UN/ISDR online dialogue: Assessing progress towards disaster risk reduction within the context of the Hyogo Framework
Summary of Topic 1: Understanding how to measure progress in disaster risk reduction 12 – 22 September
(Moderator's note: Please note that while Topic 1 was  discussed between 12 – 22 September, participants who are interested in contributing further to that discussion can still send in their messages for incorporation into the final summary, indicating that their reference is to Topic 1.)

Dear Online Dialogue Participants,

Thank you to everyone who has subscribed and contributed to the first topic of this online dialogue. More than 450 people have now subscribed to the dialogue from 98 different countries or regions, and 56 messages relating to Topic 1 had been received at the time of writing this summary.

The contributions so far have been very interesting and useful. They have also been wide ranging, discussing the issue of indicators but also, more broadly, the issue of disaster risk reduction.
Set out below are some general comments arising from the discussion. Then there follows a listing of indicators that were mentioned by participants. This is a raw list with no annotation at this stage. Then there is a section on issues arising form the contributions and finally a list of additional case studies, resources and references suggested by some participants.
Contributions to Topics 2 (now under way) and 3 are welcomed, especially from the many participants who have yet to post a message.

PURPOSE OF TOPIC 1
The purpose of Topic 1 was to introduce the subject area and to start a broad exchange and discussion on the value of having indicators with which to measure progress towards disaster risk reduction. In particular the 5 priorities for action are areas for which indicators are useful. 

These Priorities for Action are:

1. Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and local priority with a strong institutional basis for implementation. 

2. Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning. 

3. Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at all levels. 

4. Reduce the underlying risk factors 

5. Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels. 

A principal purpose of this dialogue is to provide commentary towards and examples for a set of practical guidelines for governments to use in monitoring their progress and in particular to enable them to enhance their own capacity for self-assessment as a means of improving their own performance.

Expected results of the dialogue include:
· A common understanding on ways forward to measure progress towards disaster risk reduction as set out in the Hyogo Framework. 

· A summary report of the key issues and input for guidelines to develop disaster risk reduction indicators and benchmarks at national scale. 

· A network of interested professionals to continue in contact for further trend analysis and progress reporting

Questions listed to start the discussion were:

1. What linkages are there between disaster management and wider social, economic, environmental and political programmes? How can we delimit the field of disaster risk reduction? Where possible provide examples and case studies.

2. How do we measure progress where success may be demonstrated by what has not happened, by the avoidance of death, injury, damage and loss?

3. How do we identify and describe indicators of 
- Outcomes or achievement
- Output or policy and programme activities
- Process and activity.

4. How do we take account of the disaster risk environment and context of different countries?

5. How do we describe and how do we link and combine indicators of quantity and quality.

6. Is managed relocation of settlements from high-risk areas a measure of success, for example moving communities away from traditional areas to new sites that are safer but may have less social and historical meaning?

7. How do we take account of an evolving environment where local and national conditions and data and hazards are themselves changing, for example changing hazard regimes resulting from climate change? 

MODERATORS COMMENTS
There was much informed discussion, all well intentioned, but it seems to us, Philip Buckle and Graham Marsh, that there is a difficulty in coming to grips with the practicalities of defining and agreeing indicators. Issues of scale, politics, ownership, and data quality complicate this. While the problems are not insuperable they are very challenging.

There were frequent references to:

· Issues of scale and the need for different indicators at different levels of social/administrative organisation

· The need to take a systemic, system wide approach to DRR

· The necessity for effective practice to be inclusive and to engage local people.
A number of participants put forward the view that to assess DRR a framework was needed which linked the subjects of sustainable development, livelihoods, vulnerability, resilience and capacity.

We think it is important to put DRR in a coherent conceptual and policy setting that directs attention to priority issues and supports practice locally and nationally and encourages synergies between complementary programmes.
Using a sustainable development perspective will allow the linking  and meshing of the Hyogo Framework and the Millennium Development Goals, two seminal areas of activity for DRR and provide an opportunity to rationalise activity and effort.
We hope that in further discussion during the dialogue that some of these issues may be clarified or even resolved.

SUMMARY
A number of participants mentioned the need to define terms, including disaster risk reduction and disaster management. This, it seems to us, is a common and difficult question, but reference to UNISDR Glossary could provide a common starting point. Equally some participants mentioned how difficult and complex the task of measuring disaster risk reduction (DRR) is and how useful, but again complex and detailed, the Hyogo Framework is. Equally there was comment on the need to eb practical and to make a start, especially as there are existing sets of indicators already in use in related fields that could be used. 
Discussion about the need for indicators has been proceeding for some years now and a number of indicators are listed below. Some participants mentioned the need for indicators of systemic and system wide performance, measuring the whole, rather than just the parts.

Another matter concerned the need for qualitative indicators, measures not of the intent of laws, regulations, plans and arrangements, but also how well they performed against agreed criteria. A common theme was that the standards for performance should be drawn from all sectors of society, Government, private sector, NGOs, CBOs but most common reference was to the need to engage local stakeholders and local communities.

As well as system wide indicators there were a few references to scale, that is, that indicators of  achievement at national level may well be different to indicators at regional and local levels.
There were a few comments indicating that there are already sets of relevant and useful indicators in place and that we should start with these. Finding and applying the perfect, whole set of indicators would not be possible, especially as contexts and circumstances change. We would be better off seeing indicators as a ‘work in progress’ and using what we have.

Uncertainty of disaster occurrence was mentioned because it made the process of evaluating progress more difficult and this related to the need not just to measure ‘positive’ progress towards the Hyogo Framework but also ‘negative’ progress, where losses were reduced. Equally measuring how little progress was being made, as well as how much was noted and this suggests to us the need, perhaps, to set standards of DRR to which we can aspire.
DRR needs to be incorporated into routine activities of Government, business and society and linked intimately with development activity. Indicators of development success might be useful as indicators of DRR, provided that social, economic, political and environmental development was linked to DRR, so that disasters did not impact on development activity and development activity, in turn, did not increase disaster risk potential. Adding to this there was some argument that DRR should not be separated from development activities.
Baselines against which progress can be measured need to be established (benchmarks) but there was no discussion of what the benchmarks should be. In some senses benchmarks are another form of indicators.

There was mention of the need for education and information in informing debates about relevant indicators, for indicators to be understandable to the lay person, to allow knowledgeable but non-specialist input.
One participant suggested the need to distinguish between the fields of 
· technological infrastructure (equipment),

· social infrastructure (people), 
· resources 
· processes 
· and to develop indictors for each of these areas.
METHODS
The most commonly suggested methods of identifying indicators were:

· The need to involve local stakeholders

· The need to regularly update the source data

· The necessity of dealing with changing circumstances and so ensuring  rigour in the identification and application of indicators.
Weighting of indicators was not mentioned often, but when it was it was acknowledged as a difficult problem.
PROPOSED INDICATORS
General

· Number of lives saved

· Number of reduced injuries
· % of population significantly affected 
· % of affected people able to resume sustainable livelihoods within X-days
· Compliance with codes and regulations (especially noted were building codes and land use codes)

· Adequate emergency service capability

Resilience

Resilience/capacity was suggested as an area needing measurement and possible indicators were given as:
· equity of income distribution

· educational attainment

· medical services use

· unemployment

· housing

· morbidity and mortality rates of different social groups (residence, gender, social class, age, ethnicity, etc.). 
· quality of life

· livelihood sustainability

· environmental sustainability

· strength of the local economy.

Scale

Indicators may be divided into:

Country Risk Index: designed to measure the risk a country is facing, composed of disaster indicators, hazard indicators and indicators of physical and social-economical vulnerability

Country Resilience Index: designed to measure coping/adaptive capacity of a country that includes DRM strategy and plans, institution, risk awareness, financial preparation, emergency preparation. 
Positive deviance" approaches documenting what helped some households or communities cope with the natural disaster and minimize its impact should provide us useful insights
DRR operations and policy

Operational and policy indicators mentioned included:

· reaction times and degree of preparedness 

· recovery period and the degree of efficiency with which recovery is carried out
· losses compared with recovery costs 
· cost of the disaster reduction system 
· Inclusiveness of planning and management (potentially to include between emergency management, social services agencies, disabilities, minorities and other vulnerable populations, health departments, fire/police, etc
· Adequate social support/safety net programmes to assist the vulnerable and which include: Adequate social policies that prevent near-homeless to become homeless, convicts to afford habitable housing, health services, childcare, transportation, etc also promote disaster risk reduction, because individuals are less vulnerable
· community coping mechanisms which will serve in identifying the adaptive capacity of the community and serve as a tool for strategy and policy formulations.
· Continuity of resource and funding allocation for disaster management arrangements, including public awareness and information programmes
· The scope, relevance and availability of research findings that identify hazard, risk and vulnerability 

· Processes for regularly and frequently reviewing, updating and maintaining  its plans and activities . 
· Collaborative networks integrating Government, industry and commerce, NGOs, professional associations, civic groups and interested individuals

· Local leadership and community cohesion as measures of resilience
IDENTIFIED ISSUES
1. There is a need for conceptual and practice frameworks in which to situate DRR, while the Hyogo Framework moves towards this other frameworks might include the MDGs, poverty reduction, sustainable development (especially mainstreaming of development)
2. The need to learn from other approaches including ‘gender’ mainstreaming, sustainable environmental management mainstreaming

3. There is a need for historical data (this is linked to both benchmarking and to managing DRR in a changing environment) to allow the tracking and assessment of progress
4. Improved integration of complementary approaches (Human rights, MDGs etc) is required to avoid narrow, sectoral, overlapping and duplicating approaches
5. Good governance is critical to effective DRR and needs to be measured and linked to macro economic data such as (GDP, per capita income) strategic measures of DRR and the development of resilience.
6. Modelling of approaches may be a useful tool to evaluate strategies for DRR.

RESOURCES

Ilan Kelman: In New Zealand, the Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management is consulting on a draft National Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan. Information about the process can be found at http://www.civildefence.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/wpg_URL/For-the -CDEM-Sector-Ministry-Projects-Proposed-National-CDEM-Plan?OpenDocument while the consultation draft is at http://www.civildefence.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/Proposed%20National %20CDEM%20Plan/$file/Proposed%20National%20CDEM%20Plan.pdf  (please note that the length of the websites might cause them to break into more than one line in this email; please ensure that the entire website name is used to access the document.
Enrique Castellanos There are different methods to create an assessment model with quantitative and qualitative indicators. Briefly, all indicators must be standardized to the same value range, let say 0-1. The quantitative indicators are standardized by the mathematical function and the qualitative indicators can be standardized by Direct Method (expert opinion), Pairwise Comparison (Saaty, T.; 1980) or Rank Ordering (Janssen, R. 1994). I have successfully use it for national landslide risk assessment in Cuba in the GIS ILWIS ( www.itc.nl ) using the spatial multi-criteria evaluation module. 

Janssen, R, and Van Herwijnen, M. (1994) Multiobjective decision support for environmental management + DEFINITE DEcisions on an FINITE set of alternatives : demonstration disks and instruction. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht ( Netherlands). 232 p., 16 p. + two 3,5" disks. ISBN 0-7923-1908-7  Saaty, T. (1980) The Analytical Hierarchy Process. New York, McGraw Hill

Jianping Yan:  http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-CRISES_Draft.jpg 
Prof. R. Struzak: http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-IEEE-telecommunication-magazine.rtf
John Twigg: The ProVention Consortiums recent report  Measuring Mitigation puts forward methodologies for assessing natural hazard risks and the net benefits of mitigation http://www.proventionconsortium.org/files/measuring_mitigation/Measuring_Mitigation_report.pdf see chapter 9).

Anita Dwyer: Information about the Natural Disaster Mitigation Program can be found at: http://www.dotars.gov.au/localgovt/naturaldisasters/index.aspx The study can be found at: http://www.ga.gov.au/image_cache/GA4267.pdf (Apologies for not yet putting this into the peer-review sphere).

Omar D. Cardona: The System of Indicators developed by IDB-IDEA enables the depiction of disaster risk at the national level, allowing the identification of key issues by economic and social category. It also makes possible the creation of national risk management performance benchmarks (the RMI) in order to establish performance targets for improving management effectiveness. See conceptual framework, project phases, international workshops, outcomes, reports of results and the technical details in the web site http://idea.unalmzl.edu.co/
John Salter: Using the seven plus or minus two rule and the risk management framework of ASNZS4360 (the Australia New Zealand Risk Management Standard), the five point performance framework at http://www.continuitycentral.com/EPCBFivePoint.xls provides a useful basis for adaptation.

http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-Vietnam-DW-generic.doc
Hernan L. Villagran:  http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-Paper-ENSO-Revista-Dialogo-Andino-2003.pdf
Marla Petal: http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-AHEP-FDR.pdf
Ricardo Zapata: Another study that complements the risk management indicators developed by the Interamerican Development Bank is the ongoing work by ECLAC for IDB with five national case studies to determine: the quality of disaster-related information, the cumulative impact of disasters in those countries and the changes in their risk bearing arrangements (risk reduction, risk transfer and risk management). To see the methodological contents of those studies see: http://www3.cepal.org.mx/iadb-eclac-project/ . 
For access to the ECLAC disaster evaluation methodology see: http://www.eclac.cl/cgi-bin/getprod.asp?xml=/publicaciones/xml/7/12707/P12707.xml&amp;xsl=/mexico/tpl/p9f.xsl&amp;base=/mexico/tpl/top-bottom.xsl , or http://www.eclac.cl/mexico under the heading "desastres". 
http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-WAYS-%20MEASURING-PROGRESS-TOWARDS-HF-OVER-PERIOD%202005.doc
http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-Evaluation-risk-management-performance-m1.pdf
Philip Buckle and Graham Marsh

Moderators
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