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Executive summary
Introduction
In October 2015, the United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS) contracted Oxford Policy
Management to conduct an evaluation of the Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk
Reduction (GAR) between 2007-2015. The evaluation assessed products and initiatives produced
under the GAR brand, considering the following four elements: impact, quality, process and future
options. The evaluation was conducted from December 2015 to May 2016 following a
predominantly qualitative methodology. The data collection phase involved 74 semi -structured
interviews, documentary review, and some quantitative analysis.
Assessing the impact of specific interventions is typically very difficult, particularly when on a global
scale, across different levels and sectors, and over a multi-year period. However, some strong
patterns emerge from the data, both around the general impact of the GAR and around the factors
that have enabled impact.

Background and Context
Over the last 25 years there have been some key international agreements and strategies in
relation to natural disasters, and a growing consensus that policies and practice should shift
towards disaster risk reduction (DRR), rather than disaster response.
In 2006 the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) initiated the GAR: both a
product – in the form of a biennial report – and a process of evidence generation and policy
engagement. The GAR’s aim was to contribute to the achievement of the Hyogo Framework for
Action 2005-2015 (HFA) through monitoring risk patterns, trends and progress in DRR, and
through providing relevant guidance to government and non-governmental actors.
The GAR have produced four biennial reports, each with a broad theme covering key and
fundamentally important concepts and relationships: in 2009, addressing the relationship between
poverty and risk; 2011, public investment in DRR and integrating risk into development; 2013,
private investment in DRR and its relationship with disaster risk accumulation and reduction; and
2015, the future pathways for DRR.
The DRR space has become relatively crowded during the last decade, as many reports and
initiatives compete for the attention of practitioners and policymakers, covering similar thematic
emphases as GAR reports. However, whilst the shift to a disaster risk paradigm cannot be
exclusively attributed to it, the GAR has been located centrally in relation to the i nternational
agreements, and has made a significant contribution to globally improved DRR.

Main Findings
A Unique Contribution
In the context of increasing research in DRR, and a multitude of similar knowledge sources
populating the space, the GAR was able to present a unique contribution for policymakers and
practitioners. The most significant contribution, unique to GAR, is the consistent investment
during the period 2007-2015 in generating data and original research, rather than publishing
reviews of existing data and analysis, or just publishing their own organisational research. In this
way, the GAR is more akin to a research initiative, and to a process of evidence generation and
policy engagement, than to a series of biennial reports.
v
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According to GAR users, key elements in the GAR’s unique contribution to the DRR field include:




A focus on risk rather than disaster analysis. By presenting results from probabilistic
modelling of risk associated with all major hazards and with global coverage and combining
these with an analysis of risk drivers, attention gets shifted from events to risks.
The use of disaster loss data that takes into account small-scale disasters. The loss
data presented in the GAR is based on national loss accounting, which includes losses
from small-scale disasters not covered by global databases 1.



Neutrality. Due to umbrella of a UN agency, and the large numbers of participating actors.
This is in contrast to risk data from the private sector which can be regarded as biased and
promotional.



Style. An innovative presentation style, a unique mix of qualitative analysis and quantitative
data, and an array of useful case studies.



Comprehensiveness and globalness. Including low-income countries on the same
footing as more developed nations.

Impact
The GAR has generated impact in several ways and areas, including international policy,
data availability, understanding of national and global progress, conceptual discourse and
national and global advocacy. This impact could be further strengthened by targeting
audiences more clearly and proactively.
Although the original expectations for the GAR were that impact would primarily come through the
dissemination of the reports, the strategic, direct interventions of the team created improved DRR
policy and practice at both national and international levels.
In order to properly assess the GAR’s effects, the Evaluation team has focused their attention on
evaluating the reports, but has also considered the impact of the capacity building, tool
development, networks and initiatives that the GAR team worked on during the period 2007-2015.
During this period, there are five main areas in which the GAR has made a significant impact:
1. A strong contribution to international frameworks, specifically the HFA and the Sendai
Framework (SFDRR) through providing conceptual framing and policy guidance, and an
evidence base in the form of global risk data, results from a globally coordinated national
monitoring system and thematic research. In addition, several of the global Sendai targets
and indicators, which were put forward through the GAR and its team have been included
in the preliminary list of indicators proposed for the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs).
2. Producing the first-ever multi-hazard, open data risk assessment with global
coverage and using state-of-the-art probabilistic methods, with all results made
available to governments and the public. Regular reviews of global risk trends and
patterns through the generation of global risk data based on major risk modelling exercises
are a feature that is generally recognised as a major contribution of the GAR.

1

The combination of the first two points mean that the GAR has been able to provide evidence on the equal importance
of intensive and extensive disaster risk.
vi
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3. Generating previously unavailable national disaster loss data (including losses from
small-scale events) through the roll-out of the DesInventar methodology, enabling
monitoring of national and global progress for 4 of the 7 Sendai targets.
4. Initiating research and impacting the DRR discourse. Rather than just reviewing
existing research, the GAR has catalysed new analysis and thereby introduced specific
concepts and terminology into the DRR discourse, including (i) the role of the private sector
in DRR; (ii) endogenous vs exogenous risk; (iii) extensive vs intensive risk; (iv) the
economic impact of disasters; (v) disaster risk governance; and (vi) the links of DRR with
climate change and development.
5. Supporting spin-off initiatives, which show how GAR findings can be put into practice
that generate new evidence and proof-of-concepts, push the boundaries with new ideas,
and provide access to new partners, networks and resources.
6. Providing evidence that DRR professionals are able to digest and use in dialogue
with policymakers to bring about institutional change. The evaluation found evidence
that the GAR had been instrumental in initiating and supporting institutional changes both
nationally and regionally, which represents long-term change that is likely to be sustainable
and cannot be easily reversed.
In the original Theory of Change (ToC), the expected target audience for the reports were people
who are in the position to affect change, including senior government officials and influential
experts. What has become clear through the evaluation is that, amongst various user groups, the
main audiences for the GAR are DRR practitioners and specialists, who both use the information
themselves, and provide a conduit for its communication to governments, businesses and
academics. This audience overlaps in some cases with the originally expected audience.
Several factors, including low readership of the GAR within UNISDR currently, likely impede more
effective the uptake of GAR findings and recommendations. The UNISDR’s own use and
promotion of the GAR should be considered as a significant factor in maximising its uptake more
generally: steps should be taken to create a higher level of engagement from UNISDR staff to
maximise the GAR’s policy influence potential through UNISDR advocacy.

Quality
The quality of the GAR is high, drawing on a vast range of background papers, case
studies, grey literature and peer review, creating a robust, relevant and broad range of
material.
In assessing the quality of the GAR, it is important to note that the reports use a range of sources:
a large number of background papers were used, indicating that the team had a sizeable po ol of
research from which to draw on. Referencing provided evidence of a solid progression in
incorporating a broader range of DRR literature into the reports over time. The wealth of
background papers currently appear to be under-utilised beyond their immediate value to the GAR,
and would benefit from greater online visibility and further use to improve uptake.
The GAR also draws more on grey literature than comparative global DRR publications such as
the World Disasters Report or journals. The use of non-academic or non-peer reviewed literature
means that more current thinking can be included, from a broader range of writers and
researchers. Whilst the GAR cannot claim to have the academic robustness of other major DRR
vii
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publications, interviewees had a generally high perception of the quality and academic rigour of the
GAR.
Case studies constitute a major part of each of the GARs, significantly increasing the report’s
readability and relevance to the diverse audience. Peer review added an important layer of rigour
to the production of the reports, and included high calibre individuals in a multi -stage, multi-input
process. However, the peer review process is not well known, which in some individual cases has
impacted negatively on perceptions of quality. Therefore, publishing the process would be
beneficial. The choice of themes for each GAR was appropriate, and the case studies came from a
broad thematic and geographical range, although more from low-income countries would be
preferable.

Communications
Developing a systematic and comprehensive communications strategy for the GAR would
reap a range of benefits. There is great potential in further improvement on the format,
layout and structure of the reports and the Pocket GAR, as well as creating a focused
launch strategy, increased social media presence, and a stronger working relationship with
UNISDR.
An effective communications strategy for the GAR would ideally comprise an outline of the target
audiences, key messages to be conveyed, priorities, risks, and a budget. As disaster risk remains
an area of development which currently receives less global attention than other topics, it is
especially important to maximise the reach and impact of the report by developing a targeted
communications strategy. A significant amount of awareness-raising and dissemination occurs on
an informal, personal level, and relies heavily on a small team.
The UNISDR communications team has provided some support to the GAR. However, challenges
in terms of capacity and coordination have prevented a more comprehensive form of support. The
GAR team does not have a dedicated communications resource (though short-term
communications roles have previously been contracted).
The value and quality of the GAR is also hindered in making a greater impact due to its current
format. Readability levels were perceived as high by a significant number of interviewees, although
some rated it as medium or low, and the technical language may be difficult to access for nonexpert or less committed readers. Ordering content more clearly, and focusing on a few key
messages would increase readership and information uptake. Increasingly the GAR has developed
a clean and simple style of layout; including good graphical and visual presentation techniques
could build on this positive improvement.
Producing and distributing the GAR in various formats has improved its dissemination. The report
is translated widely, and printed in a range of languages; the Pocket GAR is a useful complement
to the full version, but it could be made far more effective with less dense language and clearer
structure.
In terms of media visibility, neither UNISDR nor the PreventionWeb site feature the GAR
adequately, and work should be done to create a clearer and more effective online presence. The
opportunities offered by an app and website hosting could be far better exploited with more
effective links, layout and visibility. The relationship between the GAR coverage on the
PreventionWeb site and UNISDR site is not clear; there are a number of difficulties in accessing
the reports, searching and navigating.

viii
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The social media potential for raising the GAR profile is high, but currently there is poor media
presence and awareness, which could be improved by a stronger working relationship with
UNISDR. The large number of launch events for the GAR report appears questionable at first sight.
However, some of these events have objectives that go beyond those of a report launch, being
working sessions that facilitate the dialogue with government staff, or presentations that provide
opportunities to GAR partners to increase the credibility and visibility of their work with the GAR
team. However, a much more focused series of launches with a strategic view, making clear the
nature of the GAR, its purpose and how it is produced could strengthen the impact of such events.

Process
The GAR has been developed through highly relational, partnership-based processes, not
always formalised but often extremely effective. Future development for more strategic
operations should build on what works well now, but create even more opportunity for
growth and reach.
The processes used to create the GAR are largely adequate, but often not formalised. This can
lead to positive elements, such as dynamism, responsiveness and the ability to change quickly, but
also create the impression of lower transparency or inaccessibility to contributors. Governance is
supported by an Advisory Board, who provide meaningful contributions to the development of the
reports. The AB has a good gender balance, and could be further strengthened by ensuring
balanced regional representation, and by including more individuals from international agencies
with policy experience, and with some background in communications.
Building partnerships has been a particular strength of the GAR; this is a key way in which people
are drawn into contributing to, reading, using and sharing the reports. These partnerships should
be reviewed to ensure an appropriate spread, and to devise strategies for reaching out to engage
other key DRR actors undertaking similar work.
The team have been very successful in securing pro-bono contributions, and the operating budget
is appropriate for the scale of activities. Shifting the trend from increasing in-kind contributions to
increasing non-earmarked core funding would leave the team able to act more strategically. The
core team of two people, neither full time, is very small given the level of their operations: ideally
more staff should be recruited to join the current team. This would reduce the risk of depending on
so few staff members, and broaden the networks and reach of the GAR.

Key Recommendations
The Future of the Global Assessment Report
Given the changed international DRR architecture from 2015 onwards, is the GAR still relevant and
necessary? If so, what format should it take?
Over the time in which the GAR has been produced, there have been global changes which are
fundamentally important to consider in answering these questions:




Global disaster risk is predicted to rise further in the context of climate change. It is
therefore appropriate for UNISDR’s attention to be on providing knowledge outputs to
improve global disaster risk reduction.
The signature of the Sendai Framework for DRR started a new phase for the international
community in terms of DRR and there is also a strong link with other development agendas.
These lead to different inputs needed from the GAR team.
ix
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There has been a growth in the number of research reports and initiatives related to DRR
(see context section). DRR knowledge has therefore become an increasingly crowded
space, where resources have to compete for visibility and attention.
There is a change in the way people access and use information, both in terms of social
media and increased connectivity, and also in the ways data is presented, analysed and
shared. In particular, people now expect more knowledge and information to be provided in
regular updates, ‘bite-sized’ packages of information and to have access to real-time data.
There is a rising demand for risk information that provides ample opportunity for the GAR
team’s work to keep expanding.
The GAR team’s network has been created and strengthened. Each new GAR
acknowledges the inclusion of new contributors that shows that the ‘GAR community’
continues to grow.
A ‘GAR brand’ has been created and the reports are widely regarded as a reputable source
of information.

Therefore, the production of the GAR should continue, but the format of the reports and explicit
objective of the team should be significantly changed, ready for the next phase. The new GAR
should be presented as a broad research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative, continuing to
support the creation and dissemination of knowledge that serves as a bridge between research
and the needs of policy makers, through facilitating dialogue amid academia, government and the
DRR community.

Recommendations
There is a sound case for continuing to produce a Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk
Reduction. However, in order to be ready for a next phase that meets the demands of UNISDR’s
mandate and the policy environment, the format of the reports and explicit objective of the team
should be significantly changed. We propose to redefine the GAR to a ‘broad research, advocacy
and policy engagement initiative’ and recommend the following activities:
1) As a research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative, the GAR team would
continue to work in the production of research papers and policy briefs together with
researchers; a stream of DRR research and policy advocacy tools; providing critical
information and key messages for UNISDR’s policy engagement; and engaging in
education programmes that would support the transfer for the knowledge that is being
created.
2) Large report publication timed with SFDRR monitoring. The main output would be a
report published every two years with the monitoring of Sendai Framework for DRR, which
would specifically talk to governments and policymakers. This would be the new style
Global Assessment Report and would contain the monitoring information, selected case
studies and some very high level analysis, presented with policymakers in mind. The
Pocket GAR should continue to be produced alongside the main report. If resources allow,
regional versions of the GAR should be produced.
3) Global risk modelling and disaster loss accounting. The GAR team should continue
their work in this area, providing open access to all countries and directly supporting the
monitoring of progress against the Sendai Framework goal, outcome and targets.
4) Shorter ‘spotlight’ reports. In addition, the team should produce shorter ‘spotlight’ reports
focusing on particular thematic issues that relate closely to the information in the main
x
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GAR. These would be produced every 4-6 months, very clearly targeted at the DRR
community, and as such should include more technical information. They would give DRR
specialists the information and evidence they need to press for improved policy and
practice.
5) Spin-off initiatives. The GAR team should continue to provide the space for potential spinoff initiatives to develop. In the past, this has allowed for new approaches to be created that
have facilitated the implementation of the ideas promoted by the GAR team within and
beyond UNISDR.
This strategy will also only be successful if it is accompanied by a more robust and well-resourced
communications function and a strategic policy engagement plan than has been in place for
previous GARs. In order to successfully implement this strategy, fostering a more collaborative,
mutually reinforcing partnership with UNISDR is one of the Evaluation team’s primary
recommendations; senior management attention should be targeted to strategize for this outcome.
Finally, a revised Theory of Change has been proposed by the Evaluation team. This is a starting
point for discussion amongst the GAR team, to finalise the theory for their new strategy, in order to
reflect actual audiences and the most effective route to impact.
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Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

Table of contents
Acknowledgements

iii

Executive summary

v

List of tables and figures

xiv

List of abbreviations

xv

1

16

Introduction

2

Background and context
2.1
Background to the GAR
2.2
The broader context of DR knowledge
2.3
What other Disaster Risk knowledge sources exist?
2.4
What is unique about the GAR?
2.5
Conclusion

18
18
20
21
22
23

3

Impact
25
3.1
The intended outcomes and impact of the GAR
25
3.2
Broad areas of impact
26
3.3
Contributing to international frameworks
26
3.3.1 Impact on HFA
27
3.3.2 Impact on the Sendai Framework for DRR
28
3.3.3 Impact on international frameworks
29
3.4
Generating global risk and disaster loss data
30
3.5
Generating research and impacting the DRR discourse
31
3.6
Supporting spin-off initiatives
33
3.6.1 Building capacities for increased public investment in integrated climate change
adaptation and disaster risk reduction, 2012-2015 (commonly referred to as the
‘DEVCO project’).
33
3.6.2 Disaster Risk Sensitive Investments – R!SE
35
3.7
Providing evidence for DRR professionals
35
3.8
Who reads the GAR?
38
3.9
Conclusion
42
3.10 Recommendations
44

4

Quality
4.1
Background papers and research
4.2
Case studies
4.3
Bibliography and references
4.4
Theme selection
4.5
HFA data presented in the reports
4.6
Peer review
4.7
Interviewee perceptions of quality
4.8
Conclusions
4.9
Recommendations

45
45
46
48
49
50
50
52
53
54

5

Communications
5.1
Communications resourcing and planning

55
55
xii

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
5.7
5.8
6

7

Readability, style and periodicity
Formats
Website, media and social media outreach
Media tactics and coverage
Dissemination events
Conclusion
Recommendations

Process
6.1
Governance arrangements
6.2
Partnerships
6.3
Resourcing
6.4
Conclusion
6.5
Recommendations
Future

Annex A
A.1
A.2
A.3
A.4

Methodology and Rigour
Description of the methodology
Process Tracing
Methodological rigour
Coding Framework

56
57
59
61
63
64
65
66
66
67
69
70
71
72
77
77
80
80
82

Annex B

Website analytics

89

Annex C

Theory of Change

91

Annex D

The GAR Process

92

Annex E

Summary of main recommendations for the future

93

xiii

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

List of tables and figures
Figure 1: Advancing DRR capacity and policy in the Indian Ocean Region ..................................... 34
Figure 2: The GAR's role in facilitating policy change ....................................................................... 36
Figure 3: 'Global Assessment Report' Citations by Year, Google Scholar ....................................... 41
Figure 4: Global Assessment Report, PreventionWeb search results by region.............................. 42
Figure 5: PreventionWeb 'Rate your GAR' survey results ................................................................ 53
Figure 6: Media tactics for each GAR launch .................................................................................... 62
Figure 7: Media mentions of the GAR by Year, 1 Jan 09 - 11 Mar 16 .............................................. 63
Figure 8: Proposed Theory of Change for the GAR in the future ..................................................... 76
Figure 9: The 20 most-visited pages and top 20 exit pages, PreventionWeb, February 2016 ........ 89
Figure 10: Google Analytics comparison between PreventionWeb homepage and individual GAR
subsites for 2013 and 2015................................................................................................................ 90
Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
Table 4:
Table 5:
Table 6:
Table 7:
Table 8:
Table 9:

Overview of GAR Reports ................................................................................................... 19
Comparative cumulative references, 1993-2016, Google Scholar ..................................... 40
Case studies by region ........................................................................................................ 47
Case studies by country ...................................................................................................... 47
GAR bibliographic analysis.................................................................................................. 48
Language and regional focus of GAR references ............................................................... 49
Contributors to each GAR.................................................................................................... 67
Interview breakdown per professional group ...................................................................... 78
Coding framework ................................................................................................................ 83

xiv

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

List of abbreviations
CAPRA

Comprehensive Approach to Probablistic Risk Assessment

DRM

Disaster Risk Management

DRR

Disaster Risk Reduction

EM-DAT

Emergency Events Database

GAR

Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction

GFDRR

Global Fund for Disaster Risk Reduction

GRA

Global Risk Assessment

HFA

Hyogo Framework of Action 2005-2015

IFRC

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies

IOC

Indian Ocean Commission

IPCC

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

OPM

Oxford Policy Management

SDGs

Sustainable Development Goals

SF

Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015 – 2030

SIDS

Small Island Developing States

SREX

Special Report on Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters to
Advance Climate Change Adaptation

SRSG

Special Representative of the Secretary General for Disaster Risk Reduction

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNISDR

United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction

xv

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

Introduction

1

In October 2015, the United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS) contracted Oxford
Policy Management to conduct an evaluation of the Global Assessment Report on Disaster
Risk Reduction (GAR).
The purpose of the evaluation was to look at all products and initiatives produced under the
GAR brand, as well as the processes that fed into it, with a view to assessing the following
four elements: impact, quality, process and future. The findings would contribute to lesson
learning and inform discussions of what the GAR should do next, particularly with respect to
supporting implementation of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (20152030).
As agreed with the GAR team, our evaluation particularly focused on the impact of the GAR
and on identifying recommendations for its future. This report has been structured with a
view to building up a picture that coherently and incisively addresses these focal issues.
The report is structured as follows:


Background and context. An analysis of the broader intellectual, institutional and
political context of disaster risk knowledge resources.



Impact. An evaluation of the impact that the GAR has had, drawing upon bibliometric
analysis, uptake analysis and interview data.



Quality. An evaluation of the quality of the GAR, drawing upon bibliographic analysis
and interview data.



Communications. A review of the main communications-related activities of the
GAR, drawing upon a communications expert perspective and interview data.



Process. An evaluation of the processes involved in producing, reviewing and
disseminating the GAR, drawing upon comparative analysis and interview data.



Future. A presentation of recommendations based on the evaluation findings, and of
the Evaluation team’s overall view on the path for the GAR in the future.

The evaluation was carried out following a qualitative methodology. In the inception phase,
the framework and approach for the evaluation were determined. This involved reviewing
and ranking the evaluation questions originally presented in the Terms of Reference; and the
production of a Theory of Change, led by the Evaluation team in close collaboration with the
GAR team. An interview protocol was developed, following pilot interviews. The data
collection phase involved 74 semi-structured interviews 2 and a process of document review,
drawing on publically available materials and those made available by the GAR team. The
data analysis phase involved several components:

2

These included a wide range of backgrounds, some suggested by the GAR team, and some came from
snowballing. A few interviews were particularly targeted at providing information for the case studies presented in
the section on Impact. The distribution among the type of respondents to the interviews appears in Annex A.
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1. Review of project documentation provided by the GAR team: This included
reports, concept notes, and documentation on identification of partners, drafting
process, peer reviews, production process, communication and outreach, policy
engagement and spin-off initiatives.
2. Analysing the data from the interviews: Thematic codes were developed and
applied to the interview data. Once the data had been organised in this manner it was
more amenable to qualitative analysis, where the Evaluation team identified patterns,
themes and outliers.
3. Uptake analysis: An uptake analysis was undertaken to provide greater quantitative
detail relating to the impact of the GAR. The analysis reviewed online data, through
Google Scholar and PreventionWeb, to assess the reach of the GAR within academic
publications and the DRR literature more broadly.
4. Reviewing the communications of the GAR: A review of the communications
elements of the GAR was conducted by a communications expert. This aspect
included a review of web analytics, a review of media and social media outreach and
engagement, style and formats, as well as a number of recommendations for the
future.
Nearing the end of the data analysis phase a presentation was made to the GAR team to
convey initial findings and to ensure that all the desired information was being captured. The
outputs from these four strands of analysis were combined into this final report. Further
information about the methodology – including the coding framework and a review of
methodological rigour – is found in Annex A.

17
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2

Background and context

The aim of this section is to present the history and concept of the GAR, within the wider
context of global DRR activities and initiatives. The section then identifies some of the other
research and initiatives that exist alongside the GAR, and have similar aims and ambitions.
This is so that the GAR’s contribution, as assessed in the rest of this report, can be seen in a
broader context. The section will also consider what information sources are being used by
stakeholders alongside, or instead of the GAR, and the extent to which GAR duplicates other
resources or brings a unique offering to the DRR community.

2.1

Background to the GAR

Over the last 25 years 3 there have been some key international agreements and a growing
consensus that policies and practice in relation to disasters should shift from a response
paradigm to one of risk reduction. The 1990s was designated by the UN General Assembly
as the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR) and in 1994 a World
Conference was held in Yokohama, Japan, resulting in the Yokohama Strategy for a Safer
World, which emphasised the importance of disaster prevention, mitigation and
preparedness. In 1999, the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) was
launched to follow on from the IDNDR and assist in the implementation of the Yokohama
Strategy. At the same time, UNISDR was established as the Strategy’s secretariat and the
focal point in the UN system for DRR.
A Second World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction was held in Kobe in 2005, which
resulted in the Hyogo Declaration and the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015: Building
the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters (HFA). This was the guiding
international framework on DRR until the Third World Conference on Disaster Risk
Reduction was held in March 2015 in Sendai, Japan. The resulting Sendai Framework for
DRR 2015-2030 (SF) is the successor instrument to the HFA and is a 15 year, voluntary,
non-binding agreement which recognises that the State has the primary role to reduce
disaster risk, but that responsibility should be shared with other stakeholders.
Until the Second World Conference, disaster risk information and policy guidance was
developed and published separately and without coherence by many international actors and
UN entities. In 2006, the decision was taken to coordinate more closely the generation and
dissemination of disaster risk knowledge across the UN, and for UNISDR to produce a
Global Assessment Report on behalf of the UN system. This report would directly contribute
to the achievement of the HFA through monitoring risk patterns, trends and progress in
disaster risk reduction, and through providing guidance on DRR to government and and nongovernmental actors alike.
The GAR is a major initiative of UNISDR, working in partnership with several UN agencies,
international development banks, governments, civil society organisations, universities and

3

A full history of the development of the DRR paradigm and discourse, and the associated international
agreements and initiatives is not possible in this short introductory section. The reader is referred to Chapter 1 of
GAR15 if more detail is required.
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expert institutions. The GAR is both a product – in the form of a biennial report – and a
process of evidence generation and policy engagement.
In terms of the specific GAR reports, these were produced in 2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015.
Each report contained information on HFA monitoring (apart from GAR15), global disaster
risk data and thematic analysis. The table below details the different thematic coverage of
the four reports:
Table 1: Overview of GAR Reports

Innovation

Overall
objective/
theme

Title

GAR 2009

GAR 2011

GAR 2013

“From Shared Risk
to Shared Value:
The Business Case
for Disaster Risk
Reduction”
Unpack the
Analyse the
relationship
Understanding
relationship
between poverty
global risk and
between private
and risk and make identifying public
investment and
concrete
investments for
disaster risk
recommendations
DRR
accumulation and
for action
reduction
 Business case for
DRR
 Detailed disaster
 Political and
loss data from 56
economic case
countries
for increased
 New approach to
 Underlying risk
public sector
combining
investment in
drivers
internationally
DRR
 Concept of
reported economic
 Risk
‘extensive’ vs
losses with
governance
‘intensive risk’
modelled
 Probabilistic risk
economic losses
models for a
from national
number of
disaster
countries
databases.
 Enhanced content
and tablet app
“Poverty and Risk
in a Changing
Climate”

“Revealing Risk,
Redefining
Development”

GAR 2015

“Making Development
Sustainable: The
Future of Disaster Risk
Management”
Building on previous
GARs, revisiting
underlying risk drivers,
outline future pathways
for DRR

 Multi-hazard fully
probabilistic global
risk assessment
 Life years lost
analysis and other
metrics on disaster
impact/ cost &
benefits of DRR
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HFA
monitoring

Review of
information from
105 countries
included

Review of
information from
101 countries
included

Peer reviewed
assessment of HFA
Priorities for Action
using 200 input papers

12 national
disaster loss
databases

21 national
disaster loss
databases

56 national disaster
loss databases

82 national disaster
loss databases

“DEVCO” project

R!SE – now ARISE

Contribution to process
for developing Sendai
indicators

Spin-off
initiatives

Review of
information from
61 countries
included

National
disaster
loss
accounting
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2.2

The broader context of DR knowledge

As described in the section above, there has been a general international move towards
disaster risk reduction, as opposed to disaster response. Whilst the GAR has been located
centrally in relation to the international agreements addressing this shift, it is important to
recognise the contribution of other initiatives, organisations and research in achieving
improved DRR globally.
The DRR space has become relatively crowded during the last decade, with multiple other
reports and initiatives competing for the attention of practitioners and policymakers. For
example, Preventionweb, a website run by UNISDR to ‘serve the information needs of the
DRR community’, contains almost 5,000 documents published between 2009 and 2015, the
period in which four GARs were produced. This is an average of over 700 documents per
year. UNISDR alone has published 455 reports that are available on Preventionweb during
the same period. Many of these cover similar thematic emphases as GAR reports, as well as
synthesis of HFA monitoring, national assessments and documents related to the biennial
Global Platforms.
It is therefore clear that the GAR is not acting in a vacuum, and the shift to a disaster risk
paradigm cannot be attributed solely to the GAR, as momentum in this direction was building
from the 1990s. The research presented by the GAR contributes to this transition, but that
contribution sits alongside many others. While other institutions, such as the World Bank,
have also supported a shift from disaster response to disaster risk reduction, the GAR work
has particularly focused on disaster risk as endogenous to the development process. The
intended impact of the GAR, as articulated in the Theory of Change, was that policy and
practice at international and national levels would address risk drivers, resulting in reduced
disaster risk. Clearly, this goal is shared by many other organisations, and it should be
understood from the outset that policymakers and practitioners use lots of other sources of
DRR data and analysis besides the GAR.
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2.3

What other Disaster Risk knowledge sources exist?

This section seeks to position the GAR in relation to other DRR knowledge sources that are
used by GAR contributors and users. It underlines the sheer volume of DRR research that is
being published. 4 Interviewees sometimes mentioned sources of information that they used
either alongside or instead of the GAR. In order of frequency with which they were
mentioned, 5 these alternative sources were:
1. World Bank reports and assessments
Preventionweb hosts 2554 resources published by the World Bank, making it a prolific
producer of DRR knowledge and resources. The Global Facility for Disaster Risk Reduction
(GFDRR), managed by the Bank, is a well-respected actor in the field and was judged in a
recent evaluation6 to have improved the risk knowledge base in all sampled countries, and to
have developed tools and policy products to inform decision making, improved risk
knowledge dissemination and improved access to Disaster Risk Management (DRM) data in
some countries. One interviewee noted that because of the funds at the Bank’s disposal it is
considered more of a ‘heavyweight’ than UNISDR.
2. The World Disasters Report
The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC)’s flagship
publication is produced annually, and aims to be an ‘in-depth investigation into one key
issue’. EM-DAT data on disaster losses is presented in annexes each year. Themes since
2009 have been early warning, urban risk, hunger and malnutrition, migration, technology,
culture and local actors.
3. IPCC Assessment Reports and SREX reports
The IPCC approved the Special Report on Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and
Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation (SREX) in 2011, after a two and a half
year process involving 220 authors from 62 countries. SREX is widely regarded as being of a
high technical quality, having a rigorous review process incorporating 18,611 comments
across three rounds of review. It was presented to policymakers in six countries and
publicised in three events in Geneva, Brussels and London.
4. The Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change
This 700 page report was written for the British government in 2006 and focuses on the
effect of global warming on the world economy.

4

DRR is a growing field of research. In this section, we focus on alternative DR knowledge sources referred to by
interviewees, but we acknowledge that in addition to this, DRR is a rapidly growing field of research that was not
part of the scope of this evaluation.
5 Prior to the evaluation, the GAR team had suggested that the publication At Risk and the World Risk Report
published by UNU may be useful comparator publications, but these were not mentioned by interviewees as
alternative information sources that were regularly consulted. However, these latter publications were used in the
bibliometric analysis as comparators to the GAR.
6 ‘Retrospective evaluation of the GFDRR Program in a sample of Disaster Prone Countries’, DARA, 2014:
https://www.gfdrr.org/sites/gfdrr/files/publication/Evaluation_Report_GFDRR_Low_Res_June%2B2014.pdf
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Several contributors to the GAR have also been involved in some of these other publications,
in particular the SREX. In fact, UNISDR was involved in the decision to undertake SREX and
there are common authors and themes between the GAR and the SREX reports.
Other organisations were recognised as operating in the same thematic space as the GAR
and UNISDR, and producing useful resources on disaster risk. These include UNDP, WHO,
IMF, Regional Development Banks, OECD, IDRC, WEF, WMO, national and state level
government reports, the South Asia Disasters Report by Practical Action and the Asia Pacific
Disaster Report by UNESCAP. The media were also mentioned as a source of information
on disaster risk, for example the BBC and the New York Times, as well as academic
journals.

2.4

What is unique about the GAR?

So, given the context of increasing research in this area, outlined in the section above (which
is often published by organisations who are better known than UNISDR), what do the
specific reports generated by the GAR team contribute? Is there anything unique about the
Global Assessment Report, or is it duplicating effort in an already very crowded
marketplace?
Contribution to DRR research and the generation of data. The most obvious difference is
that the GAR has made a consistent investment during the period 2006-2015 in generating
primary data and original research, rather than only publishing reviews of existing data and
analysis (as done by the IPCC or the WDR) or just publishing their own organisational
research (as done by the World Bank for example). In particular, the GAR has fostered the
development of systematic and innovative data collection on disaster losses through national
disaster loss databases, and regular government self-assessments on progress against the
HFA through the HFA Monitor. In addition, the global risk assessment effort has generated
state-of-the-art models and metrics on trends and patterns of risk. According to the GAR
team, this was the first time this was done with global coverage. 7 A central contribution of the
GAR has been that it also provided open access to previously unavailable data and
methodologies.
Making a unique contribution and not duplicating other sources. Interviewees
acknowledged a range of contributions from the GAR, and they had different sets of
observations about what makes the GAR unique. Interviewees believed that outputs from the
World Bank were sometimes written from a different perspective (that of a bank, concerned
with credits and loans, for example) and the IPCC and SREX reports were sometimes
acknowledged to have a stronger emphasis on scientific peer review, have a more academic
style, longer timelines and larger resource envelope. The World Disasters Report (WDR)
was the single resource most frequently compared to the GAR, although interviewees
acknowledged that the WDR is more specifically thematic, is published annually, and
focuses on disaster data rather than risk data. There were differing views as to which was
most authoritative / referenced.

7

Due to the scope of this evaluation we did not asses the quality of the modelling.
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Although some interviewees noted that DRR is a crowded space, with many different
organisations contributing resources, no-one specifically suggested that GAR was
duplicating, or an unnecessary extra.
The GAR aims to bridge the gap between science and policy. Through the unique style
described above, the GAR provides technical experts in governments and in UNSIDR with
material that helps them in their daily activities of communicating with policymakers and
other influential actors regarding DRR concepts, proposals for how to overcome DRR policy
challenges, etc.
Several people argued that the GAR has made a unique contribution to the DRR field and
noted the following ‘Unique Selling Points’:


A focus on risk rather than disaster analysis. By presenting results from
probabilistic modelling of risk associated with all major hazards, and with global
coverage, and combining these with an analysis of risk drivers, attention gets shifted
from events to risks.



The use of disaster loss data that takes into account small-scale disasters.
Interviewees noted that other global loss data sources (eg EM-DAT, Munich Re
databases) are useful but limited in their scope. The contribution of loss data
presented in the GAR is that it is based on national loss accounting, which includes
losses from small-scale disasters not covered by global databases. In addition, GAR
presents a monetary valuation of the physical losses, ie of housing, infrastructure etc.
The combination of risk focus and small-scale disaster accounting means that the
GAR has been able to provide evidence on the equal importance of intensive and
extensive disaster risk.



Neutrality. The GAR was viewed by some as being impartial, partly due to the link
with a UN agency, and partly linked to the large numbers of actors who participate in
producing the reports. This was regarded by one interviewee as being in contrast to
risk data from the private sector, which can be regarded as biased and promotional.



Style. Interviewees noted that the GAR style differs from dry technical reports, and
has an innovative presentation style, a unique mix of qualitative analysis and
quantitative data, and an array of useful case studies.



Comprehensiveness and globalness. Unlike other publications, the GAR aims to
be global, and includes low-income countries on the same footing as more developed
nations.

2.5

Conclusion

There has been a growing move since the 1990s towards disaster risk reduction, and there
are multiple organisations producing research and reports on this topic. It is a crowded
space, with lots of resources on offer, and yet the main reports published by the GAR team
still offer something unique. This is partly because of the process of the GAR, which is global
and aims to innovate and generate new thinking, rather than just to review and publicise
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existing research. In this way the GAR is more akin to a research initiative than a series of
biennial reports. Users also value the focus on probabilistic data, the neutrality offered by a
large consortium of contributors and the UN report status, and a global perspective and
innovative style. The GAR team should be mindful of these ‘unique selling points’ when
designing future reports, to ensure that they are continued, and therefore duplication with
other publications is avoided.

24

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

3

Impact

The core of this evaluation centres on understanding the impact that the GAR has had since
2009. This section discusses the extent of this impact globally, both in broad terms and with
specific examples of change. Although the Terms of Reference for this evaluation focus on
the four reports generated by the GAR team, it has become very clear to the Evaluation team
that the GAR is best thought of as more than a set of reports. As a result, this section is more
an assessment of the impact of the wider work of the GAR team, encompassing both the
reports and also the capacity building, tool development, networks and initiatives that the
GAR team worked on during the period.
This section will start by presenting the Theory of Change for the GAR, highlighting the
expected impact and route to that impact, specifying activities, outputs and outcomes. The
primary aim of the section is to assess the adequacy of that Theory of Change – firstly by
presenting different ways in which the GAR has had an impact, and then by using this
evidence to reflect on the Theory of Change, and therefore determine whether expected
pathways of change actually occurred as was envisaged.
It is important to emphasise that assessing the impact of specific interventions, particularly
attributing change to a research initiative or set of reports, is typically very difficult. In this
case it is even harder, as impact is being assessed on a global scale, across different levels
and sectors, and over a multi-year period. The GAR has not operated in a vacuum, and other
initiatives, information sources and organisations will have mixed with the GAR to increase
pressure on actors to improve DRR. There are no baselines or control groups that can be
used. Therefore the assessment of impact has been based on information from qualitative
interviews, bibliometric analysis, documented evidence of policy and programme
developments associated with GAR findings, and the Evaluation team’s professional
judgement in analysing all available data.
Considering that the GAR is an important initiative of UNISDR, it has been difficult to always
differentiate the activities, outcomes and impact of the GAR from those of the organisation
generally. 8 In some cases, it has also been difficult to triangulate findings, particularly in
relation to specific country-level impact, due to the scope of this evaluation. However,
despite these challenges, some strong patterns emerge from the data, both around the
general impact of the GAR and around the factors that have enabled impact.

3.1

The intended outcomes and impact of the GAR

According to the Theory of Change (developed by the Evaluation team in collaboration with
the GAR team during the Inception Period – please see Annex C), the ultimate impact of the
GAR was intended to be that policy and practice at international and national levels address
risk drivers, resulting in reduced disaster risk. The activities aiming to ultimately lead to this
impact centred on the development of tools, collection and analysis of data and the
subsequent publication of reports. The Global Assessment Reports are the output, and the
intention was that as these reports were disseminated, spin-off programmes, networks and
partners would then begin to emerge among the target audience. These would lead to
8

Bearing in mind these challenges, our team has focused on evaluating the GAR and not on the broader work of
UNISDR.
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outcomes of improved understanding as to why change is needed and what is invo lved, and
increased motivation and willingness to allocate resources to undertake this change from
governments, businesses and researchers. These same three groups of actors would
understand the meaning and relevance of DRR, and be able to link knowledge with policy,
having the technical and functional capacity to identify, monitor and address risk drivers. The
outcomes were thus grouped into improvements in understanding, motivation, knowledge
and capacity.

3.2

Broad areas of impact

In terms of identifying general impacts, the GAR has made a contribution to improved global
DRR in the following ways:
1. Contributing to international frameworks, specifically the HFA and the SFDRR
through providing conceptual framing and policy guidance, and an evidence base in
the form of global risk data, results from a globally coordinated national monitoring
system, and thematic research. These contributed particularly to the SFDRR at a
preliminary design stage. [see section 3.3]
2. Providing an overview of global risk trends and patterns through the
generation of global risk data based on major risk modelling exercises. [see section
3.4]
3. Generating previously unavailable national disaster loss data (including losses
from small-scale events) through the roll-out of the DesInventar methodology.9 [see
section 3.4]
4. Initiating research and impacting the DRR discourse. Rather than just reviewing
existing research, the GAR has catalysed new analysis and thereby introduced
specific concepts and terminology into the DRR discourse. [see section 3.5]
5. Supporting spin-off initiatives, for example the DEVCO and R!SE programmes
aimed at implementing the findings of GAR11 and GAR13. [see section 3.6]
6. Providing evidence which DRR professionals are able to digest and use in dialogue
with policymakers to bring about institutional change. [see section 3.7]

3.3

Contributing to international frameworks

The Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-15 (HFA) was the guiding international DRR
framework during the period of the four GAR publications. This was succeeded in 2015 by
the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SF). The GAR team played a significant

9

DesInventar is a methodology and tool for disaster loss accounting at the national level that includes the
systematic collection of disaster losses to housing, infrastructure, agricultural production and basic services at the
smallest administrative units. This loss accounting approach includes the collection of small scale losses that
usually fall below the threshold of national and global loss accounting, thus providing a full picture of actual
disaster losses. For more information on the approach, the tools and existing national loss databases, see:
www.desinventar.net.
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role in supporting the HFA, primarily monitoring national implementation, and also inputting
into the design of the SF, by providing drafts and shaping the monitoring process.

3.3.1

Impact on HFA

The original concept note for the GAR states three main areas of content, one of which
relates to monitoring progress of the HFA. An explicit aim of the reports was to provide a
global level review of national, regional and thematic HFA reporting. The initial concept note
planned for the GAR to contain a review of progress in HFA implementation, identifying gaps
and challenges and providing analysis and guidance for the establishment of ISDR system
priorities.
In order to further this aim, the GAR team developed and continually refined an online HFA
Monitor, which enabled countries to benchmark their progress against a set of core
indicators developed by UNISDR in cooperation with other UN bodies. By 2009, 61 countries
had used the HFA Monitor; in the period 2009-2011 it was used by 133 countries, and by
131 countries between 2011 and 2013. The process was coordinated by UNISDR and
facilitated by regional inter-governmental and technical institutions, such as ASEAN, African
Union, CDERA, CEPREDENAC, CEUDIP, Council of Europe, DKKV, DPPI, EC, EUROPA,
ECO, PREDECAN, SAARC and SOPAC. Additionally the World Bank, WMO, GTZ, UNDP,
UNEP, EMI, FLACSO, Duryog Nivaran, University of Capetown, Provention Consortium,
IIED and other partners contributed reviews of best practice to address the disaster risk
poverty nexus or thematic progress reviews. The 2013-2015 round of HFA reporting was not
included in GAR15 due to scheduling of the World Conference (March 2015) – the reporting
round was still underway when the GAR15 draft was completed in December 2014.
In 2011 an independent evaluation of the HFA monitor was commissioned. This evaluation
provided recommendations for future development of the tool, and found that its greatest
impact was at national level. The evaluation highlighted that 100% of national respondents
agreed that the process and tools facilitated multi-stakeholder participation in HFA Monitor
review of progress.
The GAR was therefore successful in mobilising governments and a large number of
regional organisations to monitor the HFA. These monitoring results were analysed and
published in the GAR, which encouraged governments to compare their progress with
neighbours, and use the analysis in their own deliberations related to DRR.
Data from interviews showed that there was a clear difference of opinion regarding the
chapter containing the HFA monitoring information. Some interviewees, typically academics
and people with a technical background, dismissed this chapter as one that was not
interesting or widely read, and lacked reliable data. A similar number, typically people linked
to policy and civil society agendas, expressed the opposite view, stating that this chapter
was a very (or the most) useful part of the GAR. Many interviewees noted that the focus on
HFA monitoring lessened in the later GARs, and the reports became more critical of the HFA
over time, actively giving it less attention. This finding demonstrates a tension in that, whilst
supporting the implementation of the HFA, the GAR team also provided a critique of the way
the HFA was interpreted and implemented, which paved the way for the GAR team’s
ongoing contribution to the design of the monitoring system for the Sendai Framework.
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3.3.2

Impact on the Sendai Framework for DRR

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SF) 2015-2030 was adopted at the
Third UN World Conference in March 2015. It is the successor to the Hyogo Framework for
Action 2005-2015, and is the main international instrument giving impetus to DRR at a global
scale.
The GAR team directly contributed to the development of the Framework over the course of
2013 and 2014. It drafted several preparatory documents (including a strategic think-piece
which mapped the main issues and laid the foundation for the four priorities for action of the
Framework), and provided technical guidance to Member States on a regular basis.
The preparatory documents for the framework were based heavily on material presented in
different GARs, and all of the themes identified as being key conceptual contributions made
by GAR to the DRR discourse (see section 3.5) are reflected in the SF:


The SF foreword notes that “many commentators have identified the most significant
shifts as a strong emphasis on disaster risk management as opposed to disaster
management”, and there is a clear prioritisation of risk reduction in the terminology
and conceptual basis of the framework.



Priority for Action 1 focuses on the collection of risk data and information, calling for
the “development and dissemination of science-based methodologies and tools to
record and share disaster losses and relevant disaggregated data and statistics as
well as to strengthen disaster risk modelling, assessment, mapping, monitoring and
multi-hazard early warning systems” (para 25, (a)). There is an emphasis on sciencebased evidence, data and policy as well as calls for the inclusion of scientific and
technical communities, with 21 references throughout the text (which averages to
approximately one per page).



There are approximately 20 references to business and the private sector
throughout the text.



There are three references to ‘recurring and small-scale’ disasters and five for the
creation of new risks.



In the guiding principles section, the framework states that “addressing underlying
disaster risk factors through disaster risk-informed public and private
investments is more cost-effective than primary reliance on post-disaster response
and recovery” (paragraph 19 (h)).



Governance is a major theme in the SF. It is the focus of priority area 2, as well as
being covered in section III on guiding principles (b, e, f and h).



Climate change is mentioned 15 times, with paragraph four of the preamble clearly
stating that “disasters, many of which are exacerbated by climate change…” and
paragraph six identifying climate change as an underlying risk driver.



There are eight separate references to poverty in the framework and 20 to
‘sustainable development’; one of the guiding principles is that ‘DRR is essential to
achieve sustainable development’ (paragraph 19, (h)).
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This shows that there is clearly a high degree of overlap between the themes and
perspectives expressed in the four GAR reports, and the themes and perspectives that
emerge most strongly from the SF text.
Selected interviewees 10 were asked to comment on whether and how the GAR had influenced
the SF. 85% responded that the GAR had impacted the content of the Framework, with noone stating that it had not had an impact. Several interviewees argued that the GAR had a
very strong impact on the Framework, for example: “The background documents, build up and
preparation came from the GARs and made it easier for 187 governments in Sendai to vote to
accept the Framework. I don’t think that without the UNISDR documents, which everyone
agreed were straightforward, unbiased, and honest – that you would have got those
governments to agree on anything.”
In 2014, the GAR team began a review of the HFA monitoring process and made a proposal
for a new monitoring framework for the SF in June 2014. The team went on to provide
technical guidance to the Informal Working Group on Targets and Indicators and revised the
proposed indicator system for the SF following the World Conference in March 2015. The
indicators for measuring progress against the SF targets (Outcome targets A-D) match
closely the indicators used in the national disaster loss databases, which are based on
DesInventar methodology (see section 3.5). No other database has a similar set of
indicators. The team also began work with the Open-Ended Intergovernmental Working
Group (OEIWG) on indicator definition, and proposed a revised architecture for the national
level indicators at an Expert Group Meeting in July 2015. The overall architecture of the
indicator system, monitoring process and data requirements are pending finalisation by the
OEIWG, but the influence of the GAR team can be clearly discerned in the terminology and
methodology. This is a very important contribution, as the robustness and approach of the
monitoring system and choice of indicators will influence how Member States implement the
SF.
Contributing to the preparatory documents and to the discussions on the monitoring system
were the significant contributions to the SF by the GAR team. Some interviewees noted that
the GAR’s influence was most visible in the run up, rather than during the negotiations, when
political considerations inevitably took centre stage. However, a few respondents also noted
hearing country representatives use data and quotes from the GAR during negotiations, for
example, from Barbados, Japan and Colombia. It is important to note, however, that most of
the impact seems to have come about through the ‘direct action’ or advocacy work of the
GAR team, rather than through the reports themselves. Whilst there is no doubt then that the
GAR team influenced both the implementation of HFA, and the design and future
implementation of SF, the route to influence did not reflect the logic of the Theory of Change.

3.3.3

Impact on international frameworks

In addition, many of the proposed global indicators under negotiation at the OEIWG have
been included in draft form into the list of indicators proposed for the S ustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) and are under discussion by the Inter-Agency and Expert Group
on the SDGs (IAEG-SDG). This implies an indirect influence on the monitoring of the 2030

10

The responses of 34 interviewees were analysed.
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development agenda, and the mainstreaming of DRR concerns into the sustainable
development arena.

3.4

Generating global risk and disaster loss data

An explicit objective of the GAR from the outset was to establish a credible and widely
accepted reference point for information on global disaster risk patterns and trends. Two
major global risk modelling exercises were undertaken by the team between 2007 and 2015.
Between 2007 and 2009, a global risk model was developed with UNEP-GRID, World Bank,
Columbia University, Norwegian Geotechnical Institute and other partners. The model was
based on assessing vulnerability factors that explained differential risk between countries
with similar patterns of exposure and hazard, using an innovative statistical method. The
GAR team coordinated 15 different activity streams to develop the model. The results were
presented in Chapter 2 of the GAR09, which became the most widely downloaded chapter of
the report. The data was cited in several scientific publications (for example Nature Climate
Change, Hydrological Sciences Journal and Earth Science Reviews), was presented at the
IDRC conference in Davos, was used in the IPCC SREX report, and was used by Willis Re,
DARA, UNU and OCHA. For the 2011 report, the results were updated and further analysis
was carried out to identify trends in vulnerability and exposure per region over time. In
addition, a proof of concept analysis of probabilistic risk analysis was carried out for three
countries (Mexico, Colombia and Nepal), which prefigured the development of a new fully
probabilistic risk model, published in GAR13 and GAR15.
A second major modelling exercise was conducted from 2011 with a new set of partnerships,
including CIMNE, CIMA, GEM, UNEP-GRID, NGI, WAPMER and others, and the first results
were published in GAR13. The results were also published in different journals and technical
publications: for example there were special editions of the International Journal of Disaster
Risk Reduction. Other public and private sector organisations using the data (for example to
develop their own risk indices and indicators) include UNU’s World Risk Index, DARA’s
Humanitarian Response Index, the World Bank’s Think Hazard tool, INFORM, the Economist
Intelligence Unit’s Disaster Risk Integrated Operational Risk (DRIOR) Framework, the
International Displacement Monitoring Centre and Norwegian Refugee Council’s assessment
of risk of displacement published in 2015 and 2016, and the ACP Risk Compendium.
Global risk models are useful for assessing ‘intensive risks’ (ie those associated with major
hazards), but cannot estimate ‘extensive risks’ associated with localised hazards such as
landslides, flash floods, tornadoes etc). Data on these smaller, localised disasters are
typically not captured in international disaster loss databases. A methodology and software
known as DesInventar was developed during the 1990’s in Latin America, aiming to capture
empirical data on loss and damage associated with small scale disasters, and databases
were produced in a number of Latin American countries. This work was taken forward by
governments (for example Panama and El Salvador) and through technical assistance
projects with IDB, EU, UNDP and IAI. From 2001, UNDP began to disseminate the
DesInventar methodology in Asia, leading to the development of more databases. GAR09
presented a first analysis of global patterns of extensive risk, using all the available data (at
that time, eight databases from Latin America and four from Asia). Subsequent GARs
provided updated information on patterns and trends of extensive risk. However, given the
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lack of empirical data, the GAR team worked directly with governments and countries to
generate primary data, through a series of technical assistance projects implemented with
UNISDR Regional Offices and funded by Switzerland, the EU and other donors. This led to
an increase in the number of disaster loss databases from 12 featured in GAR09, to 21 in
GAR11, 56 in GAR13 and 82 in GAR15. As confirmed by the GAR team, the DesInventar
methodology has grown considerably in use during the period in which it has been
championed by the GAR, and it has now become an established methodology f or disaster
loss accounting.
In 2015, the European Commission put forward a formal endorsement of the methodology,
and is now recommending it to its member states as the standard for collecting disaster loss
data. It has continued to promote the DesInventar methodology for uptake at the global level
through the formal negotiations on the development of indicators for measuring progress
against the SF. Progress against four of the seven targets of the Framework will have to be
measured by collecting loss data, and the fact that more than 80 countries are already using
the DesInventar methodology, and that it is being endorsed by leaders such as the European
Union show that the methodology has become a global standard for loss accounting.
In addition, the scope of the SF includes small and large disasters, which means that all
countries will have to use national disaster loss data at the local level in order to fulfil the
monitoring obligations under the Framework, including monitoring a quantitative reduction in
disaster mortality, affected people, direct economic loss and damage to critical infrastructure.
By 2017, all countries that have signed up to the SF will have to establish national loss
databases if they want to contribute to the global monitoring of both the SF targets, as well
as a number of indicators to measure progress against the SDGs.
The conceptual approach to monitoring extensive as well as intensive risk promoted by the
GAR has therefore become established as mainstream in DRR global monitoring, and (given
that SF indicators have been incorporated into the SDG indicators) the team has also
indirectly impacted the post-2015 mainstream development agenda.
The GAR can therefore be argued to have had a tangible impact on the DRR community,
and to some extent, beyond this to the development community, by promoting the
importance of global risk and disaster loss data, by developing scientific models, and by
generating, analysing and sharing risk data with other actors. It should be noted that,
contrary to the Theory of Change, this impact has not been via the published reports, but
more as a result of interventions and capacity building initiatives undertaken by the GAR
team.

3.5

Generating research and impacting the DRR discourse

The GAR reports differ from other DRR publications in that original research was typically
commissioned for the reports, rather than the reports being reviews or compilations of
existing research. This is a key difference between the GAR and the World Disasters Report
or the IPCC SREX report, for example, and shows that the GAR is perhaps more
comparable to a research initiative rather than a set of reports.
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From the outset, alongside the sections on HFA progress and risk assessment, it was
planned that each GAR would have a thematic section. For GAR09 the focus was disaster
risk and poverty, for GAR11 it was public investment in DRR, for GAR13 it was private sector
investment and DRR, and for GAR15 it was the future of DRM. The GAR team managed an
ambitious research process for each thematic section, including issuing calls for papers,
commissioning papers from partners, managing comparative research involving case studies
from different countries, conducting workshops, and finally drafting relevant chapters and
overseeing the peer review process.
One side-product of the final GAR report is therefore a significant number of background and
‘input’ papers – 52 background papers for GAR09, 60 for GAR11, 64 for GAR13 and 62 for
GAR15 plus 86 ‘input papers’. However, bibliometric analysis shows that this body of
research, apart from contributing to the ultimate publication of the four GAR reports, is not
always widely cited (see section 4.1 in the quality section). The background papers
therefore, while core to the GAR process, represent something of a wasted opportunity in
terms of further dissemination of key findings and GAR-related messages, which UNISDR
should consider promoting more proactively. Although it is likely that some will have been
revised and published as journal articles (possibly with changed titles, hence not appearing
on citation searches), clearly there must be a bulk of material from the papers that did not
make it into the GARs. These papers are showcased on the GAR website, but are not being
widely circulated and cited.
The magnitude of the partnerships involved in each of the four thematic research initiatives
was impressive, and is presented in detail in section 6.2. Several interviewees noted that the
GAR had been successful in bringing together researchers from different disciplines and
regions, creating networks of disaster risk researchers that would not have otherwise
existed. In some cases the research process, or the actual research content of the reports,
has sparked the establishment of research groups or networks (for example, the Global
Tsunami Model (GTM) led by the Norwegian Geotechnical Institute and involving a large part
of the scientific tsunami community).
The body of research developed for or within the GARs has also made some significant
conceptual contributions to the discourse on DRR. One interviewee commented that the
GAR’s main “influence is definitely on the discourse, then this influences the international
agencies and policy advisors in these organisations, and then it will filter to governments and
NGOs”. The following topics were repeatedly identified by interviewees as thematic
emphases or conceptual innovations which the GAR has particularly championed, thereby
shaping the global discourse on DRR:


The role of the private sector in DRR – many interviewees identified the GAR as
having made a distinctive contribution to the discourse by highlighting the role of the
private sector in DRR. For example, this was specifically mentioned as having had an
impact in Thailand, Colombia and Italy, as well as some African states. It should be
noted that most interviewees regarded GAR13 as having been important because it
gave the DRR community the understanding and tools to engage the private sector.
Interviewees typically felt that the private sector’s role had been under-researched up
until GAR13, and that the GAR had played a pivotal role in raising awareness of the
need for the DRR community to engage with and work alongside the private sector.
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Endogenous / exogenous risk – several interviewees identified the issue of how
risks are created, and that they can be internally generated within development, as a
key conceptual contribution made by the GAR to the DRR discourse.



Extensive / intensive risks – several interviewees identified the distinction between
intensive risks, which tend to be more visible and prioritised, and smaller, often
recurring, extensive risks as an important conceptual contribution of the GAR. As well
as popularising the actual terms ‘extensive’ and ‘intensive’ risk, which now have since
become widely used in the literature, some interviewees noted that the GAR itself has
played a role in highlighting the impact of often under-researched extensive risks and
neglected disasters, particularly drought.



Economic impact of disasters – several interviewees argued that the GAR has
emphasised the economic impact of disasters and therefore the need to understand
the cost benefits of DRR investments, and incorporate risk into public investment.
The cost/benefit ratio for investing in DRR, rather than paying for response and
recovery, was specifically mentioned by several individuals.



Disaster risk governance – several interviewees mentioned the GAR’s role in
highlighting disaster risk governance. This was a key theme of GAR11, but the
importance of underlying governance conditions for successful DRR was emphasised
across the four reports, and was viewed by some as a previously neglected area.



Links with climate change and development – some interviewees noted that the
GAR had been useful in building conceptual links with other disciplines or thematic
areas. The links between DRR and climate change, as well as the links between DRR
and poverty were particularly mentioned as strong ideas emphasised by the GAR.

3.6

Supporting spin-off initiatives

Both GAR11 and GAR13 led to the creation of spin-off initiatives, initially designed and
managed by the GAR team, with the ultimate aim of implementing and embedding the
findings of those reports. These were significant undertakings, with different activity streams
and budgets running into millions of US$. Evaluating the impact of these different initiatives
is beyond the scope of this evaluation, but it is important to note their existence both as
outputs or consequences of the GAR, and as mechanisms aiming to generate impact.

3.6.1

Building capacities for increased public investment in integrated
climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction, 2012-2015
(commonly referred to as the ‘DEVCO project’).

In 2011, the GAR team developed a proposal for a new programme to support
implementation of the recommendations of GAR11, specifically to build national disaster loss
databases, to develop probabilistic risk profiles, and to use this information to advise finance
and planning ministries on the design of cost-effective risk management strategies. The
programme therefore intended to generate primary data for future GARs (from the databases
and risk models) as well as support the roll out of GAR11 findings. The proposal was
presented to the Directorate-General for Development Cooperation of the European
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Commission (EC DG-DEVCO) in 2012 and, following consultation, was approved with a total
budget of approximately 10 million euros, for implementation between 2013 and 2015. The
initiative is due to finish in mid-2016 and consists of the development of 40 disaster loss
databases, 30 probabilistic risk profiles and 20 dialogues with planning and finance
ministries.
An example of the results of DEVCO is progress in the Indian Ocean countries, featured in
Figure 1 below. DEVCO is therefore a GAR spin-off initiative initiated and managed by the
GAR team (whilst therefore simultaneously being a UNISDR programme), using the findings
of GAR11 and providing information to support the future development of GARs11.
Figure 1: Advancing DRR capacity and policy in the Indian Ocean Region
DEVCO spans more than 30 countries, and in the Indian Ocean was undertaken in partnership
between UNISDR and the Indian Ocean Commission. In 2013 a joint project was started
entitled ‘Strengthening Capacities for Unified Climate Change Adaptation and Disaster Risk
Reduction Through the Facilitation of Risk Transfer and Financing Mechanisms’ which was
implemented through the ISLANDS Financial Protection Programme (IFPP). This project
contributed to enabling improved disaster risk assessment and management in four Indian
Ocean states and Zanzibar. 12
The purpose of the EU-funded IFPP was to build the capacity of governments to undertake
robust measures of disaster losses and probabilities, and to facilitate risk sensitive planning
and investment. The IFPP team leader and technical advisor – both previously familiar with
the GAR – approached the GAR team to explore their interest in contributing to the
programme. Led by Andrew Maskrey and Julio Serje, UNISDR’s Risk Knowledge Section put
together a project proposal that was presented at the ISLANDS Regional Platform in
September 2012, and was subsequently funded and implemented between 2013 and 2015.
An author of the project proposal describes it as strongly influenced by the philosophy of the
GAR, and the IFPP programme brochure explicitly notes that all activities were aligned with
the recommendations of the GAR. A key objective was to support evidence-based
policymaking on DRR, and in this respect the proposal drew heavily upon GAR11 – in
particular, its recommendation to approach DRR from an economic and financial point of view.
UNISDR’s involvement with IFPP had three components:
The first and second components involved a number of training activities implemented by
UNISDR’s RKS, drawing upon the methodologies and practices utilised and demonstrated in
the GAR. Participants were trained to build and manage national disaster loss databases
according to the DesInventar methodology, to calculate the economic losses associated with
disasters, and to undertake probabilistic risk assessment using the CAPRA methodology
showcased by the GAR13 and GAR15. A large number of in-country workshops were
conducted, led by GAR contributors from UNISDR and other organisations.
The third component, which was implemented with IIASA, worked with Ministries of Finance
and Planning to support the incorporation of risk management into public investment planning
11
12

As per discussions with the GAR team, DEVCO has shaped UNISDR’s national support programme.
Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles, Comoros and Zanzibar
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and decision making. In a more general sense, one interviewee said that the information
provided by the GAR, and its stature, helped in convincing policymakers of the programme
objectives, by making clear the link between these objectives and global policy discussions.
Interviewees agreed that one of the most notable impacts of the IFPP programme was the
increased awareness of key ministries on the need to incorporate risk awareness into public
investment. Three IOC governments presented a joint statement to the Third World
Conference on DRR which committed to encouraging other IOC members to develop specific
guidelines or regulations to promote the incorporation of DRR into national public investment
systems.
It should be noted that the timing of the programme, in the build-up to Sendai, presented a
context conducive to policy uptake. The ISLANDS team were able to take advantage of
external opportunities to present the programme and its achievements, such as in the third
International Small Island Developing States (SIDS) Conference in Samoa. UNISDR produced
a set of working papers based on this project – reviewing the experiences in the five countries
as well as a regional review – which are available on PreventionWeb.

3.6.2

Disaster Risk Sensitive Investments – R!SE

In the same way that the DEVCO programme was designed to implement the
recommendations of GAR11, the R!SE initiative was designed to implement the
recommendations of GAR13.
According to the GAR team, GAR13 provided the conceptual and quantitative evidence base
for the initiative, which aimed to be an innovative partnership between a number of major
private sector companies, including PwC, the Economist Intelligence Unit, AECOM and Willis
Re, with UNISDR and Florida International University. R!SE was designed and implemented
by the GAR team, launched in New York in May 2014 under the endorsement of the
Secretary-General, and subsequently managed by the GAR team. The Walmart Foundation
and BMZ contributed approximately US$ 2 million, and activities included the development of
a business risk index, a competition for innovative MBA curriculum including DRR, and a
programme to strengthen the resilience of small and medium size enterprises in the Gulf
states of the USA. In 2015, R!SE was merged with another UNISDR private sector initiative
(the Private Sector Partnership) to create ARISE, which is now a mainstream UNISDR
programme that is no longer managed by the GAR team. R!SE is an example of an initiative
that has allowed UNSIDR to speak to new audiences.

3.7

Providing evidence for DRR professionals

It is notable that all the the examples of impact detailed above were not dependent on the
production and distribution of a report. Instead, they were as a direct result of the activities of
the GAR team outside the publication and dissemination of the GARs. Although they did
contribute to the ultimate outcomes and impact articulated in the Theory of Change, the
activities, outputs and mechanisms of change were very different.
The specific impact of the reports was probed in over 70 interviews with GAR contributors
and users from different geographical regions and professional backgrounds. Interviewees
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were asked to identify specific examples of changes in policy and practice that they believed
could be attributed, at least in part, to the GAR. They were also asked to provide examples
of the GAR being referenced in reports and speeches. Approximately a quarter of
respondents were unable to provide examples and stated either that to their knowledge the
GAR had not had a strong impact of this kind, or that it had not been widely referenced. 13
However, the majority (approximately 75%) gave numerous examples of impact, with
examples drawn from across all geographic regions, in countries including Mexico, Costa
Rica, Nicaragua, Colombia, Peru, Paraguay, Chile, Turkey, Malaysia, Laos, Thailand,
Ethiopia, Kenya, Mozambique, United Arab Emirates, and some Caribbean countries.
Several interviewees argued that the GAR had been instrumental in initiating and supporting
institutional changes both nationally and regionally. Examples given were the creation of
national DRM organisations (for example, in Colombia – see Figure 2), and the creation of
national laws relating to disasters. Different countries were mentioned in relation to legal
changes that had taken place at least in part with influence from the GAR, mainly from Latin
America (for example Colombia and Mexico). Interviewees also mentioned Mozambique and
Costa Rica as countries with disaster laws currently under development which are being
shaped by the GAR. This type of impact on national institutions is particularly important
because it represents long-term change that is likely to be sustainable and cannot be easily
reversed.
Figure 2: The GAR's role in facilitating policy change
Several interviewees gave examples of cases where the GAR has informed policymakers, in
some cases leading to actual changes to policies and laws. Below are two examples, one from
the local level (Bogota) and one from the national level (Mexico).
Bogota: bringing disaster risk management and climate change together
The city of Bogota, Colombia provides a good example of how DRM can be linked by means
of policies and institutional arrangements with other key development discourses and
objectives, such as climate change action and poverty reduction.
Important changes occurred in this regard between 2013 and 2015. A District System for Risk
Management and Climate Change (Sistema Distrital de Gestión de Riesgo y Cambio
Climático-SDGR-CC) was created, providing an institutional umbrella for an integrated
approach to DRM and climate change. Two further bodies were created to support the system.
The first, the Instituto Distrital de Gestión de Riesgos y Cambio Climático (INDIGER) leads
and co-ordinates work on DR and climate change, with the support of the civil society. The
second, the Fondo Distrital para la Gestión de Riesgo y Cambio Climático (FONDIGER), is in
charge of providing funds for the system to be operational. A District Plan for Disaster
Management and Climate Change was developed to provide strategic guidance, and a series
of indicators were developed for the purposes of monitoring implementation.

13

When asked for reasons why impact and uptake was limited, these individuals gave several reasons including
that governments are unaware of the GAR, that take up across the UN is weak, and that the report is too difficult
for policymakers to read. Other reasons beyond the control of the GAR team were that DRR is not a popular
topic, policymakers have more pressing concerns, and that reports in themselves do not lead to policy change.
36

Evaluation of the Global Assessment Report: Final Report

Interviews with individuals who had influential roles in these developments explained that they
were made possible through the commitment of the city mayor, who wanted to increase the
visibility of DR and climate change. They also said that the GAR played an important role in
facilitating this process: most people involved in the process were familiar with the GAR
reports, and the changes that have occurred in Bogota were clearly in line with the ideas and
trends advocated by the GAR. Further, the GAR team participated in the discussions around
the design of information systems, and the indicators.
Mexico: Developing continuity of operations plans
In the case of Mexico, the GAR was influential in inspiring new lines of thinking by policymakers
in the National Civil Protection office (Protección Civil). It was GAR13 in particular – and the
case it puts forward for integrating DRR into business planning – which inspired Mexican
authorities, who subsequently adapted this idea to their specific needs.
Governments and institutions in Mexico were not sufficiently prepared to deal with disaster
scenarios that put their stability and/or governance at risk. Municipalities, state governments
and the federal government did not have the means to ensure continuity in their operations in
a such a way that would not only to help to prevent and minimise losses, but would also reduce
recovery times, reduce the social and economic costs, and ensure a planned response to
reduced functionality.
The GAR informed the Mexican government’s efforts to develop a strategy to improve the
degree of governability during and after a crisis. For this purpose, the government approved a
continuity of operations norm and continuity of operations plan guidelines, in order to
guarantee the development of these plans by means of a legal framework. The continuity of
operations plans allow the public administration to preserve the availability of its strategic
functions, even when they suffer harm and damages in an emergency or disaster.
The government is also working to establish a virtual system whereby the federal government
could monitor and assess the status of municipalities during the first ten minutes of a crisis.
The intention is to expand this system to the 100 most vulnerable municipalities in the country,
in order to support coordination to manage the priorities during these crisis.
Interviewees were questioned as to the detail of how and why they felt the GAR had led to
an impact in certain situations, and what activities had supported that impact. The strongest
message was that many people in the DRR community use the GAR as an advocacy tool.
Multiple interviewees stated that the data and arguments presented in the GAR are used as
supportive scientific evidence by DRR specialists when lobbying policymakers and national
governments to improve their attention to disaster risk. As one interviewee from an
international organisation stated “in the GAR these people find well organised ammunition for
their cause”. This suggests that impact has come less from non-DRR policymakers reading
the GAR themselves, but that the information has been selectively ‘fed’ to them by a DRR
supporter. A different interviewee stated “we started to use the GAR as a tool to reach out.
When [policy] people see that a global publication like the GAR, discussed at a global level,
was mentioning the same things that we were (eg future losses, financing gaps), they started
to be more responsive”. In particular, UNISDR offices have played this advocacy role, and
representatives from several regional offices discussed how they had been able to nurture
national counterparts working in government, provide them with copies of the GAR and feed
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them relevant data, information and arguments, as appropriate. In addition, they have been
able to reach out to new audiences.
A few interviewees also mentioned that ‘tailoring’ of the GAR, to make it more relevant to the
local situation, had increased uptake and impact. Regional versions of the GAR have been
created in the past, as well as national versions (for example in Laos, Costa Rica and the
United Arab Emirates). Some interviewees argued that governments are more likely to
engage with information about their own country or region, rather than global risk data. In a
similar vein, a few people noted that country case studies and national risk profiles in the
GAR have acted as incentives for improving DRR. People often look for information on their
own countries, and like to see their progress pitched against their neighbours or against a
global standard. Some interviewees felt that this has stimulated competition amongst
different countries, leading to increased uptake of GAR findings.
A practical example of this is in the area of disaster loss accounting. The growing number of
loss databases that were developed with the support of the GAR team, and the data from
which were regularly presented in the GARs provided a strong basis for the promotion of this
approach, even in European countries. As a result, the European Commission has
meanwhile not only collaborated closely with UNISDR on the piloting and review of minimum
standards for disaster loss accounting, but has also presented a strong recommendation to
the Member States to apply this methodology for their loss accounting, in addition to
proposing it for measuring progress against the Sendai Framework targets. 14

3.8

Who reads the GAR?

The issue of the impact the GAR has been able to have is intrinsically linked to the
audiences that the different GARs have reached. On a basic level, a report will only have an
impact if it is read, and in particular if the actual audience has the influence to initiate change.
The GAR team cite the intended audience as people who are in the position to affect
change, including senior government officials and influential experts. However, qualitative
evidence from interviews points to three main users of the GAR:


The DRR practitioner community (including ‘implementers’ and those working in
advocacy roles and NGOs)



National government policymakers



Academics, scientists, researchers and students working on DRR

Interviewees predominantly saw the DRR community 15 as the actual audience, and identified
national government policymakers more as the intended audience. Several respondents
argued that the GARs are too long, too technical or too dense to be appealing to
14

European Commission, 2015: Guidance for Recording and Sharing Disaster Damage and Loss Data. Towards
the development of operational indicators to translate the Sendai Framework into action.
15
By DRR community, we are referring to people working in technical or managerial capacity in governments
(including donor countries), NGOs and civil society organisations as well as to academics and experts in thinktanks. As these sometimes overlap or work closely with policymakers, they can be seen as conduits for getting
information and sharing knowledge with government and business leaders.
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policymakers. Some felt that there needed to be an interim step in order to engage
policymakers in the GAR, although this has been attempted with the Pocket GAR. 16
In addition, lots of specific user groups were mentioned by interviewees, including UN
agencies, development banks, development agencies, INGOs, NGOs and civil society
groups, mid-level technical officials, risk modelling specialists and individuals from socioeconomic sectors. However, a recurring theme in the interviews was that the GAR appeals
most, and has been most successful in engaging those who are already DRR ‘converts’.
Interviewees were less convinced that the GAR had managed to infiltrate other sectors and
disciplines, or be well known or read by those in mainstream development.
Several interviewees argued that the GAR was not widely known or read amongst
businesses and the private sector, partly because of differences in language, and partly
because of the insurance industry’s concern with particular clients and economies – rather
than the GAR’s global focus, with a bias towards low-income countries. It seems unlikely that
the business community would look to a UN report for guidance, and so disseminating to this
group is particularly difficult. One interviewee noted that there was a particular need to move
beyond the insurance industry, and reach out to construction, infrastructure and finance
sectors.
An interesting theme emerged from the interview data around the extent to which UNISDR
and other UN agencies were audiences of the GAR. Over 20% of interviewees said that
GAR was not widely read or used in UNISDR, and some also added that it was not used
across the UN system. Given that this was not a specific question asked to interviewees, but
tended to be an offered opinion, this view may well be more widely held. This low readership
of the GAR by UNISDR staff has likely impeded the uptake of GAR findings and
recommendations within the organisation, and potentially across other UN agencies, as well
as beyond. As one interviewee expressed “GAR should influence policy directly as an
advocacy tool of UNISDR. It isn’t. But it is influencing policy indirectly, used in advocacy by
INGOs and groups of academics in country. It is getting only half of the policy influence it
should have, if it was also asking via UNISDR”.
However, examples of cross-UN uptake of GAR data and use as a reference do exist. For
example, in 2013, the Economic and Social Council – a key central body of the United
Nations – conducted a study on the role of indigenous people in disaster risk management,
and referred to the GAR for evidence on links between risk drivers and communities affected
by disaster risk. 17
This observation has major implications on the current Theory of Change, which states that
the outcomes of the GAR will be noticeable amongst researchers, national governments and
businesses, rather than articulating the DRR community as the interim vehicle for reaching
government policymakers. It also has implications for communications planning and
dissemination of GARs in the future – the GAR team should embrace their actual audience
16

The Pocket GAR is a summary of the GAR for policymakers and leaders in government and business. It seeks
to give an overview of the main findings and recommendations of each GAR, including a number of relevant
maps and charts, and is intended to be useable as a stand-alone product.
17

United Nations E/C.19/2013/14.
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and ensure that they are meeting the risk knowledge needs of that group, rather than aiming
to reach out directly to national governments, businesses or, to a certain extent, researchers
(who – according to interviews – were more focused on using journals or more scientific
publications such as the SREX report as data sources).
Where informants had referenced the GAR themselves, it tended to be to add credibility to
their report or argument. However, some stated that they used GAR data in their own models
or to cross-check their own thinking. The GAR was also thought to be frequently used in
academic courses, mainly at masters and doctorate level, sometimes appearing on
prescribed reading lists.
Some interviewees stated that academics were less of a key GAR audience, as they are
typically more focused on journal articles as sources. However bibliometric analysis using
Google Scholar suggests that the use of GAR within the academic community has been
slowly consolidating, particularly after GAR13, where it increased from 488 results in 2012 to
1,200 in 2014 (see Table 2). 18
Table 2: Comparative cumulative references, 1993-2016, Google Scholar
Year1+2
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
20163
Anytime4

GAR

WDR WRR

53
134
274
488
810
1200
1570
1620
1670

4
14
41
88
141
186
250
327
430
530
647
745
904
1090
1270
1440
1600
1780
2090
2360
2650
2960
3230
3260
3370

11
35
77
185
299
311
316

At risk
4
19
12
11
22
22
24
21
28
49
40
310
389
476
573
673
810
956
1120
1280
1450
1630
1640
1700

1 Search term: Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk
Reduction
2 The search was conducted using as a baseline the first year of
publication of each report: 2009 for GAR; 1994 for WDR; 2011 for
WRR and 1994 for At Risk on 8th February 2016
3 First bimester of 2016
4 The difference in data between 2016 and Anytime is due to the
presence of some outliers before the first year of publication of the
documents.

18

Search results on Google Scholar have been used as a proxy for academic citations. This is an indicative
figure, and should not be considered to be exhaustive. It is also important to note that Google Scholar focuses on
academic publications, and so grey literature, government reports, etc will not be reflected.
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Table 2 shows citations of the GAR in comparison to the World Disasters Report (published
by IFRC), the World Risk Report (published by UNU) and the academic book At Risk, a
seminal DRR work19. As the table shows, the WDR cumulative number of citations is
approximately double those of the GAR by 2016. This is not entirely surprising, as the WDR
has been in existence far longer. In eight years then, the GAR has been able to accrue
approximately half the academic citations gained by the WDR over a 24 year period. It
should also be noted that the WDR is published annually, so four GARs have generated
approximately half the number of academic citations generated by 24 WDRs. The figure for
GAR academic citations is similar to the At Risk publication, although it should be noted that
the reverse is true in this case, as four GARs have been cited approximately the same
number of times as the single publication At Risk. In contrast, compared to the WRR, which
is similar in age since it was first published in 2011, the GAR outperforms on citations by a
5:1 ratio, where the WRR has 316 search results and the GAR 1,670 results. Figure 3 below
shows academic citations of the GAR per year, showing a peak in 2014 before decreasing in
2015. This data overall shows us that the GAR has a significant readership, which has been
won over a short amount of time, although it is not currently the frontrunner for academic
citations related to DRR.
Figure 3: 'Global Assessment Report' Citations by Year, Google Scholar
390

370

322

201
140
81
53

2009

43

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Source: OPM, using Google Scholar
1 First bimester of 2016

In terms of the geographical breakdown of GAR uptake, according to PreventionWeb,
sources published in Asia and Europe are more likely to refer to the GAR, followed by the
Americas. The continents of Africa and Oceania have the lowest number of citations. The
ratio of citations between publications from Asia and those from Africa is more than 2 :1, with
274 search results for the former and 120 for the latter. However, this is to be expected, as
Africa generally publishes less research than other regions, particularly in relation to DRR.

19

The reports that we use as comparison were discussed and agreed with the GAR team.
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Figure 4: Global Assessment Report, PreventionWeb search results by region

Source: OPM, using Prevention Web. The search was conducted on the 9th of February 2016.
1 The search was conducted in English, Spanish, French and Russian.

3.9

Conclusion

The GAR is much more than a set of reports. It is better thought of as a collection of
initiatives, which are linked – sometimes loosely – to the production of a biennial publication.
With this in mind, it is possible to say that the GAR, during the period 2007-2015, has clearly
had a significant impact on international and national policy and practice to improve DRR.
The GAR team have had an impact in five specific ways:
1. Firstly, they have made a strong contribution to the key international DRR
frameworks during the period, namely the HFA and the SF. The input of the team to
the HFA centred on key tasks of supporting monitoring, reviewing progress and
publishing results. 20 The input to SF came from the initial design stage, and the
thinking of the GAR team has had a clear, direct shaping impact on the conceptual
basis of the Framework, as well as the proposed monitoring system.
2. Secondly, the GAR team have made an impressive contribution to the generation
of global risk data through innovative modelling and the promotion of disaster loss
accounting. There are tangible, impressive results in this area, mainly in relation to
expanding the number of countries able to provide such data, but also in improving
the accuracy of models and data. According to the GAR team, the disaster loss
accounting work in particular has provided the basis for national and global
monitoring of the targets of the Sendai Framework.
3. Thirdly, the team has had an impact through the commissioning of research into
under-researched or new thematic areas linked to DRR, much of which was
ultimately published in the reports. They have successfully brought together
20

According to the GAR team, this has resulted in the largest existing archive on disaster risk reduction practice
in countries.
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multifarious researchers and academic disciplines, and in so doing have impacted
global understanding of disaster risk in some key ways, by introducing new concepts
and terminology into the discourse.
4. Fourthly, they have initiated spin-off programmes which aimed to implement the
perspectives and findings that were presented in the reports, for example the DEVCO
initiative following GAR11, or the R!SE initiative following GAR13. 21 22
5. Finally, they have provided the DRR community with a wealth of data, varied
case studies and high-quality analysis, which has the prestige of coming from a
global UN report, and has been used by different individuals in their dialogue with
national governments or in their own planning and implementation, to bring about
tangible changes to institutions and practices.
Taken together, this is a diverse set of activities and outputs which have ultimately led to
impressive impact on both national and international levels.
It is notable that only the fifth impact element stated here relates uniquely to the production
of the reports and their use by stakeholders. The others, whilst being related to the reports,
are also a result of high level interventions by the team, facilitated by their status as UN
officials, with a global remit and access to an international network. Therefore, whilst the
team has successfully had the impact stated in the Theory of Change (see Annex C), the
most effective routes to creating that impact have been a plethora of different activities that
are linked to – but not focused on – the production and dissemination of the reports.
Although the reports do provide a central activity that is a catalyst for many of the other
activities, it may be possible to engage in impact elements 1 – 4 from the list above without
generating a biennial publication. 23
The Theory of Change should also be revised to reflect that the main audience for the GAR
is the DRR community, passing on its messages to policymakers. It is these experts and
practitioners who lobby and work with policymakers who are using the GAR – the
policymakers themselves are not a primary audience. Although policymakers are clearly not
an homogenous group, qualitative evidence from interviews shows that when policymakers
become aware of the information in the GAR, it is usually because a DRR specialist has
acted as a conduit for that information, rather than the policymaker reading the report
themselves. Similarly, although academics and businesses provide inputs to the GAR, the
majority of businesses are not a primary audience for reading the reports, and while
21

On the basis of the success of the DEVCO project, UNISDR was able to develop and get support for a major
national support programme in Africa, now funded by the EU’s ACP window. The components of this project are
modelled on DEVCO. Further, UNDP has launched a programme of support to countries that is also closely
modelled on the DEVCO approach and will be implemented in partnership with major international actors,
including UNISDR, over the course of the next 5 years.
22 According to GAR team words, these initiatives “had significant impact in their own right with outreach to
numerous government representatives and business leaders, and – in the case of DEVCO – providing the
blueprint for larger country engagement of UNISDR and other UN agencies, such as UNDP”. Evaluating this
assertion goes beyond the scope of this evaluation.
23 This will be further discussed during the presentation of this draft report in Geneva scheduled for the third week
of May 2016. It is important to reflect on the role that the convening power of the United Nations plays in the
motivation of many partners to contribute in-kind support to the GAR process and the role that the launches play.
When reflecting on the potential non-institutionalised process that depends strongly on the current GAR team, the
role of the UN should not be underestimated. This means too that a number of partners value the visibility of a
physical report which showcases their work and allows them to present it at launches and relevant events.
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academic readership is growing, scientists and academics often prefer to use other sources
of information when contributing to peer journals and in scientific research.

3.10

24

Recommendations



In light of the conclusion above, it is therefore necessary to rethink and revise the
Theory of Change so that it reflects the actual audiences and most effective routes to
impact. 24



The GAR team should focus their attention on generating risk knowledge information
and developing risk knowledge products for the DRR community, rather than
targeting policymakers or businesses. The communications strategy and planning
should be written from this perspective.



Any future developments of the GAR should bear in mind, and aim to capitalise upon
the five ways in which the GAR team has been able to generate most impact (see
Conclusions section above). This may require a refocusing of resources and effort
away from generating a biennial report and towards other activities, such as highlevel engagement in SF monitoring, developing a research programme, starti ng
capacity building programmes, and generating innovative tools.



Greater attention should be paid to how to engage UNISDR staff in reading and using
the GAR, which would improve the knowledge of the organisation and potentially
increase the impact of the reports. Current approaches are not having the desired
effect.



Consideration should be given as to how to make better use of the body of research
contained in the background papers, ensuring that these are widely disseminated or
converted into other types of publication.

This revision should also take into account the role of the UN mentioned in the previous footnote.
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4

Quality

This section focuses specifically on the four GAR reports, and aims to assess the quality of
their content. Issues related to the format and presentation of the reports are discussed in
the next section on Communications – this section focuses specifically on the calibre of the
research and content of the reports. Indicators such as depth of bibliography, breadth of
case studies and use of different types of literature have been analysed. In addition, the
Evaluation team has made an assessment of the robustness of the peer review process and
has included information from qualitative interviews regarding stakeholders’ perceptions of
quality. It should be noted that commenting on the methodology and approach used to
develop the scientific models is beyond the skillset of the Evaluation team, and so
information from interviews is relied on in that respect.

4.1

Background papers and research

The production process for the GAR involved the commissioning and selection of multiple
background papers, which were then studied and synthesised, along with many other reports
and articles, by the core writing team. The quality of the overall report is therefore affected
both by the calibre of the background papers, and by the quality of the synthesis.
The process of inviting contributions has changed over time. For the first three GARs no
distinction was made between them; they were called ‘Background Papers’ in GAR09 and
‘Contributing Papers’ in GAR11 and GAR13. For GAR13, there was a ‘Call for Papers’
Process. For GAR15, there was a wider range of contributions, which varied considerably in
scale and depth, and a more formal ‘Call for Papers’ process, involving more institutions. The
distinction between the different types of papers in GAR15 is confusing for the user, and is
not clearly explained in the reports, which undermines the purpose of distinguishing between
them. 25
A large, and slightly increasing, number of background papers were used for the GARs,
indicating that the team had a sizeable pool of research from which to draw on. There were
52 background papers for GAR09, 60 for GAR11, 64 for GAR13, and 62 for GAR15, plus 86
‘input papers’. From a random sample of 20 background papers (five from each GAR), only
15 search results were found in Google Scholar, giving an average of less than one result
per paper. In fact, only seven out of the 20 sample papers returned any results on Google
Scholar. 26 This suggests that the background papers have had a very low uptake among
academic audiences. The search was repeated in Preventionweb, and the average number
of results was higher, at 6.7 per paper. However, it is likely that in most cases one of these
results would be the paper itself, indicating an average of less than six citations in other DRR
literature. Whilst the results for PreventionWeb are higher, they are still quite low, suggesting
25

The GAR team categorised Contributing Papers as papers that were either submitted through the official Call
for Papers on the HFA Thematic Review, or otherwise solicited / contracted for the GAR by UNISDR and fully
reviewed. Background Papers were scientific and fully peer reviewed papers, mainly those from the Global Risk
Assessment. Input Papers were papers submitted to the coordinating institutions of the HFA thematic review and
were cited in the resulting Contributing Papers, or they were contributions that were either submitted proactively
by authors and found to be useful, or they were supplementary case studies and data that were used, but did not
constitute a major contribution to the overall research effort and report.
26 Google Scholar is used as a proxy for academic citation but it should be noted that in some cases it also
includes the article itself, meaning that a result of 1 could still mean no citations.
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that the material is under-utilised. Although all the papers are online, it may well be that the
lack of citations is related more to lack of dissemination or online visibility of the papers,
rather than lack of quality (see also section on PreventionWeb and online GAR in the
communications section, which highlights the lack of visibility of the GAR on UNISDR’s
online portals).
Two special editions of the International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction (IJDRR) and one
Special Issue of the International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the Built Environment
(IJDRBE) were produced using material from GAR11, 13 and 15. IJDRR is a relatively new,
niche journal focused on the DRR community. A special edition of that journal therefore
represents a good effort to engage academics working on DRR, but the journal has a
relatively small audience and a SNIP 27 factor of 1.509 and SJR factor of 0.510. In
comparison, Global Environmental Change has a SNIP factor of 2.665 and SJR factor of
3.006, and World Development has a SNIP of 2.209 and SJR of 1.536. For future special
editions it may therefore be worth considering other journals. However, from a quality
perspective, both the IJDRR and the IJDRBE have a robust peer review process involving
DRR specialists, and therefore their willingness to publish GAR material should be
considered as a strong indicator of quality.

4.2

Case studies

Case studies constitute a major part of each of the GARs, significantly increasing the reports’
readability and relevance to the diverse audience. Strong appreciation for case studies was
expressed by all groups of interviewees, with a particularly high proportion from those linked
to government. The utility of case studies was widely seen as being due to their
comparability, and the inspiration and practical guidance they provided. Several interviewees
commented that a country was more likely to be interested in the GAR if it featured
information specific to their country, for instance through a case study or a ranking.
Several interviewees expressed a concern that there was a bias towards Latin American
countries, but bibliographic analysis shows that this is a perceived bias, perhaps due to
knowledge of key personnel involved in the GAR, rather than being factually accurate. In
fact, across the four GARs, Asia and the Pacific is the geographical region with most case
studies, with 164 different case studies about the impact of different hazards including
cyclones, droughts, earthquakes, floods, landslides, tsunamis, volcanos and others. This is
appropriate, as the Asia Pacific region has the largest numbers of people regularly
experiencing disasters. These case studies explore different risk drivers including climate
change, economic vulnerability and resilience, governance capacity, natural capital, poverty,
urbanisation and others. The case studies therefore show admirable breadth. Latin America
and the Caribbean has the second highest number of case studies with 144, Africa with 85
case studies, and finally the European Union, US, Australia and New Zealand are the
countries with the least number of case studies with 79 (see table 3).

27

SNIP is Source Normalised Impact per Paper and SJR is SCImago Journal Rank.
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Table 3: Case studies by region
Number of case
studies

Region
Asia and the Pacific
Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa
EU, US, Australia, New Zealand

164
144
85
79

Source: Authors using GAR Tangible Earth
1 Excluding HFA activities

The US has the most individual country case studies (32), followed by India, Japan,
Colombia and the Dominican Republic (see table 4). The top ten includes one low-income
country (Haiti), three lower-income countries (Bangladesh, India and Philippines), four
middle-income countries (Colombia, Dominican Republic, Mexico, and Thailand), and two
high-income level countries (USA and Japan). 28
Table 4: Case studies by country
Order

Country

1
2
3
4

USA
India
Japan
Colombia
Dominican
Republic
Mexico
Haiti
Bangladesh
Philippines
Thailand

5
6
7
8
9
10

No. of case
studies
32
20
14
13
13
13
12
11
10
10

Source: Authors using GAR Tangible Earth
1 Excluding HFA activities

The purpose of a case study is often to showcase best practice, and so it is less surprising
that the top ten list of case study countries includes six high- and middle-income countries.
Interestingly, a number of the high-income country case studies are not best practice ones
but actually present examples of practices that should be avoided. Given the broad
geographical spread of GAR users, the GAR team should continue its efforts to present more
case studies from low-income countries, without causing any detriment to the overall calibre
of the case studies.

28

We used the categories presented by the World Bank for the current 2016 fiscal year: low-income countries are
defined as those with a GNI per capita, calculated using the World Bank Atlas method, of $1,045 or less in 2014;
middle-income countries are those with a GNI per capita of more than $1,045 but less than $12,736; high-income
countries are those with a GNI per capita of $12,736 or more. Lower-middle-income and upper-middle-income
countries are separated at a GNI per capita of $4,125.
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4.3

Bibliography and references

Review of the bibliographies across the four reports shows a doubling of the number of
references, increasing from 217 references in GAR 2009 to 502 references in GAR 2015.
Although not a guarantee of improving quality, this shows a solid progression in incorporating
a broader range of DRR literature into the reports.
Analysis of references from GAR09 and GAR15 showed that the split of grey, academic and
UN literature had remained relatively constant – see table 5.
Table 5: GAR bibliographic analysis
GAR 2009
Academic literature1
Grey literature2
UN documents
Government documents and
reports

GAR 2015

72
83
39

33%
38%
18%

140
204
63

28%
41%
13%

10

5%

41

8%

1 includes books and articles published in academic journals and university press
2 Includes documents, books, working papers, white papers, briefings and reports published by donors, international organisations (except UN),
commercial press, NGOs and private sector.

For GAR 2009 38% of the references are grey literature and 33% are academic references.
For GAR 2015 the former increased to 41% while the latter decreased to 28% of the total
references in the report. Likewise, more than 10% of the references are UN reports and
documents: 18% in GAR 2009 and 13% in GAR 2015. The number of government
documents and reports also increased from GAR09 to GAR15. In the first GAR only ten
government reports and documents were included, while GAR 2015 cites 41 government
reports or 8% of the total references. The GAR therefore relies heavily on non-academic, or
non-peer reviewed literature, more so than the WDR or the SREX report. In comparison, the
World Disasters Report 2014 had 397 references and the 2015 Report had 321. A selection
of randomly selected chapters across the two reports gave an average of 45% of references
being from peer reviewed journals or books. This is not necessarily a bad thing – using grey
literature means that more current thinking can be included, from a broader range of writers
and researchers. However, it does mean that the GAR cannot claim to have the academic
robustness of other major DRR publications.
The geographical focus of the references has also changed between GAR09 and GAR15.
For instance, in GAR09 the majority of country/region-specific references related to Africa,
with 18% of the total bibliography, followed by Latin America and the Caribbean with 15% of
references. In GAR11, 18% of references related to Latin America and the Caribbean, while
the references about Africa were reduced by more than half with only 6% of the total
publications. In GAR13, the region with most references was Asia and the Pacific, with 17%
of the total references and 13% in GAR15. This is reasonable given the size of disaster risks
in the Asia Pacific region compared with other parts of the world. However, for GAR15, the
references to Africa had been significantly reduced to only 3% of the total references (see
table 6). Overall, generic and global references have increased over time. In GAR09 56% of
the total references were global with no country or region specificity. By GAR 2015 that
number increased to 67%. The GAR team should ensure greater balance between the
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regional focus of literature, particularly paying attention to ensuring that a larger percentage
of literature on Africa is incorporated into future publications.
The vast majority of the references are in English. Across the four GARs, over 90% of the
references are in English, and in GAR13 this percentage reaches 99%. The second
language most cited in the GAR is Spanish with 1% to 7% of the total references. Other
languages in the bibliography are: French, Portuguese, German, Indonesian, Japanese and
Russian.
Table 6: Language and regional focus of GAR references
Language and/or regional focus

GAR
2011

GAR 2009

GAR
2013

GAR
2015

Total

217

100%

319

100%

426

100%

502

100%

English

201

93%

289

91%

420

99%

475

95%

Spanish

14

6%

23

7%

5

1%

21

4%

French

2

1%

5

2%

0

0

4

1%

Portuguese

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0.01%

German

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0.01%

Indonesian

0

0

1

0.01%

0

0

0

0

Japanese

0

0

0

0%

1

0.01%

0

0

Russian

0

0

1

0.01%

0

0

0

0

Asia and Pacific

26

12%

48

15%

72

17%

64

13%

Australia, Europe, US, New
Zealand
Latin America and the Caribbean

0

0

24

8%

38

9%

45

9%

31

14%

58

18%

35

8%

38

8%

Africa

39

18%

18

6%

38

9%

17

3%

General

121

56%

171

54%

243

57%

338

67%

It remains true that most international sources on DRR are written in English, and so these
findings are not surprising. Many Spanish-speaking academics have been involved in the
production of the GARs, and Spanish resources are the highest after English, but still only
have 4% of the overall total. The GAR team should consider how they could include more
non-English material in the reports to broaden the appeal to different audiences and ensure
that quality non-English research is showcased on an international stage.

4.4

Theme selection

Although each report covered many different aspects of DRR, each GAR had a different
designated theme. The four themes of the GARs were:
1. GAR09 – The relationship between poverty and risk
2. GAR11 – Public investment in DRR and integrating risk into development
3. GAR13 – Private investment in DRR and its relationship with disaster risk
accumulation and reduction
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4. GAR15 – The future pathways for DRR
The themes of the reports were therefore broad and covered key, fundamentally important
concepts and relationships – for example, the link with poverty and broader development
work. They were loosely aligned with the HFA priorities for action: Priority for Action 1 on the
institutional basis for DRR links with GAR11, Priority for Action 4 on reducing underlying risk
factors links with GAR09, GAR11 (in terms of weak governance being an underlying risk
factor) and GAR13 (in terms of the private sector and risk creation). GAR15, because of the
timing coinciding with SF, was rightly focused on reviewing progress and identifying a way
forward.
Interviewees were asked specifically about the themes that were chosen for analysis in each
GAR. Overall, most people said that themes were correctly chosen – appropriate, timely and
relevant. While several people commented that the process of theme selection was very
opaque, they apparently did not feel strongly that this affected the quality of the product.
Interviewees were also asked a specific question on theme sequencing, but strong patterns
in responses did not emerge. A small majority of responses indicated this was done
successfully so that each GAR explored different aspects of an overall theme. However,
several felt that sequencing could have been done more effectively, with a stronger storyline
between each GAR and fewer messages being conveyed at the same time.

4.5

HFA data presented in the reports

Analysis of the HFA monitoring data was included in the first three GARs, but not in GAR15
as the data was not ready in time for the report production. 29 Interviewees perceived a
gradual reduction in the focus on the HFA data within the report, and that the GAR team
were becoming more critical of the way the HFA was interpreted and implemented overall,
appearing to have actively chosen to pay it less attention. There was a significant divergence
of views in relation to the analysis of the data from the HFA monitor. A small number of
interviewees dismissed this chapter as one that was not interesting or widely read, and
lacked reliable data. A similar number expressed the opposite view, that this chapter was a
very (or the most) useful part of the GAR. The former opinion tended to be expressed by
academics and people of a technical background, the latter by people linked to policy and
civil society agendas. This has implications for the future of the GAR and how SF monitoring
is presented and disseminated (please see section 7 for more on this).

4.6

Peer review

The peer review process is an important aspect of quality. GAR09 did not have an explicit
peer review mechanism designed from the outset – instead the zero order draft was
circulated to ISDR Management Oversight Board (MOB) members, chapter authors,

29

According to the GAR team, the GARs were the only publication where progress against the HFA was regularly
reviewed and analysed on a global scale. In addition, this analysis was presented in relation to global risk trends
and patterns and an assessment of trends in losses, which was not possible elsewhere. The fact that the team
also had access to all raw data submitted through the report in easily searchable formats, meant that analysis
could be done at a higher level of sophistication and thoroughness than possible by non-UNISDR authors.
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UNISDR staff and a set of independent reviewers for comment. These comments were
addressed in the text and provided as feedback to the MOB.
For GAR11, 13 and 15 30 a formalised four-stage peer review process was initiated:
1. Friendly review – zero order draft circulated to contributors, authors and UNISDR
staff.
2. Independent peer review – first order draft reviewed by invited independent
reviewers: three or four reviewers per chapter, with a Review Editor to ensure that all
reviewer comments are addressed.
3. Advisory Board review – second order draft reviewed by the Advisory Board with a
focus on high-level issues and political messaging.
4. Final review and sign-off by the SRSG – third order draft read and signed off prior to
design and printing.
Other specific bodies were invited to review as required, for example the UNISDR Private
Sector Advisory Board was invited to review GAR13. For example, for GAR13 more than
1,000 and for GAR15 almost 2,000 individual comments were received, logged and
processed by the GAR team.
From GAR09 through to GAR15, scientific reviews of the hazard models used in the global
risk modelling process were coordinated by UNESCO and WMO, and the models also
shared with selected experts, including private sector risk modellers. The GAR team assert
that these reviews led to some significant changes in the models, and a cumulative
improvement in the models overall.
The peer review process is judged by the Evaluation team to be appropriately robust for a
UN report requiring international credibility. The individuals involved with the review process
were high calibre experts from a variety of countries and professional backgrounds, well able
to contribute to a peer review process. Review of documentation shows that reviewers
shared detailed insights, and clearly felt able to comment freely as they wished.
Interestingly, few interviewees shared this view regarding the robustness of the peer review
process. In particular it was described as lacking transparency – one interviewee stated “I’m
not sure what the peer review process has been, but it hasn’t been very transparent... I was
asked as an expert to comment on different chapters of the GAR – that was the first time I
was aware of that process, but I wasn’t aware of the process of incorporating comments, or
how many comments there were.” The peer review process does not appear to be clear
either for contributors or for end users, and this has impacted negatively on perceptions of
quality. For example, the different rounds of review were not well understood or articulated
by contributors. Given the robustness of the process described above, changes to the
process are not required, but the process itself clearly needs to be more widely known
amongst GAR contributors and users. The GAR team should therefore adopt an approach

30

For GAR15 due to time pressures some of the review stages ran in parallel.
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similar to the S-REX report, where the peer review process is clearly stated, and is in fact
made very prominent on their website.

4.7

Interviewee perceptions of quality

In response to a question asking interviewees to rate the academic rigour of the GAR on a
scale of low-medium-high, a large majority of interviewees gave it a rating of ‘high’. There
were no ‘low’ ratings. In a few cases, lack of transparency in process influenced opinions of
academic rigour (see section 6).
Interviewees were also asked if the GAR was of an equivalent standard to academic
literature. A significant number of people who had given it a high rating for academic rigour
said that it was not equivalent to academic literature. Reasons included the inclusion of grey
literature in the bibliography, the short production timeframe, the peer review process (see
Section 4.6), and insufficiently rigorous processes. Some academics said they would not
directly cite or even necessarily refer to the GAR in their own research – but this did not
preclude their using it in other ways, for instance for teaching students (on presentations or
reading lists), or as an opinion to take into account.
Several interviewees placed the GAR somewhere on a spectrum, in terms of quality,
between peer-reviewed academic literature and grey literature. Interestingly, some
challenged the traditional implication that use of grey literature had negative implications for
quality. The explanation provided by one of them is illustrative: “all the evidence suggests
that if societies are really going to address the complex challenges of sustainable
development, disaster risk, climate change etc, we are going to have to adopt a more holistic
approach – which means not necessarily focusing solely on mono-specialist, academic peerreviewed stuff.”
The strongest finding from these respo nses was that a significant number of interviewees do
not think that academic rigour should be the primary objective or concern of the GAR. People
commented that the GAR successfully struck a balance between “something that is
accessible, and something that is rigorous and careful”, suggesting that it avoided “getting
into [academic] details no one cares about” and that it remained “connected with reality”. As
noted in the Context section, there are other DRR publications more focused on academic
rigour, for example journals and the SREX report. The breadth of contributors and types of
contributions to the GAR – from academia and beyond – is seen as more important for the
“reach and richness” of the reports. This finding is important for considerations around future
GAR reports (see section 7).
Some interviewees mentioned specific shortcomings or issues relating to the data and
models used by the GAR. They were mentioned almost always by people of a technical
modelling background and a thorough investigatio n would have required an Evaluation team
with similarly specific knowledge. Time and resource constraints meant that these particular
issues were not explored in detail. One general point made was that the priority given by the
GAR to being pioneering and innovative would inevitably have a cost in terms of rigour.
Several people commented on a noticeable change in macro perspective between the first
and last two GARs. GAR09 and GAR11 are associated with socio-economic, poverty and
governance perspectives, and were perceived as being aimed at national policy level.
GAR13 and GAR15 by contrast shifted towards investment and technical analysis, reaching
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out to specific audiences who are beyond the traditional DRR fold. This pattern was reflected
in the professional backgrounds of those expressing preferences for particular versions of
the report. A small number of interviewees expressed strong loyalty to GAR09.31
Nonetheless, for ‘outsiders’ to the GAR, and even more so for those outside the field of DRR,
GAR13 and particularly GAR15 were perceived as higher quality for various reasons: a more
formal and rigorous production process, better quality and more data, and improved style
and format. The ‘Rate your GAR’ survey results from PreventionWeb 32 show that the GAR13
has the highest rating among the users (Figure 5).
Figure 5: PreventionWeb 'Rate your GAR' survey results
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Conclusions

Overall, GAR users perceive the quality of the GAR to be high, although not necessarily akin
to academic literature. This is appropriate, as the GAR uses a range of sources, including
some non-English sources, and draws more on grey literature than comparative global DRR
publications such as the World Disasters Report or journals. However, users are broadly
aware of this, and most do not seem to view the greater inclusion of grey literature as a
problem. Academics are less inclined to consider the GAR as rigorous, but they are not the
primary audience. The choice of themes for each GAR was appropriate, and the case
studies, despite interviewee perceptions, came from a broad geographical range – although
more from low-income countries would be preferable. Peer review added an important layer
of robustness to the production of the reports, and included high calibre individuals in a multistage, multi-input process. However, the peer review process is not well known, which in
some individual cases has impacted negatively on perceptions of quality.

31

It is worth noting that many more interviewees were solely or much more familiar with GAR15, and to a slightly
lesser extent GAR13, than the previous GARs.
32 The survey had 66 responses.
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4.9

Recommendations



The GAR team should continue its efforts to include more case studies from lowincome countries, without causing any detriment to the overall calibre of the case
studies.



Consider how to include more non-English material in the reports, to broaden the
appeal to different audiences and ensure that quality non-English research is also
showcased.



Document the peer review process, and refer to this clearly on the website and in the
reports.



Explicitly clarify the difference between input, contributing and background papers.



Given the significant divergence of views about the importance and interest of the
chapter analysing the data from the HFA monitor, we suggest to keep the production
of this analysis (now for the SFA) separate from the other work carried out by the
GAR team. This is related to what we propose in the Future section.
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5

Communications

This section reviews the communications-related activities of the GAR, incorporating the
views of the Evaluation team’s communications expert, as well as relevant interview data
collected from GAR users. An effort was made to review communications holistically, so this
section comprises elements relating to impact, quality and process. In particular, it discusses
awareness, communications resourcing, readability and the different GAR formats. There is
also some discussion of the quality and impact of the website, media and social media
outreach, incorporating web analytics, Factiva media monitoring and monitoring data
supplied by the GAR team, as well as interview data. Finally, launch events and
dissemination are also discussed.
It is worth noting from the outset that one challenge which the GAR faces in relation to
dissemination is the nature of the subject matter. Disaster risk remains a relatively niche
area, which has received less global (and media) attention than other development topics in
2015. Hence there is less intrinsic motivation for people to ‘step outside their comfort zone’ to
find and read resources like the GAR. Further, UNISDR has a far lower profile than
organisations like the World Bank, meaning that it has to work harder to get traction and
uptake for the materials it produces.

5.1

Communications resourcing and planning

The UNISDR communications team has provided some support to the GAR. However,
challenges in terms of capacity and coordination have prevented a more comprehensive
form of support. As well as limited human resources (two team members), interviews with
UNISDR staff revealed further constraints, including: a lack of formal clarification of what
level of support this team will provide the GAR, low awareness among that team of the
communication objectives and needs of the GAR, and low awareness of how the GAR fits
within the broader UNISDR communications strategy and planning.
The GAR team does not have a dedicated communications resource (though short-term
communications roles have previously been contracted). This was also identified as a
problem by interviewees. The delivery of communications-related activities appears to have
been largely dependent upon the goodwill and specific interest of individuals within the GAR
team and UNISDR. In particular, such activities appear to be often undertaken by individuals
in the GAR team in addition to their usual roles. The lack of dedicated resource makes it
difficult to develop a forward-looking and holistic approach.
The GAR lacks a systematic and comprehensive approach to developing communications
strategies, which would ideally comprise an outline of the target audiences, key messages to
be conveyed, priorities, risks and a budget. While some such strategies have been
produced, they appear to have not been thoroughly implemented or monitored due to a lack
of resources and time. There was no communications strategy for GAR15, which is
surprising, given the profile of the report. The lack of a strategy was noted by multiple
interviewees as a problem. An initial and important step for the team is therefore to craft a
strategic communications plan to assist in achieving documented goals and objectives of the
GAR. The plan should be focused on increasing visibility, uptake of research products, and
use of GAR information in policy and national briefs.
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For general outreach and dissemination events in particular, further support has been
provided by UNISDR Regional Offices. Again, the nature and extent of this support appears
to depend on the capacity and motivation of the office staff. This links to the lack of
awareness of the GAR among UNISDR staff, as described in section 3.8. A further factor
constraining the ability of UNISDR offices to coordinate GAR-related events is the strong
tendency that emerged from the interviewees to link the GAR personally with selected
members of the team. The example was given of a potential GAR launch event that did not
go ahead, purely because a representative of the GAR team was unable to attend. Seeking
to strengthen the team to benefit from – but not solely rely upon – the presence of very few
individual personalities would open up opportunities for dissemination, as well as contributing
to internal sustainability (see section 6.2).
A significant amount of awareness-raising and dissemination occurs on an informal, personal
level. An interviewee from the private sector said that when he personally presented the
GAR to corporate colleagues, they were interested, but would not have found or paid
attention to it otherwise. Similarly, a large number of interviewees mentioned personal
connections to the lead authors of GAR, often established informally, such as in discussion
at conferences. This highlights the importance of continuing to disseminate the printed
versions of the GAR, as well as indicating that a much stronger social media presence would
assist in raising overall awareness of the product.

5.2

Readability, style and periodicity

It is obvious from the sections on impact and quality above that the GARs are valuable
documents containing a wealth of data. They are thoroughly researched, peer-reviewed
references that serve a valuable function. There seems to be a very specific audience that is
loyal to the product and dependent on the contents to inform their work (for more on this, see
section 3.7). However, a review of the reports showed that the style of the writing is complex,
navigability is difficult, and the multiplicity of messages in any one report can be
overwhelming to the reader.
Interview data also supports this conclusion. 33 Interviewees were asked to give the GAR a
rating of low-medium-high for overall readability. A significant number of interviewees rated
the GAR's readability as high; there were mixed views from others who perceived it as
having a medium or low readability level. A number of comments were made indicating that
the GAR was difficult to penetrate for non-experts and less committed readers. Reasons
given included “technocratic and technical language”, confusing structure and flow, and too
many messages. Respondents noted also that the GAR is not particularly accessible to the
media. However, several people indicated that there is a trade-off between readability and
quality, commenting for instance that “there is a fundamental core of scientific knowledge
and understanding that is inherently complex and can’t be simplified beyond a certain level”.
In short, there seem to be two messages: one, that the writing could be simplified both for
the general audience and better informed readers; and two, that the writing is still complex
for ‘DR experts’. We agree that the writing could be simplified to an extent, in order for ‘better
informed readers’ to be able to navigate more easily through it. But we don’t think that the
audience of the GAR is the general public, and hence disagree with the first point.

Although some interviewees mentioned the “unique style” of the GAR, they also thought that the writing was
complex and could be simplified.
33
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The style of writing of the GAR should be simplified, and the design and layout modified so
that it is easy to navigate around the text, and the main points are made prominent. To
facilitate this, the report should be heavily indexed, beyond the simple country index that is
now presented. The team should also reduce the number of different messages and ideas
being explored in each report, to ease comprehension for the reader.
These recommendations are particularly important to implement as the GAR team identify
senior government officials as a key audience. As discussed in Section 3.8, readership
among policymakers is generally low, and readability appears to be a major factor in
explaining this. Some interviewees said that the GAR should adapt to become more
accessible to policymakers, for instance by more clearly presenting key messages and
tailoring information to what they need to know (such as comparative rankings of country
progress). However, low readership amongst policymakers is not something specific to the
GAR, but something that is true in all areas – summed up by one interviewee in the comment
that “if you’re a policymaker, you want a single sentence not a text book”.
As previously raised in the section above on Impact, aiming to boost readership among this
audience is not therefore a sensible goal for the GAR. While policymakers may not often use
the GAR directly themselves, some still appreciate its rich content, and regard it as
important. Rather, it is the job of mid-level technical people to ‘translate’ technical messages
to policymakers, and the GAR has been an important tool in this regard.
Several interviewees commented on the value of good graphical and visual presentation
techniques to help to deepen understanding of key messages. While there was a general
opinion that GAR13 and GAR15 marked an improvement in this respect, some interviewees
said that they remained text-heavy, and that there was still significant room for improvement.
There was a clear preference for the later two GARs in terms of style and presentation; only
one interviewee dissented. There was general agreement that they looked more professional
than the earlier reports, and an appreciation of the effort to move beyond the format of typical
UN publications. Such comments came particularly from the private sector and academics.
The “clean, simple” style of the later two GARs was approved by those interviewees who
commented on style generally. They also welcomed the idea of pursuing a consistent brand,
reflecting the GAR’s attempt to create a particular identity as different and thought-provoking.
However, the meaning of the inverted umbrella in the logo was not understood by
interviewees. The official GAR explanation of the logo is that “the image represents acting to
overturn a legacy of apathy and ignorance.” This has not been successful – it seems difficult
to project such a sentiment onto the logo, and to understand how this relates to disaster
responsiveness.

5.3

Formats

Each GAR is presented in a variety of formats. The full report is published as a print edition
in A4 (for GAR09 and GAR11) and A5 (for GAR13 and GAR15) and is also available for
download as a PDF file. In addition, there is an executive summary (titled ‘Pocket GAR’ for
the last two editions); a press kit with short fact sheets (for GARs 09 and 11); a fold-out with
key highlights of the report (called ‘GAR at a Glance’ for GARs 13 and 15); there are
PowerPoint presentations with the main messages of the report supported by relevant
graphs (for download); and short FAQs or ‘Key Messages’ summaries.
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A full online version of the GAR has been made available for each edition since GAR11,
including access to all Annexes, background papers, databases, case studies and additional
visual material, such as videos and presentations. Finally, GAR risk assessment data and
case studies are made available on the world’s first interactive globe, the Tangible Earth
(http://www.tangible-earth.com), and through an application for smartphones and tablet
computers that was developed in partnership with the Japanese Earth Literacy Programme
(https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=jp.co.syner.gft&hl=en and
https://itunes.apple.com/us/app/gar-for-tangible-earth-2015/id977513490?mt=8).
The availability of multiple formats of the GAR was widely considered to be valuable,
particularly by increasing the reach of the report overall to users who otherwise would be
unlikely to access it. Multiple formats also present different possible ways for users to
engage with a product, and have improved overall readability.
All the GARs were translated and printed in different languages. For GARs 09,11 and 13
they were translated into French, Spanish and Arabic. For GAR15, Russian and Chinese
was added for the main report, and also Japanese for the Pocket GAR and GAR at a
Glance. Translation and wide distribution of printed translated products is appropriate given
the global objective of the GAR. Interviewees commented that the translated versions of the
GARs were very useful. Specific feedback on translated versions in the Arab region,
Thailand and Sri Lanka indicated that they helped to boost the visibility and exposure of the
GAR and its key messages.
The printed GARs should continue to be produced and distributed, as they are valued
documents. The number of printed copies rose between GAR09 (with around 4,000 copies
printed) and GAR11 and 13 (where around 7,000 copies were printed). Fewer were printed
for GAR15, which is sensible given that over 1,500 were leftover from GAR13. Several
interviewees expressed either a preference or a strong liking for the printed full report. They
appreciated its physicality – being able to “flip through” the report, to “hold it up” in meetings
and to distribute it at events. The majority of interviewees either preferred, or used in
combination with other formats, the electronic full report. There was a strong preference for a
downloadable PDF (rather than just a web hosted version) for reasons including ease of text
searching, and copying the graphics into PowerPoint presentations for teaching. 34
Several interviewees said that they found the Pocket GAR useful, mainly as a complement to
the full version of the report rather than as a stand-alone product. A relatively large
proportion of these were linked to the policy world – which is in line with comments from this
group suggesting that the full GAR is too long for policymakers. These printed publications
attempt to popularise the GARs and explain the main points. This is a good idea, but it is
poorly executed. If any tool could be aimed at a broader audience, it would be the Pocket
GAR, and as such, it should be clear and accessible. At the moment the language is dense,
and many of the important ideas are buried within paragraphs rather than highlighted or
illustrated.

34

According to the figures provided by the GAR team, the GAR report was downloaded 458,663 times from the
UNISDR website in English, an average of 50,000 times per month. This figure reflects the number of ‘clicks’ on
the PDF file, even if these were done by the same user. Including downloads of other GAR materials (such as
the Pocket GAR, GAR at a Glance and the GAR in other languages) the total figures rises to 490,246. However,
these numbers don’t track downloads from other websites such as IRDR or ReliefWeb.
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The GAR for Tangible Earth (GfT) app is a sophisticated application that works well and
conveys a lot of up-to-the-minute data in an easily digestible format. However, very few
interviewees had heard of it, and only one person outside the GAR team (but still a GAR
‘insider’) described using it. In general, interviewees seemed to appreciate the possibility and
idea of enriched content, and some thought the application might potentially be a good tool
for education and training, for communicating complex information about risk, and
awareness raising. However, interviewees seemed to have little intention of using the app
themselves and no understanding of how the printed publication and the application were
supposed to interact. Over 1,000 downloads have been made of the application to date, 823
to Android devices and the remainder to Apple iPads. This number could be considerably
increased if greater emphasis were put on publicising it, on websites and in social media,
and greater links established with other GAR activities. Information on the subsequent use of
the application by these individuals was unfortunately not available - this would be valuable
in understanding the extent and the nature of app usage.
In relation to the different formats then, the writing style of all formats should be simplified as
much as possible without sacrificing the scientific content, but the design of each of the
products should be modified so that they accomplish their objectives. With this in mind:


The Pocket GAR should become a more informal document, with simple text and
clear graphics.



The GAR at a Glance foldout should be further adapted to act as a very simple primer
and introduction to the GAR.



The GfT app should be clearly associated with the GAR, maintained so that content
is up to date, and it should be more widely promoted on GAR, PreventionWeb and
UNISDR websites, as well as social media sites. After a period of intensified
promotion, a survey should be made of its use and how it is regarded by users. Its
continued existence should then be reviewed.

5.4

Website, media and social media outreach

The UNISDR website and PreventionWeb
Each of the GAR reports and their associated documents and data are housed on sub-sites
on the PreventionWeb website. The UNISDR website also has a webpage dedicated to the
GAR, which provides links to the PreventionWeb sub-sites. Finding the relevant webpages,
and establishing their connection to one another is not as simple as it should be. A main
reason for the lack of clarity is the lack of a parent webpage which pulls together all of the
content produced by the GAR. The relationship between the GAR coverage on the
PreventionWeb site and the UNISDR site is not clear, and neither UNISDR nor the
PreventionWeb site feature the GAR adequately. The first difficulty in accessing the GAR
report on the web is that it cannot be found via the home UNISDR website. In order to get to
the online GAR report, one has to get onto a separate search engine and enter “GAR report”.
The report then appears on the UNISDR site, but is inaccessible from the home site, which is
confusing, and a missed opportunity. The latest GAR was issued in March 2015, but there
are no links to it on the UNISDR homepage, and searching for it on the UNISDR search
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function is unsuccessful. Lack of website access from the parent website sends a message
to the user that the GAR is given a low priority. From a communications perspective, it is
surprising that something this basic has not been addressed, and it further underlines the
need for the UNISDR to more fully embrace and promote the GAR process and results, and
for the relevant parts of UNISDR and the GAR team to work more closely together.
There are also further specific issues:


On the UNISDR website, a link to the GAR15 website appears as one of the eight
sliding panels on the homepage, but because these panels cycle very slowly, it is
unlikely that a visitor would see the link.



On the PreventionWeb website (at the time of the review) there was no immediate
link to the GAR reports. There was a link to the ‘Rate your GAR’ survey on the
homepage, but it appeared below the ‘fold’ of the website, meaning that individuals
needed to scroll down to find it, and further, the survey page linked only to GAR15
through a publication entry. Only some of the GAR sub-sites link to the sites of the
other reports.



Through the search function on the UNISDR website, the GAR is produced as a
result only in response to the search term “GAR report”. Variants like “GAR”,
“GAR15”, “Global Assessment Report” etc produce no results.

GAR content is buried in both websites, requiring visitors to have both sufficient knowledge
and time to deduce the path to the publication. This is not likely to truly reflect web navigation
practices and will have a serious impact on visibility. Further, this lack of access – particularly
from UNISDR, as the parent website of the GAR – would indicate to a visitor that the GAR is
not a high priority resource.
Analysis of data from PreventionWeb confirms that this website is not serving as a platform
for encouraging navigation to the GAR.


Figure 9 (Annex B) shows that the GAR15 sub-site does not feature anywhere in the
20 most popular pages of the PreventionWeb, or its most popular exit pages (the
point that users most frequently leave the site).



Figure 10 (Annex B) shows that there are clear spikes in terms of visitor access to the
sub-sites of GAR13 and GAR15 coinciding with their publication, followed by a drop
off to almost zero. Meanwhile, visits to the PreventionWeb homepage show little
change over time over the two years, showing between 3,000 and 5,000 sessions per
week. This indicates that the increased traffic around publication time does not come
from visitors referred from the PreventionWeb homepage, but from direct access to
the sub-site URLs.

Clearly, the prominence of the GAR should be increased on the UNISDR and
PreventionWeb websites, and the architecture of the three websites should be reconsidered
so that the reports are much more easily accessible. The UNISDR, PreventionWeb and GAR
websites need to be harmonised so there are clear links between them. Some method of
tracking the actual number of PDFs successfully downloaded from the site should be
implemented, as this will give validation regarding the use of the website. The routes to GAR
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from other UN pages should be thoroughly reviewed, and simple, rapid linkages established
to the GAR pages. The GAR should continue to be posted on the web in its entirety, but a
much simplified website should be developed which presents key messages. A knowledge
management professional should be enlisted in the preparation of the next GAR to help with
this, and to ensure that the prepared manuscript lends itself to adaptation to the electronic
sphere.

Social media outreach
A comprehensive and well-resourced social media strategy could be a great asset for the
GAR in establishing its reputation and raising readership. Currently its social media presence
and outreach is limited. The GAR does not have dedicated social media channels, relying
instead on the UNISDR social media channels (Twitter, Facebook, YouTube etc) for formal
promotion. These channels are managed by the UNISDR Communications team, whose
capacity to manage a social media campaign for the GAR is limited (as described above). It
is also worth bearing in mind that the audiences reached through UNISDR social media
channels may not exactly match those which the GAR might wish to target.
A pre-requisite for an effective social media strategy would be effective online portals for the
GAR, to which social media can provide links. As described above, the functionality of the
relevant websites is limited. While some of UNISDR’s posts link directly to the PDF version –
which may be what some users want – there is a missed opportunity to develop a web
presence which could build momentum, and truly engage the visitor in the mission of the
GAR.
It is necessary to think of a suitable social media monikor or hashtag for the GAR. As well as
stimulating interest and engagement, this would need careful consideration to avoid
duplication. The hashtag #GAR15 used to promote the GAR15 on social media was also
used by Pricewaterhouse Coopers (PwC) for the launch of their Global Annual Review 2015,
which muddled the Twitter conversation, and led to PwC-related posts appearing on the
GAR site.
The Evaluation team suggests that further efforts should be made to use social media to
create a wider base of GAR users. The GAR team would benefit from the expertise of a
social media consultant to develop a social media campaign encompassing all the popular
outlets, over and above Twitter and Facebook (for example, LinkedIn, Instagram etc). The
campaign should have clear numbers, targets and agreed schedules for posting regularly, to
repurpose content and share information from the wider DRR community. The GAR should
also immediately establish Twitter and Facebook accounts, and begin populating them with
posts to start to build up a following. Bearing in mind that #GAR15 was appropriated by
PriceWaterhouse Coopers, future Twitter releases will have to find a proprietary name which
can be used. In all social media work, GAR should work with PreventionWeb, UNISDR and
other UN organisations to enlist their aid in promulgating GAR’s social media material.

5.5

Media tactics and coverage

As stated above, the information that the GARs contain is valuable and valued. It is also
newsworthy, if it is presented in the right way. The problem is that the newsworthy material is
buried in the text of the report, and a communications professional is needed to extract those
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messages and make them media friendly. If the intention is to give the GAR a wider media
profile, then resources must be devoted to that objective. Writing press releases will not be
enough: much greater efforts are needed to develop high-impact messages, build a media
campaign, and engage the global media in the outputs of the GAR. The existing level of
press coverage for the GARs is very low. Much more interest could be generated with a
more engaged press campaign.
Figure 6: Media tactics for each GAR launch
GAR09 had a media launch in Bahrain, with the BBC and others broadcasting live. This launch
had a complete package, including press release, a 10-minute trailer video (arguably too long,
considering the average length of a YouTube video is under 3 minutes) and press kit, all
available in various languages. GAR11 had little publicity preparation apart from a launch
announcement. GAR13 had a concerted effort to engage the media, with a communications
professional contracted for the publicity work. This included media briefings and tailored press
kits for the launch, plus an infographic. Various op-eds were also drafted, but it is unclear if
these were used. GAR13 launched with a series of interview videos from Andrew Maskrey,
Margareta Wahlstrom, Paul Clements-Hunt (The Blended Capital Group), and Oz Ozturk
(PwC). It is unclear whether these were aimed at the media or other groups. Like the GAR11
video, these were too long for the online consumer (some over 10 minutes) and tried to cover
too much content. A couple of interviewees noted that the main hook for the launch coverage
was Ban Ki-Moon’s attendance at the global launch event of the GAR in New York, but that
this did not guarantee coverage or the right focus. GAR15 had a press release and supporting
fact sheet, containing some detailed data, but because the press release was issued by the
UN Department for Public Information, rather than the UNISDR Communications team, it is
unclear who managed the press interaction.

Using Factiva media monitoring software, it was possible to get a picture of the media
coverage received by each of the GARs. The Factiva data was supplemented by coverage
logs supplied by the GAR team.


A significant proportion of media interest for GAR09 was from the Middle East, due to
the location of the launch, and also from a wide range of other media outlets,
including The Kathmandu Post, The Jakarta Post, Philippine Daily Inquirer and
AllAfrica, as well as The New York Times, BBC and Reuters. This peaked around the
release of the report, but a steady trickle of articles continued into 2010.



GAR11 did not see any significant national-level coverage, although a flurry of
coverage was sparked by a reference to the report in a 2012 New York Times article
on the Arab Spring.



The private sector angle of GAR13 garnered some interest in national-level press and
business media, and the likely use of newswires by communications professionals
contributed to increased coverage. GAR13 gained some coverage in mainstream
global media, such as the Guardian. 35

35

See: http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/poverty-matters/2013/may/20/floods-cyclones-businessgovernments-disaster
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For GAR15, there was much coverage of the costs of disasters, and a focus of
national media attention in India and Vietnam. The link with the Sendai Framework
was made in various articles.

A picture of overall annual media coverage is indicated in Figure 7, showing peaks in GAR
publication years. The particular peaks in 2009 and 2015 likely reflect the significant
investment in media coverage (GAR09) and the indirect stimulus in coverage provided by the
Third World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (GAR15).
Figure 7: Media mentions of the GAR by Year, 1 Jan 09 – 11 Mar 16 36
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Source: OPM team using data from Factiva, 2016.

To summarise then, by using a media consultant to develop a media strategy, and
implement it through a sustained media campaign addressing the major global news outlets,
it is very likely that the newsworthy messages in future GARs would attract greater media
attention. The GAR team should also work closely with UNISDR and the UN media
operations to promulgate the GAR’s media material.

5.6

Dissemination events

The number and nature of events that showcase the GAR across the world is strongly
influenced by the capacity and networks of the UNISDR Regional Offices. This relationship is
particularly significant outside Latin America, where the personal networks of the GAR team
are less strong. Regional Offices organised events around the launch of new GARs in
partnership with a number of institutions, including national governments, research and
technical institutions, intergovernmental organisations and NGOs. They also undertook
dissemination on an ongoing basis. For instance, UNISDR Europe systematically shared the
GAR with national DRR focal points and relevant individuals within the European
The following search term was used: “global assessment report on disaster risk reduction”; inclusion of
additional search terms (such as GAR, Andrew Maskrey, GAR15, GAR13, etc) would have made the search
more comprehensive but could not be conducted due to time constraints.
36
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Commission and Parliament. Both UNISDR Europe and Africa offices mentioned taking the
full printed report to meetings with policymakers, and all shared with universities and other
government institutions upon request. In contrast, from interviewee data the UNISDR
Geneva office, despite a number of all-staff meetings to present on the progress and content
of each GAR, they were not as engaged in information sharing or undertaking dissemination.
When asking interviewees how they became aware of the GAR, the most commonly
referenced events were the UNISDR Global and Regional Platforms. The launch of GAR09
in Bahrain was rarely mentioned by interviewees, because most had not encountered GAR
at that time and, since then, launches have become strongly linked with Global Platforms.
This is sensible given the large, captive audience of conference attendees with a pre-existing
interest in the GAR subject matter. However, the negative consequences of piggybacking a
larger event, according to interviewees, were that the GAR became ‘swallowed’ in the rest of
the conference content, and that Global Platforms do little for extending the reach of the
GAR to new audiences. Some interviewees mentioned that Regional Platforms can be a key
platform for grounding GAR in local contexts and hence facilitating uptake. However this
potential was not fully or systematically realised, possibly because of constraints on the
support from and capacity of the relevant UNISDR Regional Offices. Beyond the platforms,
interviewees complained that other events hosted or coordinated by UNISDR often made
minimal reference to the GAR (for example, the UNISDR STAG conference in January
2016).
According to information from the GAR team, GAR15 was launched in 18 places in 14
countries, plus the European Forum at a cost of $54,000. GAR13 was launched in 19
countries at a cost of $63,000. Such a number of launch events appears questionable at first
sight. However, some of these events have objectives that go beyond those of a report
launch, being working sessions facilitating dialogue with government staff, or presentations
providing opportunities for GAR partners to increase the credibility and visibility of their work
with the GAR team. However, a much more focused series of launches with a strategic view,
clarifying the nature of GAR, its purpose and how it is produced, could strengthen the impact
of such events. From interviews, it seems that launch events were often demand-driven and
depended on the capacity of the regional UNISDR office, and the ability of key GAR team
members to personally attend. The organising entities were diverse (including the national
governments, the UN Resident Coordinator system, a university in Hong Kong, a number of
NGOs, and national technical or research institutions); their audience depended on the aims
and ambition of the organiser.
A cost-benefit analysis should be carried o ut on the policy and practice of the GAR launches,
including consideration of the cost of each launch, the number of people attending, cost of
media and social media campaigns, number of media features resulting, and the increase in
web traffic and social media reach. Consideration should also be given to reducing the
number and cost of launches, and releasing those funds to be spent on media and social
media campaigns around a smaller number of major launches in strategic locations.

5.7

Conclusion

From a communications perspective, there are a number of clear steps that can be taken to
improve the visibility and reach of the GAR, which should lead to greater awareness and
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uptake. In summary, clear strategic decisions need to be made on the communications goals
and objectives of the GAR, and a strategy should be crafted. Then a plan of action for the
future can be developed and budgeted appropriately. The communications plan should be
focused on increased visibility, uptake of research products, and use of GAR information in
policy and national briefs. In order to achieve this goal, a dedicated communications team
needs to be created to promote GAR and UNISDR research into the DDR, academic, policy
and wider communities.
To facilitate the increased visibility of GAR and its influence, the relationship between GAR
and UNISDR should be clarified both internally where necessary, and to the outside
audience, as data from interviews shows this currently is not clear.

5.8











Recommendations
Develop a comprehensive communications strategy and plan for the GAR, and fund
its implementation adequately.
Engage at least one full-time communications professional to work with the GAR
team on a sustained basis, to help create, maintain and increase clarity, build up
audience use, widen the social media profile, increase traffic to the website, stimulate
downloads of papers and reports, build brand awareness, implement a consistent
media strategy, and increase the influence of the GAR reports at government and
policy level.
Review the architecture of the GAR, UNISDR and PreventionWeb websites so that
the GAR is more prominent, the links are clearer and the reports can be accessed
easily.
Focus on reducing the number of messages and simplifying the design, layout and
style of the different formats so that the main points are prominent and navigation is
easier.
Modify the design of the different products so that they accomplish their objectives,
as outlined above. In particular, make the Pocket GAR a primary public awareness
tool, which is much easier to read, and targeted at a general, non-technocrat
audience.
Adapt the logo by removing the boy with the inverted umbrella, but retaining the
inverted A.
Engage specialised professional support to develop media and social media
campaigns. Work more closely with UNISDR in this regard.
Conduct a cost/benefit analysis on each of the previous GAR launches, and use the
information to rationalise the number of future launches, ensuring effort is
concentrated into a smaller number of major, effective launches.
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6

Process

This section will discuss the processes and systems around GAR production, including
governance arrangements, partnerships with different GAR collaborators and resourcing.
Overall, the processes related to the production of the GAR reports are at times informal and
often unstructured. There is a lack of written documentation, for example covering objectives,
systems and procedures, strategic plans, records of events or minutes of meetings. The
GAR team has provided written explanations of several processes as part of this evaluation,
but these often had to be generated specifically for the evaluation; in many cases relevant
documentation of systems and processes was not already available. Processes also seem to
have changed and evolved over the course of producing the four reports – which is
understandable, and positive. A diagram showing an overview of the current process for
report development can be found in Annex D.

6.1

Governance arrangements

Formally, the responsibility and accountability for the production of the GARs has been
delegated by the UN Secretary General to the Special Representative of the Secretary
General for Disaster Risk Reduction (SRSG). Between 2009 and 2015 this position was filled
by Margareta Wahlstrom, who was therefore responsible for giving final approval of the
content, and authorising printing, launch and distribution of the reports.
Oversight and guidance for GAR09 was provided by ISDR’s Management Oversight Board
(MOB) which was made up of UN system agency heads, mainly at the Assistant Secretary
General level, including from UNDP, WMP, UNEP and OCHA. The World Bank and IFRC
were also represented. However, from GAR11 onwards, an Advisory Board (AB) was set up
to guide the GAR process. The SRSG selected and invited its members. Overall
membership aimed to reflect geographical spread, including from Small Island Developing
States (SIDS), and to include individuals from international agencies who were GAR
partners, for example World Bank, UNDP and WMO, as well as academic organisations
(IIED, CRED, FLACSO, CIESAS). There were some changes to membership, determined by
the SRSG, in order to include specific areas of expertise, for example on insurance and
private sector perspectives for GAR13, or to rotate out members who had not been able to
make a significant contribution to discussions. However, there was broad continuity – of the
original 18 members for GAR11, ten remained by GAR15.
The AB was consulted three times for each GAR, firstly by teleconference to discuss the
concept paper, secondly to discuss the chapter outline, also by teleconference, and thirdly,
to discuss the second order draft of the GAR for final revisions before submission to the
SRSG for approval and sign off. This third stage was a two-day face-to-face meeting in
Geneva for GAR11 and GAR13, and a series of teleconferences for GAR15.
Review of the Advisory Board membership for all four GARs shows that the members
represented a broad spread of thematic and regional expertise. SIDS were represented,
albeit not strongly, there was gender balance, and all regions were represented in the AB for
most GARs. However, the region that was most represented was Europe, and representation
from Africa was weakest. In the future, the AB should have preferably more than one
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representative based in each region. Membership size decreased from 18 for GARs 11 to 14
for both GAR13 and GAR15, and in order to keep the discussions and meetings
manageable, the Board should stay around this size. Across the three reports, there was a
bias towards including individuals from research institutions or think-tanks, as opposed to
international agencies, at an average ratio of approximately twice as many from the former
as from the latter. This ratio is surprising, given that the GAR’s primary audience is currently
defined as senior government officials. The profiles of members match the current required
inputs of the AB, which are limited to content. The SRSG should consider redressing the
balance so that more individuals with direct policymaking or policy influencing experience are
included in future. Also the Board should have the opportunity to contribute to wider aspects
of the GAR than just report content, for example: planning launches, spin-off initiatives and
dissemination. For this reason, it would also be advisable to have someone with
communications expertise on the AB.
The Evaluation team interviewed a number of AB members, and also collected views on the
efficacy of the Board from other stakeholders. Board members typically described the group
as comprising good, high calibre professionals with diverse perspectives, and the meetings
as containing stimulating and very open discussions. Several members felt sure that the
Board had had a discernible impact on the GAR and were able to give solid examples. A few
interviewees expressed a desire for the Board to diversify more in terms of incorporating
fewer DRR academics, creating space for other professional skillsets, as recommended
above. Interviewees stated that Board meetings tended to be well attended, although some
members struggled to find time to be as committed as necessary. This is not surprising, as
members are reimbursed for their travel expenses but are not paid for their time. Ideally,
budget should be set aside to reimburse AB members for their time in order to widen the
potential membership pool, strengthen commitment, and likely increase the level of inputs
which could be expected from AB members.

6.2

Partnerships

A review of the acknowledgements section of each of the GARs details an impressively long
list of institutions and individuals who have collaborated in the production of each of the
reports – see table 7 below:
Table 7: Contributors to each GAR
Number for GAR 2009

Number for GAR 2011

Number for GAR 2013

Number for GAR 2015

Financial resources: 8
institutions
In-kind: not provided

Financial resources: 5
institutions
In-kind: 6 institutions

Collaborating institutions:
40

Collaborating institutions:
25

Financial resources: 5
institutions
In-kind resources:
30institutions
Collaborating
institutions: 33

Financial resources: 4
institutions
In-kind resources:
33institutions
Collaborating institutions:
33

Contributing authors: 26

Contributing authors: 109

Contributors and
authors: 188

Contributors and authors:
185
Input papers: 186 (with
some overlap or
duplication of authors)
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As can be seen from the table, the GAR has continued to engaged more collaborators over
time. Ideally, whole organisations rather than just individuals would be drawn into
collaboration, as this can lead to multiple other advantages, for example added publicity for
the GAR, widened readership, or opportunities for piggybacking other events or research.
Listing an organisation or individual as a ‘collaborator’ on ‘contributor’ in an
acknowledgements section of a report cannot be taken as a robust indicator of partnership,
as it offers no measure of how meaningful or extensive the partnership actually was.
However, qualitative evidence from interviews supports the idea that building partnerships
were a particular strength of the GAR and the research / writing / reviewing process drew in
a large number of collaborators, often from different DRR related disciplines. Several
interviewees praised the GAR team for being able to create networks of academics and bring
diverse groupings of researchers together behind one initiative. It should be noted that in
creating research partnerships over the longer-term, where the same individuals often
contribute in different ways to multiple reports, the GAR differs from other global DRR
publications, which can be classed more as one-off collaborations. Researchers are
incentivised to participate in the GAR for a number of reasons, mainly self-promotion of their
work and ideas, as well as gaining access to good DRR contacts. One individual specifically
talked about how her organisation strategically targeted the GAR team as a way of
publicising their own niche perspective on DRR.
However, some interviewees viewed the GAR as less inclusive and called for more attention
to be paid to building partnerships with other, non-academic groups, for example the Science
and Technology Advisory Group and the new ISDR Science and Technology Partnerships.
The GAR team made efforts to engage with wider UNISDR staff, mainly through regular
updates in the senior management group, briefings in all-staff meetings and email
communication to regional offices at multiple points during the production of each GAR.
However, this strategy was clearly not effective, as UNISDR’s lack of meaningful
engagement with the GAR was a strong theme emerging from interviews. This is a critical
partnership which needs strengthening in the future.
Interviewees also mentioned other organisations and platforms with which they felt the GAR
would benefit from pursuing stronger relations, including climate change knowledge
networks, the World Bank, NGOs and civil society groups, and the International Federation
of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, particularly given their role in producing the World
Disasters Report. The Evaluation team also noted that bi-lateral development agencies
working on DRR are currently not strong contributors to the GAR (for example, DFID and
GIZ).
It is striking, from interviews, that partnerships and processes related to the GAR are highly
personalised. Almost all those interviewed had been drawn into working on or using the
GAR through personal contact with a few GAR team members (see section 5.2). These key,
pivotal individuals are clearly the driving force behind the GAR, and are highly respected for
their work. All the writing is done by them, drawing on a selection of background papers
authored by others, and partnerships are clearly initiated, maintained and possibly
dependent on them. The GAR benefits from the involvement of these individuals, but it is a
high-risk strategy to have a UN flagship report dependent upon a very small group. Any staff
turnover of the core team would be very disruptive for future GARs. This concern was also
expressed by some interviewees, who stated that over-reliance on two individuals presented
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a sustainability risk, and that it affected inclusivity. The GAR core team should be increased,
possibly with a rotation of different UNISDR staff, and in particular the burden of writing the
report should be more widely shared within the Risk Knowledge Section.

6.3

Resourcing

The budget and staffing for the GAR remained relatively constant over the course of the four
reports. Analysing the budget for the GAR is complicated by the high number of contributing
donors, and the considerable amount of in-kind donations made by organisations such as
PwC and Florida International University. However, the GAR team estimates the amount
spent on each GAR was approximately $4.3 million, not including in-kind donations. The vast
majority of these resources were raised from donors or partner contributions, including major
grants from the European Commission.
The GAR is a unique initiative, wider than just the production of four reports, and so it is
difficult to find a comparator against which to assess the size of the budget. The best
comparative information available to the Evaluation team is the budget of a major 5-year
research and policy engagement programme commissioned by DFID and implemented by
OPM, in collaboration with several academic partners. The budget for the first year of this
programme was approximately $1.9 million, slightly under the annual estimated budget of the
GAR, and was expected to produce approximately 20 working papers, two international
conferences and six to eight workshops. This budget seems to be roughly comparable to the
production of a GAR report, which would only focus on policy research. However, the GAR
also supports the development of complex risk modelling exercises, country level data
collection and primary research that goes beyond the commissioning of desk studies. This
could only be achieved with the support of in-kind contributions from GAR partners.
There has been a steady reduction in the number of organisations contributing financial
resources to the GAR (according to the acknowledgments sections of the reports), from eight
different institutions for GAR09 down to just three in GAR15. UNISDR’s total contribution of
non-earmarked resources is estimated by the GAR team to be less than 10% of the total. Inkind contributions have been increased by up to 13 different organisations for GAR15, this is
a disappointing trend, as direct financial contributions are normally preferable to in-kind
contributions. The GAR team needs to increase the share of non-earmarked funding it
receives, so that they can make more strategic decisions about partners and activities, rather
than being tied to particular in-kind donations.
Throughout the period the core GAR team has consisted of two people, neither of whom are
full-time (Andrew Maskrey had senior management responsibilities in UNISDR, and both
Andrew and Bina Desai worked on the R!SE initiative). The core team has been assisted by
a number of other staff from the Risk Knowledge Section of UNISDR, up to a peak of nine
individuals for GAR15. However, all of these staff members had other responsibilities as well
as their involvement in the GAR. Staff from regional UNISDR offices also supported different
aspects of the GAR process, including HFA monitoring, and organising workshops and
launches.
Many interviewees mentioned budget as a key constraint, despite it not being a specific line
of questioning. There is a strong awareness amongst contributors (although not necessarily
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amongst users) that the GAR team is small, and a perception among most that the budget is
constrained. Sometimes interviewees would make a recommendation for an improvement or
expansion, but would then note that budget constraints would prevent this. Many people
commended the team for their success in getting pro-bono contributions; this has likely been
as a result of the extensive personal connections of the core team. However, relying on
personal connections and ‘calling in favours’ is a risky strategy, as it may inhibit strategic
planning and partnerships, and may also have an impact on quality.
A few interviewees mentioned that timescales are problematic. This was noted in relation to
external matters (for example fitting in with other key meetings and international documents
or frameworks, such as the Sendai Framework). Some individuals felt that a biennial
publication schedule was simply too demanding, and there was not enough time in between
each GAR to produce the next one to the required standard. Some interviewees perceived
an additional internal problem with time management, noting that deadlines were often
missed and that processes were often rushed. This impacted on perceptions of quality.

6.4

Conclusion

The Evaluation team’s view is that appropriate processes are largely in place, but these are
often not written down, and the lack of documentation leads to a perceived ‘randomness’
amongst contributors and users of the GAR. For example, one interviewee stated that “the
process is a black box”. On the one hand this informality can lead to positive elements, such
as dynamism, responsiveness and the ability to change quickly. However, it also has
negative implications, for example contributors who were interviewed demonstrated a lack of
understanding around who gets involved in the GAR, who does what, when and how. This
has potentially impacted on perceptions of quality.
Governance arrangements are judged to have been adequate from GAR11 onwards, with a
high-level Advisory Board making meaningful contributions to the development of the
reports. However, the Advisory Board could be strengthened in future by ensuring balanced
regional representation (for example, fewer members based in Europe and more based in
Africa), and by including fewer academics and more individuals from international agencies,
and with policy experience. The AB could contribute to wider discussions beyond those
which are content related. Ideally the AB would be paid for their time, which would potentially
improve commitment, input, and range of membership.
Building partnerships has been a particular strength of the GAR, and this should continue in
the future, as it is a key way in which people are drawn into contributing to, reading, using
and sharing the reports. Given that several interviewees requested greater inclusivity, the
GAR team are advised to conduct a review of their partnership. This should particularly be in
relation to other UN, multi-lateral and bi-lateral agencies, to ensure there is an appropriate
spread, and to devise strategies for reaching out to engage other key DRR actors
undertaking similar work.
The budget seems limited for the scale of activities. The team have been very successful in
securing pro-bono contributions, which has allowed them to produce a report with such
characteristics as have been noted. However, attention should be paid to how to shift the
trend for increasing in-kind contributions to increasing earmarked core funding, which would
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leave the team more able to act strategically. The core team is very small given the level of
their operations, with just two core staff, neither of whom works exclusively on the GAR, plus
four additional team members who support the data generation and production work.
Operations are highly personalised. Ideally, more staff would be recruited to share the
workload, particularly in relation to writing the reports, which could broaden the networks and
reach of the GAR. This would reduce the risk of having the GAR dependent on a limited
number of individuals.

6.5

Recommendations



Systematically improve the documentation of key processes and systems and, where
appropriate, ensure these are publicly available – for example in relation to the peer
review process.



Revise membership of the Advisory Board to ensure geographical balance and a
wider skillset, incorporating more people from international agencies, UNISDR or
other UN agencies, communications specialists or other people with backgrounds in
policymaking. Broaden the remit of the Board so that it is wider than just content
input. Ensure that individuals are paid for their time.



Conduct a review of partnerships, scanning for a suitable spread of contribution, and
devise strategies for plugging any gaps in relationships with key DRR international
actors. Where possible focus on building up collaborations with whole organisations,
rather than just individuals based within organisations. Consider targeting certain
organisations (for example IFRC, World Bank and DFID), and aim to include more
UNISDR personnel (for example from the STAG).



Aim to secure more direct non-earmarked financial contributions so that it is easier to
plan and operate strategically, rather than being driven by in-kind donations.



Broaden the core team working on the GAR, and engage in sustainability planning.
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Future

7

In the previous sections of this report, we have presented in detail the Evaluation team’s
assessment of the ways in which the GAR report (and other related work) has had an
impact, an assessment of its quality, and our reflections and feedback around the process to
produce the report, including a specific section on communications. Each of these sections
contains detailed recommendations related to the production of future GARs, and the team
are advised to implement them. However, there is a need, particularly given the changed
international DRR architecture from 2015 onwards, to discuss on a more fundamental level
whether a GAR is still relevant and necessary, and exactly what format it should take.
Should there be a GAR in the future?
After eight years of work from 2007 to 2015, there is clear evidence that the GAR team has
been successful in achieving the impact that they had in mind, in relation the Theory of
Change developed with the GAR team and briefly introduced in section 3.1. Parallel to the
impact that the GAR team’s work has had during the period 2007-2015, there have been
other global changes, which are fundamentally important when answering the question of
whether the GAR should continue:
-

Global disaster risk is predicted to rise further in the context of climate change. It is
therefore appropriate for UNISDR’s attention to be on providing knowledge outputs to
improve global disaster risk reduction.

-

The signature of the Sendai Framework for DRR started a new phase for the
international community in terms of DRR, and there is also a strong link with other
development agendas. These lead to different inputs needed from the GAR team.

-

There has been a growth in the number of research reports and initiatives related to
DRR (see context section). DRR knowledge has therefore become an increasingly
crowded space, where resources have to compete for visibility and attention.

-

There is a change in the way people access and use information. This is both in
terms of social media and increased connectivity, and in the ways data is presented,
analysed and shared. In particular, people now expect more knowledge and
information to be provided in regular updates, ‘bite-sized’ packages of information
and to have access to real-time data.

-

There is a rising demand for risk information, which provides ample opportunity for
the GAR team’s work to keep expanding.

-

The GAR team’s network has been created and strengthened. Each new GAR
acknowledges the inclusion of new contributors, which shows that the ‘GAR
community’ continues to grow.

-

A ‘GAR brand’ has been created, and the reports are widely regarded as a reputable
source of information.
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For these reasons, we think that at this stage there is a sound case for continuing to produce
a Global Assessment Report, but that the format of the reports, and the explicit objective of
the team should be significantly changed, ready for a next phase.
Ultimately, the GAR is much more than a series of reports. It is a collection of initiatives,
which are linked – sometimes loosely – to the production of a biennial publication. Even
though the GAR began with the idea of being a biennial publication, it has evolved into a
research initiative.
We see the new GAR as this ‘broad research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative’,
which will continue to support the creation and dissemination of knowledge, serving as a
bridge between research and the needs of policy makers, through facilitating a dialogue amid
academia, government and the DRR community. The current GAR is both a product – in the
form of a biennial report – and a process of evidence generation and policy engagement.
In practice, the GAR is not just a knowledge product, but a process of ongoing evidence
generation and policy engagement. We think that UNISDR and the GAR team would benefit
from acknowledging this, and explicitly presenting themselves as such.
What does it mean for the future?
The GAR is now well positioned to take advantage of the new opportunities, and to address
the challenges posed by the ‘new world’ described above, within a redefined ‘broad
research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative’. In order to support this, the Evaluation
team recommends that in the future the activities of the GAR team are focused on the
following:
1) As a research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative, the GAR team would
continue to work in the production of research papers and policy briefs together with
researchers; a stream of DRR research and policy advocacy tools; providing critical
information and key messages for UNISDR’s policy engagement; and engaging in
education programmes which would support the transfer of the knowledge being
created. This would help in two complementary ways: first, by better engaging with
the academics in an initiative that would take into account their incentives, 37 and
second, by ensuring that the knowledge generated by the GAR is better used and
disseminated.
2) Large report publication timed with SF monitoring. The main output would be a
report published every two years with the monitoring of Sendai Framework for DRR,
which would specifically talk to governments and policymakers. This would be the
new style Global Assessment Report, and would contain the monitoring information,
selected case studies and some very high level analysis, presented with
policymakers in mind. The Pocket GAR should continue to be produced alongside the
main report, bearing in mind the recommendations made in section 5.8. This would
37

As previously mentioned, the GAR substantively relies on pro-bono contributions of academics. We have
questioned the sustainability of this approach. By developing an approach that takes into account the incentives
of academics (for instance, for publishing in peer reviewed journals), the GAR team would ensure long term
involvement of researchers. This could be for instance through a partnership with one or a few universities, and/or
by searching for ways to publish the background research produced (and which has been produced in the past) in
journal specialized issues.
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ensure that the GAR plays a key role in the SF, and would have a direct mechanism
for influencing governments. If resources allow, regional versions of the GAR should
be produced, as evidence showed that having a locally tailored product improved the
visibility and attention paid to the GAR in that region.
3) Global risk modelling and disaster loss accounting. The GAR team should
continue their work in this area, and also in providing related open access to all
countries.
4) Shorter ‘spotlight’ reports. In addition, the team should produce shorter ‘spotlight’
reports focusing on particular thematic issues that relate closely to the information in
the main GAR. These would be produced every four to six months and be very clearly
targeted at the DRR community, and as such should include more technical
information. These reports would give DRR specialists the information and evidence
they need to press for improved policy and practice.
5) Spin-off initiatives. The GAR team should continue to provide the space for
potential spin-off initiatives to develop. In the past, this has allowed for new
approaches to be created that have facilitated the implementation of the ideas
promoted by the GAR team within and beyond UNISDR.
A GAR research, advocacy and policy engagement programme should be established and
clearly branded in relation to the other GAR outputs (the main report, the Pocket GAR and
the GAR spotlight reports). This would allow the team to continue investing in the generation
of risk data (which could be a specific research workstream) and other thematic research,
which would be authored by the researchers themselves and published as ‘GAR research
papers’. This could also be summarised by the GAR team into spotlight reports. This would
create a steady flow of easily navigable, quality research being published and would save
the GAR team the considerable effort of synthesising diverse papers into one mega-report.
Ideally, the research programme would be run in conjunction with a collection of reputable
universities and would serve as an incentive for academics to continue to participate and
partner with the GAR team. Selected flagship outputs from the GAR Research Programme
should be specifically published as regular special editions of DRR journals. This would lead
to higher impact and reach within the academic community, and (if clearly branded as
research linked to the GAR) would raise the reputation of the main report and spotlight
reports. If the GAR team accepts this strategy for the future, it will allow them to produce
outputs specifically tailored to the information needs of governments, DRR practitioners and
academics, rather than expecting one publication to meet diverse needs and concerns. The
Evaluation team therefore believes that these three groups should be the target audiences of
the GAR in future. Other audiences – for example businesses or sectoral experts – could be
specifically targeted by communications campaigns, if a spotlight report focused on that
niche area.
In order to successfully implement this strategy, it is important to highlight that both UNISDR
and GAR strategies should be more closely aligned. The evaluation provided evidence of
limited use of the GAR within UNISDR, but it was beyond the scope of this study to also
investigate the historical and political reasons for the isolation of the team and their outputs
from the wider work of the organisation in which they are embedded. In terms of future
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partnerships required for the GAR, fostering a more collaborative, mutually reinforcing
collaboration within UNISDR is the Evaluation team’s primary recommendation. Senior
management attention should be targeted to strategizing for this outcome.
This suggested strategy will also only be successful if it is accompanied by a more robust
and well-resourced communications function and a strategic policy engagement plan than
has been in place for previous GARs. The Communications section of this report notes that
work in this area has been weak and unstrategic. However, the above strategy centres on
the production and dissemination of diverse outputs to difference audiences. Targeted
dissemination, social media and media campaigns are therefore all necessary for the new
outputs to lead to the desired impact.
Finally, the figure below is an initial draft Theory of Change for the new GAR strategy
proposed above. This is provided by the Evaluation team – not as a finished product, but as
a starting point for discussion amongst the UNISDR team who, through discussion and
reflection, should work together to finalise the theory as the starting point for a new strategy.
In particular, it would be advisable to add some assumptions and the underlying problems
that the GAR is seeking to address.
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Figure 8: Possible New Theory of Change for GAR in the Future
IMPACT
Disaster risk is reduced as a result of implementation of policy and practice addressing risk drivers
at the national and international level.

FINAL OUTCOME
Governments, the UN and other IOs take action to incorporate DRR into evidence-based
policy, planning and decision-making
Actors develop fully risk-sensitive policy and strategy, and establish systems and processes to
enable implementation.

INTERMEDIATE
OUTCOME
Governments
understand what change
is needed and why, what
it involves, and they are
motivated to allocate
resources to undertake
this change.

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME
DRR practitioners and
technical experts working in
international and national
organisations are given the
information and evidence
that they need to lobby
governments for improved
policymaking, and to make
changes to their own DRR
programming and practice.

INTERMEDIATE
OUTCOME

INTERMEDIATE
OUTCOME

Researchers and
academics are enabled
to produce quality DRR
research and are given
a global platform for
dissemination.

New approaches are
created that facilitate
the implementation of
the ideas promoted by
the GAR team within
and beyond UNISDR.

OUTPUT

OUTPUT

OUTPUT

OUTPUT

Global Assessment
Reports containing
SFDRR monitoring
information and review
are produced, publicised
and disseminated to
national governments.

GAR Spotlight reports
containing thematic analysis
are produced using research
from the GAR Research
Programme and are
disseminated to the DRR
community.

GAR Research papers
are produced and
published online or in
special edition
journals.

New spin-off initiatives
are developed.

ACTIVITIES

ACTIVITIES

Global risk modelling
and disaster loss
accounting, data
collection in connection
with SF.

Series of GAR
Spotlight reports
researched and
written.

ACTIVITIES
Development of a GAR
Research Programme,
commissioning and QA of
research, collaboration with
research institutes,
workshops, conferences.

ACTIVITIES
Providing space for the
development of spin-off
activities.
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Annex A
A.1

Methodology and Rigour

Description of the methodology

This section sets out the approach taken by the Evaluation team over the six month duration
of the project.
The evaluation had the following four elements:
1. Design of the Theory of Change
2. Interviews, thematic coding and qualitative analysis of interview data
3. Uptake analysis
4. Communications review

Design of the Theory of Change
The evaluation questions – specified in the ToR, but subsequently reduced in number and
ranked in terms of priority by the GAR team – were one of two inputs to the design of the
data collection and analysis phase. The second input was the Theory of Change (ToC),
whose production was a key component of the inception phase (described fully in the
inception report). The ToC served the following main purposes:






Contributing to a conceptual framework for the evaluation, in combination with
the evaluation questions. The ToC helped to clarify the outcomes that were being
assessed, the flow of events that was anticipated to lead to the outcomes, and the
assumptions upon which the process and the outcomes depended.
Clarifying process elements of the evaluation. There were few formal programme
documents available for the evaluation, which would have set out clearly what the
GAR had intended to achieve, and would have acted as a reference to the evaluation
findings. The construction of the ToC with close input from the GAR team provided a
means for retrospectively clarifying these elements.
Supporting future strategy and programming. The ToC itself, and the
methodology it employs, is an input to thinking about the future of the GAR.

Interviews, thematic coding and qualitative analysis of interview data
The primary method of data collection was interviewing key informants. 20 initial interviews
were undertaken in the inception phase, to inform the Theory of Change and also to test the
early design of the semi-structured interview framework. The remainder (54) were
undertaken subsequent to the completion of the inception phase.
A classification scheme was established as a means of ensuring that an appropriate breadth
of viewpoints was represented. The category chosen for classification was professional
grouping, as it was expected – and initial interviews confirmed– that profession would be an
important factor influencing individuals’ usage of the GAR. Table 8 below presents the
categories.
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Table 8: Interview breakdown per professional group
Name of group

Number of interviews

1. GAR team

5

2. UNISDR (excluding GAR team)

14

3. GAR Advisory Board

7

4. Private sector

6

5. Government & embassies

11

6. International organisation

6

7. Academia

13

8. NGO

2

9. Other
Includes independent consultants and policy think-tanks

10

The first few interviews were strongly dominated by ‘insiders’, 38 with few perspectives from
‘outsiders’ in the target audience. Given that their proximity to the GAR might influence their
perception of its wider impact, ‘insider’ perspectives needed to be supplemented. A
‘snowballing’ strategy 39 was adopted (as described in the inception report) which helped to
identify ‘outsiders’ including hard-to-target groups such as government, thought leaders and
influencers and bellwethers. 40
The next step was to code the qualitative interview data. Coding was envisaged as a step
prior to data analysis: its function was to re-present the data to facilitate subsequent
interpretation. A coding framework was devised based on the evaluation and interview
questions and applied to the interview data using Microsoft Excel (see A.4).
Finally, the coded data was analysed. This involved going through each code and identifying
key themes and messages. While certain responses could be assessed quantitatively (ie:
counting the number of times a certain response was given), in most cases a qualitative
judgment was needed, relating to both the nature of the relevant themes, and what
statements could be clustered within them. Outlier statements were also noted and taken

38

Individuals who played a role in the production or dissemination of the GAR
Snowball sampling is a technique for gathering research subjects through the identification of an initial subject
who is used to provide the names of other actors. It is particularly useful in complex evaluation settings where
there is a wide potential spread of ‘information-rich’ informants.
40 These are people who are well informed about and/or influential in the topic being evaluated (ie: DRR), but who
are not connected to in a formal way to the item being evaluated (ie: GAR).
39
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into account in the subsequent process of refining and interpreting the themes. The final
iteration of the qualitative analysis is presented in this report.

Uptake analysis
The purpose of the uptake analysis was to provide greater quantitative detail on the aspects
of the interview data relating to impact. The analysis is divided into three main components:
academic outreach, key word search and a category breakdown analysis.
The first step in the uptake analysis was based on a Google Scholar search of the “Global
Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction” in order to explore the overall reach of the
report mainly within academic publications. The number of search results related to the GAR
were interpreted as number of citations. These numbers were then taken as a proxy for
academic readership. The search was also conducted by year, in order to see how the
readership has changed since 2009.
Furthermore, in order to get a better approximation of the degree of reach and scale of the
GAR among the academic community, the Google Scholar search was extended to other
comparable but not equivalent publications: 41 the World Disasters Report (WDR) and the
World Risk Report (WRR). The Evaluation team also decided to include the academic
publication At Risk: Natural hazards, people's vulnerability and disasters (Blaikie et al 2004),
in order to obtain a parameter to analyse the extent into which the GAR is becoming an
established academic publication.
The uptake analysis also presented an analysis of the reach of the GAR. This was
developed using PreventionWeb search engine, a participatory disaster risk reduction
community platform which presents several sources such as United Nations databases, nongovernmental organisations, research and academic sources, governments, and private
sector sources, among others. A key word search referring to the GAR branding was
developed, in order to explore the scope of reach of the GAR. The key words are:
 GAR09; GAR11; GAR13; GAR15;
 GAR2009; GAR2011; GAR2013; GAR2015;
 “Andrew Maskrey”
The analysis then divided the GAR search results into different categories, such as the
geographical origin of the documents citing the report. The categories used are limited to
PreventionWeb’s own filters.
The ‘rate your GAR’ survey results on the PreventionWeb homepage were also used as a
means to illustrate how the GAR is perceived by its users.

Communications review
The purpose of the communications review was to provide a focused evaluation of the
communications activities associated with the GAR, from the perspective of a
communications expert.

41

Given the nature of the GAR, the Evaluation team could not find any equivalent publication, but it did find
comparable publications in terms of field of research and publication’s age, which help to build some context to
the citation search.
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The data used for the review was either gathered through information or identified through a
reviews of documents, most of which were provided by the GAR team and the UNISDR
Communications Team. The communications expert reviewed the materials provided to
assess where additional data and materials would be useful, and requested any additions
from the relevant sources. In terms of interviews, the communications expert attended some
of the general interviewees where perspectives were thought to be relevant, and set up
additional interviewees with key communications resources. She also reviewed the co ding
framework to ensure it would adequately capture communications-relevant information.
The main limitation of this approach was the inability to access key information sources
which would have strengthened the evaluation. The evaluation team did not have direct
access to platforms and systems (eg: analytics for the website, social media and the
application, and the media monitoring platform) and hence relied on UNISDR staff to identify
what was relevant to the evaluation and to pass that information on.

A.2

Process Tracing

The inception report envisaged the application of the Process Tracing methodology in this
evaluation. However, the nature of the data that was collected meant that this was in fact not
a suitable approach, and that thematic coding would be preferable. The main reasons are as
follows.


Process Tracing presumes an ability to identify a specific outcome, and provides a
detailed methodology for hypothesising, testing and ranking the possible causal
chains of events that led to this outcome. In this evaluation, it proved very difficult to
gather sufficient evidence to confirm the occurrence of a well-defined outcome.
Triangulation and attribution both posed significant challenges. Hence, an approach
that imposed less strict requirements for data validity, and which allowed for analysis
of narrative and anecdotal data, was thought more appropriate.



An important quality of Process Tracing is the rigorous framework it provides for
exploring counter-factual situations. The context of this evaluation – the complex
political and institutional dynamics associated with DRR at a global scale, and the
sheer number of possible causal mechanisms – meant that that ensuring rigour in the
identification of a counter-factual would be very difficult.



One of the main purposes for Process Tracing is to gather evidence that can prove or
disprove an original ToC. In this evaluation, this purpose was of less significance
given the lack of strong evidence available to corroborate the ToC. The lack of
information about the intended chain of events meant that a comparison with actual
events was unhelpful, and not possible to conduct in a rigorous manner. Hence, an
approach which focused less on this comparative angle was sought out.

A.3

Methodological rigour

The key principles of rigour were set out in the inception report. The main strategies taken to
respect these principles are described below.


Credibility: peer review, reflexivity and triangulation
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A key principle for ensuring rigour in the interview process was to have two members of the
Evaluation team present in each interview. One person led the interview, while also taking
notes, and the other person was solely focused on note-taking. The two documents were
reviewed by the interviewer, and any remaining gaps or inconsistencies were either clarified
via email with the interviewee or discussed in the analysis. The two-interviewee principle was
not applied in nine interviews, which were treated as special cases. 42
The interview questions were tested and refined firstly through discussions among the
Evaluation team, and secondly following piloting in three Skype interviews conducted during
the inception phase.
The coding framework was produced collaboratively, with the input of all members of the
Evaluation team including the two methodological experts. The framework was tested
through the following method: two members of the Evaluation team coded the same set of
interview notes, shared their notes, identified discrepancies in their coding approach, and
then discussed how to refine the coding framework to minimise such discrepancies in the
future.
A systematic effort was made to triangulate claims wherever possible. Triangulation was
pursued through identification of relevant sources through snowball sampling and desk
review of documentation. As discussed above, the difficulty of triangulating information was a
major reason for the decision not to use Process Tracing, and instead to adopt an analytical
approach which could deal with – yet be explicit about – this challenge.


Confirmability: systematic coding and data reduction

This methodology section describes any instances which marked a departure from the
approach described in detail in the inception report.
The semi-structured interview approach allowed valuable flexibility in the process, for
instance when following up on answers or tailoring questions. In such an approach, efforts to
be systematic (ie asking pre-determined questions) are necessarily balanced with an
authority given to the interviewer to exercise her professional judgement. To maximise
rigour, additional questions asked were added to the interview protocol.
To minimise discrepancies in interpreting the coding framework, two individuals (who had
been involved in producing and testing the framework) conducted all of the coding.
Meetings and phone calls with the two evaluation experts occurred on at least ten occasions,
including the drafting of the Theory of Change, the drafting of interview questions and the
coding framework, application of the coding framework, and making the decision not to use
Process Tracing.


Dependability and transferability: verification of interview notes, thick
description of context and settings

For the following reasons: initial interviews to ‘test’ the interview framework; short, focused interviews relating
solely to case study topics; interviews conducted in Spanish (two members of the evaluation team spoke Spanish
but one was unavailable for a three-week period).
42
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Interview notes were entered into an identical template and stored in a Dropbox folder
accessible only to the Evaluation team. The notes were reviewed according to the protocol
described above and in the inception report.
As recognised in the inception report, the evaluation is heavily context dependent and as
such, it was difficult to consistently apply formal precepts of methodological rigour. Every
effort has been made to acknowledge instances where rigour may be lacking, for instance,
by either not including claims that could not be triangulated, or by stating clearly that this was
the case. Further, the evaluation team were selected on the basis of their expertise – both on
the topic of DRR and on methodological aspects – and this stipulation provided a guard
against lack of rigour.

A.4

Coding Framework

The purpose of coding qualitative data sources is to make analysis and writing up of themes
much easier when working across multiple sources, in which relevant information may be
dispersed through the textual narratives. It can be seen as the first step in analysis.
The main coding themes correspond to the four areas of the evaluation.
The codes are structured into four themes: impact, quality, process and future, and specific
codes were allocated for sub-themes.
The initial draft of the codes was developed based on the evaluation questions, and then
revised to take into account the interview questions. There might be more than one code per
question, or more than one question cited per code. This is an attempt to make the coding
framework align with the types of answers emerging from the interview data – interviewees
didn’t necessarily respond or stick to the categories of the evaluation questions. The coding
framework is designed to bridge that gap.
P = process
Q = quality
I = impact
F = future
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Table 9: Coding framework
Coding theme

Link to evaluation
questions

Impact –
policy/practice
change

1a Examples of uptake of
findings and
recommendations of the
report in national, regional
and global policy
statements, and in general
of broader awareness
raising and influence on the
practice of DRM

Impact- UN and
UNISDR

1a Examples of the uptake
of findings and
recommendations of the
report in national, regional
and global policy
statements, and in general
of broader awareness
raising and influence on the
practice of DRM
1d The influence on the
work of UNISDR in general
and in informing the
development and design of
programmes and projects
that build on its
recommendations

Impact- Sendai
Framework

1c. The influence of the
GAR on the formulation of
the Sendai Framework

Covering…

Examples of the GAR
contributing to a change in
government or business
strategy, policy, planning
or budgeting; covers
regional and
intergovernmental actions
including the Hyogo
Framework of Action; NGO
and civil society advocacy
and campaigns; also
includes reasons why GAR
did have no or less of an
impact (and that wouldn’t
fit more specifically under
comms/quality/process)

Code to insert
files

I-POLPRAC

Comments on the GAR
influencing UNISDR and
UN system staff
awareness, publications,
events, statements,
programmes, projects

I-UN

Comments on the GAR
impact on the Sendai
Framework ie: in prenegotiation phase (drafts,
meetings), and negotiation
phase; includes influence
on country parties
specifically relating to
Sendai positions and
participation

I-SF
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Impactaudience

Impact- rival
explanations

Impact- uptake
analysis

1e. The profile of the
targeted and actual GAR
readership and users

Degree and nature of use
by the interviewee; identity
of the readership/audience;
motivations and reasons
for appeal (and lack of
appeal); comments on
difference between
intended audience vs
actual audience

I-AUD

[Process Tracing]

Alternative/rival
explanations for the
achievements of the
outcomes in the theory of
change

I-RIVAL

Specific examples of GAR
being referenced, that can
contribute to uptake
analysis; references to
GAR in academic and grey
literature; conferences;
presentations; curricula;
training courses; speeches
etc

I-UPT

Other potentially relevant
comments that do fit
easily/obviously with main
codes

I-OTHER

1a Examples of the uptake
of findings and
recommendations of the
reports, in academic and
scientific literature,
bibliographies and in
general of broader
awareness raising and
influence on the practice of
DRM

Impact - other

Coding theme

Quality- content

Link to evaluation questions

Covering…

1b. The evolution of the
stature and reputation of the
report as a brand and as a
credible and useful source of
evidence
2a. The appropriateness of the
content for different audiences,
including policy makers,
practitioners and researchers
2b. The sequencing of the four
reports, in particular, how the

Comments on the
relevance,
appropriateness and
sequencing of themes;
credibility of findings and
claims; references to
thought leadership,
‘pushing boundaries’,
innovation; reach and
appeal of themes to
different audiences;
distinguishing features

Code to
insert files

Q-CONT
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findings of each report build on
the previous reports
2e. The relevance of the
themes chosen for each of the
four reports with respect to the
Hyogo Framework of Action

Qualityacademic
standard

2a. The appropriateness of the
content for different audiences,
including policymakers,
practitioners and researchers
2c. The scientific credibility of
the hazard and risk models
used and in general of the
quantitative data and
information presented in each
report
2d. The quality of the drafting
of each report, including its
structure, readability and
academic level, the standard
of referencing and bibliography
2f. The depth and breadth of
the literature consulted for
each theme, including its
regional distribution, use of
grey and peer reviewed
literature and the quality of
background papers
3b. The processes used to
generate evidence for the
report, in particular through
generating national disaster
loss data, developing global
risk models, analysing HFA
Progress Reports,
commissioning background
papers and reviewing and
consulting literature and
bibliography
3c. The quality of the report
drafting process, including the
production of concept papers,
chapter outlines, drafts and the
final report

compared to other
reports; suggestions for
future themes

Rating (low, medium,
high) of
academic/methodological
rigour; opinions on
credibility of data,
models, claims;
comments on the
technical level of content;
quality and scope of
bibliography and other
referencing; authority of
arguments

Q-ACAD
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Quality- style
readability,
format,

Qualityoutreach,
dissemination,
media

1f. The quality of the
communications and media
strategy used to disseminate
the key findings and evidence
of GA
2a. The appropriateness of the
content for different audiences,
including policymakers,
practitioners and researchers
2d. The quality of the drafting
of each report, including its
structure, readability and
academic level

1f. The quality of the
communications and media
strategy used to disseminate
the key findings and evidence
of GA
2a. The appropriateness of the
content for different audiences,
including policymakers,
practitioners and researchers
3f. The suitability and quality of
the mechanisms and platforms
for the online dissemination of
the report and its underlying
data, including ease of use
and accessibility, and evidence
of creativity and innovation

Processactions and
activities

Q-FORM

Comments referring to
the dissemination and
outreach and media
engagement of GAR;
launch events,
presentations, coverage

Q-DISS

Other potentially relevant
comments that fit
easily/obviously with
main codes

Quality- other

Coding theme

Rating of readability;
comments referring to
accessibility and appeal;
style (ie: appearance,
presentation, style of
writing), format (ie:
appeal/function of
various report formats)

Link to evaluation questions

Covering…
Description of specific
activities within process
of producing and
disseminating GAR
(excluding peer review
and AB) eg: formal and

Q-OTHER

Code to insert
files

P-ACT
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informal meetings,
conversations between
collaborators, launches

Process–
partnerships
and networks

Process –
quality
assurance, peer
review and
Advisory Board

3a. The kinds of partnerships
used to produce the GAR,
including with international and
UN organisations…and the
level of commitment from
partners to the production and
dissemination of the report
4b. The kinds of partnerships
that should be developed

Comments on the
process of identifying
and collaborating with
partners; rationale for
identifying partners;
nature/role of partners;
influence of partners;
building, co-opting,
strengthening networks
for report production,
dissemination, uptake;
recommendations about
partners; role of future
partners; nature of
collaboration in future

P-PART

3d. The rigour, independence
and management of the peer
review process
3e. The role of the Advisory
Board in providing guidance to
the SRSG and to the GAR
team on the content and
relevance of each report

Comments on the
selection and profile of
PR/AB (geography,
profession, gender..);
actions of PR/AB;
incorporation of PR/AB
comments and
feedback; comments on
future of PR/AB and
quality assurance in
general

P-QA

Other potentially
relevant comments that
fit easily/obviously with
main codes

P-OTHER

Process - other

Coding
theme

Future –
content and
role
regarding SF
implementati
on

Link to evaluation questions

Covering…

4a. The characteristics of a
future global report to support
the implementation of the
Sendai Framework, through to
2030
4c. The linkages to the
monitoring of the Sendai
Framework, particularly to

Comments in response to
questions about the future,
and responses specifically
indicating the future, in relation
to thematic focus and content
of the GAR eg: role in
supporting SFA

Code to
insert files

F-CON
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Future –
communicati
on,
disseminatio
n, format

Future –
education
and training

Future - other

measure progress towards its
global targets

implementation, role in
impacting policy and practice

4a. The characteristics of a
future global report to support
the implementation of the
Sendai Framework, through to
2030, including the most
appropriate periodicity, content
and style
4d. Alternatives for
communicating risk
information and risk
management strategies that
could be integrated into a
future reporting process,
including use of multi-media,
social media, and other
innovative approaches
4f. The format of a future
report, including the balance
between printed and digital
products and its design

Comments in response to
questions about the future,
and responses specifically
indicating the future, in relation
to: frequency of outputs; ‘look
and feel’ of the GAR report;
adjustment of content,
appearance or structure;
languages; formats and tools
to promote and disseminate
the GAR: website, app, Pocket
GAR, other alternative
formats; relevance of each;
remaining role of traditional
printed report format;
Actions to
promote/disseminate the GAR
(eg: social media, events,
media engagement)

4e. The potential for the use of
the material produced for the
GAR for educational and
training purposes

F-COMM

Potential for adaptation
for/incorporation into university
or school courses; training
courses

F-EDU

Other potentially relevant
comments that do fit
easily/obviously with main
codes

F-OTHER
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Annex B

Website analytics

Figure 9: The 20 most-visited pages and top 20 exit pages, PreventionWeb, February 2016
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Figure 10: Google Analytics comparison between PreventionWeb homepage and individual
GAR subsites for 2013 and 2015
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Annex C

Theory of Change
IMPACT

Disaster risk is reduced as a result of implementation of policy and practice addressing risk drivers,
at the national and international level.

Action
FINAL OUTCOME
Governments, businesses, the UN and other IOs take action to incorporate DRR
into evidence-based policy, planning and decision-making
Actors develop fully risk-sensitive policy and strategy, and establish systems and processes to
enable implementation.

Understanding
& Motivation

Knowledge
& Capacity

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME
Governments, businesses and
researchers are committed and willing to
change their approach

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME
Governments, businesses and researchers
have the knowledge and ability to change
their approach

Actors understand why change is needed, what it
involves and are motivated and willing to allocate
resources to undertake this change.

Actors understand the meaning and relevance of
DRR, and are able to link knowledge with policy,
including having the technical and functional capacity
to identify, monitor and address risk drivers.

OUTPUT
Global Assessment Reports are
disseminated and networks generated
Reports and associated tools are disseminated,
and spin-off programmes, networks and partners
emerge among the target audience

ACTIVITIES
Report publication
GAR and associated tools are published in a variety of formats.
Report produced and made accessible
The report is compiled and translated; simplified and digital versions are developed.
Data analysis and development of tools
Monitoring of country progress against the HFA, development of global risk models, metrics,
tools, databases and technical background papers.
Data collection
Information gathered from sources provided by governments and technical inputs papers, as
well as workshops and interviews.
Partners and thematic focus identified
Outreach to partners and potential collaborators (on technical and communications matters),
outreach and engagement with networks, decisions taken on GAR thematic focus.
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Annex D

The GAR Process
ANALYSIS OF RELEVANCE AND IMPACT
OF PREVIOUS GAR, LAUNCHES ETC

CONCEPT
NOTE
THEME
IDENTIFICATION
OF PARTNERS

HFA
MONITORING
NATIONAL
DISASTER
LOSS
ACCOUNTING
GLOBAL RISK
MODELLING

THEMATIC
RESEARCH

REVIEW AND
EDITING OF
BACKGROUND
PAPERS

ENHANCED
CONTENT
APPS &
TANGIBLE
EARTH

ADVISORY
BOARD
Conference call

CHAPTER
OUTLINE

RESEARCH &
DEVELOPMENT

UNISDR STAFF
BRIEFING

ZERO ORDER
DRAFT

FRIENDLY
REVIEW
(Collaborators,
UNISDR staff)

1st ORDER
DRAFT

EXPERT/ PEER
REVIEW

2nd ORDER
DRAFT

3rd ORDER
DRAFT

POCKET GAR & GAR
@ A GLANCE

DEVELOPMENT
OF SPECIAL
ISSUES

FINAL DRAFTS
READY TO PRINT

ADVISORY
BOARD Email
with draft
ADVISORY
BOARD 2-day
meeting

EDITING

FINAL DRAFT

INFORMATION
PLATFORMS,
ONLINE
VERSION

ADVISORY
BOARD
Conference call

DESIGN AND
LAYOUT

FINAL REVIEW
by SRSG

FINAL DRAFT

UNISDR STAFF
BRIEFING
FINAL SIGNOFF by SRSG
PRINTING
DISTRIBUTION
PRESENTATIONS
AND LAUNCHES

TRANSLATION
INTO
UN LANGUAGES
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Annex E

Summary of main recommendations for the future

The table below puts together the recommendations that were presented at the end of each
chapter of this report. No further analysis has been made. We recommend the reader to use this
table as a complement to the report and not as a substitute, given that the points below will be
better understood and/or complemented with the analysis presented in each section.
Category

Recommendation


Rethink and revise the Theory of Change so that it reflects the actual
audiences and most effective routes to impact. 43



The GAR team should focus their attention on generating risk
knowledge information and developing risk knowledge products for
the DRR community, rather than targeting policymakers or
businesses. The communications strategy and planning should be
written from this perspective.



Any future developments of the GAR should bear in mind, and aim to
capitalise on, the five ways in which the GAR team has been able to
generate most impact (see Conclusions section above). This may
require a refocusing of resources and effort away from generating a
biennial report and towards other activities, such as high-level
engagement in SF monitoring, developing a research programme,
starting capacity building programmes and generating innovative
tools.



Greater attention should be paid to how to engage UNISDR staff in
reading and using the GAR, which would improve the knowledge of
the organisation and potentially increase the impact of the reports.
Current approaches are not having the desired effect.



Consideration should be given as to how to make better use of the
body of research contained in the background papers, ensuring that
these are widely disseminated or converted into other types of
publication.



The GAR team should continue its efforts to include more case
studies from low-income countries, without causing any detriment to
the overall calibre of the case studies.



Consider how to could include more non-English material in the
reports to broaden the appeal to different audiences and ensure that
quality non-English research is also showcased.



Document the peer review process and refer to this clearly on the
website and in the reports.

Impact

Quality

43

This revision should also take into account the role of the UN.
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Make the difference between input, contributing and background
papers clearer.



Given the significant divergence of views about the importance and
interest of the chapter analysing the data from the HFA monitor, we
suggest to keep the production of this analysis (now for the SFA)
separately from the other work carried done by the GAR team. This is
related to what we propose in the future section.



Develop a comprehensive communications strategy and plan for
GAR and fund its implementation adequately.
Engage at least one full-time communications professional to work
with the GAR team on a sustained basis, to help create, maintain and
increase clarity, build up audience use, widen the social media
profile, increase traffic to the website, stimulate downloads of papers
and reports, build brand awareness, implement a consistent media
strategy, and increase the influence of the GAR reports at
government and policy level.
Review the architecture of the GAR, UNISDR and PreventionWeb
websites so that the GAR is more prominent, the links are clearer
and the reports can be accessed easily.
Focus on reducing the number of messages and simplifying the
design, layout and style of the different formats so that the main
points are prominent and navigation is easier.
Modify the design of the different products so that they accomplish
their objectives, as outlined in the text above. In particular, make the
Pocket GAR a primary public awareness tool, much easier to read,
and targeted at a general, non-technocrat audience.
Adapt the logo by removing the boy with the inverted umbrella, but
retaining the inverted A
Engage specialised professional support to develop media and social
media campaigns. Work more closely with UNISDR in this regard.
Conduct a cost/benefit analysis on each of the previous GAR
launches and use the information to rationalise the number of future
launches, so that effort is concentrated into a smaller number of
major, effective launches.





Communications








Systematically improve the documentation of key processes and
systems and where appropriate, ensure these are publicly available,
for example in relation to the peer review process.



Revise membership of the Advisory Board to ensure geographical
balance and a wider skillset, incorporating more people from
international agencies, UNISDR or other UN agencies,
communications specialists or other people with backgrounds in
policymaking. Broaden the remit of the Board so that it is wider than
just content input. Ensure that individuals are paid for their time.



Conduct a review of partnerships for a suitable spread, and devise
strategies for plugging any gaps in relationships with key DRR
international actors. Where possible focus on building up
collaborations with whole organisations, rather than just individuals
based within organisations. Consider targeting certain organisations,

Process
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for example IFRC, World Bank and DFID, and aim to include more
UNISDR personnel, for example from the STAG.


Aim to secure more direct un-earmarked financial contributions so
that it’s easier to plan and operate strategically, rather than being
driven by in-kind donations.



Broaden the core team working on the GAR and engage in
sustainability planning.

We think that there is a sound case for continuing to produce a Global
Assessment Report, but that the format of the reports and explicit objective
of the team should be significantly changed, ready for a next phase. We
propose to redefine the GAR to a ‘broad research, advocacy and policy
engagement initiative’ and recommend the following activities:
6) As a research, advocacy and policy engagement initiative, the
GAR team would continue to work in the production of research
papers and policy briefs together with researchers; a stream of DRR
research and policy advocacy tools; providing critical information and
key messages for UNISDR’s policy engagement; and engaging in
education programmes that would support the transfer of the
knowledge that is being created

Future

7) Large report published timed with SF monitoring. The main
output would be a report published every two years with the
monitoring of Sendai Framework for DRR, which would specifically
talk to governments and policymakers. This would be the new style
Global Assessment Report and would contain the monitoring
information, selected case studies and some very high level analysis,
presented with policymakers in mind. The Pocket GAR should
continue to be produced alongside the main report. If resources
allow, regional versions of the GAR should be produced.
8) Global risk modelling and disaster loss accounting. The GAR
team should continue their work in this area, and also in providing
related open access to all countries.
9) Shorter ‘spotlight’ reports. In addition, the team should produce
shorter ‘spotlight’ reports focusing on particular thematic issues that
relate closely to the information in the main GAR. These would be
produced every four to six months and be very clearly targeted at the
DRR community; it should include more technical information. These
reports would give DRR specialists the information and evidence they
need to press for improved policy and practice.
10) Spin-off initiatives. The GAR team should continue to provide the
space for potential spin-off initiatives to develop. In the past, this has
allowed for new approaches to be created that have facilitated the
implementation of the ideas promoted by the GAR team within and
beyond UNISDR.
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In order to successfully implement this strategy, it is important to
highlight that both UNISDR and GAR strategies should be more
closely aligned.



This strategy will also only be successful if it is accompanied by a
more robust and well-resourced communications function and a
strategic policy engagement plan than has been in place for
previous GARs.
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