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Introduction

“Anticipation instead of reaction: with
Forecast-based Financing (FbF), the Inter-
national Red Cross and Red Crescent
Movement is reshaping the future of the
humanitarian system.” (German Red
Cross 2019: 1)

This study presents findings from a de-
tailed cost-benefit analysis, comparing
the effects of traditional emergency re-
sponse (ER) with forecast-based financ-
ing (FbF) interventions. It identifies mon-
etary and non-monetary costs and
benefits of emergency response versus
forecast-based financing actions. Moreo-
ver, the study develops key principles for
a successful implementation of FbF, and
presents a roadmap for putting FbF into
practice. The study addresses key stake-
holders in disaster management, i.e.
NGOs, Government (national, district and
community level), and disaster financing
institutions. The empirical evidence
comes from an extensive study of flood
prone areas in Uganda that experienced
first FbF interventions and have been
subject to traditional emergency re-
sponses in the past.

Key Insights

FbF saves 64 % of total response costs.
Emergency response without FbF
amounts to 1075,- CHF per household,
emergency response preceded by FbF
accounts for 385,- CHF per affected
household.

FbF saves 100 % of costs for recon-
structing houses after the second year
of investment in flood resistant housing.

FbF avoids a 30-40 % increase of mar-
ket price of key commodities (food,
NFIs).

FbF empowers communities to be-
come dignified autonomous actors
with capabilities to help themselves com-
pared to non-autonomous actors that
rely on external support alone.

FbF enables concerted collective ac-
tion and the protection of common
goods in disasters compared to isolated
individual actions that potentially harm
the collective.

FbF has the potential to break the pov-
erty spiral in disaster prone areas and to
lead to sustainable approaches.

FbF addresses refugee and host com-
munities by initiating concerted, col-
lective preparedness and response ac-
towards

tions that contribute

community co-habitation.

FbF allows for an orchestrated, multi-
sectoral approach compared to duplica-
tion of efforts and frequent gaps.

FbF significantly closes the temporal
gap between disaster and start of
emergency response.



FbF as an Innovative
Approach to Response
Preparedness

FbF presents an innovative approach to
humanitarian aid which challenges tradi-
tional disaster response mechanisms. In-
stead of waiting for a disaster to strike to
then provide aid that mitigates human
suffering, FbF builds on a system of early
warning triggering early action. In doing
so, it combats many challenges of tradi-
tional approaches to humanitarian aid,
such as the lack of planning and financing
for early action, and the related inability
to mitigate the impact of disasters (Ruth
et al. 2017). FbF builds on the idea that
many extreme events such as floods and
droughts are predictable by reliable
weather forecasting, and thus early pre-
paredness actions allow to reduce or
sometimes even avoid their impacts. FbF
hence aims at acting during the gap be-
tween knowing that a disaster will occur
and the time it actually happens. By es-
tablishing specific triggers to predict dis-
asters, it allows organizations to engage
in preparedness measures and other
forms of early action (Hagen et al. 2020).

As an innovative approach to response
preparedness, FbF consists of three key
components: a trigger, a selected set of
early actions, and a financing mechanism
(forecast-based action). Jointly, these
three components form the early action
protocol (EAP) which is the foundation for
implementing measures that follow the
FbF approach.

Objectives of the Study

Given that FbF is a relatively new ap-
proach in humanitarian aid, there is lack-
ing empirical evidence on the costs and
benefits of such an approach compared
to traditional disaster response. The pri-
mary aim of this study is to evaluate and
compare the costs and benefits of FbF
with emergency response. Stakeholders
engaged in disaster response are in criti-
cal need for reliable empirical data to jus-
tify investments in preparedness and to
drive a change in the logic of disaster re-
sponse (Civil Society Budget Advocacy
Group 2018). Specifically, the study has
the following key objectives:

Determine cost-benefit of
FbF vs. ER

The aim of the study is to assess, if and
how early actions implemented through
FbF are beneficial compared to tradi-
tional emergency response.

Monetary- and non-monetary im-
plications of FbF vs. ER

The study analyzes monetary- and non-
monetary implications of FbF versus
emergency response efforts. It acknowl-
edges that monetary cost-benefit ratios
are important to justify investments and
convince donors, however, for the af-
fected communities and beneficiaries,
particularly the non-monetary effects are
key factors that influence livelihood and
well-being.



Implications on psychological well-
being of FbF vs. ER

The study targets at highlighting the spe-
cific implications of FbF versus emer-
gency response on the psychological
well-being and identity of communities
on different dimension: livelihood, secu-
rity and living conditions.

Institutional implications of
FbF vs. ER

The study explores the institutional impli-
cations of FbF versus emergency re-
sponse. It sets out to understand what
operational capabilities are necessary for
the involved partners compared to the
existing emergency response capabili-
ties. The study aims to better understand
how FbF contributes to delivering sus-
tainable response strategies on an insti-
tutional level.

Method of the Study

URCS was one of the first National Socie-
ties to adopt the FbF approach and to de-
velop an early action protocol (Jjemba et
al. 2018). The first pilot was implemented
in 2014 in Teso sub-region, and the scale
up started in 2018. The project is part of
the Innovative Approaches to Response
Preparedness Project (IARP), supported
by the Netherlands Red Cross (NLRC) and
funded by the IKEA foundation.

Given the objectives of the study, it fol-
lows a mixed-method approach building
on historical data from previous disasters
and extensive qualitative data collection
in disaster prone areas (Creswell/Clark

2017). This approach allowed us to collect

data from different stakeholders affected
by disasters and to collect both quantita-
tive and qualitative data, resulting in
more comprehensive and robust in-
sights.

Floods as Focus

The study uses the case of floods in
Uganda as the exemplary focus. Floods
are the most severe and frequent haz-
ards in many disaster-affected countries.
In Uganda floods represented 27 % of all
recorded disasters between 2000-2020.
Moreover, floods have the most severe
magnitude of all disasters, being respon-
sible for the destruction of 62 % of all
houses and directly affecting 59 % of
people who experienced hazards

(UNDDR 2021).

Selection of Areas with High
Exposure and Vulnerability

We focus on areas in Uganda that have a
high exposure and vulnerability to floods,
and which at the same time already ex-
perienced FbF interventions in the past.
Following this sampling strategy, we fo-
cused on two districts: Butaleja (Himutu
and Mazimasa sub-counties) and Amuria
(Kapelebyong sub-county). Furthermore,
to gain specific insights on the effects of
FbF in a refugee context, we sampled
Obongi district which hosts the Palorinya
refugee settlement.



Data Collection

The study predominantly builds on two
data sources: the historical accounts of
previous flood-related emergency re-
sponse efforts in the above-mentioned
areas and data collected from extensive
semi-structured interviews with stake-
holders and community members in all
of the three districts. Interviews were

conducted with key informants from the
different levels of government (VHT, LCT1,
LC5, CAO), volunteers and branch man-
agers of URCS operating in the affected
areas, and members of the disaster af-
fected communities (individuals, focus-
groups, CBDRR groups). Table 1 provides
and overview of the collected data.

# of # of

Interviews Focus groups focus groups participants
Butaleja 28 11 78
district government 7 female 5 41
articioants LC1 7 male 5 37
particip VHT
NGOs (incl. URCS)
Amuria 12 13 119
district government female 5 44
participants VHT 3 male 5 20
NGOs (incl. URCS) 4 mixed 5 55
Palorinya 13 12 100
district government 4 female 4 31
participants NGOs (incl. URCS) male 4 5
mixed 7 64
TOTAL 53 36 297
Duration total (in minutes) 2345 2385
Table 1: Overview over data collection
Cost-Benefit Monetary Implications
Analysis of FbF FbF reduces response

The cost-benefit analysis presents both
monetary and non-monetary implica-
tions of implementing the FbF approach
versus only taking emergency response
actions. The analysis builds on the as-
sumption that despite the investment in
FbF, a certain amount of emergency re-
sponse costs will always be necessary
since disasters such as floods may be
mitigated but cannot be prevented en-
tirely.

costs by 64 %.

Taking actions early and prepare for dis-
asters in advance significantly reduces
the response costs in case a disaster
strikes. As our analysis shows response
costs without FbF amount to 1075,- CHF
per affected household. In contrast, re-
quired disaster response after FbF activi-
ties have been implemented only ac-
counts for 314,- CHF, since houses can be
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saved from destruction and communities
are less dependent on help from outside
(i.e. food assistance). FbF costs 70,- CHF
per household, particularly in the sectors
of shelter (securing houses and building
drainages), and WASH (provisioning of

aqua tabs, jerry cans), including cash
transfer. Total response costs per house-
hold are therefore: 385,- CHF for emer-
gency response including FbF activities
compared to 1075,- CHF for emergency
response only.

Total costs for ER only vs. FbF incl. ER
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Figure 1: Total costs of ER vs. FbF per HH (in CHF)

Assumptions:

» All costs (in CHF) refer to costs per household (HH); 1 HH consists of 5 members.
» The CBA focusses on the household perspective (beneficiary reference for URCS). Costs referring to in-
frastructure (e.g., roads, schools, boreholes, health infrastructure, etc.) are not included since they go

beyond the manageable scope of preparedness.
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Figure 2: Costs of ER vs. FbF per sector per HH (in CHF)



FbF saves more than 60 %
of costs of food assistance

A key impact of floods is the widespread
destruction of gardens and crops which
significantly threatens food security of af-
fected communities. Investing in FbF sig-
nificantly decreases the demand for food
assistance and prevents price increases
on local markets.

Early harvesting of gardens and fields be-
fore the onset of the flood allows to save
66 % of gardens and crops. This allows
communities to save large quantities of
the harvest, and thus decreases food de-
mand and ensures supply on local mar-
kets.

Saving crops reduces the need for food
assistance by 33 %. Food assistance is
only required for one month (90,- CHF
per HH), compared to 270,- CHF for three
months in case of emergency response.

FbF reduces food price by
30-40 % and reduces market
price volatility

Frequently, food assistance provided by
NGOs and Government only arrives
months after the flood, and hence coin-
cides with the next harvesting period of
local farmers.

» Free distribution of food as part of emer-

gency response operations 2-3 months
after floods increases supply and de-
creases market demand leading to a
drop of local market prices of 30-40 %.
Price drops negatively affect the income
of local communities and present an un-
intended consequence of delayed emer-
gency response.

» Pre-stocking and providing food assis-
tance before the flood allows for buying
at normal market prices which are

30-40 % lower than market prices after

the flood.

After floods, food prices on local markets
increase significantly. Table 2 provides
sample prices of relevant food items be-
fore and after a flood.

» Due to the destruction of gardens and
stocks, people lose the ability to be self-
sufficient and need to buy food from
markets which fuels the demand. The
flooding of fields as well as difficulties
with transport and infrastructure de-
crease food supply on local markets
which leads to shortages and further
price increases right after floods.

Sample Prices Food items (UGX)

Item Quantity
Rice Kg
Sugar Kg
Beans Kg
Salt Kg
Posho Kg

Based on URCS: Rapid assessment for market report

for Butaleja and Mbale Districts, 2019

Price before flood

Price after flood Price increase (%)

2300 3000 +30.4%
3500 4500 +28.6 %
2000 3000 +50.0 %
1000 1200 +20.0%
1500 2500 +66.7 %

2+39,1%

Table 2: Sample prices food items (in UGX)
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FbF investment in flood resistant
houses saves 100 % of costs
after 2 years

The destruction of semi-permanent
houses poses a key threat to affected
communities. Floods destroy 5-10 % of
semi-permanent houses in flood prone
areas, thus causing the need for tempo-
rary shelter which severely affects living
conditions. FbF measures have the po-
tential to significantly reduce the destruc-
tion of houses so that investments in
flood resistant houses is paid off after 2
years.

(Re-)building houses is only possible dur-
ing dry season which delays the recon-
struction, resulting in high shelter costs.

The destruction of household utensils
such as mattresses and kitchenware cre-
ates needs for household kits and NFls.

The destruction and soaking of houses
offer nurturing grounds for mosquitos in
wet buildings, increasing communities’
vulnerability to (water-borne) diseases
(e.g. malaria, cholera).

A flood resistant house that sustains pro-
longed periods of flooding (see picture 1)
avoids the costs for temporary shelter,
protects household utensils from de-
struction, and prevents the outbreak of
diseases.

Costs for constructing flood resistant
houses are 30 % more expensive com-
pared to a standard, semi-permanent
house. In flood prone areas, houses typi-
cally get destroyed once a year and need
to be rebuild. Prices for building material
also increase by 30 % after floods.

» Investment in flood resistant houses as

part of FbF is amortized after only 2
years.

» Water resistant houses avoid prolonged

periods of insufficient housing, protect
household items from destruction, and
mitigate the effects of water-borne dis-
eases.

FbF reduces the price of NFIs by
30-50 % and allows for local pro-
curement of good quality goods

Due to high demand and increased trans-
portation costs, NFls and building mate-
rials are subject to severe price increases
and suffer from bad quality if procured
after floods.

High urgency and high demand increase
costs of NFIs between 30-50 %.

High demand encourages procurement
and circulation of fake products and
products of poor quality.

NFls are often no longer sourced from lo-
cal markets but need to be shipped in
from overseas. High urgency in emer-
gency response leaves little options for
procurement.

International procurement increases the
logistic costs by 20 %.

FbF reduces the need for the provision of
NFls and prevents price increases.

FbF builds on pre-positioning, thus pre-
venting price increases that stem from
supply shortages and costly transporta-
tion. NFls can be procured at normal
market price and by competitive bidding
which reduces costs by 30-40 %.



» The risk of poor quality or fake products

is reduced to a minimum. FbF allows to
invest in sustainable procurement part-
ners and long-living products.

FbF reduces the destruction of
crops and saves 39 % compared
to seed voucher assistance
after floods

Floods destroy up to 100 % of crops, and
hence threaten the livelihood of affected
communities. As part of emergency re-
sponse, communities are given seed
vouchers to enable a re-establishment of
plantations. FbF provides communities
with tools to build embankments and
drainages to protect crops. Investing in
tools for preparedness activities saves
39 % compared to seed voucher assis-
tance.

Seed vouchers are needed to start re-
planting again.
FbF includes the building of embank-

ments and drainages to protect crops.

Investing in the provision of tools such as
shovels, wheelbarrows, and sandbags for
building embankments and drainages

Picture 1: Flood resistant houses in Amuria

plus additional seed voucher assistance
of 30 % of the original costs saves 39 %
compared to the provisioning of seed
vouchers after floods.

FbF reduces the impact of floods
on livestock by 75 %

Floods typically cause the loss of one
third of livestock which has severe impli-
cations for the livelihood of communities.
Livestock presents an important source
of income and is an integral part of
household consumption.

Taking FbF activities allows to safeguard
livestock by moving cattle to high-lands,
and hence secures community's liveli-
hood.

Gathering livestock increases the risk of
diseases, such as foot-and-mouth dis-
ease and requires the protection of ani-
mals before floods. Costs for animal pro-
tection (e.g. vaccination, rehabilitation of
paddocks, fodder preparation, deworm-
ing) make up 8 % of animal cost.

Investing in animal protection allows to
ensure the health of 100 % of the cattle,
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and therefore saves 75 % of the emer-

gency response in the key areas of food,
housing, NFls, livelihood, and livestock.

gency response costs.

Figure 3 summarizes the monetary bene-
fits of FbF activities compared to emer-

100%
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% of ER costs
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Areas of Intervention
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(in %, compared to ER costs) (in %)

Figure 3: Monetary benefits of FbF compared to ER (in %)

Non-Monetary
Cost-Benefits

Whilst our study points to significant
monetary benefits of FbF compared to
emergency response, it also reveals sub-
stantial non-monetary benefits of FbF.
Here we cluster aspects that are difficult
to monetarize, but which are nonethe-
less of major importance and potentially
even outweigh the monetary aspects. In
comparing the non-monetary costs and
benefits of FbF versus emergency re-
sponse, we differentiate between bene-
fits on a community level and benefits for
institutional stakeholders operating in
disaster response.

Cost-Benefits for Disaster-
affected Communities

FbF turns communities into
autonomous actors

In emergency response, communities are
oftentimes not able to help themselves.
They are often left with lacking coping ca-
pabilities, strategies and tools, and hence
rely to 100 % on external support.

Within the FbF approach, communities
are empowered to be autonomous ac-
tors.

FbF enables communities to, at least par-
tially, help themselves.
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» FbF provides communities with an op-

portunity to choose on early actions.

FbF makes critical resources available be-
fore the incidents which enables commu-
nities to secure houses, crops, and live-
stock.

FbF provides communities with the capa-
bility to assess impacts of disasters with-
out external support which allows for
faster and more efficient response.

FbF supports the development of
sustainable coping capabilities

Emergency response leaves beneficiaries
few other options than to wait for exter-
nal help which depreciates their capabili-
ties to support themselves. Continuous
deprivation ~ of  capabilities  and
knowledge how to support themselves
leads to a lack of self-efficacy and ac-
quired helplessness of communities. This
results in feeling a lack of responsibility to
act autonomously (“we cannot do any-
thing”) and fatalistic behavior.

FbF nurtures the development of sustain-
able coping capabilities.

FbF fosters the generation of knowledge
and capabilities to help themselves con-
tinuously over time.

FbF fosters the feeling of self-efficacy and
self-awareness in disasters.

FbF creates a feeling of responsibility and
ownership for own and collective goods.

FbF supports orchestrated
collective action

Emergency response most often leads to
unplanned, fragmented, individual re-
sponse efforts. Because of limited re-
sources, individual actors only have lim-
ited capacity for impactful responses. A
lack of orchestration results in unin-
tended consequences for the community
at large (e.g. drainages for own house
threaten flooding of neighbor), and col-
lective common goods like bridges, bore-
holes or schools cannot be saved by indi-
vidual responses alone.

FbF triggers a more orchestrated, collec-
tive response.

FbF encourages sharing and pooling of
resources on community level which en-
ables the mobilization of impactful re-
sources (manpower and tools).

FbF triggers the orchestration of collec-
tive action which allows for protecting in-
dividual and collective property (drain-
ages built to secure all houses).

FbF releases sufficient collective capabili-
ties and resources that are needed to se-
cure, protect, and re-build common
goods (bridges, churches, schools).

FbF supports the development of
healthy communities

Emergency response that exposes com-
munities to continuously reoccurring
floods in which they cannot help them-
selves renders them vulnerable over time
and leads to significant socio-psychologi-
cal disintegration. Increasing divorce
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rates due to floods lead to instable fami-
lies. Gender-based violence increases
due to stress caused by impoverished liv-
ing conditions after floods, a lack of pri-
vacy, and safe-spaces. Prolonged periods
of school closure due to inaccessibility of
schools leads to early pregnancies, mal-
education, and a lacking perspective for
the youth.

FbF breaks this cycle by increasing the
self-supporting potential of communi-
ties.

FbF mitigates the effects of floods,
thereby increases community well-being,
leading to more stable families (e.g. re-
duction of divorce rates, early pregnan-
cies).

FbF increases the capabilities of commu-
nities to support vulnerable members
themselves without external support.

FbF supports the development of
resilient communities

Short-termism of the response logic
leads to diminishing self-helping capabil-
ities, and dependency on donations,
causing a poverty spiral. Communities
that are continuously affected by disas-
ters develop a "hand-to-mouth” exist-
ence and mindset. The response logic of
disasters creates urgencies that leave lit-
tle scope for evaluating alternative
causes of action. Actions taken are often
“without alternatives”.

FbF has the potential to break this pov-
erty spiral by fostering a more long-term
mindset of prevention and taking own in-
itiative.

» FbF encourages communities to take a

more long-term perspective of preven-
tion and may lead to a mindset shift.

FbF triggers communities to think in an-
ticipation and learn from past experi-
ences (forward looking mindset).

FbF provides opportunities to choose
from and to evaluate alternatives since
there is still time for alternative courses
of action.

FbF supports individuals to be
more resilient

Emergency response typically leaves indi-
viduals abandoned for prolonged peri-
ods of time until the response operation
starts which leads to sustained psycho-
logical suffering. People lose their dignity
because they experience themselves as
mere recipients of external support.

FbF strengthens the self-helping capabil-
ity of individuals and hence trains them
to become more resilient over time.

FbF strengthens the self-efficacy of af-
fected individuals, thereby preserving
the dignity due to the ability to cope one-
self.

FbF provides the ability to protect oneself
and one’s family which increases the feel-
ing of empowerment.
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Cost-Benefits for
Institutional Actors
in Disaster Response

There are not only benefits for communi-
ties but, as our data shows, FbF has also
significant benefits for institutional ac-
tors in disaster response.

FbF reduces the temporal gap be-
tween incident and response, and
enables timely response efforts

Response logics inevitably lead to a tem-
poral gap between the incident and the
response which arrives at a later point in
time. This gap leaves beneficiaries un-
supported for extended periods of time
and the urgency of responses fosters
standardized, non-targeted approaches.
Standardized approaches often follow
past requirements and not actual needs.

Picture 2: Crops affected by pests in Palorinya

FbF has the potentially to significantly
close this temporal gap and allow for
more targeted response efforts.

» Acting early before an incident avoids

preparation time. The chaos phase in
first response phase is avoided and as-
sessments are timely.

» FbF minimizes the temporal gap between

incident and response.

» FbF enables a more tailored approach

since more lead time allows for more
careful assessment of needs.

» FbF allows for more targeted response

which saves resources since standard-
ized approaches always include non-use-
able items.
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FbF avoids the creation of new
gaps and leads to a sustainable re-
sponse capacity

Acting only after a disaster has taken
place risks of creating new gaps during
disaster response. Staff that is needed
for support might need to be trained
first. Response and capacity building
needs often overlaps and staff is absent
whilst the “house is on fire”.

FbF allows for building up sustainable re-
sponse capabilities that improve over
time.

FbF ensures that capability building takes
place in advance. Resources are available
for response.

FbF creates time for lessons-learned and
post-mission evaluation.

FbF creates sustainable body of
knowledge and capabilities with re-
sponse staff.

FbF avoids unclear roles and re-
sponsibilities amongst institu-
tional actors and establishes an
orchestrated multi-sectoral ap-
proach

The urgency of emergency response ef-
forts leave little time for diverse actors to
coordinate their efforts and follow a joint
approach. Non-concerted action of mul-
tiple stakeholders in disaster response
leads to the duplication of efforts: each
agency goes through similar stages of as-
sessment, report writing, and request for
funding. This is a resource and time-con-
suming process and may lead to inflated
budgets on the one hand or unmet gaps

or non-efficient use of critical resources

on the other hand.

FbF allows for establishing an orches-
trated, multi-sectoral approach in emer-
gency response.

FbF facilitates a joint assessment and co-
ordination of relief efforts to avoid dupli-
cation of efforts as well as gaps in the re-
sponse.

FbF leaves sufficient time to identify criti-
cal resources and capabilities in advance.
This enables the sharing of critical re-
sources in response.

FbF leaves scope for burden sharing of in-
volved agencies and a shared identifica-
tion of gaps prior to incident.

FbF allows for a consolidated communi-
cation towards beneficiaries in advance:
Who does what? This creates accounta-
bility and trust between agencies and
beneficiaries.

FbF addresses power imbalance
and allows establishing shared
rules of engagement

The emergency response logic creates
significant power imbalances between in-
volved agencies. Those with biggest
budgets dictate conditions and govern-
ments lack the power to refuse powerful
agencies although their capability might
not be necessary.

FbF fosters the establishment of shared
rules of engagement prior to disasters.
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» FbF enables better preparation and the

formulation of shared criteria of engage-
ment by government (the power to say
no).

FbF avoids that most potent donors are
in the spotlight whilst government is seen
as helpless; government can create and
enforce rules of engagement and coordi-
nate efforts.

FbF opens multiple options for response:
It leaves time for active decision-making
and institutional actors are hence not
running behind urgencies or are being
dictated by big budgets.

FbF breaks the paradox of budget-
ing for the non-existent

The budgeting logic for disaster relief
funding follows a response logic. Funds
are only available after the disaster has
occurred. Preparedness is hence difficult
to finance, since nothing has happened
yet. Only destroyed livelihood and infra-
structure have priority which leads to un-
favorable cost-benefit ratios: Costs for re-
construction are significantly higher
compared to costs for protection (see
above).

The FbF approach encourages to think in
long-term cost-benefit relations and in-
stigates longer-term investments.

FbF encourages thinking in cost-benefit
relations.

FbF logic enables sustainable, long-term,
investment in flood resistant infrastruc-
ture which saves money long-term.

FbF triggers system change: other part-
ners are encouraged to switch financing

and budgeting logic as well. This legiti-
mizes contingency plans to be part of an-
nual budgets.

Principles: FbF is
More than F

To implement forecast-based financing
successfully, it requires more than just
forecasting disasters and financial sup-
port. The effective and sustainable imple-
mentation of FbF needs to follow five
principles:

. Mindset change: from response

to preparedness

Forecast-based financing requires a sub-
stantial mindset change by the affected
communities and the institutions in-
volved in the early action protocol.
Switching from response to prepared-
ness is not only a question of the
measures implemented, but it requires a
change in mindsets.

On a community level this includes creat-
ing awareness and empowering self-effi-
cacy of communities. Without a prepar-
edness mindset in the communities, FbF
measures will remain short-term. Com-
munities need to learn that investment in
preparedness is necessary and pays-off.

On an institutional level this requires un-
derstanding preparedness costs as an in-
vestment, not just as expenses. Over the
long term, FbF is more cost effective than
solely emergency response.
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2. System change: from vicious to

virtuous circles

Forecast-based financing cuts through
the poverty spiral and the path-depend-
ence of non-autonomous action: from
beneficiaries to empowered, self-effacing
actors. Taking a long-term perspective is
more than cost effectiveness - it creates
long-lasting self-sustainability.

A response logic tends to create path-
dependency and non-autonomous ac-
tion, and thus triggers a vicious circle of
learned helplessness.

In contrast, FbF changes the self-reinforc-
ing feedback loops, and thus initiates a
virtuous circle: Empowered actors be-
come more self-efficient over time and
learn how to help themselves.

. Resilience backbone: from
short-term interventions to a sus-
tainable approach

Forecast-based financing is more than
early action. It requires the establish-
ment and implementation of long-term
interventions on community and institu-
tional level (e.g. through bylaws, saving
schemes, reforestation, and sustainable
housing structures) to ensure a sustaina-
ble intervention.

4, Holistic and multi-sectoral

approach: from isolated interven-
tions to orchestrated multi-stake-
holder initiatives

Forecast-based financing builds on
shared and distributed responsibilities
among stakeholders. This collaboration

allows to avoid the duplication of efforts

and to create synergies to be more cost
effective. Gaps and synergies can be
identified jointly to ensure a capability
specific deployment of resources and ex-
pertise.

5. Gender-sensitive approach:

from extreme vulnerability
to protection

Forecast-based financing allows for the
early identification of specific vulnerabili-
ties (e.g. pregnancies and timely re-
sponse).

Women typically have specific roles and
responsibilities in disaster preparedness
which requires tailored support.

The protection from gender-based vio-
lence is an integral part of preparedness

Roadmap for
Implementation

Implementing FbF requires an agenda for
change on manifold levels. Our study
identifies three pillars which are im-
portant for the successful implementa-
tion of FbF: information/knowledge, fi-
nance, and governance. These npillars
address all involved stakeholders, from
community to government and NGO
level. FbF after all requires an orches-
trated multi-stakeholder approach to be-
come a sustainable strategy.

Information and
Knowledge

Our study shows that the lack of infor-
mation and knowledge represents one of
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the biggest challenge in the implementa-

tion of FbF. An effective implementation
of FbF needs to address:

Web-based information platform
on disaster anticipation, mapping,
and assessment

A web-based information platform is
needed to accumulate all relevant infor-
mation for the anticipation, the mapping,
and the assessment of disasters. This in-
formation platform should be available
to all relevant stakeholders and actors
(i.e. government and humanitarian aid
organizations). Information available
should include:

» Early warning indicators;

» Population mapping of affected dis-
tricts;

» Mapping of critical infrastructure
(e.g. boreholes, roads, bridges,
health centers);

= Save spaces (e.g. high lands, perma-
nent houses);

= Spaces for relocation of communi-
ties;

» Resources available for prepared-
ness (e.g. warehouses and stocking,
logistics for distribution);

» Areas affected by outbreaks of dis-
eases.

Knowledge sharing of
best practices

Sharing best practices among key stake-
holders to ensure a sustainable imple-
mentation and endurance of early ac-
tions. This is fostered through:

Creating cross-village communities of prac-
tices to share knowledge and experience
for disaster prevention by the communi-
ties themselves.

Establishing trans-district expert hubs to
share technical expertise across disaster
affected districts to fertilize best-practice.

Implementing multi-stakeholder  infor-
mation networks to share knowledge on
how to prepare for, assess, and respond
to disasters on an institutional level.

Sharing of gender-specific vulnerabilities
and best practices of how to prepare and
respond (e.g. the use of mama Kkits, hy-
giene pads).

Invest in building a collective body
of knowledge in communities on
disaster preparedness

Investing in community-based know-
ledge of disaster preparedness allows for
an autonomous and effective implemen-
tation of early actions by the communi-
ties themselves. This collective body of
knowledge should be prepared through:

Empowering of community-based disas-
ter risk reduction groups.

Continuous development and entrench-
ment of narrative knowledge on disaster
preparedness.
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» Initiating mindset change in communities

towards autonomy and self-efficacy
through community engagements.

Ensure tailored messaging
for communities

Tailoring messages for disaster affected
communities ensures that the relevant
information is included and that the mes-
sages are well received. This is achieved
through:

Using the local language of the respective
village.

Using communication channels available
to most of the community members (e.g.
megaphones).

Including target-group specific messages
(e.g. gender-specific needs).

Finance and Budgeting

Financial structures play a central role in
disaster preparedness and response.
However, to ensure effective early action
and the implementation of sustainable
preparedness measures, the financial
logic of the different stakeholders needs
to be revised.

Revise the budgeting logic of insti-
tutions: from a response logic to
an insurance logic

Implementing and securing budgets for
early action are a cost-saving investment,
even if disasters do not occur. Instead of
thinking in opportunity costs, budgeting
for FbF should be seen as an investment
in the sustainable development of com-
munities. Instead of following a response

logic, budgeting should switch to an in-

surance logic:

FbF requires budgeting for the non-exist-
ent: The current logic requires plans and
anticipation of incidents, in contrast, fol-
lowing a forecast-based financing logic al-
lows saving for the unknown.

FbF requires to move from zero-based
budgeting to forecast-based budgeting:
Money not spent within a specific
timeframe is an investment in the future,
not a loss.

FbF requires moving from project-based
budgeting to insurance-based budgeting:
Project logic encourages short-termin-
ism, budgets are only available after dis-
asters which avoids budgeting for long-
term capabilities. An insurance logic al-
lows saving today for incidents in the fu-
ture and provides a long-term perspec-
tive.

Implementation and revisioning of
community saving schemes

Community saving schemes are a reliable
mechanism to ensure the financial inde-
pendence of the communities. They are a
good instrument for the distribution of
cash to foster autonomous early action
by the community members:

Invest in saving schemes for the entire com-
munity. Our study shows that individual
cash transfer leads to frequent distress in
the communities (e.g. perceived inequal-
ities, misuse, misapprehension of vulner-
abilities, exploitation of gender-based
weaknesses).
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» Community based saving schemes need

to encourage investment in common
goods (e.g. construction of embankments
and drainages) and individual borrowing
for preparedness (e.g. construction of
flood resistant houses).

Design saving schemes to ensure disas-
ter preparedness goals:

» interest free borrowing for prepar-
edness;

» extended repayment periods for
disaster;

* investments in common goods en-
abled through saving scheme rules;

= establish insurance funds for disas-
ters.

Incentivize gender-specific
savings schemes

Gender specific vulnerabilities can be
better addressed through gender-spe-
cific saving schemes. Women share the
main responsibility and burden of disas-
ter preparedness and response, and thus
should be incentivized to save for the
preparedness of these vulnerabilities.

Governance Structure

As a multi-stakeholder approach, FbF
fundamentally builds on efficient govern-
ance of disaster preparedness and re-
sponse. Only by the close collaboration
and cooperation of all actors involved, a
successful implementation of the ap-
proach can be ensured.

Establishing, empowering,
and staffing of disaster risk
reduction committees

Disaster risk reduction committees on all
level (i.e. communities, sub-county, dis-
trict, and national) enable effective disas-
ter preparedness and response, and thus
also the successful implementation of
the early action protocol. As these com-
mittees play an essential role in initiating
early action, following is key:

Established: Committees to convene
upon triggered early warning signal with
the highest priority (e.g. no overlap-
ping/conflicting appointments).

Staffed: Committees staffed based on
sector-specific expertise (i.e. govern-
ment, humanitarian aid organizations),
cross sectoral representation (i.e. com-
munity, government, humanitarian aid
organization), and gender equality.

Committees need to be entitled to make
critical decisions once the early warning
signal has been triggered:

» Jointly assessing the affected com-
munities before and after the disas-
ter to determine early actions and
necessary response (see also Gei-
ger et al. 2020).

» Pooling and sharing of critical re-
sources, assignment of roles and
responsibilities; identification of
gaps in early action and response.

» |dentification of gender-specific vul-
nerabilities and early actions (e.g.
number of pregnancies) in case of a
trigger.
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» Committees have budget to con-
duct critical activities (e.g. for as-
sessments, early actions, IT infra-
structure, and overhead costs).

» Committees develop recommenda-
tions for the verification, evalua-
tion, and transmission of early
warning signals in the communi-
ties.

Community laws for preparedness

Community laws are a simple instrument
to ensure the compliance of the commu-
nities with preparedness measures that
build the foundation for early action.
They should foster autonomy and self-
efficacy of communities to ensure the
successful implementation of the early
action protocol.

Community laws thus should:

include preparedness measures (e.g.
construction of flood resistant houses,
regulation of tree planting and cutting,
protection of river embankments, hy-
giene protocols);

foster implementation of gender-specific
preparedness and protection measures;

be approved and validated by the gov-
ernment (i.e. district);

be monitored and evaluated by the com-
munities to ensure compliance and the
continuous revision and update of the
laws.

Picture 3: Village in the flood prone Butaleja district
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