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Key findings 

Most interviewees agree that national governments’ awareness of risk is increasing. 
Countries are at very different stages of capability and preparedness, but no country believes 
addressing risks is unimportant. Countries are collaborating more, particularly on a regional 
level, whether on a bilateral or multilateral basis, and are willing to accept technical 
assistance and financial support offered by multilateral organisations and countries that are 
more advanced in their planning. Countries are increasingly likely to make financial 
provisions for the impacts of natural disasters. 

However, few countries are at a stage where long-term risk assessment and planning occur 
in a systematic fashion across government. Availability, quality and accessibility of data are 
improving but continue to be a problem for some countries. Adequate human resources also 
pose a challenge in some cases; national governments appear to welcome multilateral 
organisations’ efforts to provide expertise and train local experts and policy-makers. Finally, 
the lack of political will to address what often appears to be a less pressing issue than 
economic, financial and social concerns can lead to under-funding and a lack of leadership at 
senior level, all of which contribute to long-term disaster preparedness not being made a 
priority. 

Barriers to planning for long-term risks 

This research identified three main types of challenges policy-makers point to as hindering 
governments from taking a long-term view of risk. These challenges can be grouped together 
as resource-related, political, and philosophical. Each type is discussed in more detail below. 

Resource constraints 

Access to funding, the availability, quality and accessibility of raw data and the level of 
technical expertise are key issues for policy-makers. In all of these areas there are 
considerable challenges which are typically traced back to a lack of available resources for 
risk assessment and planning. 

Funding for disaster preparedness and prevention is a challenge for many countries. 
National governments must manage competing priorities, and disaster preparedness tends 
to be considered a lower priority when more immediate problems are competing for 
resources and attention. 

“Everything turns out to the financial issues. Once you talk about the 

disaster risk management, you have to talk about money, you have to talk 

about how much will it cost me to prevent and to mitigate and to make a 

strategy on disaster risk reduction and when you go to emerging countries, 

for an example, and you see that they are struggling, and some poor 

countries are struggling in order to be able to pay for people to have food 

in their tables, so it’s very difficult for them to try to use some time to look 

in the future. They are not looking in the future, they are looking what is 

happening right now.” 

 

As such, many countries which are undertaking risk assessment and planning are investing 
what limited resources they have in tackling those known risks that may occur over the short 
to medium term, rather than taking a long-term perspective.  For example, one policy-maker 
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explained that their government has put in place policies to try to deal with current risks, but 
human and financial resource constraints mean that even these cannot be implemented 
effectively. Under such circumstances, investing scarce resources into assessing future risks 
was not seen to make sense. 

Policy-makers generally recognise the importance of data that enables them to perform risk 
assessments. This includes accurate historical data about the impacts of previous disasters 
(often missing due to lack of records), ‘exposure data’ about, for example, the heights of 
buildings, materials used and density of buildings, to assess the risk of damage to property 
(which could be collected but has not yet been), up to date population data, and weather 
data (which some countries can only collect via other countries’ satellites or another means 
because they do not have the necessary technology). 

“We need very good information, need very good maps. Maps, databases of 

historical data on disaster impact… I really don’t know how we will be able 

to construct that in a few years.” 

 
However, in many cases this data is either not collected because of resource constraints, or 
is costs too much for countries to access. 

“Making data freely available would help a lot.” 

 

There is also a great deal of demand for training on how to use raw data and better tools to 
manipulate it. For example, one policy-maker requested a template for routine risk 
assessments of all types of infrastructure, accompanied with capacity-building on how to 
conduct risk assessments. Data visualisation tools were also mentioned as useful analytical 
instruments and means of illustrating impact. One policy-maker requested a comprehensive 
risk-management conceptual framework. 

“A comprehensive risk management conceptual framework [that] includes 

natural disasters as a risk but also in the wider context of other risks so 

that governments can actually actively manage each of those risks as a 

portfolio of risks that needs to be managed to stabilise economic 

efficiency.” 

 

Access to expertise, including scientific knowledge and other types of expertise regarding 
raising awareness, conducting risk assessments, disseminating good practice and 
implementing policy, is also an issue for some countries and multilateral organisations. 
Assessing long-term risks is seen as a particularly complex task by policy-makers, and some 
countries lack the capability to carry out this work themselves.  

“And if you were to ask me what the biggest challenge we face is, I mean 

apart from actually dealing with the risk and funding and all those sorts of 

things, it is actually having people who are able to implement, who have 

the expertise to be able to apply the disaster risk management skills and 

competencies and so forth and they’re pretty thin on the ground.” 

 

Some multilateral organisations are trying to address this lack of expertise through the 
provision of technical assistance. For example, Panama has run seminars and workshops 
with the support of the World Bank to try to create a culture in Panamanian institutions where 
disaster risk is considered in the formulation stage of policy/infrastructure. 
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However, this lack of capability causes problems even for countries which have allocated 
more resource and are more advanced in assessing and planning for risks, particularly at the 
implementation stage.  

“We’ve done studies, for example, preparing us for pandemics. We did a 

series of studies each year from 2006 onwards, produce annual reports on 

those. And we’ve found that generally most countries had plans, some 

countries had tested these plans but in practice a rather smaller number of 

countries were capable of mounting responses.” 

  

Political challenges 

In addition to the practical issues, political constraints also contribute to the lack of priority 
given to preparing for long-term risks. The constraints mentioned can be categorised into 
four different, though related, types, as shown below. 

 

The challenge of competing priorities is related to the resource constraints discussed above. 
Politicians have to make policy decisions about what to spend finite resources on. Several 
participants referred to the fact that it is not that policy-makers do not understand the 
importance of planning for long-term risks, but that there are shorter term problems that 
require more immediate attention, making it difficult to argue that resources should be 
allocated to investments that may only pay off in the longer term. 

“I think a big challenge is what we call NIMTO, you know Not in My Term 

of Office, so that is also a challenge.  You know in the countries we work 

in investing in risk reduction is often a trade off in that if I invest in let’s 

say making x number of communities safe from flood, that might mean that 

you know y communities get less drinking water so it’s often a trade off.  

So you have to make that case to ministries of finance and planning that 

you know it does make sense.” 

 

Politicians are also motivated to be re-elected, and thus much planning occurs within a single 
electoral cycle. Moreover, politicians need to have a positive track record to point to by the 
time of the next election, so they tend to invest in areas where the outcome will be realised 
within four to five years.  

Competing priorities Electoral cycle

Popular measures Tangible measures

Political 
constraints
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“Many of the measures countries need to take to prepare, insure 

themselves, and invest in mitigation measures are not rewarded during a 

government's tenure.” 

 

Similarly, it is important for both politicians and policy-makers that at least some investments 
are positive and tangible. In other words, investments need to make something happen as 
opposed to prevent something from occurring, and need to be physically seen or at least 
perceived as useful. The electorate is more likely to remember such investments at the ballot 
box. Investing in planning for long-term risk often does do either of these things, and this may 
be one reason why policy-makers may choose to use available resources differently. Another 
example of this is that the way governments demonstrate planning for long-term risks may be 
influenced by the desire to use a structural solution, which is tangible, even where non-
structural solutions may be more appropriate and more cost-effective. 

“I think the biggest problem that we face is that they’re [policy-makers 

are] not addressing the risk in a holistic manner but there’s too much 

focus on concrete in the ground to put it crudely. So you know policy 

makers love structural solutions but what we find is that non-structural 

solutions are extremely cost effective and the challenge is really getting 

the balance right between the two... concrete in the ground is very 

concrete, you know you can show it; so the incentives are of course for 

elected officials to be recognised.” 

 

Finally, some measures to address risks will be unpopular with the electorate. For example, 
the safest way to address the risk of citizens living in flood plains may be to relocate them. 
As this is usually deeply unpopular, however, a decision may be made to boost flood 
defences, despite such measures generally not being as effective, particularly over the 
longer term.  

“Often in developing countries it’s also political issues and that perhaps 

you know it needs a different approach, a purely technical approach won’t 

work... For example... you have about 300,000 people living in the flood 

plains in Metro Manila… at least to my mind it’s very difficult to move them 

out of there you know in a humane way so then what do you do? You can 

invest in structural solutions, which will lessen the risk somewhat, but in 

the end you need a balance between structural and non-structural 

solutions, which would include relocation of some families.” 

 

Philosophical barriers 

In addition to the resource-related and political challenges to taking a long-term perspective 
on risk, there are also certain ‘philosophical’ barriers related to policy-makers’ beliefs about 
their ability to forecast long-term risks and the utility of this. 

Some policy-makers were not convinced that certain types of risk, such as cascading risks or 
risks related to development of new technology, could be predicted in a way that allows for 
useful planning. Therefore, they argued that resources were better spent building capacity to 
deal with a non-specific unexpected disaster than on forecasting these risks. 
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“Those things [cascading risks] unfortunately are not predictable and one 

of the real challenges for everybody in disaster risk preparedness and 

management is to prepare for the unexpected.” 

 

“When you think about technology, technology moves really, really fast. 

It’s very difficult to imagine what kind of risks that will emerge when the 

new technology does come by. But you can make conjectures about 

existing [risks].” 

 

Furthermore, many policy-makers believe that looking at risk over the short-term is more 
useful than taking a long view. Some policy-makers considered five years to be a good time 
horizon to work with, “because you can achieve most of what you can do to make short-term 
improvements to preparedness for emergencies, from the responder perspective, in that kind 
of time-frame.” Moreover, several policy-makers referred to the decreasing reliability of 
forecasts as they become longer term, and therefore such forecasts are of less value to risk 
planners. 

“On the economy the information is available. We get information from IMF 

and the WTO.  We look at the situation as far forward as we can but … the 

reliability of the forecast will be very much in question but if you were to 

look at too far forward.” 

 

“The further ahead you look the more difficult it seems to be to make 

decisions based on factors that are very uncertain.” 

 

In some cases, a lack of understanding between policy-makers and technical advisers 
involved in risk analysis may be compounding this issue. 

“I think people just need educating in risk management, that's all. It 

covers both sides: policy makers need to understand what risk 

assessment and risk management is, and the expert advisers who are 

helping them to do the risk assessment need to understand that they are 

not being asked to predict what actually is going to happen, they are just 

being asked to identify both the risks and the opportunities from 

developments that everyone can see going on in the short-term, but the 

direction of which is a little uncertain in the longer-term.” 

Long-term risk as an emerging priority 

Despite these challenges, there was recognition from some policy-makers that longer-term 
perspectives can also be useful. There is some evidence of a trend towards looking further 
into the future, particularly in developed and emerging countries.  

This seems to be partly driven by better-developed risk assessments and plans dealing with 
more immediate risks. As these are established there is an increasing awareness of the 
utility of longer-term planning, and an increasing ability of some countries to carry out longer-
term assessments. 
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This reflects the progression countries tend to work through as they develop risk 
management capabilities. They begin by dealing with immediate emergencies first, then 
improving their planning over the short to medium term, and then looking further ahead. 
Because many countries only began looking at risk recently, most are not yet at the latter 
stages. For example, a policy-maker from Mexico described how looking further into the 
future is becoming more of a priority as the country feels better prepared for more immediate 
risks. 

“I don’t think we have [looked at longer-term risks] yet… we have very few 

prospective studies, so I think that is… one of the goals and one of the 

things that we have to put much more effort on, because we don’t have, 

prospective studies for a very long, long term period.” 

 
Other countries have progressed further in this regard, to the point where they were able to 
extend their time horizon to five years, which was seen to be a sensible timeframe for most 
risk preparedness activities. 

“Our first concern was with effective crisis management of emergencies in 

the short-term. By the time we had sorted out an effective way of handling 

emergencies from a crisis management perspective, the next obvious 

question was 'Well, can we get ourselves in a slightly better position to 

deal with emergencies in the future?'  And that gave us a sort of five year 

horizon which is good enough for quite a lot of the work that we were 

doing to improve the performance of emergency responders, and so forth.” 

Report structure 

The remainder of this report examines in more detail the way policy-makers conceptualise 
risk; how countries organise themselves institutionally and in partnership with other countries 
and international organisations to assess and plan for risks; sources of data and information 
used to assess risks; risk assessment processes; and investments in risk mitigation and 
provisions for the financial impact of disasters.   
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Background, objectives and methodology 

Background and objectives 

Making Futures Real is a joint initiative between The Humanitarian Futures Programme at 

King’s College London, the Secretariat of the United Nations International Strategy for 
Disaster Reduction, and Ipsos MORI. The research programme aims to analyse and assess 
how policy-makers understand and envision future disaster and disaster-related threats and 
the opportunities to build and invest in increased resilience. 

Disaster risk managers, both in the humanitarian community and in national governments, 
have over the past six decades prided themselves predominantly on their role as responders, 
able at relatively short notice to meet the needs of those affected by complex emergencies 
and sudden, as well as slow-onset disasters. There has been an under investment in longer 
term strategic approaches and the strengthening of resilience.1 The mechanisms of the 
international humanitarian architecture reflect this short-term focus, and have not shown 
themselves to be sufficiently adaptive in dealing with the changing nature of the threats that 
will have to be faced in the foreseeable future and the challenge of moving from immediate 
response to building resilience.2 

Making Futures Real aims to assess if and how policy-makers internationally approach 

longer term threats and risk scenarios and if they do, how do they do it. Of central 
importance are seven main objectives: 

 To explore how decision-makers conceptualise risk 

 To ascertain the degree to which policy-makers encourage their organisations to think 
speculatively and strategically, to scan the horizon to identify emerging or new types 

of hazards 

 To understand the way in which knowledge is generated, adopted and integrated by 
key people in multilateral organisations and national governments, including the types 

of information which policy-makers seek, the sources of that information and how 
their views influence the policy perspectives of their organisations 

 To explore how governments currently assess, plan for and manage disaster and 
disaster-related risk, including investment decisions, and how they expect this to 

change in future 
 

 To understand how multilateral organisations perceive risk and how they interact with 
national governments to advise and influence the management of disaster and 
disaster-related risk, including investment decisions, and how they expect this to 
change in future 
 

 To gain examples of best practice in assessing and preparing for future risks 
 

 To build hypotheses about the ways in which different types of countries (developed, 
middle-income and developing) understand risk and approach risk management 

  

                                            
1
 Making Futures Real: How policy-makers prepare for future crises, funding proposal. 

2
 Ibid. 
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Methodology 

The qualitative phase of this research, on which these findings are based, involved 30, 30-60 
minute in-depth interviews conducted by telephone with senior policy-makers from around 
the world. 

In-depth interviews were selected as the preferred methodology. The one-to-one nature of in-
depth interviews allows interviewees the freedom to express facts and opinions that may 
harm the reputation of their organisation or government. This methodology also enables 
interviewees to raise issues which may be important to the research. 

Eleven interviews were conducted with senior officials in multilateral organisations. The 
remainder were conducted with policy-makers in planning/strategy departments or finance 
ministries/Treasuries of national governments. The aim was to consult those individuals who 
have the ability to take strategic or financial decisions with regards to long-term risk, but who 
do not necessary have a specific remit to focus on this. This allowed the research to assess 
the extent to which long-term risk is a priority at the centre of government planning. A list of 
those consulted can be found in the appendix. 

Interviewees were recruited via email and telephone contact from a named list provided by 
the Humanitarian Futures Programme and the Secretariat of the United Nations International 
Strategy for Disaster Reduction. Interviews took place between 23 July 2012 and 21 
February 2013. 

Pending funding, a quantitative phase of research will take place to enable a more robust 
analysis of the ways in which different types of countries (e.g. with varying levels of exposure 
to risk, from across continents, at different stages of development) conceive and plan for 
longer term threats. The findings from the qualitative phase will inform the development of 
the questionnaire for the quantitative phase, which will consist of 600 interviews conducted 
by telephone with government officials at the managerial level who may be involved in the 
process of making policy but do not necessarily have overall responsibility for organisational 
policies.  
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General views of risk 

‘Risk’ perceived to be a relatively new priority 

Many of those interviewed said that in their governments or organisations, thinking about 
long-term risk is relatively new. Countries are just beginning to see the importance of taking a 
more strategic approach to planning for risks. Indeed, some policy-makers speak positively 
about their organisations undergoing a culture change in which awareness of the need to 
plan for future risks is increasing. Several drivers for this cultural change were identified. 

Some of those interviewed attribute the increased awareness of policy-makers to the impact 
of natural disaster events such as the Boxing Day tsunami in the Indian Ocean in 2004, the 
earthquake in Haiti in 2010 and the Great East Japan Earthquake in 2011. In some cases, 
this is also linked to an awareness of the increasing frequency and severity of these kinds of 
events. 

“I think there is an increasing level of awareness… because some of the 

recent events have been so devastating, I’m thinking of the earthquake in 

Haiti, the earthquake in Chile… events that created a lot of media 

attention…the awareness is improving and people are more aware of these 

phenomena and even though they remain low probability events it can 

happen.” 

 

Related to this, one participant felt that the media was paying more attention to natural 
disasters and their humanitarian consequences. As such, increased awareness and the 
increased media coverage are a mutually-reinforcing mechanism helping to make disaster 
risk more of a priority. 

“I think media is covering more of these events, it’s paying more attention 

to these things that are happening and that is fitting into people’s interest 

on these issues.” 

 
Others, particularly working with or in emerging economies, point to economic growth as a 
factor. 

“The income level of Asian countries increases quite rapidly and the 

knowledge of the many Asian countries [has improved] quite significantly. 

So now I think they are very active participants in global discussion and 

they have more room to discuss these policy challenges.” 

 

Some policy-makers feel that multilateral organisations are leading the way in building 
awareness among their member countries. 

“The United Nations international strategy for disaster reduction is making 

a huge effort in order to be able, at least, to convince countries [of] the 

importance of taking into account disaster risk reduction in their national 

development plans.” 
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There are, however, some governments who feel they are well-prepared for natural 
disasters. These tend to be countries that experience frequent and recurring disasters, such 
as annual typhoons or hurricanes, or regular earthquakes. 

Multilateral organisations tend to have greater awareness of long-term risks than national 
governments. This is in part because monitoring risks is often part of the remit of the 
organisation and may be an integral part of the job descriptions of individuals working in a 
particular department. At the national level, roles specifically focussed on monitoring long-
term risk are much less common. 

How policy-makers conceptualise risk 

Policy-makers had extremely varied conceptions of risk, and particularly long-term risk. Their 
thinking was heavily influenced by the remit of the organisation and department in which they 
worked, and indeed their specific areas of responsibility. Participants worked in a variety of 
roles, including as economists, natural disaster experts, financial risk analysts, strategy or 
planning directors and heads of organisations. 

Reflecting the range of roles and responsibilities, participants interpreted the phrase ‘long-
term risks’ in different ways. Some related it to a time frame, typically ranging between 10 

and 50 years depending on their area of expertise. This is because they were thinking of 
infrequent events like natural disasters, new kinds of risks which are tied to the future such 
as those relating to increasing urbanisation, or the impacts of existing risks which are not felt 
until several years later.  

Many national-level policy-makers acknowledged they should be taking a longer-term view, 
while multilateral organisations are more likely to take a medium- to longer-term view 
already. However, one interviewee was of the opinion that there was little value in looking 
more than 50 years ahead because so much can change.  
 
On the other hand, ‘long-term’ was also interpreted by some as never ending; for example, 
Indonesia was mentioned as having the long-term problem of being perpetually at risk from 
natural disasters. 

When thinking about types of long-term risks, policy-makers considered both ‘man-made’ 
risks and natural hazards. ‘Man-made’ risks included: 

 Macro-economic risks, such as further economic shocks, the ‘poverty trap’, the 
‘middle-income trap’, borrowing risk (for countries) 

 Poverty-related risks, such as rising food prices, decreased access to clean drinking 
water, low standards of living, rising inequalities 

 Technological risks, such as cyberterrorism, cyberwar, cybercrime 

 Crime-related risks, such as organised crime and terrorism 

 Political risks, such as political instability, insurrections, coup d’états, civil war and 
inter-state war (including the use of atomic weapons) 

 Human rights risks, such as increased migration requiring accommodation and 
integration of migrants, and preserving the identities of indigenous populations whose 
traditional lifestyles are under threat 

 Urbanisation, in particular rapid urbanisation unaccompanied by planning and 
infrastructure upgrades 
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 Environmental degradation, including deforestation and erosion 

 
Natural hazards mentioned by participants included: 

 Natural disasters, both geological (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions) and 
meteorological (floods, typhoons, hurricanes, droughts and other extreme weather 
events); many of these events were viewed as occurring with increasing frequency 
and severity 

 Extra terrestrial hazards such as a meteor hitting the earth 

 Health hazards such as pandemic illnesses and diseases jumping between species 
(‘zoonosis’) 

 
In conceptualising risk participants therefore cited a combination of events that had occurred 
in the past and might occur again and current problems that may take a long time to resolve, 
such as poverty and political conflicts. There was some awareness, however, that these risks 
may not manifest themselves in the same ways in the future, and that a challenge for policy-
makers is to predict how they may grow or change. 

“The risk that pressure on resources may turn up in a non-linear fashion, 

very rapidly and suddenly in ways that choke growth and development so 

suddenly that you really are in an environmental disaster situation.” 

 

A few policy-makers spontaneously considered ‘new’ types of threats such as cybercrime, 
and others recognise ‘cascading risks’ (risks that cause other disasters). Indeed, one expert 
interviewed for this study considered cascading risks to be the most important type of threat 
faced by his country, giving the example of conflict arising from migration, caused by the 
impacts of climate change. Another policy-maker discussed the risk that pandemics are 
worsened by the increasing ease of international travel and increased urbanisation. 
 

“And actually a challenge we face is that the really big threat to humanity 

will come from things that are not expected, either they’ll be due to 

juxtaposition of two, three, four or five bad things one on top of each other, 

hot weather, toxins from some kind of algae growing in fresh water, failure 

of fuel supply so that people couldn’t keep their water properly, sterile, 

something like that, kind of, cascading that would, a bit like what 

happened in Fukushima during the tsunami a couple of years ago. Those 

things unfortunately are not predictable and one of the real challenges for 

everybody in disaster risk preparedness and management is to prepare for 

the unexpected, even the unimaginable without being accused of fear 

mongering and it’s very hard to maintain the budget to do that stuff.” 

 
Few policy-makers spontaneously considered the characteristics of long-term risks. Those 

that did consider them linked ‘long-term’ with risks that occur very infrequently, are not well-
recognised beyond a specific scientific community, or cannot be easily managed, mitigated 
or eradicated within a short time period. 

Changing nature of risk and risk management 
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Policy-makers emphasised how the nature of risks and risk management were changing. 
They discussed the increasing frequency and severity of disasters, the increasing 
internationalisation and interconnectedness of society which is changing the impact of 
disasters, and the role of technology. Developing countries were thought to be dealing with 
additional changes associated with development and new donors.  

Frequency and severity of risks 

Many policy-makers referred to the fact that the same types of disasters, such as extreme 
weather events, are occurring with increasing frequency and severity and have a higher 
impact than previously in terms of economic costs and casualties. This was attributed in part 
to countries becoming more and more developed and the value of infrastructure rising.  

Interconnectedness and internationalisation of risk 

Aspects of society at a national level are becoming increasingly interconnected, and this 

means that if one part of society experiences a shock, others will be similarly affected. 

“The other thing is the increased interconnectedness of everything, so we 

are an increasingly networked society, and it does tend to have the result 

that disruptions in one element can quickly cascade, and affect others. So 

if we have electricity power cuts, all kinds of other things are affected.” 

 
This interconnectedness is not only a feature at the national level, but at the international 
level as well. Many policy-makers comment on the internationalisation of risk as an important 

evolution in the nature of risks countries face. Disasters increasingly impact on many 
countries simultaneously, or originate in one part of the world but have an impact on another. 
Moreover, they are becoming more and more difficult to address on a national level. Policy-
makers value regional and global organisations that can support the sharing of data and best 
practice, and act as a forum for discussion about how to address risks. 

“Our economy is an open international economy that is subject to many 

more macroeconomic shocks.” 

 

“The further ahead you look at these sorts of long-term uncertainties, the 

more international they become, and the more, therefore, they ought to 

require cooperation between scientists and experts, in and across the 

nations.” 
 

Technology 

Finally, technology presents itself as both a risk and an opportunity. Technology has 
changed the way policy-makers think about risk. Information and communication technology 

means that the media is made aware of disaster events and can disseminate the news much 
quicker and to a wider audience than previously. This has served to increase policy-makers’ 
awareness of such events, and some believe it has encouraged them to take action to build 
resilience.  

Improvements in technology mean that more data is collected and is more readily available 
for policy-makers to use, although for many, availability and quality of data is still a major 
challenge. Data visualisation tools mean that the implications of disasters can be 
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communicated much more effectively than was the case ten years ago. However, many 
countries may have only limited access to this technology.  

As well as these potential benefits, countries also face technology-related risks, such as 
cyber-crime, which did not exist several decades ago. 

“The things that have changed in the last 50 years... first of all is 

technology – which is a major driver for change in the risks, as well as the 

opportunities.” 

 

Economic development 

Economic development also impacts on the types of risks countries face. For example, 
policy-makers discussed how very poor countries were thought to face different economic 
risks than middle-income countries. This was further linked to the accompanying changes in 
society, such as urbanisation, which may cause new risks to emerge, exacerbate existing 
risks and/or require that new strategies for risk management be developed. 

New donors 

New donors are emerging to fund disaster management activities in poorer countries. Some 
policy-makers are concerned that new donors may make the same mistakes as donors in the 
past; new donors are seen as being very self-interested, and prone to funding projects in 
which they are interested or from which they can derive a political benefit but which should 
not be priorities for the countries concerned. This kind of project-based approach is seen as 
being at odds with building countries’ resilience more generally, which may be more 
beneficial in terms of helping countries plan for disasters. 

“I am conscious that there’s a lot of self interest in emerging donors and 

we’ve seen in some of the studies that they’re interested in quick gain and 

things that sort of obviously serve their politics, which is understandable.  

But if we’re talking about really fundamental support for countries which 

just goes beyond building hospitals or running a training course or building 

a bridge, you know that’s where it requires a different approach.” 
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Institutional structures for dealing with 

risk 

An important aim of the research was to explore the way in which countries set themselves 
up at a national level and in partnership with other countries and organisations to deal with 
risk. Several interviewees commented that in-country and international coordination is 
increasingly important in assessing, planning and responding to disasters. 

“You know, I think everybody understands that there’s no point a single 

country planning for all this, especially if it’s airborne or disease type or if 

it’s a big water shed, or if it’s locusts or something… this is an area where 

cross border collaboration is certainly advocated [and] to do a degree it is 

practiced.” 

How countries are set up institutionally 

Countries differ in how they choose to set themselves up institutionally to deal with risk in 
terms of which departments are responsible for planning and allocation of resources. 
However, a common element is coordination between national planning and local planning 
and implementation. 

"At the end of the day that the most important thing is having capacity on 

the ground. For all the national and national frameworks, national policies, 

all the work you do there, if you don’t have capacity on the ground to 

deliver the service you’ve got a house of cards.” 

 

The research revealed several examples of how countries achieve this coordination at a 
country level. 

 In Japan, the Cabinet Office coordinates government policies and programmes 
related to disaster management, and sets the agenda for the Central Disaster 
Management Council, the body chaired by the Prime Minister which formulates 
disaster management plans. Japanese prefectures and municipalities also have their 
own Disaster Management Councils and formulate local disaster management plans.  
In Mexico, the Ministry of Finance is responsible for assessing the financial 
implications of disasters, but it works closely with the Ministry of the Interior which is 
in charge of delivering emergency relief funds to local governments in the event of a 
disaster.  

 The Netherlands office of the National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism, 
within the Ministry of Security and Justice, coordinates the interdepartmental Dutch 
National Security Strategy (2007). This all-hazard strategy, including both safety and 
security, describes a working process in which 1) the main future and uncertain 
threats that the Netherlands may face, on a long-term, medium-term or short-term 
basis, are identified; and 2) the steps that can be taken to prevent or mitigate these 
threats are analysed.  
 
To identify threats, the Dutch Analyst Network for National Security (ANV) carries out 
a risk assessment on a yearly basis. The ANV is an authoritative knowledge network, 
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which is tasked by the Ministry of Security and Justice with performing the annual 
National Risk Assessment (NRB) on behalf of the National Steering Committee for 
National Security (SNV). The ANV's main tasks are:  
1. To produce the annual NRA, on the basis of themes selected by the steering 

committee SNV; 
2. To advise the steering committee SNV about appropriate themes for the (next) 

NRA, taking account of incident scenarios as well as developments in the medium 
to long term and very gradual processes; and 

3. To produce other scenarios and analyses and organise expert meetings regarding 
national security issues, on request of the Ministry of Security and Justice. An 
example of a long-term study done within the National security strategy is a study 
on opportunities associated with and threats caused by technological 
developments. 
 

 The Philippines has a National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council 
(NDRRMC), which sits within the Department of Defence and is composed of the 
Secretaries of government departments, heads of civil society organisations such as 
the Red Cross, and representatives of other relevant organisations. The NDRRMC 
has the authority to allocate resources for disaster preparedness and response 
operations. The National Economic & Development Authority, whose Secretary is a 
Vice-Chairperson of the NDRRMC, is responsible for capacity-building provincial 
planning offices to mainstream disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation 
in their regional planning activities. 

 South Africa has a similar system in which the National Disaster Management Centre 
(NDMC) ensures the coordination, financing and decision-making about disasters at 
the national level, with equivalent provincial centres responsible for linking in with 
direct measures in municipalities. The National Treasury has a remit to ensure 
appropriate funds are available to respond to disasters and that the country has 
adequate natural disaster insurance. 

 The UK’s Civil Contingency Secretariat, a unit set up in the Cabinet Office in 2001, is 
responsible for managing the risks of emergencies. Their first action was to set up 
local institutions to deal with crisis management. 

“We have risk assessment operating at local and national level. It’s a bit 

patchy really but it is good stuff and it enables local people, as well as 

people at national level, to prioritise the risks that they prepare for and 

also to quantify the measures that they need to be prepared for risks. That 

has given us the basis for improved local resilience; I think if you look 

around at the sorts of emergencies we have had over the last two years 

there has been a general improvement in responsiveness at the local 

level.” 

 

Senior officials working in multilateral organisations also discuss the need to work with 
communities – and not just government officials – to understand the threats they perceive 
and to understand how they think resilience can be built. 

“In our experience [investment in reducing risk] means working with the 

communities, I think from them comes the threat they face and the kind of 

investment that would help them to be more resilient.  That applied when 
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we were dealing with Bird Flu, it applies when we’re dealing with food 

shortages, it applies when we’re dealing with nutrition crisis, they all work 

with the people, they all work with the people’s organisations.”  

 

One multilateral organisation said that funding should not go into building institutions at a 
national level, but into creating networks of skilled practitioners who have the expertise to 
respond quickly in a crisis situation. 

“It does need money, but the money should go not so much into building 

disaster preparedness institutions in countries but to ensuring that there 

are networks of really skilful practitioners across sector ... These 

networks of practitioners who are special people, whether they are in 

government or in business or in civil society or in research, they are the 

key to the future because they’re the people who can work very quickly at 

the early stages or who understand the right ways of working.” 

 

However, one national policy-maker emphasised the importance of having an institution 
dedicated to long-term planning. His country has a long-term plan looking 50 years ahead, 
and a series of five-year plans (based on the election cycle) to support the long-term plan. 
About five years ago, the government merged two departments, the Ministry of Finance and 
the Ministry of Economic Development and Planning. Some senior civil servants feel that 
under the current structure the long-term planning element has been lost, and have 
expressed a desire for the Ministry of Economic Development and Planning to be reinstated 
as a separate department. 

Bilateral and multilateral cooperation 

One of the factors encouraging countries to engage in risk assessment and disaster planning 
is support from other countries and multilateral organisations. Many national policy-makers 
mentioned receiving support in the form of awareness-raising, capacity-building, technical 
assistance or data from other countries or multilateral organisations. One multilateral 
organisation official commented that countries are not yet proactively requesting this kind of 
support, but are very open to receiving it if it is offered. 

“I don’t think that yet we are at the stage which governments are totally 

proactive on these things... I think that the rule is that we from 

development agencies are pushing this agenda. But [what] we have on the 

other side is more receptiveness.” 

 

Bilateral cooperation through governments occurs both on an ad hoc basis and through 
formal agreements between countries. For example, in the aftermath of the 2004 tsunami, 
Indonesia invited Japan to brief the government on disaster relief methods and mitigation 
strategies. The Australia-Indonesia Disaster Reduction Facility, on the other hand, is an 
institutionalised bilateral cooperation programme. 

Bilateral cooperation also occurs at the level of scientific agencies. For example, the 
Philippine Institute of Volcanology and Seismology and the Philippine Atmospheric, 
Geophysical and Astronomical Services Administration maintain links with agencies in other 
countries and with relevant multilateral organisations. Civil society organisations sometimes 
play a role as well; for example, the Japanese and Bangladesh Red Cross Societies have 
cooperated to improve cyclone preparedness. 
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Multilateral organisations play a role in disaster management in all regions of the world, but 
the type of involvement varies. In most regions, multilateral organisations offer access to 
data, technical support, knowledge-sharing fora, and some form of natural disaster insurance 
facility. For example, the World Bank, the World Health Organization and the UNDP all 
provide technical assistance to national governments. The Coordination Centre for the 
Prevention of Natural Disasters in Central America promotes information-sharing and 
technical and scientific assistance. The African Union is playing a role in developing a 
continental drought insurance facility for African countries.  

In South East Asia, the Secretariat of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
has a role in coordinating disaster risk management activities of member states through the 
Committee on Disaster Management, which is ASEAN's policy execution arm for disaster risk 
reduction activities and is constituted of all the heads of national disaster management 
organisations. The Secretariat of ASEAN also plays a monitoring role, ensuring adherence of 
its member states to the legally-binding ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and 
Emergency Response (AADMER). 

Collaboration between national governments and multilateral organisations does not always 
involve one-way knowledge sharing from the multilateral organisation to the country. Some 
countries have significant expertise that multilateral organisations can harness. For example, 
the Japanese government helped ASEAN set up a central command centre for dealing with 
major disasters. 

Multilateral organisations also cooperate with one another through collaboration on research 
and publications, information sharing, and conducting joint seminars and conferences. For 
example, the World Bank has worked on a publication with the World Meteorological 
Organization, and has signed a memorandum of understanding to formalise its collaboration 
with ASEAN. The regional development banks have close links with one another and the 
World Bank and International Monetary Fund. 

While policy-makers recognise the need for international collaboration, their views about how 
best to do this, and how successful it might be, vary considerably. Many policy-makers 
appear to be of the opinion that ‘the more international collaboration, the better’, and no one 
advocated purely national solutions. However, at least one policy-maker felt that countries 
need to deal with shorter-term, national risks first. 

“I am saying that it is right that countries should focus on their own risk 

profiles, and most of them have got enough problems with near-term stuff, 

which needs to be sorted first.” 

 

Moreover, there is some scepticism about the ability of countries to work together because 
national self-interest is so difficult to overcome. 

“You only have to look at climate change to see how much people's – 

different nations’ –  objectives differ in relation to building resilience to 

climate change. That doesn't mean that there can't be more cooperation, 

but what I don't think would make sense is to try and get a comprehensive 

agreement on all aspects of risk, particularly the more speculative stuff.”  
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Data and information sources 

National policy-makers say that their main information need is raw data that can help them 
populate models to predict when natural disasters will occur and what their impact will be. 
This is linked to their focus on developing measures to mitigate the impact of national 
disasters. Multilateral organisations, on the other hand, tend to focus on collating existing 
data to understand country or regional risk profiles, trends, and best practice, and countries 
sometimes draw on this analysis as well. 

National governments 

Most interviewees agree that there is more data available than ever before, and this is seen 
positively, as “there is never enough [data].” Moreover, the data that does exist is also more 
easily manipulated. 

“Yes there’s more [data available than ten years ago] and it’s more 

tractable, you know you can manipulate it much more easily. So we have 

for example very powerful data visualisation tools that are available to 

policy makers.” 

 
However, countries have very different levels of access to and capability to collect raw data. 
These varying capabilities are partly a result of differential access to technology and scientific 
expertise. 

Those countries at the forefront of information gathering rely primarily on their own data 
about disasters. They possess the necessary technology and have a pool of national 
scientists and specialists which make this possible. Such countries often have their own 
satellites, for example, in order to monitor meteorological events. These countries may also 
have access to historical data about the impact of previous disasters, and real-time data is 
collected to monitor potential disasters and their impacts. Of course, these countries still 
maintain international networks and may share information with other countries, but they rely 
mostly on data they generate themselves. 

“We have our agencies, our weather agency and our agency in charge of 

geological hazards. There are links, they are maintaining their link with 

international agencies to synchronise their information on … forthcoming 

hazard events.”  

 

The limited number of countries consulted does not allow for a comprehensive review of 
countries with the best data collection capabilities. Having said that, Japan and Australia 
were mentioned by several participants. Japan is known for its scientific techniques and 
Australia is seen as exemplary for having good exposure data and a geoscience institute 
with extensive data. 

Some countries have invested heavily in recent years in their capability to collect data. The 
Philippines has been aware of the need to invest in this for about 20 to 30 years, but has 
done more of this in the last three years. The country’s investments have been very 
purposive; the country has experienced more frequent and intense rain-related hazards, so 
investments are mostly in equipment to forecast weather events; for example, the Weather 
Bureau has installed more Doppler radars throughout the country to measure the volume of 
rainfall and more mapping activities in major river basins are being conducted to determine 



 

25 
 

This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for Market Research,  
ISO 20252:2006. 

 

© 2013 Ipsos MORI. 
 

the possible extent of flooding. The Philippines has also updated early warning technology to 
get more accurate information to warn communities. 

Other countries have far less data or capability to collect data and thus rely on other 
countries or multilateral organisation to provide this. Indeed, inadequate data is one of the 
most commonly-stated barriers to risk assessment and disaster planning. For example, some 
countries do not have historical records of the impact of disasters and must therefore rely on 
institutional memory. Others do not have their own weather satellites, and have to find other 
ways to access weather data.  

For example, Sierra Leone is described as relying heavily on the international community for 
data, because whilst domestically the country does have a meteorological department, an 
environmental protection agency and a geological department, it does not have any satellites 
of its own. The country relies on support from the UN family of agencies, including logistical 
support, capacity-building and training. 

One national government official also mentioned lacking the scientific equipment to measure 
fish stocks in the Indian Ocean, as a means of monitoring potential shortages. 

“And one other thing... fishing grounds are changing, but we don't have any 

monitoring system within the Indian Ocean to see the effects. Fishermen 

will know from their fishing, but I mean…” 

 

In some regions, countries are collaborating to gain access to the data they need. The 
African Risk Capacity (ARC) is an insurance mechanism against drought, but has the benefit 
that countries joining gain access to meteorological data from American weather satellites 
and software that helps to predict droughts. 

In some cases, data is available, but either countries do not know what data they hold or the 
data is not available in a format that makes it readily usable. 

“Governments have a lot of information, have a lot of data and sometimes 

the data is not fully organised or they are not even aware that they have 

the data but, you know, if one knows what to ask and who to ask, they are 

available, it’s a question of doing the homework in terms of knowing where 

to look.” 

 

“When we measure risks, we have to look at… for example, for urban 

areas, we have to know the densities, the building height, type of 

structures in the specific locality, so that it will be possible to estimate 

the risk. So right now, that kind of information may be available in… at the 

local government, but they are not organised in such a way that they can 

be readily available for local planners to compute the possible risks.” 

 

By contrast, some countries lack good data at a state or municipal level. Many countries 
have more capacity at a national or federal level than at a local level, so data collected 
nationally is available, but at a municipal level may be absent or of poor quality. 

“We have a good database on all this infrastructure that has been 

constructed by the Federal Government, but we are struggling with [data 

on local hydraulic infrastructure]... Because the municipality they change 
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government every three years in Mexico, so it’s a very small period of time 

for them to try to do something. And then a new government comes and 

they don’t leave anything to them, so they don’t have any documents and 

once we go and ask them and where is your plans, where is your 

documents, your database, what do you have in potable water and 

sewerage etcetera and they say, I don’t know.” 

 
One policy-maker mentioned how data sources have changed over the years, citing Twitter 
as an increasingly important source of information in recent disasters, although more in 
terms of responding to than planning for disasters. 

 “[In] responding to immediate disasters, I’ve found that Twitter has 

become a big and very valuable source. So often you know we pick up 

news of a disaster and how it’s playing out on the ground.” 

 
Countries also rely to a certain degree on research and analysis generated by multilateral 
organisations, in addition to raw data. This information is seen as particularly useful to 
benchmark a country’s risks against other countries. For example, the International Monetary 
Fund and the World Bank provide economic data on countries, including rankings of 
countries according to various indices.  

“Usually when we get data that’s coming out from IMF and World Bank, 

there’s a lot of country comparisons. If you look at the World Bank data, 

you will know immediately where Malaysia’s position is with regard to our 

fiscal deficit, and exactly where it is against other countries, where is our 

Government debt relative to other countries etcetera. And these are very 

useful because in an economic sense, the countries must remember 

they’re part of the global system.” 

Multilateral organisations 

Some multilateral organisations rely exclusively on open-source information from libraries 
and the internet, such as reports of other multilateral organisations. Most, however, have 
their own research departments, and also use datasets and reports generated by national 
government and other multilateral organisations. 

The Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) has an extensive research programme to 
generate the information it requires to fulfil its remit. The IADB’s view is that there is 
insufficient research on important aspects of natural disasters, such as what happens to 
growth and aid in the aftermath of a major disaster. The IADB is therefore conducting its own 
research to fill these gaps. However, the raw data they use is generated at the national level, 
often by NGOs and think tanks. 

ASEAN has its own instruments and tools and maintains its own ways of identifying and 
monitoring risks, separate from its member states, and also works with member states 
through the ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and Emergency 
Response (AADMER) framework. 
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There is one example of a multilateral organisation accessing data and expertise from a 
private sector insurance company when it was creating an insurance mechanism for its 
member states.  
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Assessing and planning for risks 

National governments 

Capabilities 

Countries are at very different stages in terms of their readiness and capability to conduct 
risk assessments and plan for future risks. Some countries are still at the stage of raising 
awareness about risk management throughout government departments and are simply not 
yet ready to conduct risk assessments. Others assess risk, but on a project-by-project basis 
rather than systematically, and focus solely on the direct impacts of disasters. However, the 
most advanced countries in this regard are capable of developing their own complex risk 
assessment models, which take into account both the direct and indirect impacts of 
disasters. 

Those countries mentioned as being well-prepared for risks included US, France, China, 
Japan, UK, New Zealand, Australia, and Canada. New Zealand is praised for its 
comprehensive approach to assessing and planning for risks: 

“They have an overall framework and everybody fits in it and that’s to deal 

with all different types of hazards and risks and so forth and you know 

there’s a very strong local government that’s effective.” 

 
Indonesia received particular mention for developing its own internal risk intelligence systems 
but also being outward looking by seeking partnerships: 

“They’ve been catalysed by the tsunami... and there’s been senior 

leadership from the president right through each of the sectors so it’s 

almost like they’ve institutionalised it and they’ve got training centres and 

they’ve got a decentralised system so in provinces there is some capacity 

as well. And they’ve also been able to link more effectively than some 

countries with NGOs, such as the Islamic NGOs in Indonesia ... the 

Indonesia Australian facility for disaster risk prevention in Jakarta has 

done a lot of work on risk assessment.” 

 

Process 

What many might assume to be the natural first step of the risk assessment process – 
identifying the risks that need to be assessed – is not often mentioned by policy-makers in 
their descriptions of recent risk assessments. There are two principal reasons for this. First, 
some countries have undertaken a broad assessment of the risks they face (often perennial 
risks or risks they have faced in the past), and work on specific assessments taking this initial 
identification as a given. Second, in some countries there is an implicit consensus about the 
risks that need to be considered. 

Of the countries interviewed, the UK and the Netherlands are the only ones to discuss having 
conducted risk assessments seeking to identify the types of risk the countries may face in the 
future (as opposed to conducting assessments of already-identified risks). The UK found the 
main risks to include natural disasters, conflict, terrorism and risks arising from technology.  
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Assessments generally begin with data collection, such as data regarding the historical 
frequency of disasters, the impact of previous disasters, and the characteristics of the city or 
region in question, such as building and population density, building materials, and location. 
Experts analyse this data, often using models designed specifically for the purpose, to 
simulate the consequences of a disaster. In some countries, such as the Netherlands and 
Japan, experts in different fields are deliberately brought together to ensure all aspects of a 
particular risk are considered. For example, economists might look at economic impact while 
psychologists consider the impact on people’s well-being. The Netherlands also seeks out 
experts with opposing views on issues, to try to develop a more robust idea of the nature of 
the risk. 

One assessment may require the use of multiple models to simulate the effects. For 
example, Japanese scientists have developed a ‘fragility curve’ based on the materials used 
in buildings. Once they have a predicted type and amount of ground motion an earthquake 
will cause, they can input this into the curve, allowing them to predict the level of destruction 
to a building constructed using a particular material. This in turn may help them to calculate 
the number of fatalities. 

“Well if we are to ask ourselves [about] earthquakes… we have input from 

the geoscientists regarding their motion, now we’ve mobilised the 

architects and the structural engineers to calculate the possible damage 

to structures and buildings, and then you can pre-assess the damage to 

roads and highways or trains and… how many days [were] required before 

the line [was fixed] and that can be converted and calculated into [an 

amount] of damage as well.” 

 
Once the consequences of a particular risk have been simulated, then policy-makers seek to 
identify preventative measures. This also requires simulations of how the disaster would play 
out if different types of measures were taken. Cost-benefit analysis is important at this stage, 
so that policy-makers can identify the investments that yield the best value for money.  

“After you do the full analysis [of the data], then you do the problem 

identification, once you’ve done the problem identification, you look for 

solutions. And of course when you look for solutions, you have to do pros 

and cons and scenarios... what would be the implications of taking a 

particular course of action.” 

 

Malaysia has used a particular method of assessing risk, known as ‘labs’. This entails 
recruiting all those who are experts in a particular area related to the type of risk being 
assessed, from the public and private sectors, and providing them with a dedicated space to 
work together to assess the risk over a period of several weeks.  

“We had quite a lot of discussions with various segments of society. We 

had academician providing input, we have consultants, we have public 

sector people and so when we did our economic transformation 

programme, we gathered 500 people from all the sectors and we literally 

locked them in rooms called labs for eight solid weeks, full time... The labs 

were the tool, the instruments where everybody’s sat down there to really 

look at the data. The old method of syndication through steering 
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committee meeting does not work, in my view, because there is no quality 

time.” 

 
Malaysia then conducted ‘Town Hall’ sessions, to present the analysis done in the labs and 
to ensure that the views of the general public could be heard. This is felt to be important 
because it is a way of building public and even opposition party support for the measures 
that need to be taken. 

“When we finished doing all of this in eight weeks in the various rooms, we 

then brought it to a Town Hall session, that means we brought the entire 

Malaysia for two days, whoever wanted to come, to visit our work. So we 

invited opposition parties, bloggers, main stream media, taxi drivers, 

anybody. Open invitation to public through a Town Hall. I believe that if 

you do something like this, it is a ground swell for gathering consensus 

around what do we need to do for the country.” 

 

The Malaysian policy-maker consulted for this study emphasised the importance of micro-
level risk assessments, to ensure that any over-arching programmes to mitigate risks are 
grounded in evidence collected from each micro-level assessment. 

“Many people... do what I call 30,000 feet risk assessment. I mean, they 

look at dams and make a general assessment about the risk of the dams... 

you must never do it like that, you must go down to dam by dam… So after 

they finish assessing them dam by dam, then you say, okay now let’s look 

at the common trends that exist amongst all of the dams today. Then you 

see some common weaknesses. Then you might have some common 

responses to them... But the common patterns and common trends only 

exist after you done it dam by dam, because you then pull it together, then 

you see the common trends.” 

 
At a minimum, the outputs of risk assessments take into account the direct impacts of 
disasters, including number of casualties and the financial cost of damage to infrastructure 
and property. Estimating these effects increases the likelihood of achieving policy-makers’ 
buy-in for mitigation measures. 

“Of course, there is a margin of error. But by showing the number 11,000 

[casualties]; 11,000 is a big figure and that would draw the attention of the 

mass media and it would make people think seriously about it and that’s 

the purpose of such research. It’s… to provide a clearer image of [the] 

seriousness of a possible disaster.” 

 
The UK had five aspects that it attempted to measure in its longer-term assessment of risks, 
and these were derived from the definition of an emergency contained in the Civil 
Contingencies Act: 

 human welfare (e.g. death, injuries, illness) 

 social disruption including disruption of social services 

 economic disruption 

 psychological damage (such as widespread anxiety or outrage) 
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 international instability (e.g. instability of the global economy or political relations) 
 
This was very similar to the issues the Netherlands considered, which included five different 
aspects of the country’s “vital interests”: 

 territorial security 

 economic security 

 ecological security 

 physical safety 

 social and political stability 
 
Only countries that have very advanced risk assessment tools try to assess the indirect 
impacts of disasters, for example economic losses due to people’s lack of mobility caused by 
damage to a city’s public transportation system. While awareness of the indirect impacts of 
disasters and the effects of disasters occurring in other countries seems to be increasing, 
countries are not generally modelling this or taking measures to mitigate these risks. 
 
There is some evidence that wealthier countries are also assessing and planning for 
cascading risks, often secretly as part of security planning. One European country has tried 
to assess the knock-on effects of the various risks identified in the national risk assessment. 

“[Once we had identified] the actual risks themselves... what you quickly 

get onto is the knock-on effects, what happens when electricity goes 

down, what if the other essential services start to get affected, and what 

is the nature of the disruption to these other services? And so we ended up 

with a list of about 22 broad kinds of impacts, some of which were just 

direct – so if you have flooding there are flooding effects – others of which 

were much more complicated and feed into each other… since most of 

what we are interested in doing is being prepared for the outcome, it 

helped to know what combination of events affecting other essential 

services contributed to the outcome that you are talking about, because it 

helps you work out what you have to do to prepare for it.” 
 

Challenges in assessing long-term and cascading risks 

Participants undertaking assessments of long-term risks mentioned two main challenges. 
The first lies in understanding the purpose of horizon-scanning and being realistic about the 
outcomes to expect from it. Policy-makers that see horizon-scanning too much as a 
prediction about the future and how to prepare for it tend to believe it is not very useful 
because nobody can predict as far as 20-40 years ahead. Horizon-scanning should be 
presented more as a tool to recognise the signs that a risk may be emerging. 

“I think people need to be pretty clear about what the objective to horizon-

scanning is, because if you say horizon-scanning will answer all your 

problems then I think you are storing people up for disappointment. In the 

area of emergency planning, or national security even more broadly, it 

seems to me that if you say that horizon-scanning will at least give you a 

sense of what signs you should be looking out for, in order to plan for 

things that might go wrong in a big way in the future, then that is a 
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reasonable ambition for it. If you say 'yes horizon-scanning will tell you 

what capabilities you have to start developing now, in order to be very 

ready for something that might happen in 20 years’ time, or something that 

might happen in 50 years’ time, that is a bit unusual' then I think that most 

people will turn to you and say that it is bonkers.” 

 

A second challenge relates to scientists’ willingness or unwillingness to engage in 
speculation. Some scientists have a tendency to be overly confident in their predictions, 
while others are so cautious, because they are worried about the consequences of the future 
unfolding differently, that they are unwilling to provide policy-makers even with a wide range 
of possibilities. 

“I think it is more a lack of willingness to speculate – or possibly an 

excessive willingness to speculate! I mean you get some experts who say 

'this is what is going to happen!' and I say 'Are you sure? How sure are 

you?' On the other hand other ones where they say 'Well, the range of 

uncertainty is so large that I am simply not prepared to give you any sense 

of where we are going'... You know there a few scientists that get a little 

bit worried that they are going to be banged up if they are not – if they give 

guesstimates that turn out to be untrue.” 

 
Policy-makers also made reference to cascading risks being very difficult to assess, even 
over the relatively short time horizon of five years. They attributed this in part to the interplay 
of networks, which is constantly changing. Cascading risks are also difficult to plan for 
because they require the mobilisation of many different parts of society. 

“The problem is that almost any model [of network interaction] you do is 

rendered almost immediately out of date because of developments - 

technological developments in the world… So what we do is regularly 

update it, so every year we have to go through an exercise so broadly 

speaking does the sort of relationship between disruptions in one area and 

disruptions in another – does that still hold? And that is the essence of the 

process that we are going for – trying to make sure we are broadly right, 

rather than precisely wrong.” 

 

"A lot of [countries] are [planning for interconnected risks] secretly... In 

planning for them the really important requirement is that you get the 

whole society engaged so all the defence, military, business, voluntary 

organisations, different government departments, you have to do 

simulations. It is very, very hard to do it because [if] you’re not doing 

simulations and learning from simulations you’re not really planning 

properly.” 

 

Modelling these types of indirect consequences over a longer period of time was said by one 
policy-maker to be “extremely difficult” because of the increasing level of uncertainty about 
the characteristics of the networks themselves and the ways in which the various networks 
may interact. 
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“[It is extremely difficult] because you are getting into the science of 

complex adaptive networks, which - and I know that it is a science that is 

relatively new, and I believe that those who are in favour of the science 

say that enormous progress has been made, but the fact is the further out 

you look with these kinds of networks the more possible interactions there 

are, and the more difficult it is to work out how they might interplay over 

the longer-term.” 

Multilateral organisations 

Multilateral organisations undertake their own risk assessments and also support countries to 
carry out assessments, through developing tools and providing capacity-building to countries 
so that they have the expertise to use the tools. 

In terms of conducting their own risk assessments, multilateral organisations focus on the 
risks relevant to their remits. Therefore, some risk assessments, such as those related to 
economic development, are more focused on the longer term, while others are more short 
term and aimed at addressing specific hazards. For example, one department of the Asian 
Development Bank is responsible for making economies more resilient so they are prepared 
when a disaster strikes. This is a longer-term aim and requires planning over a relatively long 
timeframe. Other organisations are more focused on immediate risks, such as annual 
flooding. 

Similar to national governments, some multilateral organisations have created models that 
use raw data to predict the impact of disasters to help them in their assessments. 

“We look at frequency of the disasters and we have some kind of 

vulnerability indices which area is more vulnerable to natural disasters… 

when you think about flood and the tsunami and then you actually 

calculate which area near the ocean or near the river is the most 

vulnerable and how much people are living there so you actually calculate 

the number of people who can be potentially affected.” 

 
Some organisations consider the cascading or indirect impacts of disasters; the Inter-
American Development Bank, for example, is exploring the impact that the costs of dealing 
with a major disaster have for long-term debt sustainability. 

Other organisations are less advanced. One, for example, declared itself as “clearly still 
somewhat new in developing and looking at risk modelling.” 

In terms of supporting countries to conduct their own risk assessments, some multilateral 
organisations have developed tools that countries can populate with their own data. For 
example, the World Bank ‘Risk in a Box’ tool co-developed with the Australia-Indonesia 
Facility for Disaster Reduction helps countries to assess the impacts of disasters, as well as 
the select the most cost-effective mitigation measures. Any existing data, for example on 
poverty, vulnerability and hazards, can be inputted into the tool to create a picture of the 
impact of a disaster. Different types of risk reduction measures can also be inputted, and the 
tool will show the impact of each on vulnerabilities. 

We collaborated with the Australia-Indonesia Disaster Reduction Facility, 

AIFDR, and the National Disaster Agency in Indonesia, which is called 
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BNPB, and produced a very simple risk assessment tool called Risk in a 

Box... [The tool] essentially just uses existing data, it doesn’t go out and 

try and collect data of its own. So if you have GIS data on say for example 

poverty, or vulnerability or hazard it can pull it all into a map and then 

show you sort of the trade off between various measures. So if you raise 

your sea dykes by x feet how much does your flood risk go down? So it’s a 

very simple but yet very powerful tool. So that’s a good example of you 

know the availability of data and data visualisation tools I think that has 

made a difference. So in fact this year this flood season in February in 

Jakarta, the city uses its tool for its emergency contingency planning. 

 

Another organisation described a collaborative process of identifying a country’s needs in 
terms of capacity-building, and working with the country in an appropriately-supportive 
manner to enable it to assess its own risks and develop plans to address them, including 
priorities over the short, medium and long term. 

“To me the best way to do this is a process where you do a preliminary 

assessment in conjunction with government and like a preliminary 

appraisal. You identify a group of partners within the country who are 

going to take some ownership of the process, they then determine what 

their needs are in terms of can they do it themselves all they need is the 

tools, do they need a bit of training and coaching or really do they need a 

team that will come in and help run the process; so there’s a number of 

options there. Then there’s the question of what methodology you’re going 

to be using and the virtue of conducting workshops and interviews and 

field assessments and so forth and at the end of the day there’s an action 

plan which enable for a country to have identified what needs to be done 

and also some identification of priorities over the short, medium and long 

term.”  
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Investment in risk mitigation and 

provisions for the financial impact of 

disasters 

Development and building resilience  

There is recognition, particularly on the part of multilateral organisations, that investing in 
disaster preparedness and prevention is not only about taking specific measures to mitigate 
assessed risks, but also about building a country’s or population’s resilience more broadly. 
Disaster risk assessment and planning should recognise the contextual factors at play, and 
be accompanied by actions that improve infrastructure and standards of living generally. A 
focus on development is one of the most important ways to help people and organisations 
face disasters and recover afterwards. 

“There’s relatively more emphasis on the humanitarian response less so on 

development side of things. There needs to be some way where you join up 

that set approach and be much more proactive... You know rather than 

wait until the disaster is upon us. It’s crazy, it’s absolutely crazy.” 

 

Focusing on development and capacity-building is seen to be advantageous because it 
contributes to preparedness for many different types of challenges, not just one specific risk. 

“If you had the right approach to the development of capacity in many 

respects it doesn’t matter what the challenge should be that needed to be 

managed.” 

 

The Netherlands, for example, uses a planning tool called ‘capability-based planning’. 
Originating in the Ministry of Defence, but now widely applied across government, the tool 
encourages policy-makers to seek to build more ‘generic’ capabilities that could be helpful in 
different kinds of crises. Such capabilities include improving crisis decision-making and 
communication and ensuring business continuity plans are in place. 

Mexico is investing heavily in building its population’s resilience to natural disasters. In part, 
this is because the country sees this as more cost-effective than investing in expensive 
infrastructure projects. 

“Instead of doing public works with that fund because it’s too expensive, 

for example, to deviate a river or to build levies in the river in order to 

avoid a flood in a certain community, we are promoting this fund more to 

pay for risk analysis… we are more interested in creating this culture of 

prevention in the population, so we are very interested in paying for 

projects that are trying to convince and trying to make the people 

understand the importance of the self protection, the culture of self 

protection, the culture of prevention.” 

 



 

38 
 

This work was carried out in accordance with the requirements of the international quality standard for Market Research,  
ISO 20252:2006. 

 

© 2013 Ipsos MORI. 
 

A major challenge for this approach, especially for the least developed countries, is that often 
they are faced with urgent crises that must be dealt with, and therefore do not have the 
resources to invest in longer term development. 

“The ability of government to help societies be more resilient in the face of 

these threats is also reducing, partly because they’re having to do so much 

to deal with difficulties and partly because compared with five or six years 

ago the balances of payment situation of any developing countries has 

reduced, tragically.” 

Investment in specific disaster preparedness and prevention 
measures 

Willingness and ability to invest 

Many national governments are not at a stage of being ready to invest in long-term 
preparedness and prevention measures. In some cases, this is because political and 
economic concerns have simply taken priority over natural disaster planning. In other 
countries, disaster planning is seen as important but limited available resources mean that 
governments have to make difficult spending decisions across the board, and as a result 
insufficient funds are allocated to investing in disaster preparedness.  

One participant familiar with South East Asian nations cited big differences in the level of 
preparedness between Singapore, Brunei, Malaysia, and less developed countries like Laos, 
Cambodia and Myanmar. Parts of Africa were also mentioned as lacking the resources to 
prepare effectively for risks. 

“In the context of the issue of natural disasters… a government has to 

decide how much to prepare and how much to insure, how much 

investment to do in prevention and mitigation and so on and so forth, for 

something that may happen very long in the future once the tenure of the 

government is over... it’s a hurdle that is very hard to jump.” 

 
However, resource decisions are not the only consideration. In some countries, assessing 
hazards and vulnerabilities is still a work in progress, and the process will need to be 
completed before it can influence how investment decisions are made. Policy-makers 
explained that they want to have a comprehensive picture of risk before they make decisions 
about the types of investments to make. 

“I have to tell you right we have not yet gone into the details of the 

interventions.  As I mentioned earlier, it’s a relatively new activity here 

[so] this specific type of planning intervention will be done in our activities 

next year. In the last three years, our capacity building has been on 

understanding hazards, making hazard profiles, understanding the concept 

of risk, making initial risk assessments.” 

 
Some countries are further along. Mexico, for example, has gone through an extensive risk 
assessment process and is currently planning its investments. This too takes time as it 
requires an overview of the budgets of all the government agencies and how each can be 
best used. 
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“[To] try to understand each of the government agency that control 

infrastructure with a budget and with a plan for investments and finance is 

quite a task.” 

 

The country does, however, have a fund earmarked specifically for interventions that will 
mitigate future risks. There are two other funds, one for public infrastructure reconstruction, 
and another for humanitarian aid, which can be used in the aftermath of a disaster. 

“We have a preventive fund, with, which we use to finance projects in 

order to prevent disasters, in order to mitigate and reduce risks.  And we 

have another, another financial instrument that is called FONDEN, the 

Natural Disasters Fund, for direct construction of the affected public 

infrastructure and the housing of low income population…  And we have a 

third fund that is financed through to the FONDEN as well, and it’s called 

the Emergency Fund and it’s mostly specific to pay for humanitarian aid. ” 

 

On the other hand, some countries where risk planning is more embedded or where 
populations are very exposed to particular risks do have programmes of investment. For 
example, Bangladesh, with support from donors and regional organisations, has invested 
heavily in cyclone risk monitoring, with significant benefits. 

“In the 1970s whenever a major cyclone hit maybe more than 100,000 

people were killed in one cyclone and that was really a big tragedy.  [But] 

the Japanese Red Cross Society have a good programme with the 

Bangladesh Red Cross Society regarding the cyclone preparedness – the 

Cyclone Shelter Programme. And nowadays even if a major cyclone hits 

Bangladesh it’s only hundreds of people which are killed and that’s big 

progress.” 

 

The role of risk assessments in investments 

The types of risk assessments conducted have a significant influence on the types of 
investment considered. For example, if assessments map population and infrastructure to 
identify where damage and casualties are more likely to occur, which many policy-makers 
call the ‘direct impacts’ of disasters, then investment will likely mirror this. In these cases 
investment will focus on retrofitting infrastructure and ensuring hazards are taken into 
account in the construction of new infrastructure, including assessing locations as well as the 
characteristics of the infrastructure itself, such as building design and materials. 

By contrast, if risk assessments are more holistic (looking at the impacts of various types of 
risks together and the investments that might need to be made to mitigate them) then 
priorities for investments may be seen differently. 

“So firstly the risk assessment needs to give you a sort of sense of priority 

– what are the risks you don't need to do anything about because they are 

probably covered by the ones that you do need to do something about.”  

 
In Mexico, there are a series of steps that must be followed in order for a risk-mitigation 
investment to be approved. Different institutions are involved, including one that checks the 
initial paperwork regarding the investment to ensure it is complete; a technical and scientific 
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committee that looks in-depth at the utility of the investment as well as any unintended 
consequences that could arise from it; and a financial body that is in charge of releasing the 
funds. 

“Once a state or a federal agency presents a new project, we have what 

we call the first window… once we see this first window that everything is 

in place and all the documents are signed and are according to the rules, 

we send the file to a committee…that is composed of different people from 

the scientific market… They are the ones that will look into… the project 

to see if the project is really taking into account disaster risk reduction 

and is really a preventive project… If it’s work that needs to be done in a 

river, they will take into account the whole basin in order to be able to see 

if this specific work will really relieve the problem that they have in a 

specific zone and it will not create another one... once a project is 

approved, the money will be paid by BANOBRAS by the judiciary agent 

directly to the contractors that will make the project.” 

 

In addition, Mexico takes a preventative approach in the aftermath of a disaster. This means 
that in reconstructing infrastructure, the location and design may be modified to ensure that 
the infrastructure is more resilient in the future. 

“Once a disaster occurs, we don’t want the infrastructure to be 

reconstructed as it was before … we are always looking ahead… to build it 

back better. We need to make it more resilient to a new natural 

phenomena, even a more severe phenomena… if you don’t take a step 

further in order to make the infrastructure more resilient, you will have an 

increase every year the amounts that you have been paying for the 

reconstruction, if you don’t invest more in prevention.” 

 

The Netherlands also considers two different types of investments, those that could help 
prevent the risk from occurring, and those that could help mitigate the risk if it did occur. In 
some cases the recommendation is to adopt a preventative approach, (e.g. continuing with 
the reinforcement of embankments to prevent floods or investing in diplomacy as a means of 
ensuring access to scarce minerals in the future), while in others mitigation is recommended 
(e.g. development of business continuity plans or plans for nursing staff in old people’s 
homes in case of a heat wave). 

There are some indications that countries which assess the ‘indirect impacts’ of disasters 
may take a broader approach to investment decisions. For example, one policy-maker 
described Japan’s attempts to understand how the impact of five centimetres of volcanic ash 
falling on Tokyo as a result of Mount Fuji erupting might impact on traffic circulation in the 
city. They decided that it was important to ensure that the ash could not penetrate the 
subway system so that even if road traffic were paralysed, Tokyo’s citizens would still be able 
to get to and from work on the subway. 

While most policy-makers spoke only about the types of investment decisions their 
governments were making, one discussed the need for risk assessments to provide 
information to other actors as well, such as private providers of essential services and small 
businesses. 
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“You really need however to build resilience into the system and that 

means getting to first of all the infrastructure service providers: so the 

communications, fuel, energy, health services and so forth, to make them 

more resilient… Small business is a more difficult target, but we have 

started providing them with advice on how they can cheaply easily 

improve their own business continuity which is important because small 

businesses are the basis for local community resilience, as well as being 

in the supply chain for some of the big national infrastructure providers.” 

 

Making the case for investment 

Several national-level policy-makers emphasised the importance of making the case for 
investment. One expert mentioned that uncertainty about the probability of risks occurring 
makes it difficult for policy-makers to convince the electorate of the need to invest in costly 
prevention or mitigation measures. Others raised the need to demonstrate the impact of 
investment in terms of costs avoided and casualties prevented. They ensure that their 
assessment tools help them to predict the costs of not taking any action, as a means of 
persuading budget holders and decision-makers of the need for the investment. 

Regional organisations can play a role in helping countries make the case for investment. 
For example, the World Bank helped Bangladesh to undertake a cost-benefit analysis of its 
cyclone early warning system, and calculated that for every USD $1 spent, $500 is saved in 
terms of reducing lives lost and destruction of infrastructure. 

Sharing learning about investments that yield the greatest value, particularly on a regional 
level, is seen as particularly valuable by policy-makers trying to prioritise investments. 
Sometimes regional organisations serve as fora for such learning, but countries also work 
bilaterally, looking to neighbours with greater expertise for advice. For example, one expert 
commented on the fruitfulness of the partnership between Indonesia and Australia. 

“I think also countries like Australia with regard to Indonesia have been 

partners and I think that’s helped… [for example there is the] Indonesia 

Australian facility for disaster risk prevention in Jakarta and that’s done a 

lot of work on risk assessment.” 

Provisions for the financial impact of natural disasters 

Countries vary widely in terms of the actions they have taken to prepare for the financial 
impact of disasters, and this does seem to be linked to level of development. Some of the 
poorest countries feel they do not have the resources available to put funding aside or buy 
insurance. Other donor-dependent countries believe they can rely entirely on international 
aid, even though research shows the amounts donated rarely cover the full cost of a serious 
disaster. 

“There is the expectation among many policy makers and among many 

governments that when these things happen there is going to be a surge in 

foreign aid that is going to help pay for some of those liabilities and some 

of those costs that arise in the aftermath of natural disasters. And 

research shows that even though foreign aid actually surges in the 
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aftermath of natural disasters, the size of the surge is not nearly enough, 

it’s not nearly as large as to cover the total costs of those disasters.” 

 

“In general it’s very hard to save for a rainy day, if that rainy day is 

something that a) you think has a very low probability of occurring which 

is generally the case with natural disasters, and b) you think that if it 

happens somebody else will pay the bill then it’s even more difficult to 

create the incentives to save for a rainy day.” 

 

Some developing and emerging countries are starting to make the case for making 
provisions for the financial impact of disaster risk. A senior civil servant in Latin America 
referenced a recent study of the economic loss caused by disasters in the last 10 years, 
which concluded that losses are somewhere in the region of $200-500 million. However one 
multilateral organisation official pointed to a gap in the research on the longer-term financial 
impacts of natural disasters, such as on economic growth, and the need to generate the 
evidence that will convince policy-makers of the need to take action on this front. 

Many countries are, however, already taking action. Some are in the very early stages, with a 
common first step being to join a regional insurance mechanism. Such schemes were 
mentioned as existing in Africa and the Caribbean. 

 “Many countries in Central America and the Caribbean have signed up for 

this [contingent credit] facility… an insurance like feature, which shows 

that governments are more aware of this and are willing to do things that 

in the past maybe they would not pay attention to … So based on what we 

survey, I see that governments are taking more action or at least are more 

interested in these issues than what they were, say, ten years ago.” 

 
In other countries, financial provisions are more extensive, either through the regular budget 
process, through insurance schemes, or via both mechanisms. For example, the approach 
one country in Latin America takes is to guarantee a certain amount of budgetary resources, 
but also purchase insurance premiums.  

“By law, we have specific budgets every year that is around 800 million 

dollars every year.  So what we are trying to do, always, is how can we 

cover in excess of that amount because we don’t need to cover that 

amount... you have to play with at least these three elements. What you 

want to cover? How much money do you have to pay for a premium? And, 

of course, what is deductable that you want to put.” 

 
South Africa has a centralised insurance facility called Sasria which can be used if there is a 
disaster too big for a single insurer to bear the cost. It is funded by a levy of 1% of the cost of 
every insurance policy taken out by a South African, and as the South African middle-class is 
fairly well-insured, the facility is reasonably well-capitalised. South Africa also has a 
contingency reserve for unforeseen and unavoidable expenditure, which might be used for 
environmental disasters. The contingency reserve forms part of the fiscal framework, so is 
allocated expenditure, but only used if needed.  

In the case of the Philippines, the creation of a 'Calamity Fund' was mandated by law in the 
form of the Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010. The Fund is financed 
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through an allocation in the national budget and can be used to finance disaster mitigation 
measures and rescue and relief operations post-disasters. The Philippines has also invested 
heavily in insurance products, including parametric insurance. This kind of insurance is paid 
based on parametric triggers, or “specified intensities of the natural disaster in a specified 
location as measured by an independent agency”.3 These types of claims are quicker to 
process as the triggers are more readily assessed than the value of the losses incurred. 

Regional and global organisations are playing a fairly major role in encouraging countries to 
insure themselves and in creating and providing the secretariat function for insurance 
schemes. In some cases this is in the fairly early stages. 

“The Disaster Risk Management Unit of the World Bank [is] also trying to 

convince the countries to work more in disaster risk management and 

disaster risk financing as well, in order to avoid a leap off of their public 

finances once a disaster occurs.” 

 

“[We are] looking at ways in which risk [of damage to industry] can be put 

into capital market schemes that will be able to increase the capital that 

will be used for recovery, so there is less impact on national accounts.” 

 
Other regional schemes are more advanced. For example, the African Union is working with 
the World Food Programme to develop a drought insurance facility known as the African Risk 
Capacity (ARC). Any country wishing to join the ARC must develop a national contingency 
plan in collaboration with WFP and AU, covering both primary and secondary effects of the 
drought, as well as pay a premium. The sum paid out in the case of a drought covers the 
measures in the contingency plan and is intended to bring the country back to its pre-drought 
state. 

In one region, a multilateral organisation is also making the case for considering the long-
term economic consequences of not making provisions for the increased spending required 
in the aftermath of a serious disaster. In the case of Belize, the inability to finance 
reconstruction other than by increasing borrowing led to a severe debt crisis several years 
later. In this scenario, the lack of financial preparedness was a long-term risk in itself. 

“One example that comes to mind is what happened with the country of 

Belize which is a small country in Central America that had to undergo a 

debt restructuring exercise in 2006 and 2007 because the debt further 

increased severely as a consequence of what happened with two storms 

that had hit the country a few years earlier and had created a lot of 

expenditure that the government needed to finance somehow.” 
 
Policy-makers also have ideas for financial provisions that might be helpful, but do not yet 
exist. For example, one policy-maker suggested that it would be helpful to agree some global 
guidelines related to the amount that certain countries could choose to donate in the event of 
a natural disaster, so that the international community does not always rely on the ‘usual 
suspects’ to support countries struck by a disaster. The idea is that countries would be 
categorised into Tiers 1-4 based on their level of development, and disasters would be 
classified as Tiers 1-3 in terms of severity. In the event of a disaster of a particular level of 

                                            
3
 William C. Spaulding, “Parametric Insurance,” 2013, accessed online on 16 May 2013 at 

<http://thismatter.com/money/insurance/types/parametric-insurance.htm>. 

http://thismatter.com/money/insurance/types/parametric-insurance.htm
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severity, countries would have a guideline as to how much they should think about donating, 
although making any donation would still be optional and countries could choose to donate 
more or less than the recommended amount. 
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Appendix 

List of interviewees 

Multilateral organisations 

Dr. Jonathan Abrahams, World Health Organization 
Mr. Eduardo Cavallo, Inter-American Development Bank 
Dr. Elham Mahmoud Ahmed Ibrahim, African Union 
Mr. Abhas Jha, World Bank 
Mr. Larry Maramis, Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
Mr. David Nabarro, United Nations 
Mr. Pier Carlo Padoan, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
Mr. Chanyong Rhee, Asian Development Bank 
Mr. Jordan Ryan, United Nations Development Programme 
Amb. Piotr Switalski, Council of Europe 
Anonymous expert 
 

National governments 

Mr. Saturo Nishikawa, Government of Japan 
Mr. Peter Jensen, Government of Lao PDR 
Mr. Dato Sri Idris Jala, Government of Malaysia 
Expert, Government of Mexico 
Mr. Rubem Hofliger, Government of Mexico 
Two experts, Government of the Netherlands 
Prof. Femi Ajibola, New Nigeria Foundation 
Dr. Anne Nzegwu, Government of Nigeria 
Mr. Walter Santiago, Government of Panama 
Ms. Remedios Endencia, Government of Philippines 
Mr. Eduardo G. Mariño III, Government of Philippines 
Ms. Teresa S. Habitan, Government of Philippines 
Ms. Filomena Nelson, Government of Samoa 
Dr. Max Ahmadu Sesay, Government of Sierra Leone 
Mr. Gunasinghe, Government of Sri Lanka 
Mr. Neil Cole, Government of South Africa 
Mr. John Tesh, Government of United Kingdom 


