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a b s t r a c t

A study on the private sector and disaster risk reduction (DRR) was conducted in six cities of
the Americas: Bogotá (Colombia), Miami, Florida (United States), San José (Costa Rica), Santiago
(Chile), Kingston (Jamaica), and Vancouver (Canada). The study was led by FIU and supported
by USAID/OFDA and the UNISDR, with collaboration from researchers of INCAE Business School
(Costa Rica), the University of Chile, Ohio University, and York University (Canada). Based on
responses to nearly 1200 surveys, the key findings indicated that (1) 56% of respondents do not
have a business continuity plan (BCP) in place; (2) 36.5% of businesses considered a BCP
desirable, but stated that other priorities take precedence; (3) the lack of protection in the
private sector is caused by not only financial constraints, but also the still not well-understood
problems of avoidance, the competing priorities excuse, narrow decision making, and concerns
about accountability; (4) small businesses show the least progress in establishing BCPs (14%)
compared to larger businesses (44.9%); (5) there are insufficient incentives for DRR strategies to
have practical impacts on business vulnerabilities and lack of resilience; (6) the implementa-
tion of regulations and enforcement mechanisms are weak to non-existent; and (7) little
progress has been made in social responsibility and a sustained commitment to reducing the
vulnerabilities of populations at risk. The current study offers recommendations to deepen the
analysis, better understand the factors that intervene in the observed “risk indifference,” and
identify possible interventions in order to move away from the status quo.

& 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Risk management has traditionally been understood by
many as solely the responsibility of the government, a
perception that is changing only gradually. Without
he Americas Project,
rnational University,
undervaluing the central and non-delegable responsibility
that governments have, we must begin to recognize the
critical co-responsibilities of the private sector, civil so-
ciety, and individuals who make up society to address
risks. As conservative and defensive approaches to busi-
ness development and economic growth become more
common while opportunities for territorial and sectorial
market expansion dwindle, a hallmark of sustainable
investment and competitive business in the future might
well include disaster risk reduction.

www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/22124209
www.elsevier.com/locate/ijdrr
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008&domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008&domain=pdf
mailto:jsarmien@fiu.edu
mailto:sarmiento.juanpablo@gmail.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2014.09.008


4 Petkoski, D., Jarvis, M., & Garza, G. (n.d.). The private sector as a true

J.P. Sarmiento et al. / International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 14 (2015) 225–237226
1.1. Understanding disaster risk management

The way disaster risk has been approached by practi-
tioners and academics has significantly evolved over the
past half century. Cuny [1] described a pendulum-like
movement, from an emphasis on preparedness in the
1950s to prevention in the 1960s and mitigation in the
1970s. In the mid-1990s, he perceived the pendulum to
move back to preparedness. The approach promoted in the
early 1990s focused on disaster management as a cycle
based on actions before, during, and after disasters strike.
In the first decade of the 21st century, the attention shifted
again, this time toward risk management instead of dis-
aster management. A decade later, Lavell [2] identified two
components of this newly emergent disaster risk manage-
ment: (1) corrective risk management, considered a con-
servative method, oriented to controlling or correcting
existing risk, particularly through an emphasis on the built
environment and (2) prospective risk management, fo-
cused on avoiding future risk or controlling acceptable risk
and its impact on future investments, highlighting future
development processes and adequate planning as the
main instruments for dealing with the causes of risk. In
more recent literature [3], a third component was added—
namely, reactive risk management, which includes pre-
paredness, response, and recovery actions that character-
ize “disaster and emergency management.” A comprehen-
sive approach includes all three components.

1.2. Private sector role in development

According to Johnson (2005), the private sector is “the
part of an economy in which goods and services are
produced and distributed by individuals and organiza-
tions that are not part of the government or state
bureaucracy.”1 In this paper, we refer to the private
sector as the for-profit sector, distinguishing between it
and non-profit organizations, which we consider as the
voluntary sector within our study. According to the
World Bank,2

We live in “a world out of balance” where one billion of
the earth′s six billion people own 80% of global GDP,
more than a billion struggle to survive on less than a
dollar a day and another three billion live on less than
two dollars per day. By 2050 there will be 9 billion
people living in this planet; 8 billion of these residing in
the developing world with access to only 40% of global
GDP.3

The combined sales of the top 200 corporations are 18
times the size of the combined income of 24% of the total
1 Johnson, P. M. (2005). A glossary of political economy terms. Auburn,
AL: Auburn University. Retrieved from http://www.auburn.edu/
� johnspm/gloss/.

2 Petkoski, D., Jarvis, M., & Garza, G. (n.d.). The private sector as a true
partner in development. Retrieved from http://siteresources.worldbank.
org/CGCSRLP/Resources/Theprivatesectorasatruepartnerindevelopment.
pdf.

3 World Bank Data and Statistics. (2005). World development indica-
tors 2005. Washington, D.C.: World Bank Publications.
world population—namely, those living in “severe” pov-
erty. Many developing countries currently receive much
more private sector foreign investment than they do
foreign aid. This represents a challenge and an opportu-
nity for the developing world.4 As the world, society, and
business change rapidly and with great intensity, certain
consequences are to be expected, particularly new risks
and responsibilities.5

In this scenario, the IADB analyzed the role of the
private sector in the Latin American and Caribbean
region,6 concluding that the private sector provides essen-
tial support for achieving the goal of sustained economic
growth and poverty reduction in the region. According to
the IADB, “90 percent of all economic activity is created by
the private sector in the region, as are nine out of every 10
jobs… [The private sector is] an essential ally for providing
basic services such as infrastructures, as well as invest-
ment and innovation.”7 However, the road ahead is not
easy. Companies must face a number of challenges asso-
ciated with regulatory frameworks, existing financial me-
chanisms, and special incentives to promote greater in-
vestment in these fields, thereby facilitating the continued
creation of wealth and employment and, ultimately, sus-
tainable economic growth.

1.3. Private sector role in disaster risk reduction

The relationship between private investments and dis-
aster risks has two sides. Private investments can (1) be
affected by disasters and (2) generate or increase disaster
risks. For private investments affected by disasters, two
types of damage can be identified: direct damage, with
impacts on industrial facilities and services, infrastructure,
equipment, farming areas, loss of stocks of raw materials
and finished products, and indirect losses, which may
cause access problems, disruption of supply chains, labor,
and energy supplies, changes in markets due to shifting
priorities, and loss of purchasing capacity.

Meanwhile, private investments may contribute to or
create risks in two different ways: directly, through actions
such as the construction of unsafe facilities and/or in areas
at risk; degradation and environmental pollution; and
production, use, storage and distribution of hazardous
materials; and indirectly, where there is increased expo-
sure to risks in their own production processes and supply
chain and distribution, as well as in the generation of
productive activities that result in relocation of workers to
risk-prone areas.
partner in development. Retrieved from http://siteresources.worldbank.
org/CGCSRLP/Resources/Theprivatesectorasatruepartnerindevelopment.
pdf.

5 Friedman, T. (2005). The world is flat. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus
and Giroux.

6 Inter-American Development Bank. (2010, March). The role of the
private sector in the economic and social development of Latin America and
the Caribbean. Cancún, Mexico. Retrieved from http://events.iadb.org/
calendar/eventDetail.aspx?lang¼en&id¼1554.

7 Pfefferman, G. P. (2000). Paths out of poverty: The role of private
enterprise in developing countries. Washington, DC: IFC.



Table 1
Cities selecteda.

City Population
estimate

Year Density/
Km2

Type of risks

Bogotá 8,702,000 2012 4300 Hydro-
meteorological:
flooding
Geological:
seismic and
landslides

Kingston 875,000 2001 3800 Hydro-
meteorological:
tropical storms,
storm surges,
flooding
Geological:
seismic and
landslides

Miami 5,582,000 2012 1700 Hydro-
meteorological:
tropical storms,
storm surges,
flooding

San José 1,515,000 2012 4700 Geological:
seismic and
landslides

Santiago 6,015,000 2012 6500 Geological:
seismic and
landslides

Vancouver 2,150,000 2012 1900 Hydro-
meteorological:
flooding
Geological:
seismic, tsunamis,
landslides

a Demographia. (2012). World urban areas: 8th annual edition:
Version 2. Belleville, IL: Wendell Cox Consultancy.
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In both processes, whether being affected by a dis-
aster or increasing risks, consequences are usually trans-
ferred from the private to the public sector or from one
economic sector to another. Although the private sector
has clearly made important advances in terms of risk
management, this has not meant that good and compre-
hensive disaster risk reduction (DRR) practices have
spread throughout the entire sector. Numerous commer-
cial and industrial companies have participated in phi-
lanthropic response actions during disaster emergencies,
but fewer private entities have incorporated business
continuity plans into their daily operations as a way to
protect assets, production of goods and services, direct
supply chains, and growth plans from possible hazards. A
survey by JP Morgan Chase and AFP8 conducted in the
United States in 2005 found that only 37% of respondents
believed that their companies were prepared for a major
disaster and only 50% had business continuity plans in
place. Other surveys9 reveal the same—namely, that most
companies are not well prepared for emergencies. Few of
them are committed to systematically reducing vulner-
ability in at-risk populations within their sphere of
influence, a commitment that falls within the purview
of the evolving concept of corporate social responsibility
(CSR). CSR associated with DRR includes several actions,
including the protection of employees and operations in
hazardous zones; social justice measures in the work-
place; advocacy for long-term business relationships
with suppliers; partnerships with other institutions to
leverage their financial and human resources; and ad-
vocacy with governmental, non-governmental, and civil-
society organizations to improve DRR awareness at all
levels.

This research examines how disaster risks are factored
into and accounted for in private sector investment deci-
sions. Three sectors were chosen for the study based on
their given weight in the global economy and their
sensitivity to disaster risks—food and agriculture, tourism,
and construction. The food and agriculture sector is
dependent on adequate water resources and is highly
sensitive to climate variability and extreme weather con-
ditions. It is also indirectly affected by losses and damages
to infrastructure, particularly irrigation and transport.
When analyzing the sector within urban areas, it appears
particularly vulnerable to disaster impacts in certain
utilities, particularly energy. Tourism investment fre-
quently occurs in risk-prone locations and countries, such
as coastal areas exposed to tropical cyclones, storm surges,
and rising sea levels. Investment in tourism infrastructure
also stimulate, considerable ancillary investment (housing,
retail, services) in hazard-prone areas. Construction is
influenced by land tenure and land use. Most new risk is
8 JPMorgan Chase & Co. (2005). AFP business continuity survey.
Arlington, VA: Association for Financial Professionals.

9 Emergency Preparedness Institute. (2007). Preparedness needs a new
message. [White paper]. Retrieved from http://notebook.lausd.net/pls/ptl/
docs/PAGE/CA_LAUSD/LAUSDNET/OFFICES/SCHOOL_OPS/SCHOOL_OPE RA-
TIONS_DIVISION/EMERGENCY_SERVICES/CRITICAL_EMPLOYEE_EMERGEN-
CY_PLANNING/E MERGENCY_PREPARATION/GET PREPARED WHITEPA-
PERFINAL06-07.PDF.
urban risk, exactly where most buildings are constructed.
Already half of the global population is urban, and that is
expected to increase, particularly in hazard-prone devel-
oping countries.

Given the premise that disaster risks are primarily local
and are best addressed locally, we selected urban areas
representing different sub-regions of the continent, where
a number of relevant characteristics converge, particularly
when compared to the region they represent: high popu-
lation density, outstanding economic activity, and expo-
sure to natural hazards. Thus, this study focused on six
major cities within the Americas′ sub-regions: (1) Vancou-
ver (Canada) and Miami, Florida (US), in North America;
(2) San José (Costa Rica) in Central America; (3) Bogota
(Colombia) in the Andean region; (4) Santiago (Chile) in
the Southern Cone; and (5) Kingston (Jamaica), in the
Caribbean Table 1.
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2. Methodology

This paper analyzes the existing conditions for the
mainstreaming of disaster reduction and resilience
into private sector decision-making processes. These con-
ditions are considered under the concept of the enabling
environment, which is “a set of interrelated conditions—
such as legal, organizational, fiscal, informational, political,
and cultural—that impact on the capacity of development
actors such as CSOs to engage in development processes in
a sustained and effective manner” [4].”10

The first objective of this study applies the risk manage-
ment components described in the previously outlined
framework, categorizing policies, regulations, and interven-
tions as prospective, corrective, or reactive and as either
passive or active measures. The analysis considers three
areas of policy-making and regulation: (1) policies and
regulations addressing disaster risk management, which
include laws and strategies; (2) regulations related to per-
mits and licenses of operation for private initiatives, includ-
ing building codes, environmental assessment, and land use
norms; and (3) policy instruments that establish economic
incentives for the adoption of risk-reduction measures.

The second research objective of this project is to
conduct a study on the private sector′s involvement in
disaster risk reduction and analyze existing governmental
measures that deter, as well as encourage and support,
private sector movements toward more sustainable busi-
ness practices and, thus, more disaster-resilient societies.
This objective involves a comprehensive literature review
of the role of the private sector and business continuity
plans and DRR strategies, and a series of surveys to address
the research goals. The research examines local decision
makers′ perceptions about BCPs in their organizations,
using a business continuity benchmarking (BCB) tool. The
BCB was complemented with an analysis of corporate
social responsibility and governmental measures neces-
sary to create an enabling environment for the private
sector to participate in disaster risk reduction. The recruit-
ment process involved advertisements through email
notifications prior to the realization of the research, and
the surveys were conducted using online questionnaires.
In cases where the response rate was too low for certain
countries, face-to-face and phone interviews were admi-
nistered in order to ensure a reliable number of responses.
The survey was conducted from June 2012 to October
2012, with the exception of Santiago, which was extended
until November 2012 due to logistical challenges. The
subjects targeted for interviews were senior managers,
personnel, or directors of private sector companies in three
main sectors: (1) food and agriculture, (2) tourism, and
(3) construction in the countries under study.

The data collected in the area of CSR and business
continuity associated with disaster risk reduction focuses
on private sector actions to protect employees and opera-
tions in hazardous zones; measures of social justice in the
10 Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness, Issue Paper 8,
Enabling Environment, Retrieved from http://www.ccic.ca/_files/en/
what_we_do/osc_open_forum_wkshop_2009-10_paper_8_e.pdf.
workplace that contribute to reducing poverty and vulner-
ability; support for long-term business relationships with
suppliers; partnerships with other institutions to leverage
financial and human resources, influence, creativity, and
expertize to address disaster risks at the community level;
and advocacy with governmental, non-governmental, and
civil society organizations in order to improve DRR aware-
ness at all levels, compliance with regulatory frameworks
(land use management, building codes), implementation
of mitigation and risk transfer measures, and resilience of
communities in disaster-prone areas.
3. Data analysis: objective one

The analysis of the enabling environment for private
sector participation in disaster risk and emergency man-
agement (DREM) for this paper encompasses two areas:
(1) legal frameworks and (2) incentives and support for
the private sector.

3.1. General DREM legal frameworks

The review of the national DREM legal frameworks of
the six countries under study sheds light on the different
ways disaster risk is addressed.

Table 3 summarizes the integration of the private sector
within the countries′ legal DREM legislation described in
Table 2.

3.2. Incentives and support for the private sector

Regarding the second category of government instru-
ments to promote risk reduction in the private sector,
which includes active, non-regulatory measures, Canada
and the United States represent the highest level of
development, especially in the provision of information,
tools, and technical support for businesses. In Canada, the
Department of Public Safety, the federal ministry in charge
of emergency management, promotes the adoption of
BCPs and an active and prospective orientation toward
disaster, distinguishing between “resumption,” a reactive
concept of recovery after a disruption, and “continuity,”
which implies that critical business services should con-
tinue to be available without interruption [6].

In the United States, the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) has developed the “Ready Business”
program. Available tools utilize an “all hazards approach”
and follow the program elements within the National Fire
Protection Association 1600, the Standard on Disaster and
Emergency Management, and Business Continuity Pro-
grams. There are also programs for specific hazards, such
as the Quake-Smart Initiative [7], which supports business
initiatives to adopt mitigation measures.

Not many programs of this type were found in the
other four countries and cities under assessment. Costa
Rica and Colombia have experience with the application of
fiscal incentives and subsidies for land recovery and land
improvement, but the research conducted for this study
did not show any awareness- or capacity-building pro-
grams directed toward businesses. Increased activity



Table 2
Disaster Risk and Emergency Management (DREM) legal frameworks.

Country Legal framework Risk
management
approach

Canada Emergency Management Act
S.C. (2007), c15 [11]

Reactive

Comments: Canadian law has a disaster and
emergency management approach instead of the
risk management approach that characterizes the
modern trend. It establishes responsibilities and key
elements in order to ensure an adequate response to
eventual disaster situations.

Colombia Ley 1523 (2012) [12] “By which
the national policy on risk
management is adopted and
the National System for
Disaster Risk Management is
created, and other regulations
are dictated.”

Prospective,
corrective and
reactive

Comments: Colombian law establishes a modern
approach to risk management, including clear
responsibilities at all levels of government in terms
of prospective, corrective, and reactive risk
management. The approach is linked to
sustainability, territorial safety, collective rights and
interests, and improvement of the quality of life.

Costa Rica Law 8488 (2005) [13]: National
Emergency and Risk
Prevention Law

Prospective,
corrective and
reactive

Comments: Costa Rican law includes an integral
view of risk reduction and disaster response, with a
clear distribution of public responsibilities. The role
of land use planning and territorial regulations is
included as a responsibility of local governments.

Chile Decreto Ley 369 [5]: Creates
the National Emergency Office
(ONEMI)

Reactive

Comments: Chilean law dates from 1974 and,
following the trend of that period, is oriented to
disaster management.

Jamaica Act 15 (1993) [10]: The Disaster
Preparedness and Emergency
Management Act

Reactive

Comments: Jamaican law is another norm
established under the approach focused on disaster
management and preparedness.

United
States of
America

PUBLIC LAW 107–296—(2002)
[14]: An act to establish the
Department of Homeland
Security, and for other
purposes.

Reactive

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act: Requirements for Federal and State
Roles in Declaration of an Emergency or a Major
Disaster
Comments: The law that established the Homeland
Security Department established the transfer of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency to this
department. The act is oriented toward the
development of protection, preparedness, and
response actions in order to reduce the loss of life
and property. The role established for FEMA also
includes mitigation and risk reduction as part of a
comprehensive, risk-based emergency management

Table 2 (continued )

Country Legal framework Risk
management
approach

program. Prospective and corrective risk
management responsibilities are not considered in
the norm.

Table 3
Legislation about private sector and DREM.

Country integration of the private sector

Canada No role or responsibilities for the private sector are
established in the act.

Colombia Art. 2. Risk management as a responsibility of all the
authorities and inhabitants. Paragraph 1: Public,
private, and community entities will develop and
implement all the risk management processes
within the frame of their competencies and
jurisdiction.
Chapter II: Structure: organization, direction, and
coordination of the national system. Membership
includes private entities for their involvement in
development through their economic, social, and
environmental activities. Article 42. Specific risk
analysis and contingency plans: Public and private
entities providing public services and implementing
major civil works or industrial activities shall
elaborate specific risk analysis and implement risk
management measures and contingency plans.
Comments: The participation of the private sector
is provided, in a passive way, as an actor having
responsibility to reduce risk in its framework of
action, in the mandatory compliance of impact and
post-impact processes, and in terms of solidarity
support to humanitarian actions.
Its participation in the different instances of the
system is foreseen as a contributor in a very general
way. Incentives or active measures for promoting
prospective risk reduction in business decision-
making processes are not included, and the same
situation is observed in terms of business
continuity, private risk transference, or tax
incentives.

Costa
Rica

Article 2: Purpose. To define and integrate efforts of
central government, decentralized institutions,
public companies, local governments, the private
sector, and civil society organizations.
Article 6: Risk Management National System:
promotes the participation of the private sector.
Article 9: Coordination for risk management and
emergency response: Private sector will integrate
the technical and operational structures organized
by CNE. Article 10: Coordination Instances: Public
and private actors will create institutional risk
management committees. Private sector
participation in the national and local instances is
provided and will be defined according to the
internal sector rules or agreements.
Article 14: Ordinary prevention competences of
CNE: The Commission has the responsibility to
dictate mandatory resolutions for the public and
private sector. Article 47: Contributions. The private
sector is authorized to contribute to the National
Emergency Fund.

J.P. Sarmiento et al. / International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 14 (2015) 225–237229
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occurs in business continuity in Chile, Colombia, and Costa
Rica, but this seems to be coming from within the private
sector, without much government incentive or support.

Another area considered part of the enabling environ-
ment in this study is insurance. Although in most coun-
tries insurance is a private sector activity—except, until
recently, in Costa Rica—it is an important area for govern-
ment policy, as regulation is a fundamental element of its
development. Insurance policies are widely purchased in
Canada and the United States. The majority of commercial
and industrial firms in Canada (80–90 percent) choose to
purchase all-hazard insurance coverage that includes
earthquake damage. The Insurance Bureau of Canada
estimates that 60–65 percent of homeowners in south-
western British Columbia buy earthquake insurance [8].
Insurance is also a very common risk-transfer instrument
in the United States, often with government encourage-
ment or even support, as in the case of the National Flood
Insurance Program administered by FEMA. According to a
recent publication by the Zurich Insurance Group [9], p.
4 in Latin America, insurance penetration—the ratio be-
tween insurance premiums written and GDP—“remains
low even compared with other emerging economies…,
ranging from 2 percent in Argentina and Mexico to
4 percent in Chile.”

The same study mentions several factors that can
explain the low level of penetration on both the demand
and supply sides, but emphasizes the existence of impor-
tant regulatory barriers that must be addressed in order to
build trust, “which is a necessary precondition for a
functioning insurance marketplace” ([9], p. 6).

A promising trend toward changing the situation in
Latin America and the Caribbean is the development of
regional initiatives supported by multinational and bilat-
eral cooperation agencies. One of the most interesting
initiatives is the Partnership for Disaster Management, an
action network launched by the Pan American Develop-
ment Foundation with the support of OFDA/USAID and
other partners. Since 2008, the partnership has supported
activities such as the establishment of risk management
and business continuity committees and the design of
protocols to structure the integration of the private sector
into a local disaster response. More recently, the Latin
American and Caribbean Economic System (SELA) part-
nered with the United Nations Disaster Risk Reduction
office (UNISDR), USAID/OFDA, and other organizations to
convene a regional seminar on public–private partnerships
for disaster management.
Table 4
Status of business continuity plan/crisis management programa overall and by c

All respondents Bog

No BCM plan program in place 57.3 36.4
In process of developing plans 24 50.4
Have BCM policy and process for updating plans 18.8 13.3

a Question text, in the English version, reads “Which of the following best d
program status? (please check one)”: This question originally had 5 answer cho
option, indicating that plans are in some phase of development. N¼1114.
4. Data analysis: objective two

This objective examines perceptions of the private
sector′s senior management leadership related to disaster
risk reduction efforts, including the maintenance of BCPs,
hazard-related business disruptions, costs involved in
disruptions, perceptions of hazards and risks, and attitudes
toward risk management policy. A survey of approximately
1200 participants was carried out in the six cities under
study (i.e., Vancouver, Miami, Kingston, San Jose, Bogota,
and Santiago).

4.1. Status of business continuity plans

The survey of approximately 1200 participants revealed
interesting data on private sector leadership′s disaster risk
perception. When companies are asked about the exis-
tence of a business continuity plan by city, more than half
of respondents—about 57%—across all economic sectors
and cities indicated that their businesses had no business
continuity management plans in place. Fewer than one
quarter (18.8%) noted that their businesses had a plan or
program in place, including processes to regularly update
plans. The remaining respondents specified that their
businesses were in some phase of developing or imple-
menting business continuity management programs. As
can be seen in Table 4, considerable variation exists among
respondents in the various cities.

Approximately 55% the respondents from businesses in
the agriculture and food sector and approximately 50% of
the respondents from the tourism sector indicated no
business continuity management (BCM) plans or programs
in their businesses. In comparison, about 66% of those
from the construction sector mentioned that their busi-
nesses had no plans or programs in place or in develop-
ment Table 5–12.

4.2. Primary reason for not having a business continuity
plan

Of the respondents who indicated that there was no
current plan in place in their businesses, the reason most
often cited for not having a BCM plan was that it was
desirable but that other priorities took precedence.
Although a little over one-third (36.5%) of respondents
selected this as the primary reason, a number of respon-
dents also cited that their companies were unaware of the
need for such a plan (15.1%), that they were not legally
required to develop a plan (14.3%), that the top
ity (%).

ota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

63.2 51.6 58.3 78.5 45.9
15.7 11.7 32.6 20.9 27.5
21.1 36.7 9.1 0.6 26.5

escribes your company′s current business continuity/crisis management
ices; however, this table consolidates the middle answer choices into one



Table 5
Status of business continuity plan/crisis management program by agri-
culture, construction, and tourism sectors (%).

Construction Food and
agriculture

Tourism

No BCM plan program
in place

65.9 54.6 50.3

In process of
developing plans

21.2 29.8 21.4

Have BCM policy and
processes for
updating plans

12.9 15.6 28.2

1Question text, in the English version, reads “Which of the following best
describes your company′s current business continuity/crisis management
program status? (please check one):” This question originally had
5 answer choices; however, this table consolidates the middle answer
choices into one option, indicating that plans are in some phase of
development. N (Construction)¼457, N (Food and Agriculture)¼302, N
(Tourism)¼294.
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management or owners were not interested in developing
a plan (14%), and that the budget was insufficient (11.2%)
as primary reasons. The most frequently selected response
varies somewhat across cities.

The primary reason cited for not having a BCM plan
across all three sectors was that developing such a plan
was desirable, but that other priorities took precedence.
About one-third of respondents in each sector selected this
as the primary reason. The second most common response
varied across the sectors.

4.3. Percentage citing each reason for having a business
continuity plan

Of the respondents who indicated that there was a plan
or program currently in place, a majority (approximately
51%) cited maintaining the continuity of operations as an
important factor.

By sector, maintaining continuity of operations dom-
inates as an important reason in the construction and
tourism sector, with 58.2% and 50.8%, respectively. The
reasons cited by respondents in the agriculture and food
Table 6
Primary reason for not having business continuity/crisis management plana ove

Not aware of
the need

Not enough resources
to develop

No legal mandate
to prepare

All Respondentsb

15.1 9 14.3
Bogota 35.7 8.6 5.7
Kingston 0.5 10.8 38.1
Miami 33.3 8.1 6.7
San Jose 21.3 9.4 4.7
Santiago 3.3 7.2 2.6
Vancouverc 23.3 46.5 27.9

a Question text, in the English version, reads “If your company does not ha
check one of the following that best explains the reasons:”

b The question format differed in Vancouver; as a result the tables for all r
Kingston, Miami, and San Jose).

c In Vancouver, respondents were instructed to check as many reasons as ap
N¼ 680.
sector are more varied, with at least 40% of respondents
highlighting the importance of industry standards and
government regulations, followed by 39% citing continuity
of operations and established internal policy.

4.4. Hazard-related business disruptions

When analyzing hazard-related business disruptions of
major concern, the largest number of respondents indi-
cated power outages (55.1%), followed by damage to
facilities, equipment, and inventory (53.7%) and loss of
telecommunications (38.2%). In addition, water outages
and supply chain disruptions were listed as disruptions of
major concern by at least 32% of all sample respondents.
Approximately 49% of respondents reported that their
business had experienced a power outage in the previous
5 years.

Food and agriculture, construction, and tourism re-
spondents cited power outages as the most frequently
experienced disruption, with 51.6%, 52.2%, and 46.2%,
respectively. It was followed by a loss of telecommunica-
tions, with 24.7%, 24.1%, and 23.9%, respectively.

4.5. Cost of major disruption

Question 14 examines the estimated per-day costs of
major disruptions to businesses. Overall, approximately
48% estimate that a major disruption would cost their
businesses less than $50,000 per day. The next most
selected dollar estimate, chosen by 13.3% of the sample,
is between $50,000 and $100,000 per day. However, it also
important to note that 21.6%, almost one-quarter of the
respondents, cannot estimate a cost per day of a major
disruption.

In all cities and sectors but Santiago, the most fre-
quently selected cost estimate of a major disruption is less
than $50,000 per day. Santiago respondents noted that the
estimated costs of a major disruption to their city would
represent more than $500,000 (41.7%). In Bogota, 48% of
the respondents were unable to estimate the costs of a
major disruption for their businesses.
rall and by city (%).

Desirable but other
priorities

Budget
insufficient

No interest by top
management /owners

36.5 11.2 14
32.9 10 7.1
41.8 6.2 2.6
14.8 1.5 35.6
50.4 7.9 6.3
38.6 29.4 19
55.8 34.9

ve a documented business continuity/crisis management in place, please

espondents present the percentages across the other four cities (Bogota,

ply. Respondents were not presented with the insufficient budget option.



Table 7
Primary reason for not having business continuity/crisis management plana overall and by city (%).

Not aware of
the need

Not enough
resources to develop

No legal mandate
to prepare

Desirable but other
priorities

Budget
insufficient

No interest by top
management /owners

Construction 19.4 13.6 6.3 34.6 9.4 16.8
Food and

agriculture
13.5 7.4 24.5 40.2 5.5 8.9

Tourism 13.5 6.4 3.2 29.5 25.6 21.8

a Question text, in the English version, reads “If your company does not have a documented business/continuity/crisis management plan in place,
please check one of the following that best explains the reasons:” The question format differed in Vancouver; respondents were instructed to check as
many reasons as apply, and they were not presented with the insufficient budget option. As a result, the tables present the data for the other four cities
(Bogota, Kingston, Miami, and San Jose). N (Construction)¼326; N (Food and Agriculture)¼191, N (Tourism)¼156.

Table 8
Percentage citing each reason for having a business continuity/crisis management plan in placea by city (%).

All Respondents Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

Audit finding 22.9 41.7 18.8 3.1 35.9 30 5
Continuity of operations 51.2 21.4 58.3 86.6 28.1 33.3 65
Customer request or requirement 8.5 16.7 2.1 3.1 14.1 10.1 10
Government regulations 25.2 38.1 30.2 8.2 32.8 13.3 20
Industry standard 34.2 41.7 34.4 19.6 43.8 43.3 25
Reputation 24.9 32.1 18.8 2.1 53.1 30 35
Required by law 26.5 41.7 35.4 11.3 32.8 6.7 0
Competitive advantage 12.6 25 5.2 0 17.2 36.7 5
Established internal policy 30.6 41.4 16.7 3.1 60.9 76.7 20
Other 21.3 7.3 65.6 8.2 7.8 0 5

2This table presents the total number of respondents overall and in each city who were asked and answered this set of questions. N¼389.
a Question text, in the English version, reads “If your business/crisis management plan is in place, please check the reasons that best explain the reasons

that your company has established Business Continuity/Crisis Management.” Respondents could check all that applied.

Table 9
Percentage of respondents Identifying Hazard-Related Business Disruptions Experienceda by City (%).

Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

Power outage 25.3 80.9 33.5 58.3 44.6 39.7
Damaged facil., equip., or inv. 13.7 19.1 14.9 18.8 23.9 6.6
Loss of telecommunications 11.6 24.8 10.4 34.9 40.8 25
Water outage 13.7 45 8.9 24 13 5.9
Supply chain disruption 11.6 21.4 3.7 15.6 5.4 11.8
Loss of IT 7.5 7.3 7.8 16.7 3.3 19.9
Loss of site access 8.9 9.9 1.5 14.6 10.9 14.7
Negative publicity or coverage 3.4 10.7 0.4 5.7 1.6 2.9
Damage to reputation or brand 3.4 1.5 0 3.1 1.6 2.2
Deaths 8.2 0.4 0 6.8 2.7 2.9
Loss of skills or personnel 10.3 1.5 0.7 13 6 8.8
Other 12.3 43.5 2.2 9.9 29.3 7.4
Consumer health/safety incident 4.1 1.1 0 4.2 5.4 4.4
Environmental incident 6.8 0.8 0.4 6.3 8.2 2.9
Extreme conditions 8.2 2.3 0.7 8.3 8.7 13.2
Industrial action 2.7 0.8 0 2.6 7.1 3.7
Pressure groups 8.2 0.8 0 2.6 12.5 3.7

a Question text, in the English version, reads “Which of the following disruptions has your business experienced during the past 5 years due to any of
the above hazards?” N¼1189.
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4.6. Approach to hazards and risk

Table 13 shows a similar pattern across economic
sectors. However, in the areas of regular risk assessment,
impact analysis, and training, a smaller percentage of
construction respondents and a larger percentage of
tourism respondents indicated that their businesses con-
ducted regular risk assessments, impact analyzes, and
training.

The scope of respondents′ business continuity and
crisis management plans varies across cities. Although a
majority of the full sample indicates the presence of a plan



Table 10
Percentage of Respondents Identifying Hazard-Related Business Disrup-
tions Experienceda by Sector (%).

Food/
Agriculture

Construction Tourism

Power outage 51.6 52.2 46.2
Damaged facil., equip.,
or inv.

18.3 15.9 18.2

Water outage 24.4 20.5 18.6
Supply chain disruption 16.3 12.3 5.3
Loss of
telecommunications

24.7 24.1 23.9

Consumer health/safety
incident

5.1 1.3 2.2

Loss of site access 6.7 11.2 8.2
Loss of IT 8.3 7.4 12.6
Negative publicity or
coverage

1.3 7.4 3.1

Damage to reputation
or brand

2.2 1.9 1.3

Deaths 3.2 4.2 0.9
Loss of skills or
personnel

7.1 6.8 2.5

Other 17.6 23.7 14.8
Environmental incident 5.1 3.6 2.8
Extreme conditions 7.1 5.7 3.5
Industrial action 3.8 3.0 0.6
Pressure groups 3.2 3.0 6.6

a Question text, in the English version, reads “Which of the following
disruptions has your business experienced during the past 5 years due to
any of the above hazards?” N¼1103.
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for some or all departments and sites, as well as an
enterprise-wide plan, only about 40% of respondents
indicated that their businesses have a plan that includes
suppliers and providers Table 14.

4.7. Scope and expansion of business continuity

In examining the scope and expansion of BCPs, approxi-
mately 79% of all respondents indicated that their busi-
nesses have a documented plan and approximately 74%
noted that their businesses have hazard-specific plans.
However, only 65.7% of respondents indicated regular
training. With regard to plan specifics, the most frequently
identified associated activities include backing up data and
documents (95.6%), having special arrangement for utili-
ties (78.8%) and key managers and personnel (68.8%), and
having secondary site arrangements (53.2%).

In terms of resources allocated for BCM plans, 91% of
respondents noted that senior managers supported disas-
ter risk reduction programs. Between 52% and 60.3% of
respondents indicated a dedicated budget, certified staff,
increasing investment, and senior management input on
BCM plans. Less than 26% indicated that special software
Table 11
Estimated per-day costs of major disruption to business or company (%).

Less than $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 $100.00 to $250,000

% 47.6 13.3 5.2

N¼1128
or standards were used in their company plans. In terms of
general attitudes toward plans, about 65% noted that their
businesses would be interested in a voluntary private
sector program. Between one-quarter and one-third of
respondents noted that plans influence insurance pre-
miums, are costly, and can be used as marketing tools
and that they received support for the government or
industry to develop plans. When analyzing plan character-
istics by city, the most common activity associated with
BCM plans across all cities is backing up important data
and documents (91.3–100%) whereas the least frequently
selected activity across all cities is integrating standards
into the program (about 5–27%).
4.8. Attitudes toward risk management policy

Tables 15–17 depict attitudes toward risk management
policy in the context of the larger society. The aspect of
social responsibility most cited by respondents overall and
in each city was assuring safety in the workplace, followed
by providing labor standards (64.3% and 54%, respectively),
with Santiago and San Jose being the two cities that most
contributed to this pattern.

Responses related to company policy supporting NGOs
and civil society varied more. The most selected category
by all respondents is other (30.8%; see Table 16). The
second most selected category among all respondents
was response (11.9%), with San Jose being the city that
most contributed to this trend (34%). While assisting in
disaster response was the top category in San Jose, it was
the second most selected category in Miami. In Vancouver,
risk identification was the most frequently selected re-
sponse. No dominant pattern can be identified, and the
results vary across cities.

Table 17 demonstrates that the two most selected
categories across all respondents were other (36.8%) and
advocate for media awareness campaigns (8.7%), with
Bogota, Kingston, and San Jose contributing to this pattern.
It is important to note the percentage of respondents in
Bogota, Santiago, and Vancouver (11.6%, 11.4%, and 9.6%)
who indicated that their businesses have worked in the
implementation of disaster risk management policies with
subnational and national authorities.

Across all three sectors, more respondents chose assur-
ing workplace safety and providing labor standards as
ways in which their company policies encouraged social
responsibility. In the food and agriculture and tourism
sectors, more respondents selected the disaster response
option than any other mode of support for NGOs. Tables 18
and 19
$250,000 to $500,000 More than $500,000 Do not know

2.7 9.6 21.6



Table 12
Estimated per-day costs of major disruption to business or companya by city and sector.

Less than $50,000 $50,000 to $100,000 $100,000 to $250,000 $250,000 to $500,000 More than $500,000 Do Not Know

All Respondents 47.6 13.3 5.2 2.7 9.6 21.6
Bogota 19.3 13.1 4.1 2.8 12.4 48.3
Kingston 55 11.2 1.5 0.8 0 31.5
Miami 68.8 14.8 2 1.6 0.4 12.5
San Jose 47.3 18.6 15.4 4.8 3.7 10.1
Santiago 29.7 6.6 4.9 4.4 41.7 12.6
Vancouver 48.5 17.5 6.2 4.1 5.2 18.6
Agriculture/
Food

40.1 15.1 6.6 4.6 13.8 19.7

Construction 46.4 12.1 4.6 1.5 6.4 28.9
Tourism 57.9 12.6 4.5 2.9 9.7 12.3

a Question text, in the English version, reads “What would you estimate a major disruption would cost your company/business per day? (Fill in only
one).” N¼ 1128.

Table 13
Company or business approach to hazards and risk.

Food and
agriculture

Construction Tourism

Conduct regular risk
training and drills

54.7 40 66.9

Conduct regular
business impact
analysis

50 47.3 55

Conduct regular risk
assessments

63.6 56.9 71.8

More prepared now
than 5 years ago

78.1 79.9 87

Timely restart of key
functions

81.1 87.9 89

Risk reduction
measures for all
hazards

65.7 67.4 80

Insurance coverage
for all hazards

72.8 85.5 88.4

Increased disaster
impacts in last 10
years

36.6 41.4 34.9

Directly impacted by
recent disasters

34.4 21.6 45.4

N¼1082
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4.9. Company size

The survey examined the differences that might exist as
a result of company size. A far greater percentage of
respondents from small businesses (those with fewer than
Table 14
Scope and expansion of business continuity and crisis management plans1 by C

All responde

Used/activated BCM in past 5 years due to occurrence 47.1
Enhanced BCM in last year due to occurrence 22.8
Considering BCM plans for suppliers/providers 39.7
Have enterprise-wide plan that includes suppliers/providers 39.7
Have enterprise-wide plan 74.2
Have plan for all departments and sites 67.6
Have plan for certain departments and sites 60.7

Note: There is no data from Vancouver. N¼1197.
100 employees) indicated that their businesses had no
BCM plans (65.8%).

In comparison, about 28.7% of respondents from com-
panies with 100–499 employees and 23.3% of respondents
from companies with 500 or more employees indicated
that no plan was currently in place. Fewer respondents
from small companies (20.1%) noted that plans were being
developed at their businesses compared to medium and
larger companies (37.5% and 39.6%, respectively). Similarly,
fewer respondents (14.1%) from small companies indicated
that a plan was currently in place, compared to medium-
sized companies (33.8%) and larger companies (37.2%).
5. Conclusion

The moderate advances that the private sector has
made in terms of risk management are promising, but do
not amount to a sustainable effort in the field of DRR. The
fact that many companies engage primarily in philanthro-
pic interventions during disaster emergencies, rather than
in incorporating business continuity plans into their daily
operations suggest that the crucial role that the private
sector could be playing in DRR has yet to be discovered.

Newly created risk is increasingly urban risk. As much
of the critical infrastructure of the urban environment is
privately owned, disaster risk reduction efforts become
central not only to the fundamental existence of the
private enterprise, but also for the ultimate benefit of
society. This involves building better, planning better, and
maintaining what we build better.
ity.

nts Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago

24.7 76.5 25 59.1 67.6
24.8 3.7 8.9 54.3 30.6
51.7 7.4 57.7 45.7 45.7
39.8 30.9 53.8 37.7 38.9
71.1 83.9 79 62.9 73
66.7 75.3 93.9 46.3 24.3
79.6 64.2 37.5 75.7 38.9



Table 15
Policy as corporate social responsibility.

All Respondents Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

Assure safety in the workplace 64.3 66.4 76.7 54.3 65.6 85.9 30.9
Provide labor standards 54.0 65.1 50.0 45.4 71.9 75.0 16.2
Help reduce poverty 10.3 17.8 9.5 1.1 13.5 1.6 29.4
Provide jobs in disaster prone Areas 10.3 15.1 6.1 15.6 16.7 2.7 4.4
Other 18.7 5.5 68.3 0.0 7.8 10.3 2.2

1Question text in English reads “Has your company policies/interventions associated to corporate responsibility and risk management? (select all that
apply)” N¼ 1197

Table 16
Policy Supporting for NGOs and Civil Society Organizationsa.

All Respondents Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

Response 11.9 7.5 4.2 14.9 33.9 3.3 6.6
Risk Identification 9.7 13.0 19.1 1.9 13.0 1.6 10.3
Mitigation 9.8 11.0 19.1 4.5 11.5 3.3 8.1
Preparedness 6.9 15.1 4.6 3.0 7.8 8.7 6.6
Recovery 4.9 8.2 1.5 0.7 8.3 8.7 6.6
Other 30.8 16.4 92.4 1.9 13.0 33.2 8.9

a Question text in English reads “Has your company supported NGOs or other civil society organizations in activities related to disaster risk
management at the community level? (Select all that apply)” N¼ 1197

Table 17
Advocate for Disaster and Risk Management Policya.

All respondents Bogota Kingston Miami San Jose Santiago Vancouver

Support Media Awareness Campaigns 8.7 11.6 18.7 0.7 10.4 4.3 5.9
Implementation with Sub-National/Local Authorities 5.8 11.6 4.0 2.6 5.7 11.4 9.6
Work on public agenda setting with national authorities 3.8 10.3 0.8 3.0 3.1 2.7 7.4
Work with international community 1.8 3.4 0.4 0.4 2.6 0.5 6.6
Co-finance public investment in Community efforts 1.4 3.4 0.4 0.0 2.6 1.1 2.9
Other 36.8 21.2 96.2 5.2 25.5 35.3 21.3

a Question text in English reads “Has your company advocated for disaster risk management policies/measures? (Select all that apply)” N¼1197
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The study of regulatory frameworks across the Amer-
icas has led to the discovery of three different trends:
(1) Canada and the USA are mainstreaming prospective
and reactive risk management into development and
regulatory processes, with specific emergency manage-
ment laws focused on addressing existing risks and re-
sponding to them; (2) Colombia and Costa Rica are enjoy-
ing modern laws based on a comprehensive approach to
disaster risk and emergency management and are now
facing the challenge of their enforcement; and (3) Chile
and Jamaica are still preserving traditional approaches to
disaster and emergency management, even though they
have new regulations in process. These legal frameworks
include generic statements about the private sector′s role
as a key stakeholder in disaster and emergency response,
although this is often done in a rather vague way, without
mention of specific roles, responsibilities, or mechanisms
to facilitate the sector′s formal inclusion in DRR processes.
In addition, with the exceptions of the US and Canada, the
four countries studied do not have public policies or
incentives for BCP and CSR promotion by their respective
public sectors or their national disaster risk and emer-
gency management systems.
The data collected on hazards in the cities under study
show an important level of risk awareness, but this
awareness does not translate into concrete actions; thus,
the problem is not limited to a lack of information. This
conclusion is consistent with the data that show more
than 56% of respondents across all cities and economic
sectors in the study, indicating that their business had no
business continuity management plan in place, and that
36.5% of them considered the BCP to be desirable, but with
other priorities taking precedence. This indicates more
than a financial constraint; it shows a behavioral or
attitudinal problem, and ultimately, a matter of
accountability.

Two trends stand out from the survey analysis. First,
company size does matter. The findings indicate an im-
portant gap among companies with at least 500 employ-
ees, those with between 100 and 499 employees, and
those with fewer than 100 employees (small businesses).
Small businesses show the least progress in the establish-
ment of a business continuity plan (about 14%). The fact
that they do not have attractive incentives to engage in
DRR strategies leaves them more vulnerable to hazard and
less prepared to build resilience in the aftermath. Second,



Table 18
Company disaster mitigation and risk management policy, society, and
government by sector.

Food/
Agriculture

Construction Tourism

Policy as corporate social responsibility:
Assure Safety in the
Workplace

70.5 67.7 64.2

Provide Labor
Standards

63.5 56 52.2

Help Reduce Poverty 6.7 12.1 6.9
Provide Jobs in
Disaster Prone Areas

12.5 9.1 10.7

Other 17 27.5 11.3

Policy supporting for NGOs and civil society organizations:
Response 16.3 9.7 11.9
Mitigation 7.7 12.1 9.1
Risk Identification 6.1 14.4 6
Preparedness 7.7 5.1 7.9
Recovery 7.1 4.9 2.8
Other 28.5 42.9 20.4

Advocate for disaster and risk management policy:
Work on public

agenda setting
with national
authorities

4.5 3.2 3.1

Implementation with
sub-national/local
authorities

8 4.4 6

Support media
awareness
campaigns

5.1 11 8.2

Work with
international
community

1.9 1.3 1.6

Co-finance public
investment in
community efforts

1.3 1.1 1.9

Other 34 49.7 24.5

Total N for food and agriculture sector is 312, for construction sector 473,
and for tourism sector 318. Total N for table¼ 1103

Table 19
tatus of business continuity plan/crisis management program by com-
pany sizea.

No Plan or
program

Plan/Program
being developed

Plan/
Program in
place

All Sizes 57.3 24.0 18.8
Less than 100

employees
65.8 20.1 14.1

100 to 499
employees

28.7 37.5 33.8

At least 500
employees

23.3 39.6 37.2

a Question text, in the English version, reads “Which of the following
best describes your company′s’s current business continuity/crisis man-
agement program status (please check one):” Less than 100 (N¼866),
100–499 employees (N¼195), 500þ employees (N¼43) Total N¼1114
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if we understand that awareness of disaster risks as events
can trigger a process of anticipation, through risk manage-
ment measures, the finding that disruptions caused by
power outages are the most mentioned variable of concern
across cities and sectors is important. This fear could
become the gateway to a process of reflection and action
to address disasters and emergency risks of different types.
Given the magnitude of the problem identified in business
continuity plans in the three sectors analyzed, we can
understand lack of progress in the area of corporate social
responsibility and even the limited or complete absence of
effort to reduce vulnerability in at-risk populations within
businesses′ sphere of influence.

There is a need to deepen the analysis of this attitudinal
problem to better understand the factors that intervene in
the observed “risk indifference” and identify possible
interventions by sector, type, and size of business in order
to move away from the status quo. The private sector is a
key component of society and has a singular responsibility
in advocating for sustainable development. The challenge
is to identify those windows of opportunity that would
facilitate the sector′s long-awaited intervention.

Finally, it is essential to promote studies that quantify
and measure private sector losses due to disasters and
emergencies while also championing cost-benefit analyzes
of risk interventions at different scales in order to obtain
solid evidence that can be considered in all private sector
investments and, consequently, contribute to building a
less vulnerable and more resilient society.
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