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Executive summary
Living in a world faced with unprecedented climate
change and disaster impacts to people and their
property emphasizes the importance of monitoring
and reporting disaster risks, and of assessing
damage and losses from disasters to enable
evidence-based planning, decision-making and
investment to ensure resilient livelihoods.
The Sendai Framework Monitor and the Post
Disaster Needs Assessments (PDNAs) are
internationally recognized mechanisms that
encourage and support national governments
and stakeholders in improving the collection of
relevant data on disaster losses, providing a basis
for recovery planning and sustainable and resilient
development.1 This report aims to: 1. examine data
on disaster losses related to infrastructure damage
and service disruption in PDNAs submitted by
nations between 2010 and 2020, and to identify
where gaps still exist in PDNA reporting; and 2.
identify obstacles and offer suggestions to improve
reporting, including by improving the current PDNA
methodology.
Gaps in Sendai Framework Monitor reporting were
identified in the 2021 UNDRR report: Addressing
the infrastructure failure data gap: A governance
challenge.2 Even though this process was
developed separately from the PDNA process
and for different purposes, there are similarities
in their data collection requirements, and there
is an opportunity to enhance data availability and
improve analysis for better decision-making if the
two processes are used to inform each other.
Analysis of past PDNAs and Sendai Framework
Monitor reporting shows that some of the most

significant data gaps relate to the impact of
disruptions to services (as opposed to physical
damage and losses involving assets) and mid- to
long-term effects on socio-economic recovery and
development. PDNA estimates of service disruption
as part of the losses analysed could complement the
monitoring and reporting of Target D indicators of
the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
(SFDRR) (Reduce disaster damage to critical
infrastructure and disruption of basic services),
in accordance with the nations’ commitments to
implementing the Sendai Framework.
Detailed analysis of a selection of 57 PDNA
processes conducted worldwide over the last
decade shows that PDNA reports do not clearly
include estimates of service disruptions in the
disaster losses analysed. Even though service
disruption costs are calculated in PDNA processes,
they are not presented separately and in a
standardized way in the final versions of PDNA
reports. This is a lost opportunity to include them
in a more comprehensive analysis of disaster
impacts, which could complement the monitoring
and reporting of SFDRR Target D.
In general, the analysis shows that infrastructure
losses and related service disruptions are
estimated less frequently than physical damage in
PDNA processes. The main reasons for this in the
PDNA reports analyzed are: a lack of pre-disaster
data; inadequate preparation of responsible
officials to collect and prioritize such data; and
limited understanding of the estimation of service
disruption as part of disaster losses. These factors,
combined with the time limitations that usually
characterize post-disaster situations, results in

1

In this publication various types of post-disaster damage and loss assessments are addressed as PDNAs even though
they may have different official names. The abbreviations and acronyms used to present what are in fact PDNA reports
are listed in Annex VI.
2 Available at: https://www.undrr.org/publication/addressing-infrastructure-failure-data-gap-governance-challenge
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estimation of disaster losses being overlooked in
post-disaster evaluation processes.
Data collection and assessment for disaster losses
are often linked to short-term recovery needs and
priorities, instead of having a long-term outlook.
This leads to a vicious circle of disaster-recoveryrepeat. Additionally, lack of pre-disaster baseline
data, including alignment of terminology and
specification of indicators, makes comparisons
with the post-disaster situation in terms of
estimates of changes in economic flows (losses
and service disruption) more difficult and time
consuming. Unpreparedness in terms of baseline
data availability, a general lack of understanding
of the concepts of losses and service disruption,
prioritizing damage over losses and time pressures
are the main issues hampering more frequent and
thorough estimates of service disruption losses
in PDNA processes. An increase in the ratio of
losses assessed and higher quality analysis and
reporting of service disruption indicators in PDNA
reporting could complement SFDRR monitoring
and reporting, and could improve risk-informed
decision-making in development strategies.
The PDNA methodology includes social, productive
and infrastructure sectors as well as cross cutting
themes in the analysis. Each sector includes
subsectors such as housing, education, and health
in the social sector; agriculture, industry, and
tourism, in the productive sector; and water and
sanitation, energy and electricity, and transport and
communication, in the infrastructure sector. This
categorization can be used to start discussions
with the Government on the selection of sectors
for the PDNA. However, it is recognized that the
Government should take final decision in this
regard. There are two aspects to this issue. First,
the PDNA methodology allows some adaptations
to national accounts, meaning that PDNA sectors
are recorded under different names and divided
into subsectors that are then analyzed as standalone sections. Some subsectors are switched or
moved from one sector to another in the evaluation
of damage and losses, hampering standardization
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and comparison of results. Second, definitions of
basic services and critical infrastructure vary across
nations and may not be consistent with the reporting
requirements of the PDNA methodology and the
Sendai Framework. This can make aligning data
from national statistics, the PDNA methodology
and SFDRR Target D indicators problematic.

Construction Workers Install Infrastructure on Temporary North
Lawn Building. Credit: UN Photo/Evan Schneider
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With regard to the presentation of service disruption
losses in PDNA reports, the analysis found that
the results presented are not systematic and
standardized, and they are not readily available.
Service disruption is one of four main cornerstones
of the PDNA methodology when establishing the
effects and impacts of disasters, however they
are not sufficiently distinguishable in tables of
losses. Even when analysis is available, the results
and findings are scattered across PDNA sector
reports and are, therefore, very difficult to use
in Sendai Framework monitoring and reporting.
The issue is that even though service disruption
data are assessed as part of sectoral reports, the
PDNA methodology does not explicitly suggest
standardized, separate and tabular presentation
of such findings. Instead, in the absence of clear
indicators, these estimates are “blended and
aggregated” with other estimates of losses and
are, therefore, difficult to assess and prioritize in
subsequent recovery efforts.

Localized training should be considered in
preparedness efforts for all potential stakeholders
involved in pre- and post-disaster data collection.
Collection of pre-disaster baseline data, analysis
supported by IT (where possible) and regular
reviews of such data should become common
practice. The proposed indicators for reporting
on service disruption should be measurable
and practical, while data collection should be
standardized for PDNA reporting and easily
transferable to Sendai Target D reporting, to ease
reporting requirements for national governments.
In order to implement this process worldwide, it
is suggested that the tripartite partners (UN, EU
and WB) should endorse and support the idea of
strengthening the data collection and presentation
process for losses from service disruption in PDNA
reports. The advocacy process should clearly
communicate this policy change, targeting both
national governments, as beneficiaries in the PDNA
process, and PDNA experts, as implementors.

Changes and improvements could be introduced
through a four-step processed described further in
this report. Overall, terminology related to service
disruption and infrastructure damage should be
aligned, consistent and better understood. In
addition, better understanding of the calculation
and presentation of service disruption should be
fostered so that PDNA training materials can be
updated, adapted and tailored to the needs of
each country.

This would result in PDNA and Sendai monitoring
and reporting processes complementing each
other without duplication of efforts and or potential
losses. The complementarity of a common
approach like this should also yield systematic
long-term improvements that will eventually
result in better risk-informed decision-making for
recovery and investment planning.

Introduction
The Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA)
is an internationally accepted methodology for
determining physical, economic and social damage
and losses in the aftermath of disasters. This is a
government-led process with the support of expert
partners that assists authorities in identifying
the most appropriate recovery measures and
building resilient communities. PDNAs contain

comprehensive records of damage to infrastructure
sectors resulting from specific disaster events.
PDNAs are based on the PDNA methodology, which
includes the Damage, Loss and Needs Assessment
(DaLA) methodology used to determine the
financial resources needed to achieve full
reconstruction and recovery in an affected sector.
The methodology compares the pre- and post-
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disaster situation by estimating the value of full or
partial destruction of assets (damage) and changes
in flows in the economy (losses). This is done at the
level of each affected sector against the baseline
values defined. It is presented according to the
affected country’s system of national accounts.
Following the adoption of the Sendai Framework,
UNDRR was called upon to facilitate development of
targets and indicators for monitoring the reduction
of disaster risk and implementation of the post2015 framework for disaster risk reduction. The
Informal Working Group on Targets and Indicators
formulated seven targets and indicators to be
measured at the global level. The monitoring and
review process was subsequently discussed, and
a technical review was proposed with suggested
indicators for monitoring the global targets.
One of the seven global Sendai Framework
targets measures reductions in damage to critical
infrastructure and the number of disruptiont of basic
services, among which health and educational
facilities. There is, therefore, a clear connection
between the PDNA methodology (e.g. determining
damage and losses to physical infrastructure) and

Target D of the Sendai Framework. The PDNA
results and findings could support reporting
for Target D of the Sendai Framework, particularly
in terms of defining the minimum set of indicators
to be collected at the national level (pre and post
disaster), in order to improve data collection and
understanding of losses, damage and disruptions
to infrastructure at different levels.
A review of available PDNAs has been conducted
as part of this analysis, with: (I) information collected
in relation to infrastructure damage, losses and
related service disruption; and (II) the types of
sectors included, their geography and the severity
of the impact analyzed.
The main tasks in the analysis are to: review the
PDNAs currently available (desktop research);
consolidate information on infrastructure damage,
losses and service disruption, and their severity and
impact on economies and communities; identify
information that can be directly related to the
indicators for Target D of the Sendai Framework;
and propose areas for strengthening the PDNA
methodology.

Findings
Types of disasters
Fifty-seven PDNA disaster events, occuring in
the 2010-2020 period, have been analyzed in
this report. Of these, 89% percent were climate
related, with the recent COVID-19 pandemic and
five seismic disasters (earthquakes) being the
only other types of disaster. Floods were the most
common disasters, accounting for one in three
of the total. However, a number of events were
characterized by cascading disasters, involving
either landslides and floods, or cyclones and
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floods. In total, 46% of the disasters analyzed
involved flooding. If we consider earthquakes and
landslides to be geophysical, then this type of
disaster accounts for almost one-in-five disasters.
However, water-related disasters are still the most
common, accounting for one-in-two events.
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Figure 1. Distribution of types of disaster
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35%
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Geographic distribution
Figure 2. Geographic distribution of PDNAs analyzed
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One third of the total number of PDNAs analysed
in this report correspond to the Asian continent,
and one fourth to the African continent. These
two continents concentrate the largest number
of PDNAs conducted during 2010-2020. The
proportion of disasters analyzed in Europe, North
America and Oceania ranges from 11% to 14%.
However, the actual number of disasters in North

America and Europe should not be judged by
the number of reports submitted, as EU member
countries, the USA and Canada do not usually
follow the PDNA methodology and are, therefore,
not available for the purpose of this analysis.
Reports submitted in languages other than English
were not included in this analysis.

Annual distribution
Between three and eight disasters were reported
and analyzed each year over the last decade using
the PDNA methodology. This does not necessarily
mean that certain years saw more disasters
occuring than others, as some disasters are not
included in the analysis due to the lack of PDNA
reports in English or due to the reports not using

the PDNA methodology. The annual distribution
is also affected by some of the disasters analyzed
having prolonged annual effects and impacts. This
mostly relates to the five droughts analyzed in
Africa, with disaster damage and losses lasting for
periods of between two and four years.

Figure 3. PDNAs analyzed per year
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Ratio of sectors assessed and not assessed
The most assessed sector was the social sector
with the correspondent subsectors of health,
education, and housing being represented in 88%
of the PDNAs analyzed. Other important subsectors
are the health, and water and sanitation, which have
been assessed in 93% of the PDNAs, respectively
Agriculture was the most commonly assessed
subsector whithin the productive sector, with
commerce and industry also being well represented
(75%). The only productive subsector being
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poorly represented was tourism (45%). The most
commonly assessed infrastructure subsectors was
water and sanitation, with energy and transport
also being well represented (both being above
81%). However, the telecommunications subsectors
was only analyzed in 42% of cases. This could
be due to damage being under-reported or not
reported at all. One factor for this could be that the
telecommunications sector is mostly privatized.
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Among the cross-cutting issues, one of the most
under-represented sub-sectors in the PDNAs
analyzed is the environement sector (assessed
in fewer than 50% of the PDNAs). One possible
explanation could be that environmental issues are
still not being prioritized sufficiently, even though
the high percentage of climate-related hydrological
disasters would generally be expected to impact
the environment of any disaster-stricken country.

The least represented subsector in this analysis is
the community infrastructure and governance. This
is analyzed as a combination of infrastructure and
cross-cutting sectors, as damage and losses to public
infrastructure, for example, were recorded in both
of these areas. This subsector was only assessed
in 38% of the PDNAs. This could be because some
public and governance infrastructure was recorded
in other sectors (e.g. disaster risk reduction), or
because information on the effects and impact was
missing at the local governance levels.

Figure 4. Ratio of assessed vs not assessed sectors

Comm. inf. & gov.

22

35

Telecomm.

24

33

Tourism

25

32

Environment

28

29

Comm. & industry

43

14

Energy

46

11

Transport

48

9

Housing

50

7

Education

51

6

Water & san.

53

4
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4
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54

3
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Sector comparison – damage and losses
not assessed
As in the above results, community infrastructure
and governance, the environment, tourism
and telecommunications were the most underrepresented subsectors in terms of reported
damage (damage in these sectors was not analyzed
in 60% or more of all instances). The representation

of the energy, and commerce and industry sectors
is not high but still on the positive side, while
damage was assessed in 79% or more of cases in
all other sectors.
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Figure 5. Damage not assessed – comparison of sectors
Comm. inf. & gov.
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Agriculture

7.02%

Overall, the analysis finds that losses are assessed
less frequently than damage. The reasons for
this are not fully clear, as the PDNA methodology
clearly explains how to evaluate both the effects
and impacts of disasters. However, this could be
because disaster-stricken countries are focusing
more on direct costs because they are more

visible, prioritizing them over indirect costs caused
by losses. The lack of such analysis could lead to
underinvestment during the recovery phase, and
to underestimating the effort required to improve
sustainability and resilience in readiness for
future disasters.

Figure 6. Losses not assessed – sector comparison
Comm. inf. & gov.

66.67%

Telecomm.

64.91%

Environment

63.16%

Tourism

57.89%

Comm. & industry

29.82%

Transport

28.07%

Energy
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24.56%

Housing
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Education
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Health

15.79%

Agriculture

10.53%

Sector-by-sector analysis of the ratio of assessed
damage compared to losses reveals that losses
are underrepresented by between 2% and 11%.
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However, losses were assessed in more instances
than damage in the health, tourism, energy, and
commerce and industry sectors. The analysis of
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the transport sector finds the largest disproportion
between the damage and losses assessed, as
transport damage was not assessed in only 17%
of the instances, while transport losses were
not assessed in 28% of the analyzed PDNAs. At

the other end of the spectrum, damage in the
commerce and industry sectors was not assessed
in 39% of the instances, whereas losses in these
sectors were not assessed in only of 30% of the
PDNAs analyzed.

Damage versus losses: ratio of financial value
between sectors
Analysis of the ratio of the financial value of damage
to losses aggregated by sectors shows that the
cost of losses in productive sectors (commerce/
industry, agriculture and tourism) is higher than
the cost of damage.3 This is particularly significant

in the commerce and industry sectors, where
losses account for almost two-thirds of the overall
financial costs. At the other end of the spectrum are
the housing and transport sectors, where losses
account for only 16% and 23% of costs, respectively.

Figure 7. Damage vs losses: ratio of financial value
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3 Brief analysis of the actual financial value of losses in USD shows that there are no increasing or decreasing annual trends
in recorded losses, with the financial amounts not being related to any particular type of disaster or geographic area. The
only factor observed to affect the actual amount of financial losses is the severity and extent of the disaster. For this reason,
this financial analysis segment uses ratios as opposed to actual USD values for losses.
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Analysis of service disruption
Analysis of the 57 available PDNA reports shows
that lack of standardized terminology and clear
guidelines on how service disruption should be
recorded and presented is a real issue. The term
“service disruption” was only used in eight of the
PDNA reports. These eight PDNA reports covered
13 PDNA sectors, the majority of which related
to service disruption in telecommunications and
the power/energy sectors. Other sectors, such as
health, education, water and sanitation, commerce
and industry, and community infrastructure and
governance were partially covered but reported
as either interruption or disruption and, in fewer
instances, as either closure or outages. Not a
single one of the 2010-2020 PDNA reports was
found to have standardized service disruption data
presented in an easily available and comparable
manner.

Figure 8. Service disruption analysis
Analyzed/Presented
Not analyzed/Presented

13 sectors total

14%
86%

General findings - conclusions
The analysis shows that overall losses and related
service disruptions were either not included in
the analyzed PDNAs or were included in fewer
instances than damage. This could be due to
several reasons:
● lack of long-term thinking and planning

● lack of clarity about what constitutes service
disruption and how it should be presented
● data availability issues related to the existence
and standardization of baseline pre-disaster data
● discrepancies in the terminology used
● lack of data collection capacity.

Lack of understanding
Lack of understanding of what service disruption
is and how it should be calculated, alongside a
general lack of long-term thinking by government
officials, are the main reasons for some losses and
service disruptions not being considered. Direct
and more visible damage was addressed most
often, while indirect losses (e.g. the “estimated
duration” of economic disturbance) were reported
and accounted for less frequently. The PDNA
process is very extensive, with the major limitation
being that its duration is predetermined. The
PDNA methodology envisages certain steps being
completed, so falling behind in one part of its
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implementation has a domino effect on subsequent
parts of the process. For instance, lack of baseline
data causes delays in analysing the context, which
is then reflected in lack of time to complete the
full assessment of the losses or service disruption.
Lack of capacity and prioritization of quick gains
means that data collection often includes damage
but considers losses and service disruptions less
frequently. As a result and given the strict time limits
of the PDNA process, some losses and disruptions
to basic services are never reported.
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Data availability
Lack of baseline data (as the first step in the PDNA
process) and inadequate preparation and training
could be among the reasons for underreporting
of infrastructure losses and service disruptions.
Additional problems could be linked to national
data systems (as the basis for calculating damage
and losses) not being unified, preventing data
being collected in a consistent and comparable
manner.

External experts who support nations in the PDNA
process are often faced with different systems of
national accounts. This prevents data being used
meaningfully as the experts try to transfer the
existing data into pre-determined and generic
PDNA sector tables.
These factors make it very difficult to estimate the
gap between the pre- and post-disaster situation in
the disaster-stricken country.

Presentation of service disruption data in
PDNA reports
The PDNA methodology recognizes service
disruption as a temporary change in economic
flows, considering it one of the (many) categories of
losses for the affected sectors. Service disruption is
not addressed with sufficient importance in PDNA
reports and is “blended” with other loss categories,
such as removal of debris and temporary protection
measures. Even though service disruption losses
are assessed in sector reports, the final service

disruption results presented in PDNA reports are
not systematic and are not well organized (e.g. they
are not included in well-organized and systematic
tables) in a way that facilitates comprehensive
assessment. One mitigating factor contributing
to the inability to conduct comparative analysis
of service disruption between PDNA reports is
the lack of standardized, simple and comparable
indicators for service disruption across all sectors.

Terminology issues
The assessment found multiple layers of differences
in the terminology used, namely:
● differences in nationally used terminology
● differences in the names of PDNA sectors and
subsectors used in PDNA reports
● differences in cross-supporting data collection
between the PDNA and the Sendai Framework
Monitor process. For example, there are
differences in sector names in the definition of
basic services and critical infrastructure in the
PDNA methodology and Target D of the Sendai
Framework.

Even though the PDNA methodology is clear in
defining sectors and subsectors, there are too
many discrepancies in the understanding of what
sort of data fits into which category. Even though
PDNAs aim to enable global comparison and
assessment of damage and losses, they still allow
some flexibility for national authorities to use their
own standards to a certain degree. This creates
terminological discrepancies that are, at times,
too great to permit meaningful comparisons and
generalization.
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Similarities with known gaps in Sendai
Target D reporting
There are several known barriers and challenges
for Target D data collection and reporting,
particularly in relation to: (I) the terminology used
for critical infrastructure and services; (II) the data
collection methodology used; and (III) insufficient
disaggregation of the data collected.4
There is no common understanding of what critical
infrastructure is or what constitute a critical service.

There is, therefore, ambiguity about exactly what
data should be collected and reported.
Data collection standards and methodologies
also differ in many countries (and even among the
administrative regions in some countries), leading
to inconsistencies and making it impossible to
compare the data.

Recommendations
Emphasize the importance of service disruption
losses as part of the PDNA methodology
The analysis shows that data on service disruption
(in PDNA based losses sections) are not presented
in a standardized and comparable manner in PDNA
reports. Service disruption data are analyzed in
PDNA processes (though to a limited extent when
compared to damage, according to the analysis),
which means that there are actual financial values
in PDNA sectoral data tables. However, these
data are not extracted and presented separately
in published PDNA reports. This means, first and
foremost, that the PDNA methodology is not being
followed fully. This also limits their potential for
use in SFDRR Target D reporting and as a basis for
recovery decision-making.

policy change targeting both national governments
(as beneficiaries of the PDNA process) and PDNA
experts (as implementers), an annex to the PDNA
methodology could be developed specifically
targeting the collection and presentation of data on
service disruption. This would also support SFDRR
reporting.

Bolstering the data collection and presentation
process for service disruption losses in PDNA
reports should, therefore, be endorsed and
supported by the tripartite partners (UN, EU and
WB). In addition to the necessary advocacy for this

Overall, this should be an interlinked four-step
process with regular reviews, as shown in the
figure below.

The overall approach of aiming to strengthen
collection of service disruption data in the PDNA
process could, therefore, also support SFDRR
Target D reporting and enable better-informed
decision-making in the recovery planning process
and future investment.

4 https://www.undrr.org/publication/addressing-infrastructure-failure-data-gap-governance-challenge

18

Addressing the Data Gap: Analysis of Infrastructure damages and Service disruption in PDNAs

Figure 9. Proposed service disruption data collection and presentation process
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post/SFDRR training

Common understanding of terminology used
PDNA terminology is very much dependent
on the system of national accounts. Therefore,
its terminology cannot be fully standardized.
However, understanding and having clarity the
terms used at the global level in PDNA and Sendai
could be beneficial. The table below compares

the terminology used for PDNA sectors and
Sendai naming and the understanding of critical
infrastructure and basic services. This table could be
annexed to the PDNA methodology, as consistency
in the terms used will enable better linkage among
the PDNA and SFDRR data provided.
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Table 1. PDNA sectors vs basic service vs critical infrastructure terminology

PDNA SECTORS VS BASIC SERVICE VS CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE TERMINOLOGY
PDNA SECTORS

N/A

BASIC SERVICES AS
PER SFDRR Target D
INDICATORS
N/A

Health facilities

Health facilities

Education facilities

Education facilities

“Food supply”5

N/A

N/A

N/A

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE
AS PER SFDRR

Housing
Health
Education
Commerce &
industry
Tourism
Agriculture
Energy
Transport
Telecommunications

“Food supply”

N/A

Electricity/Power

Power/energy system

Transport systems

Transport system

Communication systems

ICT system

Water

Water supply
Sewerage system
Solid waste management

Public administration

Emergency response 7

Water & sanitation

Community governance
& infrastructure

6

Environment

N/A

Definition of service disruption, indicators and
standardized presentation in PDNA processes
Service disruption indicators are to be developed
and agreed, with the basic precondition that
they should be measurable and practical. These
indicators should be simple and comparable for
the PDNA process and SFDRR Target D monitoring
and reporting. As data availability is the basic
precondition, the indicators should be tailored to
national potential while enabling sustainable data
collection and review.

standardized tools for collecting, recording and
presenting data, in order to ensure standardized
presentation of the data collected. Each basic
service in any social, productive and infrastructure
sector should be cross-referenced and analyzed in
the proposed tables. The data collected should be:
(I) comparable among sectors as part of the same
PDNA; and (II) comparable with the same sectors in
other PDNAs.

The tables detailing the data indicators to be
collected should be prepared and used as

The proposed table of service disruption indicators
to be considered is as follows:

5 Relevant in terms of food distribution
6 Relevant in terms of food production
7 If disaster management office, fire management service, police, army and emergency operations centres are considered
governance infrastructure
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Table 2. Service disruption indicators

SERVICE DISRUPTION INDICATORS
SECTOR

DURATION
(in months)

PEOPLE AFFECTED/
IMPACTED
(indirectly
(directly
as service
as service
users,
providers,
students,
employees,
patients,
etc)
etc)

NUMBER OF SERVICE UNITS
e.g. physical
e.g.
e.g. area
number of
length
in m2 of
houses,
in km of
arable land,
schools,
roads,
fishponds,
hospitals,
watsan
forests, etc
businesses, etc pipes, etc

Housing
Health
Education
Commerce/
industry
Tourism
Agriculture
Energy
Transport
Telecom.
WatSan
Comm/govt
infrastructure
Environment
Once this is agreed, the sectoral assessment
teams should be required to use standardized
forms, as this process, as previously mentioned,
facilitates the consolidation of recording of service
disruption. In addition, the standardized forms
and tables should be supplemented with detailed
explanations of their content and indicators, with
instructions on how to complete them.

Official endorsement by all stakeholders is a
prerequisite for successful implementation.
Therefore, the definition of the final set of
service disruption indicators and the method of
presentation should be discussed and agreed.

Organization of tailor-made pre- and post-disaster
PDNA/SFDRR Target D training
Pre- and post-disaster PDNA/SFDRR Target D
should be organized so that all stakeholders are
informed about, and trained on how to use the
standard forms for sectoral data collection and
estimation of service disruption. This training
should also reinforce institutional mechanisms

for coordinating data collection across all PDNA
sectors, particularly in relation to the collection and
recording of baseline data.
This should be in line with and part of the normal
PDNA methodology training which builds the
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capacities of sectoral assessment teams in the
theory and practice of assessment of damages and
losses. (service disruption). The training should be
tailored to the specific circumstances of the target
country and the most common hazards faced. Predisaster training could provide specific guidelines
enabling easier implementation of future PDNA
processes. This would solve the issue of lack of
capacity and baseline data, while facilitating the

collection, recording and presentation of data on
service disruption.
Regular refresher training should be considered
with a potential training-of-trainers model that
will enable further distribution of knowledge from
the national to the local level in the country. This
new practice should be supported by the tripartite
PDNA partners (UN, EU and WB) in cooperation
with national governments.

Pre-disaster baseline data collection
and standardization
Lack of standardized baseline data seems to be
the most frequent initial problem, subsequently
resulting in delays in PDNA implementation. The
baseline data collected should be consistent with
the national accounts. There is no reason why this
should create any extra work for the collectors of the
primary data, as the data is already being collected
and used for other purposes, such as developing
strategic plans. The issue is about that data being
exchanged in a standardized and, where possible,
digitalized format using new IT tools. The data sets
collected and analyzed should be agreed upon
with the country’s national statistical offices, in
cooperation with national and local PDNA sectoral
leads.

Data quality and availability should be considered
to be basic preconditions, as pre-disaster data
provide the foundations for the PDNA context
analysis and provide an overall framework for
the gap analysis in the pre- and post-disaster
assessment. The baseline data collected should
be reviewed and adjusted regularly to ensure
availability and quality before any future disasters.
In summary, the pre-disaster baseline data should
be collected and standardized for two purposes:
for PDNA estimation of effects and impacts; and
to provide the foundations for the calculation
and presentation of future or potential service
disruption using a proposed standardized data
collection table, as follows:

Northwest Pakistan Affected by Heavy Floods. Credit: UN Photo/UNICEF/ZAK
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Table 3. Pre-disaster baseline data in support of the calculation of future/potential service disruption

PRE-DISASTER BASELINE DATA
IN SUPPORT OF CALCULATION OF FUTURE/POTENTIAL SERVICE DISRUPTION
SECTOR

PEOPLE INVOLVED
(directly
as service
providers,
employees,
etc)

(indirectly as
service users,
students,
patients, etc)

NUMBER OF SERVICE UNITS
e.g. physical
e.g. length in
e.g. area in m2
number of
of arable land,
km of roads,
houses,
fishponds,
schools,
watsan pipes,
forests, etc
etc
hospitals,
businesses, etc

Housing
Health
Education
Commerce/
industry
Tourism
Agriculture
Energy
Transport
Telecom.
WatSan
Comm/govt
infrastructure
Environment

Potential for the PDNA process to contribute to
Sendai Target D
The 2017 Sendai Framework Data Readiness Review
recognized the need to increase data collection
capacities for disaster losses by improving local
and national capacities, e.g. through technology
transfer of common data collection methodologies.8
Changes and adaptations proposed for the PDNA
process have the potential to greatly contribute to
data collection and reporting for Sendai Target D
as well. Delivery of training encompassing detailed
and standardized PDNA tables, with common
indicators targeting service disruption and inclusive
pre-disaster baseline data collection, could

eventually lead to development of comparable
tables detailing post-disaster service disruption
losses that would be useful in both PDNA reports
and Sendai Target D reporting.

8 https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-data-readiness-review-2017-global-summary-report
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Annex 1 – Methodology

This analysis includes a review of available
PDNAs using: (I) information collected in relation
to infrastructure damage and losses, and related
service disruption; and (II) the types of sectors
included, their geography and the severity of the
impact analyzed.

consolidate information related to infrastructure
damage, losses and service disruptions, and
their severity and impacts on economies and
communities; identify information that can be
directly related to the indicators for Target D of
the Sendai Framework; and propose areas to
strengthen the PDNA methodology.

The main tasks in the analysis are to: review the
PDNAs currently available (desktop research);
Figure 10. Diagram of the analysis process

STEP

01

STEP

02

STEP

03

STEP

04

PDNA reports
collection

PDNA reports
selection

PDNA reports
analysis

Final reports
completion

- 80 to 100 PDNA
reports

- 60 to 80 PDNAs
reviewed by:
- geography
- type of disaster

- 40 to 60 PDNAs
analyzed by:
- sectors
- subsectors
- damage
- loss (disruption)
- physical numbers
- financial value

- linkage between
PDNAs & Sendai
Framework
Target D
- PDNA
strengthening
recommendations

Project task phases:
STEP 1
Collect 80-100 available PDNA reports
Criteria:
— period covered: 2010-2020;
— 5-10 “Disaster Damage and Needs Assessments” were collected for each of the years in the
selected period;
— all types of disasters and PDNAs (with various partners/stakeholders) were included in the
analysis.

Intermediate milestone:
— Development of List of “Step1” PDNA reports completed (85 PDNAs in total), analyzed by (I)
year of production, (II) webpage link.

Annex 1 – Methodology
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STEP 2
Initial reading of 60-80 of the PDNA reports collected
Criteria:
— 4-6 “Disaster Damage and Needs Assessments” selected for each of the years in the selected
period;
— The Post Disaster Needs Assessment reports reviewed are divided by: (I) type of disaster, (II)
geography (continent and country), (III) type of assessment/name, (IV) supported by/partners.

Intermediate milestone:
— List of “Step 2” Post Disaster Needs Assessment reports completed (up to 80 PDNAs),
categorised by (I) continent where the disaster took place, and (II) type of disaster. Shared with
UNDRR/UNDP and subsequently approved.

Criteria:
— only PDNA reports published in English were considered
— only PDNA reports using the PDNA methodology and including DaLA were considered.

STEP 3
Detailed analysis of 40-60 Post-Disaster Needs Assessment reports
Criteria:
— 4-6 Post-Disaster Needs Assessments were selected for each of the 10 years in the selected
period;
— The selected Post Disaster Needs Assessment reports are analyzed by:
1. Ratio of assessed vs not assessed PDNA sectors
2. Sectoral comparison in terms of assessed damage/losses
3. Ratio of assessed financial value of sectoral damage/loss;
4. Sectoral analysis of service disruption (findings and best practice examples).

STEP 4
Preparation of the final report as per the project task with:
1.
2.
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Linkage between PDNA findings and Target D of the Sendai Framework
List of recommendations for further strengthening of PDNAs.
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