
������� Funded by 
European Union
Civil Protection

Step-by-step guide to the Impact
Evaluation Methodology 





1

�������
Funded by 

European Union
Civil Protection

CONTENTS
1.     Introduction 3

2.     Implementing the IEM 4

       2.1. Stage 1: Before the review 5

       2.2. Stage 2: During the review 6

       2.3. Stage 3: In the months after the review 8

       2.4. Stage 4: Year(s) after the review 9

3.     Summary 9

Appendix A: The Peer Review Process 10

Appendix B: Self-Assessment Form for Stage 1 11

Appendix C: Example of a completed Self-Assessment Form for Stage 1 12 - 13

Appendix D: Self-Assessment Form for Stages 3 and 4 14

Appendix E: Example of a completed Self-Assessment Form for Stages 3 and 4 15 - 16

Notes 17

Step-by-step guide to the Impact Evaluation Methodology

Acknowledgments

The IEM has been trialled and improved with
the helpful assistance of officials in Viggiano
(Italy), Amadora (Portugal) and Salford (UK). 



22 Step-by-step guide to the Impact Evaluation Methodology



The purpose of the Impact Evaluation Methodology (IEM) is to provide cities with a structured
approach to evaluate the impact of peer reviews and their outcomes on city resilience and disaster
risk reduction (DRR). The IEM is an integrated component of the peer review tool and is embedded
in the three phases of the peer review process i.e planning the peer review, undertaking the peer
review, and after the peer review. 

This step-by-step guide provides a user’s manual to apply the four stages of the IEM which are
completed in steps 6, 10, and 13 of the peer review process (see the full peer review process in
Appendix A). This guide also introduces the self-assessment tools needed to implement the IEM
(see Appendices B, C, D and E).

The IEM should be conducted by the Host and by the Reviewer before, during and after the peer
review to:

     • agree a clear understanding of the desired impact of the peer review on city resilience 
     and DRR strategies.

     • determine benchmarks for desired and achieved impact of the peer review.

     • identify good practice and the potential of that to be transferred for greater impact.

     • seek views on the peer review process.

     • gain feedback after the peer review to support city resilience and DRR strategies.

2.   The process of implementing IEM

The IEM involves 4 stages that should be conducted by the Host and the Reviewer:

     1. Stage 1 - Prepare: Conducted before the review.

     2. Stage 2 - Assess: Conducted during the review. 

     3. Stage 3 - Reflect: Conducted shortly after the review.

     4. Stage 4 - Reflect: Conducted in the year(s) after the review. 

A summary of the aims of the four IEM stages are provided in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1: THE PROCESS OF 
IMPLEMENTING THE IEM 
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These stages provide an audit trail for the city
to track the progress of the peer review. During
all stages, it is important for the Host and the
Reviewer to decide timescales to plan and
implement the IEM. The following subsections
guide the user in undertaking each stage of the
IEM.

2.1. Stage 1: Before the review

Stage 1 addresses the desired benefits for the
peer review for the Host and the Reviewer. It is
a self-assessment process which should be
conducted by the Host and the Reviewer in the
weeks or months before the start of the peer
review (see Appendices B and C). For the Host,
the goal of Stage 1 is to establish the benefits,
objectives and measures for their peer review.
For the Reviewer, the goal of Stage 1 is to
establish the benefits and impacts they seek for

their city. The self-assessments should be
undertaken with relevant stakeholders to
present an appropriate and consolidated vision
for the peer review.

Completing Stage 1 involves the following
activities:

1.  Complete Stage 1 self-assessment form 
     by selecting/ticking the relevant boxes 
     (Appendix B).
2.  Provide a brief justification for the 
     selections made.
3.  Identify actions to take as a result of the 
     Stage 1 self-assessment.
4.  Assign responsibilities for these actions.
5.  Consider the timeframe for undertaking 
     these actions.

Step-by-step guide to the Impact Evaluation Methodology

Prepare
Before the review, establish the objectives and measures of the
peer review.  

Assess
During the review, identify issues, address strategic questions,
and provide feedback.

Reflect in the short-term
Soon after the review, self-assess the short-term impact 
of the review. 

Reflect in the long-term
After the review, self-assess the long-term impact of the review. 
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The Host and the Reviewer should
independently answer questions in the Stage 1
self-assessment form and may wish to share
and discuss their answers. For the first six
questions of the self-assessment form, the
Host and the Reviewer should: 

1.  Describe the benefit: Describe the 
     desired measurable improvements 
     resulting from the peer review.

2.  Identify the benefit owner: Identify the 
     stakeholders who may be impacted by 
     the benefits sought from the peer 
     review.

3. Define the objectives that support the 
     benefit: Define how the benefit will be 
     obtained as a result of the peer review.

4. Identify a direct or proxy measure of the 
     benefit: Identify how the benefit is 
     currently measured in the city and if this 
     measure is appropriate for the peer 
     review.

5. Identify a current value for each 
     measure before the peer review, where 
     appropriate: If a measure exists, identify 
     how it is used to create a baseline 
     evaluation before the peer review.

6.  Identify the target improvement in the 
     value as a result of the peer review, 
     where appropriate: Identify what 
     changes you aim to see as a result of 
     the peer review and how to monitor the 
     changes during and after the peer 
     review to measure the impact.

Next, the Host and the Reviewer should agree
(with their stakeholders) the desired impact of
the peer review. Impact is measured using a
management systems perspective to evaluate
all the areas that are needed for a city to
perform effectively on DRR and resilience
building strategies. These systems are
represented by the following five core
categories:

1.  Strategy, vision, and leadership (e.g. 
     developing the culture and strategies 
     for DRR).

2.  Intelligence (e.g. analysing external and 
     internal information, building strategic 
     collaborations, and exploring the 
     environment).

3.  Management of systems, processes and 
     planning, including audit (e.g.
     sustainable resource management, 
     performance measurement, and 
     learning from itself and others).

4.  Coordination and communication of 
     operations (e.g. coordinating resources 
     and partners, and sharing information 
     effectively internally and externally).

5.  Delivery of operations (e.g. managing 
     effective and efficient on-site delivery, 
     and adapting to external feedback).

An example of a completed Stage 1 self-
assessment form can be found in Appendix C. 

Complete 
Stage 1 

self-assessment
form

Justify the
answers

Identify
actions

Assign
responsibilities

Assign a
timeframe to
undertake the

actions

FIGURE 2: THE PROCESS OF 
CONDUCTING STAGE 1 OF THE IEM
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The Host and the Reviewer may wish to share and discuss their experiences of their 
self-assessment with each other to:

     1. Ensure that their expectations are understood (Stage 1, before the peer review).

     2. Identify the benefits owners (Stage 1, before the peer review).

     3. Assess whether the benefits of the peer review have been realised 
     (Stages 3 and 4, after the peer review).

     4. Help the Reviewer to understand how their knowledge and DRR practices can benefit 
     the peer review, and how they will benefit from it.

     5. Inform the design of the peer review. 

These conversations should begin in the weeks or months before the peer review to ensure a
consistent and agreed understanding of expectations on impact and value. Once the actions
resulting from these priorities have been implemented, the self-assessment form can be used to
assess progress and identify new priorities in Stages 2, 3, and 4.

2.2. Stage 2: During the review

The Host and the Reviewer should conduct Stage 2 during the peer review and should allocate
sufficient time in the agenda for this activity. Figure 3 summarises the process of conducting Stage
2 which involves conversations between the Host and the Reviewer to: 

     1. Provide feedback to the Host.

     2. Clarify any issues for the Host.

     3. Identify and record new issues to be explored during the peer review. 

These conversations may be held during wrap-up meetings at the end of each day of the peer
review as well as on the last day. 

The Host and the Reviewer may also wish to consider whether they conduct focus groups or 
one-to-one conversations with key stakeholders to discuss the progress of the peer review in
meeting the objectives and expected benefits from impact. 
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FIGURE 3: THE PROCESS OF 
CONDUCTING STAGE 2 OF THE IEM

The IEM questions to be addressed during Stage 2 include:

1.  How is the peer review influencing your thinking on: 

     a. Strategy, vision and leadership.

     b. Intelligence.

     c. Management of systems, processes and planning, including audit.

     d. Coordination and communication of operations.

     e. Delivery of operations.

2.   What impacts and benefits are expected from initial recommendations regarding: 

     a. Strategy, vision and leadership.

     b. Intelligence.

     c. Management of systems, processes and planning, including audit.

     d. Coordination and communication of operations.

     e. Delivery of operations.

3. How could the peer review be adapted to have more impact on the Host?

Conducting Stage 2 of the IEM allows for recent and relevant information to be used to adjust the
peer review for maximum impact. It also helps the Host and the Reviewer to quickly organise and
analyse information gathered during the peer review to ensure maximum impact for the city.

Provide
feedback to the

Host

Clarify
issues for
the Host

Identify and
record new
issues 
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2.3. Stage 3: In the months after the review

Stage 3 is conducted in the weeks and months
following the peer review. The aim of this stage
is to evaluate and consider the short-term
impacts of the review. As such, it provides an
audit trail of timely information regarding the
initial impact of the peer review. 

The self-assessment in Stage 3 should be led
by the Host and the Reviewer in their own cities
and should include their stakeholders. A city
consensus should be reached about the impact
of the peer review and any future actions to be
taken. Cities should consider that it may be
useful for the Reviewer to provide the Host with
the peer review feedback report to support
them in completing this stage of the self-
assessment.

Whilst the peer review is driven by the
objectives of the Host, and the role of the
Reviewer is to conduct an evaluation based on
the choices made by the Host, conducting the
self-assessment is still an important task for
both cities to analyse the benefits and impacts
of peer reviews and to evaluate city progress on
resilience and DRR.

For Stage 3, the Host and the Reviewer can
consider the level of impact they have made to
track their development. These levels of impact
include:

•       We have made no meaningful progress.

•       We are approaching a satisfactory 
         level of impact.

•       We have delivered a satisfactory 
         level of impact.

•       We have exceeded a satisfactory 
         level of impact but have more to achieve.

•       We have achieved all the impact we want.

The process of conducting Stage 3 involves the
following (Figure 4):

1.   Complete the self-assessment form for 
     Stage 3 in the months after the peer review 
     by agreeing the level of impact achieved 
     amongst stakeholders.

2.   Provide a brief justification for why the 
      level of impact achieved has been identified 
      (in the Stage 3 self-assessment form).

3.    Identify actions to take as a result of the 
      peer review. The Host and the Reviewer may
      also wish to refer to the answers given in 
      the Stage 1 self-assessment form.

4.     Select who would be responsible for any 
       future actions to be taken.

5.    Assign a timeframe in which these 
       actions should be taken.

Figure 4: The process of conducting Stage 3 
of the IEM
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Complete self-assessment 
and reach consensus

Justify the
agreed level of
improvement

Identify actions

Assign
responsibilities

Assign a
timeframe
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For the first two questions in the Stage 3 self-
assessment form (Appendix D), the Host and
the Reviewer should consider the extent to
which the expected benefits and objectives
identified in Stage 1 of the self-assessment
have been achieved. 

After this, the Host and the Reviewer should
highlight key learning points and the Reviewer
recommendations identified from the peer
review, to improve the next peer review they
participate in.

Next, for each learning point and Reviewer
recommendation, the Host and the Reviewer
should consider to what extent these have had
impact on the following five core categories:

1.  Strategy, vision and leadership (e.g. 
     developing the culture and strategies 
     for DRR).

2.  Intelligence (e.g. analysing external and 
     internal information, building strategic 
     collaborations, and exploring the 
     environment).

3.  Management of systems, processes and 
     planning, including audit (e.g. sustainable 
     resource management, performance
     measurement, and learning from itself 
     and others).

4.  Coordination and communication of 
     operations (e.g. coordinating resources and 
     partners, and sharing information effectively
     internally and externally).

5.  Delivery of operations (e.g. managing 
     effective and efficient on-site delivery, and 
     adapting to external feedback).

An example of a completed Stage 3 self-
assessment form can be found in Appendix E.
Note that the self-assessments for Stages 3
and 4 use the same template in Appendix D but,
for the purposes of demonstration, Appendix E
has been completed as though it were a few
months after the peer review.

2.4. Stage 4: Year(s) after the review

Stage 4 of the IEM is conducted in the year(s)
after the peer review. The aim of this Stage is to
evaluate and consider the long-term impact of
the review. The process of conducting Stage 4 is
identical to that of Stage 3 and also uses the
same self-assessment form in Appendix D. To
conduct Stage 4, please follow the instructions
in Section 2.4, as demonstrated in Figure 4.

3.  Summary

This document guides the user on conducting
the impact evaluation methodology (IEM). It
details the steps involved, defines
responsibilities, and provides the needed
forms. It is advisable to follow the guides in this
manual to obtain the most value from the IEM.
It is possible to adjust the process to fit the
users’ context should that be necessary. Any
adjustment should not change the core process
of implementing the IEM.

Step-by-step guide to the Impact Evaluation Methodology
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HOST CITY ACTIONS PEER REVIEW CITY ACTIONSBOTH

STEP 1: 
Establishing DRR baseline, e.g. DRS

STEP 1: 
N/A 

STEP 2: 
Finding a partner city to 

undertake the Peer Review

STEP 2: 
Agree to undertake the Peer Review

STEP 3: 
Setting bjectives for the 

Peer Review

STEP 4: 
Selecting the odules for the 

Peer Review

STEP 5: 
Agree Peer eview Team

STEP :  

STEP 6: 
Initiation of Impact Evaluation 

ethodology

Phase 1: Planning the Peer Review

STEP 7:
Prepare and supply pre-visit 

information for the Peer Review

STEP 8: 
Prepare and agree the agenda 

for the Peer Review

STEP 9: 
Undertake Peer Review 

Phase 2: Undertaking the Peer Review

STEP 7:

STEP10: 
Complet Stage 2 of the Impact 

Evaluation

STEP11: 
Agree the Peer Review Report

STEP12: 
Sign off and adoption of the 

Peer Review Report

STEP13:
Completion of Stages 3 and 4 of 

the Impact Evaluation

Phase 3: After the Peer Review

STEP11: 
 the eer Review Report

APPENDIX A: THE PEER REVIEW PROCESS
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APPENDIX C: EXAMPLE OF A COMPLETED
SELF-ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STAGE 1 

Fo
r 
ea

ch
 e
xp

ec
te
d 
be

ne
fit
, h

av
e 
yo

u 
ag

re
ed

 th
e 
de

si
re
d 
im

pa
ct
 o
n:

3.
 M
an
ag
em

en
t o
f s
ys
te
m
s,
 p
ro
ce
ss
es
 a
nd
 p
la
nn
in
g,
 

   
in
cl
ud
in
g 
au
di
t (
e.
g.
 s
us
ta
in
ab
le
 r
es
ou
rc
e 
m
an
ag
em

en
t, 

   
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
 m
ea
su
re
m
en
t, 
an
d 
le
ar
ni
ng
 fr
om

 it
se
lf
 

   
an
d 
ot
he
rs
)

4.
 C
oo
rd
in
at
io
n 
an
d 
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 (e
.g
. 

   
co
or
di
na
tin
g 
re
so
ur
ce
s 
an
d 
pa
rt
ne
rs
, a
nd
 s
ha
ri
ng
  

   
in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y 
in
te
rn
al
ly
 a
nd
 e
xt
er
na
lly
)

A
 w
el
l-
es
ta
bl
is
he
d 
em

er
ge
nc
y 
re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n 
in
 p
la
ce

w
ith
 s
co
pe
 fo
r 
te
st
in
g 
an
d 
le
ar
ni
ng
.

Im
pr
ov
e,
 c
oo
rd
in
at
e 
an
d 
de
ce
nt
ra
lis
e 
re
sp
on
se
s 
w
ith

cl
ea
rl
y 
de
fin
ed
 r
ol
es
, r
es
po
ns
ib
ili
tie
s 
an
d 
fin
an
ci
al

re
so
ur
ce
s 
as
 a
 r
es
ul
t o
f t
he
 e
m
er
ge
nc
y 
re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n.
 

X X

5.
 D
el
iv
er
y 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 (e
.g
. m

an
ag
in
g 
ef
fe
ct
iv
e 
an
d 

   
ef
fic
ie
nt
 o
n-
si
te
 d
el
iv
er
y,
 a
nd
 a
da
pt
in
g 
to
 e
xt
er
na
l 

   
fe
ed
ba
ck
)

W
e 
ha
ve
 y
et
 to
 d
et
er
m
in
e 
ho
w
 th
e 
ci
ty
’s
 e
m
er
ge
nc
y

re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n 
w
ill
 b
e 
op
er
at
io
na
lis
ed
. T
hi
s 
in
cl
ud
es
 w
ha
t

in
te
rn
al
 a
nd
 e
xt
er
na
l r
es
ou
rc
es
 a
re
 a
va
ila
bl
e 
af
te
r 
an

in
ci
de
nt
, a
nd
 h
ow
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
w
ill
 b
e 
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y

co
m
m
un
ic
at
ed
 a
m
on
gs
t r
es
po
nd
er
s 
an
d 
to
 th
e 
pu
bl
ic
.

X
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APPENDIX D: SELF-ASSESSMENT 
FORM FOR STAGES 3 AND 4

St
ag

e 
3/
4

Im
pa

ct
 e
va

lu
at
io
n 
of
 p
ee

r 
re
vi
ew

 a
ct
io
ns

 in
 th

e 
w
ee

ks
/

m
on

th
s/
 y
ea

r(
s)
 a
ft
er

 th
e 
pe

er
 r
ev

ie
w

To
 w
ha
t e
xt
en
t h
av
e 
yo
ur
 e
xp
ec
te
d 
be
ne
fit
s 
an
d 
ob
je
ct
iv
es

fr
om

 th
e 
pe
er
 r
ev
ie
w
 b
ee
n 
ac
hi
ev
ed
? 

W
ha
t w
er
e 
yo
ur
 m
ai
n 
le
ar
ni
ng
 p
oi
nt
s 
fr
om

 th
e 
re
vi
ew
?

W
ha
t w
ou
ld
 y
ou
 d
o 
di
ff
er
en
tl
y 
ne
xt
 ti
m
e 
yo
u 
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e 

in
 a
 p
ee
r 
re
vi
ew
?

Fo
r 
ea

ch
 le

ar
ni
ng

 p
oi
nt
 a
nd

 e
ac

h 
re
vi
ew

er
 r
ec

om
m
en

da
ti
on

, t
o 
w
ha

t e
xt
en

t h
as

 it
 h
ad

 im
pa

ct
 o
n 
yo

ur
:

1.
 S
tr
at
eg
y,
 v
is
io
n 
an
d 
le
ad
er
sh
ip

   
 (e
.g
. d
ev
el
op
in
g 
th
e 
cu
lt
ur
e 
an
d 
st
ra
te
gi
es
 fo
r 
D
R
R
) 

2.
 I
nt
el
lig
en
ce
 (e
.g
. a
na
ly
si
ng
 e
xt
er
na
l a
nd
 in
te
rn
al
 

   
 in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
 b
ui
ld
in
g 
st
ra
te
gi
c 
co
lla
bo
ra
tio
ns
, a
nd
 

   
 e
xp
lo
ri
ng
 th
e 
en
vi
ro
nm

en
t)

3.
  M

an
ag
em

en
t o
f s
ys
te
m
s,
 p
ro
ce
ss
es
 a
nd
 p
la
nn
in
g,
 

   
  i
nc
lu
di
ng
 a
ud
it 
(e
.g
. s
us
ta
in
ab
le
 r
es
ou
rc
e 
m
an
ag
em

en
t,

   
  p
er
fo
rm
an
ce
 m
ea
su
re
m
en
t, 
an
d 
le
ar
ni
ng
 fr
om

 
   
  i
ts
el
f a
nd
 o
th
er
s)

4.
  C
oo
rd
in
at
io
n 
an
d 
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 (e
.g
. 

   
  c
oo
rd
in
at
in
g 
re
so
ur
ce
s 
an
d 
pa
rt
ne
rs
, s
ha
ri
ng
 

   
  i
nf
or
m
at
io
n 
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y 
in
te
rn
al
ly
 a
nd
 e
xt
er
na
lly
)

5.
  D
el
iv
er
y 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 (e
.g
. m

an
ag
in
g 
ef
fe
ct
iv
e 
an
d 

   
  e
ff
ic
ie
nt
 o
n-
si
te
 d
el
iv
er
y,
 a
nd
 a
da
pt
in
g 
to
 

   
  e
xt
er
na
l f
ee
db
ac
k)

We have made no 

meaningful progress

We are approaching a
satisfactory level of impact

We have  exceeded a
satisfactory level of impact but
have more to achieve

We have achieved all the
impact we want.

Ju
st
ifi
ca
tio
n 
fo
r

as
se
ss
m
en
t,

in
cl
ud
in
g

ex
am

pl
es

W
ha
t m

or
e 

sh
ou
ld
 b
e 
do
ne
 

(b
y 
w
ho
 a
nd

w
he
n)
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APPENDIX E: EXAMPLE OF A COMPLETED 
SELF-ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STAGES 3 AND 4

St
ag

e 
3/
4

Im
pa

ct
 e
va

lu
at
io
n 
of
 p
ee

r
re
vi
ew

 a
ct
io
ns

 in
 th

e 
w
ee

ks
/

m
on

th
s/
 y
ea

r(
s)
 a
ft
er

 th
e 
pe

er
re
vi
ew

To
 w
ha
t e
xt
en
t h
av
e 
yo
ur

ex
pe
ct
ed
 b
en
ef
its
 a
nd

ob
je
ct
iv
es
 fr
om

 th
e 
pe
er

re
vi
ew
 b
ee
n 
ac
hi
ev
ed
? 

W
ha
t w
er
e 
yo
ur
 m
ai
n 
le
ar
ni
ng
 

po
in
ts
 fr
om

 th
e 
re
vi
ew
?

W
ha
t w
ou
ld
 y
ou
 d
o 
di
ff
er
en
tl
y

ne
xt
 ti
m
e 
yo
u 
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e 
in
 a

pe
er
 r
ev
ie
w
?

We have made no 
meaningful progress

We are approaching a
satisfactory level of
impact

We deliver a satisfactory
level of impact

We exceed a satisfactory
level of impact but have
more to achieve

Ju
st
ifi
ca
tio
n

fo
r

as
se
ss
m
en
t,

in
cl
ud
in
g

ex
am

pl
es

We have achieved all the
impact we want.

W
ha
t m

or
e 
sh
ou
ld

be
 d
on
e 
(b
y 
w
ho

an
d 
w
he
n)

W
e 
ha
ve

de
ve
lo
pe
d 

ou
r 

em
er
ge
nc
y

re
sp
on
se
 

pl
an
 in

co
lla
bo
ra
tio
n

w
ith
 e
xt
er
na
l

pa
rt
ne
rs
.

W
e 
ne
ed
 m
or
e

re
so
ur
ce
s 
an
d

in
vo
lv
em

en
t a
t t
he

na
tio
na
l a
nd

re
gi
on
al
 le
ve
l t
o

su
pp
or
t l
on
ge
vi
ty

of
 D
R
R
 a
nd

re
si
lie
nc
e 
ef
fo
rt
s

(c
iv
il 
pr
ot
ec
tio
n,

ci
ty
 a
dm

in
is
tr
at
io
n,

na
tio
na
l a
nd

re
gi
on
al

go
ve
rn
m
en
t. 
20
21
).

• 
A
 g
oo
d 
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p 
w
ith
 th
e 
ad
m
in
is
tr
at
iv
e 
st
ru
ct
ur
e 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
to
 

   
su
pp
or
t r
es
ou
rc
e 
al
lo
ca
tio
n.

• 
Ex
is
tin
g 
co
lla
bo
ra
tio
ns
 w
ith
 e
xt
er
na
l s
ta
ke
ho
ld
er
s 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e 
im
pr
ov
ed
 

   
th
ro
ug
h 
a 
pe
rm
an
en
t c
om

m
on
 p
la
tf
or
m
 w
ith
 r
el
ev
an
t s
ta
ke
ho
ld
er
s.

• 
Th
e 
ci
ty
’s
 e
m
er
ge
nc
y 
re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
so
 it
 is
 p
ra
ct
ic
al
 

   
an
d 
ef
fic
ie
nt
, a
nd
 w
ith
 c
le
ar
ly
 d
ef
in
ed
 r
ol
es
 a
nd
 r
es
po
ns
ib
ili
tie
s.

• 
B
et
te
r 
or
ga
ni
se
 th
e 
st
ak
eh
ol
de
r 
in
te
rv
ie
w
s 
to
 e
ns
ur
e 
m
or
e 
tim

e 
w
ith
 th
em

, 
   
an
d 
en
su
re
 th
at
 th
e 
m
os
t r
el
ev
an
t p
ar
tic
ip
an
ts
 a
re
 s
el
ec
te
d.

• 
A
llo
ca
te
 m
or
e 
hu
m
an
 a
nd
 fi
na
nc
ia
l r
es
ou
rc
es
 fo
r 
th
e 
re
vi
ew
.

• 
Sy
nt
he
si
se
 r
el
ev
an
t i
nf
or
m
at
io
n 
m
or
e 
ef
fic
ie
nt
ly
 b
ef
or
e 
se
nd
in
g 
it 
to
 th
e 
 

   
R
ev
ie
w
er
s.

X

The following is completed using answers to Stage 3.

15Step-by-step guide to the Impact Evaluation Methodology



������� Funded by 
European Union
Civil Protection

APPENDIX E: EXAMPLE OF A COMPLETED 
SELF-ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STAGES 3 AND 4

Fo
r 
ea

ch
 le

ar
ni
ng

 p
oi
nt
 a
nd

 e
ac

h 
re
vi
ew

er
 r
ec

om
m
en

da
ti
on

, t
o 
w
ha

t e
xt
en

t h
as

 it
 h
ad

 im
pa

ct
 o
n 
yo

ur
:

1.
 S
tr
at
eg
y,
 v
is
io
n 
an
d 

   
le
ad
er
sh
ip
 (e
.g
. d
ev
el
op
in
g 

   
th
e 
cu
lt
ur
e 
an
d 
st
ra
te
gi
es
 

   
fo
r 
D
R
R
) 

2.
 In
te
lli
ge
nc
e 
(e
.g
. a
na
ly
si
ng
 

   
ex
te
rn
al
 a
nd
 in
te
rn
al
 

   
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
 b
ui
ld
in
g 
st
ra
te
gi
c

   
co
lla
bo
ra
tio
ns
, a
nd
 e
xp
lo
ri
ng
 

   
th
e 
en
vi
ro
nm

en
t)

3.
 M
an
ag
em

en
t o
f s
ys
te
m
s,
 

   
pr
oc
es
se
s 
an
d 
pl
an
ni
ng
, 

   
in
cl
ud
in
g 
au
di
t (
e.
g.
 

   
su
st
ai
na
bl
e 
re
so
ur
ce
 

   
m
an
ag
em

en
t, 
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
 

   
m
ea
su
re
m
en
t, 
an
d 
le
ar
ni
ng
 

   
fr
om

 it
se
lf
 a
nd
 o
th
er
s)

4.
 C
oo
rd
in
at
io
n 
an
d 

   
co
m
m
un
ic
at
io
n 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 

   
(e
.g
. c
oo
rd
in
at
in
g 
re
so
ur
ce
s 

   
an
d 
pa
rt
ne
rs
, s
ha
ri
ng
 

   
in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
ef
fe
ct
iv
el
y 

   
in
te
rn
al
ly
 a
nd
 e
xt
er
na
lly
)

5.
 D
el
iv
er
y 
of
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
 (e
.g
. 

   
m
an
ag
in
g 
ef
fe
ct
iv
e 
an
d 

   
ef
fic
ie
nt
 o
n-
si
te
 d
el
iv
er
y,
 a
nd
 

   
ad
ap
tin
g 
to
 e
xt
er
na
l f
ee
db
ac
k)

W
e 
ha
ve
 b
ee
n 
su
cc
es
sf
ul
ly

in
vo
lv
in
g 
th
e 
m
os
t v
ul
ne
ra
bl
e

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
 to
 im

pr
ov
e 
D
R
R

cu
lt
ur
e.
 Im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
 c
ou
ld

be
 m
ad
e 
in
 te
rm
s 
of
 n
at
io
na
l

an
d 
re
gi
on
al
 s
up
po
rt
.

W
e 
ne
ed
 to
 d
ev
el
op
 a

pe
rm
an
en
t c
om

m
on
 p
la
tf
or
m

w
ith
 r
el
ev
an
t s
ta
ke
ho
ld
er
s

(le
d 
by
 th
e 
ci
ty
 a
dm

in
is
tr
at
io
n

an
d 
ci
vi
l p
ro
te
ct
io
n,
 2
01
9)
.

St
ro
ng
er
 c
ol
la
bo
ra
tio
n 
on

in
te
lli
ge
nc
e 
sh
ar
in
g 
ha
s

en
su
re
d 
th
e 
pl
an
 is
 fu
tu
re

pr
oo
f f
or
 fo
re
se
ea
bl
e 
ri
sk
s

an
d 
w
ith
in
 s
om

e 
ch
an
ge
s 
in

po
pu
la
tio
n.

W
e 
ne
ed
 to
 c
on
tin
ue

an
al
ys
in
g 
pa
rt
ne
r 
re
po
rt
s

an
d 
ch
an
ge
s 
in
 r
is
ks
,

de
m
og
ra
ph
y 
an
d 
ci
ty

ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s 
to
 e
ns
ur
e

cu
rr
en
cy
 o
f p
la
n.
 (E
m
er
ge
nc
y

se
rv
ic
es
 c
iv
il 
pr
ot
ec
tio
n,
 lo
ca
l

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
, 2
02
1)
.

W
e 
ha
ve
 w
or
ke
d

co
lla
bo
ra
tiv
el
y 
w
ith

st
ak
eh
ol
de
rs
 to
 te
st
 th
e 
pl
an
.

Te
st
in
g 
th
e 
ci
ty
’s
 e
m
er
ge
nc
y

re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n 
ha
s 
pr
ov
id
ed

vi
ta
l f
ee
db
ac
k 
on
 u
se
fu
ln
es
s

an
d 
us
ab
ili
ty
.

W
e 
sh
ou
ld
 in
cr
ea
se
 m
ap
pi
ng

of
 c
ri
tic
al
 in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re
 a
nd

in
te
rl
in
ki
ng
 r
is
ks
, w
hi
ch

w
ou
ld
 h
el
p 
en
su
re
 a
ll 
ri
sk
s

ar
e 
ac
co
un
te
d 
fo
r 
an
d

up
da
te
d 
(c
iv
il 
pr
ot
ec
tio
n,

pr
iv
at
e 
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re
, 2
02
0)
.

W
e 
ha
ve
 e
ff
ec
tiv
el
y

ex
ch
an
ge
d 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n 
w
ith

pa
rt
ne
rs
 a
nd
 d
ev
el
op
ed
 th
e

em
er
ge
nc
y 
re
sp
on
se
 p
la
n

ac
co
rd
in
gl
y.
 S
ev
er
al
 v
ie
w
s

w
er
e 
co
ns
id
er
ed
 fr
om

 k
ey

se
ct
or
s 
to
 s
up
po
rt
 th
e

de
ve
lo
pm

en
ts
 o
f t
he
 p
la
n.
  

Th
e 
pl
an
 s
ho
ul
d 
be
 r
eg
ul
ar
ly

te
st
ed
 a
nd
 u
pd
at
ed
 to

m
on
ito
r 
em

er
gi
ng
 r
is
ks
 a
nd

to
 e
ns
ur
e 
th
at
 th
e 
pl
an
 is
 fi
t

fo
r 
pu
rp
os
e 
(c
iv
il 
pr
ot
ec
tio
n,

ci
ty
 a
dm

in
is
tr
at
io
n,

em
er
ge
nc
y 
se
rv
ic
es
, 2
02
1)
.

Th
e 
em

er
ge
nc
y 
re
sp
on
se

pl
an
 b
en
ef
ite
d 
fr
om

 fu
rt
he
r

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n 
of
 p
ri
va
te

se
ct
or
 a
nd
 N
G
O
 in
vo
lv
em

en
t

in
 o
pe
ra
tio
ns
.

Fu
tu
re
 w
or
k 
sh
ou
ld
 b
ui
ld

re
la
tio
ns
hi
ps
 to
 b
en
ef
it 
fr
om

le
ss
on
s 
le
ar
nt
 in
 d
is
as
te
rs
,

an
d 
to
 d
ra
w
 o
n 
ca
pa
ci
ty
 a
nd

ca
pa
bi
lit
y 
(C
iv
il 
pr
ot
ec
tio
n,

ci
ty
 a
dm

in
is
tr
at
io
n,

em
er
ge
nc
y 
se
rv
ic
es
, N
G
O
s,

pr
iv
at
e 
se
ct
or
s,
 2
01
9)
.
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