Indicators for measuring mainstreaming

Tearfund is a UK-based relief and development organisation working through partner organisations in around 80 countries. For a number of years we have been urging governments to make greater progress with mainstreaming disaster risk reduction into relief and development planning and processes. We therefore welcomed the World Conference on Disaster Reduction with its goal on ‘more effective integration of disaster risk considerations into sustainable development policies….’
In collaboration with a number of experts, Tearfund has recently developed a tool of performance targets and indicators to guide organisations in mainstreaming and in assessing, measuring and monitoring their progress with it.  The tool was primarily designed with institutional donor organisations in mind, but it could also be used by national/local governments or NGOs. We believe this tool will contribute to the outworking of the Hyogo Framework for Action, as it provides a way to hold Member States accountable to the WCDR agreement to ‘Integrate risk reduction…into development policies and planning at all levels of government…’ We have already disseminated the tool to a number of donor organisations, and the Swedish International Development Agency has been using it to measure its own progress with mainstreaming. 

To give a brief explanation of the tool, we identified six areas of an organisation’s work crucial to the process of mainstreaming: policy, strategy, geographical planning, project cycle management, external relations and institutional capacity.  We developed targets and indicators for measuring mainstreaming in each of these areas. We have 4 levels of progress defined as follows: Level 1:  ‘Little or no progress’, Level 2:  ‘Awareness of needs’, Level 3:  ‘Development of solutions’, Level 4:  ‘Full integration’.
An example of the targets and indicators (for Area 3) is provided below. The full set of targets and indicators are presented in the attached report: Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction, a tool for development organisations also available on the Tearfund website:  http://www.tearfund.org/Campaigning/Policy+and+research.
Area 3:  Geographical Planning

	LEVEL  1


	      LEVEL  2
	LEVEL  3
	LEVEL  4

	The organisation has little or no awareness of the need to consider disaster risks within geographical planning. 


	A/ There is widespread understanding of the disaster-risk-vulnerability relationship at relevant geographical levels, and of the impact of disasters on the organisation’s work in a given geographical area.

---------------------------- B/ There is widespread understanding of the need to apply policy commitment to risk reduction within geographical planning (including Direct Budgetary Support mechanisms).

----------------------------

C/ The organisation is considering how existing geographical planning tools can be (re)designed to take account of hazards, risks and vulnerabilities.

----------------------------
	The organisation is developing a process to ensure that all planning frameworks include disaster risk reduction (in order that planning is undertaken as outlined in level 4).

----------------------------


	A/ There is ongoing analysis of the disaster environment in any given location (i.e. assessment of hazards, disaster impact, vulnerabilities and risks). This analysis involves the perspectives of local communities, NGOs and other stakeholders. 
----------------------------

B/ Appropriate risk reduction strategies are developed on the basis of the above and integrated into new geographical plans as a matter of course.

----------------------------C/ Where the organisation focuses on Direct Budgetary Support, it seeks the inclusion of disaster risk assessment and risk reduction in the national planning frameworks of disaster-prone countries (e.g. NSSDs and PRSPs).




Using the targets and indicators to measure organisational progress with mainstreaming requires sensitivity, judgement, experience and skill. The indicators are generally broad because the tool is meant to be a template for measuring mainstreaming, and can be adjusted to suit specific individual agency decision-making processes and culture.  However because the indicators are broad, when an organisation’s ‘score’ is presented, ‘evidence’ for this score must also be presented in the form of the type and source/s of data collected to support it.   In our paper we offer recommendations on how to collect qualitative and quantitative data.   
Tearfund believes this tool offers a new method of monitoring government and institutional progress with mainstreaming disaster risk reduction - and helping to ensure that WCDR agreements are implemented.  We welcome feedback on the tool, especially from those organizations that have tried to use it.                                                                                                   
