to provide 

pertinent information on the Government’s 

immediate response (Figure 4). The first ten days 

were crucial in the projecting the over-all condition 

of the country and to observe the government's 

response to the disaster. Issues that impacted the 

effectiveness of the response and requiring special 

arrangements from the government are also 

reported in the timeline. 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Temporary camp at the basement of Swayambu (Photo: EMI) 

 

Note: References that served in building the timeline were collected from the Humanitarian Response website 

for Nepal. It included the analysis and situational reports and fact sheets available until July 15, 2015. 

Website: https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/operations/nepal/documents 

   

 

https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/en/operations/nepal/documents


 

15 

                            

September 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: A two month timeline documenting Government of Nepal Response to the Gorkha Earthquakes 
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Figure 5: 10 days’ timeline presenting government's response in the aftermath of the earthquake 
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Legal Framework for Disaster Risk 

Management 
 

 The legal provisions for Disaster 

Management (DM) in Nepal are mainly based on 

the Natural Calamity Relief Act of 1982, as 

amended in 1992, and the Local Self-Governance 

Act of 1999. The former defines the national legal 

and institutional framework for disaster 

management, and provides a strong focus on relief 

and rescue activities (IFRC, 2011). The latter 

empowers local bodies to take on important 

responsibilities, including the authority to carry out 

necessary works, acts or functions for the 

management of disasters. The plans and policies 

described below, such as the National Strategy for 

Disaster Risk Management (2009), are grounded in 

these two acts and have been used continuously in 

building a strategy for effective Disaster Risk 

Management (DRM) platforms in Nepal, especially 

in the past decade and since the adoption of the 

Hyogo Framework for Action (2005-2015). 

I. Legislation 

Natural Calamity Relief Act of 1982 

 The Natural Calamity Relief Act of 1982 

(NCRA 1982), which was amended in 1992, is the 

building block of legal and institutional 

arrangements for disaster management in Nepal. 

The objective of the Act, as stated, is to "make 

arrangements for the operation of relief work and 

the maintenance of people convenience with a 

view to protect the life and property of the people 

in general and public property.” Recognized as 

natural calamities by the Act are: earthquake, fire, 

storm, flood, landslide, heavy rain, drought, 

famine, epidemic and other similar natural 

disasters. 

 The Natural Calamity Relief Act empowers 

the Government of Nepal with the ability to 

declare areas likely to be affected by disasters as 

disaster areas, and to exert specific and important 

powers to lead and coordinate the relief work, 

such as the closing of private and public offices and 

institutions; the evacuation of people and goods; 

measures to protect people, property and 

buildings; the establishment and deployment of 

aid groups; the use of government resources; as 

well as the requisition of property or goods judged 

necessary for relief efforts (IFRC, 2011). The 

coordination of this process is a task of the 

Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA), mainly achieved 

through district-level offices (IFRC, 2011). 

 As another building block, the Act 

introduces a multi-tiered institutional scheme for 

the elaboration of relevant response policy, 

conferring to relief committees organized at the 

central, regional, district and local levels the 

responsibility to produce policy guidelines with 

relevance to their administrative level/scale, and 

to coordinate implementation. The Central 

Disaster Relief Committee (CDRC), the highest 

authority committee, chaired by MoHA and 

comprising representatives from various ministries 

and departments, is in charge of devising and 

implementing policies for national disaster 

prevention, preparedness, relief and 

rehabilitation.  The Regional Disaster Relief 

Committee (RDRC) and the District Disaster Relief 

Committee (DDRC) mostly play a coordinating 

function to lower governance echelons, while the 

Local Disaster Relief Committee (LDRC) leads more 

operational activities such as assessments, 

volunteer organization, evacuation and assistance 

during a disaster (IFRC, 2011). Lastly, the Act 

provides a financial mechanism for the funding of 

the Relief Committee’s activities, named the 

National Calamity Fund. 

 Even though the Natural Calamity Relief 

Act provides the necessary basis for Disaster 

Management in Nepal, it is now acknowledged 

that additional legal provisions are needed to build 

a more comprehensive and effective disaster 

management system encompassing disaster risk 

reduction activities (IFRC, 2011). Efforts have been 

made to draft a Disaster Management Act by the 

Nepal Center for Disaster Management with 

assistance from Oxfam, however these efforts 

have not yet been translated into law.  

Local Self-Governance Act of 1999 

 The Local Self-Governance Act of 1999 

was introduced to bring about a decentralization 
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dynamic in Nepal, and essentially provides local 

bodies (District Development Committees, 

Municipalities and Village Development 

Committees) with additional legal, policy and fiscal 

capacities in order to empower them to better 

lead the development process in the country. 

 The Act explicitly mentions the 

responsibility of local authorities to manage and 

control calamities. District Development 

Committees, Municipalities and Village 

Development Committees are each tasked to carry 

out necessary acts, functions and works in 

managing disaster events. Management of 

disasters, prevention of infectious disease and 

epidemics, operation and management of fire 

brigades, developing mitigating and preventive 

measures against landslides, and security and 

distribution of food are some of the tasks assigned 

to local authorities under the Local Self-

Governance Act (ADRC, 2014). This Act contributes 

to making local authorities and other local actors 

pertinent players in the institutional setting of 

disaster management in Nepal. 

 

Figure 6: Timeline of the Legal Framework for Disaster Management before the M7.6 Gorkha Earthquake 

 

II. Policy frameworks 

National Strategy for Disaster Risk Management 

2009 

 The National Strategy for Disaster Risk 

Management (NSDRM) was adopted by the 

Government of Nepal in 2009, after a year-long 

collaboration process integrating input from UN 

and international donor agencies, NGOs and other 

civil society representatives. The vision brought 

about by the NSDRM is to achieve a disaster 

resilient Nepal through a comprehensive disaster 

risk management approach encompassing both 

disaster risk reduction and emergency planning 

and management. In so doing, the NSDRM entails a 

shift from previous approaches to disaster 

management in Nepal by instilling a vision that 

emphasizes preventive and proactive actions 

rather than simply reactive measures to deal with 

natural hazards.  

 The NSDRM provides a roadmap for the 

remaking of institutional and legal arrangements 

to overcome existing challenges. The NSDRM also 

outlines a disaster risk management strategy based 

on four guiding principles (NSET, 2008): 

- Integrating the DRM issues outlined in 

National Development Plans; 

- Considering cross-cutting issues in DRM 

Planning and Implementation (including 

human rights and protection, gender and 
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social inclusion, decentralization, and staff 

safety and security); 

- Accepting the cluster approach and 

creating national cluster groups; and 

- Using the Hyogo Framework for Action as 

a reference to reach DRR objectives. 

 

 Notable institutional innovations outlined 

in the NSDRM include, the creation of a National 

Commission for Disaster Risk Management 

(NDMC) chaired by the Prime Minister of Nepal to 

replace the CDRC, as well as the replacement of 

Disaster Relief Committees by new authorities for 

Disaster Risk Management. At the time of writing, 

it is unclear as to how much of the NSDRM 

guidelines were brought into practice. One of the 

contributions of NSDRM was the construction and 

set up of an National Emergency Operations 

Center (NEOC) in 2010 (ADRC, 2014) which helped 

provide the infrastructure for the response and the 

early recovery process after the earthquake struck 

Nepal on April 25th, 2015. Another change 

deemed positive is the cluster approach that has 

outlined clear responsibilities for different 

ministries in each phase of the disaster risk 

management cycle (ADRC, 2014). 

Nepal Risk Reduction Consortium (2009) 

 In order to tackle the policy challenges 

underlined in the NDSRM, the Nepal Risk 

Reduction Consortium (NRRC) was created in 2009, 

with the goal of assisting the Nepalese government 

to produce a long-term Disaster Risk Reduction 

Action Plan before 2015.  It is composed of 

multiple international organizations such as the 

Asian Development Bank (ADB), the International 

Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies (IFRC), United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP), UN Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), UN 

International Strategy for Disaster Reduction 

(ISDR) and the World Bank. 

 The Consortium developed a flagship 

approach centering on five (5) key intervention 

points: school and hospital safety, emergency 

preparedness and response capacity, flood 

management in the Koshi River Basin, integrated 

community-based disaster risk reduction and 

management, and policy/institutional support for 

disaster risk management. This represents an 

innovative form of international cooperation (IFRC, 

2011).  How much the Flagship program has 

achieved since its creation is unclear since there is 

no evaluation assessment available.  

National Disaster Response Framework (2013) 

 The National Disaster Response 

Framework (NDRF) aims to develop a clear, concise 

and comprehensive disaster response framework 

for Nepal that can guide a more effective and 

coordinated national response in case of a large-

scale disaster (National Disaster Response 

Framework, 2013).  The NDRF was endorsed by the 

GoN in 2013 to fill the legal, policy and operational 

gaps in Disaster Risk Management. More 

specifically, the NDRF goes beyond the focus on 

relief and rescue that is the focus of the 1982 

Natural Relief Act, by developing guidelines and a 

timeline for the course of action required for 

short-term recovery and activities preparing the 

country to respond to disasters more efficiently.  

 This includes the process to facilitate and 

coordinate the overall management of 

international humanitarian intervention, activation 

of the cluster system, definition of the roles of 

Nepalese institutions in the coordination process, 

and special operations procedures for national 

disaster response. 

 This framework has been central in 

activating the disaster response after the April 

25th Earthquake in Nepal. 

National Strategic Action Plan on Search and 

Rescue 2013 

 Government of Nepal issued a National 

Strategic Action Plan on Search and Rescue also in 

2013. The vision is to develop a professionally and 

technically sound urban search and rescue capacity 

in Nepal.  It endorses part of the International 

Search and Rescue Advisory Group’s (INSARAG) 

guidelines on search and rescue, and a three-tiered 

institutional structure for SAR. One of the 

challenges to tackle is to unify the SAR-trained 

personnel in police and military forces, scattered 

all over Nepal, into one coordinated SAR force. 
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Three priority objectives are defined in the Plan to 

further build capacity: Equipping of community-

level first responders; strengthening the response 

capacities of emergency services; and developing 

dedicated SAR teams that are deployable to 

augment daily response as needed. 

 The document also maps out the key 

strategy points to achieve effective SAR including 

the establishment of the specialized and 

professional USAR Team; identify the Terms of 

Reference of the USAR Team; establish National 

and Local level SAR teams based on the 

international standard and national context; 

develop the institutional capacity of SAR teams in 

coordination with various government ministries, 

donor agencies and other partners; and strengthen 

the preparedness of search and rescue activity, 

and regular monitoring and evaluation of the 

Urban Search and Rescue teams. 

 

 

 

 

III. Other Laws and Policies 

 influencing disaster risk 

 management in Nepal 

Apart from the aforementioned legal and policy 

frameworks, Disaster Risk Management in Nepal is 

also affected, indirectly or directly by other related 

acts, rules, regulations and guidelines, such as the 

Nepal Building Act, the Nepal Building Code, 

Environmental Protection Act, National Agriculture 

Policy (2004), National Shelter Policy (1996), 

National Urban Policy (2006), National Water Plan 

and Water Resource Policy, National Water 

Resource Strategy (2002), and the Water Induced 

Disaster Management Policy in 2006. (ADRC, 2014) 

 Regarding building regulation and 

earthquake risk, there has been a longstanding 

lack of adequately resourced mechanisms to 

implement national building codes to guard 

against the risks of earthquakes and fires (IFRC, 

2011). The codes established under the Building 

Act have so far been only partially implemented by 

a small number of municipalities, and high risk 

buildings continue to be constructed (IFRC, 2011).

 

 

Figure 7: Cleaned basement of major temple destroyed by the Earthquake in Bhaktapur Durbar Square 
(Photo: EMI) 
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Arrangements for Disaster Risk 

Management 

 

I. Immediate Mobilization  

 For the April 25 2015 disaster, the 

Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA) took the lead in 

responding to the disaster at the national level. As 

it is the ministry of the government legally 

mandated by the Natural Calamity Relief Act of 

1982 to formulate, implement and promote 

disaster related plans, programs and projects, it 

spearheaded the government’s activation for 

disaster response. Using the National Disaster 

Response Framework 2013 as a guide, the 

Government of Nepal through MoHA mobilized 

response, search and rescue teams, requested 

international assistance, activated the cluster 

framework for disaster response and coordinated 

the multiple foreign contingencies for search and 

rescue assistance.  

II. Post-Disaster Damage and 

 Needs Assessment  

 There is no legal document which 

mandates that the National Planning Commission 

undertake an active role in the post-disaster 

activities for recovery. However, due to its being 

the key agency for medium to long term 

development planning in the country, it was given 

the lead responsibility by the GoN in coordinating 

and conducting the Post Disaster Needs 

Assessment for the April 25 earthquake event. Led 

by the vice chairman of the NPC, a nationwide 

operation to assess the disaster impact was 

conducted together with international 

development partners and planning experts. 

III. Central Natural Disaster Relief 

 Committee  

 Several Disaster Management and Risk 

Reduction (DRRM) laws, policies and strategies 

reiterate the role of the Central Natural Disaster 

Relief Committee (CNDRC) as the high-level 

coordinating body for disaster response and 

recovery (MoHA, 2013; NPC, 2015). The high level 

committee is composed of the different 

Secretaries of the government ministries led by the 

Secretary for the Ministry of Home Affairs. The 

responsibilities of the committee include advising 

the GoN on which areas to declare as disaster 

areas; formulating a national policy regarding 

rescue and relief work; acting as the implementing 

arm of the GoN for approved disaster response 

and recovery policies and programs;  managing 

relief and rescue materials; providing instructions 

to the district and local natural relief committees 

on disaster response and recovery efforts; and 

consistently reporting to the GoN on the overall 

post-disaster situation of the country. The National 

Emergency Operations Center (NEOC) serves as the 

Secretariat of the committee. In response to the 

April 25 earthquake, the CNDRC held a meeting 

two hours after the earthquake. The NEOC 

presented its initial findings providing information 

on priority areas and rescue and relief needs. The 

CNRDC established a Central Command Post to 

effectively respond to immediate search, rescue 

and relief needs. The CNDRC continues to be the 

coordinating and decision making body for all 

efforts relating to the response and recovery. Its 

decisions are disseminated through the local 

disaster relief committees as discussed in the next 

part of this report. 

IV. District and Local Disaster 

 Relief Committee 

 The Regional, District and Local Disaster 

Relief Committees are the next levels of the 

structured arrangements for disaster management 

given by the Natural Relief Act of 1982. The Local 

Self-Governance Act of 1999 also cascades the 

mandate of the Central Natural Disaster Relief 

Committee to the other levels in the 

implementation of disaster response and recovery 

activities. In the wake of the earthquake event 

however, the District Disaster Relief Committee 

(DDRC) or the Office of the Chief District Officer of 

respective affected districts acted as the main 

coordinating entity.  The DDRC, through the district 

level government, gives direction and 

implementation guidelines of recovery initiatives 

from the CNDRC and cascades it down to the ward-
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level administrative units. The local disaster relief 

committees through the Municipal and Village 

Development Committees report updates and 

immediate needs to the DDRC. These requests 

include shelter management issues, debris 

management, funding requests and reconstruction 

of government infrastructure, among others. 

 

V. Coordination Procedure and Arrangement for International Assistance 

 

 

Figure 8: International Assistance in the event of a disaster (National Disaster Response Framework, 2013) 

 

 The coordination mechanisms and 

procedures for international support rely on the 

government of Nepal requesting assistance within 

hours from the on-set of the disaster. The GoN, 

guided by the NDRF 2013, requested for assistance 

through the UN Resident Coordinator. After 

holding the first CNDRC meeting two hours after 

the earthquake, several simultaneous donor 

meetings were held with the government line 

ministries leading the respective clusters specified 

in the NDRF 2013.  A representative from the 

assigned local partner donor sits as the co-lead of 

each cluster. The clusters, with the government 

line ministry as the lead, coordinates and monitors 

implementation of immediate relief, response and 

recovery activities across sectors in the affected 

areas. Table 2 shows the arrangement for the 

cluster approach used by the GoN that was 

activated in less than a day after the main 

earthquake. MoHA also leads the Logistics cluster 

aside from being the over-all coordinator of all the 

response and recovery efforts of the GoN.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

24  September 2015 

 

Table 2: The cluster coordination structure for Nepal (NDRF 2013) 

Name of Clusters Leads (Government) Co-leads (Humanitarian Agencies) 

Health MoPH WHO 

WASH MoUD UNICEF 

Shelter MoUD IFRC / UN Habitat 

Food Security MoAD WFP / FAO 

Logistics MoHA WFP 

CCCM MoUD IOM 

Education MoE UNICEF / SC 

Protection MoWCSW / NHRC UNHRC / UNICEF / UNFPA 

Telecommunication MoIC WFP 

Nutrition MoHP UNICEF 

Early Recovery MoFALD UNDP 

  

 One of the main issues for the response 

and relief efforts immediately after the earthquake 

was the delay in the arrival of much needed 

supplies from the international community. While 

the airport resumed operations hours after the 

disaster, the amount of assistance coming in 

overwhelmed the capacity of the Tribhuvan 

International Airport. Procedures and customs 

policies for clearing the importation of emergency 

supplies became an issue since the amount of 

relief coming in multiplied as the days passed. As a 

result, much needed relief aid remained idle at the 

airport for weeks after the disaster. This issue was 

compounded by the fact that most of the affected 

areas were cut-off from Kathmandu due to the 

damaged roads or landslides.  

VI. Funding Structure for Disaster 

 The Central Disaster Relief Fund (CDRF) is 

the mandated national fund for disaster-related 

events. As mentioned in NCRA 1982, it will be 

mobilized with the authorization of the CNDRC. For 

the April 25 event, the government mobilized the 

Prime Minister’s Disaster Relief Fund (PMDRF). 

This served as the point of collection for all 

national and international donations specifically 

for the Gorkha earthquake. In the immediate 

aftermath of the disaster, confusion spread in the 

local media on the government seizing all 

donations made for the recent disaster. It was later 

clarified that all donations made for the 

earthquake to non-government organizations 

established specifically for the April 25 disaster will 

be seized and all the funds will be redirected to the 

PMDRF. To facilitate release of funding, the CNDRC 

approves the request for funds made by the Office 

of the Chief District Officer. The district level 

government makes the proposed appropriate fund 

request on behalf of the needs of the municipal, 

VDC and ward level administrative units. 

 The Office of the Prime Minister 

announced the establishment of a National 

Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Fund with an 

initial funding of USD 200 million. The government 

is targeting to raise USD 2 billion for rehabilitation 

and reconstruction of damaged infrastructure due 

to the disaster. The International Donors 

Conference hosted by the Government of Nepal 

aimed to build on this fund and reach the target 

for reconstruction needs. It received around USD 3 

billion in pledges from donors after a successful 

conference.  
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Figure 9: Heavily damaged old building in the heart of Bhakatpur (Photo: EMI) 
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Rearrangements in response to the 

April 25 Earthquake  

 

I. Immediate Relief Package in 

Earthquake Affected Area 

 Released by the Ministry of Local Affairs 

and Urban Development five days after the initial 

earthquake, it provides direction and instructions 

on the immediate relief operations to be 

undertaken in the most affected VDCs and 

municipalities of the most affected districts. It 

mandates the local bodies to lead the relief 

operations in their respective administrative areas. 

It made available a special grant through the 

DDRCs and municipalities from the Ministry of 

Local Affairs and Urban Development. The 

guidelines prescribe situational analysis conducted 

to determine priorities for investment in each 

ward. The grant aims to provide for drinking water, 

temporary shelter management, food and 

sanitation provisions especially to the most 

vulnerable populations. It also includes guidelines 

for forming a committee mandated to allocate, 

mobilize and monitor funds. The funds have to be 

spent by June 8
th

, after which any unused funds 

shall be returned to the DDRC. Guided by this, the 

committee shall cease to exist after June 15. 

II. A Framework for the 

 Earthquake Early Recovery 

 Programme 

 Released in April 2015, through the Early 

Recovery cluster, the document outlines the 

priorities for early recovery. Lead by the Ministry 

of Federal Affairs and Local Development, and co-

led by the UNDP, the Early Recovery cluster is 

guided by the framework to set initial 

rehabilitation and reconstruction priorities. For the 

M7.8 Gorkha earthquake aftermath, the cluster 

worked with other stakeholders to support the 

affected districts along the three (3) pillars 

outlined in the framework: debris management, 

rehabilitation and reconstruction of community 

infrastructures and the restoration of public 

utilities. Emergency livelihoods and economic 

recovery were considered as cross-cutting issues 

that encompass the three main priorities stated 

above. The early recovery program for the 

aftermath of the M7.8 earthquake event 

capitalized on mobilizing grassroots-level 

community organizations such as local service 

providers, civil society organizations, ward citizen 

forums and Citizen Awareness Centers guided by 

the local administrative units. The imminent 

monsoon season compounded the effects of the 

disaster and threatens already vulnerable areas. 

With the monsoon season as a threat to the 

recovery of the affected areas, cluster support will 

extend up to September 2015. 

III. Integrated Action Plan for Post-

 Earthquakes Response & 

 Recovery-2072  

 The Integrated Action Plan for Post-

Earthquakes Response and Recovery, 2072 (2015) 

was born out of the recommendations of the 

Government after initial damage assessments in 

the aftermath of the disaster. The President called 

for a special session of the House on this matter. In 

this session, the Parliament of Nepal passed a 27- 

point resolution on 13 May 2015 giving the 

Government the mandate to effectively lead the 

relief, response recovery and rehabilitation. To 

effectively carry out the resolution, the 40-point 

priority action plan was put in place. Some of the 

more important points of the action plan include 

provisions on emergency shelters for the most 

vulnerable (e.g. children, senior citizens, pregnant 

women, new mothers etc.), arrangements for 

providing farmers subsidies and tax exemptions, 

reviewing the National Building Code 2062, 

ensuring effective enforcement of building code 

provisions, reviewing the country’s land-use policy, 

debris management, and building a memorial for 

the victims of the disaster. 

IV. Post Disaster Needs 

 Assessment - Donor Conference 

 Consistent with the post-disaster 

methodology developed jointly by the World Bank, 

European Commission and the United Nations 

Development Group, the Post-Disaster Needs 
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Assessment for the Nepal earthquake event was 

conducted within days after the second major 

earthquake (M6.8, May 12). Led by the National 

Planning Commission, key sectors and 

humanitarian needs were assessed with assistance 

from other line ministries, international 

humanitarian organizations (UN, ADB, JICA, EU, 

World Bank) and various stakeholders.  

The main purpose of the assessment was to 

quantify the impact of the disaster and to outline a 

recovery framework for the country. The 

assessment covers the 31 affected districts, 

wherein 14 districts are considered severely 

damaged. It is estimated that the total value of 

disaster damages and losses caused by the 

earthquake and its aftershocks is NPR 706 billion 

(US$ 7 billion). The assessment covered 23 

thematic areas classified into 4 major sectors, 

including the social, productive, infrastructure and 

cross-cutting sectors. For each sector, damages, 

losses, recovery needs, strategies and 

implementation arrangements were identified. The 

Social Sector, which includes housing, was 

identified as the most affected by the disaster. 

Particular thematic areas which experienced the 

most damage and loss are housing and 

settlements, and tourism. Environment, education, 

finance and agriculture complete the list. Included 

in the PDNA are the overall recovery strategies 

which will guide the formulation of the recovery 

framework. (see Annex 2 for PDNA’s process and 

Methodology) 

 

  

Figure 10: Remaining pieces of a collapsed temple in Bhaktapur Durbar Square (Photo: EMI) 
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The PDNA was presented at the International 

Donor Conference on Nepal’s Reconstruction last 

June 25. The donor conference organized by the 

Government of Nepal sought to encourage 

different stakeholders and international partners 

to support the rehabilitation of the country. Aside 

from the PDNA, the government also discussed 

initiatives and strategies for reconstruction. In his 

inaugural address, the Prime Minister announced 

the creation of the National Reconstruction 

Authority which will lead in carrying out 

rehabilitation and reconstruction tasks. The 

Authority will be composed by disaster 

management experts and engineers led by the 

Prime Minister. The sustainability of the 

reconstruction and rehabilitation efforts was put 

into focus with the Parliament adopting a 

resolution to forge an inclusive federal democratic 

constitution promulgated through the elected 

Constituent Assembly.   

 At the time of the completion of this 

report, the government and stakeholder 

consultations for the proposed constitution are on-

going. The disaster served as a wake-up call to 

move forward with enacting the new constitution 

that has been the primary delay in instituting an 

updated and more comprehensive disaster 

legislation. The effects of this new development 

are still to be determined in the coming months, 

but the necessity of having an enacted constitution 

for rehabilitation and reconstruction cannot be  

emphasized enough. 
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Legal Institutional Gaps in Disaster 

Recovery 

 

I. Legal and Institutional Fragility 

A new constitution is needed to secure the 

sustainability of any new disaster legislation 

 Since the adoption of an interim 

constitution in 2007, the country has been waiting 

on its representatives and political leaders to 

develop and finalize a new constitution which 

would anchor any new legislation passed later by 

the Parliament. Included in the government’s 

priority legislation is the formulation of a Disaster 

Management Authority which would 

institutionalize an overarching DRRM strategy and 

direction for the country. Various studies on 

Nepal’s disaster legislation identifies the need and 

potential of this new legislation which strengthens 

the pre-existing NSDRM 2009, NRRC 2013 and 

National Disaster Framework 2013 (IFRC, 2011; 

ADPC, 2010; NRRC, 2013) The legislation will also 

build on the Natural Calamity Act of 1982 and the 

Local Self Governance Act of 1999 by expanding 

the state’s initiatives from being response-

centered to mitigation and resilience-oriented. It is 

clear that the delay in passing the new constitution 

causes a domino effect on all other priority 

legislations of the government. The recent disaster 

serves as a reminder of the immediate and 

inevitable need for the new constitution and a 

sustainable disaster legislation. 

 This existing legal and institutional 

situation did not hinder the development of local 

policies, frameworks and initiatives geared 

towards DRRM. Aside from the policies cited 

above, several municipal-level and donor-funded 

initiatives were in place at the time of the disaster. 

These initiatives are often contained in a specific 

local jurisdiction. The Kathmandu Metropolitan 

City developed an emergency operations plan 

which outlines the responsibilities of the municipal 

government in the event of a disaster. It also 

ensures sustained functions for coordinating 

rescue and relief efforts in the municipality (EMI, 

2010). The Lalitpur Sub-Metropolitan City uses an 

electronic permitting system for securing building 

permits, which ensures the compliance of newly 

built structures to building codes. Under the 

School Earthquake Safety Program of NSET-Nepal 

all of the 175 public schools retrofitted within and 

around the Kathmandu Valley area survived the 

M7.8 earthquake. The potential of aggregating all 

these initiatives to benefit a bigger percentage of 

the population is anchored on passing an 

overarching disaster legislation for the country.  

The chances of securing sustained and consistent 

initiatives for DRR are exponentially greater if 

guided by a national disaster legislation. For this 

same reason, the urgency of finalizing the new 

constitution to speed up the process of passing the 

new national disaster policy remains a priority for 

the country. 

a) Lack of an updated National Policy on 

 DRM  

 As described in the previous sections, 

legally driven by the Natural Relief Act of 1982 and 

the Local Self-governance Act of 1999, Nepal’s 

disaster management legislation is focused more 

on response rather than a holistic approach to 

disaster management. Since the adoption of a new 

interim constitution in 2007 and the National 

Strategy on Disaster Risk Management in 2009, the 

government has only developed the National 

Disaster Response Framework 2013 and National 

Strategic Action Plan on Search and Rescue 2013 

which served as guiding references for the 

government to manage the actual crisis created by 

the recent earthquake. 

 Even though this helped in providing the 

country with an adequate framework to respond 

and manage a disaster, no sustainable and long-

term DRM legislation was adopted. Some 

recommendations and revisions proposed by the 

NSDRM such as the institutional structure for DRM 

and their roles and responsibilities, were expected 

to be enacted under a new national legislation for 

DRM since the institutional structure adopted by 

the NRA 1982 showed its limits in past major 

events such as the Udayapur Earthquake of 1988 

or the flood disaster in south-central Nepal in 1993 

(NSET, 2008). This has yet to be actualized and is 
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part of the government's priorities along with the 

new constitution.  

 This lack of changes in the legislation 

demonstrates the limitations and most probably 

the absence of ownership from the political 

leaders and government officials who prioritized 

the drafting of a new constitution that started in 

2008, over the development of the country. 

b) Lack of National Framework Outlining 

 Recovery and Reconstruction 

 A National Recovery Framework 

describing a vision for recovery should help in 

defining a strategy, prioritizing actions, fine-tuning 

planning, and providing guidance on financing, 

implementing, and monitoring the recovery with 

respect to the PDNA, as it provides a strong basis 

for quantifying recovery needs and developing 

strategies (GFDRR, 2015). 

 Forced to work without a predefined 

recovery framework, the Government of Nepal is 

aiming to complete its recovery and reconstruction 

plan by September 2015 while facing the pressure 

imposed by time and the victims’ immediate needs 

of building back shelters to start recovering from 

the disaster. 

 As a result of not having such a guiding 

framework, the government may find it difficult to 

prioritize disaster risk reduction and resilience 

measures for both short and long-term 

development goals as defined by the Sendai 

Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR, 

2015). 

 It is too early to understand the impact of 

this gap in the recovery and reconstruction plan 

the government is developing, as well as on the 

country’s development goals. 

Local Government Ownership 

 Until 2002, village, district and municipal 

council members were nominated through direct 

elections. After the terms of office expired in 2002, 

no direct election of local bodies has been held 

since. In 2006, to replace the directly elected local 

representatives, political parties agreed to form 

interim local bodies at the district, municipality 

and village level in order to allow the release of 

development funds. 

 The absence of elected representatives at 

local level discourages the efficiency outlined in 

the Self-Governance Act of 1999, empowering local 

bodies to formulate and implement local 

development plans as well as to manage and 

control natural calamity in their locality. 

The frequent  turn-over of appointed government 

employees and unelected joint political party 

mechanisms, who decide on development 

priorities and everything else related to local 

governance, prevents them from taking ownership 

over the implementation of DRR policies and plans. 

Civil servants assigned to assume these positions 

tend to be more accountable toward their 

respective political hierarchies than the local 

inhabitants, spreading suspicion of being 

unaccountable, corrupt and prejudiced towards 

the lowest castes. As a result, serious concerns 

have emerged over the lack of transparency and 

the mismanagement of the local developmental 

and governance-related affairs.  

 The management of the crisis and damage 

created by the Gorkha earthquake emphasized the 

existing accountability issue at the local level, as 

shown by the unequal distribution of the damage 

from the earthquake, resulting mainly from the 

poor maintenance and structural reinforcement of 

buildings, as well as the weak enforcement of the 

Nepal Building Code. 

 In addition to that, interviews conducted 

revealed that municipalities like KMC, which has 

developed DRM plans, an Emergency Operation 

Plan (EMI, 2010) and a Risk-sensitive Land Use Plan 

(EMI, 2010) in partnership with non-governmental 

stakeholders in the recent years, failed in 

implementing them because of the frequent of 

turnover personnel and lack of ownership from the 

municipality. As a consequence, KMC could not do 

more than wait for guidance from their district 

authority to handle the crisis. 
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II. Communication for Disaster 

 Recovery 

Effective promulgation of existing plans and 

policies to capacitate all levels of government on 

protocols and responsibilities for response and 

recovery 

 The efficiency of carrying out any DRRM-

related plan, program or project depends upon the 

effective communication of information from the 

national level ministries to the local level 

administrative units. In the aftermath of the 

Gorkha earthquake, consultations with 

representatives from different line ministries, 

international donor agencies and municipality 

officials had a recurring pattern of uncertainty in 

identifying the actual plan used to respond to the 

disaster. It is clear however that some aspects of 

the response did get coordinated, although many 

others were done ad-hoc.  A possible cause of this 

confusion is the fact that the National Disaster 

Response Framework (2013) was only recently 

promulgated. The lack of an overall disaster 

legislation is another factor for the delay in 

disseminating existing information regarding 

disaster management. The recovery phase gives 

Nepal an opportunity to lay the foundation for 

promulgating disaster-related activities from the 

national government towards the local level 

administrative units and vice versa. 

Information Management for Disaster Events 

 In consultations conducted for this report, 

government officials were gravely concerned by 

the management of information relating to the 

disaster and how the media was communicating 

the information to the public.  Central to their 

concerns was the impression that the media 

coverage was depicting a completely destroyed 

Kathmandu Valley, while the damage was 

concentrated in the heritage, cultural sites and old 

infrastructure. Hours after the disaster, the 

Tribhuvan airport was operational, and after a few 

days electricity and water supply were back in the 

valley.  Another concern was the confusion in the 

reporting of the magnitude of the earthquake and 

its aftershocks, since different institutions were 

providing their respective measurements. The 

National Seismological Center reported on the 

April 25, 2015 Gorkha earthquake as having a local 

magnitude of 7.6 while the international seismic 

network of the USGS reported it as 7.8.  

 The management of the information 

during a disaster is a challenge for the 

Government, as transparency in their actions, as 

well as proper and rapid communication are keys 

to promoting stability and avoiding confusion in 

disseminating information during a disaster event.  
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What is Ahead: Opportunities and 

Projections on Long-term Recovery 

and Reconstruction 

 

I. Planning and Framework for 

Recovery  

 A recovery framework outlined by the 

government and supported by international 

humanitarian organizations is necessary for the 

effective and efficient implementation of recovery 

plans, programs and projects. Consistent with the 

PDNA methodology and the Disaster Recovery 

Framework Guide developed by the World Bank, 

EU and UN, defining a recovery framework and 

centralized planning are the necessary steps to 

complement the PDNA, prior to creating inclusive 

and sector-specific programs to address recovery 

(GFDRR, 2015). In other recent disasters such as 

the 2005 Pakistan earthquake, the 2010 Haiti 

earthquake and Typhoon Haiyan in 2013, recovery 

policy frameworks and planning served as an 

overarching guide to the recovery and eventual 

reconstruction of the affected areas. The pillars 

and principles outlined in a recovery framework 

would be consistently rooted in every plan and 

project after the disaster. It also provides the 

country a vision of what the ultimate goals are for 

recovery and reconstruction. More than the 

normalization of life in affected areas, recovery 

frameworks often include provisions on improved 

reconstruction and sustainability. Recovery 

frameworks also provide initial safeguards to 

ensure that affected populations especially 

vulnerable sectors are considered in the recovery 

process.  With the current political and 

institutional system of Nepal, a clear, concise and 

institutionalized recovery framework will provide 

the proper guidance for different stakeholders to 

carry out post-disaster programs.  Given the recent 

development with the new constitution of the 

country, institutionalizing a recovery framework 

can be advanced  if given priority by the 

government. Having an outlined recovery 

framework will also encourage community/ward 

based organizations in the country, which served 

as the first-responders on the ground immediately 

after the disaster, to develop sector specific plans 

and programs for the affected population. The 

recovery framework will provide clear principles 

and priorities needed by a country that has been 

struggling with bureaucratic and political 

inefficiencies over the years.  

II. A new authority solely for 

 Recovery and Reconstruction 

 Little is known about the National 

Reconstruction Authority announced by the Prime 

Minister during his inaugural address at the 

International Donors Conference last 25
th

 of June. 

Aside from overseeing efforts for rehabilitation 

and reconstruction, it will be headed by the Prime 

Minister himself and will involve engineers and 

experts on disaster management disciplines.  

 In similar disasters such as the Pakistan 

earthquake in 2005 and Haiti in 2010, legally 

mandated authorities were put into place to 

spearhead reconstruction efforts. The Earthquake 

Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Authority 

(ERRA) was established by the government of 

Pakistan post-disaster to lead, coordinate and 

oversee reconstruction. It leads a centralized 

planning mechanism and decentralized its 

implementation of projects and programs (GFDRR, 

UNDP, & EU, Pakistan Earthquake 2005: The Case 

of Centralized PLanning and Decentralized 

Implementation, 2014). In the aftermath of the 

Haiti earthquake in 2015, poverty and a 

complicated political system were also issues going 

into the recovery and reconstruction. The 

country’s Disaster Management System was 

relatively new and unfamiliar to political leaders, 

and most of the recovery and reconstruction 

mechanisms were set up after the disaster. The 

Interim Haiti Recovery Commission was 

established with the Prime Minister of Haiti and 

the UN Special Envoy as co-chairs (GFDRR, UNDP, 

& EU, Haiti Earthquake 2010: Recovery from a 

Mega Disaster, 2014). In both disasters, authorities 

solely for recovery and reconstruction were 

necessary to effectively and efficiently carry out 

reconstruction. Having this in place avoids 

confusion and delay in bureaucratic procedures, 

which usually plague post-disaster reconstruction. 
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As of the writing of this report, the reconstruction 

authority has only appointed a CEO but has not 

been fully implemented and utilized by the 

government. Two months after the donor’s 

conference in Nepal, donor partners are urging the 

government to actualize this authority to expedite 

and fully implement reconstruction projects 

(Rousselot, 2015). Donor agencies have expressed 

grave concerns on the implementation of post-

disaster projects if the national reconstruction 

authority is not mobilized soon. 

III. Incorporating the Sendai 

 Framework for Disaster Risk 

 Reduction on Reconstruction  

 Incorporating the concept of Building 

Back Better has been a main priority of the GoN 

and international donor agencies such as the ADB, 

UN and the WB. With the recently released Sendai 

Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, 

mainstreaming sustainable recovery and 

reconstruction efforts was one of the key 

highlights. In the International Donors Conference 

held on the 25
th

 of June, the Prime Minister 

reiterated the efforts of the government to 

consider the notion of Building Back Better for the 

entire reconstruction process. Rebuilding the 

affected areas of the Gorkha earthquake will take 

years. In the reconstruction process, it is important 

to consider future disasters and the need for 

better managed urban development to that is 

responsive to the increasing population of the 

country. In Nepal, a particular issue that keeps on 

recurring whenever DRRM is discussed is the 

implementation of the building codes (ADPC, 2010; 

IFRC, 2011). Given this opportunity of 

incorporating building back better in the 

reconstruction process, the review and proper 

implementation of building codes is pertinent.  

 Building back better does not only apply 

to the physical infrastructure. For reconstruction to 

be sustainable, it is necessary to educate and raise 

the awareness of the communities in building 

codes and building safety. The role of community-

organized groups can play a crucial role in 

disseminating this information especially outside 

the Kathmandu Valley. Studies have shown the 

importance of these grassroots organizations in 

educating the citizens of Nepal (ADPC, 2010; IFRC, 

2011).This includes making sure the communities 

are aware of the potential hazards around them 

and how they can mitigate the risk by building new 

structures that can withstand future disasters. 

 

 

Figure 11: Collapsed buildings blocking a street in Bhaktapur core area (Photo: EMI) 
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ANNEXES 

 

Annex 1: Interview conducted during EMI’s mission in Nepal from June 14 to 

19, 2015 

 

Name Designation Organization 

Governmental Agencies 

Mr Kishore Thapa Senior Advisor National Planning Commission 

Mr Lok Bijaya Adhikari Senior Divisional Seismologist (Chief) National Seismological Center - DMG 

Mr Sharad Kumar Pokhrel Assistant Chief District Officer District Administration Office - MoHA 

Mr Tirtha Raj Bhattarai Local Development Officer 
District Local Development Office - 
MoFALD 

Mr Budhi Sagar Thapa,  Division chief of  DUDBC Kathmandu Division 
Department of Urban Development 
and Building Construction 

Mr Chintan Poudel Executive Vice-Chairman 
Kathmandu Valley Development 
Authority 

Mr Bir Bahadur Khadka Focal Person - Disaster Management Section Kathmandu Metropolitan City 

Mr Bimal Rijal Independent consultant 
 

Mr Udhab Prasad Rijal Executive Officer Bhaktapur Municipality 

Mr Dil Bhakta Jayana Architect /urban Planner Bhaktapur Municipality 

Mr Sainik Raj Singh Chief of Buidling code Section Lalitpur Sub-Metropolitan City 

Donors 

Mr Arnaud Cauchois Senior Water Resources Specialist Asian Development Bank 

Mr Robert Hynderick de 
Theulegoet 

Attache Rural Development and Food Security European Commission 

Mr Piush Kayastha Programme Officer European Union (ECHO) 

Mr Robert Soden Consultant World Bank - GFDRR Labs 

NGOs, INGOs & IGOs  

Mr Jean-Christophe Ryckmans Director Child Protection Centers and Services 

Mr Surya Narayan Shrestha Deputy Executive Director NSET 

Mr Ganesh Kumar Jimee Director, DPER Division NSET 

Mr Surya Bhakta Sangachhe Program Manager, 3 PERM NSET 
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Annex 2: Post Disaster Needs Assessment: Process and Methodology guided 

by the GFDRR PDNA guidelines (extract from Nepal Earthquake PDNA, 2015) 

 

Process 

Within three days of the second earthquake on 12 May 2015, the Government of Nepal convened a meeting of 
local development partners and called for a Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) to be carried out under 
the leadership of the National Planning Commission (NPC). The purpose was to assess the impact of the 
disaster and define a recovery strategy, including its funding implications, for the restoration of livelihoods, 
economy and services, rehabilitation and reconstruction of housing and infrastructure to ensure a resilient 
recovery. The PDNA follows a methodology jointly developed by the European Union, the World Bank and the 
UN system that incorporates a collection of analytical methods, tools and techniques developed for post-
disaster assessments and recovery planning, ensuring sector to sector comparability and homogeneity in the 
definition of basic concepts of damages, losses and post-disaster recovery needs. The assessment builds on the 
initial and detailed sector damage assessments undertaken by central and local governments and the clusters 
established by the government with support from development partners.  

A high-level oversight mechanism was set up at the NPC under the leadership of its Vice Chairman, directly 
assisted by a core group of NPC Members to oversee the preparation of PDNA. Other Members in charge of 
specific sectors assumed a lead role in coordinating and overseeing the assessment of their respective 
portfolios. In addition, the NPC also invited a team of distinguished advisors embedded in its Secretariat from 
Nepal and abroad.  

A Core Coordination Team was constituted under the leadership of the NPC, including Heads of Agencies from 
the following donor partners: the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the European Union (EU), the United Nations 
(UN/UNDP), the World Bank (WB) and the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA). Representatives 
from these agencies formed the core PDNA Secretariat providing daily guidance to the assessment teams.  

 

Following a two-day workshop on the methodology and scope of the PDNA, over 250 officials and experts from 
the government and 30 development partner agencies were organized into 23 thematic groups. Each group 
had a dedicated Joint Secretary assigned from the directly relevant line ministry and the NPC to work together 
with a lead agency on the part of development partners. These joint teams undertook an intensive exercise of 
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data collection, field visits and verification in just over three weeks, from 22 May to 10 June, a tight timeline, 
given the scale and magnitude of the disaster. An intermediate milestone for the PDNA report is the 
presentation of key findings at the International Conference on Nepal’s Reconstruction (ICNR) on 25 June. 

Methodology 

The PDNA for the Nepal earthquakes is an assessment led by the National Planning Commission covering 23 
thematic areas as follows:  

 Social Sectors: Housing, Health & Population, Nutrition, Education, and Cultural Heritage 

 Productive Sectors: Agriculture, Irrigation, Commerce & Industry, Tourism, and Financial Sector 

 Infrastructure Sectors: Electricity, Communications, Community Infrastructure, Transport, and 
Water, Sanitation & Hygiene 

 Cross-cutting Sectors: Governance, Disaster Risk Reduction, Environment & Forestry, Employment & 
Livelihoods, Social Protection, Gender Equity & Social Inclusion, Poverty and Human Development, 
and Macroeconomic Impact Assessment. 

The assessment covers 31 districts affected by the earthquakes, of which 14 districts are the worst affected. All 
the sector teams assessed damages, losses and needs in these 14 districts. In respect to the remaining districts, 
they have been covered by the sector teams on the basis of availability of data, which implies that there are 
variations in geographical coverage across the sectors. 

The sector teams conducted the assessment through: 

 the collection of pre-disaster baseline data to compare with post-disaster conditions; 

 the evaluation of disaster effects and impacts in each sector to determine the overall recovery needs; 

 the prioritization of these recovery needs by way of a recovery strategy; and  

 a recovery strategy that suggests appropriate interventions to meet priority recovery needs. 

Most of the sector teams conducted field visits to assess the destruction of housing, infrastructure and social 
amenities, and estimate the impact on production of goods and delivery of services. They assessed how the 
disasters affected governance arrangements and brought out the context of risks and vulnerabilities in each 
sector. In the course of the assessment, a number of cross-cutting issues such as gender and social inclusion, 
disaster risk reduction and governance have been addressed. Each sector has also discussed the impact of the 
disaster in qualitative terms and outlined the emerging issues arising from the disaster.  

Most of the sectors have valued the effects, which includes the value of damages to infrastructure and assets, 
as well as losses due to changes in financial flows, in Nepali Rupees and US dollars. A number of assessments in 
social and productive sectors have also estimated the household impacts in terms of decline in personal 
income and access to social services. The values assessed by all the sectors have been aggregated, and the total 
value of damages and losses caused by the earthquakes has been arrived at. The cross-sectoral linkages have 
made it possible to avoid double or multiple counting in estimating the value of effects.  

The aggregate value of damages and losses as well as qualitative information available through a household 
survey has facilitated the estimation of economic impact at macro and micro levels, and on human 
development. Two independent chapters are devoted to the assessment of these impacts.  

Furthermore, the national accounts data freshly released by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) were used as 
a benchmark to guide the assessment of change in flows across 15 major economic sectors.  

Based on the estimation of damages and changes as well as qualitative impacts, each sector has specified 
recovery needs and suggested implementation arrangements. This includes the cost of reconstruction of 
destroyed assets, provision of services, improved specifications and risk reduction measures. The cost of 
recovery needs has not been estimated at the replacement value; rather, a cost estimate has been provided on 
the basis of fiscal prudence and acceptable levels of recovery. The total cost of recovery, which includes the 
cost of reconstruction of destroyed assets, has been arrived at through aggregation of the cost of recovery 
needs of all sectors. An overarching strategy has also been suggested for the recovery program covering all the 
sectors. 
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