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1. WORKSHOP PROGRAMME

Policy Department of DG EXPO for the Committee on Development (DEVE)

Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy of DG IPOL for the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)

WORKSHOP
Towards a post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Strengthening disaster

resilience for sustainable development
Tuesday, 20 January 2015

Brussels, Altiero Spinelli Building, Room 1E2
10.00-12.30

PROGRAMME

10.00-10.10 Welcome and introductory remarks by
 Linda McAvan, Chair of the Committee on Development
 Elisabetta Gardini, Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety

10.10-10.55 Post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Current status and perspectives
Moderated by Linda McAvan
Speakers:
 Paola Albrito, Head of Regional Office for Europe, United Nations Office for Disaster

Risk Reduction (UNISDR)
 Claus Sørensen, Director-General of DG ECHO, European Commission
 Dr. Bernard Manyena, Programme Director, Humanitarian and Conflict Response

Institute, University of Manchester
11.55-11.15 Q&A
11.15-11.45 The EU and Disaster Risk Reduction: Best practices and possible improvements

Moderated by • Elisabetta Gardini
 Emily Wilkinson, Research Fellow, Overseas Development Institute

"The EU's contribution so far and what can be improved in the context of the Post-
Hyogo Framework for Action"

 Tom de Groeve, Senior Scientist, Unit Global Security and Crisis Management,
Institute for the Protection and Security of the Citizen (IPSC), Joint Research Centre
(JRC)
"Overview of the JRC's Scientific Support to Disaster Risk Reduction"

 Mette Lindahl Olsson, Head of Natural Hazards and Critical Infrastructure section,
Risk & Vulnerability Reduction Department, Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency, MSB
"A national experience"

11.45-12.20 Q&A, open discussion
12.20-12.30 Concluding remarks by the co-chairs
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2. SUMMARY REPORT

On 20 January 2015 the European Parliament (EP) organised a workshop on the post-2015 Framework
for Action on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Brussels. The workshop was chaired by Linda McAvan,
Chair of the Committee on Development, who replaced the DEVE Committee’s Standing Rapporteur on
Humanitarian Aid, Enrique Guerrero Salom, and Elisabetta Gardini, Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Food Safety. The following speakers took part:  Paola Albrito, Head of Regional Office
for Europe, United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR); Claus Sørensen, Director-General
of DG ECHO, European Commission;  Bernard Manyena, Programme Director, Humanitarian and Conflict
Response Institute, University of Manchester; Emily Wilkinson, Research Fellow, Overseas Development
Institute (ODI); Tom de Groeve, Senior Scientist, Unit Global Security and Crisis Management, Institute for
the Protection and Security of the Citizen (IPSC), Joint Research Centre (JRC); and Mette Lindahl Olsson,
Head of Natural Hazards and Critical Infrastructure section, Risk & Vulnerability Reduction Department,
Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency, MSB. In the discussion following the presentations,
representatives from Oxfam, the Red Cross EU Office and the European Commission (DG DEVCO) made
comments and asked questions to the members of the panels.

Introductory remarks

Linda McAvan and Elisabetta Gardini opened the workshop by both underlining the importance of
this joint workshop organised by the Committees on Development (DEVE) and Environment, Public
Health and Food Safety (ENVI). The workshop aimed to provide a forum to discuss the main issues on
the post-2015 framework for disaster risk reduction with stakeholders. This in order for the DEVE and
ENVI Committees to formulate an opinion of the EP on the next steps to be taken for a follow-up to
the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 (HFA).

It was pointed out that while disaster relief, civil protection and resilience are extremely important
issues, the EU should try to prevent the disasters affecting the world wherever possible. The EU needs
to be in a position to react promptly and to do its outmost to mitigate the impact. It is thus vital to
invest in prevention, productive capacity and the ability to protect cultural heritage and
communities, from the huge economic threats that have affected the planet. According to the World
Bank, one dollar invested in prevention can save up to 7 dollars invested in humanitarian aid.
According to the OECD, only 0.7% of the disaster relief's expenditure is spent on prevention, therefore
there is a need to increase it. Moreover as mentioned before by others, including former
Commissioner for Development and Humanitarian Aid Kristalina Georgieva, a great number of
women are strongly committed to taking the issue of disaster management forward.

Panel I: Post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Current status and perspectives

Paola Albrito from UNISDR presented the milestones in the adoption and implementation of the HFA,
as well as the various challenges that HFA has met so far. Milestones such as the successful
development of guidelines and the implementation of the HFA Monitoring and Good Practices
Sharing have provided extremely meaningful information related to DRR. She also stressed that the
integration of DRR into sustainable development policies and planning has been of great importance.
The post-2015 framework for DRR needs to be conceived and recognised as a guiding tool for
supporting the successful implementation of the future sustainable development goals and climate
change agreement. The UNISDR measures have contributed to putting things into motion. By
collecting information at the local level, the UN has proved that there is a reduction of mortality due
to disasters in particular parts of the world, such as the Pacific and South-East Asia, mainly thanks to
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early warning. However, there has been an exponential increase in terms of the economic damages
related to disasters. Europe’s average damage loss is USD 13.4 billion. According to UN reports,
countries have been facing difficulties in addressing the HFA Priority Action 4 which aims at reducing
the underlying risk factors related to land use and planning, poverty or environmental degradation.
This Priority Action poses difficulties because it concerns the way people approach environmental
issues, the development of cities and the method the financial engagement is produced.

Disaster risk reduction (DRR) and prevention (DRP) are cost-effective investments for national and
local governments. Albrito added that the private sector has been a main contributor to risk
resilience, but it has not been engaged enough in the implementation of the HFA. Therefore ensuring
that all actors are truly invested in this agenda is extremely important. All evidence brought forward
and all consultations that have taken place over the two years since the adoption of the HFA should
contribute to the way the post-HFA will be shaped. She emphasized that action needs to be taken at
three different levels: (i) avoiding the creation of new risks, (ii) reducing the current risk, and (iii)
ensuring that there is appropriate resilience put in place so that the communities cannot only absorb
the losses, but are also able to continue with their work without stepping back because of what they
have lost.

As regards the current situation of the post-HFA negotiations, a number of key meetings to discuss
the new framework already took place: preparatory committees and open-ended negotiation
meetings aimed at putting together the key elements in terms of lessons learned from national
counterparts involved in DRR, private sector and all other stakeholders. During a meeting that took
place on 12-16 January 2015 in Geneva, agreement was reached on a number of issues in a draft
document. However, three aspects remained still to be addressed. Firstly the targets and indicators:
how to ensure that the targets are going to be measured and met, and that useful indicators are
developed? A second aspect to be tackled are the political declarations. The third aspect are the
governance issues related to differentiated responsibility which are currently being discussed.

The negotiations are most probably going to continue during the World Conference in Sendai. On
this conference, which will end on 18 March 2015, the post-HFA is to be adopted. It remains an
ongoing discussion how to ensure that DRR is not in a silo and that sustainable development does
not become just a line in a text. What the UN has been trying to do is to ensure that the sustainable
development considerations are very much part of the post-HFA.

Paola Albrito also pointed out the need to avoid different agendas on sustainable development and
DRR. Several DRR targets are already included in the sustainable development process.  She
concluded by saying that Europe has always been engaged at the level of national governments, as
well as on EU level. Counterparts at EU level have been the European Commission (DG ECHO on the
frontline, followed by other DGs that UNISDR has been collaborating with) and the European
Parliament. She added that the EU has been an example and that the EP has been extremely involved
through new legislation on, for instance, civil protection.

Claus Sørensen, Director-General of DG ECHO, European Commission, saluted the EP for its work which
has changed focus on how to deal with disasters, namely the importance of disaster prevention
alongside preparedness and response. The main action in disaster risk management remains at local
level; parliamentarians play a key role to promote this understanding by interacting with their
constituencies. He also touched upon the need for an exchange of information at global level about
how different disasters across the globe should be dealt with. The fact that the population is
increasing and at times settling in dangerous environments is a cause of concern. The growing
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integration and interconnectedness of sectors in modern global economies may also increase
exposure to risks and important economic impacts resulting from domino effects following a disaster
(e.g. the Japanese tsunami affecting a nuclear power plant and consequently breaking down the
electricity supply).

Mr Sørensen underlined that the EU works collaboratively with its member states on disaster risk
management, drawing on lessons learnt and good practice. The EU implements legislation at the
level of the Union in areas where added value can be seen. One of the topics is civil protection
legislation, the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. Amongst other deliverables for disaster risk
prevention, the Commission supports member states in developing their risk assessments and risk
management planning. Risk assessments are being mainstreamed across other EU policies, such as in
EU structural funds in which allocation of funds is conditional on member states carrying risk
assessments and an appropriate risk management plan. In addition, part of the structural funds has
been reserved for disaster risk capacity building. Concerning EU external policies, he mentioned that
the focus is on resilience building. This needs to be mainstreamed throughout all EU’s foreign policy
instruments, in particular the development and the humanitarian policy.

Claus Sørensen concluded that the HFA should be strong on indicators and action-oriented targets
(e.g. risk assessment and management plans at local or municipal level so that each government
commits to having these disaster risk reflections built into each of their sectoral policies). This could
eventually lead to the reduction of impact, of loss of human lives or economic loss. It is important that
DRR is mainstreamed in an ambitious way. With a view to the ongoing SDG process, the Commission
has favoured the approach not to include a stand-alone resilience target, but rather to integrate
resilience into all relevant areas.  As regards remaining issues linked to other international processes
in the Hyogo negotiations, Sørensen highlighted the issues of “common but differentiated
responsibilities” and financing.

Bernard Manyena, Programme Director, Humanitarian and Conflict Response Institute, University of
Manchester, emphasized that the HFA provides a solid basis on which the successor framework
should be built, although the HFA outcome also presents contradictions. While the mortality risk and
the number of people affected by disasters have decreased during the existence of the HFA, the
economic losses continued to rise over the same period. Much progress has been witnessed in DRR
research and scholarship since the 1970s, but disaster concepts are still fuzzy.

Manyena also recommended a set of five measures to be introduced to prevent any potential failure
of the post-HFA. First of all ensuring the post-HFA is specific on the integration of DRR, sustainable
development goals (SDGs) and climate change adaptation (CCA) into a single framework. The SDGs
should serve as overarching framework with DRR and CCA as constitutive elements. The second
measure proposed is a new definition of sustainable development that clearly incorporates DRR and
CCA so they can be clearly identified as SDGs elements. Thirdly, a statement should be included that
disaster risk is created endogenously rather than exogenously. Together with climate change, this
should be embedded in sustainable development frameworks. A fourth measure would be to
advocate for increased national and international DRR investment targets based on equity, and
supported by tools for tracking such investments.
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Discussion and Q&A on Panel I: Post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Current status and
perspectives

Following the conclusion of the first panel, Emily Wilkinson addressed a question to Claus Sørensen
on whether the inclusion of the climate change aspect in the HFA would be possible and what the EC
position is on that. Subsequently, Gustavo Domato, a representative of the Red Cross EU Office,
emphasized the need for an enhanced coordination between EU delegations and member states in
the post-HFA negotiations. Claus Sørensen replied that there is common position of the EU and that
excellent coordination with the member states can be observed. If an EP delegation will be going to
Sendai, there will be debriefings and it will be made sure that the EU speaks with a common voice.

Sørensen also argued that the Sendai Conference taking place in Japan from 14-18 March 2015 will
touch upon certain elements related to the climate issue .In the sustainable development
negotiations, the different goals are looked at to make sure that resilience aspects and disaster risk
reduction are found in the supporting text and within the specific goals. He indicated six goals that
are important: cities, poverty reduction, water, food security, infrastructure and climate. The financing
discussion is different in the climate negotiations from the Hyogo process. Hyogo is not about adding
on extra development finance, but rather mainstreaming the policy objectives to development
assistance.

Panel II: The EU and Disaster Risk Reduction: Best practices and possible improvements

Emily Wilkinson, Research Fellow, Overseas Development Institute (ODI), looked particularly at the
DIPECHO programme. She explained that under the new post-HFA for disaster risk reduction, EU
member states and the European Commission have the opportunity to take the lead in promoting
more effective partnerships to build resilience in developing countries. This can be done in four ways.
Firstly by financing a long-term disaster risk management (DRM) strategy. In other words: preparing
communities for unavoidable disasters should no longer be the role of external agencies, but rather
they should focus on working with local development processes to institutionalise DRM and build the
financial sustainability of risk reduction interventions. A second way is knowledge-sharing on
minimising future risk through building codes, zoning and controlling land markets, and combining
this with regular awareness-raising campaigns at the national level. The third option is to ensure
ongoing engagement with a particular set of stakeholders over a sustained period of time through a
series of regular workshops through which actors collectively develop actions to build resilience,
consider funding etcetera. A fourth way is through establishing better coordination with other
initiatives, ensuring complementarity and an integral approach to resilience building.

The presentation of Tom de Groeve, Senior Scientist, Unit Global Security and Crisis Management,
Institute for the Protection and Security of the Citizen (IPSC), Joint Research Centre (JRC), gave an overview
of the research activities on DRR and DR carried out by the European Commission’s JRC, and also
described the policy context. He addressed key issues of preparedness, forecasting, response and
innovation, and informed about the proposal to create an EC Disaster Risk Management Knowledge
Centre. JRC’s direct contributions to a post-2015 framework for DRR were threefold:  (i) target-setting
(i.e. through consultations in the EU Loss Data working group, or participation in UN-led technical
working group); (ii) participation in the UNISDR Science and Technology Advisory Group; and (iii)
implementation and monitoring.

Mette Lindahl Olsson, Head of Natural Hazards and Critical Infrastructure section, Risk & Vulnerability
Reduction Department, Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency, MSB, briefly described some of the activities
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of Sweden’s National Platform for DRR. These activities include (i) national studies of methodology for
gathering techniques for shallow waters in the Swedish coastal zone, lakes and streams; (ii)
coordinated and user-adapted geographical data for dealing with natural disasters; (iii) opportunities
to reduce risks to stability in ravines and slopes due to forestry and exploitation, and (iv) mapping of
quick clay and the risk of landslides. The HFA has helped the Swedish national platform to create a
common language to discuss DRR-related issues with other countries from all over the world. Lindahl
Olsson also touched upon the European Forum on DRR that was established in 2009. She described it
as a coordination mechanism on regional level, coordinating HFA focal points and national platforms,
with the EC, UNISDR and the Council of Europe (all of them members of the Forum), where
knowledge and ideas are exchanged on the work done on DRR-related issues.

The main outcomes from the last European Forum on DRR, which took place in Madrid in 2014, are
that it is essential to continue in the post-HFA to have national platforms or coordination mechanisms
that work together nationally, besides a designated HFA focal point that could be an entry point in
each country. There is a strong need for (i) a better understanding of the critical infrastructure and
society's vital functions; (ii) a better coordination and development of dissemination of knowledge
data and methods; (iii) together with making resources available; and (iv) increasing multi-level
collaboration and cooperation between EU member states. The added value of having a national
platform is that it consists of a non-political body that can influence political decisions and act as a
forum for many stakeholders. It also presents an arena for cooperation, which facilitates joint disaster
risk reduction project and activity planning as well as implementation. In this way it is easier to find
priorities and gaps together, implement results locally, nationally and internationally, along with
coordinating support at the local level.

Discussion and Q&A on Panel II: The EU and Disaster Risk Reduction: Best practices and
possible improvements

After the second panel, Valentina Evangelisti from Oxfam raised a question on the guidelines for
sharing loss data: how these are linked to the new HFA and what would be the commitments of EU
member states to share the data. Tom de Groeve answered that the work in this field has been done
at technical level by representatives of UNISDR, EU countries, as well as by other initiatives, such as
International Research for Disaster Reduction (IRDR), or insurance companies. The current approach is
to see to what extent learning is possible from what other countries are doing. The question is how
merging everything into a consistent set of technical guidelines would be feasible in the EU, in order
to share data at the global level, without changing national ways significantly.

At the end of the second round of oral presentations, Emily Wilkinson was asked by Jozias Blok, DG
DEVCO, the reason she had chosen to refer only to the work the EC is doing in the framework of the
Humanitarian Aid programme of DIPECHO, rather than including existing EC initiatives in the
development area. DG DEVCO is also implementing DRR-targeted projects and integrates DRR in
programmes, such as those related to climate change. Wilkinson answered that the point of looking
at DIPECHO in particular was because it is a dedicated programme to DRR, and that she wanted to
show to what extent the policy shifts and directions at the EU level had been translated into
programmatic change.

Mette Lindahl Olsson added that a framework fitting all countries is required, the HFA is not only
relevant for developing countries. More efforts need to be taken in the future especially in risk
reduction and in prevention, such as land-use planning, maintenance and infrastructure building.
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Borders are not fixed, which make exchanges between countries and stakeholders vital, as well as
exchanges at local level with other municipalities sharing the same type of risks.

Closing remarks

The co-chairs closed the debate reminding that the aim of the workshop had not been to give
definitions, but to share best practices in disaster management at all decision levels, as well as to
foster reflection on how the EU should become more resilient and closer to its citizens.

Elisabetta Gardini added that in the last parliamentary term, it has been realised that the EU is facing a
huge challenge and has to work much more closely with developing countries in order to help them
to develop in the right way. Within the EU, it is also necessary to work together to make further
progress on disaster prevention and civil protection. In addition, specifically in case of major potential
hazards, it is important to use international organisations and focus on best practices and information
and data sharing.  The topic could also be a major part of the EU strategy for sustainable
development. Ways need to be found to spend money effectively to ensure that all our territory is
resilient and is developed in the most sustainable way possible.

Elisabetta Gardini pointed out that we should also be looking beyond the borders of the EU to help
the people of other countries. The maximum level of support from the maximum number of people is
required. Effective EU action on this topic has the potential to raise popular support for the Union.
Gardini concluded that this presents a great opportunity for the EU to appeal to people within the EU.
By proving what it can do, the EU will get closer to its citizens.

3. BACKGROUND PAPERS

3.1 Briefings and notes

3.1.1 Workshop background note

The aim of the workshop is to provide a forum for discussion between MEPs and the representatives
of the Commission, the UN, academia and national organisations. In this way, the workshop
constitutes the contribution of the European Parliament to the discussions leading to the third United
Nations World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction, to take place in Sendai (Japan) in March 2015.
The workshop is jointly organised by the Committee on Development and the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety.

The context

The world is facing more frequent and more devastating natural and man-made disasters that trigger
loss of life and economic damage and contribute to vulnerability, destroyed livelihoods and a failure
to cope. However, there is evidence that investing in disaster preparedness, especially at the local
level, can help save lives, substantially reduce losses and facilitate reconstruction and rehabilitation.

Acknowledging the need for coordinated global efforts in disaster risk reduction, the UN designated
the 1990s the 'International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction'. In 1999, the UN General Assembly
adopted the International Strategy of Disaster Reduction (ISDR) to serve as the strategic framework
for international action in this area.
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The next milestone, the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015: 'Building the Resilience of
Nations and Communities to Disasters', was adopted by 168 UN Member States as the blueprint for
reducing global disaster risk. With the objective of building disaster resilience and making the world
safer from natural hazards, the HFA focused on five priorities:

 ensuring that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional
basis for implementation,

 improving the identification, assessment and monitoring of risk information and early warning,

 building a culture of safety and resilience at all levels,

 reducing the underlying risk factors in key sectors and,

 strengthening disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels.

While undeniable progress has been made in many of these areas, the gap between policy and
practice remains considerable. Response still takes precedence over prevention, preparedness and
mitigation.

The European Union's contribution

The European Union has developed a comprehensive and integrated approach to DRR, both within
the EU and in developing countries. The approach is set out in two key policy documents: the
European Consensus on Development (2005) and the European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid
(2007).

In February 2009 the Commission also adopted two communications: the 'EU Strategy for Supporting
Disaster Risk Reduction in Developing Countries' and the 'Community Approach on the Prevention of
Natural and Man-Made Disasters', which addressed disaster risk within the EU. These were
complemented in October 2012 by the communication on resilience.

Revamping its own organisation in 2010, the Commission brought together Civil Protection and
Humanitarian Aid under DG ECHO's responsibility in order to improve coordination and response
inside and outside the EU. Finally, the new Union Civil Protection Mechanism, which came into force
at the beginning of 2014, created a framework enabling EU Member States to better coordinate
preparation, prevention and planning, and to provide a more coordinated and rapid response to
European and global disasters.

The European Parliament contributed to discussions on DRR through its December 2013 resolution
on the 'EU approach to resilience and disaster risk reduction in developing countries: learning from
food security crises', which was based on a DEVE own-initiative report (rapporteur: Gay Mitchell).
Among other recommendations, the resolution called for better linking humanitarian and
development action to support resilience, especially in the most fragile contexts. Labelling DRR an
essential component of resilience, Parliament emphasised the need to improve DRR strategies at all
levels and recognised that a strong political commitment would be crucial for the effective
implementation of resilience and DRR strategies and activities.

In the EU's disaster risk management and resilience agenda, significant achievements can be
attributed to the Union's policies and financial support. As the EU advances towards the goal of a
coherent policy on disaster risk management, it has produced numerous deliverables, including:

http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/1037
http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/1037
http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/european_consensus_2005_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:025:0001:0012:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:025:0001:0012:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2009:0084:FIN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2009:0084:FIN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2009:0082:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2009:0082:FIN:EN:PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/policies/resilience/com_2012_586_resilience_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013D1313&from=EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2013-0578
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2013-0578
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2013-0578
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 preparing a cross-sectoral overview of risks in the EU, taking into account the future impact of
climate change and climate adaptation measures, including multi-hazard national risk
assessments;

 preparing guidance for disaster prevention based on good practices;

 working with Member States and international partners to collect and share data (an ongoing
effort);

 mainstreaming disaster risk management in different EU policies and financial instruments,
such as cohesion policy, transport and energy, research and innovation; and

 addressing cross-border impact through macro-regional projects and strategies, such as the
Baltic Sea strategy, Danube strategy and regional maritime strategies.

The EU has also contributed to international DRR efforts. ECHO allocated over 20 % of humanitarian
funding to DRR activities in 2013 and has mainstreamed DRR in more than half the projects it
supports. ECHO's dedicated disaster preparedness programme, DIPECHO, has run for nearly two
decades, helping vulnerable communities to become more resilient in particularly disaster-prone
regions around the world.

Towards a new post-Hyogo framework for action

As the HFA is drawing to its close, a post‐2015 framework for disaster risk reduction is being
negotiated on the basis of a wide consultation process facilitated by the UN Office for Disaster Risk
Reduction (UNISDR).

The new 'Post-Hyogo Framework for Action' (HFA2) is expected to be adopted at the 2015 conference
in Sendai. The Zero Draft of the Post-2015 Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction takes into
consideration the review of the HFA and regional and national experiences gained over a decade. The
goal set out in the Zero Draft is the 'prevention of disaster risk creation and the reduction of the
existing disaster risk through economic, social, cultural ad environmental measures which address
exposure and vulnerability, and thus strengthen resilience'. While each state maintains the primary
responsibility to reduce disaster risk, the text envisages a cooperative framework that involves all
levels – from the local to the global – and a great variety of stakeholders working on implementation
at these levels. The Zero Draft defines five main priorities – the pillars of the framework – which build
upon those defined by the HFA:

 understanding disaster risk;

 strengthening governance and institutions to manage disaster risk;

 investing in economic, social, cultural and environmental resilience;

 enhancing preparedness for effective response; and

 building back better during recovery and reconstruction in the aftermath of a disaster.

In order to contribute to discussions on the post-Hyogo framework, the Commission has adopted a
communication on 'The post 2015 Hyogo Framework for Action: Managing risks to achieve resilience'.
The text's recommendations include establishing a set of standards, guidelines and mechanisms
under the new framework. These are intended to bolster implementation and monitoring (peer
review) mechanisms; lead to a more open data policy; improve risk and crisis communication; and
enhance governance for disaster management at all levels and across all sectors.

http://www.wcdrr.org/preparatory/post2015
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/news/post_hyogo_managing_risks_en.pdf
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The Council's conclusions in June 2014 confirmed support for DRR efforts and the Commission's
approach towards an ambitious post-2015 framework that would address vulnerabilities and
promote smart, sustainable and inclusive growth.

The EU has clearly stated its goal of promoting poverty reduction and sustainable development
worldwide, and of making humanitarian aid more effective. The institution's commitment and
contribution to strengthening resilience and helping vulnerable communities – including through
DRR – have increased over the last decades. Based on experiences in DRR policy and strategy, and in
local community-based preparedness efforts, the EU has adhered to five principles in the negotiation
process.

 Firstly, the framework should improve accountability, transparency and governance, with
countries more effectively implementing the relevant policy frameworks.

 The HFA2 should deliver tangible results, and progress should be measured according to
commonly-agreed and action-oriented targets and indicators.

 Thirdly, DRR should become an essential component of sustainable and smart growth inside
and outside the EU, and it should boost that growth. This will require that the public and the
private sector develop and integrate DRR into their long-term strategies.

 Fourthly, vulnerabilities and needs must be addressed in a comprehensive manner, and the
new framework should focus on and support the local level and the most vulnerable segments
of society.

 Finally, as a number of major global discussions are scheduled to produce outcomes that will
define the next decade, the EU has pleaded for an HFA2 that is coherent with other
international frameworks, including those on climate change and sustainable development. For
its part, the EU is promoting DRR as an essential element of the climate and post-2015
development agendas.

The workshop seeks to facilitate discussion among various stakeholders. They will describe their
experiences with the HFA and their assessment of it at international, EU and Member State levels.
Participants will also offer their views of the ongoing negotiation process and the expected outcome
of the new DRR framework.

In an atmosphere of open discussion, participants are encouraged to explore the EU's role in
promoting DRR both within and outside its borders, and to examine how the Union could best
contribute to future efforts under the new framework.
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3.1.2 Dr. Bernard Manyena - Post-Hyogo framework for action: Considerations for enabling
communities bounce-forward

Abstract

The outcome of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) is characterised by
contradictions. While the mortality risk has reduced during the subsistence of the HFA,
the economic losses continued to rise over the same period. This paper argues that
unless conceptual flaws and policy, institutional and investment fragmentation are
addressed the post-HFA is most likely to repeat and reinforce the failures of its
predecessor. Underlying the contradictions is the resilience discourse, which needs
translation into policy and practice by clearly identifying the basic capacities that need
targeting, the guiding principles, and the nature of outcomes, including how these
should be measured. Unpacking resilience is not an end in itself. Rather, this should be
supported by a broad shift of emphasis towards the notion that risk is endogenously
rather than exogenously created. This recognition is likely to foster a shift from a
response to an embedded disaster risk reduction (DRR) framework that integrates DRR,
sustainable development and climate change adaptation into a single framework. In
many ways, although this shift is also likely to reduce ‘siloisation’ of DRR governance,
clear commitments to invest in DRR both from local and international financial
institutions should be based on equity and supported by tools for tracking and
accounting for such investments.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As a new global disaster policy is set for ratification by national governments in Sendai, Japan, in
March 2015, this provides an opportunity to reflect and build on the successes, as well as failures of its
predecessor, the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 (HFA). The HFA provides a solid basis on
which to build the successor framework, although its outcome is characterised by contradictions.
While there has been a decline in mortality risk and number of people affected by disasters during the
subsistence of the HFA, the economic losses continued to rise over the same period. This paper
demonstrates that the major challenges that the HFA faced, and should be addressed by the post-
HFA are related to conceptual blockages and fragmentation in DRR legal, institutional and investment
frameworks. While much progress has been witnessed in DRR research and scholarship since the
1970s, disaster concepts are still fuzzy, not least risk, vulnerability and resilience, which underpin the
HFA. Flawed or unclear conceptualisation of DRR has resulted in flawed legal, policy, institutional and
implementation frameworks. Consequently, although DRR has largely been recognised as multi-
disciplinary and multi-sectoral, which should be embedded in broad development frameworks, this
had not taken root under the HFA. Instead, the ‘siloisation’ of sectors has continued unabated, with
unclear and weak accounting for both national and international DRR investment. Moreover, the type
of resilience that the HFA focuses on was the bounce-back ability (BBA) that largely maintains the
status quo, instead of the bounce-forward ability (BFA) that would have transformed the status quo.
The latter would also create new opportunities for communities to go about their daily lives.
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For the post-HFA not to repeat and reinforce the failures of its predecessor, the following
recommendations should be considered in the final draft:

 Suggest a statement or phrase that will capture a pragmatic approach to resilience by clearly
identifying and streamlining the constitutive capacity elements of resilience that require
targeting such as anticipation, absorption, adaptation and transformation of the status quo
that cause disasters. These pragmatic approaches should be supported by principles
including flexible and long-term programming, bridging the development and humanitarian
divide (including conflict), ensuring community demand and ownership, polycentric
governance (by bringing diverse actors to leverage on expertise and resources),
responsibility, accountability and partnership.

 Include a phrase or statement that clearly treats disaster risk as endogenously rather
exogenously created which should, together with climate change, be embedded in
sustainable development frameworks.

 Ensure the post-HFA is specific on the integration of DRR, sustainable development goals
(SDGs) and climate change adaptation (CCA) into a single framework with the SDGs
framework being overarching while DRR and CCA become constitutive elements. In other
words, the post-HFA should be one of the strategies of attaining SDGs. Unlike the HFA which
created a separate DRR sector, embedding DRR in SDGs is likely to create incentives towards
DRR, as it will directly speak to health, education, absolute poverty reduction, social
protection and environmental sustainability which are fundamental to politics.

 Propose a new definition of sustainable development that clearly incorporates DRR and CCA
so they can be clearly identified as SDGs elements.

 Advocate for increased national and international DRR investment targets based on equity,
and supported by tools for tracking such investments.

1. INTRODUCTION

As a new global disaster policy is set for ratification by national governments in Sendai, Japan, in
March 2015, this provides an opportunity to reflect and build on the successes, as well as failures of its
predecessor, the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 (HFA). Ratified by 168 national
governments at the 2005 World Conference on Disaster Reduction (WCDR) in Kobe, Hyogo, Japan, the
HFA expected outcome was classed as ‘substantial reduction of disaster losses, in lives and in the
social, economic and environmental assets of communities and countries’ (UNISDR, 2005, p. 3). This
outcome would be achieved through the integration of disaster risk reduction and development
programmes, enhanced capacity of disaster institutions, and systematic incorporation of risk
reduction approaches into disaster preparedness, response and recovery programmes.

However, the outcome of the HFA is mixed, if not full of contradictions and fragmentations. While
disaster deaths and people affected by disasters have decreased, the economic costs continue to rise1

suggesting that the resources meant to enhance resilience and poverty reduction are being re-
channelled to reconstruction.  There is evidence from publications and self-assessment reports that

1 See CRED’s Annual Disaster Statistical Review 2013 file:///Users/Ben/Downloads/ADSR_2013.pdf
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shifting disaster risk reduction (DRR) from the reactive to the proactive mode since the ratification of
the HFA in 2005 has not yet taken root. This paper posits that unless some of the gaps of the HFA are
addressed, the outcome of the new framework is unlikely to enhance resilience; it will instead repeat,
as well as reinforce, failures of its predecessor. The gaps which need considerations by the successor
of the HFA can be categorised into two: addressing conceptual blockages, particularly the confusion
around the terms “resilience” and “risk”; and fragmentation of DRR, development and climate change
agendas, as well as the different legal, policy, institutional and investment frameworks.

2. ADDRESSING CONCEPTUAL BLOCKAGES

That disasters are caused by a complex interaction of hazards, vulnerability and resilience has
generally become an accepted viewpoint. This paradigm, which dates back to the 1970s, emerged
from the realisation that disasters resulted from Acts of Men and Women. In many ways, this was a
rejection of the response-oriented hazard paradigm, and the associated supernatural and
environmental determinism, where disaster causation was viewed as Acts of God or Acts of Nature
(Blaikie et al., 1994; Cuny, 1983; Middleton & O’Keefe, 1998; Wijkman & Timberlake, 1984). The
devastating impacts of earthquakes and hazards associated with climate change are, on face value,
natural, yet these impacts are often, and to a large degree, conditioned by the social arena, which
produces varying vulnerabilities. While the conceptualisation surrounding disaster causation sounds
straightforward, the ambiguity of the concepts, which also appear to underpin the HFA, and possibly
its successor, are a cause for concern. Of all the constructs, resilience and risk in particular warrant
reflection.

2.1 Resilience

Being a buzzword, resilience can be misleading. But we should be clear on the type of resilience the
post-HFA should enhance. The new framework should not focus on the bounce-back ability (BBA)
that will maintain the status quo, like its predecessor. Instead, it should enhance the bounce-forward
ability (BFA) that will transform the status quo and create new opportunities for communities to go
about their daily lives (Manyena, et al., 2011). This raises a fundamental question: what challenges has
the HFA faced in shifting from the bounce-back ability, or maintenance of the status quo, to the
bounce-forward ability, where opportunities are created to transform the status quo that could have
allowed the disaster to occur in the first place.

The concept of resilience was popularised by the HFA with the promise of enhancing the capacity of a
system, community, institution or society potentially exposed to hazards by resisting, absorbing,
adapting or transforming in order to reach and maintain an acceptable level of functioning and
structure (UNISDR, 2005). There has been a fierce debate on resilience, including its definition,
capacities, measurement, principles and outcomes. Several resilience frameworks have been
developed by donor agencies, UN agencies and international NGOs to inform their policies and
programmes.  Notwithstanding their differences in content, they appear to have commonalities such
as the context, the shocks and stresses, the capacity to be enhanced, the principles and the resilience
outcomes.

While the context, shocks and stresses do not seem to have much controversy as they builds on the
well-known sustainable livelihoods frameworks, it is not clear which ‘capacities’ should be central to
building resilience. Several ‘capacities’, which need unpacking, are apparent from the multitude of
definitions and also resilience frameworks developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), Department for International Development (DFID), United States Agency
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for International Development (USAID) and Technical Assistance to Non-Governmental Organisations
(TANGO). These include ‘preventive’, ‘anticipative’ ‘absorptive’, ‘adaptive’ and ‘transformative’
capacities to deal with  ‘exposure’ and ‘sensitivity’. What these terms mean, not least how they can be
measured, is hotly debatable. The widely cited TANGO framework might provide a good starting
point; it draws on livelihood models and makes a special focus on ‘adaptive’ capacity and, like the
DFID framework, conceptualises resilience as a dynamic process, which ultimately coalesce to put
households on positive or negative ‘pathways’.

While preventive, anticipative, absorptive and adaptive capacities can enhance community resilience,
these tend to support the maintenance of status quo. The Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP)
of Ethiopia, is a public works programme through which food-insecure people are employed in public
work for five days a month during the agricultural slack season (January to June). The wages from the
public works enables households to smooth consumption, prevent productive assets depletion and
overcome food shortages (Andersson et al., 2011). Although the PSNP has been hailed as a success in
enhancing ‘preventive’, ‘anticipative’ ‘absorptive’ and ‘adaptive’ capacities, mainly through protection
and creation communal and household assets, there is a downside to it. Not only does it rely on
external resources (e.g from EC, USAID, DFID, CIDA, SIDA, World Bank, Irish AID, Netherlands and WFP)
but also takes place within the established status quo and highly unlikely to alter the conditions that
create the vulnerability in the first place. However, in some instances, it is neither possible nor
desirable to persist or adapt. The 1972 Managua earthquake, Nicaragua, clearly precipitated and gave
rise to the delegitimation of the government and eventually led to civil war and the end of the
Somoza regime seven years later, in 1979 (Olson & Gawronski, 2003). Thus, transforming, if not
dismantling the underlying risk drivers, becomes the most plausible option. This may include regime
change where the local people, through their agency remove the status quo, that could have possibly
caused the disturbance in the first place. Transformation in many ways involves the capacity to
fundamentally create a new system when the existing system’s ecological, social, or economic
conditions become untenable or are undesirable (Nelson, 2007). The changes can be incremental,
drastic and sometimes violent allowing for critical analyses to deal with underlying causes of
vulnerability and instability.

The resilience outcome can take several forms, including ‘bounce forward’, ‘bounce back’, recover but
worse than before, experience transient collapse,  or experience a permanent dysfunction or
vulnerability. The bounce forward ability is more than just a slogan. It tends to be associated with the
ability of communities to undergo changes and move on after a disaster. The disaster provides a
window of opportunity to transform their socio-economic conditions. The community can also
‘bounce back’, or taking away pressure from immediate response without necessarily transforming
the pre-disaster situation by maintaining the structures that created the conditions for the disaster to
occur in the first place. In some circumstances, communities may recover but worse than before or
they may be in transient collapse. At worst, communities can descend into permanent dysfunction
with significant levels of vulnerability.

If the post-HFA will be underpinned by the resilience thinking, which appears to be highly likely, this
might require a framework that clearly streamlines not only the kinds of resilience capacities, and
associated outcomes but also the principles. Although most of the key principles have been captured
in the zero-draft, the following need consideration:

 Donor commitment to flexible, long-term programming of 3-5 years: This is likely to enable
predictability and flexibility, and address the chronic nature of the community’s poverty and
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vulnerability. The argument here is that building community resilience takes time and
investment.  Ad hoc 6-24 month interventions do not only deliver poor value for money but
can also disrupt local coping strategies and, at worst, undermine resilience.

 Ensuring ownership: Disaster risk reduction programmes should be ‘owned’ by local
communities particularly the most vulnerable members. Section 15 (e) of the zero draft makes
emphasis on participation and empowerment but ‘ownership’ is missing.

 Bridging development and humanitarian divide: Section 15 (j) of the zero draft is vague on
the connections between development and humanitarian response. There is need for a
principle, which clearly recognises the need to bridge development, and humanitarian that
should be underpinned by clear policy direction.

2.2 Risk

The zero draft of the post-HFA places increased emphasis on risk, rather than vulnerability reduction
and resilience capacity development. A simple word search for ‘risk’, ‘vulnerability’ and ‘resilience’
tells a story on the emphasis of the post-HFA. The term ‘risk’ is repeated 181 times compared with
vulnerability and resilience that have a frequency of 9 and 11 respectively. Consistent with these
frequencies, the goal of the zero draft is framed around reduction of existing and prevention of
creation of new risk through social, cultural, economic and environmental measures. Placing
emphasis on risk is both a strength and a weakness of the post-HFA, which can be traced back to the
conceptualisation of risk within the context of disasters.

The connections between disaster, vulnerability and resilience are commonly represented by a widely
accepted equation: risk = hazard x vulnerability/ resilience (Blaikie et al., 1994). Indeed, the
importance of the risk equation cannot be in any way diminished as it represents progress in the
social processes of disaster causation. However, as the risk equation posits risk as the subject of the
formula, and not vulnerability or resilience, the focus is shifted towards risk and, implicitly, the hazard
event and associated responses. Vulnerability and resilience, which are rooted in the structures, are
relegated to the second order while risk becomes of primary concern. Framing risk in this way
reinforces the widely ingrained but flawed notion that disaster risks are exogenously created rather
than endogenously created and therefore require response (Lavell & Maskrey, 2014). Thus, risks are
ranked, with extreme events ranked higher while everyday risks experienced by the majority of
populations, as well the underlying risk factors, which generate vulnerability and reduce resilience,
become of less concern. In this way, the central and fundamental concerns of disaster causation,
particularly structural oppression and violence, environmental and cultural destruction, chronic
poverty and destitution, marginalisation and dependence induced by conventional, large-scale
development interventions, become secondary concerns.

Nonetheless, credit should be given to the HFA for embracing the vulnerability and resilience
paradigm by recognising that disasters are socially constructed (see, Section A. “Challenges posed by
disasters”). The question is: has the HFA rhetoric shifted disaster policy and implementation from the
response-oriented hazard paradigm to the vulnerability and resilience paradigm? While countless
case studies emerging from the HFA implementation now exist, there is a tendency in those studies
to eventually focus on the hazard event rather than on vulnerability or resilience. Many publications
on disaster risk reduction, including the Mid-Term Review of the HFA (UNISDR, 2011) and the Global
Assessment Reports have provided evidence of “prevailing focus on emergency response rather than
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disaster risk reduction” (GAR, 2013, p 49) with “most of the funding is still going to response
preparedness type of activities” (GAR, 2013, p45). In their study of a sample of disaster legislations,
most of which were informed by the HFA, Manyena et al. (2013), conclude that the disaster
legislations appear to be skewed towards the response focus with less attention on the processes
that reduce vulnerability and enhance resilience.

Similar to its predecessor, the post-HFA zero draft embraces the vulnerability and resilience
paradigm. The proposed priority one, which focuses on understanding risk, although quite detailed,
might not make a significant difference in shifting from hazard response paradigm to the
vulnerability and resilience paradigm. Like its predecessor, the approach to understanding risk
appears to be biased towards conventional risk assessment, and by implication towards extreme
events. The current HFA took the conventional risk assessment approach based on historical data,
and on which preparedness and response were premised. This has undoubtedly been effective for
routine events such as drought in Africa, but ineffective for non-routine events such as the Ebola
outbreak in West Africa, the Haiti earthquake and the Japanese tsunami. With the impact of climate
change, non-routine events are likely to become common, which are likely to render conventional
risk assessment approaches less appropriate. This requires alternative approaches to risk assessments,
including community-based Vulnerability and Capacity Assessments (VCA), which tend to capture
everyday and prospective risks that confront communities and households. It is surprising that the
proposed framework is silent on VCAs yet there is so much knowledge that has been developed over
the years. As community-based VCAs tend to adopt participatory approaches, they can be more
appropriate than conventional risk assessments in enhancing resilience capacities, including
preventative, anticipative, absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities. The way the post-HFA
will deal with approaches to risk assessments will very much shape the shift from the hazard focus to
the resilience paradigm.

3. CREATE A SINGLE FRAMEWORK

Going by the zero draft, the post-HFA, like its predecessor, is likely to suffer from
“compartmentalisation”2, and fragmentation. With unclear connections with the sustainable
development goals (SDGs), as well as climate change adaptation compared with the zero draft, the
post-HFA might be worse than its predecessor. Considering that several publications, including self-
assessment reports by government point to the lack of integration of disaster risk reduction,
sustainable development and climate change adaptation, what will guarantee that this new
framework, which is unclear about these connections, will make any difference? These issues are
critical issues. The successor to the HFA will be measured by the extent to which it fosters integration
of these seemingly disparate constructs into a single framework.

3.1 Integration of disaster risk reduction and sustainable development

Since the 1970s disaster research and scholarship has provided compelling evidence that disasters
and development are opposite sides of the same coin, but also asserts that disasters are indicators of
unsolved development problems or failed development, which increases the vulnerability of people
to natural hazards. Similarly, flawed development processes can increase vulnerability to disasters
through creation and exposure to new risks, generated by public and private investment decisions.
Between 1956 and 1958, approximately 57,000 Tonga people were forcibly (re)moved by the
Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland to areas away from both sides of banks of the Zambezi river

2 See HFA Mid-Term Review
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what today is known as Zambia and Zimbabwe to pave the way for the construction of Kariba Dam
(Colson, 1971). In addition to loss of entitlements to fishing and hunting, the Tonga people were not
compensated for the losses of their homes, land and property. Moreover, with more than five
decades since the Kariba Dam construction, the great dam, which deprived the Tonga of their homes,
has negligibly benefited them; the electricity power generated from the dam serves areas outside the
Zambezi valley and not the Tonga, turning them into ‘development refugees’ (Weist, 1995) who
depend on humanitarian assistance on an annual basis. The major concern of the project was on
return to investment, based on conventional economic metrics such as cost-benefit analysis rather
than the associated risks that project would generate. Conceptualising disasters as development
problems shifts attention from viewing risk as exogenously created by supernatural forces to
endogenously generated by development processes, similar to the case of Kariba Dam. Indeed, the
HFA takes on board, at least in rhetoric, the importance of the disaster development connections.
Consequently, one of the goals of HFA was to ensure more effective integration of disaster risk
considerations into sustainable development policies, planning and programming at all levels.

In the exception of countries such as Indonesia, Mozambique and Malawi where DRR has been
integrated national development plans, the HFA Mid-Term Review raised concerns about the lack of
integration of disaster risk reduction into sustainable development policies and planning at national
and international levels (UNISDR, 2011). Of the five priorities of action, priority action four, which
focused on addressing underlying risks, recorded the least progress. But this was no surprise. From
the outset, the 2005 WCDR, where the HFA was adopted, ‘gave only lip service’ to the link between
MDGs and DRR and the outcomes generally emphasised hardware and ‘top down’ rather ‘software’
and ‘bottom up’ approaches (Wisner & Walker, 2005). The ‘lip service’ of the integration of disaster
and development was mostly visible through social protection schemes, in the form of risk retention
and transfer schemes, where relief resources were applied to development processes, for example, in
Ethiopia, Zimbabwe and Malawi. Lack of clear social protection policies, compounded by unclear
donor policies, on linking relief, rehabilitation and development, makes such programmes
unsustainable and likely to reinforce existing vulnerabilities.

On the same token, the zero draft of post-HFA ‘pays lip service’ to integrating disaster, development
and climate change adaptation, with more attention paid towards risk. The term ‘risk’ is repeated 181
times compared with sustainable development, which has a frequency of 10. Consistent with these
frequencies, the zero draft goal places emphasis on preventing creation of new risk and reducing
existing risk though social, cultural, economic and environmental measures. In many ways, the new
framework shifts further away from sustainable development and climate change adaptation than its
predecessor to make DRR a specialised risk sector. As already stated, emphasis on risk, by implication
is likely to remain focused towards response for mega and extreme hazards rather than the everyday
risks that confront people. If the DRR, sustainable development and climate change adaptation
frameworks are not clearly captured in the founding document, there is a high likelihood that the
post-HFA will fail even before its ratification. But this might also require a redefinition of sustainable
development that incorporates DRR and climate change adaptation as some of its key elements.

3.2 Policy and institutional incoherence

With the emphasis on risk, where National Disaster Management Organisations (NDMOs) are likely to
become specialised risk sectors, and limited integration of DRR, CCA and sustainable development
into a single framework, the post-HFA is likely to reinforce the policy and institutional incoherence
and fragmentation of the HFA.
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While undoubtedly the HFA made progress in mainstreaming the linkages between disaster and
development in legal, policy and strategic frameworks, for example in India, Philippines, South Africa
and Zambia, this has not filtered to sector policies. A regional study commissioned by the United
Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA) and United Nations International Strategic for
Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) found that of the 54 countries that were sampled, 44% had legal
frameworks that incorporated the integration of disaster and development (Cadribo, 2014).
Furthermore, although the new policies were consistent with the HFA goals and principles, Kishore
(2011) states there were relatively few examples where new DRR legislations, policies and action
plans were harmonized or synchronised with pre-existing frameworks in other sectors such as water
resources, agriculture, power and energy that had a direct bearing on how disaster risk is managed.
Government sector silos were reinforced by fragmented UN leadership of the three key communities
(sustainable development; disaster risk reduction; and climate change) where UNDP ‘owns’ the SDGs,
UNISDR ‘owns’ DRR, while UNFCC ‘owns’ climate change. While the HFA has been one the key UN
strategies since 2005, some UNDAFs (United Nations Development Assistance Frameworks), barely
mention DRR, although some agencies have taken measures to include DRR in their country
programme development.

The “siloisation” was also manifest in the separation of DRR, climate change and sustainable
development institutions. Notwithstanding that the DRR institutional structures, in the form of multi-
stakeholder platforms, steadily increased from 38 in 2007, to 45 in 2008, and 77 in 2014, they were
effective as sharing information platforms for coordinated response but not integrating DRR and
sustainable development or climate change. The fifth Africa DRR Regional Platform reports that 35
(65 %) of countries have National Platforms in Africa, with Ghana and Uganda cited as best practices
(Cadribo, 2014). This is a significant number. However, in both developed and developing countries
NDMOs, that provide secretariat to the DRR platforms were still placed either in the security or
emergency ministries or departments such as Civil Protection, Ministry of Interior Affairs (e.g. in
Nepal). Consequently, these NDMOs are security or emergency oriented rather than development
oriented. In the UK for example, the Local Resilience Forums are defined according to police
boundaries, and in most cases located in police headquarters. In Zimbabwe and South Africa, the
NDMO is one of the directorates in a ministry suggesting limited power and authority in effectively
mainstreaming and implementing DRR. Even where NDMOs are placed in the Office of the President
or Prime Minister, or Cabinet Office, they mainly serve the purpose of coordinated response rather
than for integrating development and climate change in DRR (Manyena et al., 2013). Moreover, the
DRR platforms tend to be attended by junior officials who do not necessarily make decisions.
Similarly, in the exception of extreme events such as the 2004 Tsunami, regional and sub-regional
platforms tend to be attended by NDMOs heads or deputies, instead of the responsible ministers for
the purpose of decision-making. In this way DRR becomes a temporary, and not one of the key result
areas of the sectors or governing political parties.

Nonetheless, some positive steps have been witnessed in the integration of DRR and climate change,
have witnessed some positive steps. Many publications and conferences have recognised the
commonalities of DRR and climate change adaptation since both deal with risk reduction resulting
from hazards, exposure and vulnerability. However, while the IPCC Report (2014) clearly recognises
the relationship between DRR and CCA, it tends to view DRR actions as complementary or add-on
rather than seen as an overarching framework with CCA as one of the constitutive elements. Similarly,
while the Incheon Declaration following the 2010 4th Asian Ministerial Conference on DRR, focused on
integrating DRR and CCA, these frameworks continue to operate independent of each other.
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3.3 DRR investment fragmentation

Investing in proactive DRR ex ante rather than in reactive DRR ex post measures should be one of the
major emphases of the post-HFA. Assuming that the post-HFA era will be characterised by both
standalone as well as embedded DRR programmes, clear national and international financial
commitments, based on equity, and tools for tracking investment will be a pre-requisite.

Lessons from the HFA demonstrate that although self-assessment reports show an increase from
38 %in 2011 to 52 % in 2013 of countries that systematically incorporated DRR into national and
sector-level public investment, it remains unclear how the investment was tracked given lack of
robust tools for tracking such investment (Gordon, 2013). Gordon (2013) further notes that
accounting for investment made in standalone DRR projects was much easier to determine than
embedded DRR projects in infrastructure and development sectors like transport, health, education
and agriculture. This is because standalone DRR programmes in most cases tend towards reactive
management of disasters as they are still considered as unpredictable exogenous events rather than
practicable endogenous shocks and stresses, that should be managed proactively. In India, of the 37
DRR schemes tracked in the 2011-12 budget these were not only implemented by 8 out of 75
ministries and departments of the Union government, but also focused overwhelmingly on disaster
response, recovery and reconstruction (Gordon, 2013). In a study to review DRR mainstreaming in
Southern African countries, findings show that although DRR legislations were clear on disaster
management funding these were generally skewed towards response while investing in DRR was left
at the discretion of sectors (UNECA, 2014). There are exceptions though. The DRR allocations
(excluding rehabilitation and reconstruction) by the Indonesian government has been increasing
significantly year on year with a total of USD 6.4 billion allocated for the period 2006-2012, which is
approximately 25 times greater than total international commitments to DRR in Indonesia in the 30
years from 1980 (Gordon, 2013).

Like national disaster financing, global disaster financing has not only been fragmented but also
concentrated on response with negligible allocation towards DRR. In a study entitled Financing
Disaster Risk Reduction: A 20 Year Story of International Aid, Kellet and Caravani (2013) state that, of the
USD 3 trillion aid financing during 1991-2010 period, only USD 13.5 billion, representing 0.4% was for
risk reduction measures before disasters strike, compared with USD 23.3 billion spent on
reconstruction and rehabilitation and $69.9 billion spent on response. Nonetheless, if the allocation of
little 0.4% DRR financing is guided by risk rating, such as the mortality risk index (MRI), the
assumption is that the countries with higher risk would receive higher proportions of funding than
those whose risks are rated lower. As Keller and Caravani (2013) further demonstrate, this is not
necessarily the case. While China, Indonesia, India, Colombia and Bangladesh have MRI score of 9, a
justification for being amongst top recipients, Ecuador which has an MRI score of 7, is the second
highest recipient per capita, and received 19 times more than Afghanistan (MRI 8), 100 times more
than Costa Rica (MRI 7) and 600 times more than the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) (MRI 7).
There are various reasons which have led to this state of affairs:

 There are few dedicated financing mechanisms for DRR with only the World Bank Global
Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery being focused on DRR.

 The nature of aid system which fragments financing into myriad of delivery routes and also
according to mandates and through a variety of actors, including those involved in DRR-
specific, humanitarian response and sustainable development (CDKN, 2013).
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 Also, where the economy is at high risk, the investment tends to be higher than where
populations are at high risk, suggesting that DRR investment also tend to favours the neo-
liberal agenda.

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As new global disaster policy is set for ratification by national governments in Sendai, Japan, in March
2015, this provides an opportunity to reflect and build on the successes, as well as failures of its
predecessor, the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015 (HFA). The HFA provides a solid basis on
which to build the successor framework, although its outcome is characterised by contradictions.
While the mortality risk and number of people affected by disasters has decreased during the
existence of the HFA, the economic losses continued to rise over the same period. This paper has
demonstrated that the major challenges which the HFA faced, which should be addressed by the
post-HFA are related to conceptual blockages and fragmentation in DRR legal, institutional and
investment frameworks. While much progress has been witnessed in DRR research and scholarship
since 1970s, disaster concepts are still fuzzy, not least risk, vulnerability and resilience, which underpin
the HFA. Flawed or unclear conceptualisation of DRR has resulted in flawed legal, policy, institutional
and implementation frameworks. Consequently, although DRR has largely been recognised as multi-
disciplinary and multi-sectoral, which should be embedded in broad development frameworks, this
had not taken root under the HFA. Instead, the ‘siloisation’ of sectors has continued unabated, with
unclear and weak accounting for both national and international DRR investment. Moreover, the type
of resilience the HFA focus on was the bounce-back ability (BBA) that largely maintain the status quo,
instead of the bounce-forward ability (BFA) that would have transformed the status quo and create
new opportunities for communities to go about their daily lives.

For the post-HFA not to repeat and reinforce the failures of its predecessor, the following
recommendations should be considered in the final draft:

 Ensure the post-HFA is specific on the integration of DRR, sustainable development goals
(SDGs) and climate change adaptation (CCA) into a single framework with the SDGs
framework being overarching while DRR and CCA become constitutive elements. In other
words, the post-HFA should be one of the strategies of attaining SDGs. Unlike the HFA which
created a separate DRR sector, embedding DRR in SDGs is likely to create incentives towards
DRR as it will directly speak to health, education, absolute poverty reduction, social
protection and environmental sustainability which are fundamental to politics.

 Propose a new definition of sustainable development that clearly incorporates DRR and CCA
so they can be clearly identified as SDGs elements.

 Suggest a statement or phrase that will capture a pragmatic approach to resilience by clearly
identifying and streamlining the constitutive capacity elements of resilience that require
targeting such as anticipation, absorption, adaptation and transformation of the status quo
that cause disasters. These pragmatic approaches should be supported by principles
including flexible and long-term programming, bridging the development and humanitarian
divide (including conflict), ensuring community demand and ownership, polycentric
governance (by bringing diverse actors to leverage on expertise and resources),
responsibility, accountability and partnership.
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 Include a phrase or statement that clearly treats disaster risk as endogenously rather
exogenously created which should, together with climate change, be embedded in
sustainable development frameworks.

 Advocate for increased national and international DRR investment targets based on equity,
and supported by tools for tracking such investments.
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3.1.3 Emily Wilkinson - The EU's contribution so far and what can be improved in the context of
the Post-Hyogo Framework for Action

Abstract

The European Union has played a leading role in developing comprehensive strategies
and tools for disaster risk management within the EU and through its support to
developing countries. Joined up approaches to improving risk assessment, financing and
regional strategies have been particularly strong within the EU, while humanitarian
support has benefited from cooperation on disaster response through the EU Civil
Protection Mechanism and a specialised DG ECHO programme to improve preparedness
at community level, DIPECHO. Disaster risk management policy and its role within a
resilience agenda have been well articulated and advanced in EU policies and
Communications, but more needs to be done to implement these strategies through
existing programmes and mechanisms.

Minimising risk creation through, for example, development and land-use planning, as
well as strategies for reducing existing risks across scales and sectors, are at the heart of
disaster and climate resilience. Much more needs to be done through partnerships and
local innovations to control and reduce risk, as part of an overall strategy to build
resilience to disasters and climate extremes. It is here that European Commission though
specialised programmes like DIPECHO and via the EU Civil Protection Mechanism, has a
clear role to play in the coming years under a new global agreement on disaster risk
reduction.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This briefing examines the role of the European Union and in particular, the role of the European
Commission, Department of Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (DG-ECHO), in managing disaster
risk in developing countries and highlights areas for future work under a new post-2015 agreement
on disaster risk reduction (DRR). EU policies and communications highlight the need to address the
causes of risk and embed DRR in development practice - principles that have been incorporated into
the draft text of the post-2015 agreement – but analysis of ECHO’s flagship disaster preparedness
programme, DIPECHO, suggests that a more coherent strategy is needed in order to achieve this.

Key to developing a comprehensive DRM strategy is the importance of untangling and articulating
the various different dimensions of DRM. Managing disaster risk will require action to reduce existing
risk, to minimise the creation of risk in the future and manage residual risk, through preparedness and
risk transfer activities. To-date, ECHO’s work has been particularly strong in managing residual risk.
This work should certainly continue but needs to be linked to more ‘upstream’ measures and these
may require working with a new set of partners.

EU member states have considerable experience with risk reduction and risk avoidance and the EU,
through ECHO, has an important role to play in disseminating and sharing lessons from these efforts.
For recent EU policies on DRM, including important developments in resilience thinking, to take root,
programmes will need to focus on building financial sustainability into DRM interventions. A long-
term DRM strategy will have financial implications and the EU will have to work closely with
governments, private sector actors and other donors to develop and implement that strategy.
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1. INTRODUCTION: DISASTER RESILIENCE FOR A NEW ERA

Disaster risk reduction under the Hyogo Framework for Action was divided into five pillars or themes,
which created ‘silos’ when implemented at different scales. This was not the intention. Progress on
implementing the HFA was therefore uneven, with significant steps being taken to prepare for
disasters in many countries (Priority Area 5), and hence notable advances in reducing loss of life; but
very little progress was made on reducing underlying risk (Priority Area 4) and hence losses have
continued to rise (Lavell and Maskrey, 2013). Arguably, the focus of the HFA on reducing existing risk,
even if it were successful, would not be enough as disaster risks are continually created by processes
of urbanisation, migration, environmental degradation and climate change, amongst others.

Efforts to build resilience to disasters in the future will need to concentrate on the interlinked nature
of disaster risk management (DRM). DRM refers to “the systematic process of using administrative
directives, organizations, and operational skills and capacities to implement strategies, policies and
improved coping capacities in order to lessen the adverse impacts of hazards and the possibility of
disaster”.3 Risk reduction is only one of three components of DRM, which includes: a) managing
residual risk (emergency preparedness and response); b) reducing existing risk (also referred to as
corrective or compensatory risk management) and c) minimising risk creation (prospective risk
management).

These three component parts collectively provide a conceptual and organising framework for
managing disaster risk in programmes, investments and private decision-making spheres in the
context of sustainable development. Each component, working together, will strengthen disaster
resilience for sustainable development (Lovell, Mitchell and Peters, 2014):

(a) Managing residual risk

A certain level of disaster risk will always remain. The residue must be adequately managed, through
preparedness for effective response and relief, financial protection at all levels, and coping
mechanisms including social protection. Risk reduction must complement recovery and
reconstruction efforts.

(b) Reducing existing risk

Building on a strengthened institutional environment for risk reduction, dedicated and deliberate
attempts must be made to reduce existing risk, through and across all sectors, through both
structural and non-structural methods.

(c) Minimising risk creation

DRR must be integrated into all development decisions, programming and practice, with climate
change as an active component. Central to this is the building of the institutional and enabling
environment for risk-sensitive practices, and the involvement of all stakeholders.

These three components will and should be addressed differently by a diversity of actors. Traditional
civil defence and humanitarian agencies clearly have an ongoing role to play in managing residual
risk, as do insurance companies. Risks cannot always be eliminated and may in fact be desirable
(taking risk is an essential part of development and growth in the private sector), but these risks need
to be well understood by all actors and ‘managed’ through preparedness planning and risk transfer.

3 http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/terminology
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2. EU APPROACHES TO BUILDING RESILIENCE

2.1 EU communications and policies on DRM

The European Union has developed a comprehensive set of policies to addressing DRM, both
within the EU and in developing countries. The approach is set out in two key policy documents:
the European Consensus on Development (2005) and the European Consensus on Humanitarian
Aid (2007). In 2009, the Commission adopted the Communication “EU Strategy for Supporting
Disaster Risk Reduction in Developing Countries” (European Commission, 2009a), alongside the
Communication on a “Community Approach on the Prevention of Natural and Man-Made
Disasters” addressing disaster risk within the EU (European Commission, 2009b).

The EU Strategy for Supporting Disaster Risk Reduction in Developing Countries (European
Commission, 2009) seeks to support the 2005 Hyogo Framework for Action and achieve the
Millennium Development Goals through development cooperation and humanitarian aid. It aims
at ensuring that EU Member States work more closely and more effectively together when
supporting developing countries in DRR. The Strategy includes three priorities:

(i) strengthening of political dialogue with developing countries;

(ii) integration of disaster risk reduction into both EU and developing countries' policy and action,
including EU support for national risk reduction investments;

(iii) development of regional plans, starting with one for the Caribbean: such action plans would
include for example support for awareness-raising campaigns (European Commission, 2009a).

The EU realised that to be effective in reducing disaster risk, action was needed to harmonise DRR
and adaptation objectives, support integrated programmes that address multiple issues
identified as compound risk factors (e.g. DRR / climate adaptation / food security) and explore
how innovative funding can be mobilised for the benefit of both DRR and adaptation.

In addition to these policies and strategies, the EU has developed its own approach to building
resilience, outlined in the Communication 'The EU Approach to Resilience - Learning from Food
Security Crises' (European Commission, 2012a). This document underlines that increasing
resilience is a central aim of European Union's external assistance and calls for stronger links
between humanitarian and development action to support resilience, especially in fragile
contexts. DRR is considered an essential component of resilience, and the need for improved DRR
strategies at all levels recognised, as well as strong political commitment. As one of ten steps in
increasing resilience in food insecure and disaster prone countries, the European Commission
suggests that EU-funded programmes will seek to address current and future risk by embedding
DRM activities in development practice (European Commission, 2012a):

• EU-funded programmes will be based on a common operational assessment prepared by
humanitarian and development actors, covering medium to long-term interventions

• The focus will be on addressing the underlying causes of crises



Policy Department DG External Policies

30

• The EU will work closely with partner countries to establish capacities to elaborate and
implement strategies and DRM plans at national and regional level

2.2 EU internal activities, coordination and advocacy roles

Building disaster resilience within the EU

The EU supports DRM within the EU as an integral part of humanitarian action and civil protection
strategies. It does so by mainstreaming disaster risk management in different EU policies and financial
instruments; providing guidance (e.g. on risk assessments); through peer reviews (in which EU
Member States can assess each other’s’ DRM strategies); research; innovative solutions for financing
DRM (including the use of insurance as a tool to promote risk awareness, prevention and mitigation;
through cohesion funds for DRM at a larger scale); and by addressing cross-border impact through
macro-regional projects and strategies, such as the Baltic Sea strategy, Danube strategy and regional
maritime strategies.

The EU also contributes to DRM in candidate countries, potential candidates, and other neighbouring
countries (e.g. Western Balkans, Mediterranean and Eastern Partnership countries) with support from
the pre-accession (IPA) and neighbourhood funds.

Improving coordination

Coordinated efforts between member states through the EU offer a number of advantages for DRM,
including a more efficient and effective response to disasters and the pooling of resources of different
Member States. In 2014, a new Union Civil Protection Mechanism was created to better coordinate
preparation, prevention and planning, and to provide a more coordinated and rapid response to
European and global disasters. The EU Civil Protection Mechanism launched in 2001 has coordinated
assistance from participating states and has responded to more than 180 calls for assistance when the
scale of an emergency overwhelmed national response capabilities. The European Commission has
supported these efforts, in areas where a common European approach is more effective than
separate national approaches. Revised legislation that came into force in 2014 creates a European
Emergency Response Capacity, moving from previous ad hoc arrangements to a more predictable
and reliable system that allows for better planning and coordination (European Commission, 2014b).

Contributing to the post-2015 agreement

In order to contribute to discussions on the successor framework to the HFA, the Commission
adopted a communication on 'The post 2015 Hyogo Framework for Action: Managing risks to achieve
resilience'. The EU recommends establishing a set of standards, guidelines and mechanisms under the
new framework to: bolster implementation and monitoring (peer review) mechanisms; lead to a more
open data policy; improve risk and crisis communication; and enhance governance for disaster
management at all levels and across all sectors. The EU has joined a number of NGOs and
governments in calling for an agreement that is coherent with other international frameworks,
including those on climate change and sustainable development.

2.3 EU activities in developing countries

The EU Strategy supports disaster risk reduction through development cooperation and through
humanitarian aid. It promotes an integrated approach to DRM with prevention, mitigation and
preparedness as given equal priority as well as response. In developing countries, the EU supports the
following strategic objectives  (European Commission, 2009a):
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• Integrating DRR considerations into development policies and plans;

• Reducing disaster risk more effectively, through targeted action on disaster prevention,
mitigation and preparedness;

• Incorporating DRR considerations more effectively into EU development and humanitarian
aid policies.

The 'Action Plan for Resilience in Crisis Prone Countries 2013-2020' operationalizes the
Communication and sets the ways forward for a more effective EU collaborative action on building
resilience, bringing together humanitarian action, long-term development cooperation and on-going
political engagement.

This EU approach adds value to the already existing EU commitments to risk management and
resilience, by ensuring that different sectors complement and work better together towards the
shared goals of reducing poverty and humanitarian needs. Resilience will be factored into all EU
development and humanitarian assistance.

The European Commission's Humanitarian Aid department (DG ECHO) was set up in 1992 to provide
rapid and effective support to the victims of crises outside the European Union. Recognising the
importance of pre-emptive measures, DG ECHO launched its disaster preparedness programme,
DIPECHO, in 1996.

DIPECHO targets vulnerable communities living in the six most disaster-prone regions of the world:
South-East Asia, Central Asia, South Africa, the Andean Community, Latin America and the Caribbean.
The objective is to reduce the impact of natural disasters by strengthening local physical and human
resources in high risk areas. The programme demonstrates through pilot activities that simple
inexpensive preparatory measures, particularly those implemented by communities themselves, can
be effective in limiting damage and saving lives and livelihoods at community level. In parallel, it
raises awareness among decision makers for the need to integrate disaster risk reduction into longer
term development policies. Typically, DIPECHO-funded projects cover training, capacity-building,
awareness-raising, early-warning, and planning and forecasting measures, with the funds being
channelled through aid agencies and NGOs working in the regions concerned.

By the end of 2012, through the programme, more than EUR 225 million had been invested and 750
projects implemented (Cristóbal Alcarraz and Sáenz Beltrán, 2014). The indicative annual budget of
DIPECHO is  EUR 36.7 million.

3. DRR PROGRAMMES IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

3.1 DEPECHO experience in managing residual risk

Managing residual risk includes providing forecasts and improving early warning systems, raising
awareness, preparedness planning and evacuations, as well as emergency response activities. It is in
this sphere that the DIPECHO programme has been most successful. DIPECHO helps communities
and local disaster response teams to be better prepared to face disasters by identifying risks and
taking simple and inexpensive measures to minimise them. These include strengthening emergency
response capacities, improving infrastructure (with particular attention to building safety during a
disaster and the use of shelters), and conducting awareness-raising campaigns.
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There is clear evidence from evaluations of DIPECHO that projects have had a positive impact on
communities: evacuation sites have provided safe shelter during hurricanes, cyclone resistant
housing have protected populations, early warning systems have triggered evacuations and trained
intervention teams have provided rapid relief (DG ECHO, 2013). DIPECHO activities have also
developed important partnerships between state and non-state actors. However, good practices
have not always been institutionalised and better preparedness has only tackled the symptoms of
disaster, not the cause.

In 2009, the DIPECHO programme began to undergo a series of changes in line with the EU Strategy
for Supporting Disaster Risk Reduction in Developing Countries (2009), including moving from a
‘preparedness and response’ approach to a ‘disaster risk reduction’ approach (Cristóbal Alcarraz and
Sáenz Beltrán, 2014), using the HFA as a reference. ECHO recognised that it would have to evolve to
meet new challenges, including climate change, and be more effective in reducing disaster risk. Its
work has moved beyond managing residual risk to reducing existing risk, through the introduction of
a series of changes including integrating DRR into development cooperation, humanitarian response
and recovery efforts, making full use of best integration practice and tools developed by the
Commission and individual Member States, including those for the environment and climate change
and civil protection authorities.

There are already some examples of this new approach being adopted (see below), but more work
needs to be done to promote risk reduction and minimise future risk through development practice.
Some examples and achievements of DIPECHO programmes in Latin America and the Caribbean
(LAC) are outlined below.

3.2 Beyond preparedness - building disaster resilience into development

A number of member states recognise the need to adopt a more integrated approach to dealing with
disasters and the complex social-ecological systems that create them. This is highlighted in their
support to ‘resilience’ as a concept and set of principles to guide programming. Resilience thinking, as
laid out in the Department for International Development (DFID) approach paper Defining Disaster
Resilience (DFID, 2011) and in The EU Approach to Resilience - Learning from Food Security Crises
(European Commission, 2012a) has influenced DRM and development strategies around the globe.

A number of DIPECHO initiatives have sought to join up work on Climate Change Adaptation (CCA),
DRR and long-term development or could easily be adapted to do so:

Building on work with sectors

DRR work in the education sector, for example, has been included in all Action Plans since 2003.
Integrating DRR in school curricula in Ecuador, Chile, Argentina and St Lucia are examples of good
practice in reducing current risks and avoiding future risk associated with climate change, by building
the awareness of future generations about hazards, their potential impacts and actions that can be
taken to reduce these. This and the work on institutionalisation of the Safe Hospitals approach have
raised awareness and transparency around standards in equipment and response plans.

These programmes have also looked at more upstream measures such as the quality of public
infrastructure in some cases, assessing building safety. Nonetheless, much more needs to be done to
ensure that all public buildings are assessed and new constructions meet minimum standards. This
will require working closely with sectoral agencies and local governments in their investment and
development planning and providing guidance and monitoring on construction techniques. New
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buildings should also be designed to make them climate compatible – so that structures not only
resist hazards but are also environmentally friendly.

One interesting initiative to build livelihood resilience in El Salvador has helped strengthen alliances
between an agricultural union and the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock. Through the exchange
of information on the protection and recovery of livelihoods of people affected by disaster, resilience
in the face of future disasters is being built. This work should be replicated elsewhere and needs to be
embraced within a comprehensive DRM policy so that these experiences do not remain isolated in
particular countries or regions.

Beyond civil protection training

DIPECHO has extensive experience working with civil protection/ civil defence authorities to support
capacity development, including on issues of childhood and adolescence, gender approaches and
working with ethnic and other vulnerable groups. This experience and tools could also be used in
work with other areas of the public sector and with development planners. In particular, a training
programme focussed on newly appointed local government officials would help improve
institutional memory on DRM.

Vulnerability measurement into practice

Work at community level to measure vulnerability is extremely important. An indicator matrix of
preparedness at municipal level in Central America helps to identify particularly vulnerable groups in
need of help to prepare and evacuate before an event. However, more can be done with this
information if it is appropriately interpreted and disseminated to government authorities working on
different social issues, to assist local development planning, and critically, reduce existing risk and
minimise the creation of future risk. Local land use planning, environmental impact assessments and
infrastructure development programmes all provide opportunities for integrating information on
vulnerability/ risk and should be used more effectively to promote DRM.

3.3 An assessment of DIPECHO progress

The DIPECHO programme is unique in that it works with a range of partners with strong ties to local
communities and experience in DRM to help strengthen risk assessments and preparedness plans at
scale. DIPECHO’s strengths lie in its systematic approach based on the principles of demonstration,
sustainability and replication. The programme has been at the forefront of creating “multi-
stakeholder communities of practice” in all regions. Notwithstanding these successes, there is scope
to improve results.

Scaling up

Most evaluations indicate that in instances where there have been positive local results, impact
beyond the commune and village level has yet to be achieved and will only happen when pilot
initiatives have been replicated elsewhere. An evaluation of DG ECHO work in the Horn of Africa,
Central Asia and the South Caucuses (2014), for example, concluded that “the replication and scaling
up of community projects is not as extensive as it could be; the linkages between DRR and
development planning and programming have not been fully established in most countries; and the
sustainability of outputs and outcomes beyond ECHO funding cycles continues to be an issue”
(Wilkinson et al, 2014). According to a recent report by DG ECHO, DIPECHO projects have great scope
for replication (by ECHO elsewhere and by others) but first, DIPECHO needs to collate and present
evidence that a methodology or approach works (DG ECHO, 2013).
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Scaling up successful community initiatives will also require further engagement with governance
systems at sub-national and national levels. In an evaluation of the DIPECHO programme in southern
Africa and the Indian Ocean, the final report noted that: “DG ECHO strength is at community level.
Strengthening the national DRM system is however essential in light of the objectives to have a solid
and sustainable impact at national level (strategy and amount of funding). While in all countries
visited, the projects addressed the needs of local institutions or committees (except in Malawi),
intermediate level (districts or regions) are not targeted” (De Ville de Goyet et al, 2011). Furthermore,
one of the recommendations points to the need for DIPECHO action plan(s) to include a broader
range of DRR activities that build resilience through, for example, “livelihood interventions that help
households meet their food needs, such as non-agricultural income generating activities, markets
etc.”

Integrating DRM in development

Despite some effort to link DIPECHO programmes to development activities, especially in the field,
there “remains a disconnect between DIPECHO efforts and EU Delegations on DRR”. Country
programming documents do not adequately address what will happen when programmes have
ended, particularly action to ensure that development programming is risk informed. By
strengthening these links, DIPECHO could contribute to replication and scaling up (DG ECHO, 2013).
An evaluation of DIPECHO programmes in Central America (Lavell et al, 2008) found that where the
Action Plans had been more closely linked with longer term development programmes, they were
more effective. These findings reflect results of a study on the use of risk information in decision-
making (see Wilkinson and Brenes, 2014). The study notes that risk assessments suffer from many of
the same obstacles to uptake that disaster risk management and climate change adaptation agendas
face in their implementation: lack of political salience and a separation from broader development
concerns. Risk assessments and DRM activities need to become part of a more holistic consideration
of development needs, taking into account the benefits of locating people, infrastructure and
livelihoods in hazardous areas as well as calculations of potential losses.

Developing a comprehensive DRM strategy

Issues of scaling up and integrating DRM activities in development practice are bound up in the
broader need for a coherent DRM strategy that plans and links activities across the three dimensions
of DRM: preparedness, risk reduction and minimising risk creation. For DIPECHO to rise to the
challenge of delivering projects across DRM dimensions, it needs to develop a comprehensive
strategy, to be used as the basis for programming (Lavell et al, 2008). An evaluation of DG ECHO
training on DRR (Lambert et al, 2012) also noted that: “… although there has been considerable
development in knowledge on this topic within DG ECHO, as indicated in a recent internal issues
paper4 there is now a need to set this knowledge within a clear policy framework and then put it into
practice.”

DIPECHO has nearly 20 years of experience working with communities, delivering effective
preparedness projects and building local partnerships. Furthering this work should continue to be a
pillar of the DRM strategy; but to address compound risk factors (European Commission, 2009) and
build resilience by embedding DRM in development practice (European Commission, 2012a),
DIPECHO needs to move more effectively into risk reduction and risk avoidance activities. This can be

4 DRR Issues Paper, Brussels Dec 2011 (Internal)
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most effectively done through a comprehensive DRM strategy detailing partners and activities across
the three dimensions of DRM.

4. ADDING VALUE UNDER THE POST-2015 DRR FRAMEWORK

Under the new framework for disaster risk reduction, EU member states and the EC have an
opportunity to take the lead in promoting more effective partnerships to build resilience in
developing countries.

4.1 Financing a long-term DRM strategy

Building resilience involves a set of articulated measures that address the causes of disaster. Hence
any effective DRM strategy will have to recognise and tackle these – including those that allow risk to
persist and new risks to be built. Preparing communities for unavoidable disasters should no longer
be the role of external agencies, but rather they should focus on working with local development
processes to institutionalise DRM and build the financial sustainability of risk reduction interventions.
The EC, through ECHO, will need to develop a long-term DRM strategy that focusses on reducing risk
over a given time period and the financial implications of this strategy – both for the EC itself and for
partners. This implies working closely with governments, private sector actors, including insurance
companies, and other donors (including EU Member States) to implement a DRM strategy, with each
taking responsibility for financing sections of the strategy, according to their means and interests.

4.2 Knowledge-sharing on minimising future risk

EU Member states have a wealth of experience on minimising future risk through building codes,
zoning, controlling land markets, and combining this with regular awareness-raising campaigns at
the national level. Beyond peer reviews of progress on DRM (completed in the United Kingdom in
2012 and in Finland in 2013) and research activities, there is no regular method for knowledge
sharing across the EU on risk avoidance issues in the way that there is for disaster response through
the EU Civil Protection Mechanism. Opportunities should be sought for enhanced knowledge -and
technology- exchange fora on these issues. Adaptation and low-cost alternatives will need to be
sought and these innovative approaches should be highlighted and show-cased through knowledge
exchange events and competitions.

More generally, there are huge opportunities for knowledge sharing and learning on DRM and
resilience-building measures between EU states and with developing countries. The EC could play a
key role in promoting knowledge exchange (including south-south learning) on innovative low-cost
approaches to reducing existing risk and minimising risk creation.

4.3 Ensuring ongoing engagement

Wherever possible, one-off or stand-alone projects should be avoided. Money is wasted when
projects are implemented with no plan for follow-up or on-going capacity building. Greater resources
are needed for training and refresher courses for government personnel on DRR issues across sectors
as high staff turnover often results in lessons being forgotten. This could become a key feature of all
DIPECHO programmes: that they engage with a particular set of stakeholders over a sustained period
of time through a series of regular workshops through which actors collectively develop actions to
build resilience, consider funding etc., with DIPECHO support/facilitation and training.
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4.4 Better coordination with other initiatives

Complementarity and an integral approach to building resilience are critical. DIPECHO and all other
EU-led DRM programmes should be fully cognizant of other activities taking place in a given territory
before planning takes place. The new era of DRM will have partnership at its core and it is important
that global actors like the EU work closely with UN agencies, multi-laterals, NGOs and private sector
actors to find solutions to the problems caused by climate extremes and disasters. It is therefore
recommended that all EU-led DRM initiatives are not only based on a risk assessment but also a
disaster risk governance assessment. Understanding the range of actors involved in DRM, including
those blocking progress on reducing risk and minimising future risk, is a necessary first step in
developing a DRM strategy and will help the EU to determine how it can add value to existing actions.
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3.2 Power point presentations

3.2.1 Paola Albrito - Post-Hyogo for Disaster Risk Reduction - Towards a sustainable future



Policy Department DG External Policies

38



Towards a post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Strengthening disaster resilience for sustainable development

39



Policy Department DG External Policies

40



Towards a post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Strengthening disaster resilience for sustainable development

41



Policy Department DG External Policies

42



Towards a post-Hyogo Framework for Action: Strengthening disaster resilience for sustainable development

43



Policy Department DG External Policies

44

3.2.2 Tom de Groeve - Scientific Support to Disaster Risk Reduction
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3.2.3 Mette Lindahl - Olsson - A national experience - Sweden's HFA work and National Platform
for DRR
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