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$�VHD�FKDQJH�LV�QHHGHG�LQ�RXU�DSSURDFK�WR�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�DLG�¿QDQFLQJ��RQH�WKDW�SULRULWLVHV�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�
RI�ULVN��)RU�GHYHORSPHQW�DSSURDFKHV��WKLV�PHDQV�WDNLQJ�PHDVXUHV�WR�DYRLG�SRWHQWLDO�JDLQV�EHLQJ�ORVW�RU�
XQGHUPLQHG��ZKLOH�IRU�KXPDQLWDULDQV�LW�PHDQV�EHLQJ�EHWWHU�SUHSDUHG�WR�GHDO�ZLWK�WKH�JHRJUDSK\�RI�ULVN�LQ������
DQG�EH\RQG��3UHSDULQJ�IRU�FXUUHQW�DQG�IXWXUH�ULVNV�LV�D�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�DQG�D�EDVLF�SUHUHTXLVLWH�IRU�HIIHFWLYH�
KXPDQLWDULDQ�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�ZRUN�±�LW�LV�QRW�RSWLRQDO��

%MERGENCY�PREPAREDNESS��THE�CURRENT�
state of play

Emergency preparedness has the potential to be truly 
transformative, a means to reshape the way the aid 
system approaches crisis. Investment in preparedness 
seeks to reduce the cost of response over the long term 
and the ever increasing burden on the humanitarian 
system – a burden that stretches it beyond its means 
and, in some cases, its mandate. It offers a marked 
FKDQJH�WR�SRVW�FULVLV�µEXVLQHVV�DV�XVXDO¶�DQG�UHÀHFWV�WKH�
lessons learnt from decades of humanitarian response, 
as well as the necessity of building national capacity for 
preparedness as a fundamental part of a longer-term 
VWUDWHJ\�WR�UHGXFH�SUHVVXUH�RQ�KXPDQLWDULDQ�¿QDQFHV��

This study comes 10 years after humanitarian reform 
KHOSHG�FKDQJH�WKH�IDFH�RI�¿QDQFLQJ��,W�DSSHDUV�DW�D�WLPH�
when the international community is grappling with ever 
increasing humanitarian needs, set against a backdrop 
RI�FRQWLQXLQJ�SUHVVXUH�RQ�GRQRU�¿QDQFLQJ�DQG��ZLWK�
it, demand from donors that effectiveness and value 
for money become central to the system. Set in this 
context, preparedness is being advanced throughout the 
international community. It is pursued in many forums 
DQG�DW�PDQ\�OHYHOV��E\�DJHQFLHV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG��E\�ZRUNLQJ�
groups within the Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
(IASC) and up to and beyond the IASC Principals. These 
credible efforts to drive forward the agenda are not a 

comprehensive ‘solution’ to address preparedness needs 
– but neither are they supposed to be. They will – it is 
hoped – be a catalyst for the far-reaching changes that 
are required. In many ways the reality is a simple one: in 
order to be prepared to deal effectively with disasters or 
crises, preparedness measures need to be put in place 
before a crisis occurs. 

Humanitarian funding clearly contributes towards 
preparedness. However, this is predominantly either 
WKURXJK�¿QDQFH�IRU�UHVSRQVH�UHOHDVHG�DIWHU�D�FULVLV�RU�
the ‘planned’ humanitarian assistance of consolidated 
appeals. In addition, discrete ‘preparedness activities’ 
are undertaken, rather than continuing support to a 
comprehensive preparedness system. This is symptomatic 
RI�D�IXQGDPHQWDO�ÀDZ�LQ�WKH�¿QDQFLQJ�DUFKLWHFWXUH��,I�ZH�
were to design channels of funding with a blank slate, 
then it is likely that funding arrangements would look 
quite different from those that we see today. This is not 
to suggest that preparedness should always be top of 
the agenda; weighting of priorities is a reality in a world 
where funding is constrained. It is not always feasible to 
undertake comprehensive preparedness measures for 
DOO�ULVNV��0RUHRYHU��ULVN�DQG�XQFHUWDLQW\�SUHVHQW�VSHFL¿F�
budgetary challenges. As a basic minimum, however, it 
should be possible for the international system to support 
the creation of national systems of preparedness for the 
most likely crises (based on a comprehensive assessment 
of risk within each country). 

7KLV�LV�QRW��KRZHYHU��VROHO\�D�¿QDQFLQJ�FKDOOHQJH��*HWWLQJ�
WKH�¿QDQFLQJ�DUFKLWHFWXUH�FRUUHFW�LV�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�VWDUWLQJ�
point, but it needs to be complemented by improved 
coherence of preparedness efforts through coordinated 
decision-making, planning and implementation. This 
requires a global consensus to make risk fundamental to 
all aid decisions, and that this translates into prioritised 
programming and resourcing. The ultimate goal is fully 
functioning national systems of preparedness, led by 
national actors capable of responding to the range of risks 
that a country may face. 

In many ways the reality is  
a simple one: in order to be 
prepared to deal effectively with 
disasters or crises, preparedness 
measures need to be put in place 
before a crisis occurs

Dare to prepare:  
taking risk seriously 
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,Q�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�¿VFDO�DXVWHULW\��GRQRU�JRYHUQPHQW�
signatories to post-2015 agreements will be mindful of 
WKH�¿QDQFLDO�LPSOLFDWLRQV�RI�WKRVH�FRPPLWPHQWV��,Q�WKHVH�
circumstances, the notion of preparedness as a ‘no regret’ 
option must be conveyed. The post-2015 development 
agenda thus marks a critical juncture. Will the international 
community continue to do more of the same, perhaps 
under a new banner, terminology or buzzword, or will 
it take a radically different approach to challenge the 
inadequacies of ‘business as usual’ crisis response? 

Key messages 

 Ɣ The ultimate goal should be comprehensive national 
systems of preparedness, capable of responding to the 
range of risks that countries face. 

 Ɣ Emergency preparedness has the potential to be 
transformative, offering a marked change to ex-post 
(i.e. after the event) ‘business as usual’. 

 Ɣ For national and international actors, emergency 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�SUHVHQWV�WKH�VSHFL¿F�EXGJHWDU\�FKDOOHQJHV�
of assessing risk and dealing with uncertainty. 

How we understand emergency 

preparedness

�(PHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�DLPV�WR�EXLOG�WKH�UHVLOLHQFH�RI�
VWDWHV�DQG�VRFLHWLHV�E\�VWUHQJWKHQLQJ�WKH�ORFDO��QDWLRQDO�
DQG�JOREDO�FDSDFLW\�WR�PLQLPLVH�ORVV�RI�OLIH�DQG�OLYHOLKRRGV��
to ensure effective response to crises.

The activities that comprise ‘emergency preparedness’ span 
the responsibilities of both development and humanitarian 
actors, as part of a portfolio approach (see Figure 1). The 
suite of activities required to create and sustain a system 
of preparedness work in tandem and support one other. 
For example, early warning systems will not be effective 
unless they are supported by a contingency plan that clearly 
delineates roles and activities in the case of an early warning, 
or without the institutional capacity to put this in place. 
Similarly, pre-positioning and stockpiling are redundant unless 
there is a system for indicating when and how stocks will be 
used. As a result, the issue is not what to invest in, but rather 
a clear imperative to invest in the whole package. 

4HE�PREPAREDNESS�CONTINUUM�

:KHQ�PDGH�WR�µ¿W¶�LQWR�DQ�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�DQG�¿QDQFLQJ�
architecture that is bifurcated between humanitarian and 
development activities, the continuum becomes disjointed. 
The international community faces a challenge: to continue 
‘feeding’ the bifurcated system or to alter and transform it 
for the better. To split preparedness activities in two would 
simply be to recreate the humanitarian/development divide. 
This is problematic because the short- and long-term aspects 
of preparedness are necessarily interlinked, as the concept 
of resilience indicates (Harris, 2013). However, to bring 
together preparedness activities as a discrete set of concerns 
risks creating (yet) another silo. This is further complicated 
by the uneven level of attention that is given to some types 
of shocks and stresses over others. For instance, while 
preparedness for natural hazard-related disasters is well 
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articulated (though not necessarily funded), there is a dearth 
RI�DQDO\VLV�RQ�SUHSDUHGQHVV�IRU�FRQÀLFW�DQG�RQ�WKH�OLQNV�
between the two (Harris et al., 2013).

Key messages

 Ɣ Emergency preparedness activities work in tandem 
with one another to create a holistic system, and span 
what is conventionally understood to be the bifurcation 
between development and humanitarian action. 

 Ɣ There remains a lack of connection between strategic 
engagements with fragile states and natural hazard-
related disaster risk.

Emergency preparedness in context: 

THE�ARCHITECTURE
The intentionally illustrative Figure 2 indicates broad 
trends in the kinds of emergency preparedness activities 
WKDW�HDFK�RI�WKH�PDLQ�¿QDQFLQJ�WRROV�PHFKDQLVPV�
supports. In practice, the combination of tools and 
mechanisms present in each country differs greatly. At 
¿UVW�JODQFH��WKH�¿JXUH�PD\�LPSO\�WKDW�SUHSDUHGQHVV�LV�
adequately supported by various mechanisms. In reality, 
not all mechanisms are present in every country, leaving 
gaps in the availability of funding. Moreover, not all 
mechanisms willingly support emergency preparedness, 
DQG�WKRVH�WKDW�GR�PD\�VXSSRUW�RQO\�VSHFL¿F�VHFWRUV�RU�
types of preparedness interventions, creating a disjointed 
and fractured system. 

3UMMARY�OF�THE�KEY�lNANCING�MECHANISMS�

Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF): Despite 
guidance that states clearly that the fund does not cover 
preparedness, a narrow range of preparedness activities 
KDYH�EHHQ�¿QDQFHG��PRVW�QRWDEO\�KHDOWK�UHODWHG��RU�IRU�
stockpiling and warehousing. 

Emergency Response Funds (ERFs): The least 
regulated of humanitarian funds, most ERFs do not fund 
emergency preparedness. Where this has occured, 
however, this is highly dependent on context and usually 
limited to community level activities.

Common Humanitarian Funds (CHFs): Closely 
connected to consolidated appeals, CHFs have funded a 
range of emergency preparedness activities across the 
more ‘humanitarian’ part of the continuum: contingency/
response planning, training exercises, emergency 
services/standby arrangements, pre-positioning, 
information management and communication systems.

Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP): Many appeals 
DGGUHVV�SUHSDUHGQHVV�DV�D�WKHPH�DQG�RI¿FLDO�JXLGDQFH�
now includes preparedness as a priority. Activities 
¿QDQFHG�DUH�VRPHZKDW�EURDGHU�WKDQ�RWKHU�LQVWUXPHQWV��
including early warning and hazard risk analysis, 
legislative frameworks, inter-agency coordination, 
contingency/response planning, community preparedness, 
training opportunities and stockpiling.
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UNDP Crisis Prevention and Recovery Thematic Trust 

Fund (CPR TTF): Emergency preparedness features 
across a wide range of larger initiatives funded by the 
CPR TTF, including in areas of disaster risk reduction 
�'55���FRQÀLFW�SUHYHQWLRQ�DQG�HDUO\�UHFRYHU\��$FWLYLWLHV�
¿QDQFHG�UDQJH�IURP�LPSURYLQJ�OHJLVODWLYH�IUDPHZRUNV�
through to crisis coordination.

Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery 
(GFDRR)��)RFXVLQJ�H[FOXVLYHO\�RQ�GLVDVWHU�ULVN��*)'55�
undertakes emergency preparedness activities, usually as 
part of a broader package of work. This includes hazard 
and risk analysis, community-based preparedness, early 
warning systems, information management systems and 
legislative work.

Adaptation Fund: Preparedness activities supported by 
the fund – where they exist – are part of climate change 
adaptation objectives. They are almost exclusively for 
hazard-mapping and early warning systems from national 
down to local levels.

Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF): Focusing 
on adaptation needs of least developed countries,  the 
/'&)�¿QDQFHV�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�WKURXJK�D�
narrow range of activities: early warning systems, hazard-
risk analysis and information/communication systems.

Pilot Program for Climate Resilience (PPCR): Its work 
focuses on the integration of climate risk and resilience into 
development planning. Emergency preparedness activities 
are challenging to draw out of larger projects, but where 
they appear, they are focused on early warning, information 
management, countrywide planning and legislative work.

Key messages 

 Ɣ Financing across the ‘preparedness continuum’ needs 
WR�EH�FRRUGLQDWHG��,Q�UHDOLW\��ZKHQ�PDGH�WR�µ¿W¶�LQWR�WKH�
H[LVWLQJ�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�DQG�¿QDQFLQJ�DUFKLWHFWXUH��WKH�
continuum becomes fractured and disjointed.

 Ɣ None of the mechanisms examined adequately 
¿QDQFHV�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�DFURVV�WKH�
‘preparedness continuum’, and few have the necessary 
geographical reach to address priorities globally.

,ESSONS�FROM�lVE�COUNTRY�CASE�
studies

+RZ�SUHSDUHGQHVV�LV�¿QDQFHG�IURP�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�VRXUFHV�
YDULHV�FRQVLGHUDEO\�DFURVV�WKH�¿YH�FRXQWULHV�H[DPLQHG�
(Haiti, Myanmar, Niger, the Philippines and Sudan) 
�VHH�)LJXUH�����,W�UHÀHFWV�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�
with national governments and the current contexts of 
development, governance and risk, and in each case 
WKH�DLG�SUR¿OH�LV�KHDYLO\�VKDSHG�E\�ERWK�FXUUHQW�DQG�SDVW�
events. In some contexts, especially those involving 

FRQÀLFW��WKH�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�FRPPXQLW\�LV�FDOOHG�XSRQ�WR�GR�
PXFK�PRUH�WKDQ�LW�PLJKW�RWKHUZLVH�GR��IXO¿OOLQJ�WKH�UROH�
and responsibilities of national authorities that may be in 
RQH�ZD\�RU�RWKHU�SDUW\�WR�WKDW�FRQÀLFW�

CERF: There are isolated examples of preparedness 
activities being funded, but this is largely ad hoc and 
heavily dependent on the individual context.

ERFs��2I�WKH�¿YH�FDVH�VWXG\�FRXQWULHV��(5)V�DUH�SUHVHQW�
only in Myanmar and Haiti. Evidence shows that funds 
have been allocated to support preparedness activities in 
Haiti, largely for cholera-related projects.

CHFs: There is no CHF in Myanmar, Niger, the Philippines 
or Haiti. In Sudan, a CHF has provided preparedness 
¿QDQFLQJ�WKURXJK�PDQ\�VHFWRU�SULRULWLHV��WKRXJK�LW�LV�QRW�
labelled as such. 

Consolidated Appeal Process: Preparedness is found 
in UN appeals, but almost exclusively within consolidated 
appeals. Having an appeal that includes preparedness as 
a core element does not guarantee funding.

GFDRR: Funding for preparedness has been received 
in the Philippines and Haiti, in support of the more 
developmental part of the preparedness continuum.

CPR TTF: Financing for preparedness is found in four of 
WKH�¿YH�FDVH�VWXG\�FRXQWULHV��,W�LQFOXGHV�D�UDUH�H[DPSOH�
RI�D�PHFKDQLVP�IXQGLQJ�FRQÀLFW�SUHYHQWLRQ��RI�ZKLFK�D�
portion is believed to be for preparedness.

&OLPDWH�DGDSWDWLRQ�ÀQDQFLQJ��$GDSWDWLRQ�)XQG��/'&)��
PPCR)��:KHUH�DGDSWDWLRQ�¿QDQFLQJ�IHDWXUHV��WKHUH�LV�
evidence that it supports the developmental aspects of 
emergency preparedness – this is evident in Niger and 
to a lesser extent in the Philippines. This is only for areas 
that climate risk shares with risk management in general. 

In-country bilateral funding (humanitarian and 

development): Financing from in-country donors occurs 
LQ�DOO�¿YH�FDVH�VWXG\�FRXQWULHV��EXW�LW�LV�KLJKO\�YDULDEOH�DQG�
highly dependent on the context.

&RXQWU\�VSHFLÀF�ÀQDQFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV: Heavily 
GHSHQGHQW�RQ�FRQWH[W��LQ�VRPH�FDVHV�FRXQWU\�VSHFL¿F�
mechanisms fund emergency preparedness activities, but 
only as part of a wider set of objectives.

Despite the evident need, 
attention to emergency 
preparedness still coalesces 
around the existing !nancing 
architecture rather than targeting 
‘need’ or responding to ‘risk’

DARE TO PREPARE: TAKING RISK SERIOUSLY | EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Core and multi-use funding��&RUH�IXQGLQJ�LV�GLI¿FXOW�
to track, with few institutions or agencies separating out 
emergency preparedness investments. Where there is 
evidence, preparedness is largely supported through the 
use of existing human resources, often part of a broader 
programme of work. 

The Red Cross: Both the International Federation of the 
Red Cross and Red Crescent (IFRC) and the International 
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) are heavily involved 
in emergency preparedness in the case study countries, 
most often utilising the Red Cross National Societies that 
exist in each country as implementing partners.

Multilateral banks: Multilateral banks’ investments in 
risk management for disasters tend to mirror international 
engagement in general. Where risk management is high 
on the agenda, so it is for the banks, often informing their 
country assistance strategies.

Private sector: Private sector investment in preparedness 
is limited – for various different reasons – in Sudan, 
Myanmar and Niger. Most evidence is found in the 
Philippines and, increasingly, in Haiti.

Evidence from the case studies reveals that emergency 
preparedness regularly ‘falls through the cracks’ in the 
LQWHUQDWLRQDO�¿QDQFLQJ�DUFKLWHFWXUH�±�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�

WKH�IUDJPHQWHG�DLG�V\VWHP��7KLV�UHÀHFWV�D�V\VWHP�WKDW�
has been grappling with a rapidly changing set of risks 
WR�ZKLFK�LW�LV�H[SHFWHG�WR�UHVSRQG��DQG�RI�D�¿QDQFLQJ�
architecture that has failed to evolve at the same pace. 
Investment in systems, processes and projects for 
emergency preparedness by national and international 
actors occurs in discrete, concentrated efforts. Yet coverage 
of all the requirements falls far short of need. Inadequate 
emergency preparedness is not just about the volume of 
funding. Across each case study context there is a lack of 
a shared vision or plan of action that would articulate risks, 
needs, responsibilities, programmes and activities (with 
connections to national plans and systems). And, despite 
the evident need, attention to emergency preparedness still 
FRDOHVFHV�DURXQG�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�¿QDQFLQJ�DUFKLWHFWXUH�UDWKHU�
than targeting ‘need’ or responding to ‘risk’ (see Figure 4). 

National governments, however, appear to have a 
rational and logical approach to preparedness (if 
FRQÀLFW�VLWXDWLRQV�DUH�H[FOXGHG���,Q�DOO�RI�WKH�FDVH�VWXG\�
countries except Sudan, even when overall funding is 
low, national governments are delivering legislation and 
policy for creating an adequate system and processes 
for disaster preparedness, usually as part of a long-
term set of DRR measures. However, needs obviously 
remain, and arguably these could be prioritised by the 
international system. Technical capacity-building, some of 
which is already under way, is needed even in the most 
positive of contexts, i.e. the Philippines, as the recent 
and devastating Typhoon Haiyan highlights. To an extent, 
although the contexts are very different, Haiti and Niger 
are in similar need of support for long-term preparedness. 
In Sudan and Myanmar, there is much to be done to get 
even the basics of ‘preparedness for response’ up and 
running, and the reasons are largely the same in both 
contexts, though in different ways: the challenge of aid 
¿QDQFLQJ�LQ�JHQHUDO�DQG�WKH�KHDY\�IRFXV�RQ�KXPDQLWDULDQ�
¿QDQFLQJ��5HFHQW�HYLGHQFH�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKH�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�
FRPPXQLW\�KDV�VRPH�ZD\�WR�JR�WR�SULRULWLVH�¿QDQFLQJ�
in the right places in terms of risk, need or bolstering 
domestic capacity (Kellett and Caravani, 2013).

Key messages

 Ɣ Financing for emergency preparedness is complicated, 
fragmented and piecemeal, especially the international 
contribution, with an array of separate institutions, 
mechanisms and approaches determining which parts 
of the preparedness continuum are funded, and in  
what ways. 

 Ɣ 'HVSLWH�VLJQL¿FDQW�FKDOOHQJHV��QDWLRQDO�JRYHUQPHQWV�
appear to have a much more rational and logical 
DSSURDFK�WR�¿QDQFLQJ�IRU�QDWXUDO�KD]DUG�UHODWHG�
preparedness.

 Ɣ Evidence suggests that the bulk of international 
funding – where it is available – is not concerned with 
building the long-term capacity of national systems 
of preparedness but is reinforcing a piecemeal and 
project-led approach.

International efforts must focus  
on building the capacity of 
national actors to prepare for all 
hazards, natural or man-made
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&IGURE����/VERVIEW�OF�THE�SCALE�AND�SCOPE�OF�EMERGENCY�PREPAREDNESS�lNANCING� 
in case study countries

Key��1R�¿OO�LQGLFDWHV�QR�PHFKDQLVP�WRRO�SUHVHQW�RU�XVHG��OLJKW�JUH\�LQGLFDWHV�PLQLPDO�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�LQFOXGHG�
LQ�WKH�PHFKDQLVP�WRRO��GDUNHU�JUH\�LQGLFDWHV�PRUH�VXEVWDQWLYH�¿QDQFLDO�VXSSRUW�IRU�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV��7KH�

Humanitarian funding mechanism/tool Direct donor funding Risk-focused mechanisms Climate adaptation mechanisms

CERF CAP CHF ERF Bilateral donor – 

humanitarian

Bilateral donor – 

development

GFDRR CPR TTF LDCF Adaptation 

Fund

Pilot Programme on 

Climate Resilience

Haiti In both 2012 and 2013 the 
CERF contributed several 
million dollars for projects that 
mixed response, preparedness 
and presentation in relation  
to cholera.
Value a proportion  

of $1.9 million

The CAP included 
preparedness as a key issue 
in 2010, 2011 and 2012. But 
funding for preparedness 
remains limited. 
Estimated maximum  

$2 million 

No CHF present 11 ERF projects 
VSHFL¿FDOO\�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�
having preparedness 
components in 2011. 
Ten of these were for 
cholera. One stand-out 
project is the funding  
of a CDAC network  
in Haiti.
Estimated value a 

portion of $3.5 million 

Substantial attention to 
wider DRR from USAID 
and ECHO over a long 
period.
Total value to preparedness 
GLI¿FXOW�WR�WUDFN��
�����PLOOLRQ�IURP�(&+2��
���������IURP�86$,'�
minimum values in 

recent years

None tracked Nine projects funded, 
eight after the 2010 
earthquake. Four projects 
contain elements of 
preparedness.
Value a proportion  

of $3.2 million

$3.9 million for 
early recovery, 
unlikely to have 
preparedness 
component. 
$219,000 for DRR 
for co-managed 
core resources.
Value a 

proportion of 

$0.2 million

Three projects funded to 
the value of $6.4 million. 
One project in particular 
references ‘reducing 
disaster risk in agriculture’, 
valued at $2.7 million and 
implemented by FAO.
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million.

No funding One project ($0.4 million) to 
design a national programme 
for climate resilience. No clear 
emergency preparedness 
component

Philippines Only two of 40 projects 
(for WFP) have had partial 
preparedness objectives. 
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million over  

two years

Since 2004 there have been 
VL[�81�FRQVROLGDWHG�RU�ÀDVK�
appeals, with $394.9 million 
from 352 projects, of which 
only 11 have had a partial 
preparedness objective.
Total funded $2.7 million

No CHF present No ERF present Mostly Australia and United 
States, funding largely 
humanitarian coordination 
and preparedness for 
response.
Value: $29.6 million

Japanese 
development funding 
for long-term early 
warning infrastructure 
and institutional 
development. 
Value: $35.3 million

*)'55�KDV�IXQGHG�
¿YH�SURMHFWV�WR�GDWH��
A ‘support to the DRM 
agenda’ project will 
likely have emergency 
preparedness 
components.
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million 

$66,429 from 
co-managed core 
resources, for 
‘response’.
No emergency 
preparedness 
IXQGLQJ�LGHQWL¿HG

No funding No funding No funding

Niger Provided $1 million to WHO and 
UNICEF to prevent cholera and 
treat victims. UNHRC received 
$2 million for IDPs.
Preparedness components exist 
but remain hidden and rare. 
Emergency preparedness  

a proportion of $3 million

Preparedness is central to 
the CAP, one of three pillars 
under a resilience ‘objective’. 
Of 83 projects in the most 
recent appeal, 53 have some 
preparedness element. 
Emergency preparedness 

funding estimated at  

$14 million

No CHF present No ERF present A part-humanitarian, part-
development SDC support 
project to the Dispositif

Both the EC and SDC 
support the Dispositif.
Total value: around 

$16 million

Not a priority country  
– no funding

$2.1 million for 
FRQÀLFW�SUHYHQWLRQ�
(of which 
$600,000 from 
CPR funds, the 
rest from UNDP 
core funding). 
Value a 

proportion  

of $2.1 million

Four projects since 2009. 
The most likely inclusion of 
emergency preparedness 
is through $3.75 million 
to UNDP for ‘scaling 
up community-based 
adaptation’.
Value a proportion  

of $3.75 million

No funding Delivered $100 million in 2011 
and 2012. Preparedness 
activities are seen in three 
climate forecasting projects 
worth $13.5 million. Emergency 
preparedness components in the 
remainder – water resources and 
FRPPXQLW\�DFWLRQ�±�YHU\�GLI¿FXOW�
to track.
Value a considerable part  

of $13.5 million

Myanmar Minor preparedness funding, 
for UNFPA for health-related 
preparedness.
Value unknown.

The post-Nargis appeal was 
WKH�RQO\�RI¿FLDO�&$3�±�D�ÀDVK�
appeal. 
Two projects for ‘DRR and 
preparedness’ are traceable.
Value $4.5 million

No CHF present Allocated $8.2 million 
to national and 
LQWHUQDWLRQDO�1*2V�LQ�
FRQÀLFW�DIIHFWHG�DUHDV�
and with IDPs.1 
No evidence 

of emergency 

preparedness 

activities

Preparedness features 
strongly for a few donors, 
especially ECHO, USAID, 
AusAID; however, for most 
except ECHO there is no 
disaggregation from larger 
DRR programmes.
Known value: $3.15 

million over two years

1R�¿QDQFLQJ�
discovered

Not a priority country  
– no funding

$375,000 for 
early recovery 
unlikely to have 
preparedness 
components, 
$53,000 for 
response.
No emergency 

preparedness 

funding 

LGHQWLÀHG

One project, solely to 
develop the NAPA. 
No emergency 
preparedness components

No funding No funding

6XGDQ Funding allocated often for 
underfunded priorities within the 
Work Plan. 
No evidence of emergency 

preparedness in any of these 

projects

2013 Work Plan is appealing 
for over $983 million to 
implement 364 projects, it is 
estimated about 3% of this 
overall requested volume. 
Value through the CAP 

estimated at $3 million. 

The 2013 CHF, 
XVHG�WR�¿QDQFH�
10% of the Work 
Plan, includes 
references to 
preparedness in 
the majority of 
sector priorities.
Value impossible 

to gauge

No ERF present 1R�¿QDQFLQJ�GLVFRYHUHG Japan funded FAO 
for agricultural 
preparedness in 
Blue Nile and South 
Kordofan regions.
1R�WRWDO�ÀJXUH�
for preparedness 

available 

Not a priority country  
– no funding

No recent funding 7KUHH�SURMHFWV�¿QDQFHG��WR�D�
value of just over $6 million. 
No obvious emergency 

preparedness 

components

No funding No funding

DARE TO PREPARE: TAKING RISK SERIOUSLY | EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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estimated value of emergency preparedness for each mechanism in each case study is indicated in bold. Where the exact 
preparedness value is not known, this may be indicated as ‘value part of x million.’

���KWWS���ZZZ�XQRFKD�RUJ�URDS�DERXW�XV�RFKD�DVLD�DQG�SDFL¿F�P\DQPDU�P\DQPDU�HPHUJHQF\�UHVSRQVH�IXQG

Humanitarian funding mechanism/tool Direct donor funding Risk-focused mechanisms Climate adaptation mechanisms

CERF CAP CHF ERF Bilateral donor – 

humanitarian

Bilateral donor – 

development

GFDRR CPR TTF LDCF Adaptation 

Fund

Pilot Programme on 

Climate Resilience

Haiti In both 2012 and 2013 the 
CERF contributed several 
million dollars for projects that 
mixed response, preparedness 
and presentation in relation  
to cholera.
Value a proportion  

of $1.9 million

The CAP included 
preparedness as a key issue 
in 2010, 2011 and 2012. But 
funding for preparedness 
remains limited. 
Estimated maximum  

$2 million 

No CHF present 11 ERF projects 
VSHFL¿FDOO\�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�
having preparedness 
components in 2011. 
Ten of these were for 
cholera. One stand-out 
project is the funding  
of a CDAC network  
in Haiti.
Estimated value a 

portion of $3.5 million 

Substantial attention to 
wider DRR from USAID 
and ECHO over a long 
period.
Total value to preparedness 
GLI¿FXOW�WR�WUDFN��
�����PLOOLRQ�IURP�(&+2��
���������IURP�86$,'�
minimum values in 

recent years

None tracked Nine projects funded, 
eight after the 2010 
earthquake. Four projects 
contain elements of 
preparedness.
Value a proportion  

of $3.2 million

$3.9 million for 
early recovery, 
unlikely to have 
preparedness 
component. 
$219,000 for DRR 
for co-managed 
core resources.
Value a 

proportion of 

$0.2 million

Three projects funded to 
the value of $6.4 million. 
One project in particular 
references ‘reducing 
disaster risk in agriculture’, 
valued at $2.7 million and 
implemented by FAO.
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million.

No funding One project ($0.4 million) to 
design a national programme 
for climate resilience. No clear 
emergency preparedness 
component

Philippines Only two of 40 projects 
(for WFP) have had partial 
preparedness objectives. 
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million over  

two years

Since 2004 there have been 
VL[�81�FRQVROLGDWHG�RU�ÀDVK�
appeals, with $394.9 million 
from 352 projects, of which 
only 11 have had a partial 
preparedness objective.
Total funded $2.7 million

No CHF present No ERF present Mostly Australia and United 
States, funding largely 
humanitarian coordination 
and preparedness for 
response.
Value: $29.6 million

Japanese 
development funding 
for long-term early 
warning infrastructure 
and institutional 
development. 
Value: $35.3 million

*)'55�KDV�IXQGHG�
¿YH�SURMHFWV�WR�GDWH��
A ‘support to the DRM 
agenda’ project will 
likely have emergency 
preparedness 
components.
Value a proportion  

of $2.7 million 

$66,429 from 
co-managed core 
resources, for 
‘response’.
No emergency 
preparedness 
IXQGLQJ�LGHQWL¿HG

No funding No funding No funding

Niger Provided $1 million to WHO and 
UNICEF to prevent cholera and 
treat victims. UNHRC received 
$2 million for IDPs.
Preparedness components exist 
but remain hidden and rare. 
Emergency preparedness  

a proportion of $3 million

Preparedness is central to 
the CAP, one of three pillars 
under a resilience ‘objective’. 
Of 83 projects in the most 
recent appeal, 53 have some 
preparedness element. 
Emergency preparedness 

funding estimated at  

$14 million

No CHF present No ERF present A part-humanitarian, part-
development SDC support 
project to the Dispositif

Both the EC and SDC 
support the Dispositif.
Total value: around 

$16 million

Not a priority country  
– no funding

$2.1 million for 
FRQÀLFW�SUHYHQWLRQ�
(of which 
$600,000 from 
CPR funds, the 
rest from UNDP 
core funding). 
Value a 

proportion  

of $2.1 million

Four projects since 2009. 
The most likely inclusion of 
emergency preparedness 
is through $3.75 million 
to UNDP for ‘scaling 
up community-based 
adaptation’.
Value a proportion  

of $3.75 million

No funding Delivered $100 million in 2011 
and 2012. Preparedness 
activities are seen in three 
climate forecasting projects 
worth $13.5 million. Emergency 
preparedness components in the 
remainder – water resources and 
FRPPXQLW\�DFWLRQ�±�YHU\�GLI¿FXOW�
to track.
Value a considerable part  

of $13.5 million

Myanmar Minor preparedness funding, 
for UNFPA for health-related 
preparedness.
Value unknown.

The post-Nargis appeal was 
WKH�RQO\�RI¿FLDO�&$3�±�D�ÀDVK�
appeal. 
Two projects for ‘DRR and 
preparedness’ are traceable.
Value $4.5 million

No CHF present Allocated $8.2 million 
to national and 
LQWHUQDWLRQDO�1*2V�LQ�
FRQÀLFW�DIIHFWHG�DUHDV�
and with IDPs.1 
No evidence 

of emergency 

preparedness 

activities

Preparedness features 
strongly for a few donors, 
especially ECHO, USAID, 
AusAID; however, for most 
except ECHO there is no 
disaggregation from larger 
DRR programmes.
Known value: $3.15 

million over two years

1R�¿QDQFLQJ�
discovered

Not a priority country  
– no funding

$375,000 for 
early recovery 
unlikely to have 
preparedness 
components, 
$53,000 for 
response.
No emergency 

preparedness 

funding 

LGHQWLÀHG

One project, solely to 
develop the NAPA. 
No emergency 
preparedness components

No funding No funding

6XGDQ Funding allocated often for 
underfunded priorities within the 
Work Plan. 
No evidence of emergency 

preparedness in any of these 

projects

2013 Work Plan is appealing 
for over $983 million to 
implement 364 projects, it is 
estimated about 3% of this 
overall requested volume. 
Value through the CAP 

estimated at $3 million. 

The 2013 CHF, 
XVHG�WR�¿QDQFH�
10% of the Work 
Plan, includes 
references to 
preparedness in 
the majority of 
sector priorities.
Value impossible 

to gauge

No ERF present 1R�¿QDQFLQJ�GLVFRYHUHG Japan funded FAO 
for agricultural 
preparedness in 
Blue Nile and South 
Kordofan regions.
1R�WRWDO�ÀJXUH�
for preparedness 

available 

Not a priority country  
– no funding

No recent funding 7KUHH�SURMHFWV�¿QDQFHG��WR�D�
value of just over $6 million. 
No obvious emergency 

preparedness 

components

No funding No funding
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4HE�BUSINESS�CASE�FOR�EMERGENCY�
PREPAREDNESS��.IGER�AND�BEYOND
In a changing political and economic landscape, a risk-
based approach to development and humanitarian work 
RIIHUV�VLJQL¿FDQW�SRWHQWLDO�WR�XVH�RI¿FLDO�GHYHORSPHQW�
assistance (ODA) to great effect (Mitchell et al., 2013). 
A risk-based approach aligns with the recent trend in 
‘resilience’ (Harris, 2013) and with economic analyses 
that build the evidence base for why ex-ante investment 
and action are cost-effective (Cabot Venton et al., 2014 
forthcoming; Mechler, 2014 forthcoming). Yet this is not 
just an agenda for the international community. A more 
risk-informed approach to development, and the ambition 
to pursue sustainable development, require national 
ownership and responsibility for preparedness. This 
QHFHVVLWDWHV�LPSURYHG�QDWLRQDO�¿VFDO�SROLF\��DOORFDWLRQV�
to preparedness in budgetary processes and improved 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�QDWLRQDO�¿QDQFLDO�FRQWULEXWLRQV�
required. International efforts must focus on building the 
capacity of national actors to prepare for all hazards, 
natural or man-made (see Figure 4).

#OST�BENElT�ANALYSIS�FOR�.IGER�

$�FRVW�EHQH¿W�DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�DQDO\VLV�IRU�
emergency preparedness in Niger provides indicative 
HYLGHQFH�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�D�FOHDU�¿QDQFLDO�LPSHUDWLYH�IRU�
greater investment in effective preparedness in the country 
(Cabot Venton et al., 2014 forthcoming). The monetary 
EHQH¿WV�RI�LQYHVWLQJ�LQ�SUHSDUHGQHVV�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�GURXJKW�
– assuming that is it implemented in a manner that delivers 
the expected gains – clearly outweigh the costs. This 

VXJJHVWV�D�FOHDU�¿GXFLDU\�GXW\�RQ�WKH�SDUW�RI�GRQRUV�DQG�
WKH�*RYHUQPHQW�RI�1LJHU��*R1��WR�IRFXV�PRUH�VXSSRUW�RQ�
emergency preparedness. 

7KH�*R1¶V�$QQXDO�6XSSRUW�3ODQ��3ODQ�GH�6RXWLHQ) 
estimates overall needs for food security and nutrition 
assistance, related to all hazards, allocating an average 
of $231 million per year over the six years between 2008 
and 2013. In 2013, the 3ODQ�GH�6RXWLHQ estimated the cost 
of emergency preparedness at $14.1 million, equivalent 
to approximately 6% of the total costs estimated for that 

year. In addition, by April 2012 the 2012 consolidated 
appeal stood at $487 million. With needs in Niger on a 
VWDJJHULQJ�VFDOH��WKH�EHQH¿WV�RI�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�
are of heightened importance. 

The cost of emergency preparedness meanwhile is 
GHVFULEHG�LQ�ERWK�WKH�6XSSRUW�3ODQ�DQG�D�*R1�ÀRRG�
risk management plan, with the total estimated cost of 
emergency preparedness at $47.9 million per year. The 
FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�ZHUH�LQSXW�LQWR�D����\HDU�PRGHO��WR�
estimate the costs of emergency preparedness compared 
ZLWK�WKH�EHQH¿WV��PRQHWLVHG�LQ�WHUPV�RI�DYRLGHG�FRVWV�
of aid and disaster losses. Because of the number of 
assumptions required in the modelling, three scenarios 
were modelled, varying the assumptions around the 
absolute level of disaster losses, the potential reduction in 
disaster losses and the discount rate.

7KH�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�DUH�SRVLWLYH�DFURVV�DOO�VFHQDULRV��
In the most conservative scenario, it is estimated that 
������RI�EHQH¿W�LV�JHQHUDWHG�IRU�HYHU\����VSHQW��DQG�WKLV�
LQFUHDVHV�DV�KLJK�DV�������RI�EHQH¿W�IRU�HYHU\����VSHQW�
LQ�WKH�OHDVW�FRQVHUYDWLYH��7KH�¿QGLQJV�FOHDUO\�VXSSRUW�
further investment in emergency preparedness activities, 
DV�WKH�EHQH¿WV�LQ�WHUPV�RI�UHGXFHG�FDVHORDGV�DQG�GLVDVWHU�
losses far outweigh the costs.

Key messages

 Ɣ 7KH�EHQH¿W�WR�FRVW�UDWLRV�IRU�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�
in Niger are very positive, regardless of the scenario 
being used.

 Ɣ Findings support further investment in emergency 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�DFWLYLWLHV��DV�WKH�EHQH¿WV�IDU�RXWZHLJK�
the costs in terms of reduced caseloads, unit costs of 
response and disaster losses. 

 Ɣ (YLGHQFH�LV�VWLOO�ODFNLQJ�RQ�WKH�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�RI�
emergency preparedness, and so what we know of the 
value of emergency preparedness represents only a 
fraction of what preparedness could offer.

5NDERSTANDING�WHAT�MAKES�FOR�
EFFECTIVE�lNANCING�OF�EMERGENCY�
preparedness

7KH�DVVXPSWLRQ�LV�PLVSODFHG�WKDW�¿QDQFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV�
function exactly as they were designed to. Evidence from the 
¿YH�FDVH�VWXGLHV�DQG�WKH����DGGLWLRQDO�EDFNJURXQG�SDSHUV�
produced for this study reveals differences in the way that 
¿QDQFLQJ�WRROV�DQG�PHFKDQLVPV�RSHUDWH�DW�WKH�FRXQWU\�OHYHO��
7KHUH�DUH�DOVR�LVVXHV�WKDW�DUH�QRW�VWULFWO\�¿QDQFLDO�EXW�ZKLFK�
impact on adequate emergency preparedness:

In the most conservative scenario, 
it is estimated that $3.25 of bene!t 
is generated for every $1 spent,  
and this increases as high as $5.31 
of bene!t for every $1 spent in  
the least conservative
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6HPDQWLFV��'H¿QLWLRQV�DQG�PHDQLQJV�RI�NH\�HPHUJHQF\�
preparedness terms are not shared across the different 
actors. 

Knowledge of risk: There is often a lack of joined-up 
understanding of all risks. Much is known, but often this 
knowledge is ‘parcelled out’ amongst particular actors 
within their own sectors. 

National systems��*RYHUQPHQW�IUDPHZRUNV�DQG�
institutions for risk management are weak and lack 
capacity and clear policy directives. 

International architecture: Emergency preparedness 
is either oriented towards emergencies, humanitarian 
actors, humanitarian donors and to an extent humanitarian 
mechanisms, or divided into humanitarian/development 
‘areas’ without adequate coordination. Existing coordinating 
structures are struggling to address the full range of needs. 

Planning: There is a lack of a systematic approach and of 
planning not just for emergency preparedness, but for risk 
management overall. No case study country approaches 
the range of emergency preparedness activities 
comprehensively.

Roles and responsibilities: These are often unclear, 
especially amongst the international community. 

International capacity: There is a lack of capacity 
internationally to coordinate risk management issues, 
especially when part of long-term development. 

Key messages

 Ɣ The entrenched, bifurcated donor government structure 
KDV�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�DQ�DUWL¿FLDO�GLYLGH�
between development and humanitarian communities; 
ERWK�SURYLGH�D�SDUWLDO�VROXWLRQ�WR�LPSURYHG�¿QDQFLQJ�RI�
emergency preparedness. 

 Ɣ Simply increasingly volumes of funding for 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�ZLOO�QRW�RYHUFRPH�WKH�QRQ�¿QDQFLDO�
FKDOOHQJHV�LGHQWL¿HG�DQG�±�DV�WKH�H[DPSOH�RI�WKH�
Philippines suggests – may add confusion to an 
already complicated preparedness picture.

Recommendations: a set of options  

FOR�CHANGE
While any mechanism can be adjusted to include a greater 
focus on emergency preparedness (either solely or as 
part of a wider-ranging series of objectives), this does not 
mean that all of them should be. Careful consideration is 
needed of the investment required to make changes to 
FXUUHQW�PRGHOV��ZKLFK�PHDQV�PRUH�WKDQ�MXVW�µDUWL¿FLDOO\¶�
expanding a mandate or a geographical scope to address 
preparedness needs. The analysis found:

 Ɣ +XPDQLWDULDQ�¿QDQFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV�DQG�WRROV�DUH�QRW�
D�µVLOYHU�EXOOHW¶�WR�¿QDQFLQJ�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV��
The CERF, ERFs, CHFs and successor to the 
CAP, the Strategic Response Plan, all offer varied 
possibilities, but also face a number of constraints to  
EHWWHU�¿QDQFLQJ�

 Ɣ Climate adaptation funds offer considerable potential 
IRU�H[SDQGLQJ�LQWR�PRUH�VSHFL¿F�SUHSDUHGQHVV�
¿QDQFLQJ��7KHUH�DUH�VKDUHG�ZHDNQHVVHV�WRR��KRZHYHU��
none of the funds supports preparedness for non-
FOLPDWH�UHODWHG�ULVNV�RU�FRQÀLFW�

 Ɣ 7KH�WZR�PHFKDQLVPV�ZLWK�D�VSHFL¿F�IRFXV�RQ�ULVN�
�*)'55�DQG�81'3�&35�77)��SHUIRUP�VWURQJO\�RQ�
the questions formulated by the research team to 
GHWHUPLQH�WKH�µEHVW�¿W¶�PHFKDQLVP�IRU�¿QDQFLQJ��WKXV�
warranting further exploration.

This report’s recommendations are broken down into  
four elements (see Figure 7).

%XPANSION�WHERE�IT�MAKES�SENSE��@NO�REGRET��
options

There is much that can be achieved within the current system 
WR�LPSURYH�WKH�¿QDQFLQJ�RI�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�WKDW�
does not require radical overhauls of practice and policy. On 
balance, there is considerable potential for improving the 
scope of all of the core mechanisms and tools.

 Ɣ Emergency Response Funds: opportunities should be 
maximised to include preparedness in the ERFs as part 
and parcel of good humanitarian practice.

 Ɣ Common Humanitarian Funds: preparedness should 
be a fundamental part of the work of CHFs, and 
established within each new and existing set of fund 
guidelines.

 Ɣ The Central Emergency Response Fund: the inclusion 
of preparedness should not be inhibited where the case 
has been effectively made, but the CERF’s focus on life-
saving response should be maintained.

 Ɣ Agencies should actively utilise other resources in-
country for emergency preparedness.

Elements of the current system 
can (and should) be pushed 
beyond their current comfort 
zone, with steps taken to ensure 
that preparedness becomes a 
core component of all relevant 
mechanisms managed by the 
international community

DARE TO PREPARE: TAKING RISK SERIOUSLY | EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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-AXIMISING�OPPORTUNITIES��AN�ENHANCED�
system

,PSURYHPHQWV�WR�H[LVWLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV�DUH�QRW�VXI¿FLHQW��
they will, even if all implemented, only patch over existing 
FUDFNV�LQ�¿QDQFLQJ�IRU�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV��(OHPHQWV�
of the current system can (and should) be pushed beyond 
their current comfort zone, with steps taken to ensure that 
preparedness becomes a core component of all relevant 
mechanisms managed by the international community.

 Ɣ 6WUDWHJLF�5HVSRQVH�3ODQV: all plans should be multi-
year, and take heed of the latest guidance to include 
preparedness in longer-term frameworks.

 Ɣ 5LVN�IRFXVHG�ÀQDQFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV: emergency 
preparedness should be made an explicit goal of all 
country programming.

 Ɣ Climate change adaptation mechanisms: all climate 
FKDQJH�DGDSWDWLRQ�¿QDQFLQJ�PXVW�EH�LQWHJUDWHG�ZLWKLQ�
a wider appreciation of risks in each country context. 

 Ɣ Pilot Program for Climate Resilience: the existing 
entry points to fund emergency preparedness should 
be maximised through projects that relate to climate 
services, disaster/climate risk reduction and community 
preparedness.

 Ɣ Least Developed Countries Fund: funding should 
be used to support emergency preparedness activities 
where they have been (or could be) included in 
National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs). 
Future NAPAs should have an obligatory emergency 
preparedness component.

 Ɣ Adaptation Fund: the already close thematic 
relationship between the Adaptation Fund and 
emergency preparedness should be built upon by 
making the connections systematic.

4RANSFORMATIONAL�CHANGE��SOLUTIONS�BEYOND�
THE�CURRENT�SYSTEM

While there are advantages to enhancing existing 
mechanisms, Kellett and Peters (2012) argue that bolstering 
H[LVWLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV�LV�QRW�VXI¿FLHQW��DQG�DW�WKH�YHU\�OHDVW�D�
global solution must be considered. Either an enhancement 
RI�*)'55�RU�WKH�&35�77)�LV�UHFRPPHQGHG��H[SDQGLQJ�
the remit of their work in emergency preparedness, or – 
the preferred option – the establishment of a dedicated 
mechanism. The rationale for a global solution is as follows:

 Ɣ Decisions to engage with a particular country are not 
always determined by an adequate assessment of risk 
or need; some countries can be ‘left behind’. 

 Ɣ &RXQWU\�OHYHO�¿QDQFLQJ�LV�LQDGHTXDWH��1RW�DOO�FRXQWULHV�
have enough donors present in-country to adequately 
engage with emergency preparedness needs. Capacity 

to engage with donors directly, either regionally or 
globally, is limited in many cases.

 Ɣ Existing funds, whether at country level (most often 
humanitarian, though in some cases bespoke to that 
context) or at global level, do not target preparedness 
VSHFL¿FDOO\��

 Ɣ As evidence from across the case studies reveals, funding 
is ‘siloed’, with limits to the feasibility and willingness of 
individual fund managers to support preparedness.

In essence, if all we do is improve the preparedness focus 
of existing mechanisms, no matter how good that is, 
key questions will always remain. How will underfunded 
preparedness needs be met? How will priorities across 
countries be determined? Who will take charge of tackling 
WKH�QHJOHFW�RI�FRQÀLFW�SUHSDUHGQHVV"�$�JOREDO�IXQG�
meanwhile could, if designed and directed appropriately, 
prioritise funding across a range of countries, and 
make decisions as to the most appropriate contexts for 
H[WHUQDO�VXSSRUW��VHH�)LJXUH�����,W�FRXOG�UDLVH�WKH�SUR¿OH�
of emergency preparedness as an issue for donors and 
agencies alike, in a way that any country-based fund is 
simply unable to do. It could also pilot a new way of working 
and thinking, seeking funds drawn from both development 
and humanitarian funding streams, where a holistic all-risk 
approach to emergency preparedness is pursued. 

$ONOR�GOVERNMENTS��THE�CASE�FOR�
DEVELOPMENT�lNANCING

Donor governments should consider a range of actions 
to address the current preparedness challenges with, 
throughout, an emphasis on bringing development 
¿QDQFLQJ�WR�EHDU�RQ�XQGHUO\LQJ�ULVN�

 Ɣ Re-assess global and country programming priorities. 
Investment in preparedness should be based on a global 
assessment of risk, related to capacity and vulnerability, 
need and exposure. Such an assessment would allow 
for a concentration of efforts where the need is greatest. 

 Ɣ Ensure that risk is not just part of humanitarian 
and crisis-related structures, but also becomes the 
foundation for development investments.

The international community 
needs to get serious about 
the funding volumes involved 
in creating sustainable and 
functioning national  
preparedness systems
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&IGURE����#RITERIA�FOR�A�NEW�GLOBAL�FUND�FOR�EMERGENCY�PREPAREDNESS

Framework questions 6XJJHVWHG�SDUDPHWHUV
Comprehensiveness Are funding decisions based on a 

detailed understanding of all risks?
'HFLVLRQV�ZLOO�EH�JXLGHG�¿UVW�DQG�IRUHPRVW�RQ�D�GHWDLOHG�
understanding of combined risks in each country. 
Without this no funding will be granted.

Are funding decisions based on 
a global assessment of priority 
countries?

The fund will distribute according to a global comparison 
of risks, including slow- and rapid-onset natural hazards, 
FRQÀLFW�DQG�IUDJLOLW\�±�VXFK�DV�WKH�IRUWKFRPLQJ�,QIR50�
(InfoRM, 2013). 

Long-term plans 

of action and 

comparative 

advantage

Are funding decisions for 
emergency preparedness based 
on a common plan of action with 
GH¿QHG�UROHV�DQG�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV"

Funding will only be granted on approval of a combined 
plan of action. (This will include an analysis of the 
current capacity of actors, and a review of the work 
currently underway across the emergency preparedness 
continuum.) Priority will be given to proposals that look 
to build on existing initiatives, especially where they cut 
across traditional boundaries.

Is funding available to a range  
of necessary actors?

All funding decisions will be based on an analysis of 
the comparative advantage and role/mandate. Favour 
to partnerships that demonstrate building of national 
capacity will be favoured.

Is the timeframe for emergency 
preparedness funding proportional 
to needs?

Any feasible project length will be considered, dependent 
on the activity being proposed: projects where they 
look to build national capacity over a period of time will 
receive special attention.

National actors  

and processes

Does funding for emergency 
preparedness align with 
government plans and national 
stakeholder priorities?

All plans and projects put forward must articulate 
the current system of national preparedness, and be 
DOLJQHG�WR�QDWLRQDO�SULRULWLHV��*RYHUQPHQW�DQG�RWKHU�
national counterpart lead in projects will be especially 
encouraged.

Do preparedness measures 
target a range of requirements 
at community, sub-regional and 
national levels?

The mechanism will fund all activities across the 
continuum, but will look to join up elements into  
a coherent plan of action, wherever possible.

6WURQJ�GRQRUVKLS Does the mechanism have strong 
M&E for transparent, accountable 
tracking in investment, as well as 
for learning?

The mechanism itself shall have regular review; 
individual projects will also be reviewed. Lessons learnt 
will be built into future fund operation and allocation 
decisions. All proposals will be required to demonstrate 
incorporation of lessons learnt from past experience.

Can the fund receive funds from  
a range of sources?

Funding will be accepted from all sources, public 
and private, with advocacy for funding built into its 
management structure.

Feasibility ,V�WKHUH�VXI¿FLHQW�SROLWLFDO�VXSSRUW�
behind the inclusion of emergency 
preparedness in the fund?

This will be the major challenge within a new fund; see 
concluding ‘making the business case’ section for more 
on this.

Administration To what extent are there 
administration costs in expanding 
work in emergency preparedness?

Relatively little to start up; as low as 1% for 
administration during the fund’s operation.

Visibility Does the mechanism have a 
KLJK�HQRXJK�SUR¿OH�WR�SXVK�
preparedness forward? 

$�\HDUO\�HYHQW��HLWKHU�LQ�1HZ�<RUN�RU�*HQHYD��ZLOO�EULQJ�
together donors and partners together to assess the 
LPSDFW�RI�WKH�IXQG��DQG�DGYRFDWH�IRU�¿QDQFLQJ�

DARE TO PREPARE: TAKING RISK SERIOUSLY | EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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 Ɣ )OH[LEOH�¿QDQFLQJ�VKRXOG�EH�HQFRXUDJHG�DV�D�PHDQV�
to support more tailored and adaptable preparedness 
interventions. Evidence from across the case studies 
UHYHDOV�WKH�QHHG�WR�DFFRPPRGDWH�ÀXFWXDWLRQV�LQ�
FRQWH[W��ZKHWKHU�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�FRQÀLFW��IUDJLOLW\�RU�ULVN��
There are numerous examples where elements of 
preparedness are working successfully – e.g. early 
warning based on assessment of risk – but where a 
ODFN�RI�ÀH[LELOLW\�LQ�H[LVWLQJ�IXQGLQJ�OLPLWV�D�FRXQWU\¶V�
ability to prepare. 

 Ɣ Proactive internal advocacy within donor countries, 
institutions and multi-donor groups is required to 
ensure that preparedness is part of funding decisions. 
Vocal support can be sustained in broader international 
debates only with the backing of key donors. It is 
suggested that donors invest in understanding the 
added value that emergency preparedness can have 
for their own caseloads in terms of effectiveness and 
HI¿FLHQF\��LQFOXGLQJ�YDOXH�IRU�PRQH\��DFURVV�ERWK�
humanitarian and development departments.

 Ɣ Consideration should be given to earmarking 
funding for emergency preparedness, whether from 
humanitarian or development sources. The most 
important advantages of earmarking are that it 
guarantees some level of funding and that it commits 
a donor to change. However, on the whole this 
is not recommended unless a much better global 
understanding of need can be articulated. 

 Ɣ Emergency preparedness is an inherent part of 
resilience; making the resilience agenda operational 
should entail an adequate focus on preparedness. It 
is recommended that emergency preparedness be 
embedded into current and future indicators of what 
makes for a resilient system. 

Key messages

 Ɣ Much can be done to improve the way that the 
LQWHUQDWLRQDO�V\VWHP�¿QDQFHV�SUHSDUHGQHVV��IURP�
‘no regret’ incremental changes, to an enhanced 
system, through to considerable institutional review 
(‘transformational change’). 

 Ɣ Incremental changes to current mechanisms will 
leave gaps. Kellett and Peters (2014) recommend 
the establishment of a global fund for preparedness: 
HLWKHU�DQ�HQKDQFHG�*)'55�RU�81'3�&35�77)��RU�
alternatively a new dedicated fund.

 Ɣ More dedicated funding for preparedness should not 
result in the ‘extraction’ of emergency preparedness 
from existing processes, systems and approaches.

 Ɣ Donors can and should do more to address 
preparedness through the system and within their own 
spending priorities: development funding for emergency 
preparedness is seen as an essential way forward.

#ONCLUSION��PREPARING�FOR�THE�
FORESEEABLE�FUTURE
In moving towards a post-2015 era, with evidence pointing 
towards a world in which disasters are even more frequent 
than today (Shepherd et al., 2013), the centrality of ‘risk’ 
is becoming an essential component of all development 
and humanitarian work. Beyond the rhetoric, at some point 
real progress is required. This means making a decision 
that will cost something, either in terms of political effort, 
EXUHDXFUDWLF�FKDQJHV�RU�¿QDQFLDO�UHVRXUFHV��7LQNHULQJ�
around the edges with existing mechanisms is not 
enough: the country case studies undertaken as part of 
this research have proved that. While increased support 
ZLOO�FRVW�LQ�WKH�LPPHGLDWH�WHUP��¿QDQFLQJ�HPHUJHQF\�
preparedness activities has enormous potential to 
reduce the costs of response and the pressures on the 
humanitarian system, while transferring responsibility to 
national actors. Risk therefore needs to be embedded 
in national and international planning and budgetary 
frameworks. 

Cost is not limited to the way that we fund. It is also about 
how much is funded. Increasing the necessary commitment 
to emergency preparedness clearly requires a coherent 
business case built on solid incentives and a calculation 
of the return on investment, something that draws upon 
PHWKRGV�VXFK�DV�FRVW�EHQH¿W�DQDO\VLV��HFRQRPLFV�RI�
preparedness and robust, clear messaging. This business 
FDVH�VKRXOG�EH�WLHG�GLUHFWO\�WR�FDOOV�IRU�VSHFL¿F�EXGJHWV�
to support emergency preparedness (as well as risk 
management in general) from national resource allocations. 
Moreover, the international community needs to get 
serious about the funding volumes involved in creating 
sustainable and functioning national preparedness systems. 
For example, how much has it cost developed country 
JRYHUQPHQWV�LQ�DW�ULVN�DUHDV��H�J��-DSDQ��WKH�86��*HUPDQ\�
or Australia) to comprehensively prepare? How does this 
compare with what is being invested by developing country 
governments and their international partners? 

Fundamental challenges remain, 
which constrain the ability of 
international and national actors 
to pursue integrated approaches 
to the range of risks being faced. 
These include the arti!cial division 
between efforts to work on 
different types of risk present in 
the same location 
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In advocating for emergency preparedness, as part and 
parcel of a risk-based approach to international aid, 
a ‘no regret’ narrative should be adopted. Emergency 
preparedness has relevance not just for humanitarians. 
In the medium to long term, it will almost certainly save 
PRQH\��OLYHV�DQG�OLYHOLKRRGV��7KH�¿QDQFLDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�
WKHUHIRUH�QHHGV�WR�EH�VKRXOGHUHG�E\�DOO��¿UVWO\�E\�QDWLRQDO�
stakeholders and governments, and supported by both 
international humanitarian and development actors. Taking 
this agenda forward will require continued efforts on the 
part of the IASC and engaged stakeholders to translate 
the recommendations of this report into action. 

-OVING�THE�AGENDA�FORWARD��ADVANCING�
emergency preparedness

 Ɣ Deliver the recommendations contained in the report 
by Kellett and Peters (2014), secure commitment 

on the part of representatives to formulate a plan of 

campaign to address the changes required, including 
ensuring recommendations on mechanism change 

feeding into all key debates.

 Ɣ Learning from the experiences of the Political 
Champions for Disaster Resilience group, a high-

SURÀOH�FKDPSLRQ�should be designated to be 
responsible for promoting action on preparedness.

 Ɣ Reach out to the international system working on 
FRQÀLFW��0DNH�GLUHFW�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�WKH�'$&�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
1HWZRUN�RQ�&RQÀLFW�DQG�)UDJLOLW\��,1&$)��DQG�LQÀXHQFH�
the 1HZ�'HDO�IRU�)UDJLOH�6WDWHV.

 Ɣ In discussions on post-2015 development goals, 
communicate clear messages on the value of 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�IRU�GLVDVWHUV�DQG�FRQÀLFW��DQG�WKH�
links between the two. Ensure stronger inclusion of 
emergency preparedness in the successor to the 
Hyogo Framework for Action. 

Figure 6: A set of options for future funding of emergency preparedness

Expansion where it makes sense: 

‘no regret’ options

Maximising opportunities: an 

enhanced system

Transformational change: solutions 

beyond the current system

There is considerable potential 
in maximising the use of existing 
PHFKDQLVPV�IRU�¿QDQFLQJ�HPHUJHQF\�
preparedness more effectively.

These opportunities will entail 
considerably more effort from the 
international system in order to be 
achieved.

This represents a considerable 
change in the way that emergency 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�LV�¿QDQFHG��ZLWK�D�QHZ�
GHGLFDWHG�DSSURDFK�DQG�¿QDQFLQJ�
sourced beyond the system.

Bolster existing humanitarian 
¿QDQFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV��VR�WKDW�
opportunities for funding emergency 
preparedness are continually sought 
– including, for example, within the 
CHFs, ERFs and CERF.

*)'55�WR�PDNH�SUHSDUHGQHVV�D�
priority action within all its selected 
countries.

CPR TTF to prioritise preparedness 
within its priority countries when it 
makes new grants.

All agencies should investigate how 
they can utilise other resources for 
emergency preparedness where they 
are most appropriate.

Multi-year Strategic Response Plans 
(SRPs) should be obligatory across 
protracted complex emergencies. 

All new humanitarian mechanisms 
to include a consideration of 
preparedness, and this should be 
UHÀHFWHG�LQ�WKH�UHOHYDQW�VHW�XS�
policy documentation and guidelines 
including, for example, in SRPs.

Climate change adaptation 
¿QDQFLQJ�WR�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�LQ�
ways which support a broader 
preparedness system for risk, 
including improvement for the PPCR, 
Adaptation Fund and LDCF.

6LJQL¿FDQWO\�HQKDQFH�HLWKHU�RI�
the existing risk-focused global 
PHFKDQLVPV��*)'55�RU�&35�77)�

Or: 

Create a new global pooled funding 
mechanism.

Beyond the system: enhanced 
support for preparedness through 
private sector and remittances.

Donor support for preparedness

6XSSRUW�SUHSDUHGQHVV�WKURXJKRXW�DQG�JUHDWO\�LQFUHDVH�WKH�UROH�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�¿QDQFLQJ�
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 Ɣ In preparation for the :RUOG�+XPDQLWDULDQ�6XPPLW�
2016, advocate for emergency preparedness to be 
included as a central component of one of the four 
thematic areas. Advocacy is needed for emergency 
SUHSDUHGQHVV�WR�EH�SDUW�RI�WKH�¿QDO�Road Map and 

Plan of Action for Post-2016. 

 Ɣ In preparation for the 20th session Conference of the 

Parties to the UNFCCC in Lima, Peru, preparedness 
should be integral to actions required to support climate 
change adaptation across vulnerable and high-risk 
contexts. 

 Ɣ Risk needs to be embedded in international 

planning and budgetary frameworks. The potential 
FRVW�EHQH¿W�RI�LQYHVWLQJ�LQ�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�
across all sectors should be calculated, informed by 
a comprehensive assessment of risk, vulnerability, 
exposure and capacity. 

Agencies engaged in bilateral relationships with national 
governments should emphasise the importance of risk in 
all humanitarian and development work. Where national 

ÀVFDO�SODQQLQJ��SROLF\�DQG�EXGJHWDU\�SURFHVVHV are 
being crafted, preparedness for risk must be embedded.

Ensuring practical connections: 

RECOMMENDATIONS�BEYOND�THE�PURELY�
lNANCIAL

(IIHFWLYH�DQG�HI¿FLHQW�¿QDQFLQJ�IRU�HPHUJHQF\�
SUHSDUHGQHVV�LV�QRW�MXVW�D�¿QDQFLDO�LVVXH��7KH�UHVHDUFK�
team recommend the following supporting enhancements 
to the system:

 Ɣ Clear guidance should be developed for the adequate 

FRGLQJ��WUDFNLQJ�DQG�UHSRUWLQJ of investments in 
emergency preparedness.

 Ɣ The IASC Principals should support the roll-out of the 
Common Framework for Emergency Preparedness 
DQG�UHODWHG�ZRUN�RI�WKH�6XE�:RUNLQJ�*URXS�IRU�
Preparedness.

 Ɣ Systematically integrate emergency preparedness 

within the UN Development Assistance Framework 

(UNDAF), making use of existing guidelines on DRR/
CCA. The positive role that the Common Budgetary 

Framework can play in highlighting (and funding) gaps 
in preparedness should be investigated. 

Key messages

 Ɣ In the future disasters will be more frequent than today; 
the centrality of ‘risk’ is thus an essential component 
of all development and humanitarian work and its 
inclusion in the post-2015 development agenda is 
paramount. 

 Ɣ While increased support will cost in the immediate 
WHUP��¿QDQFLQJ�HPHUJHQF\�SUHSDUHGQHVV�DFWLYLWLHV�KDV�
enormous potential to reduce the costs of response.

 Ɣ A new international consensus and compact are 
required between national governments and the 
international community on the need for countries to be 
better prepared.

 Ɣ The IASC must seize opportunities to advance 
SUHSDUHGQHVV��ZLWK�D�KLJK�SUR¿OH�FKDPSLRQ�UHVSRQVLEOH�
for ensuring that the cause does not ‘fall off the 
agenda’, supported by an appropriate agency or IASC 
structure.
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