UN/ISDR online dialogue: Assessing progress towards disaster risk reduction within the context of the Hyogo Framework
Summary of Topic 2: Implementation and application of indicators
This topic ran from the 23 September to 3 October and focussed on the practical development of indicators and how they can be applied to the measurement of disaster risk reduction
(Moderator's note: Please note that while Topic 2 was  discussed between 23 September to 3 October, 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 2.)

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 101 different countries or regions, and 16 messages relating to Topic 2 had been received at the time of writing this summary.

The contributions have been interesting and relevant, although compared to Topic 1 there have been fewer contributions..

Set out below are some general comments arising from the discussion. Then there follows a listing of issues that were mentioned by participants. This is a raw list with no annotation at this stage. Then there is a section on issues arising from  the contributions and finally a list of additional case studies, resources and references suggested by some participants.

Contributions to Topics 3 are now underway and are welcomed, especially from the many participants who have yet to post a message.

PURPOSE OF TOPIC 2

Topic 2 “Implementation and application of indicators”  looked more broadly than Topic 1 “Understanding how to measure progress in disaster risk reduction “to consider:

1. What tasks are involved in setting priorities for indicators and objectives? 

2. Who should be accountable for these tasks and what are their roles and responsibilities? 

3. How are indicators themselves to be weighted and ranked? 

We wrote that “The number and span of potential indicators is very great and any choice has to list indicators in a priority order, or perhaps to suggest a number of subject areas, in which a number of indicators may be nested, as priorities.

Implementation of the Hyogo Framework will draw upon political commitment and policy frameworks but equally crucial will be the structures, procedures, resources and methods used to develop and implement indicators and to collect and analyse the resulting data. This is a pragmatic task and we invite comments on applied aspects to measurement of progress towards risk reduction.

Equally important for the implementation of the Hyogo Framework is how the selected indicators are to be ranked and who is to be accountable for this ranking process. This applies at national, sub-national and local level, always with a mind that the primary use of any indicators will be at national level.”

We asked participants to focus on these questions and where they were able to provide examples and case studies saying that this topic represented a practical dimension to the measurement of disaster risk reduction progress.

MODERATORS COMMENTS

There were relatively few contributions, but those that were made were as useful and insightful as comments made on Topic 1.

There was a commonly expressed view that Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) was a partnership between Governments, disaster management agencies and professionals and the public or community and that there was a demonstrated need for proper and effective institutional arrangements and for effective plans.

There was also an expressed view that proper risk assessment as a systematic process was required to set the context for DRR.

There was also some mention of the need for conceptual or policy frameworks for DRR, such as the Millennium Development Goals.

Partnerships of all relevant groups and agencies were a strong theme, some commentators saying that collaborative arrangements should be built for the local level upwards.

All the ideas raised in the dialogue on this topic had, it seems to us, been raised before in other situations. But the fact that they were raised suggested their importance and that they had not been resolved. These issues therefore are well worth repeating and attending to.

There was an interesting balance of comment on technical/scientific issues and also on social issues and this balance was seen also in the references to hazards, risk assessment and analysis of social situation.

To us this added up to the necessity for a comprehensive approach to DRR where plans and arrangements have to embrace and actively engage all sectors of society, have to deal with all hazards, often through a multi-hazard risk assessment rather than as isolated and have to be based on technical and social knowledge, learning and research.

SUMMARY

The discussion was very wide ranging but some themes and common ideas emerged.

A number of contributors said that governments are, ultimately, accountable although DRR is everyone business. It involves every stratum and sector of society in contributing to action and to policy. Government responsibility, however, did not remove or reduce the responsibilities and rights of local communities.

Country relevant frameworks for managing DRR were mentioned as an institutional context for DRR that is needed if DRR is to be effective.

Risk assessment and effective risk communication were identified as critical elements in DRR and special mention was made of education for risk averse behaviour. These are not new ideas but they are critical and bear repeating.

The indicators that were referred to for monitoring DRR should relate to 

· Hazards assessment

· Risk evaluation

· Social and demographic features

Specific indicators included:

· Potential and actual loss (life, injury, property

· Multi-hazard risk assessment

· Plans, especially community level plans

· Logistic capacity

· Available funding

· Available equipment

Other issues mentioned included:

· The need for hazard mapping as part of the risk evaluation process

· The necessity to develop a multi-hazard index for areas and,

· The imperative to keep plans and assessment simple

RESOURCES

Dewald van Niekerk, South Africa A national policy framework structured around Key Performance Areas and Enablers (see http://sandmc.pwv.gov.za/NewSite/Framework1.htm; comprehensive framework for multi-sector DRR in South Africa. PhD thesis can be downloaded from http://acds.co.za/dvnPhdnew2.pdf
Enrique Castellanos, Cuba information on disaster risk reduction practice in Cuba is available in a report produced by Oxfam America at: http://www.oxfamamerica.org/newsandpublications/ publications/research_reports/art7111.html
Sarah La Trobe, United Kingdom http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp2-Tearfund-Mainstreaming-drr.pdf and http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp2-Tearfund-Indicators-measuring-mainstreaming.doc 

Roger Jones, Australia A disaster risk management tool, adapted from the Australian and New Zealand Standards Associations Standard AS/NZS 4360 Risk Management and called "Comprehensive Hazard and Risk Management" (CHARM).

Philip Buckle and Graham Marsh

Moderators.
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