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SECTION 1: CONTEXT ANALYSIS AND RATIONALE  

 Context Analysis 
UCL's Small HIF Grant with CARE and Arup showed that the evidence on 
housing damage is complicated and that the trade-offs and risks of repair 
programmes are uncertain. This makes it difficult to bring together the key 
ingredients that stimulate funding: swift decisions on policies and standards, 
meaningful engagement with communities, the sovereign government and the 
regulatory environment and clear strategic and programmatic plans. By 
examining the types of evidence accessed by decision-makers in three contexts, 
the HIF small grant team highlighted gaps in guidance about repair (compared to 
the wealth of advice on new construction) and noted opportunities to combine 
and synthesise evidence on the social and technological context at an earlier 
stage. 
The challenge of evidence gaps and uncertainty mean that few humanitarian 
donors and organisations engage in repair or strengthening of damaged homes. 
Repair programmes are not attracting funding or reaching the implementation 
stage rapidly in humanitarian response. If we do not stimulate funding and 
develop ‘enabling’ approaches for the repair or strengthening of damaged 
housing we will miss opportunities to:  
- increase the number of families who can be supported,  
- positively influence the self-recovery which will take place without us if we do 
not engage 
- expand the shelter options available immediately after disaster 
- accelerate recovery by leveraging the resources of affected communities to tap 
into a vast housing resource that is otherwise overlooked;  
- reduce vulnerability to future disasters through better understanding of safer 
construction techniques (Jha and Duyne, 2010) - see Appendix I for a full list of 
references. 
 
The repair challenge is particularly relevant to recent examination of 
humanitarian decision-making because it forces questions about the relative 
importance of knowledge, attitudes and practice in decision-making processes. 
This innovation targets humanitarian decision-makers in one context (sovereign 
governments and their officials, donors, local authorities and implementing 
partners) with new knowledge that allows repair scenarios to be visualised, 
simulated and compared to existing practice; scenario-based workshops for 
individual decision-makers to test their own decisions and attitudes to different 
types of evidence; toolkits and systems designed to help decision-makers use 
and communicate the best available evidence (Bradt, 2010). This process will 
identify contradictory incentives and give an account of the trade-offs and 
legal/ethical risks involved in decisions to accept or reject repair programmes. 
The aim is to expand the palette of humanitarian shelter interventions and open 
up new recovery pathways for affected families.  
 



                                              
 

 Existing Practice  
UCL and HFH have characterised the shelter sector's existing position in terms of 
knowledge, attitudes and practice based on the first HIF grant, literature review 
and a stakeholder survey.    
 
1. Existing Knowledge: the evidence-base for decision-makers. Evidence on 
housing damage and housing processes is complicated and often limited and 
uncertain (Crawford et al., 2013), making it difficult for decision-makers to 
understand the trade-offs and risks of repair relative to rental support, relocation 
and reconstruction even though repairs are accepted as an option in the shelter 
sector's current guidance (Arshad and Athar, 2013; ARUP, 2010; D’Ayala and 
Benzoni, 2012; D’Ayala and Paganoni, 2011; Holmes et al., 2010; Schilderman 
and Lyons, 2011; Shelter Centre et al., 2010; UN, 2008).  
 
2. Existing Attitudes: individual decision-makers and their use of evidence. 
It has been reported that reaching consensus may be slow because of 
“arguments between experts over design, quality and cost" and adequate shelter 
provision is "one of the most intractable problems in international humanitarian 
response” (HERR, 2011) but there are few accounts of the pre-decision process 
which explore why alternative options have been rejected. Current guidance 
presents the repair decision as a simple algorithm based on the triage of 
buildings into rebuild, repair, retrofit or relocation categories (Jha and Duyne, 
2010) but there is only a handful of guidance on how to work through this 
algorithm. Technical Working Groups are one best practice mechanism adopted 
by the Shelter Cluster (Grünewald and Binder, 2010) for working through 
decisions in real-time but recent evidence suggests that individual humanitarian 
decision-makers may not routinely base decisions on evidence but rely on tacit 
knowledge, rules of thumb and their own attitudes to risk. Understanding 
attitudes and decision making processes are important for better informed 
participation by the humanitarian community in sovereign government decision-
processes (ARUP and Habitat for Humanity, 2010a, 2010b; Ashmore and 
Treherne, 2011; Ashmore, 2004; Ashmore et al., 2011; Bradt, 2010; Dalal and 
Bonaccio, 2010; DFID, 1999; ERRA, 2008; Hunter and Fewtrell, 2001; Jha and 
Duyne, 2010; Moser, 1998);i. 

 
3. Existing Practices: guidelines, systems and incentives for making 
decisions and managing risk. Repair is already an option in guidelines so 
guidelines alone are unlikely to change practice. Alternatives to guidelines 
include tools that help decision-makers visualise and simulate the practical trade-
offs between criteria  in complex, non-linear, path-dependent recovery processes 
(Fell, 2013; Vroom, 2003). In addition to guidelines, humanitarian organisations 
also use a range of other tools: standards, systems and incentives designed to 
improve their operations but in combination, the different systems may create 
unintended or perverse outcomes. For example, minimising programme risks 
(good management practice)(ECB, 2007) and seismic structural risk (good 
engineering practice)(Sphere project, 2011) might mean overlooking the people 
least likely to have access to formal tenure or to low risk, affordable sites 



                                              
 
(Tsunami Evaluation Coalition, 2007); to building permits; or to technical advice, 
good builders and high quality materialsii (Burnell and Sanderson, 2011; 
Clermont et al., 2011; Crawford, 2011; Langenbach, 2009; Langenbach et al., 
2006). Repairs might then slowly and inevitably take place but without any 
technical support or approvals (Panosetti, 2010)iii and, consequently, without 
financial support from donors which might leverage further investment and 
increase the quality and speed of repairs (Davis, 2012; UN-HABITAT, 2012).  
 
Demand from practitioners: The target practitioners for this innovation are 
calling specifically for repair guidelines (Jha and Duyne, 2010) and generally for 
better, evidence-based decision-making (Darcy et al., 2013) because if they miss 
the opportunity to enable large-scale repair, the impact on the availability of 
emergency shelter and the trajectory of longer term recovery is potentially vast. 
For example, after the Indian Ocean Tsunami in 2004: “hundreds of pre-tsunami 
houses that were culturally and climatically appropriate and easily repairable 
were demolished” (Jha and Duyne, 2010). In Haiti, UNHabitat report that “in 2010 
the majority of donors and implementing agencies focused on emergency shelter 
with less emphasis on repairs” in a context where 25% of houses were damaged 
compared to 20% destroyediv. Of 175,000 houses to be repaired, retrofitted or 
reconstructed, 2,546 were repaired in 2010, 5,315 by June 2011 and 13,831 of 
25,472 planned by December 2011. This did not include families who “carried out 
their own repairs and retrofitting, with their own resources, mainly without 
technical advice or assistance.” In contrast, 6 months after the earthquake, 
125,000 Transitional Shelter Kits were planned and 20,000 had been delivered, 
dwarfing the repair effort (Haiti Shelter Cluster, 2010). Target practitioners also 
report that if funding can be unlocked for repair with the right combination of 
financial and technical support, this would leverage the private resources of 
householdersv; is a “legitimate alternative” deserving of attention because it can 
improve “cost, environmental impact, speed, supply of resources, community 
participation and satisfaction, recovery of psychological well-being, and heritage 
conservation”; can empower "people to manage their own recovery and 
reconstruction, both individually and as a community" for faster, more efficient 
"dignified, sustainable, and cost-effective” recovery; and can be scaled up where 
engineers are able to apply “a strategic ‘cascade approach’” to the dissemination 
of technical information (Davis, 2012). In October 2013, HfH and UCL’s surveyed 
humanitarian donors, managers, coordinators, communicators and engineers 
to:1. get a baseline report on our knowledge, attitudes and practices about 
repairing housing after disasters; 2. test interest in a project to change 
knowledge, attitudes and practices in this area; 3. avoid duplication. From more 
than 75 responses, stakeholders confirmed that housing repair is an overlooked 
intervention in shelter response. These decision-makers identified the most 
important knowledge gaps not as housing repair (3%) but as how communicate 
with the public about techniques for safer repairs (23%) and how to decide at a 
policy level whether or not to support housing repairs (22%). 83% supported a 
project to address these gaps and 43% suggesting their organisation would be 
supportive. EERI, EEFIT, SAVE have provided letters of support. The team will 
be in regular contact with these stakeholders potentially gathering evidence on 



                                              
 
repairs at a global level (UNHabitat, World Bank) and those identifying more 
general regulatory barriers to emergency and transitional shelter solutions 
(IFRCvi). 
 

 Evidence and rationale for the innovation 
The rationale for this innovation is that a single tool or guideline is unlikely to 
satisfactorily harness the breadth of issues from all potential stakeholders and 
since repair is already recommended in guidelines, this is clearly not enough to 
catalyse decisions to support repair. Instead, this innovation takes a three-
pronged approach to making a change by working with relevant decision makers 
on: 
1. Knowledge: this fleshes out the gaps in understanding repair and its 
consequences. Firstly, by looking at what the current evidence can reveal, even 
when it is patchy or limited and, secondly, by applying state of the art techniques 
to simulate different repair scenarios.  
 
2. Attitudes: this tests, through real-time rehearsals in workshops, the ways that 
decision-makers use evidence, explain their decisions and articulate their 
assumptions and biases. This exposes the most important factors affecting 
decisions to which a toolkit should respond. It is anticipated, from the literature, 
that these include but are not limited to: confusion or conflation of many different 
types of risk (legal, ethical, reputational, programmatic and physical/seismic); 
outdated assumptions about donor requirements; difficulties interpreting poorly 
presented technical evidence; Terms of Reference and Job Descriptions that 
incentivise contradictory objectives or risk aversion; the bureaucratic expectation 
that legally and ethically accountable repair programmes require either high 
standards or good prediction and strong control via direct contracting; and MEL 
systems or case studies that routinely neglect to analyse the counter-factual at a 
strategic scale. 
 
3. Practice: the practical output of the project is therefore less a rules-based 
guideline and more a package addressing each of these challenges: what are 
they key pieces of information that need to be available quickly for evidence-
informed strategic decisions to support repair and who has this information; what 
has to happen to this evidence to make it influential; how can decision-makers 
make an account of their strategic decision to repair that is acceptable to their 
organisation, their donors, the communities they work with and the host 
government that may have to take sovereign responsibility for any risk to life and 
livelihood; what existing organisational tools (other than guidelines) can be 
modified to make it easier for decision-makers to feel confident that their 
decisions are: aligned with their personal and professional goals (eg Job 
Descriptions and Ethical Codes); frame legally and ethically accountable repair 
decisions in terms of an account of the negotiation of trade-offs between 
alternative recovery pathways (eg Cluster Coordination ToRs); feed into learning 
systems (eg via inclusion in humanitarian evaluations); and track the thinking 
process (eg by including a decision log in basic project management tools)?  
 



                                              
 

 Conception of the innovation 
Stakeholder Engagement: this project builds on a HIF Small Grant with UCL, 
ARUP and CARE. HFH and UCL collaborated on an earlier version of this 
proposal in 2012.Two formal project management meetings and a series of 
informal discussions took place to prepare the EoI and proposal in July 2013. 
Comments on the July proposal have been incorporated into this resubmission.  
Beneficiaries and Target Groups: the results of the first HIF grant were 
presented to decision-makers and practitioners at the UK Shelter Forum 2013 
and Shelter Meeting 13a.The team developing this proposal worked directly with 
decision-makers to develop repair guidelines in Haiti and listened informally to 
ideas from UN-Habitat Haiti, CENDEP, CRATerre, InterNews/CDAC, 
independent shelter consultants and engineers working on site with builders in 
Haiti. The team conducted a stakeholder survey of 75 decision-makers in the 
sector. Results have been used to shape the innovation priorities (guidance on 
decisions and communication rather than guidance on repairing houses), were 
shared at Shelter Meeting 13b and are being published via a mini-series of blogs 
on resilienturbanism.org. 
 

 Outcomes and Potential Impact 
Beneficiaries: This project targets individuals making strategic decisions about 
repairs inside organisations with resources and influence. This includes the 
sovereign government, via the Law Working Group in Haiti with which HFH has a 
strong relationship, and the humanitarian shelter sector including HFH's national 
partners/authorities, internal decision-makers, implementing staff, and global 
community of practice; the Global Shelter Cluster and shelter sector partners and 
peers; humanitarian donors.  
Impacts: Providing humanitarian decision-makers with the tools required to 
support repair or strengthening of damaged housing will open new options for 
humanitarian shelter and new recovery pathways for affected families.  Taken to 
scale, the impact will be an increase in: the number of families who can be 
assisted; the range of shelter options available to them; their speed of recovery 
after disasters (reducing the need for costly ‘temporary’ or ‘transitional’ 
approaches); and a reduction in vulnerability to future disasters through better 
understanding of safer construction techniques.  
Theory of Change: Knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) are established 
analytical categories in theories of organisational and behavioural change 
(Darnton, 2008). A limitation is that KAP approaches are based on incremental 
fixes to existing practices rather than radical change of complex behaviours or 
systems. This is acceptable in a position transformation as opposed to a systems 
thinking approach which would be considered for a radical paradigm shift. 



                                              
 

SECTION 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT METHODOLOGY 

This methodology is designed to transform the existing position by: 
Changing Knowledge about repair as a strategic and programmatic option 
through a specific case study of HFH in Haiti using visualisations and simulations 
of evidence and by disseminating outputs targeted to stakeholders during and 
after the project. The quality and impact of this evidence on knowledge will be 
tested by peer-agencies at sector events (baseline and end of project knowledge 
surveys and audience feedback and post dissemination survey); by the 
UCL/HFH review panel (detailed review of written, visual and simulated outputs); 
and by the IASC Global Shelter Cluster members (through a process of seeking 
formal endorsement of published case study); by the academic community 
(through publication of a peer-reviewed journal article). 
Changing Attitudes to decision-making by implementing workshops that allow 
individual decision-makers to experience and analyse their decisions. The quality 
and impact of these workshops on attitudes will be tested with participants 
through pre- and post-workshop attitude surveys, workshop evaluations and 
evaluation of the learning process in an After Action Review (AAR). 
Changing Organisational Practice by building on the activities to change 
knowledge and attitudes to develop and test tools and management or incentive 
systems that help decision-makers develop an account of their decisions. The 
quality of these tools will be tested by peer-agencies at sector events (audience 
feedback); by the HFH community of practice (process of incorporating into 
existing HFH templates and handbooks and measuring access through website 
hit rates);by the IASC Global Shelter Cluster members (through a process of 
seeking formal endorsement of guidelines and tools).  

 
Building evidence: this involves a) monitoring and learning during the project 
(see next section and logical framework) and b) testing the logical assumptions 
behind the innovation i.e. asking whether an innovation based on developing new 
knowledge and changing attitudes and practice among decision-makers is really 
a successful way to improve humanitarian aid (the HIF impact indicator). Robust 
responses to the following questions will be developed by reviewing the 
literature, surveying project participants and decision-makers in the sector and by 
focused discussions with participants and the project team (kick-off, mid-term, 
final and AAR). Value is understood in terms of the DAC criteria of effectiveness, 
efficiency, coverage, relevance, appropriateness, impact, connectedness, 
coherence and coordination.  
 
1. Testing Innovation Impact: Is a change in knowledge, attitudes and practices 
among humanitarian decision-makers the most valuable way to stimulate funding 
for and implementation of repair programmes as an alternative to existing 
practices? Analyse survey results to show risks, opportunities; barriers and 
solutions by stakeholder group (What are the risks and opportunities for affected 
populations; the organisational, practical and personal barriers for decision-
makers; and solutions for stimulating funding or implementing repair programmes 



                                              
 
after disasters?); Analyse surveys to test for changes in knowledge; attitudes and 
practice and evaluate results with stakeholders in sector meetings; workshops; 
and in light of outcome indicators during After Action Review 
 
2. Testing Innovation Outcomes: Are the outputs and activities the most 
valuable way to persuade humanitarian decision-makers to change their position 
(knowledge, attitudes and practices) about housing repair as a strategic and 
programmatic option? 

 Knowledge: To what degree and at what cost is knowledge improved 
through the use of visualisation and simulation, case studies, dissemination 
and advocacy, public/peer engagement? Analyse types and levels of 
knowledge change measured and evaluated by target stakeholder groups to 
establish which types of knowledge are effectively disseminated by each 
route; use level of relevance reported by stakeholders to test relationships 
between relevance & appropriateness of knowledge and effective 
dissemination; target stakeholders covered by each method (number of 
feedback responses from each group); cost per stakeholder covered for each 
dissemination route; cost/time per case study; time spent per output; 
cost/time per simulation and scenario generated; total cost/time per person 
reporting increased knowledge; cost per increment of knowledge per person; 
cost/time for development vs production; projected cost to develop a new 
case study with lower development costs 

 Attitudes: To what degree and at what cost do attitudes change by getting 
people to work through and experience the decisions through workshops and 
testing scenarios)? Analyse types and degrees of attitude change measured 
and evaluated by workshop participants to establish which attitudes were 
effectively changed by workshops; total workshop costs per participant; cost 
per increment of change achieved.  

 Practice: To what degree and at what cost do practices change by creating 
tools to help people account for their decisions, including simulations and 
scenarios that can be used to estimate the relative effectiveness, 
appropriateness and efficiency of repair programmes versus the alternatives 
in the case study, workshops and tools? Development and production costs 
by type of tool; total cost of tools per organisation shown to be using or 
endorsing tools; potential coverage/impact of the target stakeholders 
endorsing tools weighted by their annual shelter budget; projected costs, 
material and waste savings from repair programmes versus alternatives 
based on outputs from simulations and scenarios 



                                              
 

SECTION 3: MONITORING AND LEARNING  

The MEL system (see Appendix C) defines indicators, data sources/tools to be 
used, frequency of data collection and the person responsible. The master 
logframe (see Appendix C) operates as a project management tool by explaining 
baselines, setting 3 milestones and a target against which to monitor project 
progress and identifying the assumptions, risks and mitigation associated with 
each of the following indicators: IMPACT: Innovation stimulates the allocation of 
funding to programmes that enable housing repair as an alternative to existing 
humanitarian practices and/or to the development of evidence on humanitarian 
decisions and programmes to support repair. OUTCOME: Increased support by 
humanitarian decision-makers for housing repair as a strategic and programmatic 
option after disaster, through a positive change to their position (knowledge, 
attitudes and practices) Output 1: Provision of new knowledge using evidence 
from HFH repair programming experience Output 2:  New knowledge/ evidence 
disseminated through a targeted information/ awareness raising strategy. Output 
3: A change in attitude encouraged by people working through and experiencing 
the decision making process (workshops, testing, scenarios). Output 4: New 
repair after disaster practices encouraged/ supported by tools, templates and 
incentives to help decision-makers account for their decisions. 
Progress of output deliverables will be monitored monthly through a project 
management system supported by the work plan and log frame. Project 
implementers will keep reflection diaries to capture observations, questions, 
decisions, ideas and real-time learning. Their reflections together with the 
management report will be reviewed each month by the project team to inform 
learning and strategic decision making and documented in the minutes of the 
meeting. A midterm project performance review will be conducted to establish 
progress and look at challenges/ risks, success and opportunities. At the end of 
the project, an After Action Review will provide an opportunity for the team to 
reflect on the process, evaluate outcomes and capture learning to inform 
recommendations. Stakeholders will be engaged in the MEL process through 
feedback mechanisms that inform learning and project development such as; 
KAP surveys via sector events (and via UKSF, SM and GSM mailing lists for on-
line version) before and after the project, workshop KAP pre/post survey’s and 
feedback forms; online survey’s, peer review and blog postings.  

SECTION 4: PLANNED ACTIVITIES 

 Planned Activities: see Appendix C WORKPLAN 

 Deliverables/Outputs 
Output 1: A credible body of existing and new knowledge/ evidence 
generated to support the use of repairs after disaster: Activity 2: Consolidate 
HFH's global repair decisions and programmes; Activity 4: Haiti case study: 
neighbourhood or “whole building stock approach” (more details on UCL's 
capacity to deliver in Appendix D); Activity 5: Haiti case study: “single building 



                                              
 
approach” (more details on UCL's capacity to deliver in Appendix D); Activity 7: 
Synthesis and visualisation of case study evidence 
Output 2:  New knowledge/ evidence disseminated through a targeted 
information/ awareness raising strategy: Activity 3: Seek Endorsement I: 
donors, peers and GSC; Activity 10: Finalise visualisations, decision tools and 
frameworks; Activity 11: Seek Endorsement II: donors, peers and GSC; Activity 
12: Prepare dissemination strategy for post-project roll-out of innovation 
Output 3: Changed attitudes by getting people to work through and 
experience the decisions (workshops, testing, scenarios); Activity 8: Test, 
compare and modify scenarios and pathways through workshops ; Activity 13: 
After Action Review 
Output 4: New repair after disaster practices encouraged/ supported by 
tools, templates and incentives to help decision-makers account for their 
decisions Activity 6: Risk register development; Activity 10: Finalise 
visualisations, decision tools and frameworks; Activity 11: Seek Endorsement II: 
donors, peers and GSC; Activity 12: Prepare dissemination strategy for post-
project roll-out of innovation 

SECTION 5: REPLICABILITY & SCALE-UP 

Replication: Firstly, the approach to generating knowledge - visualisation, 
simulation, comparison and testing participants' learning in workshops - can be 
replicated in different organisations and contexts. This is important because it 
represents a clear challenge to traditional models of consultancy advice and text-
based reports. The outputs from the HIF small grant showed this reporting format 
to be less useful in the humanitarian phase but a failure of the process that the 
HIF small grant team went through was that they replicated the safe, default 
mode of having one person work through a technical problem and report back. 
This innovation develops an alternative. Secondly, the real-time data required to 
simulate repair scenarios and trade-offs includes analysis of pre-disaster housing 
types and housing processes as well as damage assessment data. This is 
context specific but this project will: a) produce reliable modelling of a larger set 
of building typologies that can be re-used in other similar contexts; b) establish 
how much data would be needed in any context to illustrate options with the 
confidence levels required by decision-makers; and c) offer a replicable 
framework for effective deliberation;  
Scaling up: If this innovation is successful, scale-up would involve expanding 
the scope - or palette of options - supported by the humanitarian community after 
disasters in two ways. Firstly, more international humanitarian responses support 
repair as an option and a greater proportion of funding directed at repair where 
appropriate. Secondly, more sectors making an account of their decision 
processes, marshalling evidence and learning to participate in the deliberations 
led by their host stakeholders. HFH intend to scale this up geographically through 
their own training, monitoring and management systems and scaling through 
other organisations will be considered via a HIF small grant depending on the 
success of this phase.    



                                              
 
Capture and share learning: learning will be shared through the 
resilienturbanism blog, articles, presentations at sector events and the 
development of outputs. At the end of the project, the innovation will be shared 
via routes that specifically target the different groups of stakeholders and the 
ways they engage with knowledge and learning: Individual Learning (decision-
makers): web-based learning via donor/HfH CPD programmes; Global Shelter 
Cluster, IStructE or ICE. Individual Learning (engineering students): timetable 
MSc seminar; share animation via social media; Organisational 
Transformation: organise lunch-time lectures (PaP, San Jose, Atlanta, Geneva, 
London); in-house seminars, trainings and meetings, EWB/EpiCentre Seminars; 
Sector Influencing: conference-based dissemination via HfH's partners, shelter 
cluster, SSWG, UKSF shelter forum and academic networks (iRec, world 
housing conference);  share visualisations and simulations via resilient urbanism, 
CEGE and HFH social media accounts. 

SECTION 6: ASSUMPTIONS, PROJECT RISK AND MITIGATION 

(See Also Appendix C WORKPLAN and ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS) 
A1 Programmes that enable repair are effective, efficient, achieve coverage, 
relevant, impactful, connected, coherent and coordinated alternatives to 
existing humanitarian shelter practices. R1: Repair may be a more valuable 
alternative but involves seismic standards that are lower for some groups or 
lower than European and American codes and this is not acceptable to the 
humanitarian sector. M1 Publish and disseminate this finding and open the 
debate up to a wider group of stakeholders: a) municipal and national 
governments in earthquake-prone cities; b) donating public, WHO etc and peers 
from other areas of (domestic/European) public policy 
A2 Changing knowledge, attitudes and practices will stimulate allocation of 
funding. R2: Changing KAPs in HFH, peers, donors does not change the 
existing position because other obstacles (eg repair programmes are less visible, 
more local and incremental) actually deter donors/public likely to equate visibility 
with impact. M2 Publish and publicise this finding and recommend a different 
target group, potentially the 'donor public' - a group assumed to want visible 
results - or affected households ready to respond to dialogue/communications 
modified for a grassroots audience 
A3 Clearer presentation of evidence, rehearsing decisions and tools with 
incentives will change knowledge attitudes and practices. R3.1 Simulations 
and trade-offs show that repair approaches are not more valuable than existing 
practice. M3.1 Publish/disseminate the reasons behind this useful result and the 
team’s view on whether this finding holds at all scales in all contexts. R3.2 Post-
earthquake repair is still viewed as too risky or is not viewed as a current priority 
because post-conflict repair (eg rehabilitation of buildings in Lebanon, repair in 
Syria) are main technical concerns of decision-makers in the sector. M3.2 a) 
demonstrate that same dilemmas on effective, efficient, appropriate shelter 
coverage apply to war damage and disrepair; b) allow modified case study or 
scenarios for relevant/current contexts. R3.3 New tools and ToRs inside HFH, 
GSC and other implementers do not change practice because the key incentive 



                                              
 
to change practice is the availability of donor funding for repair. M3.3 
Publish/disseminate the reasons behind this result and target donor community 
with this finding 
A4 Evidence can be marshalled. R4 Problem is too complex, the data and 
evidence is insufficient or too unreliable to evaluate scenarios and risks. M4 a) 
simplify the approach/narrow the case study and amount of evidence; b) use 
scenarios to take in different views; c) ensure facilitation that allows negotiation; 
d) publish/disseminate an account of the process, bottlenecks and recommend 
help from different sectors and stakeholders; e) publish/disseminate an account 
of the evidence and gaps and recommend agenda for further research 
A5 Workshops change attitudes. R5 Workshop format does not reach 
sufficient, relevant participants or cannot change deeply embedded attitudes to 
decision-making. M5.1 Identify, target and motivate participants early. M5.2 
Publish/disseminate this finding and the learning generated/ assimilated from 
participant’s about alternative methods (eg household decision-making, public 
policy Vs political decision-making, military and commercial decision-making)  
A6 Toolkits change practice. R6 Toolkits too general to impact on knowledge, 
attitudes or practices needed in specific contexts by specific agencies. M6 a) test 
the tools and seek feedback from users throughout the process; b) recommend 
different tools or approaches. 

SECTION 7: IMPLEMENTATION CAPACITY 

Our team combines UCL’s experience managing large, international research 
projects and competence in earthquake engineering with HFH’s experience in 
post-disaster housing repair programmes. HFHI is an international not-for-profit 
organisation and plays a lead role in the housing and shelter sector and is a 
member of the Global Shelter Cluster's Strategic Advisory Group. UCL plays a 
leading, international role in coordination and delivery of the Global Earthquake 
Model, takes part in post-disaster technical assessments (EEFIT) and delivers 
world class engineering and disaster management education.  We are uniquely 
placed both to develop innovative solutions and influence wider humanitarian 
practice. See Appendix A for CVs for Project directors: Dr Dina D'Ayala 
(seismic behaviour of non-engineered buildings), UCL.  Mike Meaney, (disaster 
response), HFH International; Project managers: Dr Kate Crawford (engineer 
and project manager),  UCL. Dr Lisa Stead (MEL specialist), HFHGB  Project 
implementation: HFH Haiti and UCL will identify and/or recruit one person to 
lead on project implementation. Project reviewers: Dr Tiziana Rossetto, UCL. 
Dr John Twigg, UCL. Dr Joanna Faure, UCL, Victoria Maynard, HFH Great 
Britain. See Appendix D for Project Management team organizational chart; 
statement of experience and competencies in relation to the engineering 
approach 

SECTION 8: ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Ethical and legal dilemmas associated with repair are complex and place real, 
practical limits on intervention. This project seeks outside help via an inter-
disciplinary policy workshop of humanitarian donors, GSC, selected peer 



                                              
 
agencies, public health, public safety, ethicist, legal advisors to share parallel 
cases/examples from health, safety, ethics, law to show ethical/legal approaches 
used by different disciplines. 
2. The innovation simulates risks and trade-offs to support decisions rather than 
making a direct intervention that is potentially risky to beneficiaries. 
3. Weighing up different evidence, priorities, costs, benefits and risks with small 
groups of powerful stakeholders creates an imbalance: groups most susceptible 
to risks might be those least likely to be involved in the deliberation. It is 
important to note that the current practice does not engage beneficiaries in the 
deliberations about acceptable risk and this is partly why standards are set that 
are unaffordable, unachievable or never attempted. Learning from other sectors 
our approach is to: be “explicit about assumptions and areas of uncertainty”; 
develop clear and accessible tools that allow analysis, negotiation and 
communication and keep open the possibility for others to modify the tools; 
expose the “analytical phase of the standard-setting process to wide scrutiny by 
stakeholders of every type” (Hunter and Fewtrell, 2001). 
                                            
i
 Cochrane Collaboration “Practitioners can find out if an intervention is effective in a specific clinical 
context. Patients and other healthcare consumers can assess the potential risks and benefits of their 
treatment” (www.cochrane.org) 
ii
70% of construction in developing countries is built without permits or the enforcement of building 

codes
ii
, a large proportion have reinforced concrete frames with masonry infill which result in thousands 

of deaths according to Fouad, Bendimerad, “The 21 May 2003 Boumerdes Earthquake Lessons Learned 
and Recommendations:” (13th World Conference on Earthquake Engineering Vancouver, B.C., Canada 
August 1-6, 2004 Paper for Special Session on Seismic Risk Reduction and Disaster Preparedness for Major 
Urban Centers, 2004), http://www.rms.com/publications/Bendimerad-13wcee.pdf. 
iii
 As evidenced by the Self-Recovery Survey by UN-Habitat and CARE in Haiti 2011 and the Self-Recovery 

Survey in Padang Indonesia 
iv
 Estimated from UNH figures but noting that green, yellow and red categories do not indicated whether 

repair is possible or affordable “By Feb 2011 213,335 buildings have been tagged as green, 98,457 as 
yellow, 80,160 as red and 4119 have no category.” 
v
 Support for post-earthquake housing rehabilitation and reconstruction: progress and issues HAITI (UN-

Habitat, 2012) 
vi
 https://www.ifrc.org/en/what-we-do/idrl/about-disaster-law/regulatory-barriers-to-emergency-and-

interim-shelter-solutions/ 


