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Objectives of Toolbox

« Bridging the distance between Sendai
Framework and projects at community
level

* Providing guidance, needs to be adapted
to context

- Enhance the exchange, common
understanding and pooling of efforts
among NGOs

« Enhance benchmarking among different
NGOs



Feedback on completeness, usefulness and relevance

Completeness:
 Indicators do cover area of work of organisation; even go
beyond, complex
Missing:
 Access to renewable energy
« Educational aspects (DRR in curriculum)
« Link livelihood — DRR
* Urban context
Usefulness:
* For desk officers, country staff and partner organizations
« Mainly Programme Officers, advisors; partner organisations
would need instruction first
 DRR Mainstreaming trainings
 Indicators need to be translated by each NGO to project
context/ size/ Volume
Relevance:
« Linking toolbox to overarching framework makes sense, but
not a priority
* High, due to on-going process within organization



Feedback on indicators - Levels of objectives
of toolbox:

 Impact level: Increased resilience (reduced poverty and link
to SDGs)

 Outcome level: reduced losses and damages

* Output level (27):
1) Avoid the creation of unacceptable risk (risk
prevention) (9)
2) Reduce existing risk (risk reduction) (11)
3) Share and bear not transferable remaining risk (7)



Feedback on indicators

Organisation 1) Risk Prevention (1-2) 2) Risk Reduction (2-4) Share/ bear non-
transferable Risk (1-2)

1,2,3,4,5,7,8
HI (Afghanistan) 6, (possibly 1,4,5) 2,4,5 n/a Afghanistan
HEKS 4,5,6 1,2,8,10 3,6
CaCH 5 (for 4, 6), 8 5(10), merge 1+2 4,6
TdH s < .
Plan International 8 1+2 3
Selection basedon 6,5,40r8 (3) 2,5,1,4,8 (5) 3,6 (2)

ranking



Proposed benchmark indicators — 1) Avoid the creation
of unacceptable risk (risk prevention)

« Selection according to rating:
« 5 (sustainable environmental practices/),
« 6 (diversification/adaptation of agricultural production)
« 4 (system boundaries) or 8 (multi-hazard resistant
design of new construction)
 Gaps:
« Awareness at local level (1)
* Institutional Set-up at local level (2)
« safe locations/ areas (7)

> Suggestion:
« Add/ merge 1+2 (Awareness and inst. set-up at local
level)
« Merge 4, 5, 6 (sustainable environmental practices incl.
livelihood practices)
* Merge 7 + 8 (multi- hazard-resistant planning and
construction)



Proposed benchmark indicators- 2) Reduce existing risk
(risk reduction)

Selection according to rating:

1 Community Awareness

2 Community organization

4 Early Warning System

5 Emergency Shelter

8 Structural protective measures

Gaps:

Contingency Planning (3)

Retrofitting (7)

Build-back-better (10)

Regular up-date of local DRM plan based on LL/PDA) (9)

Suggestion:

Merge 1+2 (Community Awareness and Organization)
Add 3 (Contingency Planning), including 9 (r. update)
Merge 4 and 5 (EAW and emergency shelter)

8 Structural protective measures

Merge 7 + 10



Proposed benchmark indicators — 3) Share and bear not
transferable remaining risk

« Selection according to rating:

« 3 Access to services and Infra-strucure

« 6 Money available for DRM at community level
« Gap:

 Access to formal social protection schemes (4)

> Suggestion:
« 3 and 6, integrate 4 into 3



Proposed core countries for benchmarking

Helvetas Swiss
Intercooperation

HEKS

CaCH

TdH
Plan International

Proposal

Bangladesh, Nepal

Afghanistan
Bangladesh, Nepal

Philippines

Bangladesh,
Myanmar, India,
Cambodia, Nepal

?

Bangladesh; Nepal?
(HI: Afghanistan)

Ethiopia, Ghana

Ethiopia, Niger

Ethiopia, South
Sudan

?

Ethiopia

Haiti, Honduras, El
Salvador (Baseline
being worked out)
Haiti, Bolivia

Honduras

Haiti

Hait






