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-- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY –

[i]
The purpose of the Looking to the Future report is to make recommendations about ways to enhance the value-added and relevance of the amalgam of United Nations funds, agencies and programmes – “the system” – in dealing with disaster risk reduction and management [DRR/M].

[ii]
The report is divided into four parts. Section I: The challenges ahead suggests criteria for assessing the UN’s value-added and relevance in disaster risk reduction and management [DRR/M]. Section II: Observations and conclusions summarises the system’s strengths and weaknesses, and from these draws the conclusions that in Section III: Intersecting streams forms the basis of the report’s recommendations. Since this report is also intended to inform discussions at the 2005 World Conference on Disaster Reduction, Section IV: In the context of Kobe offers some suggestions about issues which the United Nations as a system might present to that conference and to the wider global community.

[iii] 
Section I: The challenges ahead. There are three abiding disaster risk challenges that face the global community and therefore the United Nations: [a] the extent to which DRR/M encompasses the four main dimensions of disaster risk, including local, regional, local to global and global; [b] the extent to which  DRR/M capacitates the vulnerable; [c] the extent to which development and DRR/M activities have proven mutually re-enforcing. This report assumes that these three challenges should also be used as assessment criteria for determining the overall value-added and relevance of the UN system.

[iv]
Section II: Observations and conclusions. Based upon the three criteria noted in Section I, the UN as a loose amalgam of agencies, funds and programmes only addresses two out of the four dimensions of disasters in a consistent though even then sub-optimal manner. Capacitating the vulnerable is not regarded as a priority for the UN as a whole when it comes to practical implementation, and practical instruments for linking development with DRR/M and vice versa remain underdeveloped.

[v]
Reasons that explain these observations and conclusions include the lack within the UN of an agreed understanding about the nature of DRR/M from a strategic and objective-oriented perspective, uncertainty about the ways that UN activities relate to DRR/M, contending priorities within the UN and the random nature of UN engagement in DRR/M at field and regional levels. Additional factors include the fact that DRR/M brings little institutional incentives, and that donor support is inconsistent.

[vi]
Section III: Intersecting streams. The report makes two sets of recommendations to enhance the UN’s DRR/M value-added and relevance. The first includes ways to use existing mechanisms more efficiently and effectively at the level of systems, institutions, countries and regions. From the system’s perspective, this would involve amongst other things the development of a global DRR/M framework, a highly interactive knowledge management base, specific instruments for implementing links between DRR/M and development and a global advocacy strategy. Institutionally, recommendations range from consolidating existing coordinating mechanisms, establishing and implementing relevant performance-based criteria and promoting integrated DRR/M projects.

[vii]
At the country level, greater support for the UN Country Team is proposed, while at the same time holding the UNCT to account for targeted DRR/M activities. UNCTs have to work more closely with governments of vulnerable countries as well as with regional organisations. The report  encourages regionally-based meetings of UNCTS in order to formulate and implement joint regionally-based activities. It also notes the need for more active engagement with the private sector, both in-country and regionally.

[viii]
The second stream of recommendations focuses upon a totally new mechanism to generate the weight and institutional commitment to deal with all four dimensions of disaster risk. The recommendations centre around an integrated facility called the Alliance on Human Vulnerability, and calls for a series of benchmarked commitments from participating UN organisations, non-governmental organisations, governments and representatives from the private sector. Fundamental to this initiative is a new funding mechanism that combines a matching fund mechanism with a grant aid proposition.

[ix]
Section IV: In the context of Kobe. The report offers seven suggestions that the UN might wish to consider in the context of the WCDR in Kobe this January. The seven involve [a] UN commitment to a global vulnerability assessment initiative to determine key priorities to reduce and manage risks, [b] improved use of existing systems to support governments and regional authorities, [c] creation of a new global mechanism that will meet specific DRR/M targets, [d] active involvement in resource mobilisation for country and region-based DRR/M activities, [e] a dynamic knowledge management network, [f] enhanced inter-action with the IFIs and [g] a global advocacy strategy dealing with all four dimensions of disaster risk.
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A brief overview

The UN’s depth and breadth of experience in disaster risk management is extensive in so many ways. This report acknowledges that fact, while at the same time suggesting that the UN’s value-added and relevance now and in the foreseeable future require fundamental changes in attitude, institutional procedures and structure. Towards that end, this report recommends two sets of practical steps which – if implemented – will have major impact upon the ways that disaster risks are perceived and managed in the future.

This report focuses upon the amalgam of funds, programmes and agencies that comprise “the UN system.” It does so while recognizing at the same time that that system is but one component of a very complex panoply of governmental, non-governmental and multilateral actors that attempts in a host of ways to meet the risks presented by the threats, onset and impact of disasters.

Based upon discussions with a wide range of interested parties, this report underscores the point that there are four dimensions of disaster threats, of which the UN only plays a relatively substantial role in two. It also notes that if the Millennium Development Goals are ever to have a chance of succeeding, they must be buttressed by a practical conception of disaster risk management that moves from the periphery of global concerns to the centre.

The studies objectives

[1]
The UN General Assembly will convene the World Conference on Disaster Reduction [WCDR] in Kobe, Japan from 18 to 22 January 2005 in order to review international efforts to address disaster risk, in particular progress made in the implementation of international strategies and conventions within the context of sustainable development.  

[2]
Although international capacities contributing to the achievement of these common goals are clearly identified, it is recognized that they continue to operate often disparately and with little transparency, resulting in duplication and/or gaps in both the approach and implementation of their work. This has hampered international efforts to address the full spectrum of disaster risk management issues and concerns.   

[3]
Mindful of these issues, the report that follows is intended:

· to assess the relevance and effectiveness of the support presently provided by the UN system to the disaster risk management efforts of local, national and regional institutions. In so doing the study will focus on the ways that the main role and value-added of the United Nations as a system is perceived; 

· to identify gaps and overlaps across the UN system that affect potential synergies, and reduce its overall effectiveness in the area of disaster risk management; 

· to make recommendations that will assist the UN to strengthen its capacity and effectiveness to support disaster-prone countries. In so doing, the study will also identify ways that the UN system can support the work of other international actors in their efforts to assist the disaster threatened and affected;

·  to propose measures that should be taken now to enable the UN system to anticipate potential disaster risks more effectively in the future, and, in so doing to suggest measures that would ensure that the UN system is adequately prepared to deal with that future.

[4]
With these specific objectives in mind, the report is divided into four parts. Section I: The challenges ahead points to three overarching issues that should serve as criteria for assessing the UN’s value-added and relevance in disaster risk reduction and management [DRR/M].
 Section II: Observations and conclusions summarises the system’s strengths and weaknesses, and from these draws the conclusions that in Section III: Intersecting streams will form the basis of the report’s recommendations.

[5]
Since this study is also intended to inform discussions at the 2005 World Conference on Disaster Reduction, Section IV: In the context of Kobe offers some tentative suggestions about issues which the United Nations as a system might present to that conference and to the wider global community.

Section I: The challenges ahead

[6]
There are three abiding disaster risk challenges that face the global community and therefore the United Nations. This report assumes that these three challenges should also be used as assessment criteria for determining the overall value-added and relevance of the UN system:


[a] four dimensions of disaster risk. There are at least four dimensions of disaster risk that require consistent and persistent attention: [i] those where impacts are relatively localized within a confined geographical space; [ii] those that spread across geo-political boundaries and have regional consequences; [iii] those the origins of which stem from localized activities that have global consequences; and [iv] those that are global in origin and impact.
 The degree to which the UN system is actively engaged in the four provides insights into its overall value and relevance;


[b] capacitating the vulnerable. Managing disaster risks relies upon the capabilities of many different types of actors at many different levels. From civil society to local authorities, from state to inter-state structures, DRR/M depends upon a wide range of capacities, resources and competencies. In that regard, the UN’s ability to meet the needs of those responsible to reduce vulnerabilities and mitigate their impacts – principally governments of highly vulnerable states -- is a key critical measure of the UN system’s overall effectiveness;


[c] the disaster-development nexus. While the need to focus development in ways that reduce disaster related vulnerability has become an aid mantra, there nevertheless appears to be a wide gap between rhetoric and practice. The challenge is to promote development that mitigates or eliminates disaster threats, and in turn to foster disaster prevention and preparedness measures that protect development. The extent to which this challenge is pursued is a critical test of the UN system’s overall coherence and competence.

Section II: Observations and conclusions
[7]
The individual funds, programmes and agencies of the United Nations offer a rich and diverse panoply of expertise. This expertise is reflected in a variety of ways, including setting and monitoring global standards, innovating sector specific risk reduction methodologies and supporting disaster-affected communities through a range of disaster response instruments. And yet the UN’s overall impact upon disaster risk reduction and management is at best sub-optimal. 

[8]
Of the four dimensions of disaster risk, the UN has at least some impact on two – national and regional – but fails to influence trends relating to the other two. When it comes to threatened or actual impacts that arise from localised activities which have global consequences one seems to be left solely in the realm of ex post facto advocacy, and even that is relatively muted. While there are various organisations that deal with global issues such as climate change, there does not seem to be a fully integrated analysis of potential impacts that could serve as the basis of real advocacy and true risk management from a global perspective.

[9]
Despite the increased number of governments purportedly reporting to UN organisations about DRR/M strategies and plans, there is a relatively well substantiated view that governments of vulnerable countries are more often than not disappointed with the DRR/M support that they receive from the UN system. Even the emphasis that the UN places on reporting requirements by governments causes more than a degree of resentment. There is a very clear sense that the UN should do far more than monitor the DRR/M activities of governments. Not only should the system be more active in the DRR/M planning process, but also should make serious efforts to raise DRR/M- related funding on behalf of those governments and provide relevant technical assistance and guidance in its respective areas of competence.

[10]
And when it comes to effectively linking DRR/M with development – despite the rhetoric – little has been accomplished that is consistent or that meets with standards that justify over two decades of “disaster prevention –development” analysis and discussions. Part of the problem is that the system does not proceed from an agreed or overall understanding of the disaster risk and DRR/M problematic
. The system approaches most risk related issues in a piecemeal fashion, in the absence of an overarching framework. Hence, for governments of vulnerable countries and for regional institutions, there are few coherent, strategic offerings. This observation also cannot ignore the effects of donor funding, which all too often is of short and disjointed durations and unconnected to any longer-term strategic vision.
 

[11] 
These broad conclusions can best be understood from four perspectives: that of the overall system, the institution, the country and the region.

[12]
The systems perspective. 


[a] Lack of system. When it comes to issues of DRR/M, there really is no UN “system,” as defined in conventional organisational literature. There is, for example, no agreed strategic framework or abiding objectives
, factors deemed essential to bind a system. There is little appreciation among UN agencies and programmes about ways that they corporately can relate to practical DRM policies, programmes and projects; and, for that matter, the individual UN agencies and programmes seem to have an incomplete picture about what the panoply of UN entities have to offer in terms of DRR/M-related issues.

[b] Lack of strategic vision. There is little evidence that the UN system shares a common or agreed vision about the scope of disaster risk reduction and management. While the UN ISDR and the Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action set out strategic instruments agreed by the UN and member states, there is no overall commitment among the different agencies, funds and programmes on DRR/M priorities and overarching objectives. Part of the problem is that there is no overall definitional agreement on the very nature of the subject;


[c] Lack of leadership. Those who could influence the broader system have shown unwillingness or an inability to focus on ways to promote DRR/M in ways that are consistent and commensurate with the present and potential scale of the threat and the solution. They continue to treat DRR/M as an issue of peripheral importance, and pay relatively scant attention to ways that the instruments of development and disaster prevention and preparedness should link into DRR/M;


[d] Contending priorities. While global trends would suggest that DRR/M should be one of the core issues of concern for the global community, there is little indication that it has moved to any significant extent from the periphery of international interest. DRR/M’s marginal status can be explained in several ways, one being a host of other issues that are regarded as more immediate, politically expedient and compelling, eg, HIV/AIDS;


[e] False divides. The continuing bifurcation between so-called complex emergencies and disaster risk creates false divides within those institutions that are responsible for dealing with human vulnerability in all its dimensions. Hence, the capacity of individual institutions is dissipated. In a related vein, this same bifurcation hides the important linkages and interactive nature that has always marked the relationship between complex emergencies and disaster risks – a dynamic that will become increasingly evident;


[f] Undifferentiated socio-economic analysis. The planning process of some of the major actors involved in disaster response, preparedness and recovery frequently ignore cultural, social and economic specificities of various types of vulnerable groups. This failure is particularly evident in post-disaster settings where a lack of understanding about the differentiated needs of certain underprivileged groups in post-disaster settings leads to missed opportunities for longer-term recovery.
 The more abiding point, however, is that even today too little is known about differentiated needs – not only by many key actors in the international community, but often within national authorities, themselves;


[g]  Disconnected dots. There are few areas that pertain to DRR/M in which a UN agency, fund or programme is not involved. That said, there is very little systematic focus. The coordination mechanisms [eg, the IATF, the IASC’s TFCP] that are available reflect only portions of the system, and even when such mechanisms are ostensibly focused on a particular set of objectives [eg, the IATF’s development orientation], key actors are not represented. More importantly, though, it is difficult to be systematic when there is little agreement on an abiding strategic framework;


[h]  Political sensitivities. Bilateral actors that could promote DRR/M concepts and activities face a paradox. In one way or another at least two of the four disaster risk dimensions that the UN should address are politically loaded for various member-states, ie, those pertaining to global risks.
 Hence, there seems to be a reluctance to give UN institutions the support that is required for what might be seen as politically sensitive activities. On the other hand, except in extreme circumstances, DRR/M activities offer few political pay-offs for donor governments, and, for this reason, few resources and consistent support are provided. These attitudes influence priority-setting within relevant UN organizations.

[13]
Institutional focus. 


[a]  Inadequate institutional understanding. There is little understanding in most UN institutions about the existing capacities and resources they have that could support DRR/M activities. This is principally because these activities were never seen as disaster risk relevant, and no organisation seems to have attempted to assess its myriad activities in terms of DRR/M actual and potential impact;


[b]  Stove-piping. Even within UN entities, let alone between them, there are inadequate levels of cross-fertilisation of ideas and activities. The potential utility of activities for DRR/M purposes is hampered by a very fundamental lack of horizontal inter-action. In no small part, this is also due to the fact that DRR/M rarely is seen as an institutional priority;


[c]  The disaster risk unit. To the extent that some UN bodies directly deal with disaster risk, they create specialist units that are “holed up” within larger units, and the work of the former is generally isolated from the latter. Institutional isolation all too often marks the work of such specialist units;


[d] Institutional incentives. For institutions increasingly dependent upon voluntary contributions and for staff seeking long-term careers, DRR/M offers few incentives, institutionally speaking. At best DRR/M gains some institutional profile when the UN is asked to respond to large-scale crises, but there is a dearth of funds for more abiding DRR/M activities. 

[14]
At the country level


[a]  the random nature of UNCT engagement. Despite increasing efforts to have UN Country Teams focus on in-country DRR/M-related strategies and programmes, there is little institutional incentive for Resident Coordinators and their country teams regularly to do so. In addition, the division between UNCTs and UN Disaster Management Teams further reduces the incentive to see DRR/M and development as an inter-related theme. Such support has not been deemed as an essential priority for UNCTs, nor has it become a basis for assessing the effectiveness of the Resident Coordinator and the Country Team.


[b] isolated nature of UNCTs. Though in theory the UN Country Team works closely with government counterparts on issues related to DRR/M, the fact of the matter is that most UNCTs work in relative isolation from the broader international actors that do have and could have considerable impact on DRR/M related activities. One needs to ask if UNCTs – for the purposes of achieving DRR/M objectives – do not need to reach out to the wider community in country as part of a concerted DRR/M team?


[c]  practical instruments. Despite the emphasis placed on DRM at the country level, there are few practical instruments that are readily available to translate DRM concepts into practical measures for UNCTs to implement with governments, local authorities and civil society organisations
. The lack of clear commonly accepted tools, methods, approaches and mechanisms is a clear weakness.
 


[d]  limited institutional know-how. When it comes to project design, there is relatively little institutional effort made to design programmes and projects that marry development and disaster prevention and preparedness. This failing reflects a more general institutional characteristic that can be described as "stove-piping", where there is little knowledge or know-how cross-over between different types of activities.  At the same time, it also reflects another failure, namely, the practical lack of research and development that would demonstrate creative ways that development activities can promote disaster prevention and preparedness and that disaster prevention and preparedness can protect development. Even in those instances where considerable innovation has been developed at field level there is all too little “up-scaling;”


[e]  contending UNCT-government agendas.  No matter how well intentioned the UN Country Team, the priorities of governments -- even  those of particularly vulnerable countries -- and the UNCT may not necessarily be the same.
Such policy discordance may not be the result of a government's indifference to the potential threat that disasters pose to its people, but rather that the government's priorities may be focused on issues that are perceived as equally as important as DRR/M. In any event, all too often there are very fundamental disconnects between what the UN regards as priorities and those priorities of governments.

[15] 
Regional dilemmas

[a]  Persistent inconsistencies. Structurally the UN system does not always appear to be comfortable in dealing with regional structures. That is not to suggest that the UN’s programmes and agencies do not engage with regional organisations in a host of ways. Rather the impression – based upon preliminary analysis – is that the UN’s regional involvement is inconsistent and often desultory. There are some who suggest that there are little institutional incentives for agencies and programmes to engage at the regional level, and that conversely UN involvement is not always warmly received. There are those, too, who suggest that once regional institutions are established, there is little for the UN’s organisations to do. And there are others who commend the UN for its various efforts, but in effect are really only describing the initiatives and efforts of a handful of UN actors. 


[b]  limited regional support structures. It would seem that there is no institutional commitment by the UN system to support disaster risk management efforts at the regional level in ways that are sustainable and consistent. The United Nations has had considerable impact upon regional organizations in the past, but these efforts have not led for the most part to any enduring support system that promotes DRR/M; 


[c]  regional advisors. While the concept that has led to the regional ISDR outreach programmes, Regional Disaster Response Advisors [OCHA] and Regional Disaster Reduction Advisors [UNDP] has been welcome initiatives, these advisors reflect only a small part of the system, and, themselves, probably have a relatively limited view of what the UN as a whole can offer. More unfortunate is the fact that regional advisors do not reflect a systemic or integrated view of the “disaster cycle,” or, in other words, there would seem to be only very limited attempts by these advisors to interrelate disaster prevention, preparedness, response and recovery in one coherent package;


[d] institutional collocation. Many of the major UN agencies have regional offices, but their links with regional advisors are sporadic at best and informal in the norm. The potential for greater UN synergy at regional levels seems to be sadly ignored.

Section III: Intersecting Streams

[16]
This section focuses upon two sets of recommendations that will enhance the value-added and relevance of the United Nations involvement in disaster risk reduction and management. One set of recommendations is based upon the assumption that very significant progress can be made if only the UN funds, programmes and agencies used what already is available more effectively. A second set of recommendations is based upon the premise that the present state of global vulnerability – reflecting the four dimensions of disaster risk – requires a vision, a level of leadership and an operational mechanism that far transcends anything that the global community has seen to date.

[17]
One set of recommendations should not preclude the other. To the contrary, one would hope that the two would be regarded as intersecting streams, where one could already implement those proposals that come out of the first set, while the structural manifestation of the second are developed further and finalised. Ultimately, the two sets should intersect, and remain mutually re-enforcing in a global commitment to deal consistently and coherently with global vulnerability.

[18]
Stream One: Immediate actions

[a]  Existing commitment. It is important to note from the outset that the basis for substantial improvements of present approaches to disaster risk management can already be found in a series of recent reports from the UN Secretary General and resolutions by the General Assembly that in one way or another pave the way for invigorating the present system to support DRR/M.
 


[b] Immediate steps for the system



[i]  develop a global DRM framework, indicating the broad types of areas where the UN’s DRR/M value-added and expertise are most required. This matrix, based upon a clear analysis of potential threats and vulnerabilities, should  serve as the basis for a UN inter-agency/programme agreement on the scope and types of UN intervention in which the UN should be engaged. This matrix should be developed in collaboration with other concerned actors, including NGO consortia, governments of concerned member-states, regional organisations, relevant academic bodies and the private sector.



This DRR/M framework initiative should be regarded as the paradigm upon which a UN disaster risk management strategy and set of objectives are to be developed. Its focus should not be upon ways to accommodate the expertise, mandates and capacities of UN’s agencies and programmes as they presently exist, but rather upon the types of threats and vulnerabilities that face the global community and to which the UN can make a difference. To that extent, the same broad vision that introduced the Millennium Development Goals as an overarching basis for development should also sustain the DRM framework initiative. The two should be interlinked;



[ii] global vulnerability assessment initiative will be undertaken by the UN and its partners to map the specific needs of member-states that are concerned about various aspects of DRR/M. This initiative, which will take from inception approximately eighteen months to complete, will be undertaken at the country-level through expanded UNCTs.
 It will result in the identification of the specific needs of participating member-states, and will form the basis of strategic and technical planning and resource mobilisation efforts. This initiative should have several key linkages with other first and second stream recommendations noted below, including active engagement with regional organisations, detailed analysis of trends in global vulnerability and benchmarks for ensuring accountability;



[iii] establish an inter-active knowledge management network that will be based upon a knowledge-sharing culture. The technological capacity is presently available to set up a virtual umbrella organisation that will consolidate different programmes and systems – some new, some old -- that deal with the enormous range of issues that relate to DRR/M. Such umbrella organisations – now used extensively by major organisations in the private sector – should cover electronic forums, on-line libraries, relevant knowledge bases, e-mail, Internet and World-Wide Web access, project-tracking systems, bulletin boards and virtual conference rooms in order to monitor vulnerability trends and to provide instant access for DRR/M solutions. 



At the same time the network – along with the DRM framework, discussed above – will play a major role “in joining up the dots," namely, all the potential expertise and resources that the agencies and programmes can bring to the DRR/M table. ISDR could be the immediate focal point for assessing the feasibility of this initiative, also relying on the expertise of those organisations involved in the UN’s Global Compact and exploring the possibility of using resources from the UN Foundation;



[iii]  projectise the DRR/M-development nexus. There is a surfeit of evidence that suggests how development projects can unintentionally create vulnerabilities and intensify disaster risks. There, too, is growing evidence that there are many aspects of disaster response as well as disaster prevention and preparedness that can have a longer-term development focus. In that regard, more and more governments and local authorities in developed countries are imposing risk assessment criteria as part of planning regulation approval processes. There is no reason why UN development projects should not meet similar authorisation standards, explicitly requiring disaster prevention and preparedness assessment procedures before development programme and project approval.



To the extent possible, disaster response as well as preparedness should be undertaken with risk reduction development objectives in mind to prevent future disasters
. That is to say, that the former set of activities should be undertaken with a conscious awareness that [a] there is a development initiative that needs to be brought back on track, and can be done so through various forms of disaster response activities, [b] a disaster preparedness and prevention and even in some instances disaster response can open up the potential for development activities, and [c] disaster response, prevention and preparedness should wherever feasible be undertaken in ways that will protect development. 



[iv] promote DRR/M standards [eg. benchmarks/indicators]  and accountability. While recognising the particular nature and special circumstances of individual countries and peoples, there nevertheless are common needs and attributes which should form the basis of DRR/M standards for implementation and accountability. Such standards should be built into all dimensions of DRR/M offered by UN agencies and programmes and within development frameworks [eg, UNDAF, PRSPs]. This recommendation parallels various humanitarian initiatives, including disaster relief, designed to promote acceptable degrees of quality control;



[v] engage member-state capacities in promoting DRM. It is very apparent that many governments, in both developing and developed countries, have considerable expertise in various aspects of disaster risk management. In that regard, it is worth noting that a number of governments of very vulnerable countries by-pass the UN system, and turn automatically to bilateral partners for DRM support [north-south, south-south and south-north cooperation]. 



The UN should see such expertise as essential for its own role in at least two respects. In the first place, the capacities of such governments offer in many instances examples of standards and accountability that could be used more broadly. Secondly, the UN should actively engage such governments in the DRM work of the UN system, seeking the active advice and support of the latter in the UN’s approach to DRM. 



[vi] develop a consistent, well-defined and robust global advocacy strategy. Advocacy is still a major weakness of the UN system, a point noted earlier in this text. The UN system needs to develop an approach to DRM advocacy that is holistic, consistent [viz, one that goes beyond the occasional high level pronouncement], reflects well-defined themes and is pursued with vigour. In that respect, it is amazing how spasmodic and relatively uninspired is the UN’s voice when it comes to issues of global climate change, the relationship between MDGs and DRR/M and the consequence of the work of the WTO on regional and global trade negotiations and agreements.



UN organisations have demonstrated their capacity to define matters pertaining to DRR/M at a technical level. Now, they must find ways to take an agreed set of core DRR/M issues that are of concern to the system as a whole, and bring them in persistent ways into the public forum.


[c]
Institutional action plan


[i] the fundamental institutional issue that faces the United Nations is to have DRR/M fully integrated into the mindsets of relevant programmes, funds and agencies. While there are periodic institutional forays into the world of disaster risk, the UN as a whole has done little to place DRR/M as a core issue onto the global agenda – a fact that contrasts starkly with increased expert attention given to various dimensions of the world’s growing disaster vulnerabilities. One step would be for relevant funds, agencies and programmes to undertake individual institutional audits to assess their present and potential contributions to DRR/M activities;



[ii]   bringing the capacity of the system together will require a consolidation of existing coordinating mechanisms in order to focus on DRR/M and human vulnerability. The UN coordinating structures that deal with DRR/M are broadly found in two bodies, one within the IASC structure, and the other within an Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction. In considering more effective coordination, these two structures should be consolidated into an Inter-Agency Standing Committee on Human Vulnerability, with sub-groups and task forces dealing with specialist issues or issues of specific urgency and concern. The chairpersons of UNDG and ECHA/IASC should act as joint-coordinators for the UN system, promoting common DRM understanding and objectives. As in the IASC, permanent invitations to participate in this structure should be offered to the Red Cross Movement and the major NGO consortia;



[iii] accountability mechanisms need to be enhanced, and this can be done by holding UN entities to reporting commitments about designated activities. These activities would include what earlier was referred to as the global vulnerability assessment initiative as well as the field and regional-based activities discussed in Paragraphs 19 and 20, below. A joint report will be produced annually by a group of eminent persons and experts that will be presented to the Secretary-General annually;



[iv] inter-agency country and regional action plans and progress assessments will be reviewed by a sub-group of the proposed Inter-Agency Standing Committee on Human Vulnerability, and will determine ways in which support for these initiatives can best be garnered from the system as a whole and ways to provide adequate resourcing for these country and regional DRR/M activities;



[v] performance selection and assessment criteria for UN Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators should include disaster risk management. This in turn will make it incumbent upon UN agencies and programmes to provide DRR/M-related training programmes at various stages of staff career development and also n the context of the CCA/UNDAF training. In this context, recent efforts to strengthen what had been called the Disaster Management Training Programme could form the basis of a far more rigorous multidimensional and multi-layered training programme;


[vi] joint inter-agency projects should be vigorously promoted. Such projects should be based upon specifically identified DRR/M issues; and the global vulnerability assessment initiative would be one way to identify priority needs and the subsequent impact of inter-agency projects. These projects should clearly be requested by governments of vulnerable countries, and should not be restricted solely to UN organisations;



[vii]  more innovative approaches to DRM should be explored, using the wide range of expertise available in the private as well as public sectors. A few UN agencies already are experimenting with highly innovative approaches to risk management such as food security insurance. Such initiatives should be encouraged through the proposed Inter-Agency Standing Committee on Human Vulnerability, and specific references to such innovative approaches will be noted in the annual accountability report, noted in Paragraph 18/c/iii, above; 



[viii] closer ties with the IFIs needs to be explored. It is evident that many agencies work very closely with the World Bank, and the level of collaboration appears very active.
 Nevertheless this sort of collaboration could be translated into the sorts of overarching framework called for in this report, and it is quite probably that a review of working practices could result in more effective ways to add greater consistency and coherence to the efforts of the UN system.


[d]
Action at the country level


[i]  the UNCT, led by the Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator, should be  responsible for working with government and relevant authorities to review present DRR/M policies and, where necessary, to develop new ones or strengthen existing ones. At the national level, a concept of an inter-agency task force under the RC/HC that would subsume many of the existing partial arrangements at the national level [eg, UN Disaster Management Team], “national platforms” and a more focused CCA/UNDAF group should be part of the RC/HC’s and the UNCT’s programme. The specific actions by the UNCT to achieve such objectives should form an important aspect of the RC/HC’s assessment as well as the assessment of other UNCT representatives;



[ii] the UNCT should prepare an annual DRM report jointly with the national platforms/committees, outlining the activities that it has made to support the government’s DRR/M activities. This report will inform the annual report noted in Paragraph 18/c/iii. The UNCT’s report should reflect not only what individual agencies, funds and programmes are doing, but also should focus on programmes and projects that the UNCT as a whole or in part are doing together;



[iii] the UNCT should serve as an active disaster response system in support of national and local authorities. Several representatives of disaster prone countries have commented that the UN needs to be more sensitive to the requirements of national and local authorities in times of disaster crises. That means that they should be on hand to assist authorities and not to try to second-guess them, to provide assistance that such authorities feel is required and not merely facilitate international responses that are of questionable value as far as local authorities are concerned;



[iv]  private sector support in various ways should be sought by the  RC/HC, on behalf of the UNCT. In close collaboration with relevant authorities, the UN in-country should engage private sector institutions in disaster risk management planning issues. Under the rubric of corporate and social responsibility, for example, larger firms or industrial consortia could lend their support in various ways to the overall objectives of national and local DRR/M initiatives;



[v]  DRR/M awareness campaigns should be actively promoted and supported by the UNCT to help relevant authorities to foster disaster risk reduction and management awareness. Such initiatives could be reflected in the UNCT’s annual DRR/M activities report;



[vi]  regional DRR/M dimensions need to be reviewed and promoted regularly by UNCTs. RC/HCs should meet on a regional basis with regional advisors to consider practical steps to promote DRR/M through governments and regional bodies;



[vii] headquarters’ support for UNCTs will be a decisive factor in the effectiveness of the latter’s efforts to strengthen DRR/M at the country level. Such support needs to include 

· expand DRR/M training in RC/HC training package, reflecting the importance which the UN attests to DRR/M

· provide DRR/M training for agency and programme representatives on UNCTs, ensuring that UNCTs work from common assumptions towards common objectives and standards

· through RDRAs, provide regular training updates for UN agencies and programmes at the country level, in fora that could be open to government counterparts, local and international NGOs

· provide DRR/M expert for the RC/HC’s staff to be available to the UNCT, to advise individual UN components on ways to link development and DRR/M, to assist in the preparation of the UNCT’s annual DRR/M review, to liaise at an operational level with other bodies, including IFIs and INGOs, and to support follow-up on DRM initiatives agreed with government authorities

· increased resources for UNCT support for government DRM objectives

· resources and advice to promote disaster risk management awareness at the country level, and – when appropriate -- re-enforcing the UNCT’s DRM message and efforts with government officials at the headquarters level in close collaboration with the national entities and platforms.


[e] Reorienting regional approaches



[i]  strengthening regional support mechanisms should begin with co-locating Regional Disaster Response and Reduction Advisors from OCHA, UNDP and ISDR. They should be guided by an overall set of strategic objectives that will ensure coherence and conceptual and practical integration. Part of these overall objectives has to include support for regional organisations. Existing regional representatives from other UN organisations should be required to link into relevant DRR/M activities of the DRR advisors;



[ii]  linking conflict management with DRR/M would clearly reflect the UN’s value-added and relevance. In anticipating present disaster risks and perhaps even more importantly, future risks and vulnerabilities, one cannot ignore the potential inter-relationship between risk reduction and risk management with conflict resolution and prevention. This inevitable linkage requires a UN system that would seek ways to foster initiatives that would reduce conflict threats by addressing risk phenomena that affect inter-state and intra-regional stability;



[iii]  promoting inter-regional activities should further underscore the UN’s value-added and relevance. There are a host of regional organizations that have gained considerable experience in DRR/M, and whose experiences could be very useful to other regional organizations and governments of vulnerable countries. The UN could actively promote interchange among these organizations in various ways, including support for training as well as regional and in-country planning;



[iv] UNCT regional initiatives should be encouraged, and UNCTs within regions should be required to meet regularly to review disaster risk management issues from a regional perspective. Wherever possible, they should develop and promote joint programmes and projects that would relate to DRR/M and development. It goes without saying that regional bodies as well as authorities from countries of the region should also be involved in such deliberations.

Organisational reality check

Those recommendations noted in Section III that pertain to in-country and regional action will have only marginal impact unless there are clear signals that disaster risk reduction and management is an organisational priority.

◄ UNCTs are inundated with requests from headquarters about a wide and often fluctuating spectrum of “priorities” that country offices are told to address. Unless there is agreement on a specific set of priorities for UNCTs, frustration, cynicism and sub-optimal performance is inevitable. If DRR/M is indeed a priority, then UNCTs need to know that, and know what other issues are not;

◄ If the UN is committed to moving DRR/M from the periphery to the core, the UNCT has to find ways to engage in the programme cycle management of governments of vulnerable countries. Linked to this is a reassessment of how best to use PRSPs, while at the same time reducing the enormous burden on field offices of CCA/UNDAF processes.

[19]
Stream Two: A test of commitment

[a]
Disaster risk reduction and management suffers from the fact that there is no entity or focus that fully deals with the four dimensions of the DRR/M problematic. The efforts of the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction and its successor body, the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction, are commendable. Neither entity, however, has ever been afforded the institutional weight, resources and importance commensurate with the types of real and potential crises that have to be addressed.


[b] This study therefore can only conclude that if the global community is not blind to the hazards and depth of human vulnerability that is increasingly evident, it will make a commitment that symbolises its determination to respond appropriately. This intention could be focused around a new global architecture focusing upon the four key dimensions of disaster risk and human vulnerability. As a working title, the proposed entity is to be called, the Alliance on Human Vulnerability [AHV].


[c] The proposed coalition, would be guided by the aspirations outlined in the Global Framework for Disaster Reduction 2005-1015 to be agreed at Kobe and endorsed by the General Assembly in 2005. Its strategic functions would include:



[i]  A DRR/M strategic framework needs to guide the work of the CHV. One of the coalition’s first tasks will be to develop a strategic framework that clearly sets out specific strategic objectives to which coalition partners can commit. This strategic framework should be followed soon after with an implementation plan that would lay out the specific activities required by the coalition to meet those objectives. One of its first objectives and, hence, implementation targets, would be to launch the global vulnerability assessment initiative [See: Para. 18/b/ii];



[ii] standard-setting guidelines should be developed by the AHV to guide its activities. Practical standards and norms have not been adequately developed, effecting what earlier had been called the DRR/M-development nexus as well as government priorities and UN organisations’ often ad hoc and random DRR/M activities; and agreed guidelines would go some way to addressing this issue;



[iii]  capacity building, based in the first instance upon the proposed global vulnerability assessment initiative, will be at the core of the AHV’s purpose. Coalition partners will focus on supporting the efforts of regional and national institutions to develop their DRR/M capacities. In so doing there will be a series of benchmarks to which participating organisations – including national and regional partners – will hold themselves accountable;



[iv]  knowledge development and management will be a central function of the coalition, and should also serve as an essential tool for “connecting the disparate dots” of DRR/M related activities. Reflecting the importance of an inter-active knowledge base [See: Para. 18/b/iii], the CHV will actively promote not only knowledge systems that provide integrated DRR/M information, analysis and solutions, but also will foster the active dissemination of such information. Benchmarks for national and regional DRR/M plans should include the creation of capacities to access such information;



[v]  innovative practices will require both an effective knowledge management network and an ability to promote experimentation and dissemination of DRR/M activities to the wider community. With this in mind, the coalition will as part of its remit seek out relevant experts from a wide range of disciplines to develop innovative approaches to DRR/M;



[vi] coherence criteria are fundamental for the Alliance on Human Vulnerability to achieve its objectives. Participating organisations will be expected to integrate their respective capacities and expertise in order to achieve an agreed set of targets, which in turn stem from an agreed strategic framework and implementation plan. It is through coherence criteria that synergies among participating organisations will be fostered and that transaction costs will be substantially reduced;



[vii] advocacy, too, is fundamental to the work of the alliance, and would be focused on all four dimensions of disaster risk, based upon an agreed, long-term advocacy strategy;



[viii] resource mobilisation will be an essential activity for the AHV in at least three senses. In the first place, linked to the proposed advocacy strategy, the alliance would actively promote the need for greater resources to be provided for DRR/M in general. On a more immediate level, the alliance would seek resources for benchmarked programmes and projects identified in the global vulnerability assessment initiative; and in a related vein, AHV would seek resources for core activities, including global advocacy, knowledge management and experimentation with and the introduction of innovative DRR/M practices [particularly those dealing with development and DRR/M].


[d]
The structure of the AHV would be based upon a coalition of UN entities, non-governmental partners, governments and private sector representatives that are willing to commit themselves to:



[i]  developing and implementing a strategic framework, implementing plan and guidelines that deal with all four dimensions of disaster risk;



[ii]  integrating activities – including programmes and projects -- where cost efficiencies and synergies are most likely in order to ensure that benchmarked objectives are met;



[iii] committing financial resources, technical and human resources towards the objectives outlined in #i, immediately above;



[iv] working with appropriate UN structures to ensure that implementation has maximum impact at country and regional levels. All actions would be done with the commitment and support of relevant national and regional authorities;



[v]  support a AHV secretariat based principally upon seconded experts from participating organisations.


[e] 
The AHV’s objectives will require substantial investment, justified in part on the basis of cost-effectiveness and more importantly upon the dramatic need to promote DRR/M concepts and practice. An overall financing strategy will involve different funding means, including matching grants and grant aid. Compared to the US$ 6 billion normally spent per year on humanitarian assistance, the cost of the AHV would be a small percentage of that overall figure, eg, 10%. This amount should in turn lever even greater investments from government budgets and IDA and other concessional funds. Partnerships with the private sector [including insurance companies] could also be used to stimulate innovative financing mechanisms;


[f]
The combined grant aid portion of funding could pass through a proposed Global DRR Financing Facility (GDRR-FF). This would be an autonomous part of the AVH, and the principles behind its functioning could be as follows:




[i] Equity and poverty focus would be maintained by allocating nominal shares in the AHV financing facility, weighted according to the disaster vulnerability of a country’s population, and that country’s overall poverty level; 



[ii]  National commitment, which would allow a country to draw down on its allocation, would be determined by an agreed criteria, including  the existence of national structures, legislation, and policies, and availability of some level of domestic financing. Where these do not exist, a Capacity Building Grant [one-off grant over a maximum of two years to achieve agreed benchmarks] could be provided in order to quality for further or substantive programme funding;



[iii] Transparent assessment of funding applications would be ensured through a standard format based upon criteria established by an independent Programme Assessment Panel. Members of the panel would have no connection with grant recipients or other implementing agents or with the staff of AHV. The panel’s recommendations would be endorsed by a AHV Programme Policy Board;



[iv]  Capacity building grants would be channeled through principal implementing agents who would normally be governmental entities in order to strengthen national capacity. Where this is not possible, NGOs or international agencies may act as principal implementing agents. 

Section VI – In the context of Kobe

Based upon the conclusions and recommendations of this report, there are seven major points that the United Nations – as a system – should bring to the January 2005 World Conference on Disaster Reduction in Kobe. These seven points, however, will require that the UN programmes and agencies commit themselves to acting more systematically, and in so doing to establish a coherent disaster risk reduction and management strategy, with clearly defined objectives, that will inter alia support the implementation of the WCDR Programme of Action and the specific challenges laid out in the Millennium Development Goals:

[1] 
the United Nations as a system is committed to providing the international community with a clearer perspective on the multiple dimensions of disaster risk reduction and management than has been the case to date. Towards this end, within eighteen months the UN –working closely with member-states and regional organisations -- will complete a global vulnerability assessment initiative that will specify priority concerns, solutions based upon specific benchmarks and funding requirements;  

[2]
the United Nations believes that the dimensions of disaster risk are growing in variety and impact; and to meet these challenges calls for a more vigorous and comprehensive approach to disaster risk reduction and management. The cornerstone of this approach will be a Coalition on Human Vulnerability, designed as an integrated partnership to ensure that the priorities established by the global vulnerability assessment initiative are met;

[3]
at the outset of this century one is acutely aware of the prospects and possibilities of sharing knowledge quickly and in depth in ways that are truly global. With this in mind, the UN and its collaborators will introduce a knowledge management network that will prove to be the most comprehensive and efficient mechanism to date to share disaster risk reduction and management information to all;

[4]
while the United Nations profoundly believes that it and the wider community must provide new ways to address the ever-growing crisis of human vulnerability, it also believes that existing systems are in place, which if used more efficiently and effectively, can make a significant difference to the lives of the vulnerable. With that in mind, the UN will undertake over the next year measures to make disaster risk reduction and management a priority activity in countries and regions that feel in need of such support; and in so doing will strengthen UN Country Teams and relevant regional offices as well;

[5]
the United Nations as a system will seek to expand the expertise that it can provide vulnerable countries and regions by actively looking for the support of governments with well established disaster risk mechanisms and also by orienting private sector partnership programmes to the needs of the vulnerable in support of strong multi-sectoral national platforms/mechanisms for DRM/DRR;

[6]
the United Nations as a system will continue its efforts to ensure that the activities of the International Financial Institutions and the UN’s programmes and agencies will mesh in ways to promote practical linkages between DRM and development;

[7]
the United Nations will develop a global advocacy strategy that will employ the full weight of the system to promote disaster risk reduction and management awareness – based upon all four dimensions of disaster risk.
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Background

Changing climate patterns, unplanned urbanization, poor land use, the mismanagement of natural resources and a host of other factors have, in recent decades, changed both the nature of the threat and the impact of natural disasters that result in massive loss of life and erode or hinder social and economic development. The impact has been greatest in low-income countries where the poorest are particularly vulnerable to shocks. As current trends continue to evolve, it is likely that disasters will have major adverse consequences for those who are vulnerable and for sustainable human development. 

Against this backdrop, the UN General Assembly in 1999 adopted the UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR), which continues to provide a vehicle for cooperation and coordination among governments, the UN system, other international and regional organizations, non-governmental organizations and other parties in order to effectively address the impact of natural disasters.  The UN General Assembly now intends to convene the World Conference on Disaster Reduction (WCDR) in Kobe, Japan from 18 to 22 January 2005 in order to review international efforts to address natural disaster risk, in particular progress made in the implementation of international strategies and conventions
 within the context of sustainable development.  Although international capacities contributing to the achievement of these common goals are clearly identified, it is recognized that they continue to operate often disparately and with little transparency, resulting in duplication and/or gaps in both the approach and implementation of their work. This has hampered international efforts to address the full spectrum of natural disaster risk management.
  Furthermore, UNDP, ISDR and OCHA undertook a tripartite Self-Assessment (2003) to review their respective roles and responsibilities, gaps and overlaps that forms, in part, the basis for this study. 

Purpose and Scope

The UN Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief Coordinator, in his role as the head of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) and ISDR, and the Administrator of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), have commissioned this study with the overall goal of strengthening UN institutional arrangements in relation to disaster risk management.  The specific objectives of the study are:

(a) to determine the relevance and effectiveness of the support provided by the UN system to the disaster risk management efforts of local, national and regional institutions by reviewing the mandates, roles and responsibilities including programming, reporting and coordination tasks, of different UN entities, in particular, those of OCHA, the ISDR secretariat, and UNDP;

(b) to identify gaps, overlaps and opportunities to enhance synergy between different parts of the UN system in this subject area; and 

(c) to make recommendations, relevant to objectives outlined in (a) and (b) above for the UN to strengthen its capacity and effectiveness in support  of disaster-prone countries.  

This study will be undertaken in conjunction with, and be informed by, several other initiatives being undertaken by ISDR, OCHA and UNDP to strengthen their understanding of the world’s current hazard conditions, and existing capacities to address these, as well as factors affecting the funding of response and response preparedness activities. 

While this study will focus primarily on the efforts of ISDR, OCHA and UNDP and its special programmes
, it will also review the work of other key programmes and agencies within the UN dealing with natural disasters
, as well as the primary coordination mechanisms for natural disaster response:  the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) and the Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction (IAFT/DR).  It will also take into consideration the linkages between international actors and their regional counterparts. The study is designed to inform the discussions at the WCDR in Kobe.

The findings will be part of a joint presentation by the UNDP Administrator and USG for Humanitarian Affairs to the UN Senior Mangement Group (tentatively October-November).

Issues to be addressed include the following:
· Coherence of strategies and programme implementation:  To what degree are UN agencies, programmes and coordination mechanisms currently functioning, as a system, to address natural disaster risk management and reduction? How can the system be strengthened to ensure systematic and concerted action to better support disaster-prone countries, in the context of sustainable development?  

· Relevance and/or appropriateness of existing institutional arrangements:  Are the current institutional arrangements appropriate given the nature and location of the risks? If not, what adjustments need to be made? 

· Comparative advantage: What is the main role and added value of the UN, compared to other international mechanisms, to adapt to the evolution of  disaster threats from natural and related hazards and other related trends?
  What steps need to be taken now in order to ensure that the UN system is prepared for the future? 

Study Expertise:  A senior researcher, with extensive experience in organizational analysis, the UN system, and disaster risk management, will be recruited to undertake the study. 

Methodology:  While the exact method will be developed by the Consultant and presented in an inception paper, it is expected that the approach taken for the study will include the following:

· Desk Review of relevant background documents for key agencies including policy, program and project documents related to natural disaster management, Memorandum of Understandings (MOUs) for natural disaster management, strategies for joint programs for natural disaster management, recent studies and evaluations. This will include a review and mapping of existing institutional arrangements as a baseline to inform the study’s recommendations on potential system-wide improvements to deal with current and future challenges.

· Semi-Structured Interviews, including by telephone, with key informants at agency headquarters, regional offices, the field and donor/member states. Informal presentation and feedback at the Inter-Agency Task Force meeting on Disaster Reduction, Geneva (7-8 October) and in the IASC working Group, New York, 22-23 September and other fora involving Member States and other partners.  

· Feedback received on the draft report by an expert reference group within a workshop to be jointly organized by ISDR, OCHA and UNDP in November 2004 in Geneva.

Management and Organization:  The study will be managed by OCHA’s Policy Development and Studies Branch (PDSB) in close consultation with the ISDR Secretariat and UNDP.  

Expected Outputs:

· A 2,000 word inception report, developed by the Consultant in collaboration with ISDR, UNDP and OCHA, will present an updated TOR including key issues to be addressed if necessary, an agreed programme of work, and draft annotated outline of study report.

· An outline report with preliminary observations designed to facilitate pre-Kobe preparations.  

· A succinct 10,000-word report, including a 1,000-word executive summary, with a limited set of recommendations targeting relevant organizational and policy reforms

Annexes should contain the list of key informants, statistical and other charts, relevant intra and inter-institutional organigrammes (current and future), the inception report and the proceedings from the workshop. 
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17 September, 2004
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· GIGNOS research paper, April 2004, Study on synergies among disaster reduction entities based in Geneva.

· Self-Assessment OCHA-UNDP-ISDR Secretariat, March 2003 (DRAFT)

· Regional review of ISDR outreach programmes in Africa and Latin America & the Caribbean, planned Aug-Sept 2004 (DFID)

· Review of the UN Disaster Management Training Programme, July- November 2004, UNDP

· Agency-inputs to SG reports on Humanitarian Assistance and the Implementation of ISDR (ECOSOC and General Assembly, May 2004)

· Ongoing “Humanitarian Future” project, Kings College

· Eventual recent evaluation of programmes within agencies (to be checked: UNDP, FAO etc)

· Tearfund study on funding for disaster risk reduction

· IASC natural disasters Task Force on country case studies for response (ToR)

· UNDAC evaluations from Mongolia and other places.

· Summary of GA resolutions on the subject

· Draft Programme Outcome Document Tentatively Entitled “Building The Resilience Of Nations And Communities To Disasters:  Elements For A Programme Of Action, 2005-2015” (9 August 2004 Draft Version, WCDR)
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INCEPTION PAPER ON ADDRESSING

DISASTER RISK MANAGEMENT

-- 1 October 2004 --
An overview of objectives and methodology

This inception paper defines the purpose of the proposed study on the UN system’s capacity to engage effectively in disaster risk management. It outlines a series of broad though fundamental challenges that confront the global community in dealing with disaster risks; and then, based upon those challenges,  poses four sets of issues that the UN system has to consider in its efforts to enhance its disaster risk management capacity. The four sets of issues will serve as the parameters for interviews and analysis upon which the November 2004 report on the UN system’s disaster risk management capacity: now and in the future will be based.


The UN General Assembly will convene the World Conference on Disaster Reduction (WCDR) in Kobe, Japan from 18 to 22 January 2005 in order to review international efforts to address natural disaster risk, in particular progress made in the implementation of international strategies and conventions within the context of sustainable development.  


Although international capacities contributing to the achievement of these common goals are clearly identified, it is recognized that they continue to operate often disparately and with little transparency, resulting in duplication and/or gaps in both the approach and implementation of their work. This has hampered international efforts to address the full spectrum of disaster risk management issues and concerns.   


Mindful of these issues, the United Nations is undertaking a study:

· to assess the relevance and effectiveness of the support presently provided by the UN system to the disaster risk management efforts of local, national and regional institutions. In so doing the study will focus on the ways that the main role and value-added of the United Nations as a system is perceived; 

· to identify gaps and overlaps across the UN system that affect potential synergies, and reduce its overall effectiveness in the area of disaster risk management; 

· to make recommendations that will assist the UN to strengthen its capacity and effectiveness to support disaster-prone countries. In so doing, the study will also identify ways that the UN system can support the work of other international actors in their efforts to assist the disaster threatened and affected;

·  to propose measures that should be taken now to enable the UN system to anticipate potential disaster risks more effectively in the future, and, in so doing to suggest measures that would ensure that the UN system is adequately prepared to deal with that future.

Nature and dimension of the challenge


Disasters are not aberrant phenomena. To the contrary, they are reflections of the ways human-beings live their normal lives, the ways that they structure their societies and allocate their resources. It is from this perspective that four dimensions of disaster phenomena needs to be considered: [i] hazards as a central concern; [ii] the dynamics of disaster-agents; [iii] a global typology of hazards; and [iv] a reconfigured development focus.


[i]
hazards as a central concern. The number, types and impacts of disasters are increasing, as are the factors that cause them. There continues to be a steady increase in the range and effects of disaster events that take place around the world, and the agents of such disasters – be they natural phenomena, chemical, technological or the consequence of terraforming – are increasing as well. These events threaten the lives and livelihoods of more and more human-beings, and often have enduring effects on the socio-economic and political structures of states and regions.


And yet, the threat of disasters and disaster agents are treated as peripheral issues, all too rarely considered when dealing with so-called “normal life” concerns. They are issues, however, that need to be moved from the periphery of policy-makers’ and planners’ perspectives to the centre. Hence, as a meeting of experts concluded, in the aftermath of the 1999 Taiwan earthquake, the entire “Pacific economic rim” from Lima and Los Angeles to Tokyo and Taipei had “an extraordinary array of transportation, communication and economic nodes…that lie on a map that features high seismic and volcanic activity along with coastal mountains that are vulnerable to landslides and the heavy precipitation that causes them.” Nevertheless, planners and policy makers seemed up to that point to be oblivious to the potential consequences.


[ii]
the dynamics of inter-related disasters. When considering the world of hazards one eminent analyst recently suggested that the biggest foreseeable hazard threat would probably result from the “synchronous failures of global social, economic and biophysical systems arising from diverse yet interacting stresses.”
 This perspective is a long way from the age when disasters were perceived as “acts of God.” Yet, it is interesting to see the tenacity with which the division between so-called natural and “man-made” disaster-agents and events are perpetuated. This divide, though greeted with increasing scepticism among a growing number of experts, remains institutionally and politically convenient.


Even if that particular dichotomy has less resilience, the tendency to compartmentalize disasters and their potential impacts remains. That is to say, that insufficient attention is given to the ways that different types of disasters and disaster-agents inter-relate. Disaster causation and impacts feed off each other, and spill over into other sorts of disaster phenomena. The flood that intensifies the poverty of the affected which impacts upon livelihoods and ultimately may become the source of violent discontent reflects the sort of dynamic inter-relationships that increasingly needs to guide one’s understanding of the hazards spectrum.

[iii]
a typology of hazards. Closely related to the dynamics of inter-related hazards is that of a hazard typology. In that regard, there are probably four broad types and levels of interaction that are worth noting from a geographical perspective. The first concern those events in which the direct and immediate impacts are local, eg, the Bam earthquake. While acknowledging that even ostensibly local events may have far more extensive social, economic and political effects, their immediate impacts are normally within a relatively confined space, eg, a dense population centre. There are on the other hand disasters the effects of which spill across state borders in a regional context. Floods often generate this sort of impact, though over the last two decades the impact of chemical spills, burning of forests for agricultural land and Chernobyl suggest new dimensions of regional disasters.


Increasingly, there is a third type of disaster from a geographical perspective, namely, that which arises from events in one country that have global impacts. There is emerging concern, for example, that the Chinese government’s efforts to divert major rivers within China will have effects on weather conditions globally. This same sort of potential impact has normally been associated with the destruction of the rain forests in South America. The fourth type of disaster in this geographical typology stems from global hazards. If one uses the example of global climate change and the disaster agents, eg, fossile fuels, the line between the third and fourth type can be very fine. Nevertheless, this fourth type can be seen in terms of pandemics and the consequences of global warming.

[iv]
a reconfigured development focus. Over the past three decades, the belief that development and disaster prevention, preparedness and even response should be closely integrated conceptually and practically has been a recurring if not always persistent theme. Even in 1987, the Ethiopian National Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Strategy recognised the need for development to underpin disaster prevention and preparedness, and for disaster analysis to be used as a criterion to test the sustainability of development. However, despite this awareness, there are few consistent mechanisms that promote such linkages. For the most part, development programmes and projects are not scrutinised in terms of the potential hazards that they might create, and conversely disaster response and preparedness – let alone transition and recovery -- programmes are rarely assessed in terms of their potential development linkages.


Now, however, given disaster trends, development-hazard linkages will increasingly have to be more regionally focused. This will require more than just complementary activities, but in many instances convergent and integrated programmes and projects which inevitably will pose among other things challenging governance issues. Greater attention, too, will have to be given to the ways that conflict prevention and resolution relate to development-hazard linkages – not merely for obvious “complex emergency situations” but also for those situations in which disaster agents spill across borders or directly impact upon the resources of neighbouring states.

Risk management and the United Nations system


Managing disaster risks requires a comprehensive and integrated approach for dealing with the roots of disasters and their consequences. To that extent, the four evolving dimensions of disasters, outlined in the previous section, can serve as a guide to the overall role which the United Nations, as a system, should play in enhancing disaster risk management. 


In so saying, a UN role needs to reflect a holistic approach to the issue of disaster risk management that combines prevention, preparedness, response, transition and recovery, all with a risk reduction approach. It is not that any single entity of the system would necessarily need to undertake all, but that the full capacity of the system is geared towards meeting these objectives in a coherent and focused way. 


At the same time, the United Nations is but one of myriad organisations – including non-governmental organisations, governments, local authorities and civil society organisations as well as the Red Cross movement – that attempt to address various aspects of disaster risk management. Therefore, the issue also is to identify those ways that the United Nation system can best support those organisations in their efforts now and in the future.


It is apparent that the dimensions and potential effects of disasters are changing in many ways. New and arguably more complex disaster agents appear to have greater global impact, while the effects of regional and even local disasters and disaster agents have often unanticipated consequences that go well beyond the immediate impact of the disaster events, themselves. In that regard, it will be of increasing importance that a system such as the UN has the capacity to analyse and anticipate trends and also to serve as an effective advocate for the global community.


With these reflections in mind, there are four sets of issues that need to be incorporated into an analysis of the UN system in support of the programme of action expected from the WCDR:

· the role and value-added of the United Nations system. In one sense the perception of the UN’s role and value-added should result from an analysis of the “clients” who relate to the United Nations in matters of disaster risk reduction. And yet in the absence of an opportunity to ascertain clients’ views, it is nevertheless of considerable importance to assess the views of UN system entities about 


[i] their present perception of disaster risks, now and in the future;


[ii] whom they see as their principal and secondary counterparts, 
including the diaspora;


[iii] ways that they inter-relate with other organisations in matters of 
risk management --  both formally and informally;


[iv] their self-assessments, or, views about their comparative 
advantages and value-added;


[v] their assessments about strengths and weaknesses of their 
present disaster-related policies and programmes; and 


[vi] their views on what would be required to enhance individual 
agency roles and the roles of the system as a whole.

· coherence of strategies and programme implementation. There are at least five measures of coherence that should be assessed under this heading: 

[i] the extent to which the risk management strategies of individual 
UN entities cohere, or, in other words are aligned with their 
respective programmes;


[ii] the extent to which programmes dealing with development have 
linkages with those specifically dealing with disaster issues; 


[iii] the extent to which disaster risk management programmes of 
one UN entity links into those of other UN entities; 


[iv] the extent to which the institutional modalities and programmes 
used for so-called “complex emergencies” relate to those 
concerned with disaster risk management; and 


[v] the extent to which UN entity strategies and programmes that 
might relate to disaster risk management are relevant to UN entities 
field offices. 
· relevance and appropriateness of existing institutional arrangements. There clearly are ways that the responsive capacity of the UN system – as UN entities relate to themselves as well as to other organisations and the vulnerable – can be strengthened. The ways forward should to a significant extent arise out of analyses of the UN’s role and value added and its strategic and programme coherence. At the same time there are key issues that relate to its institutional arrangements, including: 


[i] the extent to which existing system-wide coordination 
arrangements are effective in terms of overall disaster risk 
management, and what, if anything, might be required to enhance 
coordination; 


[ii] within the context of coordination, are there mechanisms that 
can be introduced or improved that will bring disaster risk 
management closer to the needs of vulnerable countries and 
regions; 


[iii] within individual UN entities, the extent to which there is 
coherence between “desks” and programmes dealing with so-called 
complex emergencies and those involving  disaster risk 
management; 


[iv] the extent to which formal agreements and arrangements 
between UN entities for complex emergencies could be used to 
support UN disaster risk management efforts; 


[v] mechanisms with which coherence between disaster-related 
programmes of UN entities are monitored and fostered; 


[vi] the extent to which a full analysis has been undertaken to 
review how a broader range of capacities, eg, UNESCO and 
cultural diversity, can be brought into a UN disaster risk 
management system;


[vii] the UN system’s capacity to undertake joint research on risk 
trends and, based on such trends, take the lead in global advocacy 
concerning disaster risk management.

Randolph C. Kent

1 October 2004

Annex III: Analytical Background


The following annex is taken from the Preliminary Observations paper prepared in October 2004 by the report’s author. It is included here to give more insights into the reasons for the author’s perspectives and eventual recommendations.

The challenges in perspective

In reviewing the system’s capacities to deal with disaster risk management, now and in the future, it is important to put present capacities in context. Three decades ago, the United Nations system had few means at its disposal to respond to disasters, let alone to prevent and prepare for them. Moreover, there was relatively little will to do so.
  The creation of the Office of the UN Disaster Relief Coordinator [UNDRO] in 1972 reflected a grudging awareness by member-states as well as by UN programmes and agencies that crises such as the 1970 East Pakistan cyclone disaster would require a more systematic approach to relief assistance. And yet, disaster prevention, preparedness and response took a very low priority in a system ostensibly focused upon development.


A series of crises in the mid to late 1970s – including the 1976 Guatemala earthquake and the Thai-Kampuchean crisis beginning in 1979 – kept disasters and emergencies in the public eye, but they were regarded as aberrant incidents – diversions for the UN from its development-oriented objectives. The “1984 famine” with twenty-one African states at risk was the principal trigger that compelled the UN to think more systemically about a disaster response role. Even this trigger did not embed the need for greater attention to disaster prevention, preparedness and response in the UN corpus. Only a series of politically generated crises in the late 1980s resulted in a profound change in UN perspectives.


The emergence of so-called “complex emergencies” was the system’s energizer that resulted in substantial institutional capacity to deal with what was to be increasingly termed, “humanitarian crises.” This is not to suggest that disaster concerns, per se, were dropped from the UN agenda, but rather to emphasise that “humanitarian crises” and what were referred to as “natural disasters” evolved along parallel tracks. The former was institutionally far more dominating and lucrative, combining high politics and state reconstruction with “humanitarian assistance;” the latter was principally the bastion of geographers, demographers and technicians, intervening in ways that ostensibly were in support of established governments.


The International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction was at the beginning of the 1990s in no small part a concession to that other world that did not dominate the increasing humanitarian energies of the Secretariat and UN programmes and agencies. Other than the rhetoric of “prevention is better than cure,” “the relief to development continuum,” and development-led disaster prevention and preparedness, relatively few resources were provided to go beyond rhetoric. The work of technical agencies – in the fields of agriculture, meteorology, water and sanitation, health and food security – were in many ways important, but did not come together in an overarching conception of how to reduce and mitigate those factors that created vulnerabilities in poor countries. Nor for that matter did the UN’s Panel on Global Climate Change energise a broad body politic until the turn of the millennium, and even then the United Nations system – except in a few instances -- did not look at disaster risk management in terms of global threats.


To some extent new types of disaster agents such as HIV/AIDS, shortened periodicity of drought cycles, Chernobyl-type accidents and severe pollution began to erode the dichotomy between complex emergencies and other forms of disaster risks. These new agents showed the limits of governments to assist their own peoples, and also brought into sharp focus the broader socio-political threats which such disaster agents presented. And while the dichotomy may have been reduced, institutionally and operationally the UN system overall found it difficult to adjust to its implications. The possible synergies that would bring the two more closely together have only been really apparent within the UN system over the past five years.  


At this stage, however, one can only conclude that, when it comes to disaster risk management, the UN system might possibly be described as a system – one that is in transition, but not necessarily with any sense of direction.

The system’s strengths and weaknesses

There can be little doubt that the past decade has witnessed important and substantive DRM innovations within a host of UN agencies and programmes that have benefited vulnerable countries and that clearly have the potential to do substantially more. There is further evidence to suggest, however, that the real growth spurt for the UN’s DRM activities has been far more recent, and has been particularly evident over the past five years. This chronology is noteworthy, because it reflects a system still in a state of transition and development. There are, for example, a series of memoranda of understanding [MOUs], defining inter-organisational arrangements, still being worked out. Even the parameters of DRM remain to date uncertain, and, here, again this reflects a system in the midst of exploration and transition.  


The UN’s growing engagement clearly parallels the activities of a wider international community that includes private research foundations, other multilateral actors [eg, the European Commission], a number of governments from developing as well as developed countries and a multitude of international and local non-governmental organizations. And of increasing importance will be the way that the UN’s growth in the area of DRM will benefit from the broader community’s emerging interest in disaster risk management and vice versa.

Progress indicators


The ISDR’s two volume publication, Living with Risk: A global review of disaster reduction initiatives, as well as the September 2004 Review of the Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World give considerable insight into the range of activities that within the UN system and without are focused upon developing appropriate DRM institutional and policy frameworks, risk identification, assessment and early warning procedures, knowledge management and education initiatives, long-term approaches to risk reduction and response and recovery processes.
 Within the UN system, this momentum is captured from a “system’s perspective” in the work of the Secretariat of the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction, the UN Inter-Agency Task Force for Disaster Reduction and the Inter-Agency Standing Committees Task Force for Contingency Planning.


At the same time, individual agencies are engaged in numerous activities – jointly and individually – that have direct and indirect impacts upon increasing capacities to prevent, prepare for, respond to and recover from disasters.
 More and more, these initiatives are enhancing the abilities of governments of vulnerable countries to address the disaster risk cycle.
 In that sense, there are at least four broad areas where over the past decade the UN system has made considerable progress:


[i]   disaster risk management innovation. System-wide, there are many areas – as suggested in Annex IV – where the UN has advanced its DRM competencies. In this regard it is worth noting that various initiatives in “the field”  indicate substantial progress, including greater attention of UN Country Teams to issues of disaster risk and instructions to and training of Resident and Humanitarian Coordinators.
 This trend also is reflected in the reported increase in the involvement of UNCTs in government plans and policies related to DRM.


Information, too, on a variety of levels has also improved considerably. More coherent approaches for establishing disaster risk indicators is but one example; more systematic early warning systems and vulnerability mapping are two others as well as a growing literature in disaster management guidelines and manuals. Related to improvement in information systems and dissemination are significant system-wide initiatives to promote effective contingency planning, and here one can note, for example, global charting of risks/threat levels on a six month basis, early action reports and an emerging criteria for prioritising.


Response mechanisms, too, have been consolidated in the form of UNDACs and INSARAGs as well as “flash” and “consolidated” appeals. On the ground coordination of activities has reportedly seen improvements, and there are a growing number of examples that what in an earlier era had been described as “pandemonium run riot” has been replaced by greater sensitivity to local capacities and traditions. The UN’s response, though by no means perfect, has improved.
 


[ii]  support for local, national and regional institutions. There are at least forty countries which directly and indirectly have reportedly improved their DRM capacities over the past three years, with the help of UN agencies and programmes.
 This trend is reflected in the growing number of UN Country Teams that increasingly report on DRM related activities.
 And while support at local levels seems to stem principally from the Red Cross movement and NGOs, even here UN agencies individually and collectively make efforts to assist local authorities and community groups, particularly in times of disaster response.


The preponderance of support though is focussed at the central government or regional level, essentially in the form of institutional capacitation.
 These efforts are increasingly supported by Regional Disaster Response Advisors in Africa and South and South-East Asia. There, too, are various independent regional bodies – some with long histories – that are actively supported by UN bodies, including the Association of Caribbean States, the Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought in the Sahel and the Asian Disaster Reduction Centre.


[iii] coordination initiatives. The sheer scope and diversity of DRM activities and the institutions that undertake them make coordination extremely complex. Broadly speaking, coordination for the UN system and partner organisations appears to be provided by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s Natural Disasters Working Group and its Task Force on Contingency Planning, both supported by the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance [OCHA], and the Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction [IATF/DR], supported by the Secretariat of the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction [ISDR]. The former deals essentially with “response” and preparedness, while the latter focuses mainly upon prevention, transition and recovery. Both in different ways deal with aspects of advocacy, and both overlap to some extent when it comes to transitional arrangements.

 
These arrangements parallel a host of other efforts that have direct and indirect impact upon coordination. The Disaster Management Training Programme assists coordination through its focus on capacity building, principally at the country level, working through UN Disaster Management Teams [DMTs].


[iv] advocacy. UN agencies and programmes have taken important stands on some of the key disaster risk issues of the day. Global climate change, threats to food security and HIV/AIDS have all been subjects of intense advocacy in many parts of the UN, including the Secretary General, himself. There, too, are considerable efforts made by individual agencies, eg, UNEP, to raise awareness about disaster risks such as environmental threats. To that extent, the voice of the UN is heard when it comes to disaster risks, though – as this report will suggest later -- these efforts lack both consistency and an overall DRM framework.

Practical problems


If one uses the three measures noted earlier in this paper [see: Section I: The challenges ahead], there are clear weaknesses in the present DRM capacity of the UN system. Judged in terms of its present structures and available DRM tools, that amalgam of UN agencies and programmes does not seem to have established a conceptual and practical appreciation of the dimensions of risk management that reflects the real challenges facing the global community. Nor for that matter does it at this stage seem to have made many deep inroads in capacitating governments and local authorities of disaster prone countries. While, as noted earlier, there are increasing numbers of governments that report on their DRM plans, there is also a belief among many both within the UN system and without that the gap between pronouncements and action remains very wide.


The same sort of gap between rhetoric and action also seems to have its parallels when it comes to the disaster-development nexus. And though donors are rightfully criticised for their inattention to this “unsexy” area, there is also little evidence that the main components of the UN system have either together or individually changed the ways that they relate their development work to disaster risk management.


[i]   two out of four….. Taking the four dimensions of disaster risks noted in Section I, the UN system has had its major impact in the first category, namely, those that have been described as real or potentially localised impacts. To some extent, the system has in various ways also contributed to the second category, namely, to various regional organisations and initiatives. In this instance, though, the sorts of creative initiatives that would integrate DRM information and action on a regional basis are generally lacking. In a growing number of instances, this failing occurs in situations where more effective regional approaches to natural resource issues could result in sound disaster management as well as conflict mitigation.
 Except in rare cases [eg, Mekong River Commission], regional approaches on the part of the UN system are limited to dealing with individual states within geographic clusters rather than dealing with DRM on a truly integrated and regional basis.


The third and fourth categories appear woefully unattended. When it comes to threatened or actual disaster impacts that arise from localised activities which have global consequences one seems to be left solely in the realm of ex post facto advocacy, and even that is relatively muted. While there are various organisations that deal with global issues such as climate change, there does not seem to be a fully integrated analysis of potential impacts that could serve as the basis of real advocacy and true risk management from a global perspective.


[ii]  sub-optimal impacts. Despite the increased number of governments that are reporting to UN organisations about DRM strategies and plans, there is a relatively well substantiated view that governments of vulnerable countries are more often than not disappointed with the DRM support that they receive from the UN system. Even the emphasis that the UN places on reporting requirements by governments causes more than a degree of resentment. There is a very clear sense that the UN should do far more than monitor the DRM activities of government. Not only should the system be more active in the DRM planning process, but also should make serious efforts to raise relevant funds on behalf of those governments.


Part of the problem is that the system does not proceed from an agreed or overall understanding of the DRM problematic. The system approaches most of risk related issues in a piecemeal fashion, in the absence of an overarching framework. Hence, for governments of vulnerable countries and for regional institutions, there are few coherent, strategic offerings. This preliminary observation is made even in light of the much vaunted regional advisor system.
 


More immediately relevant is the probability that not only do governments have relatively scant knowledge about what the United Nations programmes and agencies have as a whole to offer in terms of disaster risk management, but, so, too, do UN Country Teams. For that matter, despite the excellent initiatives of isolated pockets of expertise within the system, it is more than likely that there is no single source that can identify, let alone monitor or update, the preponderance of UN institutions and their various expertise that deal with DRM.


[iii] perpetuating the disconnect. It is all too easy to criticise the system for perpetuating the disconnect between DRM and development. It is an obvious problem, though in so many ways the remedies remain complicated. The latter span a range of constraints to be overcome, from the ways that governments set priorities and their sensitivities to the disinclinations of donors and the institutional pressures that are on the UN system as a whole to adjust to a rapidly changing and intensely complex global environment. 


That is not to say that the DRM-development nexus is not known, nor is it a subject that has not generated numerable studies, public pronouncements and inter-agency discussions. The problem is, however, that at the same time there is little training at any level about the practicalities of linking DRM with development, but perhaps even more significant is that there is little understanding about what elements comprise effective disaster risk management. The result is that there is little understanding about what components could and should comprise the nexus.

�  See: Annex I: Terms of Reference


�  Using definitions provided by ISDR, “disaster risk reduction is used to denote the conceptual framework of elements considered with the possibilities to minimise vulnerabilities and disaster risks throughout a society….” Disaster risk management “implies the systematic process of using administrative decisions, operational skills and capacities to implement policies, strategies and coping capacities of the society and communities to lessen the impacts of natural hazards and related environment and technological disasters….” [See: Living with Risk, Vol. 2, Annex 2: Terminology: Basic terms of disaster risk reduction, ISDR, 2004.]


�  For an explanation of these four categories, refer to the Inception Report of 1 October 2004, attached to this paper as Annex II. 


� ISDR along with members of the IATF/DR have developed a very important framework [elements for Programme of Action…] in preparation of the WCDR. It would seem, however, that even this effort has really not embedded itself within the UN organizations. 


� While the initiatives taken to establish the regional advisors/outreach programmes within OCHA, UNDP and ISDR secretariat are important, the seeming dispersion of these experts [eg, Asia] and their apparent lack of an integrated focus and their reported institutional rather than substantive perspectives suggest a possible metaphor for the weaknesses as well as the strengths of the UN system’s overall DRM approach. The strengths in this regard is evidenced by the very positive comments that these advisors often receive from national counterparts – an acknowledgement that they have important roles to play, but not one that necessarily suggests that they bring the full competence of the system with them.


� Objectives are now being negotiated for the Programme of Action to be the outcome of WCDR


�  As an expert from UNDP/ISDR has noted, “Recovery offers the best window of opportunity in low income disaster prone [communities] to integrate disaster risk reduction in development, [bearing in mind that] high interest rates mean high rates of current time preferences. Hence, poor communities, households and resource poor village and municipal authorities are unlikely to invest in DRR for perceived future disaster loss. However, in the aftermath of a current disaster, this rate of time preference is favourably skewed by providing incentives to all actors and by mobilising external and national support to invest in DRR.” 


� As with all generalisations, there are many “exceptions to the rule.” One must in the first place acknowledge that the OECD has been certainly concerned with the issue of disaster risks, as evidenced in its 2003 report, Emerging Risks in the 21st Century: An agenda for action. Secondly, there have been various very creative initiatives that UN agencies have mentioned specifically in the case of donor support, one example being the UK’s support for developing structures for capacity-building.


� Equally as important in this regard are the problems most donors face when trying to link development funds with disaster-related funds. This persistent problem and issue will be very familiar to most readers of this report.


� This should include tools to be used for the Common Country Assessments and UN Disaster Development Assistance Frameworks [CCA/UNDAF] and the Banks PRSPs in relation to disaster risk reduction and management. 


� “There are plenty of innovative and applicable tools out there,” notes one UN official responsible for DRM, “but mainly developed from outside the UN framework. Some of these are appropriated in our work but on an ad hoc basis. What we need now is a major inter-agency effort to sieve through best practices and what is out there and to develop common tools, methods and approaches and then apply these at the country level.”


�  Additional perspectives on and reasons for the recommendations that follow can be found in Annex III: Analytical Backround


� See, for example, GA Resolution 58/214 calling upon WCDR participants to produce concrete changes and results, in the form of specific guidance and mechanisms to help countries and organisations achieve significant progress in reducing risk from natural and technological hazards.


� This is clearly the intention of various individual sector specific declaration, eg, the Ramsar Convention on Wetland Preservation and flood management and control, and certainly was regarded as essential for development in general as evidenced in the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, A/Conf.199/20, 2004.


� At the IASC-Working Group meeting of 15 September 2003, it was agreed that members would encourage IASC mechanisms at the country level, a decision that should expand the partnerships, eg, those non-UN IASC members, that could be part of “IASC country teams.”


� No prevention or mitigation of disaster risk could be done outside the development context- but development needs to done with a risk reduction approach. Same as relief and preparedness for effective relief need to take a risk reduction approach to build capacities for resilient communities and prepare for rehabilitation and recovery, which also contributes to reduced risks.


�  These comments are based on discussions with UN agencies, programmes and funds and from material available on the internet, etc.. Time, however, precluded the study’s author from interviewing IFI officials, particularly those in the World Bank, and this is clearly an unfortunate gap.


� Such as the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the UN Convention to Combat Desertification and Drought (UNCCD)


� Includes mitigation, early warning, preparedness, response and recovery, with a risk reduction focus throughout.


� Such as BCPR, the Office to Combat Desertification and Drought (UNSO). 


� Including UNICEF, WMO, WFP, FAO, WHO, UNEP, UN-Habitat, ILO, ITU, UNESCO, UN-Habitat, (IFRC).


� In this context, the study should draw on the ongoing “Humanitarian Futures” project.


� Thomas Homer-Dixon, University of Toronto, presentation. Dr. Homer Dixon continued by noting that “Never before have we been able to disrupt the fundamental processes of Earth’s ecology; and never before have we created social, economic, and technological systems – from continent-wide industrial agriculture to the international financial system – with today’s enormous complexity, connectedness, and speed of operation.”


�  Even in the mid-1980s, senior UN officials continued to argue that the role of the United Nations was to ensure peace and stability, and that issues of “disaster relief” should be left to organisations such at the Red Cross movement.


�  Even during the 1984-1985 drought crisis in Africa, senior officials at UN agency headquarters and field representatives complained that disaster response was diverting their attention from their primary developmental goals – the latter occupying their main attention and reflected in the majority of their programmes.


�  Among these major events one could include the Sudan crisis of 1988 which led to Operation Lifeline Sudan, the collapse of Yugoslavia, the almost simultaneous collapse of the Menguistu regime in Ethiopia and the Siad Barre regime in Somalia.


� ISDR, Living with Risk: A global review of disaster reduction initiatives, UN, New York/Geneva – 2004; UN, Review of Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action for a Safer World: Note by the Secretariat, A/CONF.206/PC(II)/3, 3 September 2004


�  [See: Annex …. In the final report, this annex – based upon earlier studies and information provided through interviews and responses to the seven point questionnaire – will outline what agencies see as their core contributions to risk reduction, response and recovery]


�  [RCK: Note ISDR data on government responses]


�  [RCK: in this regard note SF’s UNCT workplan figures, UNDP BCPR notes; and also note instructions to RC/HCs and training programme]


�   Major international donors, in responding to the earthquake disaster in Bam, Iran, in 2003 made specific reference to the well coordinated response by the UN at headquarters level, in particular noting the UN’s monitoring capacity that prevented unnecessary amounts of supplies from clogging up the site of operations. In that context, a US official in the aftermath of the cyclone disaster in East Pakistan in 1970 accepted that relief situations inevitably reflected and would always reflect “pandemonium run riot.”


�  [RCK: these are provisional figures, and need to be cross-checked with ISDR and OCHA]


�  op cit. #8


�  [reference to Institutional Strengthening Projects (IPFs), noting as well government legislation projects]


� UN DMTs’ generally consist of UNDP, WFP, UNICEF, WHO/PAHO, FAO and UNESCO, reflecting for the most part the “disaster response” component of the disaster cycle.


� One such example is the Bramaputra, Ganges, Megna water system. 


� While the initiatives taken to establish the RDRAs are important, the seeming dispersion of these experts [eg, Asia] and their apparent lack of an integrated focus and their reported institutional rather than substantive perspectives suggest a possible metaphor for the weaknesses as well as the strengths of the UN system’s overall DRM approach. The strengths in this regard is evidenced by the very positive comments that these advisors often receive from national counterparts – an acknowledgement that they have important roles to play, but not one that necessarily suggests that they bring the full competence of the system with them.


�  This said, there are various publications that give detailed overviews of the types of specialisations that are available [eg, Living with risk, op cit. #5], but – despite the tremendous efforts that individual organisations, eg, ISDR, make to promote DRM, no single initiative or UN entity provides an active overview of changes in the system and existing gaps.





