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I. Introduction 
 
On December 12, the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR) held a workshop in 
Bangkok with 56 participants representing 11 countries in the Asia-Pacific region. The workshop focused 
on UNDRR’s current project which aims to further integrate disaster risk reduction in humanitarian 
contexts particularly where there are efforts underway to better align humanitarian and development 
action.   The purpose of the workshop was to:  

1. Take stock of the extent to which DRR has been integrated into humanitarian action within the 
primarily development context of Asia-Pacific  

2. Identify areas for greater engagement between DRR and humanitarian and development action 
3. Discuss overlap between issues found in Asia-Pacific region with other crisis contexts, specifically 

protracted settings  
4. Review the draft guidance materials and identify further actions to be taken.  

 
All background documents, agenda, participants list and presentations can be found here. This note 
summarizes the key take-aways from the meeting and identifies next steps.  

II. Background 
 
Humanitarian needs have reached the highest levels in decades with OCHA’s Global Humanitarian 
Overview (GHO) 2020 projecting that more than 200 million people could be in need of assistance by 
2022.1 These figures are growing for a myriad of reasons, notably the increasing in frequency and intensity 
of climate related disasters, which over the past decade have forced an estimated 20 million people a year 
from their homes.2 WFP reported that it spends approximately 2.3 billion each year to respond to food 
insecurity due to climate change-related disaster events alone.3  
 
Conflict has also been a main contributor to this trend, with the GHO reporting that at the beginning of 
2019, there were 41 active highly violent conflicts, an increase from 36 at the beginning of 2018. Where 
conflict and  disaster events caused by natural hazards come together, the impact is particularly 
devastating. Oxfam reports that there are people in Bangladesh who were displaced 18 times in the last 
decade due to both climate and conflict.4 The GHO reports that the world’s eight worst food crises are all 
linked to both conflict and climate shocks. In sub-Saharan Africa, combinations of conflict, floods, droughts 

                                                           
1 Global Humanitarian Overview 2020, OCHA. 
2 Oxfam, Forced from Home: Climate-fuelled displacement, 2 December 2019.  
3 Panel presentation, Katiuscia Fara, WFP 
4 Presentation, Dipankar Datta, Oxfam Bangladesh 

https://www.preventionweb.net/events/view/69371?id=69371%22
https://www.unocha.org/sites/unocha/files/GHO-2020_v8.8%20%281%29.pdf
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620914/mb-climate-displacement-cop25-021219-en.pdf


and other natural hazards led new internal displacements to double in just three years (2015–2018).5 
Countries experiencing violent conflict or fragile governance are least likely to be able to respond to 
disasters and adapt to climate change. 
 
The financing outlook is increasingly strained as humanitarian requirements grow faster than funding,  
with a current 46% humanitarian financing gap, according to the GHO. The growth in expenditure is often 
concentrated in the same set of countries year-on year. In 2019, over half of the 20 countries most 
vulnerable to the effects of climate change had an inter-agency humanitarian appeal for the past seven 
consecutive years (2013–2019).6 This ‘relief’ economy is both a symptom and a cause of the chronic 
inability to manage disaster risk, with speculations as to the correlation between the low investment in 
risk reduction and the surge of expenditure on humanitarian aid. 7  The persistent humanitarian funding 
gap also means that even if DRR is integrated into humanitarian response plans (HRPs), it may be one of 
the first items to be cut as limited resources are directed towards other priorities. As climate impacts are 
felt in donor states as well, their willingness and ability to fund other countries may also decrease as they 
tend to needs inside their states.  

III. Progress and good practice in Asia Pacific  
 
Summarized below are good practices throughout the region described during panel discussions and 
interventions from the floor.  
 
Governments in the region are taking more responsibility to address chronic needs and predictable crises, 
and build their competencies to manage risks. NGOs and civil society are leading numerous innovative, 
locally based activities to strengthen DRR. Participants noted that in Asia Pacific, “DRR is the nexus”.   
Development actors turn to response during emergency times, but their day-to-day, ongoing 
programming focuses on building resilience. As one participant noted, “the distinction between DRR and 
humanitarian action just isn’t there. Every NGO in the region is a DRR actor. They are doing more DRR 
than we give them credit for.” Calls were made to extend the New Way of Working (NWOW)8 pilots to 
contexts of climate fueled disasters to explore and further systematize these linkages.  
 
Significant progress has also been made on climate forecasting to inform impact risk modeling, early 
warning and weather information systems. Innovative tools such as WFP’s PRISM, for example, an 
automated data platform hosted by NDMOs that brings together vulnerability and remote sensing data 
and analysis, have helped to predict disasters and anticipate where and who will be affected.  

 
New approaches have been applied for preparedness and response in urban setting through shelter and 
micro-insurance. The ECHO supported Move UP innovative initiative in Metro Manilla, for example, works 

                                                           
5 Global Humanitarian Overview 2020, OCHA. 
6 Global Humanitarian Overview 2020, OCHA. 
7 Van Aalst, Maarten. Incentives in Disaster Risk Management and Humanitarian Response Red Cross Climate 
Center, ODI May 2013  
8 The Secretary-General, eight UN Principals, the World Bank and IOM endorsed the Grand Bargain Commitment to 
Action during the World Humanitarian Summit. In it, they agreed to implement a “New Way of Working,” which 
emphasizes working towards collective outcomes across disciplines, over multiple years, based on the comparative 
advantage of a diverse range of actors, including those outside the UN system. Under guidance of the Secretary 
General’s Joint Steering Committee to Advance Humanitarian and Development Collaboration (JSC), seven priority 
countries (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Ethiopia, Niger, Nigeria, Somalia) have been working towards achieving 
collective outcomes.  
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on preparedness of poor urban communities by partnering with the private sector to identify alternative 
transitional sites that could be used for evacuation. The project also explores boosting the resilience of 
slum-dwellers and the feasibility of cities securing micro-insurance for their poorest populations, by 
tapping unused DRR funds. The aim is to replicate this program in Mindanao, where opportunities for 
triple nexus of humanitarian, development and peacebuilding is being discussed within the EU. 
 
Forecast-based financing projects in the Philippines, Nepal, and Bangladesh have defined triggers and 
mechanisms to release funds for early action based on the seasonal changes or weather forecast. Recent 
floods in Bangladesh for example, triggered the release of 53 USD for each household to rent boats, buy 
clean water and food, and move everything to shelter.  

 
ECHO has placed emphasis on preparedness for pre-emptive and early action, in particular, supporting 

Sendai Priority 4. Risk management and resilience have been systematically integrated into DG ECHO 

programmes and projects through their resilience marker. They are exploring more predictable disaster 

financing options through insurance, contingency funds, forecast based early action or crisis modifiers for 

early response.  

Humanitarian, climate change adaptation and DRR approaches have been integrated in national and 
regional policies, for example the Pacific Resilience Partnership as well as the Framework for Resilient 
Development, a regional strategy which incorporates the three elements. Coherence has also been seen 
among various stakeholders, such as in Pakistan where the government is now specifically allocating part 
of its budget to climate and disaster related programs which will include a coordinated and coherent 
response between the military, civil society and government.  
 

Examples of good practice from the Rohingya refugee response in Bangladesh include:  

• Engagement of refugees, especially women, as volunteers  in managing risks. This includes effectively 
extending the national Cyclone Preparedness Programme (CPP) to provide early warning in the camps, 
as well as engagement of refugees in identifying and monitoring monsoon-related risks and 
determining solutions; 

• Successful collaboration through groups like the Natural Hazards Task Force coordinating hazard and 
risk research, and joint programmes/efforts such as Safe +, which works across agencies to meet fuel 
needs as well as livelihoods. A DRR host community stakeholder group has bridged the humanitarian 
(inside camps) and development (host community) practices, applying the close coordination 
modality of humanitarian response (used in the refugee response) to local DRR-as-development 
efforts; 

• Government support for extending and adapting national disaster risk management mechanisms into 
the refugee camps. In addition to the expansion of the CPP programme support, this now includes 
encouragement for establishing camp disaster management committees mirroring those mandated 
by the Standing Orders on Disaster in host communities; 

• Improved understanding and ongoing monitoring of risk through the Site Management and Site 
Development sector, which has established a daily tracking of incidents such as floods, landslides, fire, 
high rainfall, water logging, and high winds, numbers affected and the required response. 
Reforestation of the areas around the camp and site improvement program also regularly collects 
information on mitigation and infrastructure improvements. 
 

Examples of emerging DRR action and policy in Afghanistan include:  



• With DFID support, the establishment of a consortium of international organizations for early 
recovery, to strengthen coping capacities and resilience building for IDPs, returnees and host 
communities for coming four years; 

• Development of Afghanistan Strategy for Disaster Risk Reduction (ASFDRR) in 2018 and 
implementation plan which represents new thinking and energy around disaster risk reduction.  

• Recent triple Nexus meeting between donors and NGOs to create a joint platform and strategy on the 
application of the nexus in Afghanistan;  

• Development of national level early warning and alert system to inform the community about the 
occurrence of hazards; 

• The broadening of the definition of humanitarian action to include resilience9 which has helped ensure 
that these activities are included in the HRP, budgeted and actioned.  

 
In the Philippines, good practice around building local level capacity has included: 

• The Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Law, in which all local government bodies earmark 5% 
of their budget for disaster preparedness and response, including for partnerships with humanitarians 
and the private sector. In addition, every community is required to have DRM plan for at least one 
year with allocated funding; 

• Over the past six years, The Philippines Red Cross has trained local level volunteers who have been 
crucial for evacuation and information sharing, carrying out vulnerability assessments, helping 
communities improve their DRM plans. Their PASSA Youth program has engaged youth to assess the 
safety of communities, especially shelter and settlements; 

• As an auxiliary partner to the government, the Philippines Red Cross has been able to influence 
national policies on DRR 

 
In Indonesia, good practice in recognizing the critical role of women for DRR has included: 

• Establishment of women-friendly space for women affected by disasters; reducing woman-based 
violence through village mapping to identify safe and unsafe areas; 

• Giving women a role in designing expandable houses.  

• Other efforts such as collaboration between the provincial government and civil society to promote 
resilience through incorporating DRR into schools and allocating budget towards this; 

• UNDP also highlighted the government’s institutionalizing global best practices through adopting the 
Incident Command System (ICS) as well as the IASC Cluster system; 

• Integrating DRR in humanitarian-development nexus through debris clearing and waste management. 
Humanitarian actors work to prevent further injuries or loss of life due to critically damaged 
infrastructures, and through a cash for work scheme, to support immediate livelihoods. The work 
accelerates readiness for rehabilitation of public facilities and allows early recovery activities to deliver 
continued livelihood interventions built upon the cash for work mechanism. 

IV. Ongoing challenges in integrating DRR 
 

                                                           
9 New definition:  “Humanitarian action in Afghanistan provides life-saving emergency assistance to people in 
need, whether they are displaced or not. It also supports the most vulnerable people who are unable to access 
basic services or ensure their own survival, aspiring to leave no one behind. It aims to preserve people’s dignity, 
improve their living conditions, and strengthen their coping capacity and resilience. Humanitarian action also 
assists host communities to cope with accommodating IDPs, refugees and returnees.”   



Despite advancements, participants noted the significant challenges when it comes to systematically 
implementing DRR into policies and practices as summarized below. 
 
Low capacity   
Although progress is acknowledged, participants noted the imbalance between the increased exposure to 
climatic events and the capacity of national governments and partners to prepare for and mitigate them. 
An urgent call was made for countries to update hazard assessments, strengthen warning capabilities and 
enhance community response. Despite years of investment in DRR in Indonesia, ECHO is considering 
providing additional resource for disaster preparedness to address recently identified gaps. The Red Cross 
has conducted numerous trainings on DRR for volunteers, but noted that despite these trainings, few 
experts exist. Other participants noted that critical skills for assessing risk and translating technical 
information into usable actions, policy and planning are lacking.  
 
DRM plans are delinked from those who operationalize them 
NDMAs typically sit peripherally to the Ministerial Structure without a horizontal connection between the 
NDMA plan and the line Ministries that  need to implement them. NDMAs are generally underfunded, 
with a small profile and voice within government, and weakest at the sub-national levels. While it is the 
designated body to coordinate response, NDMAs’ authority are limited and they struggle to coordinate 
across different Ministries. Although action plans may exist, they typically sit at the national level and 
there is limited communication with or connection to the regional or local levels.  
 
Similarly, within the international humanitarian structure, while there may be a strong humanitarian 
needs overview (HNO) informing the response, it is up to the Clusters to operationalize that information. 
Often the risk analysis that appears in the HNO and the HRP is not reflected in the detailed list of activities 
of cluster planning. The different funding mechanisms and timescales between DRR and humanitarian 
actors also limit cohesion, for example flash appeals do not feature resilience activities, and DRR actions 
tend to take place before or after a disaster, but not in the immediate response when humanitarians are 
engaged.  
 
Financing DRR 
Donor rules around funding envelopes for humanitarian response funding are often restrictive and do not 
allow for money to be used or repurposed for DRR activities. Annual humanitarian budgets focus mainly 
on disaster response, and exclude DRR actions, especially in protracted settings. In Afghanistan, for 
example, financial resources and political will to promote DRR and resilience are limited due to other 
acute humanitarian priorities. A statistic from 2009 found that 70% of all DRR funding comes from 
humanitarian budgets.10 This funding burden needs to also be shared with other actors, but development 
funding may be too inflexible to prevent a threat of humanitarian crisis; once a crisis takes hold, 
development funding may not be available to mitigate or respond.11 
 
Gender issues are also not included in DRR funding discussions, with a call made for recovery packages to 
allocate a percentage for gender activities. The Women Peace Humanitarian Fund in the Pacific is a good 
example of including women in the DRR/humanitarian space which could be replicated elsewhere. 
 
Data on disaster loss and risk  
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Damage and loss information is critical to understanding vulnerabilities and assessing future risk. In some 
countries, there are no formal mechanisms to calculate disaster losses and integrate them into 
development or humanitarian priorities. Also, while humanitarian assessments do not have the 
timeframes to allow for detailed science-based risk analysis (although possible for slower onset disasters), 
data can and should be drawn from the existing risk information systems which help build a baseline 
against which to assess the impact of future disaster events. Calls were also made to better link 
humanitarian assessments with Post-Disaster Needs Assessment to take advantage of the strengths of 
each approach. 
 
 
Reaching local communities in diverse contexts 
Although targeted community-based programs have had an impact, adapting global tools to the 
community level – especially emergency communication, early warning, risk forecasting -  continues to be 
a challenge. Different populations face different hazards and adapting preparedness activities to those 
individual risks is also difficult. In addition, adapting tools and approaches outside of rural settings has not 
been easy, for example adapting community risk assessments, a basic rural tool, to peri-urban settings 
has resulted in gaps in data and the quality of assessment. Challenges also exist in refugee settings, where 
populations are disconnected from and unfamiliar with the local hazards.   
 
Different timelines and terminology 
Participants appreciate and use the plethora of DRR tools, data and information to strengthen 
humanitarian action. They mentioned however, that they may not be operational within the timeframes 
required for humanitarian action. A call to also better define who is a ‘humanitarian actor’ as this is who 
is being included and excluded in discussions, and terminology isn’t always clear between humanitarian, 
development and DRR actors. Finally, in some countries, civil society has a different understanding of 
vulnerability which does not coincide with how humanitarian or even development actors view it.  

V. Ways forward  
 

Participants contributed numerous ideas and recommendations for how to improve humanitarian and 

DRR integration. Summarized below are some ways forward as identified during the workshop.  

Mindset shift from crisis response to crisis-risk management “We need a paradigm shift; it’s not just about 
ideologies, it’s about behavior change. These disasters are not inevitable. There’s a lot we can do to avoid 
hazards so that they don’t turn into disasters.”  
 
The overarching challenge for better integrating DRR into humanitarian action is that the system is 
structured to be responsive, not anticipatory. Humanitarian tools and services have not adapted to reflect 
the new reality that the majority of today’s crises require very specific risk management skill sets, new 
approaches and partnerships for dealing with different types of risk. For the humanitarian system to 
adapt, it needs to develop a shared, broader understanding of the risks that lead to humanitarian crises, 
and work across institutional divides to prioritize and manage them.12 Early recovery, which embodies 
many concepts of managing risk, has been turned into a discrete “sector” and is consistently underfunded. 
These and other shortcomings reveal fundamental barriers to implementing a systematic, risk-oriented 
approach.13 
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Anticipation is still not embedded in national, institutional and even international approaches, despite 
advances in tools to predict events and determine who will be affected. A clear call was made to further 
strengthen an anticipatory mindset, especially during the ‘downtimes’ in between disasters, is when 
actors can reflect on preparedness actions. Many national NGOs are already doing this kind of work by 
default which the international system could learn from and build upon.  
 
A more practical and holistic approach to risk and coordination “Both humanitarian and development 
actors should keep their jargon and mandates aside to work towards disaster risk reduction and 
resilience.” 
 
A more practical and flexible approach, one that puts aside institutional mandates, and examines actions 
across the spectrum of humanitarian to development actions through a risk lens is needed. Coordination  
could start by working backwards to first identify each risk and map actions, available actors (especially 
civil society and local NGOs), what their roles could be, the timing and coordination models for each phase 
of prevention, mitigation and response.14 Taken the other way, emergency response could be considered 
in phases to determine what is needed to ensure people move from minimum survival after a disaster to 
actual thriving. By visualizing roles and responsibilities, capacities and coping mechanisms, it’s possible to 
identify the synergies, gaps and opportunities to minimizing risk as well as the opportunities to build 
people’s longer-term resilience.  
 
A call was made to increase the awareness of UNRC’s to play this convening and coordinating role around 
DRR. Coordination models before disasters such as Joint Analysis of Disaster Exposure (JADE) were also 
suggested as models to be replicated to support this. Significant information exists in country through the 
Common Country Analysis (CCA), which can be applied to integrate DRR into not only the UN development 
system but for humanitarian response as well. Awareness of this information is often lacking and is an 
untapped resource on the humanitarian side. 
 
Embedding humanitarian principles and human rights into DRR  “In this region it’s a government game, 
not a UN game.” 
 
As was demonstrated during the September 2018 tsunami response in Indonesia, Middle Income 
Countries in Asia Pacific are limiting international actors’ role in response. As more local or regional actors 
take the lead, (for example, the AHA Center and ASEAN Emergency Response Mechanism), humanitarian 
actors must ensure that minimum standards for DRR and humanitarian response are met, resilience 
investments are principled, needs based and focused on the most vulnerable. Basic services and social 
protection systems as well as efforts to strengthen resilience need to be applied equally. Participants 
noted that in their experience, political bias often influences where and whom resources are directed, 
often excluding the most marginal and vulnerable with the limited resilience investments, leading these 
populations to fall through the cracks.  
 
A human rights based approach throughout the DRM process, including issues of accountability, 
inclusivity, participation and protection was called for.  National Human Rights Commissions and national 
protection related organizations should work to embed human rights in DRR and preparedness efforts. 
Those agencies have strong advocacy roles, experience working with communities and valuable expertise 
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on vulnerability assessment.  There are a series of Human Rights conventions which also support global 
DRR instruments, including SFDRR.  
 
Humanitarian financing reform for greater predictability, anticipatory action and alignment with 
development financing “There’s no pot of gold at the end of the rainbow. Funding hasn’t increased for 
DRR and the likelihood is that we will get even less funding.” 
 
As mentioned above, although most of humanitarian budgets are still spent on response, 70% of all DRR 

funding comes from humanitarian budgets. This funding burden needs to also be shared with other actors, 

with a more sustainable shift to not only saving lives but changing them. ODA investments should go 

beyond preparedness and response to include prevention and mitigation through development assistance 

and government funding. A layered financing strategy is needed across different actors, relying on a 

multitude of financing sources including insurance, disaster risk reduction budgets and emergency 

reserves. Evidence is needed to support the advocacy for earlier and anticipatory DRR action and to 

improve the incentives among government authorities to invest in DRR and early action. Strong data is 

needed to inform accurate resource allocation as well as demonstrate impact of funding decisions.  

Greater partnerships and alignment: No one agency can do this alone “Our internal systems are 
fragmented and we need greater cooperation of stakeholders. It’s not one agency, it’s not one sector, we 
need to find better ways to work together.”  
 
A resounding theme throughout the workshop was the call for partnership. Currently, participants agreed, 
the UN and partners are plagued by internal fragmentation, with weak coordination across sectors and 
many siloed activities across both the humanitarian and development spectrums. Specific calls for 
improved data sharing and interoperability across UN agencies, especially for community-based 
forecasting and early action, as well as shared standards for risk assessment were made. The need for 
more nimbleness and flexibility of structures, partnership arrangements and financing were also 
recognized.  

In some cases, donors have imposed coordination in how agencies submit proposals and organize their 
work. It has been difficult for agencies to reconcile overhead costs, organizational cultures and 
expectations, but these initiatives have been worthwhile as actors divvy up activities based on their 
comparative advantage and cover a spectrum of humanitarian and development activities to respond to 
needs and build resilience.  

However, participants noted that the immediate humanitarian response phase is not conducive to the 
kind of in-depth governance/administrative discussions needed to create well-functioning formal 
consortium or joint programmes. In Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh, one of the solutions has been informal joint 
programmes (parallel funding and steering committees without a formal joint programme document), or 
joint programmes where partners have started with individual funds while working out the formalities 
over time. A more proactive, anticipatory measure (especially in settings of recurrent disasters) could be 
for agencies and organizations to have preparatory discussions and enter into MoUs or Letters of Intent 
during downtime periods, which could be activated in the response phase to quickly present donors with 
joint options.  

The importance of partnerships outside the traditional systems, with the private sector for example, were 
also highlighted. Both sides still need to reflect on how to best interoperate, with the private sector 
needing to better understand the role they can play that is both aligned with their business priorities as 



well as in sync with humanitarian and development work. The local level private sector (i.e. small shops) 
can play a larger role if they work together and identify how best to contribute.  
 
Build on what exists and strengthen that capacity “We are preparing ourselves to respond, but not building 
a population up to be able to respond themselves.”  

NDMAs are the first entry point for all DRR work and are critical to creating an enabling environment as 
well as ensuring the sustainability of DRR efforts. While the trend may be for governments to reject direct 
intervention from the international community, they seek capacity building and resources to help them 
do their jobs more effectively. There may also be times when DRR needs to be kick-started by 
humanitarians, if the political will for these investments is low.  

As this trend continues, international actors must build on existing national frameworks, programs and 
local capacities for disaster risk management. Australia and New Zealand offer good examples of utilizing 
existing programs in-country to undertake response and recovery activities to ensure they are locally 
based, without relying on external support.  For refugee crisis response or other protracted or recurrent 
crisis  settings, building on and expanding local DRR mechanisms, such as the CPP program in Bangladesh, 
has proven successful.  
 
Bottom up and community centered “National NGOs can do a lot; there are networks of them, but they 
need support to scale up.” 
 
Related to the above, the importance of civil society organizations, their in-depth local knowledge and 

successful interventions were highlighted as a critical asset. After the 2015 floods in Myanmar for 

example, there were no international NGOs or UN actors working at the village level, yet good practices 

for early warning as well as shelter were found. This grass roots work is advancing in the region for 

example, the Caucus of Development NGO Networks (CODE-NGO)’s “Advancing CSO Engagement in 

DRRM-CCA or ACED” project which over the past 5 years, helped capacitate local NGOs with DRRM-CCA 

understanding and integrate these issues into their regular development programs.  

These successful local level projects may struggle to expand and take the good practices to scale. 
Conversely, tools at the national and global levels are not consistently applied at the local level. This is 
especially true for tools for risk forecasting, communication and awareness at the community level, 
especially with indigenous and vulnerable populations.  
 
Mechanisms to enable local communities to access funds and direct support are also critical. Cash has 
been identified as one of the most effective ways to help build resilience at the local level, but greater 
cash preparedness is necessary. A shift was recognized from prepositioning essential goods, to 
prepositioning data, such as a unified registry of vulnerable households or an inventory of possible 
payment networks.  
 
Building a culture of learning “We’ve learned a lot over the years; the challenge is sharing that 
information.” 
 
Knowledge on DRR and DRM within humanitarian response exists, but the challenge is that very little is 
publicly available with a need to document and share good practice, especially at the local level. National 
development research and training institutes can be used to help build the knowledge base. After action 



reviews have been useful in demonstrating how to improve preparedness, institutionalizing knowledge 
and make the case for securing more funds to reach more people.  
 

VI. Next steps and opportunities ahead  
 
It is an opportune time to address systemic risk in humanitarian response as global and regional reforms 
build momentum for and adopt a more anticipatory and preventative outlook. The new generation of 
United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF)  and Common Country 
Assessments (CCAs) provide opportunities to conduct integrated risk assessment and to base UN 
programming on a holistic analysis of risk. The growth of multi-year humanitarian response plans and 
collective outcomes provide an opportunity to embed risk considerations into the context analysis, 
planning, and monitoring of joint humanitarian and development action. The 2020 review of the UN’s 
peacebuilding architecture as well as the SG’s Prevention Agenda are other opportunities to ensure 
preventive approaches are instituted to address natural hazards, violent conflict and human rights 
violations. Within the region, the binding ASEAN DRR work program (AADMER) will be revised for the next 
5 years, providing an opportunity to promote cross-country learnings. The upcoming Brisbane Ministerial 
Conference is another opportunity to scale up this work and further build the momentum.  
 
The findings and outcomes from this workshop will be incorporated into the next draft of the 
“Recommendations for integrating disaster risk reduction into humanitarian response” document. The 
project will now focus on Africa and Arab States regions to identify how DRR has been integrated into 
humanitarian and development programming in more protracted settings. A global workshop to validate 
the findings and recommendations will take place in Geneva at the end of February 2020, after which the 
set of recommendations will be finalized and piloted in the second quarter of 2020.  
 
 


