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Rationale paper on the 

Framework for Guidance and Monitoring of Disaster Risk Reduction
1. Background

Risk and how we manage it has become an increased focus of research and debate over the recent years. The view that disasters are temporary disruptions to be managed only by humanitarian response, or that their impacts will be reduced only by some technical interventions has long been replaced by the recognition that they are intimately linked with sustainable development. Disasters are increasingly regarded as one of the many risks that people face from epidemics to economic downturns, lack of food, clean water and safe environment to unemployment and insecurity. Where many of these risks are compounded, impacts of disasters are often exacerbated. 

Inclusion of disaster risk in this broader perception of risks that people have to face in their daily lives required a much more integrated and comprehensive approach to disaster risk reduction.  Comprehensive risk reduction – why it is needed, how best to go about it and the challenges faced in achieving it has been the topic of many statements and meetings and focus of plans of action. More concrete action and results need to follow from these extensive discourses and already committed to strategies.  

First of all, it is evident from many examples that progress has been made in the analysis of risks and vulnerabilities, or, knowledge of how to reduce these risks.  But, failures are often due to lack of action even on the known risks or enforcement of well-known solutions. In this sense, good management of disaster risks is part and parcel of good governance practices. Lack of wider political commitment to disaster reduction is often stated as the main barrier to progress in implementation. The most frequently stated reasons for it include:

· other priorities for funding and political attention such as development needs, conflicts, environmental protection; 

· limited visibility compared to humanitarian assistance as well as development practise.

· weak co-ordination of advocacy and action due to proliferation and fragmentation of the disaster reduction community along disciplinary and institutional boundaries; 

· lack of accountability for results and systematic monitoring of progress; 

Recognition of disaster risks as part and parcel of sustainable development can address some of these barriers. At the same time linkages with different fields, such as environmental management, poverty reduction and financial instruments introduce new challenges. Each sector, discipline or institution related to these other fields speak different languages and bring new practices, which need to be harmonised. Dissemination of good practise and results can also encourage more commitment to disaster reduction. However what has been achieved is not systematically assessed, recorded and monitored. As a result, how much disaster reduction is paying off is not yet supported by hard evidence. Furthermore what works and what does not and why is not adequately known for informed advocacy, policy decision or strategic planning. 

A globally agreed framework can help to harmonise and systematise the field of comprehensive risk management. 

2. Why a framework?

A framework for disaster risk reduction can be useful and timely to address some of the issues raised above, and establish a global ‘convention’ that could be adapted to regional, national, local context. While it cannot directly solve all specific problems or prescribe solutions, an internationally endorsed and applied framework can provide an organising tool to aid our understanding and guide action in an increasingly broadening field of disaster risk reduction. 

Such a framework could also constitute the necessary backbone to collect information and data and capture good practices. It could help to analyse trends in disaster reduction practices, identify gaps and constraints for informed decisions. 
A framework is expected to: 

· provide a basis for political advocacy as well as practical action and implementation; 

· reflect the multidimensional, inter-disciplinary and multi-hazard nature of disaster risk reduction;

· assist a wide range of users in determining roles, responsibilities and accountabilities for their own contexts;

· assist users to highlight areas where capacities are to be developed;

· provide the basis for setting goals and targets, adapted to different circumstances and contexts, against which progress can be measured and gaps identified. 
In other words, target-commit-monitor-measure-record are the framework's buzzwords.  

3. What is in the Framework?

The proposed Framework identifies the following five core areas that underpin the understanding and practice of disaster risk reduction: governance - risk identification - knowledge management - risk management applications - preparedness and emergency management. These complementary areas describe what is essential, where attention is needed. 

Governance is increasingly becoming a key area for the success of sustained reduction of risks.   Defined in terms of political commitment and strong institutions, good governance is expected to elevate disaster risk reduction as a policy priority, allocate the necessary resources for it, enforce its implementation and assign accountability for failures, as well as facilitate participation from civil society to private sector.  

Identification of risks is a relatively well-defined area with a significant knowledge base on methods for disaster impact and risk assessment.  Systematic assessment of losses, particularly the social and economic impact of disasters, and mapping of risks are fundamental to understand where to take action. Pre-investment appraisals of disaster risk to development – and visa versa -, consideration of disaster risks in environmental impact assessments are still to become routine practice. Early warning is increasingly defined as a means to inform public and authorities on impending risks, hence essential for timely inputs to reduce their impact.

Information management and communication, education and training, public awareness and research are all parts of improving and managing knowledge on disaster risks and their reduction. Inclusion of disaster reduction at all level of education, effective public awareness and information campaigns, media involvement in advocacy and dissemination, availability of training for the communities at risk and professional staff, targeted research are the ingredients to support the knowledge base for effective disaster reduction.

Moving from analysing of and knowing about risks to taking concrete actions to reduce their impacts is a demanding step. Ideas and practices coming from other disciplinary areas will complement what is already practised in disaster risk management. It is clear that instruments for risk management have proliferated especially with the recognition of environmental management, poverty reduction and financial management tools as complementary solutions. Physical and technical measures such as flood control techniques, soil conservation practices, retrofitting of buildings or land use planning are well known practices and have been implemented with mixed results. Their failure is often due to poor governance rather than knowledge of what to do. Moreover, such measures, while effective in hazard control, can often be inadequate for social protection and economic recovery. Social and economic development practices with proven results in poverty alleviation such as social protection and safety nets are increasingly regarded as ways of reducing risks and instruments for self reliance in recovery. Financial instrument in the form of insurance, calamity funds, catastrophe bonds are useful in spreading risks though still difficult to establish in low-income countries. Role of environmental and natural resource management in reducing climatic disaster risks is acknowledged. Wetland and watershed management to reduce flood risks, deforestation to control landslides, ecosystem conservation to control droughts are among the best known applications. For effective results, synergies need to be built between sustainable development and disaster risk management practices. 

Preparedness and emergency management have been the most effective instruments in reducing life losses from direct and indirect effect of disasters. A well-prepared system is expected to be effectively informed by early warning, have in place national and local preparedness plans regularly rehearsed establish communication and coordination systems, as well as adequate logistics infrastructure and emergency fund to respond from.  Local level preparedness, particularly of the communities, including their training deserves special attention as the most effective way of reducing life and livelihood losses. 

4. How can the Framework be used?

An overarching role of the framework will be political advocacy and promotion of disaster reduction in a coherent fashion. This role will be essential in the lead up to the Second World Conference on Disaster Reduction planned for January 2005 in Kobe, Japan.  Progress since the Yokohama Strategy and Plan of Action from the First World Conference (1994) will be reviewed at regional and national levels along the lines of the thematic areas of the proposed Framework, to feed into a Plan of Action for 2015.  This review and plan of action together with other formally or informally adopted strategies and declarations such as the ISDR, General Assembly Resolutions, IDNDR Programme Forum, provide what we need to act upon.    
However what is still required is the demonstration of the political will to carry out commitments already made and to implement strategies and programmes already worked out. Setting goals and targets can offer a means to accelerate the pace of implementing disaster reduction and measuring results. They can force governments and organisations to be accountable for what they will promise to achieve through these targets. These goals and targets are expected to be set at the global level but prioritised and implemented at all levels, national or organisational.  The proposed Framework is expected to guide the setting of these goals and targets. It is also expected to help in identifying gaps, defining national priorities and action plans to meet them.  

Regional and thematic events leading to Kobe will provide the opportunity to discuss and develop appropriate goals and targets to be politically endorsed at the second World Conference on Disaster Reduction. 

The disaster reduction goals and targets will provide a structure to work coherently together towards a common end. This can allow for significant changes in deciding on a course of action and allocating resources to reduce known risks. Regular national reporting of progress and global monitoring on these against an agreed timeframe is essential to safeguard and sustain their implementation. National reporting is expected to:

· Move the commitments from the global to the local level;

· Link global target setting with national priority setting;

· Create and sustain a broad political constituency for achievement of the global targets;

· Generate a broad based dialogue for action among all national actors 

· Build partnership across countries and organisation for achieving national targets

On the other hand, global monitoring is expected to:

· Track progress nationally;

· Disseminate progress globally;

· Identify key obstacles, and direct international support to achieving the targets 
· Engage a broader constituency around the world in advocating for the targets

5. Challenges

Agreeing on a global understanding (convention, framework or guiding priniples) and committing to disaster reduction goals and targets is a challenging task. Creating ownership and political engagement are among the most evident challenges that will require a good marketing strategy. To be accepted owned and effective they should be developed by potential implementers. Political buy-in from regional organisations and national governments can also increase ownership. But above all, this initiative needs leadership at high levels to gain visibility and support.  

Disaster risk reduction is often an afterthought in budgetary allocations with very little political clout. Therefore mobilisation of the necessary resources for its translation at the country level and the allocation of national budget for planning and implementation of disaster risk reduction are crucial. At least as important is the effective and proactive involvement of donors. 

Among the more technical challenges, an important one is getting various inter-disciplinary groups to talk the same language. Establishing a disaster reduction baseline and methodologies for monitoring are other technical challenges to be faced.  

The importance of establishing linkages with relevant existing frameworks such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), NEPAD (New Partnership for Africa’s Development), PRSPs (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers), and UNDAFs (UN Development Assistance Framework) to ensure continuity and consistency for effective integration of disaster risk reduction into the development process is another challenge to be met. 
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DISASTER RISK REDUCTION FRAMEWORK

Synthesis of the UN-ISDR/UNDP online conference, 

25 August - 30 September 2003
(Moderators’ note: The conference email account will remain open until the end of October. After that participants are welcome to communicate on this subject through the ISDR general email address: isdr@un.org. Furthermore the conference website (www.unisdr.org/dialogue) will remain accessible for future reference for an undefined period of time.)

Dear Online Conference Participants,
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We would like to thank once more all who have participated in this on-line conference on Disaster Risk Reduction Framework. 

As you recall, the ISDR secretariat and UNDP have initiated a process to develop a framework to guide and monitor disaster risk reduction. The basic goal of this collective and iterative endeavour is to encourage and increase effective disaster risk reduction practices. The on-line conference, one of various consultations planned, had the specific objective to provide a forum for stakeholders to exchange views and identify the course of action needed to develop a framework for understanding, guiding and monitoring disaster risk reduction at all levels. It sought to bring into the process voices from varied professional, geographical and institutional groups.

The Framework will be further discussed and disseminated through technical and political consultations in regional, national and thematic meetings. It is expected to guide the review of progress in disaster reduction during the last decade (since Yokohama Strategy and Plan of action, 1994). It is also expected to shape priority areas to target for the next decade, including the programme of action to be endorsed at the second world conference on disaster reduction  (January 2005, Japan). The Framework will become the backbone for regular monitoring of progress at all levels, as well as for the dissemination of achievements and identification of areas for further action.

A draft framework was proposed as to start the on-line discussion. The proposed Framework stemmed from the idea that a common ‘convention’ to define disaster risk reduction would be useful to increase commitment and guide coordinated action for disaster risk reduction. Such a global ‘convention’ then could be applied to specific circumstances, as well as regional, national and local contexts.

The Framework was presented in a table format, constituted of five thematic areas and their associated components (column 1) and characteristics (column 2). Examples of criteria to develop benchmarks and indicators to measure progress and achievements against the thematic areas were also provided (column 3).  

The Framework is expected to: 

· provide a basis for political advocacy as well as practical action and implementation; 

· reflect the multidimensional, inter-disciplinary nature of disaster risk reduction;

· relate to a variety of users;

· assist users in determining roles, responsibilities and accountabilities for their own contexts;

· assist users to highlight areas where capacities are to be developed;

· be adaptable to different hazard situations, and not be hazard specific;

· provide the basis for setting targets and benchmarks, adapted to different circumstances and contexts, against which progress can be measured and gaps identified. 
In this synthesis, we will attempt to reflect the stimulating discussion and the breadth and depth of issues raised and arguments brought forward by an impressive group of participants. 

Purpose of the online conference:

The purpose of the online conference was to exchange views on the development and use of a Framework for disaster risk reduction. The discussion was to spark dialogue along the following major areas: 

1. discuss how to achieve ownership and wider participation, determine the possible audience (users and contributors), raise potential technical and political challenges; 

2. get feedback on the content of the proposed Framework; 

3. get feedback on the use of the Framework for monitoring and measuring progress or achievements in disaster risk reduction, including benchmarks and indicators. 

4. Reflection on possible next steps to develop the Framework further.  

Summary:


Nearly 300 people registered with the on-line conference and approximately fifty of the participants contributed to the debate. Participants came from a wide variety of experiences, representing different continents and professional backgrounds. This diversity and the possibility for people “outside the margin of big name professionals” to express and share their opinions were appreciated by the participants. A participant list, including email addresses, will be kept on www.unisdr.org/dialogue for future reference as well as to facilitate communication among the participants. 

A framework for disaster risk reduction was regarded as useful and timely by participants as it would establish some agreed fundamental principles that could be applied on a global basis for regional, national, local as well as institutional adaptations. On one hand, all were unanimous in agreement with the value of developing a Framework for disaster risk reduction and the value added from this online exchange of ideas. On the other hand there have been a number of different interpretations of what a framework is, its possible audiences and its uses. 

The Framework was regarded as relevant and useful for all actors in disaster risk reduction from the international level such as the UN, to national decision makers and planners as well as local level actors, NGOs, civil organizations and trade/labour unions. Academia was mentioned as a contributor to develop the Framework which could also guide research. Some participants put emphasis on the local level, stating that all action and implementation should lie with the local authorities, communities and the civil society. Others stressed that influencing the decision makers and planners at all levels was essential for the dissemination and political acceptability of the Framework.


The need for flexibility to accommodate different situations and levels came out of the contributions as the key to address different policy needs and operational issues.  A universal and internationally endorsed framework can provide an organising tool to aid our understanding and guide action in disaster risk reduction. But it cannot directly solve all specific problems or prescribe solutions. Therefore it should not be confused with blueprints and instruction manuals. Caution was called to the fact that a framework that did not clarify responsibilities and accountabilities is likely to delay action and results.

One conclusion stated that any single framework must either be very comprehensive or simplified to be useful to all parties. A possible approach could be that of a high level summary document with a supporting process and appropriate material to make it meaningful to a broad range of disciplines, sectors and levels. The framework may be seen as a living document to be modified as issues emerge, knowledge expands and capacities change.


Creating ownership and the lack of political commitment were also mentioned as challenges. All participants stated endorsement at all levels as the most significant constraint in progressing with the development and implementation of the Framework. Failure to attract the commitment of regional and institutional entities that would coordinate the necessary input to the development phase of the framework could hamper the process.  

It was agreed in general that to be accepted, owned and effective the Framework should be developed by its potential users.  The importance of political buy-in from regional organisations such as SOPAC, Africa Union, ECOWAS, and COMESA (Common Market for Southern and Eastern Africa) was raised as a means to increase national ownership. These and other regional entities can also improve regional coordination to develop and implement the Framework while international organisations such as the UN and the IFRC can play a similar role at the global level. Technical refinement of the Framework, on the other hand, will require participation of the professional, technical and scientific groups. 

Mobilisation of the necessary resources for its translation at the country level and the allocation of national budget for planning and implementation of disaster risk reduction are essential challenges. As one participant said, disaster risk reduction is often an afterthought in budgetary allocations with very little political clout.

It was affirmed that the key criteria of success would be the existence of an administrative structure responsible for disaster reduction with adequate budget allocation.  Related to this, the lack of interest and resources for disaster reduction as an obstacle to its effectiveness was reiterated.

Among the more technical challenges mentioned, an important one is getting various inter-disciplinary groups to talk the same language. The importance was stated of ‘…being on the same wavelength, rather than getting bogged down in their own little corners’ and raised concern that “everyone might try to pull the development of the Framework into their own special interest”. It is also important to ensure sustainability of this initiative and monitor all activities related to the framework as we move along. 


The importance of establishing linkages with relevant existing frameworks such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), NEPAD (New Partnership for Africa’s Development), PRSPs (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers), and UNDAFs (UN Development Assistance Framework) was also raised to ensure continuity and consistency for effective integration of disaster risk reduction into the development process. 


There was a general agreement on the proposed five thematic areas and their associated   components.   In   discussing   these, most differences of opinion were in the area of early warning and preparedness. Proposals on the placement of early warning included as part of risk identification, knowledge management or preparedness. As for preparedness, some believed it did not deserve to be a thematic area of risk reduction and should be folded into other areas of the Framework. While others stated preparedness as the most significant and practical way of introducing risk reduction, and reducing vulnerabilities particularly at the community level.   Few participants suggested the thematic area of risk management applications to be eliminated and integrated into other thematic areas. The great majority, however, regarded it as a useful theme and suggested further unpacking of its characteristics such as linkages with the MDGs, introducing diverse   financial instruments and considering recovery as a means to introduce risk reduction.

Everybody agreed that risk identification was a crucial theme but the title was not regarded as capturing the differences between risk identification, risk analysis, risk evaluation and risk estimation.  Some suggested hazards and vulnerability to be mentioned in this thematic title too.

Some general comments and suggestions applying to the whole Framework were

made. These included:

a) Bring in evaluation, quality control or management as a cross cutting requirement applying to all components of the Framework, essential to increase effectiveness of disaster risk reduction; 

b) Make the Framework more specific to disaster risk reduction as distinctive from frameworks for development; 

c) Improve the Framework for programming purposes to reflect different stages of progress and implementation. 

d) The need for political commitment to the Framework and to its adequate resourcing   by   the   UN, other international organizations, national governments etc was again emphasized as the key for its successful implementation.

Detailed suggestions and editorial changes proposed on the components and characteristics by the participants are not repeated in this summary, but  are available for reference in the topic summaries located under www.unisdr.org/dialogue.



It was said that benchmarks have to reflect the long-term dimension of disaster reduction work. Key to the success of disaster reduction will be its qualification as a development issue. Specific suggestions of benchmarks to record and measure progress and accomplishments for each thematic area have been limited. Many of the participants who commented on benchmarks and monitoring acknowledged that it is a complex issue. Significant work may still be required to clarify the purpose of benchmarks and ways of measuring progress against them. In discussing ways to measure and monitor progress the usefulness of introducing quantification in an area that has no intrinsic numerical values was questioned.  A more qualitative approach of using    "best practices” to measure progress against benchmarks was proposed.  Using  "lessons-learnt” type of analysis as a way to assess progress was also advocated. 


The need for agreed definitions and a conceptual model for risk reduction were stated as the starting point before moving into developing specific benchmarks and indicators. Several participants emphasized the need to explicitly incorporate coping capacity and mitigation measures into the conceptual model of risk. In the context of the discussion on risk modelling, the complexity and multi dimensional aspect of vulnerability and its assessment were raised. A word of caution came from one of the contributors who stated that a single mathematical formula would never capture all the variables involved in measuring   risk   or vulnerability, and that equations are imperfect reflection of reality.

This debate was useful to remember that any attempt to reduce disaster risks should be closely related to the analysis of risk. There are in fact a number of national, regional and global efforts, such as the IADB/IDEA Indicators   Programme, to   assess risk and to define vulnerability indicators.    This   Framework   acknowledges   the   importance of risk identification as one of its key elements (see thematic area 2) for which these studies will provide a good base line to work from. However, we should bear in mind that the main objective of developing this Framework is not the identification of risk but rather to capture progress, both qualitatively and quantitatively, in reducing these risks.

The importance of monitoring and evaluation of impact of projects on reducing risk was pointed out as a means to understand long-term benefits of programs. A good example given was the lack of comprehensive evaluation of effectiveness of education and awareness raising programs.  It was also stated by one contributor that much more work is needed to identify, compare and review different assessment methodologies before practical guidance on how to measure progress can be given. Specific undertakings relevant to measuring disaster reduction were mentioned such as the project by the Provention Consortium of the World Bank, currently managed by the IFRC, titled  "Measuring Mitigation:  Methodologies for assessing natural hazard risks and the net benefits of mitigation".

Issues not addressed:

In the course of discussion on monitoring and measuring achievement against benchmarks a number of questions remained not addressed. Political challenges involved in reaching an agreement on benchmarks and targets, and their subsequent monitoring received no attention. Setting targets to be monitored against and the very process of monitoring and reporting on progress can be a politically sensitive area. 

Another related area that received limited attention was the methodological aspect of monitoring and measuring. While there was some debate on quantifiable versus best practices and lessons learned type of approaches, specific suggestions were not made on the pros and cons of different methods of assessment. Examples from other disciplines such as environmental monitoring may yield some interesting models to adapt.

Participants made no suggestions on the question of how to engage the donors and get their commitment to support disaster reduction under the Framework.  In this regard, showing benefits of investing in disaster reduction might be the key to leverage interest. Studies in progress by the Provention Consortium on the Net Benefits of Mitigation, and by the Tear Fund on the Policy and Practice of Selected Institutional Donors in Natural Disaster Risk Reduction can become useful tools. 

Next steps:

Different audiences may require different kinds of products and benchmarks. What has emerged so far as the potential users can be grouped as international level and national/local governments, technical groups, communities at risk and civil society organisations. 


Marketing of the Framework is essential for its success. The selling, buy-in and ownership need to go hand in hand with development of content. The communication and selling of the Framework can encourage organisations and individuals to interpret, adapt and mould a flexible framework according to their particular context, which will result in increased ownership. To facilitate this individuals, organisations, communities, agencies and governments should be able to recognise their roles and responsibilities somewhere in the Framework.  One suggestion to increase global endorsement of the Framework was to utilize relevant meetings/conferences around the world for consultation and dissemination. But we were also warned that changes and commitment do not come through conferences but through regular use, evaluation and feedback. 

Several participants recommended a graphical representation of the Framework including roles and responsibilities for action. Use of the word 'Framework' was challenged but no alternative was suggested.  It was recommended that the Framework should acknowledge the interdisciplinary and intersectoral nature of disaster reduction, the success of which lies in the collaboration among diverse groups of people.  The need to reflect linkages and bridges to other programmes where disaster reduction benefits and contributes was posed as a question. 

We were reminded that disaster risk is not operating in isolation and that communities and practitioners have to deal with many types of risks coming from sources other than natural disasters. Risk management measures and resources are often multi-purpose and shared therefore the Framework, while maintaining its focus on natural disaster risks, has to acknowledge the wider context of risk. Attention was called for the most vulnerable countries where disaster risks and chronic vulnerabilities are closely linked, and are part of the poverty cycle.  Without proactive and effective involvement of the donor countries it may be unrealistic to expect poor countries to make significant progress on many aspects of disaster reduction. 


Several inspiring suggestions were made on activities and initiatives to assist in the further development and use of the framework:

· Create a consultative team of wide representation to oversee development of the framework; organise peer reviews; conduct a consultative team workshop to finalise it.

· Create thematic working groups to produce detailed working documents on various aspects of the framework and its future applications;

· Compile case studies, best practices, standards and an inventory of human resources to build up the framework

· Conduct regional and national stakeholder consultations for dissemination and feedback; 

· Disseminate the framework through various media and meetings; brief decision makers, parliamentarians, legislators, donors, private sector on their role and potential contribution.

The need for greater focus on the human aspect of disasters and risk management in the Framework as well as all other associated documents was called upon. Otherwise the Framework may remain too "sanitized" and may not reflect its ultimate objective of reducing human suffering.

As one participant suggested the message to be communicated to the disaster reduction community regarding the Framework could be along the lines of " It’s your framework – make it yours". 

Carmen Schlosser and Yasemin Aysan

Moderators

UN/ISDR and UNDP online conference on a Framework for disaster risk
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ANNEX 2

A Draft Framework to Guide and Monitor Disaster Risk Reduction (matrix)

The International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) Secretariat and UNDP are developing a framework for understanding, guiding and monitoring disaster risk reduction at all levels. The ultimate goal of this collective and iterative endeavour is to encourage and increase appropriate, effective disaster reduction practices.

Introductory note

The proposed framework provides a starting point to guide and monitor disaster risk reduction. Five core areas are identified that underpin the understanding and practice of disaster risk reduction: governance - risk identification - knowledge management - risk management applications - preparedness and emergency management. These complementary areas describe the essential components of disaster reduction. . The framework is expected to guide global political  advocacy  as well as practical action at all levels. Users at all levels should be able to adapt and utilize it according to their own needs and specific situation. 

The framework will also be used for developing specific goals and targets to be achieved in all five core areas. It will also provide the structure for national reporting and global monitoring of progress on these goals and targets. This process should result in an increased commitment for action in disaster risk reduction by governments and other stakeholders. 

All stakeholders are invited to contribute their experience and participate in the refinement of the course of action needed to develop and apply the framework.
DRAFT FRAMEWORK TO GUIDE AND MONITOR DISASTER RISK REDUCTION       
	Thematic areas/ Components
	Characteristics
	Criteria for benchmarks

(very tentative)

	Thematic areas 1:  POLITICAL COMMITMENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS (GOVERNANCE)

	Policy and planning
	· Risk reduction as a policy priority

· Risk reduction incorporated into post-disaster 
reconstruction 

· Integration of risk reduction in development planning and sectoral policies (poverty eradication, social protection, sustainable development, climate change adaptation, desertification, natural resource management, health, education, etc)
	· National risk reduction strategy
· Disaster reduction in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, in National MDG reports

· Disaster reduction in National Adaptation Plan of Action ( for LDCs countries)

· Follow up on WSSD Plan of Implementation


	Legal and regulatory framework
	· Laws, acts and regulations

· Codes, standards

· Compliance  and enforcement

· Responsibility and accountability


	· Requirement  of compliance by law
· Codes and standards  exist and updated

· Existence of systems to control compliance and enforcement
· Existence of watchdog groups

	Resources
	· Resource mobilization and allocation: financial (innovative and alternative funding, taxes, incentives), human, technical, material
	· Evidence of budgetary allocation 

· Staffing allocation



	Organizational structures 


	· Implementing and coordinating bodies 

· Intra and inter-ministerial, multidisciplinary & multisectoral mechanisms

· Local institutions for decentralized implementation

· civil society, NGOs, private sector and community participation,
	· Existence of an administrative structure responsible for disaster reduction

· Sectoral programmes in line ministries

· Consultation, and role for civil society, NGOs, private sector and the communities.

	Thematic areas 2: RISK IDENTIFICATION

	Risk assessment
	· Hazard analysis: characteristics, impacts, historical and spatial distribution, multi-hazard assessments, hazard monitoring including of emerging hazards 

· Vulnerability and capacity assessment: social, economic, physical and environmental, political, cultural factors 

· Risk monitoring capabilities, risk maps, risk scenarios
	· Hazards recorded and mapped

· Vulnerability and capacity indicators developed and systematically mapped and recorded
· Risk scenarios developed and used

· Systematic assessment of disaster risks in development programming

	Impact assessments
	· Loss analysis,

· Socio-economic and environmental impact assessment

· Cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness assessment
	· Systematic impact and loss analysis after disasters



	Early warning systems
	· Monitoring and forecasting

· Risk scenarios

· Warning and dissemination

· Response to warning
	· [check against  effectiveness indicators developed by IATF WG2]
· Dissemination channels  and participation at local level
· Effectiveness of response to warnings


	Thematic areas 3: KNOWLEDGE  MANAGEMENT 

	Information management and communication
	· Information and dissemination programmes and channels

· Public and private information systems (including disaster, hazard and risk databases & websites) 

· networks for disaster risk management (scientific, technical and applied information, traditional/indigenous knowledge),   
	· Documentation and databases on disasters
· Professionals and public networks
· Dissemination and use of traditional/indigenous knowledge and practice
· Information centres and networks

	Education and training


	· Inclusion of disaster reduction at all levels of education (curricula, educational material), training of trainers programmes 

· Vocational training 

· Dissemination and use of traditional/indigenous knowledge.

· Community training programmes.
	· Educational material and references on disasters and disaster reduction
· Specialised courses and institutions 

· Trained staff
· Evidence of systematic capacity development programmes

	Public awareness
	· Public awareness policy , programmes  and material

· Media involvement in communicating risk
	· Coverage of disaster reduction related activities by media 

· Public accessed and informed

· Visibility of disaster reduction day

	Research
	· Research programmes and institutions  for risk reduction 

· Evaluations, and feedback 

· National, regional and international cooperation in research, science and technology development.
	· Existence of a link between science and policy (evidence-based policy) 

· Indicators, standards and methodologies established for risk identification

· Regional and international exchange 

	Thematic areas 4: RISK MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS/INSTRUMENTS

	Environmental and natural resource management
	· Interface between environmental management and risk reduction practices, in particular in coastal zone, wetland and watershed management, integrated water resource management; reforestation, agricultural practices, ecosystem conservation
	· Use of wetland or forestry management to reduce flood risk

· Trends in deforestation rate

· Use of environmental impact assessments in disaster reduction planning



	Social and economic development practices
	· Social protection and safety nets  

· Financial instruments (involvement of financial sector in disaster reduction: insurance/reinsurance, risk spreading instruments for public infrastructure and private assets such as calamity funds and catastrophe bonds, micro-credit and finance, revolving community funds, social funds) 

· Sustainable livelihood strategies
	· Access to social protection and safety nets  as well as micro-finance services for  disaster risk reduction

· Use of safety nets and social protection programmes in recovery process

· Insurance take up. 



	Physical and technical measures


	· Land use applications, urban and regional development schemes 

· Structural interventions (hazard resistant construction and infrastructure, retrofitting of existing structures, drought, flood and landslide control techniques) 

· Soil conservation and  hazard resistant agricultural practices
	· Construction reduced/zoning plans enforced in floodplains and other mapped hazard- prone areas 

· Compliance of public and private buildings with codes and standards.

· Public buildings (health facilities, schools, lifelines, etc) at high risk retrofitted 

· Regular maintenance of hazard control structures



	Thematic areas 5: PREPAREDNESS AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

	
	· Contingency plans (logistics, infrastructure)

· National and local preparedness plans

· Effective communication and coordination system 

· Rehearsal and practice of plans
	· Testing and updating of emergency response networks and plans(national/local, private/public)

· Coverage of community training and community based preparedness 

· Emergency funds and stocks



Summary of ISDR process to develop a 


Framework for Guidance and Monitoring of Disaster Risk Reduction





Background:


A framework to organize and describe disaster risk reduction was the outcome of the information collection and processing for Living with Risk: A global review of disaster reduction (2002). In addition, the work of UNDP to develop a risk and vulnerability index, took into account the positive impact of disaster risk reduction measures, organized around basic components. Based on these two experiences, ISDR and UNDP worked during the first half of 2003 to develop a framework aimed at developing a “backbone” to guide the review of the Yokohama strategy, as well as future action. 





Several informal consultations with technical experts (e.g. ProVention, WG3, early warning advisory group, drought discussion group) took place in April-March, and an on-line conference for broad based consultation was launched between 25 August-26 September (see Synthesis, Annex 1). The on-line conference discussed:


Framework content and structure; its use; potential users and contributors; technical and political challenges; and next steps to further develop the Framework





Challenges:


To ensure that the framework have the expected impact and is broadly used to guide and monitor progress in disaster reduction, the remaining challenges include: 


fostering political interest and endorsement, as well as broad ownership and buy-in to it;


defining and raising consensus among the stakeholders on priorities as well as identification of resources to support implementation





Next Steps:


As part of the “Yokohama review” and in preparation of the outcomes expected at the second World Conference on Disaster Reduction, the ISDR Secretariat and UNDP envision:


Sectoral and thematic consultations to refine content, develop goals and targets and promote use during the planned thematic and regional consultations in 2004, 


Support from the IATF to guide the process and content;


Political consultations with Governments to ensure ownership and commitment to the content as part of preparatory meetings for the World Conference;


Use of the framework to shape global priority goals and targets to be endorsed at the World Conference.





After the World Conference:


The Framework is expected to be used as basis for the Programme of Action to:


Generate international support for goals and targets;


Monitor goals and targets globally


Establish national baselines on the state of risk reduction against goals and targets agreed to at the World Conference


Determine gaps and priority areas for action


Elaborate national plans of implementation


Report periodically on progress (national and global) within the framework of ISDR.











Some figures related to participation
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