Drought Risk Management Training materials

Module 3:  Drought Risk Management Framework
Goal
To provide learners with sufficient knowledge of the UNIDSR Framework and the roles of policy and governance, knowledge management and monitoring and evaluation to develop considered approaches to drought risk management.  

Learning Objectives:
At the end of this chapter, participants are expected to;
a. Be aware of the context of the Drought Risk Management Framework approach and understand the 5 main elements of the Drought Risk Management Framework
b. Understand the role of governance and policies in effective drought risk management 
c. Understand the role of drought awareness and knowledge management in effective drought risk management and be aware of some tools which can be used to achieve this
d. Understand the role of monitoring and evaluation and some methods for implementing this
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1. [bookmark: _Toc332293923]Introduction

This module is made up of four topics: 1.The UNISDR Drought Risk Reduction Framework; 2. Policy and Governance; 3. Awareness and Knowledge Management; and 4. Monitoring and Evaluation.

It aims to first outline the overall framework for drought risk management described in the publication: UNISDR “Drought Risk Reduction Framework and Practices: Contributing to the Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action” UN (2009) and introduce the five main elements which comprise the framework. Following this, two of the framework elements will be covered in greater detail: ‘Policy and Governance’ and ‘Awareness and Knowledge Management. 

Policy and governance describes the various roles and responsibilities of organisations and institutions and the importance of alliances between them. Further to this, methods for assessing the status and quality of the capacity of this network of organisations will be discussed.

Awareness and Knowledge Management settings and techniques are discussed to identify how drought risk information can be gathered and shared to build a drought resilient society. Again, methods for assessing the efficacy of Awareness and Knowledge Management strategies are discussed.

Other elements of the framework are covered in other parts of the course.
Finally, the importance of the monitoring and evaluating the efficacy of all drought risk reduction activities is discussed and some methods which can be used to do this are presented. Indicators of each element of a drought risk reduction framework can be developed from monitoring data, and these indicators can be evaluated and compared to identify best strategies for reducing drought risk.



2. [bookmark: _Toc332293924]The UNISDR Drought Risk Management Framework 

Sustainable development cannot be achieved without taking into account the risks posed by natural hazards. Consequently, the identification of hazards and vulnerability assessments, as well as monitoring and management of risk are integral to sustainable development. 
The Drought Risk Management Framework (DRMF) approach that we are going to be looking at in this module is closely linked to that of Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)[footnoteRef:1], which can be defined as, “An approach that can be applied to identify, assess and minimize vulnerabilities and disaster risks throughout a society, to avoid or limit the adverse impacts of hazards”[footnoteRef:2]. It is based on the “Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters” [1:  Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) is often used in the same context and to mean much the same thing as Disaster Risk Management (DRM). DRM is more relevant to the operational aspects relating to the practical implementation of DRR. ]  [2:  After UNISDR (2004), Living With Risk: A Global Review of Disaster Reduction Initiatives (UNISDR: Geneva), p.17] 


[image: ]

“Drought Risk Reduction Framework and Practices: Contributing to the Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action”[footnoteRef:3] outlines offers a conceptual framework for addressing the risks associated with droughts whereby practitioners are guided in identifying, adopting and applying the most relevant and realistic management tools for addressing the root causes to vulnerabilities, rather than proposing a prescriptive formula. These root causes typically stem from socio-economic, political, environmental, technical-physical factors.  [3:  UN (2009), Drought Risk Reduction Framework and Practices: Contributing to the Implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action (UNISDR, Geneva)] 


[bookmark: _Toc332293925]Why this particular framework?

This Drought Risk Management Framework (DRMF) approach was developed by Government representatives, international, regional and UN organizations, and civil society organizations in order to guide the implementation of the ‘Hyogo Framework for Action’ in respect to drought. 

The “Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015: Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters” is a 10-year plan to make the world safer from natural hazards and was adopted by 168 governments in 2005, when they committed to the
substantial reduction of disaster losses, in lives and in the social, economic (HFA) and environmental assets of communities and countries by 2015, with the aim of reducing global disaster risk and contributing to the sustainable development of nations. 
Thus, this framework as an overall conceptual framework for drought risk reduction is preferred as it is based on a framework which has been ratified by so many nations.
UNISDR has started a process of consultations as the disaster risk reduction community heads toward the end date the Hyogo Framework of Action 2005-2015 and look towards a post-2015 framework.

This publication forms the basis of this module. 

Progress towards the Hyogo Framework for action was assessed in the Mid Term Review in 2010-2011. Of the 168 countries which signed up to the framework in 2005, 100 countries reported on implementation of the HFA in 2011 and 73 countries have established national platforms for disaster risk (UNISDR, 2010-2011). 
South Africa already had a Disaster Management Act 57 of 2002 and as this was found to be consistent with the five Priorities for Action of the Hyogo Framework for Action, it is used to represent progress towards the HFA (Gustafsson and Larsson, 2010). 



[bookmark: _Toc332293926]The 5 DRMF elements and the associated guiding principles 
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The five elements of the Drought Risk Reduction Framework which are outlined include the following topics and relate directly to the Five Priorities of the Hyogo Framework For Action (the parent disaster risk reduction framework).

1. Policy and governance as an essential element for drought risk management and political commitment. (This module)
Relating to Priority Action 1: Ensure that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional basis for implementation

2. Drought risk identification, impact assessment, and early warning, which includes hazard monitoring and analysis, vulnerability and capability analysis, assessments of possible impacts, and the development of early warning and communication systems. (Module 4)
Relating to Priority Action 2: Identify, assess and monitor disaster risks and enhance early warning

3. Drought awareness and knowledge management to create the basis for a culture of drought risk reduction and resilient communities. (This module)
Relating to Priority Action 3: Use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at all levels

4. Reducing underlying factors of drought risk such as changing social, economic and environmental conditions, land use, weather, water, climate variability and climate change. (Module 5)
Relating to Priority Action 4: Reduce the underlying risk factors.

5. Strengthening preparedness for drought to move from policies to practices in order to reduce the potential negative effects of drought. (Module 6)
Relating to Priority Priority Action 5: Strengthen disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels

Each part of the framework comes with a set of guiding principles to aid the effective implementation. The document outlining the framework is available online: http://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/11541
3. [bookmark: _Toc332293927]Policies and Governance

[bookmark: _Toc332293928]Introduction Policies and governance for drought risk reduction
In simple terms, policy can be defined as a course of action and governance as a system of management. A little more specifically, policy is a set of guiding rules or principles that are intended to influence the way a group or organization is managed, while governance is the system of management that is be responsible for formulating, implementing, as well as monitoring and evaluating policy.  

[bookmark: _Toc332293929]Why are they important?
Policies concerned with drought risk reduction are important for setting overall goals or objectives in order to reduce negative impacts and maximize any positive impacts from situations of drought. Policies, including related strategies and plans that are required to operationalize policies, are the responsibility of governments who will in many cases consult with stakeholders that are perceived to form part of the governance structure. Stakeholders’ roles in governance structures can range from powerful decision makers to consumers and may, for example, include different ministries, affected sectors, non-government organizations and interest groups, as well as individuals. The benefits of inclusive or participatory approaches are often increased exchange of information, increased support for agreed actions, and from a democratic viewpoint, enables individuals and groups to influence decisions in a representational manner.

The Guiding principles from the framework
The development of national and local strategies for reducing drought risk, together with the implementation of such a strategy, should be guided by the following principles:
1. Political commitment, high-level engagement, strong institutional setting, clear responsibilities both at central and local levels and appropriate governance are essential for integrating drought risk issues into a sustainable development and disaster risk reduction process;
2. A bottom-up approach with effective decentralization and active community  participation for drought risk
management in planning, decision making and implementation, is essential to move from policy to practice;
3. Capacity building and knowledge development are usually required to help build political commitment, competent institutions and an informed constituency;
4. Drought risk reduction policies should establish a clear set of principles or operating guidelines to govern the management of drought and its impacts, including the development of a preparedness plan that lays out a strategy to achieve these objectives;
5. Drought-related policies and plans should emphasize risk reduction (prevention, mitigation and preparedness) rather than relying solely on drought (often turned into famine) relief;
6. Drought monitoring, risk assessment and other appropriate risk reduction measures are principal components of drought policies and plans;
7. Institutional mechanisms (policy, legislative and organizational) should be developed and enforced to ensure that drought risk reduction strategies are carried out; and
8. Sound development of long-term investment in risk reduction measures (prevention, mitigation and preparedness) is essential to reduce the effects of drought.

[bookmark: _Toc332293930]Building public and political alliances

Although the primary responsibility for implementing the Hyogo Framework for Action lies with UN Member states, a number of different actors must be involved to actively manage drought risk. Collaboration between different organisations at different spatial scales (from national to local) and from different disciplines and sectors is necessary in working towards a drought-resilient society. Also see Table 1: DRRF and Practices, Page 23. (UNISDR, 2009)

Community-organisations
Particularly those representing most vulnerable people are key to reducing drought impacts. Their indigenous knowledge and ability to cope will ultimately determine drought impacts. They should be aware of drought hazards and actions to minimize the risk of losses or damages.

Local governments
Have responsibility for citizen safety and also hold knowledge about the hazards to which people are exposed. Must be involved and understand warnings and advisory information to engage, advise or instruct the local population. They also communicate with national governments.

National governments
Are responsible for the policies and frameworks including national plans, the Hyogo framework agreement and millennium development goals, PRSPs and MEAs. They ensure the coordination of different ministries and international partners and are responsible for the implementation of policies and legal instruments, risk reduction measures, and ensuring that warnings and response address all parts of the population, particularly the most vulnerable. They support local government and communities to translate policies into practice and are responsible for undertaking baselines assessments and reviewing progress towards Hyogo framework. 


Regional Institutions and organisations
Provide specialist knowledge to support national efforts. They are crucial for linking countries to international capabilities and in facilitation transboundary issues (drought-triggered refugees or migrants). Regional support may include baselines assessments, reviewing progress, regional early warning capacity or education, training and awareness.

International bodies (bilateral or multilateral)
Support national governments and foster the exchange of globally consistent knowledge and data. Support may be in the form of advice, technical assistance, policy or organisational support, technical or financial resources, development of guidance material.

Civil society organisations
Play a critical role in raising awareness among individuals and neighbourhoods. Religious leaders and powerful voices in the community can disseminate public information. They may also have important advocacy role to ensure government maintains its focus on drought risk reduction.

The private sector
Has a diverse role, including making own operations drought resilient and potentially providing skilled services in form of technical resources, donations of cash and services especially for the communication and dissemination of risk reduction measures, including early warning development. Private sector contributions which comply with international good practice are essential.

The media
The media has a role in developing and enhancing the risk reduction consciousness of the population, disseminating early warnings. They carry a great responsibility because in many cases it might be the main channel of communication between policy makers and the public. The media serves the need of its audiences and policy-makers must formulate news-worthy messages to attract public attention. 

The scientific community
Has a central role in providing specialised technical input to assist government and communities in drought risk reduction. They can analyse drought hazard, identify and analyse vulnerability of people and livelihoods, support the design of scientific and systematic monitoring, communications, and warning services, support data exchange, translation of scientific material into comprehensible messages, disseminating understandable warnings. They also analyse and promote the use of local knowledge in addition to appropriate technology. Through research they contribute to a body of knowledge based on lessons learnt from the field.


It is important to note that within each of these groups there may be various organisations or institutions working on drought from very different angles or perhaps the same angle but with no communication. For example drought risk reduction is a concern for the disaster risk department of government, but will also be a concern of the departments managing water resources, and also health, agriculture, transport, communications etc. 

It is important that the roles of organisations are clearly specified as in Ethiopia, brainstorming sessions around the Early Warning System with climate scientists and climate information users, identified the lack of of accountability and clear assignment of roles and responsibilities to as a reason why early warning does not necessarily trigger action (UNISDR, 2011). 

[bookmark: _Toc332293931]Setting up a stakeholders coordination mechanism

The Hyogo Framework for Action calls on nations to establish a National Platform for Disaster Risk reduction to coordinate nationally all the multi-sectoral actors. If no national platform is operational, the development of a drought risk reduction policy with a leading institution can act as the facilitator of coordination (UNDP, 2011). The number of officially recorded National Platforms was 73 as of February 2011 (UNISDR, 2010-2011).
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An example of institutional set up at the national level.  Source: Mainstreaming DRM by UNDP, 2011.

Often, the institution directly responsible for drought risk reduction and preparedness has been formed from earlier institutions which originally had the responsibility of managing disaster relief. This means that many of these organisations maintain a relief focus instead of the preferred proactive drought preparedness approach. For example in Uganda the responsible department was formed in 1999 from the merging of the Department of Refugees & Resettlement and the Department of Relief & Rehabilitation. Similarly, in Ethiopia a Relief & Rehabilitation Commission eventually became the Disaster Risk Management and Food Security Sector. The UNISDR report that there are similar cases in many countries (UNISDR, 2012) and makes the importance of clear roles and responsibilities more important.

A document entitled, ‘Mainstreaming drought risk management’ (UNDP, 2011) outlines ways of integrating drought risk management between institutions and into existing structures and policies, and can be accessed here: http://web.undp.org/drylands/docs/Mainstreaming%20DRM-English.pdf

An example of coordination at sub-regional level is in the IGAD and EAC countries which gather all national DRR focal points to discuss issues around disaster risk reduction, including drought risk reduction. Though it is a very new initiative (2011) reactions have been very positive and it is a more popular way of discussing trans-boundary hazards, rather than bi-lateral discussions (UNISDR, 2010-2011).

[bookmark: _Toc332293932]Components of a drought policy

An increasing number of nations have started developing drought planning policies but this process is still at an early stage in many countries. A drought policy may take on many forms: A legislative act, a planning document, a group of related programmes, an informal understanding among collaborators. The UNISDR Drought Risk Reduction Framework and Practices document outline the important factors in designing a drought policy:

· There should be a clear set of principles, strategy objectives, operating guidelines for drought risk mitigation and preparedness, drought response and early recovery and livelihood rehabilitation. 
· It should consider the main elements of the drought risk reduction framework
· It should focus on preventions, mitigation and preparedness rather than solely crisis management.
· It should include the identification and monitoring of information to understand hazard and provide early warning; risk identification to identify most vulnerable groups, areas, and sectors, so that risk management reactions can be identified and implemented to reduce those risks. 
· Plans should improve coordination between and within different levels of government, information flow and efficiency of resource allocation. The goal of plans is to reduce water shortage impacts, personal hardships and conflicts between water and other natural resource users.
· It should promote self-reliance by addressing the main issues in specific regions. 
· Necessary to have legislation to ensure drought risk reduction policies are carried out. 

Nine proposed component of a drought plan are outlined in the UNISDR Framework and are summarised here:
1. Provide for effective participation at the local, national and regional levels of non-governmental organizations and populations (both women and men) in policy planning, decision making, and implementation and review of national action programmes. 
2. Be rooted in thorough vulnerability risk, capacity and needs assessments, highlighting the root causes of the issues related to drought at national, sub-national, local, and trans-boundary scales. 
3. Focus on strengthening the capacities of governments and communities to identify, assess, and monitor drought risks at national and sub-national, levels for effective development planning, including strengthening of people-centred early warning systems and preparedness
4. Incorporate both short and long-term strategies to build the resilience of governments and communities to reduce the risks associated with drought, emphasise the implementation of these strategies and ensure they are integrated with national policies for sustainable development. 
5. Link drought early warning indicators with appropriate drought mitigation and response actions to ensure effective drought management. 
6. Allow for modifications to be made in response to changing circumstances and be sufficiently flexible at the local level to cope with different socioeconomic biological and geo physical conditions. 
7. Promote policies and strengthen institutional frameworks which develop cooperation and coordination in a spirit of partnership between the donor community governments at all levels , local populations, and community groups, and facilitate access by local populations to appropriate information and technology
8. Designate agencies and stakeholders responsible for carrying out drought mitigation and response actions and require result review of and progress reports on their implementation 
9. Strengthen drought preparedness and management including drought contingency plans at the local, national, sub-regional and regional levels that take into consideration seasonal to inter annual climate predictions. 


There is also a 10-step drought planning process which was developed by the National Drought Mitigation Center (USA) which can be applied worldwide and is available online:
http://drought.unl.edu/portals/0/docs/10StepProcess.pdf
There is also a large amount of drought related information on their website: http://drought.unl.edu/Home.aspx

A high level meeting about National Drought Policies to formulate international Best Practice guidance has been organised by WMO and UNCCD is scheduled for March 2013 (details here: http://www.unccd.int/Lists/SiteDocumentLibrary/HLM%20drought%20national%20policies/Science%20Document%2014212%20Eng.pdf)

[bookmark: _Toc332293933]Capacity assessment and development 

It is necessary to build and maintain the ability of people, organisations, and societies to successfully manage risks (UNISDR, 2009).. The capacity of the drought risk reduction community to achieve risk reduction should be assessed to provide an overview of the baseline situation. Changes should then be monitored and reassessed to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of capacity development interventions.

The UNISDR Framework suggests ways of classifying different elements of capacity and capacity can be conceptualised at three different levels. 
Capacity may include:

· Technology transfer
· Information exchange
· Network development
· Management skills
· Professional linkages
· Other resources

Capacity can be conceptualised at three main levels: 
· Individual and group level – changing attitudes, developing skills, knowledge exchange
· Institutional level – organizational performance, functional capacities, flexibility
· Systematic dimension – overall policy framework in which individuals and organisations interact with the environment

Drought risk management is interdisciplinary so capacity building should be holistic and link to on-going capacity development activities across sectors at all levels.

Measuring capacity

Indicators of the capacity for drought risk reduction of actors should be developed to identify key areas for improvement and focus funding, and to be used in the overall assessment of the best interventions that can be made to reduce drought risk. There are many different methods for doing such assessments which are not covered here. 

Indicators of capacity are not the same as indicators of performance. While performance may be a good indicator of adequate or good capacity, it does not yield insights into which aspects of capacity are particularly good, or which may be weakening. At all times, the focus should be maintained on ‘Capacity for whom?’ and ‘Capacity for what?’ (WB 2004).

4. [bookmark: _Toc332293934]Drought awareness and knowledge management
Knowledge and information about disaster risk reduction and the compiling, collecting, sharing and use of this information in a proactive way through awareness raising and educational initiatives allows people to make informed decisions and take action to protect themselves, their property and their livelihoods. 

This relates to priority 3 of the Hyogo framework for action. 

Guiding principles

1. The effects of drought can be substantially reduced if people are well informed and motivated toward a culture of disaster prevention and resilience;

2. Effective information management and exchange requires strengthening dialogue and networks among disaster researchers, practitioners, and stakeholders in order to foster consistent knowledge collection and meaningful message dissemination;

3. Public awareness programmes should be designed and implemented with a clear understanding of local perspectives and needs, and promote engagement of the media to stimulate a culture of disaster resilience, including resilience to drought and strong community involvement; 

4. Education and training are essential for all people in order to reduce local drought risk.

[bookmark: _Toc332293935]Challenges to developing a culture of drought prevention and resilience 

Four main awareness challenges have been identified in the UNISDR Drought Risk Management Framework (UNISDR,2009). 


i. Drought must be recognized as a natural hazard, not just as a natural event within the community of scientists and policymakers working in natural hazards.

The lack of recognition of the importance of drought as a natural hazard is important in obtaining research and financial support and it is an obstacle to building awareness among policy makers

ii. To build awareness of drought as a natural part of climate not simply as a rare and random event. Climate change is an additional variable to be considered in hazard identification, monitoring, mitigation and preparedness.

Drought can occur anywhere though its features vary from region to region, therefore defining drought is difficult from different perspectives. It is often considered to be a random event which results in the lack of emphasis on preparedness. Improved understanding of the different of the types of droughts is necessary.

iii. To erase misunderstandings about drought and society’s capacity to mitigate its effects

Some consider drought to be a purely physical phenomenon which leads to the idea that there is nothing that can be done to mitigate it. Drought has physical, social and economic components like other natural hazards and the risk of drought is determined by the social factors. Well-conceived policies, preparedness and plans and mitigation programmes can greatly reduce societal vulnerability and therefor the risks associated with drought.

iv. To convince policy and other decision makers that investments in mitigation are more cost effective than post-impact assistance or relief programmes. 

Present investments in preparedness and mitigation will generate large dividends in reducing the impacts of drought and a growing number of countries are realising the potential benefits of drought planning. The crisis management approach of responding to drought has existed for many decades and is engrained in the culture. Movement from crisis to risk management will require a paradigm shift. In part as a result of the crisis management approach, those vulnerable to drought have become accustomed to government assistance programmes. Governments have come to realise that many programmes are not linked to changing practices and instead reinforce unsustainable actions and decrease self-reliance. 

Governments must support capacity development at the local level for understanding and using drought risk and related information for decision making. As the themes become engrained in society people will become responsive to the implementation of drought policies and plans. 
[bookmark: _Toc332293936]Information management and exchange 

The collection, compilation and dissemination of relevant knowledge and information on hazards, vulnerabilities and capacities must be linked to community drought risk reduction awareness campaigns, programmes and projects.  There must be interaction between generators of information and users of information to ensure that messages are useful and used correctly. 

It is essential to determine the needs of the information users so that programmes, information and technologies will be useful. Easy to understand information about drought risk and mitigation options must be provided especially in high risk areas and it is crucial to involve the media in the process to stimulate a culture of disaster resilience and public awareness at all levels of society.

Awareness campaigns should also aim to learn about peoples’ understanding of drought risk to enable better communication and useful information for those managing drought risks.

Different types of messages, locations and delivery systems are necessary to reach a broad range of target audiences. 

e.g. Radio, television, social media, websites, mobile phone alerts, film screenings, workshops, noticeboards, meetings with community representatives, conferences, newsletters, puppet shows, songs, plays etc.

There are many participatory approaches which can be used to engage the population and both as awareness raising and knowledge sharing activities but also for collecting information about risks and appropriate drought risk reduction activities. However, it is important that participation should be more than nominal and participatory approaches should aim to address the power imbalances between local populations and the institutions governing them.

The collection of information of risk and vulnerability can also work as a way of communicating about drought risk and raising awareness. In Ethiopia the implementation of the ‘Disaster Risk Profiling Programme’ generated interest in Drought Risk management through the workshops and interviews which were held to collect information (UNISDR, 2010-2011). The UNISDR report (2010-2011) that this programme is leading to an informed decision-making process about drought risk reduction in Ethiopia and is regarded as best practice in the IGAD region. 

Online inventories of Disaster Risk Information
An online inventory of disaster risk information has proven to be a useful tool for sharing information between many stakeholders (UNISDR, 2010-2011). A system for the acquisition, collection, retrieval, query and analysis of information about disasters, in a systematic way has been developed by LA RED and its affiliates, and it has been applied in Latin America, the Caribbean, Asia and Africa. As of March 2011, 43 national databases were publically available online. The tool used is called Desinventar and further information can be found here: http://online.desinventar.org/. The idea is that it can be used by all stakeholders and represents a common assessment of the situation as it combines many sources of data. 

Language
In South Africa, in addition to early warning systems, a book on ‘Strategies for Coping with Drought’ has been written for farmers and translated into the 11 official languages and disseminated. In addition climate information is packaged for local communities using Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries with the Provincial Departments of Agriculture into easily understandable messages for the community and they are also then assessing the uptake of early warning information to see how effective this communication is (UNISDR, 2010-2011).

Formal Exchanges
In Senegal and Kenya pilot studies of Eco Villages or Eco Communities which seek to assist communities with adaptation to climate change through sustainable rural development are being trialled. In Senegal the projects include renewable energy, climate-smart farming, a plant nursery and tree plantation, microfinance, water conservation and eco-housing, all of which are aiming to reduce strain on resources while promoting development. The ministries in each country are setting up a knowledge sharing partnership which includes exchanges of relevant technical staff to accelerate uptake of successes of the model and decrease the likelihood of the same mistakes being repeated across the continent (UNISDR, 2011).

Participatory Games
Another way of facilitating communication between different groups and start people thinking about drought risk may be through the use of games. Games provide an abstract setting in which people are more free to openly discuss issues and find themselves in the position of others – perhaps decision makers or farmers - and understand the choices people have to make and some complexities of the situation. This approach is being investigated by the Pardee Centre at Boston University in relation to climate change and is also being used increasingly by other organisations such as the Red Cross.
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Examples of board games developed to provoke ideas about how to plan for temperature changes.

EXAMPLE 
‘Before The Storm’ – preparedness awareness, 4.08 mins. http://youtu.be/Mpj_EbKdwEo

Participatory Video

One potential tool in drought risk management is Participatory Video, a tool that can be used for, among other things: enabling communication between communities and policy makers; the sharing of information between different communities; community-based monitoring and evaluation of impacts of drought risk management; as a catalyst for community-led action and local innovation.

Participatory Video can be used to collect and document qualitative information on vulnerabilities and risks which local people are facing. It can also be used to share knowledge about coping techniques between different communities, with screenings of films followed by debates. It can also used in monitoring and evaluating the impacts of drought risk interventions by starting with a baseline assessment (which can also be used as a vulnerability analysis) and then revisiting groups to identify the ‘most significant change’, which in addition to the film-making element includes discussion and ranking of most significant impacts through the selection of the most important films for a final screening.

Participatory video is based on a set of techniques to involve a group or community in shaping and creating their own film. The idea behind this is that making a video is easy and accessible, and is a great way of bringing people together to explore issues or voice concerns. This process can be very empowering, enabling a group or community to take action to solve their own problems and also to communicate their needs and ideas to decision-makers and/or other groups and communities (Insightshare, 2012). 

· Participants rapidly learn video skills through games & exercises.
· Facilitators help groups identify & analyze their important issues
· Short videos & messages are directed & filmed by participants.
· Footage is shared with the wider community at daily screenings.
· A dynamic process of community-led learning & exchange is set in motion.
· Communities always have full editorial control.  (Insightshare, 2012). 
 

EXAMPLE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UKKo0dHmplk&feature=youtu.be
Farmer to Farmer learning in a changing climate 9:41 mins

[bookmark: _Toc332293937]Education and training
Education for disaster risk reduction is a mutual learning process among people and institutions. It is not simply formal education at schools but the use of local knowledge to safeguard against natural hazards and the involvement of mass media.  Scientists, policy-makers, media and the public must be well-informed and motivated, so all segments of society must be educated. Education is a means to communicate, motivate and engage as much as it is to teach. Formal educational programmes can address the various dimensions of disaster risk.

There are many educational programmes on natural disaster risk reduction and some focusing on drought risk in particular.

· ‘Disaster risk reduction begins at school’ campaign by UNISDR

· “Let our Children teach us: A review of the Role of Education and Knowledge in Disaster Risk reduction” available online, UNISDR and partners.

· Oxfam Great Britain’s “Cool Planet” online education 

· Drought information portal in US: drought.unl.edu

· SADNET and RANET are two African technologies for drought communication – using phones, videos newsletters, and other projects for integrating risk reduction curriculum in rural communities.


Pastoralist Field Schools have been used in Uganda and Kenya and Ethiopia to improve the decision-making capacity of participants and their wider communities and to stimulate local innovation that can help increase resilience to drought and other hazards (UNISDR, 2010-2011). All activities take place around the herd and the landscape and participants analyse risks and hazards, and warning signs which can be used as indicators of a deteriorating situation, which included flowering of acacia trees, water wells drying up,
appearance of the comet star and frogs no longer making noise. A strong shift of mindsets of participants was reported (UNISDR, 2010-2011).


Evaluating the impact of knowledge management and awareness activities. 

Monitoring and evaluation of all activities is important to learn about successes and failures, but monitoring and evaluation of knowledge management activities has received less attention than other activities. It is difficult to do for a number of reasons (Hulsebosch et al., 2009):
· it is difficult to deal with the time lag between cause and effect
· it is hard to link knowledge creation to specific knowledge management activities. 
· it is hard to measure an intangible effect like knowledge creation
· the challenge of dealing with power imbalances caused by funding (if the person conducting the assessment is perceived to have power to withdraw funding, it is harder to get honest feedback and get an idea of the real value of the work)
· a lack of documentation means relying on memories
· it can take a lot of time and de-energize participants
· different cultural preferences must be considered in choosing a strategy – some uncertainty averse cultures will prefer performance measures. 
· attempting to assess results too soon can be counter-productive, not allowing mistakes to be made can stifle innovation.

Some approaches which can be used to monitor and evaluate impacts of knowledge management activities will be discussed later in the monitoring and evaluation section.

5. [bookmark: _Toc332293938]Tracking progress and establishing baseline: Monitoring and Evaluation

We have already touched on the monitoring and assessment of capacity for drought risk reduction and some challenges in the assessment of knowledge sharing activities. However, the monitoring and evaluation of all other parts of the drought risk management framework are also necessary.

Monitoring and evaluation activities produce information for both gaining an understanding the baseline situation and for tracking and improving progress towards drought risk reduction.

First of all it allows the gathering of information to establish the initial status of drought risk reduction activities, which allows the current situation to be assessed and priority actions to be identified. Furthermore, to evaluate impacts of any intervention, the documentation of the baseline situation is necessary to make comparisons against. 

Once drought risk reduction activities are implemented it is also important to know what impacts they are having. For this reason monitoring of changes and the evaluation of the effectiveness of interventions is important so that strategies for reducing risk can be improved where possible.

[bookmark: _Toc332293939]Indicators
The measurement of a status and changes is often approximated through the use of indicators. For each part of the drought risk management process, indicators should be developed to understand and improve performance and prioritise actions.

The status of various drought risk elements such as the vulnerability of people to drought, or the strength of the drought policy or the reliability of water sources, could all be potentially simplified and summarized in indicators. Such indicators provide a means of measuring something and can be monitored and used to track progression of a situation and focus efforts. However, in simplifying the situation, the indicator may represent an average situation across an area whereas there may be important information about different vulnerabilities within that area – some areas may be much more vulnerable than others. Thus, it is important that the scale of the indicator is considered. The selection of indicators also implies the selection of the particular processes deemed most important and can lead to other important factors not being represented. To ensure that users are aware of this limitation, it is important that all such assumptions are made explicit. (Molle and Mollinga, 2003)

Limitations of indicators
“Everything that can be counted does not necessarily count; everything that counts cannot necessarily be counted” Albert Einstien
It is clear that a lot of important information about drought risk cannot be easily simplified and summarized in indicators. It is important that the limitations and the dangers of using indicators are acknowledged and that other forms of knowledge are not ignored. Indicators should be based on common sense and kept simple to allow as many people as possible to be involved and understand them (Morgan, 1997). Furthermore, it should be emphasised that indicators are designed to aid decision making, not to replace it. Due to their limitations it is important that decision making is not limited to following the direct outcome of indicator assessments but that a sensible holistic view is taken. (Molle and Mollinga, 2003)

To ensure that monitoring and evaluation processes are useful it is important that the right questions are being asked. Not only does the status of the situation need to be defined but the reasons for changes must be known to understand what worked, what didn’t and why, to allow improvements to be made. (Molle and Mollinga, 2003)

[bookmark: _Toc332293940]Methods for monitoring and evaluation

Methods which are used to monitor and evaluate impacts vary depending on the nature of the activity. Scientific reviews but could take the form of a review by an institution or group, collecting information on communities can be documented using Participatory Video or other participatory approaches or workshops, interviews, a review by a panel of stakeholders, studying documents etc.

Some other approaches to monitoring and evaluation identified by Hulsebosch et al. (2009) as specifically for the monitoring and evaluation Knowledge Management effectiveness but which are more widely applicable are:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
· Appreciative Inquiry (AI) – focusing on positive experiences to understand what worked
· Outcome mapping – measuring changes in behavior of those targeted.
· Learning histories – Events are described and then  story is analysed by experts to extract the implicit evaluation in the story
· The Critical Incident Technique (CIT) – based on memories of critical events through story telling
· Social Return on Investment (SROI) - a process of understanding, measuring and reporting on the social, environmental and economic values created. Monetized.
· Rapid Appraisal of Agricultural Knowledge Systems (RAAKS) – Inquiry team of both insiders and outsiders
· Collecting systematic anecdotal evidence- collecting enough stories from those involved inimplementation that can understand where value was created.
· Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis (PIPA) - It is a relatively young and experimental approach that draws from program theory evaluation, social network analysis and research to understand and foster innovation.
· Accountability, Learning and Planning System (ALPS) A mix of methods in a structure (for ActionAid)
· Social Network Analysis-Social Network Analysis (SNA) can visualize social capital and relationships, and analyze the hubs and connectors
· Most Significant Change (MSC) process - The Most Significant Change (MSC) process involves collecting significant change stories emanating from the field, and the systematic selection of the most significant of these stories by panels of designated stakeholders or staff. (has been used in conjunction with participatory video)
· Storytelling
(IKM Background Paper)

One approach which is being employed in Africa is the use of health as an indicator for success in risk management and nurses and health workers are trained in the collection of data (UNISDR, 2010-2011).
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