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Abstract 

Climate change induced by rapid urbanization resulting in increased frequency and severity of natural disasters. 
Losses due to natural disasters are continuously rising, thus requirement of post-natural disaster reconstruction 
(PDR) is also increasing. PDR projects involve piles of resources and efforts; therefore, it is becoming more 
important to ensure success and sustainability of PDR projects. Usually PDR projects involve interests of a large 
number of stakeholders and each stakeholder perceives success of project through its own perspective. The 
purpose of this research study is twofold; firstly, it aims at substantiating the significance of affected community, 
as most important stakeholder in PDR project. Secondly, it aims at revealing the importance of affected 
community view point and its consideration for success and adoptability of a PDR project. Through rigorous 
literature review and case study method, this paper has critically analysed two typical post natural disaster 
reconstruction projects, one each from Pakistan & Sri Lanka. This research study has concluded that affected 
community is an important stakeholder and consideration of their viewpoint and involving them in decision 
making process, especially in planning and implementation phase is very important for success and sustainability 
of a PDR projects. Despite employing huge financial and other resources, disregarding and disengagement of 
community could lead a project to the failure. These findings also helped to outline a few recommendations for 
the practitioners to ensure success of PDR projects. 
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1. Introduction 

Natural disasters, whether of geological nature such as earthquake and volcanoes, or of having meteorological 
nature such as floods, droughts, cyclones and tornadoes causes massive destruction to human life, environment 
and economy (Tun, Lin, & Pairote, 2006). Significantly changed climate conditions are also increasing the 
frequency of natural disasters (Warren, 2010) and consequential damage to human kind is also significantly 
increasing (Alexander, 2004; Liu et al., 2013; Shafique & Warren, 2015). World’s 75 percent of population is 
living in the areas that at least once have been affected by natural disasters during the years 1980 to 2000 (Tun 
Lin et al., 2007). According to Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters, natural disasters has 
caused death to more than 1.2 million people during the year 2001 to 2014 (CRED, 2015). The statistics shows 
that damage to the economy due to natural disasters is US$ 1.7 trillion during the year 2001 to 2014.  
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Table 1. Occurrence of natural disasters during 2001 to 2014 

Year Occurrence Total deaths Total damage to economy

(US $ ,000) 

2001 450 39,496 27,049,439 

2002 506 21,345 52,074,152 

2003 421 113,513 69,810,350 

2004 403 244,880 136,340,178 

2005 488 93,075 214,202,351 

2006 462 29,893 34,104,949 

2007 449 22,413 74,420,257 

2008 394 242,191 190,548,247 

2009 386 15,901 46,606,923 

2010 436 328,634 132,194,096 

2011 361 34,139 364,093,168 

2012 362 11,155 156,480,867 

2013 351 22,204 119,413,189 

2014 290 15,733 84,988,796 

Total 5759 1,234,572 1,702,326,962 

Source: (CRED, 2015). 

 

It is commonly understood that there is no way to avoid natural disasters and its negative impact upon humans, 
however, efforts could be made to reduce its impact through systematic efforts (Tun Lin & Pairote, 2006). The 
set of operational activities, administrative policies and decisions, resources and technologies that aims to reduce 
the impact of a natural disaster is defined as disaster management (Lettieri et al., 2009). The key objectives of 
disaster management are threefold; i) to avoid the potential losses; ii) to provide prompt and appropriate support 
to the victims and; iii) rapid and effective recovery and minimize vulnerability (Henry Ngenyam, 2012). Disaster 
management includes different phases namely prediction, warning, emergency relief, rehabilitation and 
reconstruction (Moe & Pathranarakul, 2006). Reconstruction is the long term phase, which aims at restoration of 
infrastructures and services, revitalization of the economy, social and cultural life (Birkland, 2006; Moe & 
Pathranarakul, 2006).  

Reconstruction also provide the opportunity to build back better (Labadie, 2008) and initiates lots of economic 
activities and opportunities, hence, interests of various groups and individuals are invoked. The groups or 
individuals, whose interests may be affected positively or negatively by the projects are called stakeholders (PMI 
2001) and stakeholder becomes more significant in reconstruction phase (Karanci & Aksit, 2000). In a PDR 
project different stakeholders have diverse interests and expectations (Siriwardena & Haigh, 2011), however, 
depending upon the nature of the project, interest of a particular individual or organizational stakeholder can be 
more intense and important (Chang et al., 2010). Every stakeholder perceives project through his own 
perspective, thus success assessment may differ in view of each stakeholder (Shenhar et al., 1997). In PDR 
projects, the affected community is the most significant stakeholder (Shafique & Warren, 2015), therefore view 
point of affected community is very important while assessing success.  

The primary objective of this research study is to substantiate the significance and role of affected community in 
PDR project. Secondly, it also aims at revealing the importance of affected community’s view point and its 
consideration for success and adoptability of a PDR project. Through rigorous literature review and case studies 
analyses, it has been reveals that community is an important stakeholder in PDR project and should be involved 
in decision making process at each and every phase of project life cycle. Their view point must be considered to 
ensure success and sustainability of the project. On ground practices adopted for implementation of PDR 
projects, especially in developing countries are in contrast with the most recommended ‘community engagement 
practices’, therefore PDR projects in developing countries are unable to achieve their objective.  

2. Research Background 

The United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) has reported that the frequency of natural 
disaster and consequential damages are steadily increasing (Alexander 2004; Warren, 2010; Shafique & Warren, 
2015). Major victim of the natural disasters occurred during last decade are from developing countries. Statistics 
reflects that more than 88 percent of the total population affected by natural disasters during 2001 to 2014 are 
from Asia, which is mainly comprised of developing countries.  
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2.3 Project Success and Sustainability 

Project success is one of the most discussed topics in project management, however still needs attention of 
researchers to reach to an agreed upon conclusion (Shenhar et al., 1997). Infect, measuring success of a project is 
a complex task (De Wit, 1988) and researchers have utilized various measures to evaluate the success of a 
project. Most common success criteria is achievement of project objectives within stipulated time and budget 
(De Wit, 1988), however empirical evidences of perceived failures of the projects in industry suggests a need to 
conduct further research in this area (Davis, 2014). Lim and Mohamed (1999) have classified project success 
into two categories i.e. macro and micro. The macro level success reflects the achievement of original concept of 
the project beside, micro level success deals with the achievement of smaller level of project components (Lim 
& Mohamed, 1999). If a project has achieved its small component level targets, it could be considered successful 
at micro level, however it does not mean that it is also successful on macro level. The ideal situation is, the 
project should result in win-win situation for all stakeholders, however, this seldom happen (Lim & Mohamed, 
1999). Shenhar et al. (1997) presented following four dimensions of project success. 

 

 
 

 

Figure 2. Dimension of project success 

Source: (Shenhar et al. 1997) (p. 11). 

 

The first dimension i.e. project efficiency refers to the short term measure expressing efficiency and 
effectiveness of project process. Second dimension is related to the customers or end users and measures the 
degree of meeting their needs and requirements. Third dimension addresses the direct impact on the organization 
and measures increase in profits or improvement is services provided by the organization. The last dimension is 
the long term and addresses the preparation of organization for future opportunities (Shenhar et al., 1997). 
Therefore, it is quite understandable that project success could not be judged in accordance with project’s goals 
alone, but satisfaction of its users is also a determinant of project success (Lim & Mohamed, 1999). 

Sustainability is becoming important issue and academics and practitioners are exploring ways and means to 
deliver more sustainable projects (Agyekum-Mensah et al., 2012). Sustainability is an integrated approach 
considering economic, environmental, technical, institutional and social concerns at each stage of reconstruction 
to produce long term results (Guarnacci, 2012). It is basically a dualistic approach; it focuses on the challenges 
of present while, in parallel, it also promotes a culture of maintaining the environment more sensibly for future 
generations (ibid, 2012; Agyekum-Mensah et al., 2012). Thus, reconstruction process needs coordination among 
different actors for intense decision making about complex issues to achieve targeted goals (Guarnacci, 2012). 
The planning and implementation of the PDR projects should equally consider the social, economic and 
environmental aspects and many researchers have identified these factors as three main pillars of sustainability 
(Hill & Bowen, 1997). In order to ensure sustainability of the PDR projects, ‘integrated’ approach needs to be 
adopted in the planning and design process, as it cannot be simply added as an afterthought (Hayles, 2010). 
Generally, PDR projects involves lots of resources and have specific importance for stakeholders, therefore, 
sustainability of these projects is very important (Shafique & Warren, 2015). 

2.4 Stakeholders 

These actors, whether individual, a group or organization, who are actively involved or whose interests are 
attached with the project are called stakeholders (Yang et al., 2011).  
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Project Management Institute has defined stakeholders as: 

“Individuals and organizations who are actively involved in the project, or whose interests may be positively or 
negatively affected as a result of project execution or successful project completion.” (PMI, 2001). 

Based on this definition, a large number of stakeholders have been identified in the literature including 
government, non-government organizations, community, project management team and professionals, private / 
corporate sector, researchers and academicians and, media (Siriwardena & Haigh, 2011). Communication and 
coordination among different stakeholder groups and involving them in decision making process underpins the 
project success (Yang et al., 2010). Success criteria of the project should be discussed and agreed by the 
stakeholders before its initiation and should also be reviewed throughout the project life cycle (Davis, 2014).  

2.5 Viewpoint of Stakeholders  

Project success is always subjective to the judgement from different perspectives and predominantly it is in the 
eyes of the beholder (Jugdev & Müller, 2012). Perception of project success in the view of different interest 
groups and stakeholders is unlikely to be the same (Lim & Mohamed, 1999). This is mainly due to the reason 
that different stakeholders consider projects from different perspectives and rate success using different 
dimensions (Shenhar et al., 1997). In this regard, an interesting example regarding the different viewpoints of 
stakeholders can be seen from this statement:  

“An architect may consider success in terms of aesthetic appearance, an engineer in terms of technical 
competence, an accountant in terms of money spent under budget, a human resource manager in terms of 
employee satisfaction and chief executive officer rates its success in stock market”. (Freeman & Beale, 1992, p. 
8); 

Similarly, Lim and Zain Mohamed (1999) have quoted an empirical example of different viewpoints of various 
stakeholders of a project. In the year 1994, a renowned property developer of Kuala Lumpur initiated a project of 
a million sq. meter shopping plaza in Putra Jaya. A consortium of Malaysian-Japanese construction companies 
was awarded this project with a target time of 12 months and at a cost of RM 100 million. But the project took 
15 months with a cost of RM 146 million. This situation raised dispute between contractor and owner of the 
project and resulted in legal pursuit. Besides, the shopping plaza proven to be very popular among tenants and 
the shoppers (Lim & Mohamed 1999, p. 243). In this case, the project was considered a failure from the 
viewpoints of the contractor and developer, due to cost and time overruns, however, the users and the 
community considered it as a success due to its usability and quality. The contractor and developer suffered 
financial losses in this project, however users had no concern with the losses of the others, and they evaluated the 
project as per their own expectations and perception. Therefore it is obvious that perceptions of stakeholders are 
mainly base upon their personal expectations from the project and they evaluate success of a project according to 
their own perception (Lim & Mohamed, 1999; Davis, 2014). PDR projects are not an exception in terms of 
determination of success being seen from various viewpoints. In the PDR projects perspective of various 
stakeholders become more significant, as the project may have very specific objectives, which directly relates to 
the interests of an individual or group of stakeholders (Davis, 2014).  

2.6 Stakeholder’s Participation  

In recent years, stakeholders’ participation in disaster management process-especially in the reconstruction 
phase-is considered as an essential part (Omidvar et al., 2011) because it not only helps smoothening and 
streamlining the process but also creates resilience for future disasters (Chandrasekhar, 2012). Therefore, 
viewpoint of the stakeholders should be given prime importance while planning and implementing the project. It 
is very important that stakeholder’s consultation / participation should take place as soon as possible and they 
should be involved in decision making process from very first day of the project (Hayles, 2010). Stakeholders 
must be given legitimate power and trust to perform their role in more beneficent way (Chandrasekhar, 2012). 
Stakeholders participation could be considered as a key factor in success of a PDR project (Ganapati & Ganapati, 
2009).  

2.7 Significance of Community Participation in PDR 

Although the community which have been directly affected by a disaster are fully engaged in emergency phase, 
however they are perceived as victim rather than the potential driving force in the reconstruction phase (Sadiqi, 
2014). This scenario gives a notion that the community is the passive recipient of the assistance on humanitarian 
ground rather than an active stakeholder in reconstruction (Lettieri et al., 2009). In recent years, community 
participation has been considered as a critical part of reconstruction activities (Hayles, 2010, Omidvar et al., 
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2011, Davis, 2014, Sadiqi, 2014). Davidson et al. (2007) has presented a ‘ladder of community participation’ 
that defines the amount of community control over decision making process in PDR project.  
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Figure 3. Ladder of community participation 

Source: (Davidson et al., 2007). 

 

This ladder of community participation depicts that if the community is involved in the decision making process 
and they are empowered enough to implement their decisions, thus they have full control over the project. On the 
other hand, if the community is consulted about their requirements and needs but there is no assurance that their 
opinion will be taken into account or manipulated to achieve vested interests of other stakeholders, they have no 
control over the project. Participation of affected community will result in more suitable and practical solutions 
to the problems of their own (Jeyanth & Godfrey, 2003). Infect, community plays pivotal role in post natural 
disaster reconstruction and their participation determines success of the project (Sadiqi, 2014). Detailed analysis 
of a number of PDR projects revealed that in majority of the projects, community does not really participated 
(Hayles, 2010), therefore projects are on high risk of failure.  

Researchers have emphasized on engagement of stakeholders in the PDR projects and have outlined various 
approaches for this purpose. However, these approaches still have not been implemented on ground - especially 
in the developing countries - in its true letter and spirit (Hayles, 2010, Daly & Brassard, 2011, Sadiqi, 2014). 
Most of the reconstruction projects that are considered as ‘participatory’ by their managers are not really 
participatory in nature or extent (Hayles, 2010). This gap between theory and practice of reconstruction is 
creating barrier to success of the projects, and needed to be overcome (Le Masurier et al., 2006). According to 
Zabiullah Sadiqi (2014), there are several causes of lack of community participation. Generally, affected people 
are unable to participate due to lack of capacity and strict and unfavourable policies and practices of the 
government. In some scenarios people are not willing to participate due to involvement of NGOs and other 
government agencies that are not competent or corrupt. In the developing countries, the affected people also 
have very limited opportunity to participate and are not encouraged to take part in reconstruction activities due to 
several social, cultural and economic reasons (Sadiqi, 2014). However it is quite obvious that stakeholder’s, 
especially affected community’s participation is very critical for success of a PDR project (Ganapati & Ganapati, 
2009; Chang et al., 2011; Daly & Brassard, 2011; Omidvar et al., 2011; Chandrasekhar, 2012; Sadiqi, 2014). 

3. Review of on Ground Practices  

Review of contemporary research has been conducted in preceding section and it has been determined that 
participation of affected community in PDR project is significant for its success and sustainability and each 
stakeholders view success of project through his own perspective. To achieve second objective of this research 
paper, case study method have been utilized. Case study method helps to comprehend the factors that define a 
particular system and the event or process taking place in that system (VanderStoep & Johnson, 2008). Case 
study method has been found useful for social science research (Shafique & Warren, 2015). Two case studies 
from developing countries has been selected for this research, as statistics shows that majority of the disasters 
victim during last decades are from developing countries (CRED, 2015). Several developing countries of Asia 
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have suffered massive destruction due to natural disasters during past decades, resultantly numerous post natural 
disaster reconstruction projects are at going on in these countries. Published data, periodical reports, experts’ 
opinion and personal observations methods were used to analyse the case study.  

Project 1: Relocation of vulnerable population in Galle, Sri Lanka 

An earthquake (Mw 9.3) occurred in the Indian Ocean, off the western coast of Northern Sumatra, Indonesia on 
26 December 2004 at 00:58 UTC (coordinated universal time). This earthquake triggered a series of huge 
tsunami waves that propagated in the Indian Ocean widely, and devastated the coastal areas of 12 countries 
including India, Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Thailand (Tomita et al., 2006; Rossetto et al., 2007). This massive disaster 
caused death to 226,226 (including 49,648 missing) people, which exceeds the damaged caused by any tsunami 
in the history of human being (Rossetto et al., 2007). The earthquake that caused this tsunami was considered as 
he second biggest earthquake of known times, exceeded only by the 1960 Chile earthquake (ibid, 2007). Massive 
damages to the built environment were witnessed in the coastal cities of Indonesia, Sri Lanka and India 
(Fernando, 2010). The tsunami waves travelled at the average velocity of 640 km/h across the Indian Ocean 
(Rossetto et al., 2007).  

Galle is the capital of southern province of Sri Lanka and was worst affected by the tsunami. In terms of human 
losses, 4,214 people were reported dead and 128,077 were reported displaced in the Galle, which is the highest 
in number among all Sri Lankan cities (Fernando, 2010). After emergency rescue and relief phase, government 
of Sri Lanka initiated permanent housing reconstruction projects through The Tsunami Housing Reconstruction 
Unit (THRU), which was working under the Urban Development Authority of Sri Lanka. Government of Sri 
Lanka also introduced a ‘buffer zone’ of 100 meters in the south and south west and 200 meters in the north and 
the east due to higher ratio of damage to life and property in these areas (Fernando, 2010). In this buffer zone, 
government imposed complete ban on any kind of construction. Therefore, the residents of these areas were 
forcibly relocated to the outside of buffer zone. To facilitate the residents of newly declared buffer zone THRU 
introduced ‘donor built housing program’ and ‘home owner driven housing reconstruction program’. 

The donor built housing program was initiated for the affected families who were living in the buffer zone area, 
prior to the tsunami. Under this program the houses were built by the donors, in accordance with the guide lines 
and site plans issued by National Housing Development Authority (NHDA). The donors, who has to sign a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the THRU, will bear the cost of construction, basic amenities 
including water electricity and sewerage as well as cost of allied infrastructure including access roads, street 
lamps, community centre etc. The urban Development Authority was responsible to identify the suitable land for 
relocation under this program. The affected household had to prove the ownership of the damaged house and 
proof of permanent residence in the buffer zone to qualify for a donor built house in a relocated settlement.  

The home owner driven housing reconstruction program was initiated particularly for the affected people who 
were living outside the buffer zone, and their houses were completely or partially damaged by the tsunami. 
These people were considered eligible for a cash grant of Rs. 100,000 (equivalent to US $ 1000) in two equal 
instalments, in case of partially damaged house, however in case of completely damaged house they were 
considered eligible to get Rs. 250,000 (US $ 2500) in four stages. The affected people who were living in buffer 
zone could also apply for these grants, but they need to construct their house out of buffer zone areas. In donor 
built housing program, government of Sri Lank pledged to provide the land for construction of houses in the 
nearby vicinity, as majority of the affected people preferred to live in the nearby areas due to various financial 
and social factors; however, scarcity of government owned land in nearby areas, and lack of funds for purchase 
of private land, resulted in construction of new settlements in far areas.  

Project 2: New Balakot City Development Project (NBCDP) 

The October 8, 2005 earthquake was the most catastrophic natural disaster in the history of Pakistan (Mumtaz et 
al. 2008, Amin and Han 2009). The magnitude of earthquake was 7.6 on Ricther scale and almost the entire 
Himalayan region was shaken. It affected about 30,000 km2 area and resulted in 86,000 deaths and 80,000 
severely injuries (Mumtaz et al., 2008). More than 3.5 million people were left homeless (Mumtaz et al., 2008, 
Amin & Han, 2009, Halvorson & Parker Hamilton, 2010). Kyber Pukhtunkhwa (KP) province of Pakistan, and 
Kashmir was the worst affected areas and sustained great human and economic losses. Balakot city is located in 
the KPK province of Pakistan was having population of about 80,000 people at the time of earthquake. The city 
was one of the worst affected cities and was almost totally destroyed (Hussain et al., 2006). The earthquake’s 
epicentre was about 30 km in the northwest of Balakot city and was located at 34.493oN, 73.629oW, on the 
western end of Himalayan Arc (Halvorson & Parker Hamilton, 2010). 
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Government of Pakistan immediately initiated emergency rescue and relief efforts, mainly organized by the 
Pakistan Army. Considering the massive disaster, foreign governments, international and local NGOs, civil 
society and volunteers also took part in emergency relief services (Halvorson & Parker Hamilton, 2010). 
Government of Pakistan, after completion of emergency relief and rescue phase, established ‘Earthquake 
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Authority’ (ERRA) in 2005 (Akbar, 2012). The basic purpose of 
establishment of ERRA was post disaster damage assessment and reconstruction in the earthquake affected areas 
(Khan, 2007). ERRA in collaboration with The World Bank conducted survey of the affected area and produced 
a social impact assessment report. The report revealed that Balakot city is the most affected city wherein 95 
percent buildings are destroyed by the earthquake (ERRA, 2007). Being situated on the conjunction of three 
major fault lines, Balakot city was declared as a “red zone” and ‘unfit for the reconstruction’ (Quzai, 2010).  

As a result, local population of Balakot city needed to be relocated; therefore, ERRA instituted a new 
reconstruction project named “New Balakot City Development Project” at another site called Bakrial, some 20 
Km away from existing abode (Quzai, 2010). This project was initiated to build new houses for 5000 families of 
old Balakot city, at another site called ‘Bakrial’. This selected site for the project was about 20 Km away from 
the old Balakot city. This project was initiated in 2007 at an estimated cost of Rs. 12.00 billion (equivalent to US 
$200 million), at an of 11,463 kanals of land (Sadaqat, 2012). Several international donors including Gadaffi 
Foundation of Libya and government of Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and government of Kuwait pledged to fund 
this project (Mustafa, 2012). As per plan, the project was initiated in 2007 (Sadaqat, 2012) and the completion 
date was July 17, 2010 (Mustafa, 2012). 

4. Analysis and Discussion 

4.1 Project 1: Sri Lanka  

The Galle, being a coastal city and capital of the province also serves as a commercial hub, and provides wide 
range of formal and informal opportunities of employment to local population. Main income source of the poor 
residents of the disaster stricken area was fishing. The new donor built housing project areas was far away from 
economical hub of the city, therefore, majority of the new settlers find it very hard to get new employment in 
close by vicinity. To keep up with previous jobs they have to bear the daily transport cost. In addition, they also 
have to bear high cost of living in new houses due to having individual connections of water and electricity, 
which they were not having before. Clash of interest between old communities living in the area and new settlers 
were also witnessed during and after construction of new houses. Tension and conflicts among old and new 
settlers were instigated over usage of common communal services including play grounds, community centre, 
access roads and common land. The caste system was also one of the reasons of conflicts among new and old 
settlers as they were not having close relationship with each other. Majority of the new settlers were belonging to 
the ‘Karawa’ caste beside the local villagers were from ‘Govigama’ caste. The local villagers of Govigama caste 
were dominant on local businesses and were not really interested to offer employment to the people of other 
castes (Fernando, 2010).  

Therefore due to these economic, cultural and social reasons, 78% of the affected people who got houses in 
newly built settlements, preferred there previous dwellings (Fernando, 2010). However, due to forced 
implementation of buffer zone restrictions, they could not go back to their old houses, but higher percentage of 
unsatisfied users shows that, this project is a failure. Dissatisfaction and lack of interest of affected community in 
shifting to new settlements is a result of disengagement policy of the decision makers. The affected community 
was not provided with any opportunity to share their requirements, preferences, and opinion (Lyons, 2009). 
Preparation of beneficiary list and their settlement plan was also prepared by the government officials without 
consultation of the affected community and various malpractices were also reported in the process of beneficiary 
selection and allocation of newly built houses (Fernando, 2010). Similarly, due to non-involvement of affected 
community the quality of construction of newly built houses was substandard and the settlers complained about 
poor roofing, inferior wans and poor sanitation conditions (ibid, 2010). Hence, despite of investing huge 
economic resources, efforts and time, project did not successfully achieved its targeted objectives due to 
disengagement and disregarding the preference of affected community in the project. 

4.2 Project 2: Pakistan 

A recent report submitted to the cabinet secretariat of government of Pakistan mentions that ERRA – the 
government agency who was established to initiate post-earthquake reconstruction projects in the disaster 
stricken area of Pakistan and was responsible for the implementation of New Balakot City Development (NBCD) 
Project – has the control of less than 15 percent of project land (Report 2014). Construction cost of the NBCD 
project has also been increased from Rs. 12 billion to Rs. 14.2 billion (more than 18 percent) (Report 2011). 
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Moreover, due to severe clashes among government agencies and local land owners, the work on project was 
also remained suspended for about a year time. The completion dates of the project were revised initially from 
2010 to 2012 and then to 2013, however still the project has achieved less than 15% of its targets. Considering 
the circumstances in which the project was initiated, this project was having the immense importance for the 
affected community; however, snail pace progress, substantial delays, increase in cost, clashes among locals and 
project team, dearth of commitment and lack of interest of its stakeholders including, management team, affected 
community, government and others lead this project to a the failure (Shafique & Warren, 2015).  

The old Balakot city is one of the most beautiful and scenic city of Pakistan. It serves as transit point for the 
tourists visiting to the picturesque valleys and mountains situated upstream of the town. The people of the old 
Balakot city use to earn their livings from tourism. In the summer season, a large number of local and foreign 
tourists visits Balakot city, which provides the opportunities of earning to the local population (Quzai, 2010). 
Local hotel, transport and cottage industry were making good money from tourists and were also resulting in 
development of the city. However, the new site selected for the relocation of the affected community was off the 
route of tourists (Akbar, 2012). Relocation to the new site could result in loss of earning to the local population, 
therefore, despite of susceptibility of future disasters, local population refused to relocate (Shafique & Warren, 
2015).  

Other issues faced by the project were of cultural and social nature. Residents of ‘Bakrial’–the new site selected 
for relocation of affected community–refused to vacate their land for the project. In early disaster recovery 
situation, the local land owners of ‘Bakrial’, pledged to provide the land free of cost, however at later stage they 
refused to do so. This situation raised serious disputes among local population and government agencies and 
resulted in law and order problem causing death of one person (Pakistan, 2012). Subsequently, government of 
Pakistan also offered plots in new city and other monetary compensation to local landowners; but the landowners 
of ‘Bakrial’ refused to vacate the land to ERRA due to their cultural and social norms and values (Shafique and 
Warren, 2015). Nevertheless, after long negotiations, ERRA and provincial government paid monetary 
compensation to the local land owners and ERRA managed to get control of about 15 percent of the project land 
(Mustafa, 2012).  

Political scenario of Pakistan, particularly in the province of Khyber Pukhtunkhwa (KP) has also been changed 
and according to Khalid Mustafa (2012) initiation of ‘Hazara Province Movement’ affected the interests of the 
ruling party of the KP province, therefore ruling party is not taking serious interest to resolve the NBCD project 
issues (Mustafa, 2012). Chairman ERRA has repeatedly pointed out that it is the responsibility of KP 
government to acquire the land for NBCD project; however, due to its vested interests the KP government is not 
taking any serious measure for acquisition of land (Shafique & Warren, 2015). Moreover, political instability 
and law and order situation of the country-particularly of the KP province-during past few years also resulted in 
diversion of government attention towards more immediate and important issues including Swat IDPs (Internally 
Displaced Persons) and floods in other areas of the country. Lack of interests of national and provincial 
governments in NBCD project issues is also one of the major causes of project delay.  

5. Conclusion and Recommendations 

In view of those involved with project, success of a project is the achievement of targeted goals in accordance 
with predefined parameters of time, cost, performance and quality; however, end users do not necessarily have 
similar expectations from the project. Hence expectations regarding outcome and achievement of goals and 
perception of success or failure of a project will be different for each stakeholder. Post natural disaster 
reconstruction projects are not the exemption rather role of its stakeholders, especially participation and 
engagement of affected community is more significant in PDR projects. Therefore it is very important that all 
stakeholders including affected community should be involved in decision making process. Contemporary 
research has widely recommended the engagement of affected community in PDR projects; however on ground 
practices are different from theory and research. Therefore, despite of heavy investments in terms of financial 
and other resources, PDR projects are on high risks of failure. The case studies presented in this research also 
revealed that practitioners are not involving affected community in decision making process or at any other level 
of project implementation.  



ijbm.ccsene

 

 

The issues
be resolve
process. T
cultural co
new site w
right from
consultatio
option. Ma
of heavy i
community

The empir
approache
these proje
making pr
projects. E
stakeholde
due consid

Reference

Agyekum-
sustai

Akbar, S. 
Provi

Alexander
Post-D

Amin, M.,
earthq

Berke, P. 
mitig

Birkland, 
Georg

Chandrase
recov

Chang, Y
Mana
http:/
b8a9e

et.org 

s identified in c
ed through af
The NBCD pr
oncerns. The g
without due co
m selection of
on with affecte
arginalization 
investments of
y. 

rical evidence
s while imple
ects. It is high
rocess. The co
Effective colla
er should prov
deration and pr

es 

-Mensah, G., K
inability in the

(2012). Rights
ince. Probs, 21

r, D. (2004). P
Disaster Recon

, & Han, M. (
quake. Desalin

R., Kartez, J
ation and equi

T. A. (2006)
getown Univer

ekhar, D. (20
very. Communi

Y., Wilkinson, 
aging resou
//www.scopus.
e4a0228b272c

Intern

Figu

case studies ar
ffective comm
roject in Pakis
government of
onsultation wit
f new site fo
ed community
of affected co

f resources, pr

es have revea
ementing PDR
hly recommend
ommunity sho

aboration and 
vide necessary 
rime importanc

Knight, A., &
e built environm

s-Based Appro
1, 853. 

lanning for po
nstruction in D

(2009). Water
nation, 248(1),

., & Wenger, 
ity. Disasters, 

). Lessons of 
rsity Press. 

12). Digging 
ity Developme

S., Brunsdon
urces for 
.com/inward/re
c949 

national Journal

ure 4. Factors 

re mostly of ec
munication and

stan failed du
f Pakistan sole
th them. Enga
or relocation 
y in Sri Lanka 
ommunity resu
roject failed to

led that proje
R projects in d
ded that affect
ould be empo
consultation m
input for the 

ce while imple

& Coffey, C. (2
ment. Structur

oach to Housin

ost-disaster rec
Developing Co

r environmenta
, 436-445.  

D. (1993). R
17(2), 93-109.

f disaster: Po

deeper: Partic
ent, 43(5), 614-

n, D., Seville
post-disast

ecord.url?eid=

l of Business and

78 

influenced pro

conomic, socia
d involvement
ue to ignoring
ely decided to 
agement of aff
could have d
for selection 

ulted in dissati
o meet the req

ect practitione
developing cou
ted community
owered and be
mechanism ma
project succes

ementing the p

2012). 4Es an
ral Survey, 30(

ng Restitution 

construction. I-
ountries.  

al and sanitati

Recovery after
.  

olicy change a

cipation and 
-629.  

e, E., & Pota
ter reconst

=2-s2.0-800527

d Management

oject success

al, cultural and
t of affected 
g affected com

relocate earth
ffected commu
direct effect 
of land for the
isfaction and l

quirement and 

rs are not ad
untries, which 
y should be co
e considered a
ay be establish
ss. Interests of
project.  

nd 4 Poles mo
(5), 426-442. 

in Post-Flood 

-Rec 2004 Inte

ion status in d

r disaster: ach

after catastrop

non-participat

angaroa, R. (2
truction. D
704522&partn

 

d political natu
community in

mmunity’s eco
hquake affected
unity in decisio
on project ou
eir relocation 
lack of interes
satisfaction le

dopting commu
is the main r

onsulted and in
as a major st
hed within th

f the communi

del of sustain

d Pakistan's Kh

ernational Con

disaster relief o

hieving sustain

ophic events. 

tion in post-d

2011). An int
Disasters, 3
nerID=40&md5

Vol. 11, No. 9;

ure that could e
n decision ma
onomic, social
d population t
on making pro
utcome. Simi
could be the b

st, therefore de
evel of the affe

munity particip
eason of failu

nvolved in dec
takeholder in 
e project and 
ity should be g

nability: Redef

hyber Pakhtunk

nference Impro

of Pakistan’s 

nable developm

Washington, 

disaster comm

tegrated appro
35(4), 739
5=d68171954f

2016 

easily 
aking 
l and 
o the 
ocess 
larly, 
better 
espite 
ected 

atory 
ure of 
cision 
PDR 
each 

given 

fining 

khwa 

oving 

2005 

ment, 

D.C, 

unity 

oach: 
-765. 
f40d



ijbm.ccsenet.org International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 9; 2016 

79 
 

Chang, Y., Wilkinson, S., Brunsdon, D., Seville, E., & Potangaroa, R. (2011). An integrated approach: managing 
resources for post-disaster reconstruction. Disasters, 35(4), 739-765.  

Chang, Y., Wilkinson, S., Seville, E., & Potangaroa, R. (2010). Resourcing for a resilient post-disaster 
reconstruction environment. International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment, 1(1), 
65-83.  

CRED. (2015). The International Disaster Database EM-DAT, Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of 
Disasters. Université catholique de Louvain, Brussels, Belgium.  

Daly, P., & Brassard, C. (2011). Aid accountability and participatory approaches in post-disaster housing 
reconstruction1. Asian Journal of Social Science, 39(4), 508-533.  

Davidson, C. H., Johnson, C., Lizarralde, G., Dikmen, N., & Sliwinski, A. (2007). Truths and myths about 
community participation in post-disaster housing projects. Habitat International, 31(1), 100-115. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2006.08.003 

Davis, K. (2014). Different stakeholder groups and their perceptions of project success. International Journal of 
Project Management, 32(2), 189-201. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2013.02.006 

De Wit, A. (1988). Measurement of project success. International Journal of Project Management, 6(3), 
164-170. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0263-7863(88)90043-9 

ERRA. (2007). Social Impact Assessment Report. Social Impact Assessment Report published by Earthquake 
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Authority & The World Bank, 5(7). Retrieved from 
http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2007/09/21/000011823_20
070921101532/Rendered/PDF/SR90vol.01.pdf 

Fernando, N. (2010). Forced Relocation after the indian ocean tsunami 2004 case study of vulnerable population 
in three relocation setlements in Galle, Sri Lanka.  

Freeman, M., & Beale, P. (1992). Measuring project success, Project Management Institute.  

Ganapati, N. E., & Ganapati, S. (2009). Enabling participatory planning after disasters. Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 75(1), 41-59.  

Guarnacci, U. (2012). Governance for sustainable reconstruction after disasters: Lessons from Nias, Indonesia. 
Environmental Development, 2(1), 73-85.  

Halvorson, S. J., & Parker Hamilton, J. (2010). In the aftermath of the Qa’yamat: 1 the Kashmir earthquake 
disaster in northern Pakistan. Disasters, 34(1), 184-204.  

Hayles, C. S. (2010). An examination of decision making in post disaster housing reconstruction. International 
Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment, 1(1), 103-122.  

Henry Ngenyam, B. (2012). Disaster management in Cameroon: The Lake Nyos disaster experience. Disaster 
Prevention and Management, 21(4), 489-506. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09653561211256189 

Hill, R. C., & Bowen, P. A. (1997). Sustainable construction: Principles and a framework for attainment. 
Construction Management & Economics, 15(3), 223-239.  

Hussain, S., Nisar, A., Khazai, B., & Dellow, G. (2006). The Kashmir earthquake of October 8, 2005: Impacts in 
Pakistan. Earthquake Engineering Research Institute Special Paper, 8.  

Jeyanth, K. N., & Godfrey, G. P. J. (2003). Community participation and public awareness in disaster mitigation. 
Disaster Prevention and Management, 12(1), 33-36. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09653560310463838 

Jugdev, K., & Müller, R. (2012). Critical success factors in projects: Pinto, Slevin, and Prescott, the elucidation 
of project success. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 5(4), 757-775.  

Karanci, N. A., & Aksit, B. (2000). Building Disaster-Resistant Communities: Lessons Learned from Past 
Earthquakes in Turkey and Suggestions for the Future. International Journal of Mass Emergencies and 
Disasters, 18(3), 403-416. 

Khan, M. A. (2007). Disaster preparedness for natural hazards: Current status in Pakistan. International Centre 
for Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD). 

Labadie, J. R. (2008). Auditing of post-disaster recovery and reconstruction activities. Disaster Prevention and 
Management, 17(5), 575-586. 



ijbm.ccsenet.org International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 9; 2016 

80 
 

Le Masurier, J., Rotimi, J. O., & Wilkinson, S. (2006). A Comparison between routine construction and 
post-disaster reconstruction with case studies from New Zealand.  

Lettieri, E., Masella, C., & Radaelli, G. (2009). Disaster management: Findings from a systematic review. 
Disaster Prevention and Management, 18(2), 117-136. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09653560910953207 

Lim, C. S., & Mohamed, M. Z. (1999). Criteria of project success: An exploratory re-examination. International 
Journal of Project Management, 17(4), 243-248. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0263-7863(98)00040-4 

Liu, Z., Xu, J., & Han, B. T. (2013). Small-and medium-sized enterprise post-disaster reconstruction 
management patterns and application. Natural Hazards, 68(2), 809-835.  

Lyons, M. (2009). Building back better: The large-scale impact of small-scale approaches to reconstruction. 
World Development, 37(2), 385-398.  

Marcia, P. (2007). Natural disaster management planning. International Journal of Physical Distribution & 
Logistics Management, 37(5), 409-433. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09600030710758455 

Moe, T. L., & Pathranarakul, P. (2006). An integrated approach to natural disaster management: Public project 
management and its critical success factors. Disaster Prevention and Management, 15(3), 396-413.  

Mumtaz, H., Mughal, S. H., Stephenson, M., & Bothara, J. K. (2008). The challenges of reconstruction after the 
October 2005 Kashmir earthquake. Proceedings of the New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineering. 
Wairakei, New Zealand.  

Mustafa, K. (2012). ERRA surrenders New Balakot City project, says the project cannot be completed. The 
News. Pakistan, Jang Group of Newspapers. Retrieved from 
http://www.thenews.com.pk/Todays-News-13-19251-ERRA-surrenders-New-Balakot-City-project-Says-th
e-project-cannot-be-completed 

Omidvar, B., Zafari, H., & Khakpour, M. (2011). Evaluation of public participation in reconstruction of Bam, 
Iran, after the 2003 earthquake. Natural Hazards, 59(3), 1397-1412. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11069-011-9842-4 

Ophiyandri, T., Amaratunga, D., Pathirage, C., & Keraminiyage, K. (2013). Critical success factors for 
community-based post-disaster housing reconstruction projects in the pre-construction stage in Indonesia. 
International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment, 4(2), 236-249.  

Pakistan, O. (2012). Completion of New Balakot City is the responsibility of ERRA, KP Govt. One Pakistan. 
Pakistan, One Pakistan. Retrieved from 
http://pakistan.onepakistan.com.pk/news/city/peshawar/72164-completion-of-new-balakot-city-is-the-respo
nsibility-of-erra-kp-govt.html 

PMI. (2001). Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide). Project Management Institute.  

Quzai, U. (2010). Pakistan: Implementing people-centred reconstruction in urban and rural areas. Building Back 
Better, 113. 

Report, S. (2011). Cost of New Balakot City up by Rs. 2 billion. Dawn. Pakistan, The Dawn Media Group. 
Retrieved from http://www.dawn.com/news/600816/cost-of-new-balakot-city-up-by-rs2-billion 

Report, S. (2014). Senate body dissatisfied over New Balakot City Project work. The Nation. Pakistan, 
Nawaiwaqt Group. Retrieved from 
http://nation.com.pk/islamabad/02-Oct-2014/senate-body-dissatisfied-over-new-balakot-city-project-work 

Rossetto, T., Peiris, N., Pomonis, A., Wilkinson, S., Del Re, D., Koo, R., & Gallocher, S. (2007). The Indian 
Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004: Observations in Sri Lanka and Thailand. Natural Hazards, 42(1), 
105-124.  

Sadaqat, M. (2012). Balakot City: A tale of the forgotten town. The Express Tribune. Pakistan, The Express 
Tribune News Network. Retrieved from 
http://tribune.com.pk/story/448530/balakot-city-a-tale-of-the-forgotten-town/ 

Sadiqi, Z. (2014). Post-disaster reconstruction projects: A logical framework for community participation.  

Shafique, K., & Warren, C. M. J. (2015). Significance of community participation in success of post natural 
disaster reconstruction project-evidence from developing country. 5th International Conference on Building 
Resilience. Newcastle, Australia, NCP. Retrieved from 



ijbm.ccsenet.org International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 9; 2016 

81 
 

https://www.newcastle.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/202947/ANDROID-Doctoral-School-Proceeding
s-2015.pdf 

Shenhar, A. J., Levy, O., & Dvir, D. (1997). Mapping the dimensions of project success. Project Management 
Journal, 28(2), 5.  

Siriwardena, N., & Haigh, R. (2011). Stakeholder Consultation in the Reconstruction Process. Post-Disaster 
Reconstruction of the Built Environment: Rebuilding for Resilience, 117. 

Strömberg, D. (2007). Natural Disasters, Economic Development, and Humanitarian Aid. The Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 21(3), 199-222. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.21.3.199 

Tomita, T., Imamura, F., Arikawa, T., Yasuda, T., & Kawata, Y. (2006). Damage caused by the 2004 Indian 
Ocean tsunami on the southwestern coast of Sri Lanka. Coastal Engineering Journal, 48(2), 99-116.  

Tun Lin, M., & Pairote, P. (2006). An integrated approach to natural disaster management. Disaster Prevention 
and Management, 15(3), 396-413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09653560610669882 

Tun Lin, M., Fritz, G., Stefan, S., & Marc, M. (2007). Balanced scorecard for natural disaster management 
projects. Disaster Prevention and Management, 16(5), 785-806. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09653560710837073 

Vander Stoep, S. W., & Johnson, D. D. (2008). Research methods for everyday life: Blending qualitative and 
quantitative approaches. John Wiley & Sons. 

Warren, C. M. J. (2010). The role of public sector asset managers in responding to climate change: Disaster and 
business continuity planning. Property Management, 28(4), 245-256.  

Yang, J., Shen, G. Q., Bourne, L., Ho, C. M. F., & Xue, X. (2011). A typology of operational approaches for 
stakeholder analysis and engagement. Construction Management and Economics, 29(2), 145-162.  

Yang, J., Shen, G. Q., Drew, D. S., & Ho, M. F. (2010). Critical Success Factors for Stakeholder Management: 
Construction Practitioners’ Perspectives. Journal of Construction Engineering And Management, 136(7), 
778-786. http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)CO.1943-7862.0000180 

 

 

Copyrights 

Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal. 

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 


