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I. Introduction

1. The present document summarizes the comments by members of the Conference of 
European Statisticians (CES) on the Recommendations on the role of official statistics in 
measuring hazardous events and disasters.

2. The Recommendations were prepared by a Task Force (chaired by Italy) that was 
established by the Bureau of the Conference of European Statisticians in February 2015. 
The main aims of the Recommendations are (i) to clarify the role of national statistical 
offices (NSOs) and other members of national statistical systems (NSSs) in providing 
information related to hazardous events and disasters, and (ii) to identify practical steps 
needed for these organisations, in coordination with national agencies responsible for 
disaster risk management (DRM), to better support disaster risk management efforts.

3. In February 2019 the CES Bureau reviewed the Recommendations and requested the 
UNECE secretariat to carry out an electronic consultation. The document was sent for an 
electronic consultation in May 2019 to all countries and organizations who participate in 
the work of CES, and to United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 
Pacific (ESCAP) for sharing the report with the members of the ESCAP Expert Group on 
Disaster-related Statistics. As a result, some countries from ESCAP region also 
commented.

4. Section II summarises the outcome of the consultation. Section III provides a brief 
overview of the general comments received. Section IV summarises the issues to be 
considered in follow-up work, and Section V presents a proposal to the Conference. The 
detailed comments on different chapters, including the responses by the Task Force and 
proposed amendments to the text are provided in the Annex.

II. Summary of feedback

5. Forty replies were received to the electronic consultation, from the following 37 
countries and 2 international organizations: Armenia, Australia, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Cambodia, Colombia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, 
Israel, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovenia, South 
Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United States of America (three 
replies: from Bureau of Labour Statistics, Census Bureau, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (US NOAA)), Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) and the World Meteorological Organization (WMO).

6. Out of the 41 replies, 38 stated explicitly that they endorse the Recommendations, 
subject to incorporation of the comments made in the consultation. Two respondents did 
not reply to this question.

7. Germany found the report useful but was concerned about its scope, and noted that 
the Recommendations go beyond the current tasks and mandates of NSOs. Germany 
considered that the limits of the current statistical systems were not well represented in the 
document, and considered international agreements on key statistical definitions an 
important precondition for engagement of NSOs in measuring hazardous events and 
disasters. Germany was also concerned about the workload that implementing the 
Recommendations would create.

8. Some other countries also raised concerns about the workload and the need to 
establish statistical definitions and classifications but supported the endorsement of the 
report. The Task Force considered the concerns and proposes to amend the text as 
explained in more detail in para 0, and in the Annex. Subject to these amendments, 
Germany agreed with the endorsement of the Recommendations.

9. A great majority of respondents found the Recommendations useful for their work 
and expressed appreciation for the work done. Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands 
explicitly noted that their NSOs are not involved in measuring hazardous events and 
disasters. However, they supported the endorsement of the document.
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10. The comments received through the electronic consultation can be grouped into

general comments, proposals for improving the understanding and clarity of the document,

and issues that require further consideration in the follow-up work. Countries provided

many detailed suggestions for improving the clarity and precision of the text of the

Recommendations and to further strengthen the document.

11. Many countries considered the case studies helpful. Austria, Canada, Germany, New

Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Spain, and the three responding

agencies from the United States mentioned additional national examples that could be

added to the Recommendations as case studies.

12. The responses also included editorial comments and corrections which will be taken

into account in finalising the document but will not be summarised here. The Task Force

thanks all countries and organizations that provided feedback.

III. General comments

13. Several countries mentioned that they are dealing with issues related to measuring

hazardous events and disasters now and consider the Recommendations very timely. Some

general comments on the usefulness of the report are:

(a) Belarus: The Recommendations show how statistics related to hazardous

events and disasters can be useful even in countries where natural conditions seem

quite friendly.

(b) Bulgaria: The Recommendations are very useful for Bulgarian NSO. The

need for hazardous events and disaster-related information is often triggered by

disasters and this has to be changed. In this respect we find a number of valuable ideas

and reflection topics that will help us to improve our policy in this direction.

(c) Canada: Statistics Canada considers the Recommendations useful as it works

with other federal departments to address the statistical data needs for emergency

preparedness and response, in particular the geo-referenced statistics and other location

information.

(d) Colombia: The document recognizes that NSOs have a fundamental role to

play in the production, coordination, standardization and certification of useful

statistical information to support decision-making at all levels of public administration

and management, including Disaster Risk Management, and provides liable

recommendations to implement for NSOs.

(e) France: The Recommendations will help to emphasize the importance of

natural hazards statistics needs, to contribute to improvement of hazardous events and

disaster-related indicators and strengthen the coordination-cooperation within the

national statistical system.

(f) Germany: The Recommendations give a comprehensive list of aspects to

consider when implementing the measurement and possible roles of NSOs in this

context. The case studies from countries around the world are very helpful.

(g) Israel: We are currently having discussions with the National Emergency

Management Authority on the development of resilience and disaster management

indicators. The recommendations are an excellent starting point to deal with the current

challenges: defining the scope of measurement, identifying the relevant partners and

building the work plan.

(h) Italy: Italy is strongly committed to the development and implementation of

statistics related to hazardous events and disasters aimed at better managing disaster

risk. A shared conceptual framework and reference standards are necessary for a

homogeneous improvement of these statistics.

(i) Lithuania: We highly appreciate the work done when developing the

Recommendations, which are comprehensive. The efforts to provide the basis for

internationally agreed terms and common conceptual framework are most welcome.
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(j) New Zealand: the Government has just released a new 10 year National 

Disaster Resilience (CDEM) Strategy. As part of implementing it we will need to 

develop measures of progress in developing resilience.  Having a clear understanding 

of the role that Statistics New Zealand can play in this are most useful. 

(k) Norway: There is a need to focus on what official statistics could provide 

related to hazardous events and disasters. This could mean a start to a collaboration 

between national contributors. 

(l) Poland: The work that has been done on Recommendations deserves 

appreciation. Due to the increasing frequency of occurrence of catastrophes and natural 

disasters, the pursuit to organize the measurement of these events deserves support. 

(m) Portugal: The Recommendations call the attention to the potential useful role 

of NSOs and other national authorities in the reporting system on disasters and 

hazardous events and associated risk management. 

(n) Romania: The report is very well structured and easy to understand. 

(o) Russia: Rosstat is involved in the approval of statistical reporting forms and 

methodological support. Thus, the presented document can be used for the purposes of 

international methodological comparability and in further work on improving the 

measurement of hazardous phenomena and natural disasters. 

(p) South Africa: The recommendations are very useful and would form the basis 

of interaction between Disaster Risk Management Agencies and NSOs. The report is 

well written and is a clear guide to NSOs. 

(q) Switzerland: We agree with most of the considerations in the report even 

though they cannot be fully transferred to the Swiss case. Some of the considerations 

and recommendations are already implemented within the Swiss statistical system. 

(r) US NOAA: The recommendations have covered many areas of challenges 

and opportunities in providing useful, timely and comprehensive hazardous event and 

disaster loss data. The report has been vetted quite well to create a useful document. 

14. Some countries (including Belgium and Germany) raised concerns about the 

additional workload that the implementation of the Recommendations would create for 

NSOs, and that the Recommendations may go beyond the current tasks and mandates of 

NSOs. Slovenia also mentioned that they believe the central role of NSOs in providing data 

for disaster risk management may be too much emphasized and it should be made clear that 

the decision about organisation of the national data collection and monitoring remains in 

the jurisdiction of each individual country. Lithuania and Portugal highlighted the need for 

a mandate and legislation for NSOs involvement in this area. 

15. Cambodia suggested more emphasis on sex disaggregated data and gender analysis. 

16. Finland, Germany, Myanmar and Poland emphasized the importance of statistical 

operationalisation and international agreements on terms, definitions and classifications 

used in disaster risk management and the Sendai Framework. Poland also mentioned the 

important role of comprehensive and internationally comparable indicators, based on 

existing and available data sets. Armenia called for the development of internationally 

agreed standards for the calculation of damages and losses. 

17. Germany proposed to refer more clearly to the SEEA framework. 

18. Germany furthermore suggested distinguishing between descriptions and 

recommendations in the report, for the ease of understanding.  

  Action by the Task Force 

19. The Task Force has taken note of the concerns raised by some countries about the 

additional workload and the scope of the Recommendations going partly beyond traditional 

roles of NSOs. The Task Force will clarify in chapter 1 (introduction) that the document, 

like all other UNECE recommendations, provides some general recommendations 

concerning this emerging topic. Countries are free to decide to which extent to implement 
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the Recommendations depending on their own priorities and national needs. This document 

does not create any obligation for NSOs who do not see a need to engage in work on this 

topic. The decision about the national data collection and monitoring on hazardous events 

and disasters remains up to each individual country. 

20. As far as possible, a distinction between the theoretical background and 

recommendations will be made. 

21. A paragraph will be added on SEEA: “The SEEA Central Framework does not 

include these statistics. However, SEEA Central Framework and SEEA Experimental 

Ecosystem Accounts can provide the basis for statistics on direct losses of environmental 

assets, degradation of ecosystems and related ecosystem services.”. 

 IV. Issues to be considered in follow-up work 

22. Countries suggested a number of substantive issues that can be considered in the 

proposed follow-up work in chapter 9 of the report, including: 

(a) Work on statistical operationalisation of the terms, definitions and 

classifications used in the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (Sendai 

Framework) and in disaster risk management. This concerns in particular the use of the 

terms “hazard” and “disasters” and their delimitation in terms of time and space. This also 

includes a review of the statistical applicability of the peril classification of Integrated 

Research on Disaster Risk (IRDR), the categorisation of disasters (e.g. small, medium, 

large scale), the measurement of multi-hazards and cascading effects of disasters, etc. 

(b) Developing practical guidelines for the calculation of damages and losses; 

(c) Developing internationally agreed methodologies for disaster risk related 

indicators and developing guidelines for the production of internationally comparable 

indicators; 

(d) More work is needed towards alignment of the Disaster-related Statistics 

Framework (DRSF) and Sendai Framework indicator methodologies with existing 

classification systems and statistical frameworks, such as the System of National Accounts 

(SNA), the System of Environmental-Economic Accounting (SEEA), the International 

Statistical Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems (ICD) and the 

International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO). Where necessary, changes to 

existing systems should be considered. 

 XV. Proposal to the Conference 

23. The development of these Recommendations has been challenging and the Task 

Force worked hard to take into account all comments. The many suggestions made relate to 

improvement of clarity and precision of selected paragraphs and adding additional 

examples. 

24. The Conference is invited to consider the Recommendations on the Role of Official 

Statistics in Measuring Hazardous Events and Disasters and endorse them, subject to 

incorporation of the amendments that are provided in detail in the Annex.  
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 Annex 

  Detailed comments on individual chapters in the 
Recommendations 

 I. Introduction (chapter 1 of the document) 

1. Belgium and Germany raised concerns about the additional workload that the 

implementation of the recommendations would create for NSOs. 

2. Germany noted that the Recommendations go beyond the current tasks and 

mandates of NSOs. Lithuania mentioned that in some countries the role of NSOs in DRM is 

not clearly set and clear mandate and legislation would be needed for this purpose. Slovenia 

also mentioned that they believe the central role of NSO in providing data for disaster risk 

management may be emphasized too much and it should be made clear that the decision 

about organization of the national data collection and monitoring remains in the jurisdiction 

of each individual country. 

3. Portugal highlighted that the implementation of the Recommendations implies a 

range of tasks that are not within the current mandate of NSOs in the context of national 

risk management frameworks. Portugal called for further assessment by NSOs of 

administrative data from the national agencies responsible for risk management and disaster 

response.  

4. Mexico suggested highlighting the importance of the link between statistical and 

geographical information. Mexico also considered very important to mention the increased 

use of modelling as the tool to measure disasters in the near future. 

5. Myanmar proposed changing the title of section 1.4 (“Challenges for the national 

statistical system in measuring hazardous events and disasters”) to “Coordination and 

institutional cooperation in NSS”. Israel proposed to include as sub-titles the challenges 

mentioned in that section to emphasize their importance. 

  Action by the Task Force 

6. The Task Force has taken note of the concerns raised by some countries about the 

additional workload that the implementation of the Recommendations would create and the 

comments that the scope of the Recommendations goes partly beyond traditional roles of 

NSOs. The Task Force will clarify in chapter 1 (introduction) that the document, like all 

other UNECE recommendations, provides some general recommendations concerning this 

emerging topic. Countries are free to decide to which extent to implement the 

Recommendations depending on their own priorities and national needs. It will be clarified 

that this document does not create any obligation for NSOs who do not see a need to 

engage in work on this topic. The decision about the national data collection and 

monitoring on hazardous events and disasters remains up to each individual country. 

7. The Task Force will consider editorial changes of section 1.4 as suggested by Israel 

and Myanmar. 

8. The importance of the link between statistical and geographical information will be 

stressed in chapter 1 (introduction) and other relevant chapters (e.g. chapter 6 on key 

infrastructure). 

 II. Key terms and concepts (chapter 2 of the document) 

9. Colombia, Italy, France, Romania, US Bureau of Labour Statistics, US NOAA, and 

a number of other countries expressed their agreement with the chapter. The US Bureau of 

Labour Statistics mentioned that the phases of disaster risk management as described in the 

report are consistent with information collected by them. 
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10. On paragraph 60, France informed that the three-category scale of disasters (small-, 

medium- and large scale) matches their own national categorisation (French gravity scale of 

damaging natural events, based on number of persons injured or killed, material damages 

etc.). Belarus noted that they distinguish between “emergencies” and “major emergencies”, 

based on the number of persons injured, deaths, persons resettled and other factors. Finland 

saw difficulties in this scaling as it does not take into account that sizes of countries vary. 

FAO mentioned that DRR can also be considered from a sectoral perspective (e.g. impacts 

on agriculture), and that this has implications on how NSOs should approach data 

collection on disaster impact in agriculture.  

11. Several countries, including Finland, Germany and Myanmar, were of the opinion, 

that some of the terms (e.g. “hazard” and “disaster”) are not well defined from a statistical 

point of view. 

12. Mexico suggested to add more information about multi-hazard events and to share 

some examples. 

13. Norway proposed to also refer to the terminology of statistics of accidents at work. 

On this statistical area there is an agreed European conceptual framework. 

14. FAO suggested to add the definitions of the terms “damage” and “loss” between 

paragraphs 49 and 50. 

15. WMO recommended to review whether the term “extreme” is used consistently in 

paragraphs 61-63. 

Action by the Task Force 

16. Paragraph 60, which refers to the three-category scale of disasters, will be revised to 

also refer to the sectoral perspective, in particular the impacts on agriculture and related 

measurement challenges. Furthermore, reference will be given to national scaling systems 

(examples of Belarus and France). The paragraph will also be extended with a sentence 

clarifying that this scaling does not allow international comparability as it is relative to the 

size of any given country. It will also be mentioned that more work is needed to harmonise 

the scaling of disasters for statistical purposes. 

17. The Task Force took note that NSOs are concerned that key terms such as “hazard” 

and “disaster” are not fully statistically operational. The Task Force would like to 

emphasize that these terms were defined by an international consultation process, and the 

report of the Open-Ended Intergovernmental Expert Working Group on indicators and 

terminology relating to disaster risk reduction was adopted by the United Nations General 

Assembly in 2017. As mentioned earlier, the Task Force proposes as a follow-up action the 

development of new guidelines and the review of existing guidelines concerning statistical 

operationalisation, harmonisation and international comparability of these terms and related 

measurements. 

18. In Chapter 2 the issue of multi-hazard events will be added. The Chapter will also 

make a link to the existing framework on statistics of accidents at work. 

19. The definitions of the terms “damage” and “loss” will be added in chapter 2 and in 

the glossary (Annex II). 

20. The Task Force will review whether the term “extreme” is used consistently 

throughout the entire report. 

 III. Policy background (chapter 3 of the document) 

21. France mentioned the importance of the alignment of indicators and metadata of 

Sendai Framework, SDG indicators and Paris Agreement as described in paragraph 95. 

22. On table 3.1 (phases of disaster risk management and related information) Myanmar 

suggested to add “increase capacities” in Risk Assessment. Portugal was of the opinion that 

the table implies a wide range of tasks and coordination competencies that are not the task 

of NSOs in the context of national risk management frameworks. 
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23. The Spanish Office of Climate Change provided a proposal for editorial changes in 

section 3.2.3 about the Paris Agreement. 

24. Lithuania suggested to note that further conceptual work is required before the 

disaster-risk related indicators can be routinely measured across all regions according to 

internationally agreed standards. 

25. FAO referred to the sectoral approach of the Sendai Framework. Target C, indicator 

C-2 is to reduce direct loss in agriculture attributed to disasters by 2030. The methodology 

was developed by FAO in partnership with UN Office for Disaster Risk Reduction 

(UNDRR) and serves as a framework for identifying, analysing and evaluating the impact 

of disasters on agriculture, including crops, livestock, aquaculture, fisheries and forestry. 

Formulas and specifications are specified in the UNDRR Technical Guidance Document. 

26. Austria informed that there is no specific legal obligation to report to the disaster 

loss data base. A national legal basis would ease cooperation with all players involved. 

27. WMO proposed to include some text on the Warsaw International Mechanism for 

Loss and Damage that was agreed upon by COP 19, as this work of UNECE contributes 

directly to the Mechanism. 

  Action by the Task Force 

28. Table 3.1 will be reviewed to consider Myanmar’s comment on “increased 

capacities”. Information will be added that the tasks and coordination competencies of 

NSOs are different in countries, therefore the identified information managed by NSOs 

does not always fully apply. 

29. Section 3.2.3 about the Paris Agreement will be reviewed. 

30. The urgency of development of internationally agreed standards for disaster-risk 

related indicators and further conceptual work will be mentioned in chapter 9 (Conclusions, 

unresolved issues and next steps) of the report. 

31. The importance of national legal basis for ease of cooperation among all players will 

be mentioned in section 6.1 (key infrastructure – legislation). 

32. Text on the Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage will be added. 

 IV. Scope and measurement framework for statistics on 
hazardous events and disasters (HED) (chapter 4 of the 
document) 

33. Myanmar suggested to add “social impact” in paragraph 104 that lists the Basic 

Range of Disaster-related Statistics of DRSF. 

34. Finland provided some practical suggestions for further clarifying the data needs and 

the related use of geo-coded register data. It also pointed out related difficulties in defining 

and delimiting hazardous events and identifying which impacts were caused by a hazardous 

event. 

35. US NOAA mentioned that ideally, variables within a measurement framework might 

include quantifying disaster-induced healthcare-related costs. Also, the economic value of 

damaged environmental services, natural capital and biodiversity should be accounted for. 

36. Canada noted the need to emphasise more integrating the types of statistics such as 

the Basic Range of Disaster-related Statistics in DRSF, and put more emphasis on impact 

on infrastructure. This was seen as the weakness of DRSF.  

37. Norway was of the opinion that the scope should not be defined as too narrow. For 

example, Statistics Norway produces statistics on accidents at work and statistics on fire 

and accident protection, which are considered as relevant within this context. 

38. FAO suggested to add the following between paragraphs 100 and 101: “DRSF also 

documents the recommended statistics frameworks for recording the damage and loss form 
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disasters in agriculture and its sub-sectors, including the methodology developed by FAO 

and UNDRR to assess disaster impact on crop, livestock, fisheries aquaculture and forestry, 

minimum and optimal data requirements and basic concepts and definitions.” 

39. Romania pointed out that the institution in charge on emergency situations can 

provide much useful information.  

  Action by the Task Force 

40. The Task Force will inform the ESCAP Expert Group about the comments received 

from Canada, Myanmar and US NOAA which are related to DRSF. 

41. A sentence will be added in chapter 4 clarifying that countries are free to broaden 

the scope according to their own national needs. 

42. The text suggested by FAO will be added. 

 V. Role of the national statistical system (chapter 5 of the 
document) 

43. Norway informed about its new Statistical Act to be decided in June by the 

Parliament. Norway saw it necessary to see any developments in the area of HED-related 

statistics in this light. 

44. The US Census Bureau informed about its tools to provide statistics quickly via the 

census.gov website. Also training for using these tools is provided. 

45. Sweden suggested to add the following sentence in paragraph 129: “The demand for 

geo-referenced information is increasing, and this is an essential feature for HED-related 

statistics” Sweden also suggested to add a sentence on the UN Global Statistical Geospatial 

Framework, which is being implemented in more and more countries, and which is 

fundamental for NSOs to be able to respond to the increased demand.  

46. Mexico provided the following comments on several paragraphs: 

• In paragraph 108 to add national cartography agencies; 

• In paragraph 111 to highlight countries where statistical and geographical 

information are linked, and to recommend to national agencies to enforce this 

linkage; 

• Stressed that statistical information increases its value with georeferencing location 

because it is possible to incorporate the data at GIS platforms and online systems;  

• In paragraph 130 to add a short text on geospatial modelling; 

• For paragraphs 140, 141, 146 some additional statistical variables were proposed; 

• On paragraph 169 to mention that NSO should have a strategy to collect data after 

the disaster. This information is priceless for the implementation of preventive 

programs facing future disaster events; 

• The text in paragraph 184 provides an opportunity to suggest an online platform to 

share information between government agencies, universities, research centres and 

civil organizations, e.g. SICADE in Mexico; 

• Online platforms to share statistical info, geospatial info, images and services could 

be added in paragraph 186 on additional roles and tasks. 

47. Canada also suggested to add that in addition to having data geo-referenced, the use 

of standard geographies (often based on administrative boundaries or grid systems) allow 

for the integration of statistical with other sources of data such as EO/satellite data. 

Registers such as businesses, addresses, dwelling and buildings are a rich source of 

information. 

48. Concerning paragraph 158, WMO proposed to clarify the end of a disaster with 

respect to the cause and the impacts. The example of hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico was 
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presented: Official statistics counted 64 deaths, however after an innovative analysis of 

mortality after the hurricane the official death toll was raised to 2975. This was mainly due 

to cascading effects of loss of electricity, clean water etc. The end of the hurricane was 

about 24-48 hours after it first started, but the impacts lasted until the cascading effects 

ended. 

49. Israel proposed to mention potential data sources for the disaster-related SDG 

indicators mentioned in paragraph 174. 

50. FAO suggested to add another sub-section to section 5.3 on regular monitoring for 

agriculture and provided two paragraphs of text for it. 

51. Cambodia asked for considering gender responsive statistics and gender analysis 

reports in the chapter. 

52. Portugal mentioned that a wide range of tasks and coordination competences are not 

committed to NSOs in the context of national risk management frameworks. Reinforced 

cooperation between NSO and agencies responsible for disaster risk management is 

important. 

53. Romania stressed the importance of NSS data on population, environment, housing 

and dwellings, infrastructure and other assets for impact assessment. This was considered to 

be an important starting point for measuring HED. 

54. Armenia suggested to develop road maps for disaster statistics by NSOs. These 

roadmaps can assist to strengthen the role of NSS in disaster risk reduction. 

  Action by the Task Force 

55. The importance of collaboration between NSO and disaster risk management agency 

will be highlighted in the chapter. Furthermore, the importance of readily available official 

statistics for impact assessment as a starting point for measuring HED will be mentioned 

here.  

56. The short examples provided by Norway and the US Census Bureau, and a reference 

to the UN Global Geospatial Framework will be added. 

57. The issue of implementation roadmaps will be mentioned in chapter 8 on 

implementation. 

58. The suggestions of Canada, Israel, Mexico, Sweden, FAO and WMO on specific 

paragraphs will be considered and, where appropriate, incorporated. 

 VI. Key infrastructure (chapter 6 of the document) 

59. Myanmar suggested to add “strategies” in paragraph 192. 

60. Finland proposed to add that statistical confidentiality is a challenge for using 

current statistics for HED purposes, but that for an “emergency data” package produced for 

national uses the access rights can be limited and therefore confidential data can be 

included. 

61. US NOAA noted that there is high value in public and private sector data 

partnerships to achieve the highest level of data quality – particularly with respect to 

privately insured loss data. However, such partnerships often require non-disclosure 

agreements, which limits the level of data granularity that can be publicly reported / 

disclosed. 

62. Sweden provided the following detailed comments:  

• Paragraph 201 on statistical confidentiality: Public use files seem not as the best way 

of providing statistics for disaster risk management, if the purpose is to provide 

statistics with high geospatial detail. Instead the focus should be on having statistics 

on neighbourhoods or grids, either as datasets available as open data or accessed 

through web map services; 
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• Section 6.3 on frameworks: The UN Global Statistical Geospatial Framework 

should be mentioned as it provides the foundation for countries in linking people to 

place. Georeferencing is mentioned frequently in the report, GSGF explains how 

countries can do that. Statistics Sweden can support in providing a short text 

explaining the GSGF;  

• Paragraph 228 related to statistical methods: Geospatial referencing is supported by 

GSGF; if GSGF is explained under 6.3, it might be mentioned here; 

• Section 6.5.5 on big data, paragraphs 251 and 252: The examples of use of 

geospatial information and the UN-GGIM disaster framework might be better placed 

under a different heading (“Geospatial information”), as the use of geospatial data is 

much broader than the use of Earth observations. Geospatial information covers a 

wide range of information such as addresses, topographic maps, elevation models 

etc. which should not be categorized as big data; 

• Section 6.7 on knowledge and capacity, paragraph 262: Statistics Sweden has done a 

capacity assessment which might be of interest to countries looking for how to 

increase capacity in statistical-geospatial integration.  

63. Mexico commented on the following paragraphs:  

• Paragraph 189: It could be interesting to promote international agreements for 

collaborative actions in disaster cases; 

• Paragraph 229: Improving databases includes adding historical information that is 

available in traditional formats (paper, images, newspaper historical studies and 

researches etc.); 

• Paragraph 230: Special interest is to record the changes in the cover of the earth, 

vegetation, bodies of water and infrastructure; 

• Paragraph 235: Identify population behaviour by zones, especially if there are 

population growths in places with high vulnerability to natural disasters; 

• Paragraph 239: Registering how a disaster occurs and how impacts a region, their 

population infrastructure, economy, etc. is very important, as well as to attend 

disaster consequences, register the most possible information about the phenomena 

and the consequences, because it allows in the future to implement more efficient 

programs to minimize effects of a new event; 

• Paragraph 240: It could be interesting to suggest some statistical analysis for 

different natural regions like basins, coastline, sheds, ecological zones, etc.; 

• Paragraph 242: Water availability and their sources could be included as baseline 

information; 

• Paragraph 262: It is suggested to model the environment to produce preventive 

programs to face natural phenomena that could became a disaster for a population, 

infrastructure or the nature environment. 

64. Canada proposed: 

• To remove section 6.4 (organisational structures) and to add a modified text to 

chapter 1 (introduction) instead; 

• In section 6.3.5 to add text about geographic classifications used in NSS - standard 

geographic classifications based on road or administrative boundaries; health regions 

or physical geographic boundaries such as drainage basins or ecozones; 

• Rename section 6.5 to “Data sources and methods”; this section is key and should be 

moved to an earlier part of chapter 6. 

65. Norway suggested to underline the legislation and methodological framework 

necessary to build a sufficient framework to produce methodologically sound data and 

statistics. 
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66. Austria mentioned the annually provided register-based labour market statistics 

which include annual small area data on population, housing, families and workplace. 

Austria also mentioned the census 2020 which already includes a release of important 

indicators within the 1-kilometer grid across Europe. 

67. Romania proposed to include a recommendation that NSOs should be informed 

about non-statistical indicators produced outside the NSS. 

  Action by the Task Force 

68. Section 6.2 on statistical confidentiality will be reviewed to take into account the 

comments of Finland and Sweden. 

69. Public and private sector data partnerships and related non-disclosure agreements 

will be mentioned. 

70. More emphasis will be given to the UN Global Statistical Geospatial Framework, 

and a text about geographic classifications used in NSS will be added to section 6.3.5. 

71. The Task Force will consider removing section 6.4 on organisational structures and 

adding a short text to chapter 1 (introduction) instead. 

72. The detailed comments of Canada and Mexico will be considered and, where 

appropriate, incorporated. 

 VII. Recommendations (chapter 7 of the document) 

73. Cambodia suggested to have a section on gender sensitive indicators and gender 

analysis in the reports. Therefore, NSOs should have basic gender concept and gender 

analysis skills. 

74.  Norway suggested to highlight that some of the Recommendations might be more 

difficult to implement than others. 

75. Mexico suggested clarifying in paragraph 272 (recommendation 1 on clarification of 

main purposes) that collaboration between federal agencies and between countries is the 

key to have strong databases and geospatial information. 

76. South Africa suggested adding under recommendation 1 (clarify the main purposes) 

or 2 (reach out to national agencies) the need to clarify the training needs. Under 

recommendations 3 and 4 NSOs could be encouraged to develop and promote their 

integrated indicator frameworks so that the relative importance of disaster risk management 

related information can be assessed. This should then become part of the NSS strategy. 

77. Sweden commented on recommendation 4 (improve HED-related data and statistics) 

that providing registers is not regarded as official statistics as they need to be aggregated. 

The focus should be on enriching the official statistics with more statistics at the local level. 

Sweden also commented that the aim should be to include more statistics at the local level 

as official statistics and open data, thus increasing the use of such statistics widely in 

society – not only for disaster risk management purposes. 

78. Germany commented on recommendation 6 (review statistical infrastructure) that 

many classification systems already exist that relate to HED-statistics (e.g. SNA, SEEA, 

ICD, ISCO etc.). These showed quite a consistency over time. The formulation "reviewing 

existing classification systems [...] for their coherence with DRSF and the Sendai-

Framework" was considered as misleading. 

79. Concerning recommendation 7 Canada suggested to put more emphasis on building 

partnerships with all levels of government. 

80. FAO proposed to include in recommendations 5 and 7 the impact of disasters on 

agriculture (on crops, livestock, fisheries, aquaculture and forestry) and FAO as a 

collaborator. 
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81. Portugal mentioned that it has some experience related to measuring the impacts of 

large fires. The experience shows that a close cooperation among all entities concerned is 

essential to produce useful statistical data. The framework for such cooperation should be 

defined at top institutional level. 

82. US Bureau of Labour Statistics informed that recommendation 2 regarding 

partnering is consistent with their current practices; Recommendation 5 regarding keeping a 

limited set of information readily available is currently followed by the Bureau. Hurricane 

maps are kept up to date and displayed when needed, fact sheets on disasters involving 

multiple fatal work injuries are kept up to date. 

  Action by the Task Force 

83. The following recommendations will be slightly revised: 

(a) Recommendation 1 (clarify the main purposes of engaging in the domain of 

measuring hazardous events and disasters): As proposed by South Africa, the identification 

of training needs will be added. Furthermore, as suggested by Mexico a sentence will be 

added to stress the importance of collaboration of government entities at all levels (national 

and sub-national) to develop strong databases and geospatial information. 

(b) Recommendation 2 (reach out to national agencies responsible for national 

disaster risk management): As suggested by Myanmar, the first bullet point will be 

rephrased to “help to identify initial information needs and gaps” 

(c) Recommendation 4 (improve HED-related data and statistics): The Swedish 

proposal to focus on enriching the official statistics with more statistics at the local level 

will be added. 

(d) Recommendation 5 (consider development of new HED-related data and 

statistics based on a review of the key needs): As suggested by FAO, a bullet point “data 

and statistics on the impact (damage and loss) of disasters on agriculture (in crops, 

livestock, fisheries, aquaculture and forestry)” will be added. 

(e) Recommendation 6 (review statistical infrastructure from the viewpoint of 

meeting HED-related needs for data and statistics): To address the German concerns 

regarding the mentioned review of existing classification systems, the fourth bullet will be 

rephrased to “review existing national classifications, definitions, statistical frameworks, 

products and services for their coherence with DRSF and the Sendai Framework”. 

Furthermore, the following will be added to chapter 9 (conclusions, unresolved issues and 

next steps) as a follow-up activity: “More work is needed towards alignment between 

DRSF and Sendai Framework indicator methodologies and the existing classification 

systems and statistical frameworks, such as the System of National Accounts (SNA), the 

System of Environmental-Economic Accounting (SEEA), the International Statistical 

Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems (ICD) and the International 

Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO). Where necessary, changes to existing 

systems should be considered.” 

(f) Recommendation 7 (the international statistical community should take an 

active role in contributing to the global system on measuring hazardous events and 

disasters): As suggested by Canada, “supporting the development of partnerships with all 

levels of government” will be added. FAO will be listed as a collaborator on disaster related 

statistics in agriculture. To address the issue of identified action points, the following bullet 

point will be added: “Actively engage or initiate work related to statistical 

operationalisation of terms, definitions, classifications, indicators etc. used in disaster risk 

management. Furthermore, to contribute to further alignment between the DRSF and 

Sendai Framework indicator methodologies and the existing classifications and statistical 

frameworks, and to engage in other follow-up activities as identified in this report.” 



ECE/CES/2019/3/Add.1/Add.1 

14  

 VIII. Implementation (chapter 8 of the report) 

84. France noted the importance of establishing an emergency data kit as referred to in 

paragraph 320. Spain requested more clarification to what extent the mapping of user needs 

is a national matter and to what extent international needs and cooperation should be 

emphasized. 

85. In paragraph 296 (engaging with stakeholders) Colombia proposed to clarify the 

information needs and the role of each party interested in disaster risk management, in 

addition to finding out about the existence of knowledge networks on the subject to seek 

synergies and avoid duplication of efforts. 

86. Mexico commented the following: 

• Paragraph 304 (initial assessment of available information): A directory of national 

experts and groups organized by sectors of knowledge could be useful; 

• Paragraph 308 (data improvements): International collaboration between neighbour 

countries aims to harmonize and structure data and it allows to evaluate natural 

phenomena across international borders; 

• Paragraph 311 (improve existing information): Once again, collaborative efforts 

between neighbouring countries could be the key to standardize in short time 

geospatial information and databases; 

• Paragraph 318 (medium-term actions to improve information related to disaster risk 

management): To create schemes to collect historical information, from different 

sources, like social media, people and others, to process it and to create 

georeferenced information that reflects past situations that could be the key to 

understand the present and even the future; 

• Paragraph 328 (core NSO roles in disaster risk management): To promote online 

platforms for geospatial and time series analysis, to model different scenarios; 

• Paragraph 334 (assigning tasks for NSO): To promote mechanisms to integrate data 

and information directly from people using online platforms;  

• Paragraph 339 (dissemination plans): It is important to pay attention, preparing 

documentation to understand the links that could create a disaster linked with multi 

hazards; 

• Paragraph 341 (managing and disseminating information): To promote the creation 

of strong online platforms to “play” with different scenarios of disasters using 

geospatial and statistical official information. 

87. Statistics Norway informed that it has a long experience in coordinating different 

national agencies and their different contributions to this kind of deliveries. A focal point 

might be the most important point to stress in the work to be done. 

88. US NOAA informed that the US Subcommittee on Disaster Reduction 

(www.sdr.gov) serves as coordinating body across many US Federal agencies. A sub-group 

of the SDR coordinated the agency experts and data to fulfil the Sendai Framework data 

requirements. 

89. Cambodia suggested to have a gender sensitive strategy, work plan and 

implementation. 

  Action by the Task Force 

90. Paragraphs 296, 304, 308, 311, 318, 328, 334, 339 and 341 will be revised to take 

into account the suggestions of Colombia and Mexico. 

91. The national examples provided by Norway and US NOAA will be added. 
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 IX. Conclusions, unresolved issues and next steps (chapter 9 of 
the report) 

92. Myanmar proposed to revise paragraph (350), bullet point 4 to “improving concepts, 

definitions, standards and classifications, and sources to produce a core set of related 

statistics and indicators”. It furthermore suggested to revise bullet point 5 to “discussing 

collaboration, coordination and roles among the national statistical community, other 

national agencies and the relevant international organisations”. 

93. Spain advised to relate the levels of hazardous weather events to the type of impacts 

they can cause. 

94. Mexico commented on paragraph 343 that an option could be to create a global 

repository of geo-statistical information with same datum. 

95. Cambodia proposed to take action to consider the impacts on women and girls 

during the disaster events and recovery phase. 

96. Italy stressed that the implementation of robust, continuous high-quality statistics on 

these issues requires long processes, a step by step strategy and short-medium-long term 

perspectives. 

  Action by the Task Force 

97. Paragraphs 343 and 350 will be slightly revised to take into account the editorial 

suggestions and additional points from Mexico and Myanmar. 

98. A paragraph on the importance of the gender perspective and sex-disaggregation of 

statistics will be added. 

99. Additional action points as mentioned in chapter II, paragraph 0 will be added. 

 X. Case studies 

100. Many countries considered the case studies interesting and helpful. Mexico and 

Turkey provided updates for their case studies. US NOAA provided links to further case 

studies. 

  Action by the Task Force 

101. Case studies of Mexico and Turkey will be updated. The links provided by US 

NOAA will be reviewed for possible inclusions as additional case studies. 

 XI. Annexes 

102. Myanmar suggested to add “disaster effect” in the table of annex II (glossary of 

main terms). 

103. FAO informed on Annex VI (Basic Range of Disaster-related Statistics) that the 

statement “F1 was developed by FAO in alignment with requirements for Sendai 

Framework monitoring and for presentation in DRSF” is incorrect. The correct statement 

should be: “F1 corresponds to the methodology developed by FAO for the Indicator C-2 of 

the Sendai Framework and also presented in the DRSF.” 

104. Furthermore, FAO requested to add “methodology developed by FAO” in the 

description of indicator C-2 which can be found in annex III (Sendai Framework 

Indicators). 

  Action by the Task Force 

105. Annex II (glossary) will be updated with the additional terms “disaster effect”, 

“damage” and “loss”. 
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106. Annexes III and VI will be updated as requested by FAO. At the same time the 

ESCAP Expert Group will be informed that the statement on table F1 of the Basic Range of 

Disaster-related Statistics in the DRSF needs to be corrected. 

 XII. Other general comments of technical nature 

107. Australia commented that producing statistics on the impacts of hazardous events 

and disasters requires the ability to spatially integrate multiple datasets at a relatively 

detailed spatial scale since these events are often quite localised. This requires the 

availability of multiple datasets on a mix of environmental, economic and social topics with 

a fine spatial scale. Rather than the statistical agencies attempting to produce all of these 

themselves, it makes sense to partner with relevant government agencies, scientific 

agencies, commercial and academic groups to provide these datasets in the areas where 

relevant expertise exists.  

108. Australia also mentioned that considering how these datasets are spatially integrated 

is also important and having the ability to bring these datasets onto a common geographic 

framework that is comparable over different locations and time is important for doing this. 

Grid systems at suitable scales are ideal for doing this as they remain stable over time and 

space. Not all datasets will be stored in this format so some infrastructure that performs the 

role of a geographic correspondence to convert the data from an existing spatial boundary 

to the grid system is necessary. Australia mentioned the similarities with the requirements 

for this type of statistical production and that of producing environmental economic 

accounts, particularly land accounts.  

109. Sweden suggested to include more references to the United Nations Global 

Statistical Geospatial Framework (GSGF) throughout the report. 

110. Switzerland also suggested to address multi-source data (e.g. from the private 

sector), the role of the NSO in the data collection process and the challenges for NSOs 

caused by the enlarged hazard spectrum (now also including technological, biological and 

environmental hazards). 

111. US NOAA considered necessary some nuanced caveats in disaster cost analysis, 

such as time-element losses for residential property owners, material and labour demand 

surge post-disaster. 

    




