UN/ISDR online dialogue: Assessing progress towards disaster risk reduction within the context of the Hyogo Framework

Summary of Topic 3: Procedures for Reviewing National Progress 4 - 10 October

 (Moderator's note: Please note that while Topic 3 was discussed between 4 October to 10 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 3.)

A brief overview of all summaries will be compiled and sent to all participants which we urge you to share. In addition we will, finally, send out to all of you a few brief questions about what you think should be in the proposed guidelines and your specific comments on the key documents.

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 20 messages relating to Topic 3 had been received at the time of writing this summary.

Set out below are some general comments arising from the discussion. and a list of additional case studies, resources and references suggested by some participants.

PURPOSE OF TOPIC 3

The purpose of this third topic is to consider and develop procedures for reviewing national progress. Contributors can make suggestions on how to develop schedules and procedures for reviewing national progress the Hyogo Framework through the use of indicators. 

This is a step beyond the development of indicators, tools and the attribution of responsibility for evaluating progress towards DRR.

However, in doing this we would like participants to consider what has gone before in the dialogue and the summaries of topics 1 and 2 will provide background for this reflection. In Topic 1 we looked at the indicators themselves. In Topic2 we considered who should be accountable for implementing the evaluation and using the indicators.

In this dialogue we have moved progressively from the detailed to the more strategic and in topic 3 we want to discuss strategic processes for implementation and evaluation.

Indicators may be useful at international levels but any transposition of data from national level, or any comparison of individual countries, will be a sensitive and complex task which will need to take account of the starting point, priorities, resources and risks faced of each nation and their communities. The procedures for applying indicators will therefore be as important in some ways as the indicators themselves.

Any development and application of indicators will primarily be a matter for national governments themselves although any use of indicators will need to take account of local circumstances and conditions.

We want to re-affirm that a tangible and direct outcome of this dialogue will be a guidance document which will suggest tools that may be used to monitor progress towards the Hyogo Framework and particularly the 5 priority areas, which are to:

1.
Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and a 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 

5.
Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels 

The tools that are derived from this dialogue and which may be incorporated into the guidelines may include the following:

· Checklists 

· Principles of assessment, 

· Strategies for monitoring and evaluation, 

· Setting targets and goals (progressive and final desired results) 

· Means of identifying and acquiring cost effectively data and, 

· Methods for developing and applying the above. 

And we ask the participants to also address the issue of tools and their appropriateness in the third topic.

For discussion and feedback:

1.
What procedures and strategies are appropriate to implementing indicators and assessing progress? 

2.
What form should guidelines on monitoring disaster risk reduction take and what content should they have? 

3.
Should there be regional or global oversight of progress in Disaster Risk Reduction? 

We are considering a fourth element to this dialogue where participants will be invited to briefly comment on the key documents and how these may be used to create and structure a monitoring process and we will advise you of this later

SUMMARY AND MODERATORS COMMENTS

Topic 3 confirmed many views previously expressed about monitoring and implementation with the following issues having greatest prominence.

Action at local level, village and community, was seen as an imperative if DRR is to be effectively achieved. However, there was recognition that there needs to be a working and continuous partnership between local people and national governments. That DRR is not simply a partnership, but that without a partnership it will not be achieved. National and local levels each have something unique and complementary to bring to the partnership.

Referring to indicators one contributor used the phrase “Perception variables” and said that these needed to be included in the catalogue of indicators. We took this to be similar to stating that values and norms, perceptions and aspirations guide DRR and need to be used to first assist in determining indicators and second used to develop methods of monitoring.

A number of contributors referred to the need to link DRR with sustainable development, in fact seeing the two as indissolubly inked. One contributor wrote “A strong, resilient social framework can provide the means to withstand disasters and to provide a foundation for development. Studying where and how the social framework is damaged or destroyed by disaster can provide information about the sustainability of the day to day development efforts”. This links DRR, sustainability, social development and sound environmental management.

The need for training and information as preparatory measures and during response activities were seen as critical tools for DRR, with some suggestion that DRR practice should be taught as part of school curricula.

On the issue of indicators themselves it was pointed out that the first step is to acquire and use baseline data so that we know the first point of measurement. This baseline data would involve vulnerability and capacity assessment.

On the issue of who should be responsible for monitoring and implementation there was agreement generally that this too was a partnership between the local and the national. However, some contributors pointed out that there could be a need to involve international coordination. Another contributor mentioned the need for independent evaluation of progress towards achieving DRR. No agencies were named here but the principle of coordination and evaluation independent of the monitoring and implementation processes could be linked.

RESOURCES

Peter Collins International Council for Science Scoping Group on Natural and human-induced environmental hazards Report to ICSU General Assembly, Suzhou, October 2005 http://ochamail.un.org/mail/hfdialog.nsf/0/766DAFED3220BFA9852570930039B246/$File/hazards%20report%20final.doc?OpenElement
Gia Gaspard newsletters on education and training http://ochamail.un.org/mail/hfdialog.nsf/0/957293DAB7C23A1485257093005AF51C/$File/Features.doc?OpenElement
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