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Addressing the interplay of the Sendai Framework with
Sustainable Development Goals in Latin America and the
Caribbean: Moving forward or going backwards?
Abstract
The 2030 agenda for Sustainable Development and the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction (SFDRR) constitute an overarching global milestone for creating a better
sustainable future worldwide. The risk component of the agenda under the SFDRR, must be
better embedded into the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and integrating disaster
risk management policy with broader development objectives at national and subnational
levels in many countries is still a work in progress. Comprehensive and contextualized analysis
of the progress of SFDRR and SDGs related to the Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC)
region need to be fully addressed in order to examine synergies and trade-offs with the two
global agendas. This paper addresses the analysis of progresses between the SDG and
SFDRR agendas in LAC and its complementary features. Interplay and connections are
highlighted together with an analysis of coherence among indicators. Despite the richness of
several indicators, the examined evidence suggests that derived from the current progress,
indicators are unable to completely reflect the dynamics among disaster risk drivers for both
the SFDRR and the SDGs in the region.
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Introduction
The year 2015 was a watershed for disaster risk management (DRM) and the global
development agenda. Three international frameworks were agreed within the global
community and clear goals were set to reduce disaster risk and disasters and for the betterment
of population conditions around the world. The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
(SFDRR), adopted in March, was defined by national governments as a global agenda
aiming to prevent new disasters and reduce existing disaster risks by reducing exposure
and vulnerability, mitigating hazards, in addition to increasing preparedness and measures to
face current and new multi- risk threats (UNIDRS, 2015). At the same time, in September, the
Sustainable Development Goals agenda (SDGs) was approved by the United Nations in the
context of a global call for action to reduce poverty, protect the planet and ensure that all
people enjoy peace and prosperity by 2030 (UN, 2015). A third pillar of the 2015 UN
international milestones is the Paris Agreement on Climate change (UNFCCC, 2015); an
agenda that sets out a global framework to avoid dangerous climate change by limiting global
warming to well below 2°C and pursuing efforts to limit it to 1.5°C. It also aims to strengthen
countries' ability to deal with the impacts of climate change and support them in their efforts
(UN, 2015). The convergence of these landmark agreements in the form of guiding documents
to invigorate actions to fully recognise and address the emerging global challenges, aids and
abets efforts to fully address concerns and cross cutting themes between declarations
(Alcántara-Ayala et al., 2017).
In this paper we focus on addressing particularly the interconnection of the SFDRR and the
SDGs agendas in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC). Both frameworks highlight the
importance of data, governance, multi-stakeholders partnerships, and linking science and
technology, policy-making, and practice to secure disaster risk reduction (DRR) and
sustainable development. Their implementation, therefore, requires a comprehensive
understanding of the bivalent blueprint disaster risk and development, along with cross-cutting
capacity, smart governance, science informed decision-making processes, transectoral
alliances and serious and responsible commitment by all relevant stakeholders to
transformation pathways leading to DRM. Likewise, a solid framework of indicators is also
required to monitor the progress made on these endeavours.
In general terms, a set of 38 indicators tracks the progress on the accomplishment of the seven
targets of the SFDRR, while the global indicator framework for the SDGs and targets of the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development includes 232 indicators gathered in 17 goals and
169 targets. In a complementary way, the two monitoring frameworks are intended to offer a
wide set of reliable, comparable, and coherent indicators to better understand disaster risk
drivers and their interrelatedness to vulnerability and exposure within the sphere of
development. However, a more careful and deep analysis for enhancing the interconnection
and crosschecking the results of these monitoring processes is needed at regional level to
fully inform decision-making processes in LAC countries.
The question we would like to pose is how can open data available in LAC countries could fill
the gaps in capturing, sharing and using data on disaster losses from underlying risks, and
recognizing the challenges for achieving the global targets? Based on empirical evidence from
UN global reports, literature review of DRR and DRM, as well as development planning
evidence, this paper addresses the implications of building coherence between the SDGs and
the SFDRR in the region.
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The LAC region and the integration between disaster risk
reduction and development: a theoretical framework
The idea of integrating disaster risk reduction into development is not new (Cuny, 1994; Blaikie
et al., 1994; Lavell, 1999; Freeman et al., 2002; McIntire, 2004; Wisner et al., 2012). This notion
has evolved over time and it became part of a mainstream discourse dated back to the 1990s
(UNISDR, 2015, 2017; UNDP 2018, UNDRR 2019). Currently, development theories, disaster
risk and disaster studies are analysed by several disciplines, such as international
development, risk analysis, macroeconomics and public policy. All of them seem to point to
the question of “whether disasters are a problem of or for development? (Albalá-Bertrand,
2013; Lavell and Maskrey, 2014) hence, a series of unfinished debates on disasters and
development linkages have emerged. Theoretical and qualitative understanding that
development dynamics drive disaster risks, and disaster risk may constraint development
opportunities is now widely accepted (Pelling et al., 2004; Mochizuki et al., 2014).
Owing to the more than four decades of handling different kind of emergencies and disasters
triggered by natural, socio-natural and anthropogenic hazards, the LAC region has an
extensive experience in DRR as well as in development theories and practices (see Lavell and
López-Marrero, 2014).
LAC countries have historically combined management of disasters and disaster risk.
Compared to other world regions, LAC have included and went beyond the traditional disaster
response efforts, by adding diverse universal insights to assessments and practice, such as
the perspective of understanding disasters as social constructs; the inherent nexus between
disaster risk, development, and the environment; the relevance of small- and medium-sized
disasters and extensive and intensive risks; disaster risk management at the local level;
integrated research on disaster risk, the need for forensic investigations of disasters (Lavell et
al., 2013; Alcántara-Ayala, 2019), adaptation networking and other features into its regional
framework for action.
In addition, the region has adopted the multilateral frameworks of development linked to the
Agenda 2030, including poverty reduction, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and
currently the SDGs. Therefore, some LAC countries are using a range of options to DRM that
include legal, institutional and policy frameworks, encompassing governance, risk assessment
and early warning systems among others.
While the DRR perspective is quite defined and clear in terms of existing legal frameworks and
norms, when getting to understand development approaches and practices in LAC countries,
huge challenges are faced. As a consequence of the different paths, governments, thinkers,
and political leaders are constantly engaged with the understanding of what development
means for each own country; certainly, LAC is a laboratory for development studies. Beyond
the idea of reaching economic welfare and pursuing economic growth in GDP terms, the
concept of development in LAC is addressed from different points of view and subjected to a
cluster of constant debates and practices, not to mention as a new development under different
names.
Development models are proposed also with insights provided by local communities’ and their
development aspirations, different stakeholders and local agents, indigenous communities,
besides international cooperation doctrines and practices. Just to name a few, the region has
gone through development ideas from neoliberal and authoritarian economic views (Mexico,
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Chile, Argentina, Brazil, Perú), to left and far left economic models (Cuba, Venezuela, Ecuador,
Bolivia). All of them are linked mostly to the idea of economic growth based on natural
resources exploitation and poverty reduction based on large national assistance programs.
Those different development approaches in the region are attributed to the variety of
institutional settings and mechanisms implemented. For example, there are bottom-up or vice
versa approaches conducted currently in Mexico, Brazil, Chile, Argentina. Depending on
whether there is a general framework for addressing development, at the national or local
level, activities are carried out proactively involving local and indigenous communities (Bolivia,
Ecuador, Perú, El Salvador).
It is worth mentioning that LAC development models are also influenced by the historical
relationship that the region has developed with the United States of America over time. The US
government has and continues to influence the economic and political trajectories of LAC
countries through a variety of tools ranging from sanctions, control of international financial
institutions, trade policies, and aid programmes (Lowenthal, 2010; Weyland, 2018). However,
regarding the influence of the US on regional DRR models, this is a pending issue that should
be carefully analysed in future research.
Given the broad range of development concepts and practices in the region, the definition of
development in accordance with the idea of development planning (DP) (Huertas-Ramos,
2017) will be used in this article. This is a very distinctive development aspect of the region,
based on a fundamental process of public administration, where government participation in
terms of social and economic processes is accompanied by a strong legal framework and
governance action.
Although it is recognised that, to some extent, DRM has different conceptual backgrounds
(that is, as a governmental organization and organized non- governmental activities), and PD
also includes different referents in LAC countries, both notions are interconnected and,
therefore, at the same time, they share analogous conceptual bases. Development cannot be
achieved if disaster risk and disasters cannot be managed. At the same time, a process of
disaster risk reduction is not possible unless social-economic vulnerabilities are addressed
within clear national and local policy planning.
Disasters very often curb social and economic development as shown overtime, particularly in
countries of Central America or the Caribbean; likewise, they also highlight existing
vulnerabilities, exposure, and inequalities. When disaster risk reduction is not clearly
addressed, planned, and implemented, national budgets for disaster recovery may also face
huge and unsustainable pressures for affected countries. It has been widely documented that
disasters have major social impacts interconnected with various development goals as well as
human development and poverty (UNISDR, 2009a).
The empirical evidence shows that disasters negatively affect state efforts to alleviate poverty.
This cycle is not sustainable in social or economic terms, thus the relevance of looking for
better links among disaster risk reduction and development. However, from a more practical
perspective, understanding the challenges of DRR and broader development goals in
developing countries requires addressing data collection approaches at the local level, to help
to develop and especially to validate progress reports on global frameworks at the national and
regional levels (Triyanti and Chu, 2016). Along these lines, this study could provide empirical
based information respecting the progress of indicators and their use for disaster
preparedness and building resilience in policy and practice.
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To better understand the DRR and DP nexus, the neo-institutionalism framework will be used,
as it offers the notion about the interplay among the two domains. In neo-institutionalism
theories, interplay has become an important tool to address the problems of institutional
interaction in the field of environmental and social change (Young, 2002). The concept refers
to the interactions and functional interdependencies, both horizontal and vertical, between
different institutional arrangements; they take place when one institution come to influence the
performance of another (Oberthür and Stokke, 2011).
Several kinds of interplay are identified and many of them can be adjusted to the need of
integrating DRR and DP. Vertical interplay is used to address differences in the scale where
related institutional arrangements unfold; for instance, the SFDRR versus national DRR
institutions. On the other hand, horizontal interplay refers to institutions operating at the same
level but whose boundaries are often blurred (Young, 2002). An example can be the interaction
between DRR institutions at governmental level with similar mandates in attending disaster risk
management and relief during disasters, but also are in charge of the whole economic and
social recovery process, including water management, health and other issues related to the
SDGs agenda. It is worth reminding that these institutions depend on institutional budgets or
high-level decision making for the implementation of the recovery agenda. The concepts of
interplay can certainly help to promote the interactions between DRR and DP as fields in which
several institutions, organizations and stakeholders interact (Ruiz and Lucatello, 2016). An
analysis of the linkages between the fields of DRR and sustainable development in LAC
countries under this framework, is provided in the final section of this article.
In the long run, the idea of suggesting the interplay approach is because DRR and DP have two
ways of operating. For the DRR community and practitioners, the current practice is rationally
underlaid by the concept of systematic preparedness of people for high-magnitude events –
whether the result of high vulnerability or the occurrence of high intensity hazards – so that
impacts can be reduced considerably. On the contrary, for DP, the rational and operational
ideal includes short and long- term process changes, as well as an iterative learning by doing
process. As documented by the literature, current adaptation efforts have tended to respond
mostly to short-term projects that mostly consider expected impacts (based on climate
scenarios) and for which there is not enough evidence of outcomes. Therefore, the interplay
between the two realms, may help to overcome the existing differences: many similarities can
be addressed in a way that reducing both near- term risks (through DRR, preparedness and
prevention), as well as on managing the consequences (response, relief, recovery) with
adaptation solutions can be integrated in the above mentioned silo-approach.
According to ECLAC (2019), there are two main areas where DP and development goals
converge with DRR in LAC. On one side, the policy and institutional frameworks to ensure
integrated DRM have been progressively incorporated into several development planning
actions in most of the countries. These measures include reducing vulnerability by using
strategies and processes of planning and territorial planning, interactions with broader
development issues and instruments, such as national development plans or civil protection
policies or climate change adaptation strategies; these constitute the main features of the
interlinkages between development and DRR in the region. In like manner, DRM involvement
into the preparation and evaluation of development projects and programs; improving
information systems for disaster risk management by sectoral and territorial entities, as well
as fostering observation, forecasting, research, monitoring and early warning systems.
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Disasters and development in LAC: a preliminary outlook
Post-Sendai
The changes experienced by humankind over the past decades remain unprecedented, and
perhaps one of the clearest blueprints of the Anthropocene is the occurrence of disasters
around the globe. Large, medium, and small size disaster events mirror the complex
intertwines between disaster risk, disasters, and the diverse spheres of development.
In the period 2005-2020, 967 disasters triggered by natural and socio-natural hazards were
registered in LAC. After a peak in disasters in 2010 (82), annual number of disasters slightly
decreased. However, the number of associated human losses (243,107) skyrocketed largely
due to the Haiti earthquake related disaster (222,570) in 2010. Total number of people
reported affected was in the order of
141.5 million; on average, 8.8 million people were affected by such disasters each year. The
year 2014 was the highest record with 33.6 million people affected, out of which, 27 million
were related to drought in Brazil. At the same time, in 2017 affected population amounted 15.1
million; two thirds of them suffered adverse consequences due to floods associated with
hurricane Irma in Cuba (EM-DAT database).
In a more positive vein, if data is divided into two periods covering the Hyogo Framework for
Action (2005 to 2014), and the ongoing SFDRR (2015-2020), it can be observed that annual
average of number of disaster events decreased from 61.4 to 58.8, while associated human
losses were also reduced from 23,697 to 1,022 on average each year, respectively, and total
affected people amounted 9,619 and 7,563 during the same periods (EM-DAT database). It
should be beard in mind though that these data of course lack the inclusion of information
regarding small and medium disaster events, which are very significant, particularly in the LAC
context, but they offer an homogenous general view about high-magnitude events through this
specific period of time (Figures 1 and 2).
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Figure 1. Number of disaster events in the LAC region (A) and per country (B) between 2005-2020 (Data
source: EM-DAT database).

Figure 2. Human losses and affected people associated with disaster events during the period 2005-2020
(Data source: EM-DAT database).
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In light of recent events in the context of the global disaster triggered by the pandemic, it is
becoming extremely difficult to ignore the existence of a series of root causes and disaster risk
drivers that have been usually unaccounted for in policy making and practice (Oliver-Smith et
al., 2016, 2017; Alcántara-Ayala et al., 2021). The year 2020, will remain a universal declining
socio-economic juncture. Particularly in LAC, development models with critical structural
limitations favouring deep-seated inequality, fragmented health systems, balance-ofpayments constraints, debt crises, high informality and poverty, gender-based violence, and
loss of biodiversity manifestly denote pre Covid-19 conditions that exacerbated the
consequences of the pandemic (UN, 2020a), and although all of them have been certainly
recognised as critical for DRR and sustainable development, they have not been successfully
addressed by governments yet.
The COVID-19 pandemic is more than a health crisis; it is a global disaster that affects
societies and economies at their core and will continue to adversely impact them for
generations to come. Although the impact of the pandemic will vary from country to country, it
will increase poverty and global inequalities, affecting the scope and scale of national and
international development and related agendas, such as the SDGs and the SFDRR.
Such global impacts pose multiple dimensions, among them poverty, labour, jobs and wages
reduction, supply and demand of economic chains, trade, infrastructures (mostly hospitals
and health infrastructure), transportation and mobility. According to the World Bank, the
impact of COVID-19 on global extreme poverty will drive between 40 and 60 million more
people into extreme poverty, mostly in the Global South (World Bank, 2020); especially lowand middle-income countries will suffer the greatest consequences of extreme poverty. Lowincome workers are more likely to lose their jobs due to COVID-19, meaning that global
progress in eliminating extreme poverty is likely to roll back at least for three years (Millard,
2020). At the same time, the number of people infected by the coronavirus that need extreme
care is putting a strong pressure on health infrastructures that are at the edge of collapsing in
several countries of the region.
On the supply and demand economic chain, COVID19 impacts are related to the lockdown
scenarios implemented in the different countries. Recent evidence shows that supply-chain
losses that are related to initial COVID-19 lockdowns are largely dependent on restrictions
measures adopted and their strictness. However, longer containment that can eradicate the
disease imposes a greater loss than shorter ones (Guan et al., 2020).
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Figure 3. Impact of COVID-19 in LAC in terms of human losses and confirmed cases during 2020 (Data
source: data repository for the 2019 Novel Coronavirus Visual Dashboard, JHU CSSE).

In the year 2020 alone, LAC’s population was severely affected by COVID-19. Of the 509,604
reported deaths, Brazil (38.2%), Mexico (24.6%), Argentina (8.4%) and Colombia (8.4%)
accounted for 79.6 percent of the total. At the same time, confirmed cases reached
15,690,802; out of which 78.6% was also concentrated by the same countries (Figure 3) (JHU
CSSE; n.d.).
Being LAC the hardest hit region of the emerging world by the pandemic related disaster on
the ground of health, social and inequality indicators associated with historical structural
weaknesses and gaps, sustainable and inclusive economic recovery will continue to be at stake
under the worst economic, social and production crisis ever experienced in more than a century
(ECLAC, 2020a). Projected scenarios indicate that with a 9.1% contraction in regional GDP
(Figure 4) and 5.4% increase of unemployment, people living in poverty will rise by 45.5 million,
from 185.5 million in 2019 to 230.9 million in 2020, the equivalent to 37.3% of the population
of LAC (ECLAC, 2020b).
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Figure 4. Annual percentage growth rate of GDP at market prices based on constant local currency in LAC
region from 1961 to 2020 (Data sources: World Bank and ECLAC, 2020b).

Likewise, owing to the direct and indirect effects of the pandemic, 15.5% of the total population
of the region is expected to live in extreme poverty as a result of its increase from 67.7 million
in 2019 to 96.2 million in 2020. By the same token, inequality in income distribution will
mount between 1% and 8%; worst conditions are projected for the LAC’s largest economies
(ECLAC, 2020b).
In a broad sense, short term effects also involve higher unemployment, lower wages and
incomes, fragmentation and inequalities of access related to health systems, decline in the
economic activity of the region’s main trading partners, drop in commodity prices, and lower
demand for tourism services. Moreover, impacts on bankruptcies, downturn in private
investment, weaker economic growth, less integration into value chains, greater risk aversion
and worsening global financial conditions, along with erosion of productive capabilities and
human capital are also expected in medium- and long-terms (ECLAC, 2020c).
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The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction in LAC
The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030
The SFDRR, one of the main 2015 UN landmark agreements, along the same lines of its
predecessor, the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), addresses the imperative to reduce
disaster risk and curbing the impact of disasters with respect to human losses and adverse
consequences for livelihoods and health as well as in the economic, physical, social, cultural
and environmental assets of persons, businesses, communities and countries (UNISDR,
2015). Over and above the spirit of the HFA, the SFDRR core gears towards disaster risk
management in lieu of disaster or emergency response.
Comprised by seven global targets, thirteen guiding principles and four priorities, it challenges
the need to implement disaster risk management upon an overarching perspective that
presupposes multi-sectoral coordinated approaches, establishment or consolidation of
permanent and sustainable institutional organizational structures, solid interlinkages to
sustainable development, and participation and ownership of relevant stakeholders. The
SFDRR also calls for an integrated dimension aiming not only at building cohesion between
international frameworks, but legal coherence and implementation across territorial scales,
including global, regional, national, subnational, and local spheres.
Analogously to other regions of the world, enforcing the SFDRR in LAC relies on the
comprehensive understanding of disaster risk, a notion than beyond its current status as the
first priority of this framework, is the key to identify and therefore, to address root or
underlaying causes and drivers of disaster risk and disasters (Satake et al., 2018). Similarly,
its second priority, strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk, implies the
inherent complexity, and a new and vigorous dimension that would require time and sustained
efforts and commitment to be accomplished.
In the post-COVID era, more than ever it will be unmistakable that investing in disaster risk
reduction for resilience, the third priority of the SFDRR, will be a mandatory endeavour. By
the same token, the fourth priority, enhancing disaster preparedness for effective response
and to “Build Back Better” in recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction will gain a broader
political usage with issues of human rights and components of human wellbeing that need to
be incorporated in post-disaster policy frameworks on the forefront of civil society.

The LAC context in the Sendai Framework
Notwithstanding the involvement of several countries of the LAC region in both, the HFA and
the SFDRR, impacts of disasters continue to mount at dizzying pace (Figures 5 and 6).
Disaster risk indexes such as that conducted by LAC-INFORM (2017; 2020), have been
designed as tools to understand and measure the risk of disasters and humanitarian crises
between the LAC countries. In 2020, Haiti, Guatemala, and Honduras were categorized with
very high risk of disasters and humanitarian crises, while Bolivia, Colombia, El Salvador,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venezuela with a high risk. What stands out in the risk index,
which is composed by a series of indicators related to hazard and exposure, vulnerability, and
lack of coping capacity, is that the five countries with the highest score have appeared
continually with high level of risk since 2017. These have been characterized by insecurity,
violence, displacement, migration, and recurrent natural hazards; thus, existing vulnerability
and lack of capacity are routinely exacerbated (LAC-INFORM, 2020).
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Figure 5. Spatial distribution of the Latin America and the Caribbean Inform Risk Index 2020 (Data source:
LAC-INFORM, 2020).

The evidence that disasters are associated with high level of vulnerability and exposure,
clearly presented by the indicators included in the risk index, is strong and conclusive.
However, what is less clear is the nature of some of the changes among disaster indexes from
one period to another. Yearly updated information show that a change from one category to
another is usually associated with improvement or worsening of the conditions driving disaster
risk and disasters. The case of Mexico illustrates this point clearly (Figure 5). If changes in the
scores of the risk index are considered, it can be observed that in 2020 conditions were
improved in comparison with those of 2017, as the index moved down 2.2 points (10 highest
risk - 0 lowest risk) (Figure 6). From that data, it is apparent that the year 2020 represented a
particular progress, but this result is somewhat counterintuitive. The index grade advanced
from a category of very high risk (8.2) in 2017, to high risk (6.0) in 2020, but does not reflect
the reason why. In 2017, a couple of earthquakes with significant aftermath struck Mexico; both
were of considerable magnitude (September 7, Mw 8.1 and September 19, Mw7.1) and levels
of exposure and vulnerability of people affected were also high. While the corresponding 2017
risk index reflected such an account, the 2020 by itself depicts a better situation, but fail to show
that such change was not a betterment on disaster risk strategies, but an amelioration of the
adverse consequences derived from the disasters associated with the earthquakes of
September 2017, which undoubtedly once again unveiled the widespread pre- existing
development problems.
Out of the thirty-three nations included in the Inform Risk Index, only thirteen are categorized
within values of very-low and low risk, while ten are regarded as of very-high and high risk and
the remaining ten are classified as medium risk (Figures 5 and 6). Results regarding the
changes in disaster risk indexes from 2017 to 2020 in LAC countries (Figure 6), mirror those
of the previous studies that have been concerned with the advancement of disaster risk
management in the region. While attempts are made to advance in disaster risk reduction,
what is true, though, is that in such a complex process, good intentions with respect to
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development issues reach a point where disaster risk governance ceases to be helpful in
advancing disaster risk reduction.
Figure 6. Latin America and the Caribbean Inform Risk Index comparison per country from 2017 to 2020
(Data source: LAC-INFORM, 2020).

Under such grounds, the opportunity to assess the progress on the implementation of the
SFDRR premised on information, indicator per indicator and target per target, constitutes a
defy for data issuance, collection, interpretation, validation and management, not to mention
the intricated character of DRR and DRM policy making processes.
Table 1. National Plans for Disaster Risk Management in LAC (Source: adapted from Bello et al.,
2020, own elaboration).

Country

Type of Policy Plan

Argentina

Plan Nacional para la Reducción del Riesgo de Desastres 2018-2023 (National Plan for
Disaster Risk Reduction 2018-2023)

Bolivia

Programa Nacional de Gestión de Riesgos (National Risk Management Programme)

Chile

Política Nacional para la Gestión del Riesgo de Desastres (National Policy for Disaster
Risk Management)

Colombia

Plan Nacional de Gestión del Riesgo de Desastres: una estrategia de desarrollo
2015-2025 (National Plan for Disaster Risk Management: a development strategy 20152025)

Costa Rica

Plan Nacional de Gestión del Riesgo 2016-2020 (National Risk Management Plan 20162020)

Dominic
Republic

Plan Nacional de Gestión Integral del Riesgo de Desastres (National Plan for Integrated
Disaster Risk Management)

Ecuador

Plan Nacional de Respuesta ante Desastres (National Disaster Response Plan)

El Salvador

Plan Nacional de Protección Civil, Prevención y Mitigación de Desastres (National Plan
for Civil Protection, Prevention and Mitigation of Disasters)

Guatemala

Plan Nacional de Gestión de Riesgo de Desastres Guatemala 2018-2022 (National Plan
for Disaster Risk Management Guatemala 2018-2022)
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Honduras

Plan Nacional de Gestión Integral de Riesgos - PNGIRH - Periódo 2014-2019 (National
Integrated Risk Management Plan - NIRMP - Period 2014-2019)

Mexico

Programa Sectorial de Seguridad y Protección Ciudadana 2020-2024 (Sectorial
Program for Security and Citizen Protection 2020-2024)

Peru

Plan Nacional de Gestión del Riesgo de Desastres: PLANAGERD 2014-2021 (National
Plan for Disaster Risk Management: PLANAGERD 2014-2021)

Saint
Kitts
and Navis

The St. Kitts and Nevis National Disaster Plan

Santa Lucia

National Emergency Plans

Paraguay

Plan Nacional de Implementación del Marco de Sendai 2018-2022 (National
Implementation Plan of the Sendai Framework 2018-2022)

Uruguay

Política Nacional de Gestión del Riesgo de Emergencia y Desastres y el Plan Nacional de
Gestión Integral y Reducción del Riesgo de Desastres (National
Policy for Emergency and Disaster Risk Management and the National Plan for Integrated
Management and Disaster Risk Reduction)

According to the analysis carried out by the Regional Observatory of Planning for Development
of Latin America and the Caribbean, 14 out of 33 countries in the region, have national plans
or strategies for disaster risk reduction. All strategies outlined at country level, reflect the
inclusion of integrated management disaster risks policies and initiatives (Bello et al., 2020).
The number of countries can be escalated to 16 considering that Mexico and Uruguay also
possess a National Policy and a National Plan for Integrated Management and DRR. Most of
these strategies, at normative and discourse level, include SDGs as well as SFDRR
compliance targets as part of their content (Table 1).
When observing the progress included in the Sendai Framework monitor for the year 2019
(Table 2), the eight countries (Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico,
Peru and Uruguay) with the highest number of reported targets uphold National Plans for
Disaster Risk Management. Targets A2, A3 and B3 have been validated by these countries.
Except for Uruguay, this group also has addressed targets B2 and B4, while target B5 has
been validated only by Costa Rica and Guatemala.
Efforts made by Chile, Costa Rica and Guatemala have also reported validated progress for
targets C2, C3, C4, C5 and C6, whereas C4 has also been addressed by Peru. Targets D2,
D3, D4, D6, D7 and D8 have been covered by Chile and Costa Rica, while Guatemala has
targeted D2, D6, D7 and D8, and Peru and Mexico D7 and D8, respectively (Table 2).
Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru have fulfilled targets E1a and E2a, while
Guatemala and Uruguay target E2a. Guatemala and Peru are the only countries so far (as
per October 2020) that have addressed targets F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 and F7. Targets G2,
G3 and G4, reported by these two countries have also been validated, whereas Chile
addressed G2 and G5, Uruguay G2 and G4, and only Guatemala G6a (Table 2).
But beyond targets, validation, and schemes of compliance, what does this effectively means
for reducing the risk of disasters? There are indeed numerous dimensions to answer this
question, and diversity may recognize particular spheres of how validated targets in some
countries transcend themselves to influence policy making and practice. However, two
important general issues emerge from this angle. First, based on these data, it is evident that
the scenarios for the fulfilment of the SFDRR targets in the LAC region show significant and
critical lags not only in terms of reported and validated progress, but also in reference to
commitments and declarations by state governments. Second, unlike other times, in the
outset of the post COVID-19 era, reducing spheres of vulnerability intertwined with
15

development, and thus, reducing disaster risk, will be one of the greatest challenges LAC
would confront in contemporary history.
Quite clearly, after the pandemic, one of the evident targets that have been already
jeopardized is the global target A, which aims to substantially reduce disaster mortality between
2020-2030 compared with 2005-2015; while at regional level, during the latter period 237,868
lives were lost (EM-DAT database), in 2020 alone, the losses doubled reaching 509,604 (JHU
CSSE; n.d.). Likewise, global target B, directed to substantially reduce the number of affected
people globally by 2030, has been compromised. From 2005 to 2015, total affected population
was 99.6 million (EM-DAT database), while as a consequence of the global COVID-19
disaster, 15,6 million people in LAC were infected in 2020 alone, and in one way or another,
entire countries population have been affected.
Current scenarios related to global target C (reduce direct disaster economic loss in relation
to GDP by 2030) are not promising either. Chain of events are indicative of a crashing decline
that will continue to severely affect the LAC region in the years to come as GDP projections
already denote the worst economic, social and production crisis LAC has experienced in 120
years (ECLAC, 2020a).
Global target D, related to decreasing disaster damage to critical infrastructure and disruption
of basic services, among them health and educational facilities, will also face particular
challenges in post-COVID 19 times. Beyond installations per se, direct impacts on health
systems will persist and worsen on account of the extraordinary burden on insufficient and
fragmented systems and sharpening of inequalities of access by income level and place of
residence (ECLAC, 2020c).
Special attention deserves global target E, related to the substantial increase on the number
of countries with national (E1) and local disaster risk reduction strategies (E2) by 2020.
Achievement time frame of this target has already expired; and its official compliance at
national and local scales is quite dubious for several reasons. According to the Sendai
monitor 2019 only five countries (Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru) have a
validated progress on E1 and E2, and Guatemala and Uruguay in E2, but there is more
evidence that at least sixteen countries (see Table 2) hold National Plans for Disaster Risk
Management (E1). Certainly, there is a gap between processes involved in data generation,
collection, and reporting and that of validation; this indeed applies to all targets.
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Table 2. Validated progress in LAC countries in the implementation of the SFDRR (Source: UNDRR Sendai
monitor).

Most importantly, very little can be found in the current reporting scheme on the question of
what kinds of strategies have been considered by governments at both national and local
levels. Are they truly aligned with an integrated disaster risk perspective or continue to be
embedded into the traditional civil protection focus characterizing many of the LAC countries?
Are these strategies still focused on disaster response, recovery, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction versus disaster risk reduction? Will national and subnational authorities in
charge of DRR have sustained human and financial resources to implement strategies?
Equally important than the prerogative of economic integration to boost recovery in the
development of LAC (ECLAC, 2021), enhancing international cooperation through adequate
and sustainable support to complement national actions for implementation of the SFDRR
(global target F) will be crucial for moving towards an integrated regional space of alliances
where capacity building, transfer and exchange of science, technology and innovation are
17

enhanced. Consequently, LAC countries will further be confronted with the challenge of
pledging disaster risk reduction expenditure under a climax of uncertain future.
In the face of the pandemic, community participation and capacity building regarding
understanding disaster risk, reducing existing risk and avoiding future risk turn out to be an
opportunity to fulfil global target G. Experiencing on daily basis the consequences of the global
disaster triggered by COVID-19 might lead to reassuring the necessity to increasing the
availability of and access to multi‑hazard early warning systems and disaster risk information
and assessments to communities within the LAC region.
Against this background, the macroeconomic capabilities, and instruments to face disasters
are embraced almost universally by the countries in the region. Measures stem from the
generation of fiscal or borrowing capacity that allows countries to make ex-ante investments
to reduce disaster risks, as well as to apply risk transfer policies. Risk transfer shifts the
responsibility or burden for disaster loss to another party through legislation, contract,
insurance or other means, and it is currently playing an active role in helping to manage
natural and socio-natural hazard related risks and mitigate disaster losses (IADB, 2016).
Following these measures, the LAC region is progressively diversifying the economic
mechanisms available to absorb the economic effects of disasters. Mexico was the country
that back in 2012 paved the way for the region by introducing an insurer mechanism through
the issuance of international catastrophic bonds to face the loss and damages caused by
increased disasters. In 2018, the International Bank for reconstruction and development
(IBRD) Global Debt Issuance Facility issued the Joint Multi-Country Floating Rate
Earthquake-Linked Capital at Risk Notes, a financial scheme implemented by The Pacific
Alliance Cat Bonds between the IBRD and the countries of Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Peru.
This is the largest single issuance of catastrophe bonds the IBRD has ever facilitated, and the
largest sovereign risk insurance transaction ever. For Chile, Colombia and Peru, this is the
first time they have accessed the capital markets to source disaster risk insurance (Creel et
al., 2018).
However, more evidence still needs to be provided, in particular to identify and assess tradeoffs between costs and interest payments on bonds, and the actual payments from catastrophic
bond investors and other additional fees involved (for attorneys, risk modelers and etc). By
the same token, catastrophic event parameters, thresholds and parametric triggers will require
more careful consideration in view of the fact that if they are not suitable for particular
geodynamic spaces, their applicability is hampered and thus financial strategies become
obstacles to disaster response and building back better and could also involve bottomless
wells on which apparent insurance could be transformed into an state of underinsured
uncertainty.
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Agenda for Sustainable Development (including Sustainable
Development Goals indicator framework
The SDGs, successors of the Millennium Development Goals (2000-2015) and the Rio+20
Summit (2012), adopted in 2015 by the UN, comprise a set of 18 goals as urgent call for action
by all countries in a global partnership founded on an integrated and transformative vision for
a better world. The SDGs and the related Agenda for development or Agenda 2030 for
sustainable development, commit both developed and developing countries to reach the
economic, environmental, and social aspects of development. The SDGs and the Agenda
2030 for sustainable development are strongly anchored to scientific findings. Within the
Anthropocene, human activities have triggered dramatic changes in the conditions of our
planet (climate change and biodiversity loss), which in turn have contributed to the
deterioration of human well- being. According to the main purposes of this agenda, humanity
needs to reverse the current global trend of disruption, by addressing urgently the multiple
causes and consequences of environmental depletion and social inequalities. Synergies and
trade-offs between the SDGs must be pursued and some of the most development trends
like the use of fossils fuels should be rolled back by 2030 (UN ECLAC, 2019).
Nonetheless, challenges in pursuing the SDGs include the fact that countries do not
necessarily have equal conditions and more importantly, they are in very different stage of
development. Some of the poorest countries can no longer afford to apply the current
development model, where production and consumption happen at the expense of natural
resources (CODS, 2020). According to many observers, such a model creates unsolvable
tensions between SDGs, notably between the safeguarding of natural resources and the
aspirations for improved well-being. The structural transformation that would bring about the
desired change requires a joint effort by the international community, but equally so by natural
and public or private legal persons, to urgently speed up the process.
Following the entry into force of the SDGs, many countries have already established
coordination structures at national level to promote the agenda and complementing it with
national overall development efforts. At the same time, the UN system and many UN agencies
through the UNDP, have begun a process of reforming its structures and processes to address
SDG implementation in a more integrated way within host countries. The principle of 'leaving
no one behind' is also a core issue of the 2030 Agenda and it applies strategic partnerships
among different stakeholders, including local governments and minority groups.
However, after five years of the SDGs implementation, many observers argue that the
dominant economic model based on economic growth and consumption makes some SDGs
incompatible with other goals of the same agenda. For example, an analysis of correlations
highlights that, when poverty reduction is mainly due to an increase in per capita GDP, it has
a negative effect on the target of reducing CO2 emissions (Manta, 2020).
Alternatively, investing in human well-being through specific projects to reduce child mortality
or improving education and the environment by investing in renewable energy production to
reduce CO2 emissions, does not produce adverse effects on other goals. In the most recent
SDG report (UN, 2020b), drafted by an independent group of scientists, it is clearly shown
through data and before the COVID-19 pandemic impacts, that progress remained uneven
and countries were not on track to meet the Goals by 2030. If some conditions for the world
population have improved, like the share of children and youth out of school or access to safely
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managed drinking water, the number of people suffering from food insecurity is still on the
rise, together with negative natural environment conditions.
The biodiversity loss and deterioration of natural resources has skyrocketed at an alarming
rate, and dramatic levels of inequality persisted in all regions. The report also concludes that
the envisaged change is not yet happening at the speed or scale required. What is more,
science can help, by thoroughly analysing the 'systemic interconnections' between SDG
targets and other targets such as those involved in the SFDRR (UN, 2020b).
In terms of the SDGs set of targets in LAC, a series of considerations are drawn. Many
countries of the region are in the early stages of conceptualizing a strategy for SDG
implementation within. As explained in the above theoretical framework, Governments in LAC
are trying to mainstream the SDGs in their national development plans. However, it is important
to ensure that national, subnational and subregional indicators, as well as data collection and
reporting methods are designed and implemented in a way that will enable to be comparable
and standardized. The importance of quality, timely and disaggregated data must be
recognized, and the capacity needed to collect, analyse, and report data and statistics must
be put in place in the majority of the countries.
But how is the region performing towards the achievement of the SDGs? At 2019, only 31%
of the official SDG indicators were covered by LAC countries; only 36% of the indicators
provided some type of information of countries advancement and 23% of the indicators have
no information to offer at all. Only Costa Rica, Panama and Uruguay claim to produce more
than 50% of the indicators established by the global framework, whereas five countries (Perú,
Guatemala, Haiti, Bolivia, and San Vincent and the Grenadines in the Caribbean) report less
than 20% of the official indicators. All the countries in the region have committed to submit a
Voluntary National Reports at the High-Level Forum at the UN general Assembly every year
(CODS, 2020).
Table 3 shows the compliance scenario for the SDGs in the LAC region. All countries have
significant lags compared to pledges and national government declarations. Of the 24
countries analysed for this study, only 3 (in green) are at pace with target compliance. Uruguay
for example has high level of compliance with SDG1 (poverty reduction), access to sustainable
use of water resources (SDG6) and SDG7 on affordable clean energy. Chile has also high
performances in SDG1 and 6, while Trinidad and Tobago is very high up in SDG1.
Unfortunately, the rest of the countries lag really behind with the targets and show significant
lag in many goals. A common feature for all LAC countries is that they are really behind in
SDG9 (industry, innovation and infrastructure) and SDG16 (peace, Justice) and
environmental SDGs like SDG7, SDG14 and SDG15. Results related to SDG9 are explained
by regional traditional gaps in research and development, scientific production among others.
Other critical incompliance is strongly linked to SDG3 (health) and SDG8 (decent work and
economic growth), currently exacerbated by COVID19. Hence, in general, LAC have not been
able to keep track of the SDG agenda and move towards a more sustainable environmental,
agricultural production or worst, not reducing negative impacts on the environment.
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Table 3. Compliance scenario for the SDGs in the LAC region (Source: CODS, 2020).

Synergy between reporting on SFDRR and SDGs
Taking into account that disaster risk reduction cuts across different aspects and sectors of
development, previous studies have suggested that there are 25 targets related to disaster
risk reduction in 10 of the 17 sustainable development goals, firmly establishing the role of
disaster risk reduction as a core development strategy (UNISDR, 2017). Both SDGs and
SFDRR indicators are not only numerous but also are a product of complex interconnections
among economic, environmental, social and political dimensions. The outcomes of each of
the indicators overlap across the two agendas and their interconnection is not straightforward.
Therefore, additional cross-cutting issues between SDGs and Sendai priorities and global
targets have been identified (Figure 7 and Table 4). Our findings point to the following insights:
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•

The Sendai framework targets and indicators contribute to measuring disaster- related
goals and targets in the Agenda 2030. In particular SDG1 (End poverty in all forms),
SDG2 (End hunger and achieve food security), SDG11 (make cities and human
settlements inclusive, resilient and sustainable), SDG13 (take urgent action to combat
climate change and its impacts), and SDG 17 seem to offer the most compelling
correspondence among the two agendas.

Figure 7. Linkages between priorities and targets of the SFDRR with the SDGs. P1, P2, P3 and P4 refer to
SFDRR priorities, whereas A, B, C, D, E, F and G indicates SFDRR global targets.
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•

The above-mentioned SDGs targets are more specific than those in the SFDRR and
promote disaggregated data by income, sex, age race, ethnicity and other variables
that offer detailed information to identify disaster risk drivers. They can be further
analysed to explore relations at a second stage level, for deepening interconnections.
But they are asymmetrical at a first glance and do not offer clear information about how
countries are performing in synergy.

•

In terms of underlying indicators within the mapped SDGs and SFDRR targets, we
identify at least 50 indicators that can have a correspondence among the two agendas.
Within the 50 indicators, 25 targets have coincidence with concepts like: construction of
resilient societies, poverty reduction and hunger, ensuring healthy lives, education,
sustainable management of water, building resilient infrastructure, resilient cities,
climate change and marine and terrestrial ecosystems.

•

SDGs that appear to have less connection with the two agendas are: SDG7 (affordable
energy), SDG8 (decent work and economic growth), SDG9 (industry and innovation),
SDG14 (life below water). Nonetheless, they can be broadly associated with resilience
and strengthening disaster risk governance. Going further, SDG on Land (15) may
have tenuous links with environmental indicators that can be used for exposure to
pollution or municipal waste among others that can be linked to technological risks.

•

In the light of the current pandemic, SDG3 (health) has a clear match among the two
agendas given that SFDRR explicitly includes epidemics and pandemics among
biological hazards and SDG3 target on “early warning, risk reduction and management
of global health risks”.

•

The absence of a hazard-based approach in most of the SDGs reduce the information
on vulnerability, exposure and other data that can help to bridge new connections
among targets. Nevertheless, all dimensions of sustainable development are directed,
one way or another, to reduce vulnerability and encouraging resilience.

In more general terms, the following synergies have been also recognized:

23

•

SDG1 (End of poverty) and A to C Sendai targets and Priority 3 (see table 7): poverty
is certainly one of the key drivers for disaster risk, given the way it creates and
aggravates vulnerability in all its forms and poverty is a strong enabler for increasing
risk conditions, which further limit the progress of sustainable development. Within
SDG1, Target 1.5, which relates to building the resilience of the poor, highlights the
position of disaster risk reduction as a core development strategy for ending extreme
poverty. This can have a clear interplay with Sendai A to C targets.

•

In the case of SDG2, End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and
promote sustainable agriculture, a match can be found with SFDRR-P3 and targets A
to C. Natural and socio-natural hazards are drivers for global food insecurity and
hunger as well as an amplifier for existing economic vulnerability. Climate risks and
disaster such as prolonged droughts or floods, can destroy agricultural assets and
infrastructure in many countries of the region, mostly Central America, but also the
Andean region and South America. Target 2.4, for example, speaks of the need to
advance actions in mainstreaming DRR and climate change adaptation into agriculture
sector planning. Likewise, Sendai Framework, in targets A, B, C and even E, envisage
relevant actions to improve livestock, basic conditions, developing resilience among
others.

•

SDG11 (Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable)
coincides with SFDRR-P3, and targets A to G show a great connections and interplay
among the two agendas. For example, increasing population density can lead to
creation of risk, especially when urbanization is rapid, poorly planned and occurring in
a context of widespread poverty. Big and megacities in the region like Mexico City,
Sao Paulo are seen to overlap with areas of high-risk exposure. Action targets under
SDG11 (11.1, 11.3, 11.4, 11.5, 11.b and 11.c) look at the transformation of urban
slums, improving integrated urban planning, building the resilience of the urban poor
among others. At the same time, the Sendai agenda through mostly Priority 3 and
targets A to G, points to building sustainable and resilient urban infrastructure as
strategic opportunities to ensure increase capacity to support cities. It also foresees

more resilient cities throughout the region. Another important underlying link among
the two agendas in the topic of cities and urban resilience, is that measures to achieve
these targets and goals need to include disaster risk assessments into land-use policy
development and implementation, including urban planning, housing, etc. As we saw
in table 1, the mainstreaming of Sendai and SDGs agenda within national planning is
a strong message of empowerment through regulatory means towards DRM in the
countries of the region. In this regard a correspondence can be also envisaged with
SDG11 and SFDRR-P2 (strengthening governance) and P4 (disaster preparedness).

•
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When considering SDG13 (Take urgent action to combat climate change and its
impacts Climate change) and Sendai targets A to G and Priorities 3 and 4, a strong
link among goals and targets in a considerable number of indicators can be
recognized. For example, changing temperatures, precipitation and sea levels,
increasing droughts or heavy precipitations, amongst other factors, modify hazard
levels and exposures in different sectors and countries of the region. The number of
weather-related extreme events in the LAC region has intensified and the number of
vulnerable people living in flood-prone areas and cyclone-exposed coastlines doubled,
as we indicated before. Target actions under this goal (13.1 to 13.3 and 13.a to 13.b)
do offer a clear alignment with SFDRR targets A to G, and both provide opportunities
to strengthen the integration between disaster and climate resilience to foster
development efforts in the region. Another important communication among this goal
and SFDRR targets is disaster risk modelling, assessment, mapping, monitoring and
multi-hazard early warning systems analysis and surveys (Priorities 2 and 4). Both
agendas envisage the use of technical tools and digital transformation to improve earth
science surveillance and multi-hazard disaster risks threats using advanced
technology. The SFDRR also calls for the integration of several DRR measures into
multilateral and bilateral development assistance programmes related to climate
change adaptation.

Table 4. Interlinkages between the SDGs and the SFDRR priorities and global targets.
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•

Regarding SDG17, strengthening the means of implementation and revitalize the
global partnership for sustainable development, a common interconnection is related
to the effective implementation of both agendas and financial support from international
cooperation and available global funds. In order to be effective, almost all SDG and
SFDRR targets, must rely on the participation of relevant stakeholders including
Governments, NGOs, civil society and the private sector; the latter has only been
recently engaged in the progress of the two agendas in the region. Opportunities for
partnership and strategic building is present in almost all goals and targets of both
agendas and applicable to many LAC Countries. The building of synergies between
different target actions, which can be cost-effective in the long term, is also envisaged
as a strong interconnecting point (Sendai Targets A to G).

In an attempt to map the interplay between SDGs and SFDRR compliance according to
existing validated reports, it has been observed that national disaster risk management
planning at country level is slowly but progressively incorporating SDGs and SFDRR
indicators. At this stage some general comments can be provided as shown in Figure 8.
In the cases of the bigger economies in the region, Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, there is evidence
of stagnation in the fulfilment of the SDGS as well as SFRDD compliance since 2015. Chile is
an exception, given that is performing in some SDGs as well as in SFDRR targets (from A to
E). Perú also shows a high level of compliance in some SFDRR targets but less in SDGs
(Figure 8).
Among the countries in the region that have advances more since the adoption of the Agenda
2030, we can find El Salvador, Belize, Panama, Nicaragua and Bolivia. Even though these
four countries are not at the top of the performance, they show improvements in the adoption
of some SDGs, that are linked to SFDRR targets too. But their performance in Sendai is still
low. In particular, El Salvador advancing in SDG 11 on cities where it has improved the
indicators of air pollution, public transportation and access to drinking water and water
sanitation (SDG6) but not evidence on Sendai progress is available (Figure 8).
The country that shows the most relevant progress in Sendai are Guatemala and Costa Rica
(almost all targets are somehow reached), but in the SDGs compliance their performance
shows significant lag in many targets. Venezuela is the country that is not showing
improvements at all both in SDGs and Sendai targets. In the case of the Caribbean, Jamaica
and Dominican Republic are reporting slow progress in SDGs and Sendai compliance (Figure
8).
The assumption and inferences provided in the map are cross checked with the pandemic
COVID-19 related deaths at country level (as per February 15, 2021) (in purple) (Figure 8). It
can be clearly seen that where the number of deaths for coronavirus are high, SDGs and
Sendai compliance is slow and deficient (Mexico, Brazil, Colombia).
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Figure 8. Spatial distribution of the progress of SDGs and SFDRR targets in LAC (Data sources: CODS,
2020; UNDRR Sendai monitor and data repository for the 2019 Novel Coronavirus Visual Dashboard, JHU
CSSE).
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Concluding remarks
The increasing disaster risks represent an immense challenge to the success of the outcome
of any development agenda, and the Latin America and Caribbean region is not an exception.
Unless disaster risks are effectively addressed and managed, disaster losses and impacts will
continue to affect development efforts to reduce poverty and achieve sustainable
development. Both global agendas have a clear potential to shape efforts for improving the
final goal of reducing risks and increasing development. However, as seen in this paper, the
indicator frameworks for both agendas need to be coherent, robust and integrated into
national development planning in order to ensure and demonstrate that progress can be made
in the compliance of goals and targets for the benefits of society.
This article should directly acknowledge the following key issues and reflections for
addressing the interplay of the SFDRR with the SDGs in the LAC countries:
1) Enhancing disaster risk-informed sustainable development requires identification
of further specific linkages among agendas in a more precise way in terms of
synergies among target indicators.
2) Owing to the fact that in the LAC region linkages of both agendas with regional and
subregional sustainable development platforms are still very weak, strengthening
the existing connections between the SDGs, the SFDRR and the regional
platforms for DRR and sustainable development with other related processes is
indispensable.
3) Taken individually, none of the frameworks are embedded into the full range of
disaster risk driver’s realm, as they might should they had been originally
conceived from an integrated perspective. Therefore, a systemic view of risks and
development frameworks must be combined in development planning at the
country level.
4) The multiple dimensions of the mutual links between disaster risk and development
within the UN agendas are addressed in different ways with varies degrees of
subjectivity and discrepancies, depending on the understanding, skills, approach,
and commitment of the incumbent government. Thereby, even temporal analysis
of the individual countries’ performance can be highly uncertain.
5) Despite the richness of several indicators, the examined evidence suggests that
derived from the current progress, indicators are unable to reflect the dynamics
among disaster risk drivers for both the SFDRR and the SDGs.
6) Current architecture of indicators may not be strong enough to provide a clear
assessment of progress on the SDGs and SFDRR at the local level. As such,
strengthening existing linkages across scales may require looking at the data not
as an annual event, but as an ongoing process in which stakeholders, both globally,
regionally and nationwide, continue their dialogues to learn from each other,
transform shortcomings and adapt best practices.
7) If cohesion among UN landmark agreements is to be moved forward, existing
indicators should be revised. Additional dimensions must be therefore discussed
and thoroughly analysed. More information on the existing human capacity
development for enforcement of strategies at national and sub- national scale
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would help to establish a greater degree of accuracy on this matter.
8) Establishing a set of shared indicators on disaster risk reduction and development
goals in the region will allow the measurement of how the achievements in one
framework can contribute to the other.
9) Progress reports on the implementation of agreements based on national selfevaluation lack internal validation processes. It is recommended, therefore, that
the science and technology community and/or agencies of the corresponding
country, other than the government, should carry out such task.
10) In the post COVID-19 era, a more comprehensive understanding of inequality,
particularly as one of the main drivers of disaster risk, will require additional and
more accurate data (Conceição, 2020).
11) The reversal in human development in LAC derived from COVID-19 (Conceição,
2020) will influence adversely the speed of cohesion among agendas.
12) Building alliances and partnerships between the science and technology
community and the decision-making sphere will face further challenges as
information and investment in science is currently seen as an accessory in LAC
countries.
13) Over and above official reporting on the progress made for both UN agendas,
country-based implementation depends on multifactorial dimensions, one of the
most significant being disaster risk governance and financial systems in the
contexts of allocation of funds. A key issue under the actual context hints at how
many national, subnational and local governments can in effect move beyond the
implementation gap?
14) In view of the fact that the implementation of the SFDRR and the SDGs landmark
agreements is a very ambitious endeavour that requires the commitment of a large
number of stakeholders and sustained financial means, coherence among agendas
remains a critical issue in the post-COVID 19 era.
15) The pandemic has accentuated the vulnerability spheres of LAC communities and
further challenges development pathways. Correspondingly, considering that
sustainability has hitherto received scant attention in the region, it raises even
greater intriguing questions regarding the nature and extent of future
transformative policies in LAC. Unless governments adopt integrated sound
national and regional approaches, sustainable development and disaster risk
reduction will continue at a crossroads.
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