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I.	Introduction	

Effective	 disaster	 risk	 reduction	 (DRR)	 requires	multi-sectoral	 and	multi-stakeholder	

action.	 Developed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 decades	 of	 experience,	 success,	 and	 failure	 in	 DRR	

across	 the	 world,	 the	 Sendai	 Framework	 calls	 on	 using	 “integrated	 and	 inclusive	

economic,	 structural,	 legal,	 social,	 health,	 cultural,	 educational,	 environmental,	

technological,	 political	 and	 institutional	 measures	 that	 prevent	 and	 reduce	 hazard	

exposure	 and	 vulnerability	 to	 disaster,	 increase	 preparedness	 for	 response	 and	

recovery,	 and	 thus	 strengthen	 resilience”	 (United	 Nations,	 2015).	 To	 manage	 both	

disaster	 and	 climate	 risk	 in	 the	 holistic	 manner	 that	 the	 Sendai	 Framework	

recommends,	a	country	needs	a	strong	governance	system	at	national	and	local	 levels.	

Such	a	governance	system	is	a	combination	of	policies	and	legislations,	institutions	with	

clear	 roles	 and	 responsibilities,	 financial	 resources	 and	 capacities,	 coordination	

mechanisms,	 and	 monitoring	 and	 accountability	 mechanisms	 across	 all	 sectors	

(horizontal	 governance)	 and	 all	 levels	 (vertical	 governance).	 Establishing	 and	

maintaining	 a	 strong	 and	 inclusive	 disaster	 risk	 governance	 system	 that	 can	 leverage	

risk	 information	and	apply	 it	 in	 its	operations	 is	the	key	pathway	to	reducing	disaster	

and	climate	risk	in	the	society.	

In	 almost	 every	 country,	 there	 is	 a	 persistent	 gap	 at	 national	 and	 sub-national	 level	

when	it	comes	to	understanding	the	risks,	accessing	the	available	risk	information	and	

using	 it	 to	 inform	 resilience	 policies.	 Available	 risk	 information	 is	 scattered	 and	

unorganized,	 and	 risk	 assessments	 are	 often	 conducted	 in	 an	 ad	 hoc	manner.	Hazard	

specific	 or	 sector	 specific	 studies	 tend	 to	 be	 carried	 out	 in	 isolation,	 missing	 the	

opportunity	 to	 benefit	 from	 existing	 work	 within	 and	 across	 various	 hazards	 and	

sectors.	 Risk	 assessments	 are	 conducted	without	 sufficiently	 consulting	with	 the	 end	
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users	and	with	a	limited	understanding	of	the	specific	policy	and	investments	needs	for	

risk	information.		

DRR2governance	 and	 risk	 assessments	 tend	 to	 lack	 the	 necessary	 links	 and	 this	

fragmentation	 increases	 the	 price	 tag	 of	 each	 new	 risk	 assessment,	 keeps	 risk	

assessments	within	 the	 scientific	 community	 and	 isolated	 from	 policy	 processes,	 and	

impedes	 the	 use	 of	 risk	 information	 in	 policy	 design,	 capability	 development	 and	 for	

shaping	investments.	

A	 comprehensive	 Understanding	 Risk	 System	 (URS)	 is	 the	 proposed	 framework	 for	

tackling	this	challenge.	By	mirroring	the	DRR	governance	system	at	national	and	 local	

level,	an	effective	URS	will	enable	countries	to	use	risk	information	to	support	the	DRR	

policy	design	process	and	its	implementation.	A	comprehensive	URS	ensures	such	risk	

information	is	relevant	in	context	and	format,	robust	in	scientific	methodology,	but	also	

flexible	in	the	approach	to	effectively	meet	the	DRR	users’	needs	within	the	limitation	of	

available	resources.	Such	a	URS	would	allow	expert	entities	to	conduct	risk	assessments	

and	produce	risk	information	within	the	DRR	governance	system	instead	of	in	isolation,	

behind	closed	doors	of	research	facilities.		

In	a	nutshell,	URS	is	the	supportive	framework	for	conducting	good	risk	assessments.	Its	

main	 output	 is	 the	 country’s	 risk	 profile	 and	 its	 expected	 outcome	 is	 a	 better	

understanding	of	risk	by	all	stakeholders	within	the	DRR	governance	system	(Figure	1).		

	

	 	

																																																								
1	According	 to	 the	United	Nations	DRR	“is	aimed	at	preventing	new	and	reducing	existing	disaster	risk	
and	 managing	 residual	 risk,	 all	 of	 which	 contribute	 to	 strengthening	 resilience	 and	 therefore	 to	 the	
achievement	of	sustainable	development”	(UN,	2016).	
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FIGURE	1		 Understanding	Risk	System	(URS)	outputs,	outcomes	and	ultimate	goal	

	

In	 this	 article	 the	 components	 of	 an	Understanding	Risk	 System	 are	 outlined	with	 an	

introduction	to	a	maturity	model	that	encourages	countries	to	set	up	a	URS	and	develop	

their	own	risk	profile	using	existing	risk	 information	and	capacities,	whilst	having	the	

long-term	ambition	of	achieving	a	more	mature	URS	over	time.			

II.	Understanding	Risk	System	Components	

URS	consists	of	interlinked	components	related	to	its	governance,	technical	aspects,	and	

supporting	 policies	 and	 capacities.	 These	 components	 are	 established	 using	 existing	

mechanisms	and	capacities,	and	should	match	the	context	of	the	risk	types,	risk	levels,	

capacities,	and	needs	of	the	country	(or	region,	locality)	where	they	are	set	up.	Figure	2	

provides	an	outline	of	these	components,	which	are	interlinked	and	integrated	with	the	

DRR	governance	system.		

	

Goal
Building	Resilience

Outcome
Understanding	Risk	Integrated	in	
DRR	Governance	System	as	the	

Key	Pathway	to	Building	
Resilience

Outputs
Comprehensive	Risk	Profile;	

Loss	Database;	Legislation;	Communication	and	
Data	Management	Policies	and	Platforms
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FIGURE	2		 The	ten	components	of	an	Understanding	Risk	System	(URS)	support	good	risk	

assessments	for	enhancing	understanding	risk	

	

In	the	next	sections,	these	components	are	briefly	described,	with	references	for	further	

reading.	
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Augmenting	Components	

A.	Legislation	

Evidence	 from	 various	 countries	 shows	 a	 far	 higher	 level	 of	 success	 in	 use	 of	 risk	

assessment	results	when	there	 is	a	 legal	 framework	 in	place	 that	requires	hazard	and	

risk	assessments	to	be	conducted,	the	results	communicated	and	used	to	inform	certain	

key	policies	and	investments	(IFRC/UNDP,	2015).	Such	requirements	may	take	different	

forms	at	national,	regional,	and	local	levels,	but	the	objective	remains	similar:	to	ensure	

the	establishment	of	a	coherent	URS	with	a	solid	footing	in	the	legal	system.	Ideally,	the	

legislation	should	cover	the	following	elements:	

§ Establishment,	mandate	and	governance	of	the	URS,	including	the	involvement	of	

relevant	sectors	and	government	levels	

§ Financing	the	operation	of	URS	through	specified	mechanisms	

§ Data	sharing	and	data	management	approaches,	including	open	data		

§ Information	sharing	and	communication	of	risk	results	with	stakeholders	

§ Requirements	for	risk-informing	policies	and	investments	(of	a	specific	size	and	

nature)	across	different	sectors	to	ensure	that	they	are	resilient	in	the	long-term	

B.	Capacity	development	

Countries	 need	 to	 develop	 adequate	 administrative	 and	 technical	 capacities	 for	 a	

sustainable	 system	 that	 can	 function	 on	 its	 own	 and	 generate	 replicable	 results.	 The	

BOX	1.	Further	readings	on	legislation	

§ “The	Checklist	and	The	Hand	Book	on	Law	and	Disaster	Risk	Reduction”,	IFRC,	UNDP.	

2015.	
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objective	is	to	develop	sustainable	capacities	in	the	long	term	that	fit	with	the	country’s	

needs	and	possibilities.	To	this	end,	the	capacity	development	should	start	with	a	needs	

assessment	 and	 realistic	 step-by-step	 targets	 that	 can	 be	 linked	 to	 the	 URS	maturity	

model	 (see	 below).	 The	 development	 of	 administrative	 capacities	 includes	 the	

construction	 of	 a	 multi-stakeholder	 coordination	 and	 cooperation	 mechanism	 (see	

below),	 which	 requires	 a	 clear	 design	 of	 decision	 and	 consultative	 processes,	 that	 fit	

within	the	general	governance	of	a	country	and	enable	mainstreaming	of	disaster	risk	

assessment	 outcomes	 in	 all	 relevant	 sectors.	 The	 development	 of	 technical	 capacities	

includes	 education	 and	 training	 to	 institutionalize	 knowledge,	 expertise	 and	 skills	 for	

the	 various	 steps	 and	 methods	 of	 disaster	 risk	 assessment,	 such	 as	 disaster	 risk	

identification,	 analysis	 and	 evaluation,	 data	 management,	 loss	 data	 collection	 and	

geographic	information	systems	(GIS)	(Safaie,	Stepanyan,	Houdijk	&	Onur,	2017).	

	

C.	Risk	communication	

Effective	 communication	 is	 another	 critical	 component	 of	 an	 Understanding	 Risk	

System.	The	URS	should	provide	a	mechanism	to	ensure	up-to-date	scientific,	evidence-

based	 risk	 communication	 is	 reaching	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 stakeholders	 in	 an	 inclusive	

BOX	2.	Further	readings	on	capacity	development	

§ “CADRI	Capacity	Assessment	and	Planning	Tool	for	Disaster	Risk	Management	-	

General	Module	for	Disaster	Risk	Management(Priority	1	Understanding	Disaster	

Risk)”,	The	CADRI	Partnership.	2017.		

§ “Words	into	Action	Guidelines	-	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment	(Element	4	-	

Developing	NDRA	required	capacities)”,	UNISDR.	2017.	
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manner.	 The	 content,	 format,	 and	 modality	 of	 communication	 should	 be	 defined	

depending	on	the	purpose	and	audience.	For	example,	advocacy	at	a	high	political	level	

may	only	require	final	risk	level	values	in	the	context	of	economic	and	social	long-term	

growth.	However,	actors	and	stakeholders	who	are	engaged	in	developing	a	long	term	

DRR	 action	 plan,	 would	 need	 to	 know	 the	 drivers	 of	 risk,	 information	 on	 hazard,	

exposure,	 and	 vulnerabilities	 and	 how	 they	 contribute	 to	 the	 final	 results,	 data	

limitations	and	uncertainties	in	order	to	design	effective	DRR	measures.		

Therefore,	an	indispensable	part	of	a	country’s	URS	is	a	communication	strategy	that	is	

closely	linked	to	DRR	communication	policies	and	answers	the	following	questions:	

Who	 are	 the	 risk	 information	 users	 and	 their	 specific	 purpose?	 Knowing	 the	 users,	

needs,	 risk	 culture,	 and	 modality	 of	 decision	 making	 is	 the	 basis	 for	 the	 risk	

communication	 strategy	 (e.g.	 high-level	 political	 decision	 makers,	 DRR	 practitioners,	

general	public).	

What	 should	 be	 communicated	 to	 each	 category	 of	 users?	 Finding	 the	 right	 balance	

between	communicating	risk	levels	and	empowering	the	users	to	act	 is	critical	(OECD,	

2016)	(Robinson,	2017).	Communicating	the	 following	elements	should	be	considered	

for	all	categories	of	users:		

§ Hazard	and	risk	levels	using	various	indices	and	maps	

§ What	 the	main	 contributors	 to	 the	 risk	 levels	 are	 (e.g.	 certain	 vulnerabilities),	

and	 what	 policies	 and	 conditions	 have	 been	 driving	 that	 (e.g.	 lack	 of	 building	

code	enforcement)	

§ What	actions	and	measures	the	user	can	consider	to	manage	the	risk	

§ How	should	the	information	be	communicated	to	each	category?		

§ The	 format	 of	 content,	 such	 as	 using	 maps,	 tables,	 graphs,	 infographics,	 or	

stories.	
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§ The	 mode	 for	 effective	 delivery,	 such	 as	 an	 online	 platform,	 in-person	

discussions,	social	media	or	mass	media.		

	

Technical	Components	

D.	Data	management	

Conducting	 a	 multi-hazard	 multi-vulnerability	 risk	 assessment	 is	 a	 data-intensive	

process	 and	 involves	 accessing	 information	 from	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 stakeholders,	

including	 sectoral	 agencies,	 mapping	 agencies,	 scientific	 and	 technical	 ministries,	

subnational	 governments,	 universities	 and	 other	 research	 institutions,	 as	 well	 as	 the	

private	 sector	 (Safaie	 et	 al.,	 2017)	 (Internews,	2015)	 (Crowley,	2014).	One	of	 the	key	

objectives	 of	 the	 URS	 is	 delivering	 the	 best	 value	 for	 money	 when	 conducting	 risk	

assessments.	Each	(sectoral)	risk	assessment	requires	investment	in	data	collection	and	

analyses.	Having	a	good	data	management	strategy	to	efficiently	organize,	manage,	and	

reuse	 the	 data	 as	 they	 become	 available,	 is	 essential	 for	 reducing	 the	 cost	 of	 risk	

assessments.	 Such	 a	 strategy	 governs	 the	 process	 by	 which	 data	 are	 gathered	 from	

participating	entities,	the	technical	and	quality	(including	data	resolution)	standards	to	

which	 new	 data	 will	 be	 produced,	 how	 data	 will	 be	 maintained	 during	 the	 risk	

assessment,	and	the	means	by	which	the	output	data	will	be	shared	and	secured.	

BOX	3.	Further	readings	on	risk	communication	

§ “Trends	in	Risk	Communication	Policies	and	Practices”,	OECD.	2016.	

§ “Words	into	action	guidelines	on	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment:	Module	A.	Public	

Communication	for	Disaster	Risk	Reduction”,	UNISDR.	2017.	

§ 	
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The	 data	management	 component	 of	 URS	would	 address	 both	 input	 and	 output	 data	

(results)	and	include	soft	and	hard	elements:	

§ A	 data	 repository	 platform	 to	 share,	 contribute,	 and	 use	 available	 data	 among	

direct	users	and	beyond.	

§ A	 standard	 operating	 procedure	 including	 quality	 assurance,	 security	 of	 data,	

licensing,	 and	 modalities	 for	 sharing	 and	 using	 data	 (who	 can	 contribute	 and	

use?	what	data	and	in	what	format?	how	the	data	can	be	shared	and	accessed?).	

§ Legislation	or	policy	requiring	all	publicly	funded	risk	assessments	to	share	data	

within	the	URS.	

§ Provisions	 on	 distribution	 of	 data	 and	 results	 to	 participants	 and	 key	

stakeholders.		

	

BOX	4.	Further	readings	on	data	management	

§ 	Words	into	action	guidelines	on	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment,	Part	One	(page	51)	

and	Part	Two	Module	F.	Data	Management	Throughout	the	National	Risk	Assessment,	

UNISDR.	2017.	

§ Field	Guide	to	the	Open	Data	for	Resilience	Initiative,	GFDRR,	2014.	

§ Future	Trends	in	Geospatial	Information	Management:	The	Five	to	Ten	Year	Vision,	

United	Nations	Global	Geospatial	Information	Management,	2015.	

§ A	Guide	to	the	Role	of	Standards	in	Geospatial	Information	Management,	United	

Nations	Global	Geospatial	Information	Management,	2015.	

§ Why	Information	Matters:	A	Foundation	for	Resilience,	Internews,	2015.	

§ 	
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E.	Technical	methodologies	

An	important	feature	of	each	Understanding	Risk	System	is	to	gather,	validate,	organize	

and	make	 available	 the	 existing	 risk	 information	 for	 use	 in	 risk	management	 policies	

and	investments.	A	wide	range	of	approaches,	methodologies	and	tools	are	available	for	

analyzing	 various	 hazards,	 exposed	 assets,	 vulnerabilities	 and	 for	 comparing,	

combining,	 and	 ranking	 risks.	 The	 Sendai	 Framework	 encourages	 an	 all-hazards	

approach	 to	 disaster	 risk	 management,	 including	 emphasis	 on	 different	 types	 of	

vulnerabilities	 such	 as	 physical,	 social,	 environmental	 and	 cultural.	 In	 addition,	

understanding	 systemic	 risk	 and	 interdependencies	 between	 various	 assets	 such	 as	

critical	 infrastructure,	 businesses,	 and	 people	 are	 critical	 for	 the	 design	 of	 sound	

policies	 and	 investments	 for	 reducing	 the	 risk.	 Available	 information	may	 have	 been	

based	 on	 a	 variety	 of	 methods	 including	 probabilistic	 modeling,	 scenario	 analysis,	

historical	loss	data,	and	expert	judgement	and	consultations.	Whilst	the	best	science	and	

technical	methods	available	in	academia	internationally	might	be	beyond	many	nations’	

means,	 countries	 can	 begin	 understanding	 their	 risks	 by	 using	 the	 best	 available	

methods	 at	 their	 disposal.	 Regardless	 of	 the	 sophistication	 of	 technical	 methods,	

transparency	 on	 the	 limitations	 of	 the	methods	 employed,	 and	 their	 implications	 for	

decision	making	is	crucial	for	an	effective	URS.		

When	 a	 country	 embarks	 on	 investing	 in	 new	 risk	 assessment	 within	 an	 established	

URS,	 a	 combination	 of	 methodologies	 and	 tools	 can	 enable	 them	 to	 strike	 a	 balance	

between	(Safaie	et.	al,	2017)	(Safaie,	Santamaria,	2018):		

1.	The	quality	of	 the	methodology	and	 its	appropriateness	 for	 the	purpose	 the	results	

should	 serve(different	 hazards,	 exposures,	 and	 vulnerabilities	 require	 different	

methodologies).	
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2.	The	resources	it	requires:	technical	(including	data,	tools	and	expertise),	financial	and	

time.		

3.	The	significance	of	the	risk	and	level	of	investment	for	managing	the	risk.		

	

F.	The	historical	disaster	loss	database	

A	 database	 of	 damage	 and	 loss	 from	 past	 disasters,	 collected	 systematically	 over	 a	

reasonably	long	period	of	time	can	provide	a	valuable	understanding	of	extensive	risks	

and	therefore	is	an	indispensable	part	of	a	URS.	Such	databases	can	be	used	to	conduct	a	

historical	 analysis	 based	 on	 past	 observations,	 providing	 information	 on	 average	

frequency	of	occurrence,	potential	impacts	and	the	overall	risk	associated	with	frequent	

events.		

Disaster	databases	record	losses	and	damages	across	a	number	of	parameters	typically	

including	 deaths,	 economic	 losses,	 and	 physical	 damages	 and	 losses	 in	 each	 affected	

sector	 (housing,	 infrastructure,	 etc.).	 The	 geographic	 area	 affected	 and	 the	 types	 of	

hazard	 are	 also	 recorded.	 Over	 time,	 the	 accumulated	 data	 provides	 information	 on	

BOX	5.	Further	readings	on	technical	methodologies	

§ 	Words	into	action	guidelines	on	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment,	Part	One	(page	57),	

UNISDR.	2017.	

§ Science	for	Disaster	Risk	Management:	knowing	better	and	losing	less.,	Joint	Research	

Center,	European	Commission.	2017.	

§ National	Emergency	Risk	Assessment	Guidelines,	Australian	Institute	for	Disaster	

Resilience.	2015.	
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cumulative	loss	and	damage,	its	geographic	and	possibly	demographic	distribution,	the	

priority	hazards,	the	types	of	loss	and	damage	that	occur,	and	temporal	trends.		

Besides	being	a	data	source	 to	use	 in	 the	historical	analysis	method,	national	disaster	

loss	 databases	 are	 required	 for	 monitoring	 progress	 in	 Sendai	 Framework	

implementation	at	national	and	global	 level	 to	report	on	Sendai	Targets	A	to	D,	which	

measure	 loss,	 damage	 and	 impact	 from	disasters	 (United	Nations,	 2016).	As	of	 today,	

more	than	hundred	countries	have	established	national	disaster	loss	databases.	Many	of	

these	need	to	be	updated	and	upgraded	to	comply	with	the	Sendai	Framework	hazards	

coverage	and	monitoring	requirements.		

Despite	significant	value	of	historical	disaster	loss	databases,	it	is	important	to	note	that	

historical	analysis	is	not	adequate	for	infrequent	hazards,	such	as	earthquakes,	and	can	

be	 misleading	 by	 not	 revealing	 information	 about	 high-intensity	 events	 with	 low	

probability	 (e.g.	 a	 flood	 of	 one	 in	 a	 100	 year	 return	 period	 or	 1%	 probability	 of	

occurrence	 in	 one	 year).	 	 That	 is	 why,	 as	 explained	 in	 Component	 E	 on	 Technical	

Methodologies,	 a	 variety	 of	 methods	 and	 tools	 should	 be	 used	 for	 hazard	 and	 risk	

analyses.		

	

BOX	6.	Further	readings	and	resources	on	historical	loss	database	

§ 	Words	into	action	guidelines	on	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment,	Part	One	(page	64),	

UNISDR.	2017.	

§ Guidance	for	Recording	and	Sharing	Disaster	Damage	and	Loss	Data,	JRC	Science	and	

Policy	Reports.	2015.	

§ EMDAT	(CRED)	-	Online	database	that	contains	essential	core	data	on	the	occurrence	

and	effects	of	over	22,000	mass	disasters	in	the	world	from	1900	to	the	present	day.	
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G.	The	Risk	Profile	

As	one	of	 the	 early	deliverables,	 the	URS	would	 result	 in	 a	 risk	profile	 for	 the	 spatial	

area	of	concern	(the	country,	region,	or	municipality).	The	risk	profile	can	be	based	on	

existing	 risk	 information	but	would	also	be	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	ongoing	process	of	

improving	risk	information	through	new	analyses	and	assessments	over	the	long	term.	

The	main	purpose	of	 the	 risk	profile	 is	 to	put	 information	 about	 all	 types	of	 hazards,	

exposed	assets,	vulnerabilities,	and	risks	side	by	side	to	provide	the	big	picture	and	be	

the	 first	 place	 to	 start	 for	 understanding	 risk.	 The	 decision	 regarding	 who	 the	 main	

users	are	(e.g.	DRR	practitioners	or	practitioners	and	general	public)	should	define	the	

level	of	detail	and	format	in	which	the	information	is	to	be	presented.		

The	risk	profile	can	use	a	combination	of	the	following	methods	and	tools:	

§ Risk	Heat	Map	(the	risk	matrix)	to	present	on	all	types	of	risk	in	the	same	format	

§ Pie-charts	and	bar	charts	using	historical	loss	data	which	provides	great	insights	

on	extensive	risks	

§ Geospatial	 maps	 using	 historical	 loss	 data	 and	 any	 results	 from	 any	 available	

probabilistic	risk	modeling		

§ Risk	 matrices	 such	 as	 total	 loss	 values	 over	 certain	 time	 in	 the	 past	 or	 from	

results	 of	 probabilistic	 modeling	 as	 Average	 Annual	 Loss	 (AAL)	 and	 Probable	

Maximum	Loss	at	certain	return	periods	

§ With	some	specific	design	features,	the	risk	profile	can	be	used	as	a	“risk-based	

monitoring	 tool”,	 complementary	 to	 the	 Sendai	 Framework	 monitoring	

mechanism.		
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Governance	Components	

H.	Secretariat	

The	Understanding	Risk	 System	 requires	 clear	 and	dedicated	 administrative	 capacity.	

To	 this	 end,	 a	 lead	 agency	 should	 be	 assigned	 that	 maintains	 a	 ‘secretariat’.	 This	

	

BOX	7.	Examples	of	risk	profiles	using	different	methods	to	present	the	information	

§ Switzerland	National	Disaster	Risk	Profile,	see	document	titled	“National	Disasters	and	

Emergencies	in	Switzerland”	at	

https://www.babs.admin.ch/en/aufgabenbabs/gefaehrdrisiken/natgefaehrdanalyse.ht

ml	

§ London	Risk	Register	using	Risk	Heat	Map:	

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/London

%20Risk%20Register%204.0.pdf	

§ Madagascar	Risk	Profile	produced	by	GDFDRR	based	on	multi-hazard	probabilistic	risk	

assessment:	https://www.gfdrr.org/sites/default/files/madagascar.pdf	

§ El	Salvador	Risk	Profile,	GFDRR:	

https://www.gfdrr.org/sites/default/files/El%20Salvador1.pdf	

§ Turkey	Risk	Profile,	GFDRR:	https://www.gfdrr.org/sites/default/files/Turkey.pdf	

§ Afghanistan	Risk	Profile,	GFDRR:	

https://www.gfdrr.org/sites/default/files/documents/afghanistan_drp_low.pdfEMDAT	

(CRED)	-	Online	database	that	contains	essential	core	data	on	the	occurrence	and	

effects	of	over	22,000	mass	disasters	in	the	world	from	1900	to	the	present	day.	
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secretariat	 leads	 the	 consultative	 process	 within	 the	 cross-sector	 cooperation	

mechanism.	It	designs	the	technical	process	of	disaster	risk	assessment	with	clear	and	

achievable	 goals	 and	 milestones,	 and	 guides	 the	 process	 from	 start	 to	 finish.	 The	

positioning	of	the	secretariat	depends	on	the	general	governance	principles	of	a	country	

and	 the	 specific	 legislation	 on	 DRR.	 In	 many	 cases	 it	 is	 embedded	 within	 the	 Prime	

Minister’s	 office,	 or	 the	 lead	 authority	 for	 civil	 protection	 (ministry	 of	 interior),	 or	

national	 disaster	 risk	 management	 body;	 but	 a	 leading	 role	 for	 the	 ministry	 of	

development,	environment	or	other	ministries	is	also	possible.	The	secretariat	needs	to	

be	 supported	 by	 legislative	 mandate	 and/or	 senior	 political	 endorsement,	 sufficient	

budget,	 and	 sufficient	 technical3	 and	 administrative	 capacities	 (Safaie,	 Et.	 al.	 2017)	

(OECD,	2017).		

	

I.	URS	operations	mechanism	

The	URS	operations	mechanism	includes	information	on	URS	goals	and	objectives,	work	

plan,	 budgeting	 and	 timeline,	 decision	making	process,	 communication	 approach,	 and	

																																																								
3	The	URS	Secretariat	needs	sufficient	understanding	of	risk	assessment	concepts,	methods,	and	its	use	in	
disaster	risk	management	practice.	

BOX	8.	Further	readings	on	secretariat		

For	further	explanation	of	the	concept	and	its	role	in	risk	assessment	see:	

§ 	Words	into	action	guidelines	on	National	Disaster	Risk	Assessment,	Part	One	(Element	

1	-	Establishing	a	governance	mechanism),	UNISDR.	2017.	

For	country	examples	of	coordination	and	multi-stakeholder	cooperation	see:		

§ National	Risk	Assessments	-		A	Cross-Country	Perspective	(Part	Two	-	Country	Profiles),	

OECD.	2017.	
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modalities	 of	 coordination	 and	 collaboration.	 It	 includes	 everything	 from	 the	 specific	

templates	 used	 for	 gathering	 risk	 information	 from	 various	 entities,	 to	 the	 multi-

stakeholder	forums	set-up	to	ensure	all	sectors	can	effectively	engage	and	contribute	to	

the	URS.	

Several	key	features	of	a	successful	URS	directly	relate	to	its	ability	to	effectively	create	

an	environment	allowing	exchange	and	interface	between	scientific	and	policy	making	

bodies	 and	 enables	 co-design	 of	 risk	 assessments.	 To	 achieve	 this	 objective,	 URS	

operations	mechanism	needs	to	pursue	a	whole	of	government	and	a	whole	of	society	

approach	(OECD,	2014)	for	the	following	key	functions:	

§ Linking	up	existing	disaster	risk	knowledge	of	all	 sectors	of	 society	and	produce	a	

reference	risk	profile	to	help	understand	risk	better.	

§ Embedding	risk	understanding	into	policy	and	investments.	

	

J.	Governing	Board	and	Advisory	Committee	

Both	the	Secretariat	and	the	operations	mechanism	perform	quality	assurance	roles	but	

URS	 needs	 a	 governing	 board	 to	 provide	 senior	 level	 oversight	 and	 an	 advisory	

committee/s	 to	 allow	 specialists	 with	 scientific	 and	 technical	 expertise	 on	 risk	

assessment	and	DRR	to	provide	input	and	guide	URS	operations.	

A	distinguishing	feature	of	effective	advisory	committees	is	that	they	are	separate	from	

the	structures	of	both	the	secretariat	and	entities	conducting	analysis	but	work	closely	

with	 them	 to	 ensure	 the	 outputs	 or	 the	 system	 are	 robust	 and	 consider	 the	 best	

BOX	9.	Further	readings	on	operations	mechanisms	

§ Recommendation	of	the	Council	on	the	Governance	of	Critical	Risks,	OECD.	2014.	
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available	 technical	 knowledge,	 evidence	 and	 scientific	 research.	 Advisory	 committees	

therefore	provide	an	additional	opportunity	 for	co-creation	of	risk	knowledge,	 further	

integrating	the	technical,	academic	and	scientific	communities	into	the	process.	

	

III.	The	Path	Forward:	A	Maturity	Model	for	Risk	Profile	

The	ultimate	objective	of	establishing	and	sustaining	a	URS	is	to	improve	understanding	

risk	 among	 stakeholders	 and	 integrate	 that	 understanding	 into	development	 and	 risk	

reduction	policies	and	 investments.	The	risk	profile	 is	 the	 tangible	product	 that	 is	 the	

basis	of	understanding	risk	and	is	maintained	by	combining	results	from	different	risk	

assessments4.	The	risk	profile	can	mature	over	time	as	more	resources,	data,	scientific	

methods	and	technologies	become	available	and	as	risk	assessment	processes	become	

more	connected	to	the	needs	of	DRR	policy	design	and	investments.		

A	 well-developed	 URS	 is	 required	 to	 support	 good	 risk	 assessments,	

development	of	the	risk	profile,	and	a	robust	understanding	of	the	risks.	For	each	of	the	

URS	 components,	 countries	 need	 to	 start	 by	 pulling	 together	 already	 existing	

information	to	establish	the	URS	and	plan	to	enhance	and	mature	it	over	time.	

	 	

																																																								
In	 this	 paper	 the	 term	 risk	 assessment	 is	 used	 as	 an	 overarching	 term	 for	 the	 process	 that	 uses	
quantitative	 or	 qualitative	methods	 to	 provides	 information	 on	 one	 or	more	 of	 the	 following:	 hazards,	
exposed	assets	and	their	vulnerabilities,	direct	and	indirect	impacts	and	risk	levels.	

BOX	10.	Further	readings	on	operations	mechanisms	

§ Recommendation	of	the	Council	on	the	Governance	of	Critical	Risks,	OECD.	2014.	

§ Risk	Governance	Towards	an	Integrative	Approach,	International	Risk	Governance	

Council.	2006.	
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BOX	11.	Colombia’s	understanding	risk	system	at	a	glance		

The	National	Committee	 for	Risk	Knowledge	 [Comité	Nacional	para	el	Conocimiento	

del	 Riesgo]	 is	 an	 inter-institutional	 forum,	 part	 of	 the	 National	 Disaster	 Risk	

Management	 System	 [Sistema	 Nacional	 de	 Gestion	 del	 Riesgo	 de	 Desastres],	 that	

advises	and	plans	how	the	country	goes	about	understanding	 its	disaster	 risks.	Two	

technical	 advisory	 commissions	 (one	 on	 risk	 knowledge	 and	 one	 on	 research	 on	

disaster	risk	management)	complement	the	activities	of	the	Committee.	These	bodies	

contribute,	 from	a	 technical	and	scientific	perspective,	 to	 the	Committee’s	work.	The	

National	 Disaster	 Risk	 Management	 Plan	 [Plan	 Nacional	 de	 Gestión	 del	 Riesgo	 de	

Desastres]	 contains	 specific	 objectives	 and	 programs	 aimed	 at	 furthering	 the	

capacities	 of	 the	 country’s	 understanding	 risk	 system.	 Each	 program	 has	 a	 specific	

responsible	 agency	 and	 progress	 is	 monitored	 by	 the	 National	 Disaster	 Risk	

Management	 Unit	 [Unidad	Nacional	 para	 la	 Gestión	 del	 Riesgo	 de	 Desastres]	which	

reports	directly	into	the	Presidency	of	the	Republic.	

Disaster	risk	scenarios	 for	some	of	 the	most	significant	hazards	have	been	produced	

by	the	National	Disaster	Risk	Management	Unit	and	a	national	system	for	collating	and	

communicating	 risk	 information	 is	 being	 set	 up.	 Outreach	 and	 technical	 assistance	

programs	are	run	by	the	National	Unit’s	subdivision	for	risk	knowledge	to	increase	the	

capacity	 of	 line	 ministries,	 national	 agencies	 and	 municipal	 governments	 for	

understanding	risks	(including	risk	analysis,	monitoring	and	communication).	

§ Sources:	

• Unidad	Nacional	para	la	Gestión	del	Riesgo	de	Desastres	(2016),	Qué	es	el	Comité	Nacional	para	

el	Conocimiento	del	Riesgo.	Available	(in	Spanish)	from	https://goo.gl/cUs65Y	

• Law	1523,	establishing	the	National	Disaster	Risk	Management	System	of	Colombia	(2012).	

Available	(in	Spanish)	from	https://goo.gl/ny6oPk	

• Plan	Nacional	para	la	Gestión	del	Riesgo	de	Desastres	(2015).	Available	(in	Spanish)	from	

https://goo.gl/U9EjCT	
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This	section	provides	a	maturity	model	with	ten	dimensions	for	developing,	monitoring	

and	improving	the	risk	profile	at	the	national	or	local	level:	

• Hazards	Covered	

• Geographic	scope		

• Sectors	Included	

• Vulnerabilities	considered	

• Risk	Drivers	

• Methodologies	Employed	

• Types	of	impact	considered	

• Direct	vs.	indirect	impacts	

• Accessibility	of	Results	

• Linkages	 to	 policy	 design	 and	 governance	

mechanisms	

While	each	dimension	has	close	 linkages	with	one	or	 few	of	URS	components,	 the	 last	

dimension	that	 is	about	 integration	with	DRR	policies	and	governance	system	calls	on	

further	elaboration	of	maturity	of	URS	governance	and	augmenting	components.		

	

1.	Hazards	Covered	

	

Isolated	/		
single	hazard	

Multi-hazard,	allowing	comparison	and	
information	on	interlinkages	

The	breadth	of	hazards	covered	by	the	risk	profile	is	the	first	dimension	of	the	maturity	

model.	 All	 countries	 and	 regions	 are	 exposed	 to	many	different	 hazards	with	 varying	

impacts.	 Understanding	 all	 hazards’	 characteristics,	 frequency	 and	 potential	 impact	

ensures	there	is	no	blind	spot	on	a	less	frequent	hazard,	and	most	importantly	it	allows	

design	 of	 DRR	 policies	 and	 investments	 to	 efficiently	 tackle	more	 than	 one	 hazard	 if	

possible	 and	 ensure	 that	 measures	 tackling	 one	 hazard	 would	 not	 cause	 increase	 in	

other	hazards	or	risks.	 	A	system	that	allows	a	country	to	understand	the	full	range	of	

hazards	that	it	is	exposed	to,	enables	comparing	and	prioritizing	treatment	of	the	risks	
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associated	with	them,	and	provides	insights	into	the	interlinkages	between	hazards	and	

risks	would	be	at	the	most	mature	end	of	the	spectrum.	

On	the	other	hand,	a	system	that	only	considers	one	or	a	few	hazards,	to	the	exclusion	of	

other	potentially	relevant	ones,	would	be	at	the	least	mature	end	of	the	scale.	

	

2.	Geographic	scope	

	

Limited	geographical		
coverage	

Covering	the	whole	country	

A	more	mature	risk	profile	would	cover	the	whole	country	(or	region	of	concern)	whilst	

a	less	mature	one	would	have	a	more	restricted	geographic	scope.	When	resources	are	

limited,	 it	 is	 sensible	 to	 start	 with	 hot	 spots	 or	 urban	 zones	 where	 the	 assets	 are	

concentrated,	but	it	is	important	to	consider	expanding	hazard	and	risk	assessments	to	

cover	rural	and		agricultural	areas,	zones	with	major	industrial	facilities	such	as	mines	

and	refineries,	and	zones	with	ecological	assets	or	natural	resources	too.		

A	more	mature	risk	profile	provides	an	overview	of	the	whole	country	as	a	risk	scan	to	

determine	different	levels	of	risk	and	then	provide	more	in-depth	assessment	of	risk	in	

hot	spots.		

For	hazards	that	are	localized	or	unique	to	certain	regions	such	as	tsunamis	or	sea	level	

rise,	maturity	of	risk	profile	is	in	coverage	of	all	relevant	zones.		

	

3.	Sectors	included	

	

Isolated	single	sector	
	assessments	

Multi-sectorial	including	interdependencies	
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The	social	and	economic	well-being	of	the	society	depends	on	many	sectors,	 including	

critical	infrastructure	and	their	interdependent	functions.	Understanding	the	risk	to	all	

major	sectors	is	critical	for	investments	in	risk	reduction	and	resilience	building.	Many	

existing	risk	assessments	only	provide	information	about	buildings.	What	is	the	value	of	

buildings	standing	if	there	is	no	electricity,	water	and	sanitation,	roads	and	bridges,	or	

food	supply?	

Most	economic	and	social	sectors	in	a	country	have	multiple	layers	of	interactions	with	

other	sectors,	creating	a	complex	mesh	of	interdependencies.	The	most	mature	URS	and	

risk	profile	recognize	 the	 importance	of	 these	 interactions	whilst	 less	mature	systems	

would	concentrate	on	understanding	risks	sector	by	sector	and	in	isolation.	In	a	sense,	

more	mature	URS	will	more	readily	 recognize	how	the	 impacts	of	a	 risk	affecting	one	

sector	could	spread	to	impact	other	sectors,	including	complex	risks	such	as	cascading	

disasters.	

	

4.	Vulnerabilities	considered	

	

Physical	only	and	using	
rudimentary	methods	

All	vulnerabilities	and		
using	advanced	methods												

	

Identification	 of	 physical,	 social,	 economic,	 environmental,	 cultural,	 institutional	 and	

other	vulnerabilities	is	a	key	component	of	understanding	risk.	Often	the	starting	point	

is	to	clearly	assess	one	of	the	vulnerabilities	(e.g.	physical)	using	simplistic	methods	that	

may	 be	 semi-quantitative	 or	 qualitative.	 In	 hazards	 such	 as	 earthquakes,	 physical	

vulnerabilities	 are	 important	 to	 assess,	 as	 they	 are	 foundational	 	 to	 assessing	 various	

other	 vulnerabilities	 such	 as	 social,	 economic	 or	 environmental.	 The	 goal	 for	 a	more	

mature	 URS	 and	 risk	 profile	 is	 to	 move	 towards	 comprehensive	 identification	 and	
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assessment	 of	 all	 vulnerabilities	 using	 advanced	 methods	 that	 can	 reliably	 quantify	

these	vulnerabilities.	Quantification	is	often	data	intensive	and	requires	technical	know-

how.	 However,	 the	 benefits	 are	 worth	 the	 cost/effort,	 as	 a	 robust	 vulnerability	

assessment	 allows	 having	 a	more	 objective	 and	measurable	way	 to	 develop	 effective	

strategies	to	reduce	these	vulnerabilities,	which	are	often	key	drivers	of	risk.	

	

5.	Risk	drivers	

	

Doesn’t	identify	risk	drivers	 Identifies	a	wide	range	of	risk	drivers	

Less	 mature	 risk	 profiles	 only	 focus	 on	 the	 symptom	 and	 not	 the	 cause.	 	 The	 more	

mature	 a	 URS	will	 support	 risk	 assessments	 that	 identify	 the	 interplay	 between	 past	

policies,	socio-economic	trends,	and	investments	that	are	the	risk	drivers	contributing	

to	 hazards,	 exposures	 and	 vulnerabilities	 (e.g.	 climate	 change,	 rapid	 urbanizations,	

weak	 governance	 in	 enforcing	 land	use	 policies	 or	 building	 codes).	 This	 dimension	 is	

especially	 important	 for	 defining	 disaster	 risk	management	measures	 that	 effectively	

target	the	root	causes	of	risk.		

	

6.	Methodologies	Employed	

	

Uses	scattered	historical	loss	data		
and	expert	judgement	

Uses	more	quantitative	methods	and	a	combination	of	
methodologies	for	all	risks	

A	 more	 mature	 risk	 profile	 would	 be	 based	 on	 a	 combination	 of	 qualitative	 and	

quantitative	methods	in	a	systematic	way	-	choosing	the	best	methodologies	and	tools	

for	the	type	of	risks	considered	and	the	type	of	information	needed.	On	the	less	mature	
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end	of	the	spectrum,	a	country	would	rely	on	less	systematic	approaches	and	may	only	

use	 judgment	 of	 experts	 and	 historical	 data,	 which	 misses	 understanding	 of	 less	

frequent	events	that	have	not	happened	in	recent	years	(e.g.	damaging	earthquakes	or	

extreme	events	of	other	hazards).		

While	probabilistic	 risk	modelling	 is	 the	most	 comprehensive	method	 to	 evaluate	 the	

uncertainties	of	events	and	their	 impacts,	 it	 is	resource	and	data	 intensive	which	may	

not	 always	 be	 readily	 available.	 This	 should	 not	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 obstacle	 to	 take	 steps	

towards	creating	a	risk	profile	using	less	resource	extensive	methods.	Over	time,	a	risk	

profile	 can	 become	 more	 mature	 by	 adapting	 more	 sophisticated	 methods	 for	 high	

impact	hazards.	

	

7.	Types	of	impact	considered	

	

Only	considers	one	
dimension	of	impact	

Analyses	various	dimensions	of	impact	

The	potential	impacts	of	disaster	risks	can	fall	into	a	wide	range	of	dimensions,	such	as	

economic,	 social,	 political,	 cultural	 and	 environmental	 impacts.	More	mature	URS	will	

recognize	this	and	guide	risk	assessments	to	analyze	the	risks	accordingly	and	provide	

insights	on	all	impacts	in	the	risk	profile,	whilst	the	less	mature	risk	profile	will	center	

around	a	more	limited	set	of	dimensions.	

	

8.	Direct	vs.	indirect	impacts	

	

Only	considers		 Analyses	both	direct	
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direct	impacts	 	and	indirect	impacts	

Even	a	URS	and	risk	profile	that	consider	a	wide	range	of	impact	types,	might	only	look	

at	those	impacts	that	are	directly	arising	from	the	hazard’s	effects	on	the	exposed	and	

vulnerable	assets.	This	would	provide	a	very	limited	view	of	true	impacts	and	costs	of	

disasters	leading	to	short-sighted	decisions.		

A	more	mature	 system	will	 go	beyond	 these	direct	 impacts	and	will	 consider	 indirect	

impacts	such	as	impacts	due	to	interdependencies	of	critical	infrastructure	or	long-term	

impacts	 on	 the	 economy	 or	 social	 well-being	 of	 people	 in	 the	 affected	 region	 or	 the	

country.	

	

9.	Accessibility	of	results	

	

Results	are	scattered,	not	accessible,	and	only	
understandable	to	the	topic	experts	

All	results,	datasets,	and	methodologies	are	
accessible	and	results	are	tailored	to	different	

audiences	

This	dimension	of	 the	maturity	model	 relates	 to	 the	degree	 to	which	both	 the	 results	

and	 the	methodologies	 used	 in	 developing	 the	 risk	 profile	 are	 easily	 accessible.	More	

mature	risk	profiles	would	go	as	 far	as	tailoring	their	results	to	a	variety	of	audiences	

such	 as	 politicians,	 policy	 makers,	 experts	 or	 the	 members	 of	 the	 public,	 and	 will	

present	 these	 in	 a	 structured	 and	 accessible	 way.	 Clarity	 on	 methodologies	 and	

transparency	 on	 limitations	 is	 crucial	 for	when	 technical	 experts	 who	 have	 not	 been	

engaged	 in	 the	 process	 need	 to	 support	 decision	makers	 in	 interpretation	 and	 use	 of	

results.	It	is	also	crucial	for	future	generations	of	risk	assessments	that	will	use	previous	

work.	This	dimension	is	supported	by	URS	components	on	Data	Management	and	Risk	

Communication.		
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10.	Linkages	to	policy	design	and	governance	mechanisms	

	

Isolated	from	policy	
design	and	governance	

Well	embedded	into	key	policy	
areas	&	governance	mechanisms	

On	the	policy	side,	the	URS	will	exhibit	more	mature	traits	the	more	embedded	it	is	in	

the	whole	policy	cycle	(from	policy	design	to	implementation	and	evaluation).	As	such,	

the	most	mature	systems	will	directly	relate	to	key	national	policies,	going	beyond	those	

policies	directly	 linked	 to	 resilience.	The	 least	mature	URS	will	 lack	 linkages	 to	policy	

design	 and	 implementation	 and	 any	 insights	 coming	 out	 of	 risk	 analysis	 will	 only	

sporadically	be	used	to	influence	new	and	existing	policies.	

This	 dimension	 of	 the	 model	 is	 critically	 supported	 by	 the	 URS	 components	 in	 the	

Governance	and	Policies	and	Capacities	categories.	Following	is	a	brief	overview	of	how	

these	components	can	also	mature	to	support	holistic	risk	profiles.		

Legislation	

	

No	legislation	related	to	risk	information	
and	URS	operations		

Legal	requirement	of	risk	assessment		
and	risk-informed	policies	at	all	levels	and	sectors	

Capacity	Development	

	

Only	capacities	in	science	and	
technical	community	

Sufficient	capacities	at	URS	secretariat	
and	across	all	sectors	and	levels	

Risk	Communication		

	

No	risk	communication	strategy	and	no	effective	

risk	communication	to	any	stakeholder	

Risk	communication	strategy	is	designed	and	

implemented	for	the	whole	of	society	
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Secretariat	

	

Limited	staff,	adhoc	
coordination,	limited	budget	

Sufficiently	staffed,	well	resourced,	with	
political	backing	to	lead	and	coordinate	

	

Governing	Board	and	Advisory	Committee	

	

Limited	members	without	sufficient	

representation	of	sectors	and	policy	departments	

Empowered	members	representing	diverse	

set	of	sectors	and	policy	departments	

URS	Operations	Mechanism	

	

Unorganized	and	adhoc	

operation	approach	

Clearly	defines	operations	mechanism	

including	SOPs	for	financial	management,	

coordination	and	communication		

This	maturity	model	provides	a	blueprint	for	the	path	forward	on	URS,	and	its	output:	

risk	profile,	and	the	outcome:	understanding	risk.	It	can	be	customized	for	the	context	

relevant	 to	 the	 country	 but	 in	 all	 cases,	 a	 diagnosis	 of	 the	 current	 state	 of	 affairs	 is	

required	 in	 order	 for	 a	 nation	 to	 establish	 the	 direction	 of	 travel	 for	 their	 URS.	 The	

maturity	model	can	help	highlight	those	aspects	of	the	country’s	existing	risk	profile	and	

understanding	risk	that	are	particularly	strong	as	well	as	those	which	require	additional	

attention.	 	 The	 maturity	 model	 is	 an	 excellent	 tool	 for	 long	 term	 planning,	 progress	

monitoring,	and	sharing	good	practices	on	URS,	risk	profiles,	and	understanding	risk.				
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IV.	Concluding	Notes	

The	persistent	challenges	in	using	risk	information	in	policies	and	planning	for	DRR	in	

both	developed	and	developing	 countries	proves	 that	 there	 is	 a	need	 for	 a	disruptive	

innovation	in	the	approach	in	conducting	risk	assessments	for	informing	development	

and	DRR	policies	 and	 investments.	URS	 (Understanding	Risk	 System)	 is	 the	proposed	

framework	to	integrate	risk	assessments	into	DRR	policy	and	investment	processes	and	

to	 put	 countries	 at	 national	 and	 local	 level	 on	 a	 sustainable	 path	 to	 enhance	

understanding	risk	and	reducing	risk,	complete	with	a	maturity	model	to	monitor	and	

improve	the	URS	over	time.		

	

Key	Features	of	Understanding	Risk	System	

Any	country	with	any	level	of	existing	risk	information	and	capacities	can	embark	on	

establishing	its	own	URS	at	national	and/or	local	level	and	gradually	mature	in	

understanding	risk	as	presented	in	the	maturity	model	

URS	allows	cost	savings	in	conducting	new	risk	assessments	by	facilitating	use	of	

existing	input	data	and	analysis	as	well	as	coordination	and	communication	with	parties	

that	own	the	necessary	datasets	

URS	creates	the	necessary	environment	for	scientific	bodies	and	policy	makers	to	co-

design	and	co-develop	the	risk	assessments	and	to	ensure	risk	information	is	usable	and	

used	in	DRR	policies	and	investments	

URS	acts	as	the	central	system	that	defines	the	path	forward	for	long	term	advancement	

of	understanding	risk	for	the	purpose	of	building	long	term	resilience	in	the	country,	

region,	or	locality	
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While	the	ownership	and	main	role	for	establishing	the	URS	are	with	the	authorities	and	

scientific	 bodies	 in	 the	 country,	 the	 international	 community	 plays	 a	 critical	 role	 to	

provide	support	in	this	shift	of	approach.	Effective	integration	of	risk	assessments	and	

policy	 processes	 require	 new	 ways	 of	 thinking,	 communicating,	 and	 operating.	 Most	

sectors	 need	 their	 unique	 approaches	 to	 connect	 risk	 assessments	 into	 their	 policy	

processes.	The	international	science	and	technology	and	DRR	communities	should	work	

together	 to	 understand	 this	 interface	 better	 in	 different	 sectors	 and	 develop	

methodologies	 and	 tools	 to	 facilitate	 the	 integration.	 In	 addition,	 most	 of	 the	 risk	

assessments	 in	 developing	 countries	 are	 funded	 by	 international	 bi-lateral	 or	 multi-

lateral	donor	agencies	or	development	entities.	These	entities	should	acknowledge	the	

importance	 of	 integrating	 risk	 assessments	 into	 DRR	 policy	 processes	 by	making	 co-

design	with	 users	 a	 requirement	 and	 allocating	 sufficient	 funds	 for	 the	 consultations,	

communications,	and	collaboration	between	the	technical	bodies	and	the	end	users.		

	

BOX	12.	Understanding	Risk	Systems	Alliance	

	

The	 authors	 of	 this	 paper	 are	 united	 in	 founding	 URSA,	 the	 Understanding	 Risk	 Systems	

Alliance.	URSA	supports	national	and	sub-national	governments	to	establish	and	develop	their	

Understanding	Risk	System.	This	includes	needs	assessment,	URS	design,	capacity	development,	

training	and	coaching,	as	well	as	guidance	for	designing	and	executing	actual	risk	assessments	

interlinked	with	the	URS.	To	advance	the	framework	described	in	this	paper,	URSA	is	working	

on	defining	a	set	of	indicators	for	each	dimension	of	 ‘URS	maturity’.	These	indicators	will	help	

governments	assess	their	current	status	and	gaps,	in	order	to	establish	ambitions	for	their	way	

forward.	 The	 advanced	 version	 of	 the	 framework	 with	 indicators	 will	 be	 published	

at	www.ursaglobal.org.	
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