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1. The Poverty - Disaster Risk Interface in South Asia
South Asia is a region of stark contrast. Where a handful of the world’s wealthiest rub shoulders with 45% of the poorest. Where economic growth is unparalleled but is marred by conflict and disaster leaving many in the margins of this new found prosperity. Where modern technology competes with medieval practices and beliefs; and where Mercedes and luxury SUVs ply the same roads as cycle rickshaws and bullock-drawn carts.

Disasters have been and continue to be a regular bedfellow for a large number of South Asians. The earthquake in Gujarat (2001) and flood in commercial Mumbai city (2005) proved that disasters could also destroy the rich and bring the powerful to its knees. But at the risk of over-generalizing it is safe to say that the impact upon the wealthy is minimal and often, temporary. Their losses are less because they have access to early warning technology and can afford safe infrastructure. Their recovery is much faster due to the wide safety net that combines insurance, influential friends and relatives, ability to borrow, assets and savings in Banks.

The poor however are the worst affected for a number of inter-linked reasons.
Poverty drives people to choose unsafe locations to live and work. This is never more evident than in the sprawling cities of the subcontinent, where increased migration to escape rural poverty has created swarming low-income tenements. 
South Asia has one of the highest urban slum populations. It ranks next to sub-Saharan Africa in the percentage of urban population living in slums (59% in 2001/ Sub Saharan Africa 72%, South East Asia 28%). 
 The region is also making ‘very little or negligible’ progress towards achieving the sustainability goal to improve the lives of these slum dwellers significantly by 2020. 
Urban slums in South Asia are some of the most vulnerable locations, frequently facing natural (and other) hazards such as flood, earthquake, fire and disease.  The location of these low-income urban housing depend on the availability of cheap or free land within close proximity to the centre- often these are exposed beaches, river or canal banks, water-logged marshlands, garbage dumps or industrial backyards. By their very nature, these locations are rife with risk- risk of natural hazards like flood, cyclone, coastal erosion or risk of man-made disasters like fire, explosion or industrial accidents. In the great deluge that flooded Mumbai city in 2005, although the city centre recorded huge economic losses more lives were lost in the poor tenements built on marginal lands vulnerable to both flood and landslides.
The ephemeral nature of the Bangladeshi Chars (sedimentary islets with constant buffeting by wind and water) has not deterred a large number of landless poor from claiming its land. These people are in constant danger of the most common disasters to affect Bangladesh - flood and cyclone. The continued cycle of disaster and the abject poverty of their lives entwine to a vicious spiral from which it is imminently difficult for these people to emerge.  

The poor also has very little ‘resilience’ to face disasters. Whether urban or rural, poor people have very limited resources that form the core of this resilience. They lay claim to few assets and very little savings. Their social networking is absent or weak. They have very fragile, tenuous contact with authorities and very little access to means of grievance redress. 

Over and above all these factors, they lack the skills and capital to rise above that very real ‘line’ that defines poverty. Rural livelihoods are either dependent on a depleting base of natural resources - water, sea, forests, good soil - or on low-input, outdated technologies that are unproductive. The rural agricultural community in turn contributes to the poor condition of natural resources by unsustainable practices such as increased extraction of ground water for crops, heavy use of chemical pesticides, pollution of rivers and gradual encroachment of natural forests. 
Land degradation linked with national policies that favour export-oriented production, such as in most of South Asia, has led to vast deforestation in much of the region. Natural forests areas left intact are miniscule in comparison to land area (less then 10% overall) planted forests are also valued more for commercial benefit rather than the essential eco-system services (soil regeneration, water shed protection) they offer. The loss of land productivity, loss of biodiversity and depletion of natural resources directly affect vulnerability of the poor. There is obvious connection between deforestation and slope stability; soil erosion and risk of drought. There is also the threat of future vulnerability arising from extinction of wild genes (genetic erosion) that may place people (and crops) at increased risk of pest diseases.

2. Vulnerability increased by livelihood choices
Agriculture based livelihoods, which remain the mainstay of South Asians, are heavily exposed to disaster. When the recent cyclone Nargis swept across the rice bowl of Myanmar (neighbour to the region) some 80% of its staple crop (rice ready for harvesting) was reported destroyed. The 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami debilitated the coastal fishing industry in Sri Lanka destroying 80 percent of its total fishing fleet; leaving some 75,000 fishermen bereft of livelihood means for many months. There are the more common, stealthy, slow onset disasters like chronic drought that saps life out of farming communities across the region - leaving them poorer and more indebted each year. River and flash flooding; prolonged drought annually destroys large extents of crops and high numbers of livestock in all countries, but none more so than Bangladesh Cyclone Sidr in 2007 wasted 1.6 million acres of croplands (mainly rice) and killed 382,000 cattle
  
A recent publication by UN ESCAP
 points to growing farmer debt in India. An Indian Government report (2007) estimates that close to 50% of farmer households are indebted to a level that could thwart their development. Much of this debt is from non-institutional sources (money lenders) at very high interest, preventing farmer families from early recovery from debt. This is an additional facet to rural poverty and vulnerability.
Such is the insecurity of livelihood in rural South Asia that migration to urban centres has grown to epidemic proportions. This in turn has created the sprawling slums that fringe every urban centre in the region.

Here too, the type of livelihood choice often creates vulnerability pathways. Urban slums and low-income families depend upon ‘unsteady’ income sources such as small business, wage labour, rickshaw pullers, pavement hawkers, construction workers and domestic workers in homes of rich. In a study of two urban slums in Bangladesh
 it was observed that the population was constantly under-employed. Women were not encouraged to work due to social restrictions on their movement, and relative lack of education (male literacy was 60% while female hovered below 50%) and dearth of skills. Women (where they were employed) also earned far less than men. Due to their nature of work, long spells of monsoon or sickness meant a period of unemployment. Slum dwellers in general lack the education and skills to find better employment and thus remain trapped in their own situation of poverty. Their vulnerability stems from this income poverty, lack of education and skills as well the high-risk locations they choose to settle in- river banks, chars, coastal areas, low lying swamps etc.  
In both urban and rural areas a large section of the poor are excluded from the prevailing power structure. They are often landless, and resort to selling unskilled labour wherever demand prevails. This uncertainty of livelihood, in an upwardly mobile economy with high inflation drives the poor deeper into the trap of poverty. Chronic, deep-rooted poverty means that people cannot acquire tools, practices or structures that could ensure their safety in times of disaster. A house with an anchored roof could withstand cyclone, but not many Bangladeshis who live in the lowlands straddling the Bay of Bengal could afford such a structure. Multi-storied concrete housing predominant in the sub continent pose additional danger during earthquake; and wood/ bark board tenements in urban areas are at once in danger of flood, strong winds and fire . 
Conflict and its attendant ills-displacement, lack of livelihood and distance from governance- exacerbates the conditions of poverty and in times of disaster becomes an added problem, often a series impediment to recovery. This became amply clear in both the 2004 tsunami and the 2005 Kashmir earthquake. In areas that were not affected by conflict the rate in which displaced recovered (housing and livelihood) in Sri Lanka was much faster than in areas affected by conflict post-tsunami. Temporary shelters meant for tsunami displaced had to be shared with the greater numbers of war displaced. Recovery took a backseat; livelihood support was delayed. Dependency grew.
In the Kashmir earthquake, communities that live in the disputed border area suffered neglect from both Pakistan and Indian officials. Aid delayed reaching them. Finding alternate locations for housing still remains an issue in an area where land is the bone of contention between two nations.

3. Disaster Outcome-Poverty Interface

Repeated cycles of disaster; heightened by conflict keep the wheels of poverty well oiled. When the poor have little hope of recovery, their abuse of natural resources increases. Without proper livelihood or support to rebuild their homes and other assets, the poor turn to nature, extracting from it more than is sustainable or fair. This in turn creates conditions which places them at increased risk of disaster. This is all too true for flood-and-cyclone ridden farmers of India’s eastern coast. The continued destruction of mangroves, the over extraction of ground-water and pollution of natural lakes, increases their risk of being impacted by flood and cyclone. Poverty levels increase with each recurrent disaster incident. By creating dependency and debilitating livelihood practices, even a single disaster incidence could drag communities into a spiral of poverty- this is a hard lesson that certain tsunami affected communities in Sri Lanka learnt along the road to recovery. 
Disasters are often touted by government to be opportunities ‘for new development’ and ‘build back better’. It is clear that severe disasters with large scale displacement, such as the Indian Ocean tsunami or Kashmir earthquake, present governments with an opportunity to undo some of the mistakes and recreate townships and rural settlements that are not as exposed to disaster. But more often than not, the same planning mistakes are repeated and vulnerability is reinforced. Communities find themselves ‘worse off’ that before due to faulty decision-making and ingrained corruption that erodes the amount of support they receive. In Sri Lanka, a study of by ILO (International Labour Organisation) of the tsunami resettlements in the southern coast found that poverty levels had increased and living standards declined due to loss of livelihood opportunities and lack of common amenities such as water supply, good roads and transport etc.

Long periods of displacement after disaster also lead to a subversion of human development. This in turn increases human vulnerability to disaster risk. The tendency to ‘live for the day’ increases and there is greater pressure on natural resources and greater potential of pollution. There is greater dependency upon aid and services provided by NGOs and UN for survival. If people are unable to access their livelihood assets (land) or procure lost assets (livestock or agriculture implements) they would remain dependent and be reduced to selling off whatever other assets they own in order to survive. Many thousands of survivor families of the Kashmir earthquake were huddled into tent villages and had to bear very difficult conditions through a harsh winter. An Oxfam report stated; “only a handful of shelters meet Sphere Standards, many are unsuited for high-altitude Himalayan winter.” The tent villages were later unceremoniously dismantled before the people received adequate compensation for the homes they lost.  Tsunami victims in conflict affected areas of Sri Lanka still languish in makeshift camps, sometimes far removed from their original lands and villages, awaiting a permanent house away from the government declared no-build zone on the coast. 
Displacement creates issues of health, low-nutrition, food security, added vulnerability to disasters, lowered social status, disruption of education and livelihood, which subsequently impact upon families’ and communities’ ability to ‘bounce back’ to normalcy.  
Disasters also erode the asset-base of poor people - crops, livestock and homesteads. The poor do not save savings in bank accounts, stocks or bonds. Their worldly possessions are often tied to their income generation. In the worst affected areas of the Kashmir earthquake, livestock losses were 100%. Even in commercial Mumbai, the flood of 2005 resulted in the loss of over 15,000 milch cows - a severe blow to low income families that would have derived an income from milk sales.
 Losses of homes, appliances, furniture, agricultural implements, vehicles and livestock have a tremendous impact upon the poor. The majority cannot recover from these losses without external aid.  Even when aid is available, it is often inappropriate - such as the large scale donation of unsuitable boats in coastal Sri Lanka after the tsunami. Complete and appropriate aid packages, designed after a genuine needs assessment are rare. This coupled with the inevitable plague of unequal distribution and corruption drag communities down to levels of desperation that were not experienced pre-disaster.
Disasters also reinforce social stratification and marginalization within communities. In South Asian countries with a culture of patriarchal rule, women-headed households are in greater danger of subverted recovery. Their inability to meet public officials, discuss with aid workers (who are often male) and constraints on their livelihood (prohibition from public works, or food-for-work programmes by male community members) would mean added poverty and inability to source relief.

4. Mainstreaming Livelihoods as a tool for DRR

4.1 Disaster Proof Development: Still Distant a Dream
The poverty focus is very much in the mainstream today. Government assisted, donor funded or NGO implemented programmes would not be complete without even a sub-component that addresses poverty and consequently income generation activities. Even bi-lateral donors and specialized donor agencies such as GEF (Global Environmental Facility) with clear mandates outside the arena of poverty, now seek to include community benefit sharing and livelihood development as essential project components. Forestry or coastal resources projects that were previously designed purely for conservation are now being re-designed to embrace peripheral communities’ livelihood development- so that a project mutually benefit the natural resource (forest) and the people who live beside it. 
Poverty in South Asia remains a largely rural. About 70% of the population, and about 75% of the poor, live in rural areas. Most of the rural poor depend on rain fed agriculture, livestock, fragile forests, and/or casual often migratory employment. Agricultural and rural  non-farm growth will be a critical to reach the  Millennium Development Goals of halving the number of poor people by 2015. 

On a regional-scale, agriculture employs about 60% of the labour force and contributes to only 22% of the regional GDP
. 
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Large investments have been made in all countries for the development of agriculture, farming, fishing and livestock rearing but these state-and-donor driven projects have yet to demonstrate a sufficient dent in poverty head count. The level of disaster risk mitigation that go in to the planning of these development programmes. Take for instance the large scale irrigation development in Sri Lanka -a poverty reduction measure coupled with food security. The settlers in these regions today bear the brunt of natural and man-made disasters (conflict, water scarcity and pollution, flood and drought). In all South Asian countries the investment into securing and developing agriculture based livelihoods does not commensurate with the acute poverty/ indebtedness that exist in these sectors.
Can livelihood development and poverty reduction be disaster proofed? Can disaster priorities reshape development agendas? 

Although the link between poverty and disasters has been a topic of hot academic interest, it’s implications are yet to be fully understood by governments and donor agencies that fund ‘development’ in the poorer countries. Poverty reduction as means to reduce disaster would imply that governments would incorporate disaster risk reduction into the plans and policies that emanate from their departments of national planning, treasury, and state/provincial planning arms and would monitor the ‘level of mainstreaming’ by incorporating relevant indicators. This would mean poverty reduction, rural development, infrastructure development, and physical planning documents, policy paper and implementation strategies would have considered disaster risk reduction in the many of them not take into consideration environmental and ecological aspects. Basically these plans should be ‘disaster proof’; incorporating risk reduction has an essential building block that forms the foundation of the plan/ policy. Plans should seek to minimize risk – economically, socially and geographically- and importantly not create conditions for further risk. Development projects that lead to disasters are common in all South Asian countries; and it is often mega infrastructure projects that leave so many poor people exposed to increased disaster risk such as flash flooding and landslides.

Some governments and donors have made an effort to integrate these aspects: Sri Lanka has installed a disaster management cell within the National Planning Department with the hope of better mainstreaming. There is also collaboration with Ministry of Environment on mainstreaming disaster impact assessment through the existing EIA (environment impact assessment) process in order to disaster proof large development projects.

The National Planning Commission of India recognizes and recommends that risk reduction be an integral part of planning for development. India’s national planning process today considers disaster risk and community vulnerability reduction as an important development issue. In fact, even the UNDP-Government of India Country Cooperation Framework considers vulnerability reduction and environmental sustainability as one of its four pillars of cooperation. 

Being a highly disaster prone country, Bangladesh government has a necessarily proactive approach to DRR which involves redefining and managing the risk environment and responding to immediate threats. The government’s five year programme for Reducing Disaster Risks of the Poorest through Sustainable Livelihood Development seeks to address disaster risk reduction in a development context with the emphasis on building disaster-resilient livelihood opportunities for the very poor and vulnerable communities.

Globally, the United National Development Programme (UNDP) has attempted to incorporate DRR into the MDG framework as a means of mainstreaming at policy level. The Millennium Development Goals are recognized by Planning Ministries/ Department and Commissions of South Asian countries. Some MDGs are now incorporated in to countries’ own development goals and are periodically measured for progress. In its global report (2004)
 the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) of UNDP highlighted that win-win policies could help more people to be free of preventable disaster losses while meeting human development aspirations as spelt out in goals 1,3,6 and 7. These goals relate to reducing extreme poverty, promoting gender equality, reducing child mortality, combating diseases and environmental sustainability. 
However, there is still very little tangible evidence to show that such ‘mainstreaming’ efforts have begun to demonstrate tangible results. Both disaster exposure and losses have increased in the recent past despite these proactive steps. Development often overtakes and overruns disaster risk management and for millions of poor, disaster prone people in South Asia, this means that they would continue to bear the brunt of disaster impact. 

5. Sustainable Livelihoods - The South Asian Way

The global report of the UNDP’s Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) spells out interventions that could reduce poverty and disaster exposure at the same time and these are;

· Strengthening and diversifying livelihoods

· Encouraging responsible foreign investment and job creation

· A flexible and participatory approach to urban planning

· Building social security including access to health and education

· Provision of a risk/loss spreading mechanism for those who are excluded from insurance. 

Interestingly, these very aspects form the basis of the framework for disaster-resistant, sustainable livelihoods adopted by many non-governmental organizations today in their strategy for post disaster recovery. 

Disaster Resistant Sustainable Livelihoods is a framework that emerged from the sustainable livelihoods practice in South Asia. Applying a livelihood-based approach to disaster mitigation and management at community level was considered both practical and effective. In many demonstrated projects the end result was highly satisfactory. 

The basis for DRSL lies in developing the crucial asset base of every community - this includes financial resources, livelihood infrastructure, social networks, natural resources (land, water, forests) and governance structures order to lift communities out of poverty and heightened disaster risk. At every stage, disaster proofing takes precedence. The aim is to reach across social strata down to the most marginalized (and therefore most at-risk) and address issues of gender, inequity and other social conflicts along the way. 

Disaster Resistant Sustainable Livelihoods - A Framework for South Asia, Duryog Nivaran and Practical Action 2005
There are many programmes implemented by non-governmental organizations, and even a few large donor driven projects that strive to adopt this sustainable livelihoods approach.
Bangladesh Disaster Preparedness Centre (BDPC) manages the above mentioned Reducing Disaster Risks of the Poorest through Sustainable Livelihood Development project that concretely links risk reduction with livelihood support at household level. Recognizing the inter-connectedness of poverty and high disaster exposure; and the manner in which each reinforces the other, BDPC’s programme is designed to address both factors in very low-income, disaster-prone neighbourhoods. The project consciously targets women - making sure that 50% of the beneficiaries are women. It funded skills development and increased investment in livelihoods, on the condition that part of the income generated is used for household risk reduction measures such as raising the plinth of a house, strengthening structures, storing grain in attic rooms etc. 
This programme is an interesting mix of government financial commitment (Ministry of Food and Disaster Management in Bangladesh directed their funds for rehabilitating flood victims for the project) and NGO implementation. This combine has worked very well for the programme and beneficiary community.
In Bangladesh again Practical Action runs a programme for increasing food security among resource poor farmers in two districts. Selection criteria include 1) poverty 2) owning a small holding of land in a flood plain recurrently affected by disaster (floods and river erosion). The programme aims to increase agriculture productivity through improved seed varieties, integrated pest management, crop diversification, intensive farming techniques etc. The project’s sustainability strategy is to form links with markets and government extension services.  

The Rural Development and Policy Institute (RDPI) in Pakistan trialled the sustainable livelihood approach in Kamra - a flood prone village in Punjab. This model was later replicated by Oxfam Pakistan across the district as a best practice in disaster resistant sustainable livelihoods. 
Plan Sri Lanka implements a Small Tank Rehabilitation and Farming Systems in drought-hit Anuradhapura district. Food insecurity is high, leaving 30% of children under 10 malnourished in some form. The project improves water security by rehabilitating and restoring the physical structures of traditional age-old small tank
 systems. Introducing crop diversification (to secure better income), home gardens (for better family food security) and nutrition, and inland fisheries for food and profit the project is very much a livelihoods-based rural development project which could positively affect the lives of drought ridden families. The project engages government at district level through agencies related to agriculture, irrigation and district planning.

All India Disaster Mitigation Institute (AIDMI) in their approach to tsunami recovery in Southern India adopted an integrated approach targeting very poor, dalit women. The importance of this project is not its relief-related livelihood activities however, but the micro credit/insurance aspect it introduced to those who received livelihood benefits. Early on project experience showed that livelihoods without adequate safety nets could not sustain beyond external support. This was amply demonstrated when a coir workshop where a number of Dalit women were employed flooded during its operations and threw the entire business out of operation, until further support restored their workshop and provided working capital to buy new raw material.
Through their link with Chamber of Commerce and Industries for Small Businesses, Ahmadabad, AIDMI provides economic support to livelihood beneficiaries. A revolving fund has been established to dispense small loans (collateral and interest free) for economic recovery from shocks. A low premium insurance policy for life and other assets (livelihood based) and protection from regular disasters fire, flood, earthquake and cyclone has also attracted more than 3000 members to the Chamber.(Less than 4$ a year for a coverage of Rs. 95,000 ($2500).
Micro-Credit is by far the most pervasive and popular form of livelihood support that has gained huge acceptance and popularity. From Nobel laureate Mohammed Yunus and his Grameen Bank to small scale group lending in informal setting, different micro finance models have emerged. There is some debate whether micro lending actually transforms communities; or if it helps maintain status quo (maintain poverty levels). But access to easy credit is always an issue in rural communities that do not have easy access to formal banking system, and are often left un-serviced by the formal banks. In this context the micro finance schemes play an essential role of brining credit to the doorstep of many cash-trapped villagers. But the commonly seen ills of micro credit- high interest rates, lending-without-training, and small lending amounts defeats the goal of uplifting communities out of the poverty trap. 
Best practices in risk reduction of non-governmental organizations, even when they are successful and replicated by other NGOs, remain confined to narrow spectrums unless they manage to garner both political blessing and effect policy changes. In these and other examples, the approach is disaster-centric (communities are earmarked for their disaster exposure and risk) rather than poverty/development centric.

In short, such practices need government endorsement and ready adoption into larger poverty reduction programmes in order to become mainstream practice. Herein rests the challenge for South Asian governments- how do they link the disaster risk reduction and development agendas- both of which they advocate strongly, in to one comprehensive programme?

5.1 Institutional Frameworks for DRR and Livelihood Aspects 

What has clearly happened in the past five years and especially since Hyogo (2005) is that all countries have formulated powerful disaster management structures. A regional body for disaster management has also been established under the umbrella of the intergovernmental SAARC framework. 
 There has been a significant shift from a purely emergency response oriented approach to more preparedness, early warning and overall risk reduction. Countries have invested in large institutional structures at central and at regional (states, provinces and districts) level for disaster management with the explicit aim of better preparedness through effective early warning, search and rescue operations, emergency equipment, coordination forums etc. Each government, except for Nepal, has drawn up appropriate legislation to support the new institutional frameworks.

These acts and frameworks are governed by high level committees, often involving the incumbent head of state as chair or a powerful Ministry as parent. E.g. - In countries such as India and Bangladesh, state level disaster management agencies are established with wide and powerful mandates. In many countries, disaster management centres are linked to important Ministries- Home Affairs in India, Food in Bangladesh, and Pakistan’s NDMA (National Disaster Management Authority) rests with the chief executive, the President. 

But in the implementation of their mandates, it becomes clear that the overwhelming emphasis of these agencies remain emergency preparedness and response to disaster situations. Preparedness remains narrowly defined: emphasis lying heavily on emergency preparedness for disaster response rather than mitigatory actions that reduce overall risk. 

While the poverty-disaster risk inter-linkage is recognized, there appears to be very little focus of these agencies towards addressing the root causes of poverty as a tool for risk reduction, or conversely using resources meant for risk reduction to improve conditions that exacerbate poverty. Disaster management strategies and plans have acknowledged the need to address vulnerability and enhance community resilience. Some of these policies and programme look impressive and progressive on paper, but few of them actually adopt disaster resistant sustainable livelihoods as a strategy for increased disaster risk reduction. 

For example, the Government of Afghanistan has developed a Disaster Management Framework for Afghanistan (2003). One of the objectives of the framework is to “reduce community vulnerability to natural disasters and improve their coping capacity by implementing projects that encourage disaster preparedness and promote safe and sustainable livelihoods through self-help, cooperation and education”.

Bangladesh’s Corporate Plan of Disaster Management seeks to create disaster resilient communities that have enhanced coping capacities. Bangladesh is one of the few countries that practically addresses the poverty disaster linkage through its programmes which supports disaster ridden communities to uplift their incomes and living standards. The National Disaster Management Framework of India (2004) prioritised community based mitigation, preparedness and response plans which are integrated into annual development plans of the local bodies, which later provided basis for the large community-based risk reduction programme being implemented there.  The Road Map for Disaster Risk Management of Sri Lanka (2005) formulated after the December 2004 advocates strategies such as micro-finance as a means of weaning people away from disaster-prone livelihoods and improving recovery prospects. 
Pakistan’s national policy was formulated after the 2005 earthquake which resulted in a complete paradigm shift in disaster management in Pakistan. The National Disaster Management Framework of Pakistan was released in March 2007 but is not specific on addressing livelihoods. The Royal Government of Bhutan adopted their National Disaster Risk Management Framework in 2006 but again the nexus of poverty, development and disaster is not adequately addressed although the framework lays much emphasis on community action and participation. 
Disaster Management Act and institutions in Maldives were also formulated post tsunami. The country has a large Community Based Disaster Management component which focuses on community risk reduction and health. The seventh national development plan (2007-2010) prioritises disaster preparedness and mitigation. 

Nepal is yet the most backward of the nations in this regard. The country has not formulated an overarching disaster management framework, but relying on local authorities to manage risk reduction under the Local Self-Governance Act of 1999. Under the Natural Calamity Relief Act (NCRA) of 1982 a Central Disaster Relief Committee (CDRC) under the chairmanship of the Minister, MoHA is responsible to formulate and implement policies and programmes related to natural disaster relief work. 
Even where there are positive policy statements, the actual implementation of disaster management programmes leave much to be desired. In Sri Lanka for instance, on-held-back disaster legislation came in to force after the tsunami creating powerful centralized institutions. The Disaster Management Act of 2005 however pays little heed to livelihood aspects. The important Departments of Agriculture and Agrarian Services are not mentioned as members of the National Council (the disaster policy making body headed by the President). The Disaster Management Roadmap (2006) does mention better land use planning, water and soil conservation, introducing drought resistant seeds etc, however these activities are not prioritized in the disaster management agenda.
India in contrast realized the disaster management and livelihood linkage early on. The National Centre for Disaster Management (NCDM, predecessor to the current NIDM) was housed within the Ministry of Agriculture. In 2003 the National Institute for Disaster Management (NIDM) was formed under the Ministry of Home Affairs bestowing a wider mandate upon the national body. However, the livelihood focus inherited by its former self stayed in the forefront and has translated in to proactive strategies to combat disaster risk to livelihoods such as drought assistance policies, farmer insurance, crop protection, and land use planning. The government has two main drought-assistance programmes- Drought-Prone Area Programme (DPAP) and Desert Development Programme (DDP). An initiative called 
Hariyali
 has been launched by the Prime Minister of India to promote integrated development of watersheds through Panchayati Raj Institutions. The Government has modified its Watershed Development Policy as well in order to safeguard rural agricultural livelihoods from the increased risk of drought and crop failure.
The issue remains however the level of policy integration from a planning perspective rather than a disaster management perspective. It is not so much the level of livelihood consideration in the new structures, legislation and policies for disaster management, but rather the level of disaster risk mainstreaming in to the main national programmes for development and poverty reduction that is a measurement of successful mainstreaming.

This is because the disaster management sectors are of fairly recent origin and are generally mandated to coordinate and respond to disaster. Poverty alleviation, livelihood and infrastructure development are traditional areas that lie strongly in the domain of national planning. Disaster risk reduction and national development planning cannot work on parallel tracks but should be integrated in the process of preparing country development plans and priorities.

The way forward for the region is to use the recently created DRR platforms to influence national level policies that impact upon poverty and livelihoods; if not the parallel planning processes would undermine the success of both development initiatives and risk reduction efforts.
5.2 The CBDRM: an integrating tool
The exception to government’s preoccupation with emergency preparedness lies in the general acceptance and adaptation of community based disaster risk management (CBDRM) as a tool for both poverty and risk reduction.
  This approach has now been mainstreamed in countries like Bangladesh through large donor-funded programmes like the Comprehensive Disaster Management Programme (CDMP). One of the key focus areas of CDMP is community empowerment and strengthening of community institutional mechanisms, such as their ability to assess risks and design their own risk-free development projects. 

Another large scale CBDRM drive is happening in India, where a UNDP-led DRM programme covers some169 multi-hazard districts in 17 States reaching an astounding 300 million people. This is known be the largest ongoing CBDRM initiative anywhere in the world. Under this programme Village Disaster Management Committees (VDMC) prepare Village Disaster Management Plans (VDMP) which typically consists of review and analysis of past disasters, seasonality calendar of disasters, village resource, risk and vulnerability map, etc incorporating these to village development plans. The VDMP is linked horizontally with sectoral plans and horizontally with Block and District Development Plans. This programme has attracted much donor attention and government financial resources due to its geographical spread and sheer numbers of beneficiaries. But the extent to its success as per real changes affected on-ground to the status of poverty and disaster risk needs further critical analysis.
Maldives has also started a Community Based Disaster Preparedness (CBDP) programme in December 2005 in all islands of Vaabu and Meemu and five islands of Thaa atoll. Sri Lanka’s plan is to reach some 20,000 villages in all districts with a comprehensive community-driven village plans. The over-riding emphasis of these plans still hinge on emergency preparedness- looking at aspects of early warning, search and rescue team building, evacuation pathways and managing displacement.
However the CBDRM approach is seen as now-accepted tool for integrating disasters (and hopefully livelihood concerns) to the DRR agenda at the grassroots level. So much so that the SAARC Centre for Disaster Management even spelt out a regional roadmap for CBDRM last year to actually lobby with relevant national disaster management focal points to integrate this concept more fully at country level with national plans and priorities.

5.3 Livelihood Strategies for Disaster Risk Recovery
Many decades ago, before cash-for-work became a popular relief exercise - the Indian government adopted a similar programme a drought relief package for seasonal droughts. This was in the 1930s and 1940s- long before international organizations began to realize the win-win potential of marrying disaster relief with repair and rehabilitation of essential public works. Today governments, UN and non-governmental organizations adopt this livelihood based emergency period. This approach is recognized to reduce dependency on relief and positively affect people’s psychological and physical recovery.
Disaster aftermath is often considered an opportunity to integrate risk reduction concepts in to reconstruction –of homes, livelihoods and infrastructure. Many post disaster recovery projects implemented in South Asia have tried to incorporate risk-free poverty reduction aspects in to their agenda. In Sri Lanka the World Bank is implementing a multi-million dollar  livelihood recovery project called Community Livelihoods in Conflict Areas, the project focus is on vulnerable groups (female headed households, unemployed, landless), and rehabilitation to major irrigation works that support agriculture.
The Humpty Dumpty Institute (HDI) of USA implemented a novel project in a conflict zone in Sri Lanka, where the defunct milk industry was revitalized using de-mined pasturelands. Funded by the US Department of Agriculture through a food-for-progress programme, the Institute monetized food grant and used the funds for demining and dairy development. 1300 cattle farmers received training and financial support to increase milk production in Jaffna peninsula by 50% and household income has doubled for beneficiary farmers. Demining is also done through trained villagers, which has increased livelihood prospects in an area devoid of much income opportunity
.
In India, there are reports of many tsunami-recovery projects that sought to address poverty and risk reduction. SEEDS India conducted a livelihood restoration project in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands to bridge the gap between relief and rehabilitation aimed at weaning people away from relief dependency and encouraging productive pursuit again. The NGO focused on early recovery through micro credit tools- loans, training and insurance- aiming to re-start stalled livelihood activities. Although the project was reaching to people un-serviced by the banking sector, SEEDS involved the State Bank for its credit/lending based activities while the gram panchayat (village council) identified and recommended the beneficiaries. 
A similar programme for post tsunami micro enterprise development in Kerala, India by Tradecraft Exchange looked at a more market-oriented model. Working with government to support Kudumbashree (a semi government business organization) to develop 350 micro enterprise consultants – by improving their business development and counselling skills to effect smooth post-disaster livelihood recovery. Also provided supplementary support and improved business management skills to young entrepreneurs and women’s self help groups to increase their income.

Today, post disaster humanitarian agencies have considerable focus on livelihood recovery. In Sri Lanka almost every agency involved in disaster reconstruction have a parallel livelihood programme although many of them have neither the skills nor the experience to implement such activity. Livelihood-based recovery has been mainstreamed across the family Red Cross agencies, which previously engaged exclusively in rescue and relief. 

Again we see that micro finance is used often as a tool to support livelihoods. But post tsunami recovery in Sri Lanka also saw ‘cash grant’ being liberally applied for livelihood recovery with some very negative results. Cash grants were handed without strings-so to say- without a holistic approach of capacity development, asset building, market mapping etc.  This led to increased dependency on the part of some communities and their unwillingness to participate in livelihood programmes that require financial or in-kind commitment from beneficiaries.
There are government programmes that support livelihood recovery through a combination of cash-loan assistance. In Bangladesh, as part of post-flood recovery in 2004 the government started implementing a pilot programme 
to assist disaster affected micro entrepreneurs. A beneficiary receives financial assistance of which 20% is grant and 80% is loan depending on the severity of loss. The loan amount is repayable within 3 year period with an annual 5% flat interest rate.  The government allocated funds for the programme through Ministry of Food and Disaster Management and so far about 62,000 beneficiaries in 27 districts has received the assistance
. 

Sri Lanka’s government also supported the livelihood restoration after tsunami by collaborating with the International Labour Organisation (ILO) to draw up divisional level livelihood plans for every tsunami affected area. Practical Action in Sri Lanka collaborated with this effort in two districts coming up with plans that reached beyond immediate recovery, focusing on sustained livelihood development using the framework of DRSL (see box above). But these plans, despite their holistic approach are not being adopted by the present incumbent government in favour of a more politically-driven village development programme. 

Disaster aftermath should be an ideal time to wean communities away from destructive or excessively vulnerable livelihoods. But overall the emphasis of projects is to ‘help to re-start livelihood ventures’ and this often meant that communities would go back to the jobs they were used, even if it placed them in greater risk next time around.  
There is little record of the types of alternate livelihoods that were promoted in the aftermath of the large regional disasters such as tsunami and earthquake; and their success rate.  Where organizations professed to have focused on alternate livelihoods such as National Rural Support Programme in Muzaffarabad, Pakistan targeting 30,000 earthquake affected families Oxfam, FAO and Diakonie looked at rehabilitating of agriculture infrastructure (water courses dykes, link roads, bridges and field terraces) diversifying income bases by offering alternate livelihood opportunity it has been difficult to ascertain the level of adoption of such ‘alternates’ and their success.
Reconstruction also offers livelihood opportunity at a time when other livelihood sectors may lay dormant. In Pakistan, Church World Service established a Construction Trade Training Centre to train skilled construction workers (masons, carpenters, electricians, welding, plumbing etc) for post earthquake recovery in North West Frontier Province in Pakistan. Government certified training and provided employment to many of the graduates and provided them tools of the trade upon passing out. It is unclear however whether DRR was incorporated in to the curriculum and the training focused on earthquake-safe construction methods.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1 Conclusions 

There is an increased awareness in the region on the need to prepare to face disasters triggered by devastating disasters that happened in South Asia.  The introduction and gaining national level commitment to HFA in 2005 facilitated government policy and institutional structures falling into place as well as getting the humanitarian community to begin thinking beyond responding to emergency and relief. 

Policies introduced by governments and programmes formulated by agencies were quite impressive in terms of attempts towards holistic development through addressing DRR. Given the high levels of poverty amongst majority in the region, the link between DRR and reducing risks to livelihoods was recognised as central to DRR. Acknowledging greater impacts of disasters on poor, focus on community and their involvement in risk management was also acknowledged through policies and programmes (e.g. CBDRM). Documentary evidence shows this conceptual clarity. 

Yet apart from isolated examples, the practice of above concepts that have clear conceptual consensus is yet to take off. While livelihoods are focused as a core component of many DM programmes by NGOs it is usually confined to providing hardware (e.g. tools, equipment)  or micro credit.  While there is a link between increasing incomes and savings and facing disasters, developing disaster risk reduced livelihoods is not very common. 

Although Disaster Management has moved forward from response to preparedness it is implemented in isolation to development programmes (and poverty alleviation) programmes at national and local levels. Similarly development programmes do not usually incorporate disaster risk reduction measures whether these are implemented by the GOs or NGOs, despite obvious increase frequency and impacts of disasters or increased development induced disasters in the region.

These gaps are realised by some in the disaster sector. While some countries and institutions are working on this, in many instances there are capacity gaps to recognise and address these issues. There are best practices found in the region which highlight how different organisations focused on different aspects of DRR use their own expertise and areas of concentration.  The holistic approach to risk reduced livelihoods or disaster resistant livelihoods is yet to be clearly established in practice.
6.2 Recommendations

In order to address the issues that arise from the poverty-livelihoods-risk nexus, and move policies and frameworks to actual practice, there is the need to continuously keep the discussion at the forefront. The processes that are underway now should result in government at all levels including disaster risk reduction in their development plans, allocating resources for the implementation and ensuring that it is carried out. 

A few suggestions to move in this direction are:

· Lobby and make resources available to build on the awareness and policy formulation to implementation. 

· Build on best practices found in the region, recommend methodologies for holistic approaches for disaster risk reduced livelihoods  (this would include Micro Finance, Insurance etc) 

· Facilitate research on developing simple indicators and methodologies to incorporate DRR into development planning. This should include, how to plan and implement secure and sustainable livelihoods. 

· Keep on advocating decentralised governance as without this local DRR will not be possible (DDRM-CBDRM). It is difficult to expect that secure livelihoods will come about if local people are not consulted. Although there is documentary evidence for this trend, it is difficult to find in practice. For initiatives that have begun, there is a long way to go for this process to be really effective. These need to be implemented properly to mainstream livelihoods. Emphasis on the decentralised levels to take on the risk reduction in their development plans will need lobbying and capacity building in terms of resources and training. 

· Build capacity of implementation organisations, NGOs and CBOs, of poverty alleviation programmes.  Humanitarian agencies need capacity building on livelihood programmes per se and on disaster resistant livelihoods; development agencies’ capacity needs to be built on the inclusion of DRR into their programmes. 

· Simple methodologies and tools are lacking at moment. There are best practices that these can be developed from.  

Such measures can hopefully mainstream livelihood enhancement for disaster risk into the main national and local programmes for development and poverty reduction.
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