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Assessing progress towards disaster risk reduction within the context of the Hyogo Framework
HF Dialogue (12September-10 October) Final Summary

Philip Buckle and Graham Marsh

Moderators

A Personal Note

To begin with we, Philip Buckle and Graham Marsh, the moderators of this dialogue would like to personally thank all the contributors. We were impressed by all the information and comments and resources offered. We learnt from contributions from around the planet and we acknowledge the commitment of all the contributors.

Personally we noted the contributions of our previous colleagues in Australia.

We want to thank particularly Paola Albrito, Mario Barrantes and Helen Molin-Valdes and Sálvano Briceño
, all from UNISDR. Paola drove the dialogue and worked long hours (we know because we telephoned her early in the morning and late at night), Mario provided professional technical expertise on setting up the email system and the website and Helena provided us with impetus. Sálvano as Director of UNISDR agreed to and supported this dialogue which we think has enriched debate on Disaster Risk Reduction around the world.

Background and Moderators note:
What follows is a summary of the full online dialogue conducted for United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) to assist them in their nominated task of identifying means of monitoring progress in disaster risk reduction as agreed in the Hyogo Framework (HF).

We have selected what we consider to be the salient points in this summary, but, of course, other people may put emphasis on different issues to us. The entire dialogue including the introductions and background documents, each individual contribution and the summary of each topic can be found on the UNISR website at http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/

This dialogue has run over a period of 4 weeks with 502 registered participants. The intent of the dialogue was to start a discussion on the value of having indicators with which to measure progress towards disaster risk reduction. In particular to monitor progress towards the 5 priorities for action which are:

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

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

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

4. Reduce the underlying risk factors 

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

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

There were 3 discussion topics being: 

Topic 1: Understanding how to measure progress in disaster risk reduction 12 – 22 September

Topic 2: Implementation and application of indicators 3 September - 3 October 

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

Expected results of the dialogue included:

· A common understanding on ways forward to measure progress towards disaster risk reduction as set out in the Hyogo Framework. 

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

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

There were a number of key discussion documents made available (see the end of this report) and our conclusion is that the dialogue generally, in some instances specifically, endorsed the approach to monitoring DRR and the use of indictors as suggested in these documents. In reference particularly to the documents “Background material on criteria for benchmarks and indicators: Example of indicators to measure the implementation of the Hyogo Framework . 2005” and “Brief note on discussion of the Working Group on indicators to measure progress in relation to the Hyogo Framework Implementation - Eleventh Session of the Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction. 2005” the dialogue and the participants validated the proposed approach as set out in these papers.
Issues

It seems to us, the moderators, that there is a difficulty in coming to grips with the practicalities of defining and agreeing indicators and of identifying how these should be applied and who should be responsible. This is a complex issue that is manifest at local, regional, national and international levels and is complicated by political considerations, data availability and quality, resource availability, issues of scale, ownership and a host of other social, organisational and management concerns.

However, a number of particular matters were raised, often by numerous contributors.

There were frequent references to:

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

· The need to take a systemic, system wide approach to Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)

· The necessity for effective practice and monitoring to be inclusive and to engage local people.

· The need for inclusion of local people, communities as well as government in setting policy, goals and standards

· There was also frequent reference to the need for any DRR activity to be a partnership, although responsibility perhaps lies finally with national governments.

· There were numerous references to data, and in particular the need to collect baseline data and, where it is available, historical data
· Frameworks of sustainability and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were mentioned by a number of contributors and these signified the need for clearly enunciated policy and conceptual frameworks that support the Hyogo Framework itself but which are linked to a broader range of activities.

· This broader range was mentioned often with the need to invest in mitigation and preparedness (education and communication was mentioned often) at least as much as to invest in response capacity.

Summary

There was some reference to the need to define key terms in a consistent and agreed manner, but there was less of this than expected and the UNISDR Glossary provides a common starting point. 

Contributors identified the need for qualitative indicators and performance criteria that should be drawn from all sectors of society, Government, private sector, NGOs, CBOs but a frequent reference was to the need to engage local stakeholders and local communities in identifying indicators, standards and priorities.

DRR needs to be incorporated into routine activities of Government, business and society and linked intimately with development activity. Indicators of development success might be useful as indicators of DRR, provided that social, economic, political and environmental development was linked to DRR, so that disasters did not impact on development activity and development activity, in turn, did not increase disaster risk potential. Adding to this there was some argument that DRR should not be separated from development activities.

The most commonly suggested methods of identifying indicators were:

· The need to involve local stakeholders
· The need to regularly update the source data
· The necessity of dealing with changing circumstances and so ensuring rigour in the identification and application of indicators.

Weighting of indicators was not mentioned often, but when it was it was acknowledged as a difficult problem.

As well as investigating the usefulness of other policy frameworks there was an identified need to learn from other risk reduction approaches including ‘gender’ mainstreaming and sustainable environmental management mainstreaming

Good governance was mentioned as being necessary for effective DRR and needed to be measured and linked to macro economic data such as (GDP, per capita income) strategic measures of DRR and the development of resilience

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

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

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

Frameworks relevant to each country for managing DRR were mentioned as an institutional issue that needs to be resolves as part of DRR.

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

Proposed Indicators

There were a few comments indicating that there are already sets of relevant and useful indicators in place and that we should start with these. Finding and applying the perfect, whole set of indicators would not be possible, especially as environmental, political, social and economic contexts and circumstances change. We would be better off seeing indicators as a ‘work in progress’ and using what we have are what some contributors said.

Below are some indicators mentioned in the dialogue. This is not a coherent set nor and exhaustive list, but an extraction from contributions.

Proposed Indicators (General)

· Number of lives saved

· Number of reduced injuries

· % of population significantly affected 

· % of affected people able to resume sustainable livelihoods within X-days

· Compliance with codes and regulations (especially noted were building codes and land use codes)

· Adequate emergency service capability

Resilience

Resilience/capacity was suggested as an area needing measurement and possible indicators were given as:

· equity of income distribution

· educational attainment

· medical services use

· unemployment

· housing

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

· quality of life

· livelihood sustainability

· environmental sustainability

· strength of the local economy.

Scale

Indicators may be divided into:

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

Country Resilience Index: designed to measure coping/adaptive capacity of a country that includes DRM strategy and plans, institution, risk awareness, financial preparation, emergency preparation. 

Positive deviance" approaches documenting what helped some households or communities cope with the natural disaster and minimize its impact should provide us useful insights

DRR operations and policy

Operational and policy indicators mentioned included:
· reaction times and degree of preparedness 

· recovery period and the degree of efficiency with which recovery is carried out

· losses compared with recovery costs 

· cost of the disaster reduction system 

· Inclusiveness of planning and management (potentially to include between emergency management, social services agencies, disabilities, minorities and other vulnerable populations, health departments, fire/police, etc

· Adequate social support/safety net programmes to assist the vulnerable and which include: Adequate social policies that prevent near-homeless to become homeless, convicts to afford habitable housing, health services, childcare, transportation, etc also promote disaster risk reduction, because individuals are less vulnerable

· Community coping mechanisms which will serve in identifying the adaptive capacity of the community and serve as a tool for strategy and policy formulations.

· Continuity of resource and funding allocation for disaster management arrangements, including public awareness and information programmes

· The scope, relevance and availability of research findings that identify hazard, risk and vulnerability 

· Processes for regularly and frequently reviewing, updating and maintaining  its plans and activities . 

· Collaborative networks integrating Government, industry and commerce, NGOs, professional associations, civic groups and interested individuals

· Local leadership and community cohesion as measures of resilience

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

· Hazards assessment

· Risk evaluation

· Social and demographic features

Specific indicators included:

· Potential and actual loss (life, injury, property

· Multi-hazard risk assessment

· Plans, especially community level plans

· Logistic capacity

· Available funding

· Available equipment

Other issues mentioned included:

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

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

· The imperative to keep plans and assessment simple

Resources and Case Studies offered by Contributors

Ilan Kelman: In New Zealand, the Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management is consulting on a draft National Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan. Information about the process can be found at http://www.civildefence.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/wpg_URL/For-the -CDEM-Sector-Ministry-Projects-Proposed-National-CDEM-Plan?OpenDocument while the consultation draft is at http://www.civildefence.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/Proposed%20National %20CDEM%20Plan/$file/Proposed%20National%20CDEM%20Plan.pdf  (please note that the length of the websites might cause them to break into more than one line in this email; please ensure that the entire website name is used to access the document.

Enrique Castellanos There are different methods to create an assessment model with quantitative and qualitative indicators. Briefly, all indicators must be standardized to the same value range, let say 0-1. The quantitative indicators are standardized by the mathematical function and the qualitative indicators can be standardized by Direct Method (expert opinion), Pairwise Comparison (Saaty, T.; 1980) or Rank Ordering (Janssen, R. 1994). I have successfully use it for national landslide risk assessment in Cuba in the GIS ILWIS ( www.itc.nl ) using the spatial multi-criteria evaluation module. 

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

John Twigg: The ProVention Consortiums recent report  Measuring Mitigation puts forward methodologies for assessing natural hazard risks and the net benefits of mitigation http://www.proventionconsortium.org/files/measuring_mitigation/Measuring_Mitigation_report.pdf see chapter 9).

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

Omar D. Cardona: The System of Indicators developed by IDB-IDEA enables the depiction of disaster risk at the national level, allowing the identification of key issues by economic and social category. It also makes possible the creation of national risk management performance benchmarks (the RMI) in order to establish performance targets for improving management effectiveness. See conceptual framework, project phases, international workshops, outcomes, reports of results and the technical details in the web site http://idea.unalmzl.edu.co/
Ricardo Zapata: Another study that complements the risk management indicators developed by the Interamerican Development Bank is the ongoing work by ECLAC for IDB with five national case studies to determine: the quality of disaster-related information, the cumulative impact of disasters in those countries and the changes in their risk bearing arrangements (risk reduction, risk transfer and risk management). To see the methodological contents of those studies see: http://www3.cepal.org.mx/iadb-eclac-project/ . 

For access to the ECLAC disaster evaluation methodology see: http://www.eclac.cl/cgi-bin/getprod.asp?xml=/publicaciones/xml/7/12707/P12707.xml&amp;xsl=/mexico/tpl/p9f.xsl&amp;base=/mexico/tpl/top-bottom.xsl , or http://www.eclac.cl/mexico under the heading "desastres". 

http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-WAYS-%20MEASURING-PROGRESS-TOWARDS-HF-OVER-PERIOD%202005.doc
http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-Evaluation-risk-management-performance-m1.pdf
John Salter: Using the seven plus or minus two rule and the risk management framework of ASNZS4360 (the Australia New Zealand Risk Management Standard), the five point performance framework at http://www.continuitycentral.com/EPCBFivePoint.xls provides a useful basis for adaptation.

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

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

Dewald van Niekerk, South Africa A national policy framework structured around Key Performance Areas and Enablers (see http://sandmc.pwv.gov.za/NewSite/Framework1.htm; comprehensive framework for multi-sector DRR in South Africa. PhD thesis can be downloaded from http://acds.co.za/dvnPhdnew2.pdf
Enrique Castellanos, Cuba information on disaster risk reduction practice in Cuba is available in a report produced by Oxfam America at: http://www.oxfamamerica.org/newsandpublications/ publications/research_reports/art7111.html
Hernan L. Villagran:  http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-Paper-ENSO-Revista-Dialogo-Andino-2003.pdf
Marla Petal: http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-AHEP-FDR.pdfSarah La Trobe, United Kingdom http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp2-Tearfund-Mainstreaming-drr.pdf and http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp2-Tearfund-Indicators-measuring-mainstreaming.doc 

Jianping Yan:  http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-CRISES_Draft.jpg 

Prof. R. Struzak: http://www.unisdr.org/HFdialogue/download/tp1-IEEE-telecommunication-magazine.rtf
Gia Gaspard newsletters on education and training http://ochamail.un.org/mail/hfdialog.nsf/0/957293DAB7C23A1485257093005AF51C/$File/Features.doc?OpenElement
Key documents for discussion

World Conference on Disaster Reduction 18-22 January 2005, Kobe, Hyogo, Japan: Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (Extract from the final report of the World Conference on Disaster Reduction (A/CONF.206/6)

http://www.unisdr.org/eng/hfa/Hyogo-framework-for-action-english.pdf
 
Summary of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (Hyogo Framework) http://www.unisdr.org/eng/hfa/summary-HFP-2005-2015.pdf
Background material on criteria for benchmarks and indicators : Example of indicators to measure the implementation of the Hyogo Framework. 2005 http://www.unisdr.org/eng/task%20force/tf-meetigns/11th-TF-mtg/IATF_DR_11_SE_indicatorsbackground.doc
 

Brief note on discussion of the Working Group on indicators to measure progress in relation to the Hyogo Framework Implementation - Eleventh Session of the Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction. 2005

http://www.unisdr.org/eng/task force/tf-meetigns/11th-TF-mtg/IATF_DR_11_SE_indicatorsReport.doc
 

Strategic Directions for the ISDR System to Assist the Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (Document of the UN Inter-Agency Task Force on Disaster Reduction) http://www.unisdr.org/eng/task%20force/tf-meetigns/11th-TF-mtg/IATF_DR_11_strategic_directions.doc
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