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INTRODUCTION.

St Vincent and the Grenadines (SVG) is a Participating State of the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA), and as a result has adopted the Enhanced Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Strategy 2007-2012, based on a revision of the initial 2001-2006 Strategy. St Vincent and the Grenadines has also ratified the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 strategy.

It is within this context that UNDP Barbados and the OECS has provided support to St Vincent and the Grenadines in the area of disaster risk reduction (DRR) and specifically through the national partner, the National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO).

UNDP Barbados and the OECS has funded DRR activities in SVG in the last years. As a result, it has been deemed necessary to evaluate the support given to SVG and the NEMO in order to assess the results of the DRR activities implemented and the funding provided.

Evaluations are critical for UNDP to progress towards advancing human development. In the case of St Vincent and the Grenadines, the evaluation is important to the Government in order that it can ascertain the impact of the allocation of development funding against the predetermined priorities.  

The Evaluation results were expected to determine:
1. The extent to which the Disaster Risk reduction (DRR) projects and activities realized were successful and replicable.

2. Design of future DRR initiatives and projects in St Vincent and the Grenadines as well as support to other countries served by UNDP Barbados and the OECS.

SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES.

The period evaluated was January 1st, 2008 to December 30th, 2012.

The evaluation assessed DRR activities in St. Vincent from:

1. The NEMO Country Work Programmes (CWPs) 2008-2012. 
2. The UNDP Post Tomas Recovery Project in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Project (2010-2011).
3. The UNDP funded Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project. Paget Farm, Bequia. 2009-2010.

The evaluation objectives are:
1. To provide an independent assessment of the role and results of UNDP funding of DRR activities in SVG in the period 2008-2012.
2. To assess the relevance of the support and in particular its coherence to the national agenda.
3. To evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency with which the UNDP Core Resources for St Vincent and the Grenadines have been used.
4. To evaluate the sustainability of the results/project funded.
5. To present findings and recommendations that would enhance the results of UNDP funding of DRR activities in SVG.

DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVENTION

The evaluation comprised 5 tasks:
1. Review of Documentation
2. Inception Report
3. Meetings in SVG and Barbados.
4. Elaboration of a Draft Report
5. Final Report.

They are described in Section 3. Documents were reviewed and meetings were held with key stakeholders in SVG. Meetings in Barbados with UNDP and CDEMA were held too.

The Evaluation was conducted in accordance with:
1. Standards for Evaluation in the UN System. United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). April 2005.
2. Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. UNEG. April 2005. 
3. Handbook in Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results, UNDP. 2009.
4. A Companion Guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results. UNDP. 2009.
5. Terms of Reference for the St. Vincent and the Grenadines DRR Evaluation. UNDP Barbados and OECS. 2013. See Annex 1 of this Evaluation Report.

EVALUATION APPROACH.

The evaluation criteria for this evaluation were:
1. Relevance
2. Effectiveness
3. Efficiency
4. Sustainability

The approach and criteria used for the Evaluation as well as data collection methods and shortcomings are presented in section 4 of this Report.

DATA ANALYSIS

In section 5 an analysis of each one of the DRR activities funded by UNDP in SVG is made.  The Country Work Programmes for 2008-2012 (CWPs) are compared and their projects are discussed. An analysis of the CWPs in the light of the Medium- Term Economic Strategy Papers (MTESPs) for 2007-2009 and for 2010-2012 is also made. Finally, CWPs DRR activities are discussed versus the recently launched SVG National Economic and Social Development Plan 2013-2025 (NESDP) and its DRR activities.

DRR projects and their activities evaluated were:

1. From the CWP 2008:

a. Public Education and Awareness (PEA).  
b. To Enhance Disaster Preparedness and Planning at the Community Level. 

2. From the CWP 2009:

a. To Provide Early Warning and Communication Systems to Communities. 
b. Emergency Operations Centre (EOC) Management. 
c. To Review and Develop Plans for various Hazards and Facilities. 
d. Slope Stabilisation Project. 
e. Safety Programme initiated by all Public Buildings, catering to Multi-hazards including Earthquakes and Fires 
f. Establishment of Community Emergency Response Teams. (CERTS). 

3. From the CWP 2010:

a. To Build Resilience of Communities for DRR. 
b. Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on DRR. 
c. To support the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR). 

4. From the CWP 2011:

a. To Build Resilience of Communities for DRR. 
b. Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on DRR.
c. To increase the Number of Persons trained in Mass Casualty Management (MCM). 

5. From the CWP 2012:

a. [bookmark: _Toc377052042]Training and Workshops. 
b. [bookmark: _Toc377052043]Public Education.
c. [bookmark: _Toc377052044]Community Disaster Planning. 
d. [bookmark: _Toc377052045]Search and Rescue. (SAR). 
The Post Tomas Recovery Project and the Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project were analysed and discussed as well.

FINDINGS.

The Findings were:

For Relevance:

Finding 1. The DRR planning process is neither clear nor homogeneous.

Finding 2. The process for identification of DRR priorities is not clear. 
For Effectiveness:
Finding 3. Exception made of the Mossaic Project, most, if not all activities, were completed successfully. 

For Efficiency:

Finding 4.  With very few exceptions all the projects/activities were completed in time. 

For sustainability:
Finding 5.  The sustainability of DRR projects and activities could be improved.
CONCLUSIONS
Conclusion 1. UNDP’s support has been relevant, effective, efficient and has achieved sustainability for most DRR activities considered in the CWPs. 
Conclusion 2. UNDP’s support could be improved as the DRR planning process improves in SVG. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
For Relevance:
Recommendation 1. Ensure DRR activities planned are the result of a priority analysis. 
Recommendation 2. Ensure DRR activities planned are aligned with national and regional priorities. 
Recommendation 3. Ensure the participation of all stakeholders in the planning process. 
Recommendation 4. Plan DRR activities with a Result Based Management (RBM) approach. 

Recommendation 5. Revise the DRR strategic interventions, outcomes and activities from the NESDP.
Recommendation 6. DRR planning could be made considering a 3-5 year term. 
Recommendation 7. Strengthen and improve the reporting process. 
Recommendation 8.  In the process of prioritising DRR activities for planning and funding, include the results of post-disaster evaluations of damage, loss and response. 
Recommendation 9. In the design of UNDP Project Documents to provide assistance after a disaster, include funds not just for the Damage and Loss Assessment (DaLA) but also for the evaluation of the response. 

For Effectiveness:

Recommendation 10. The Mossaic project must be evaluated and it must be determined what is needed for its full completion.  

For Efficiency:

Recommendation 11. Identify ways to speed up the funding process. 
For Sustainability:
Recommendation 12.  Before planning any activity, identify what is needed to achieve sustainability in terms of additional resources and funding. 
LESSONS LEARNT.
From the Evaluation:
Lesson 1. Evaluations should be conducted on a yearly basis or on a 2-3 year basis. 
Lesson 2. Evaluations should be conducted in the early months of the year. 
Lesson 3. Formats used in DRR planning should be compatible.  
Lesson 4. DRR planning should use a 3-5 year timeframe instead of planning on a yearly basis.  
From the Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project:
Lesson 5. Involve communities in the planning process before the project starts.
Lesson 6. Revise the local characteristics and conditions in the case of prevention/mitigation projects before their commencement.
Lesson 7. Determine what technology and know-how will be transferred and what capacity will be built in prevention/mitigation projects.
From UNDP Funding:
Lesson 8. UNDP funding has been useful to enhance the response capacity of the NEMO and to build community resilience. Funding can be optimised further as the processes for identification of DRR priorities and for DRR planning improve.
Lesson 9. UNDP’s funding was effective in preparedness projects but not in mitigation.
SUGGESTED DRR PROJECTS FOR FUTURE FUNDING.
A brief analysis of possible future DRR projects for UNDP funding is made in Section 9. This analysis is made based on the results of the Evaluation and situation reports from the recent disaster that occurred in December 2013 in SVG due to a Low-Level Trough System that brought rain, floods and landslides. 
A list of possible DRR projects for future funding that would optimise UNDP funding is presented in Section 9, Table 2. 
A list of possible preparedness projects that could be funded by UNDP not just in SVG but in other Caribbean countries is also included in this section.





1. [bookmark: _Toc377052046]INTRODUCTION


St Vincent and the Grenadines is a Participating State of the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA), and as a result has adopted the Enhanced Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Strategy 2007-2012, based on a revision of the initial 2001-2006 Strategy. St Vincent and the Grenadines has also ratified the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 strategy. The initial CDM Strategy was amended to improve monitoring and implementation using a results-based management approach and more importantly, sought to have greater alignment to the HFA which all countries also adopted.  
The CDM has the following stated purpose: To strengthen regional, national and community level capacity for mitigation, management, and coordinated response to natural and technological hazards, and the effects of climate change. This is detailed through the 4 priority outcomes and detailed outputs. Beneficiary countries are seeking to incorporate the CDM elements at the national and sub-regional levels. The national policies of the beneficiary countries have therefore been informed by the CDM process.  
UNDP Barbados and the OECS has supported the development and implementation of the CDM from the initial version at the regional and national levels. UNDP has also supported countries realizing the commitments defined in the HFA and indeed, the realization of the CDM Strategy will address these commitments.
It is within this context that UNDP Barbados and the OECS has provided support to St Vincent and the Grenadines in the area of disaster risk reduction and specifically through the national partner, the National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO). Based on the work-plan of NEMO and priorities established at the national level including implementing the Comprehensive Disaster Management Strategy (2006 – 2012) and the Hyogo Framework for Action (2005 – 2015), the focus of the support has been in three specific areas, notably:
· Public awareness and education (PAE) in DRR
· Community Resilience
· Enhancing national DRR structures, including in emergency communications, post disaster assessment and recovery. 
Support to the national disaster risk reduction programme under the St Vincent and the Grenadines Country Programme Action Plan (2006 – 2009, later extended to 2011) and specifically outcome 7: “Enhanced regional and national capacities for disaster risk reduction associated with natural, environmental and technological hazards, within the broader context of climate change”.  
Six outputs were identified in the 2005-2009 (extended to 2011) UNDP Sub-regional Programme (SPD) for St. Vincent and the Grenadines to contribute to the referenced outcome: 
1. Pilot vulnerability and capacity assessment (VCA) regional initiative undertaken with specific recommendations for reducing vulnerability to disaster events and community based priorities;
2. Up-scaled national VCA; 
3. CDM review and recommendations for advancing this initiative;
4. Institutional capacity development and awareness building in support of realising the national CDM goals;
5. Mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction into sector development plans, including PRSPs and Sustainable Development Plans; and
6. Enhancing Community Adaptive Capacities through Innovative Environmental Management Approaches

UNDP hired an independent evaluator to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of the DRR activities funded for the period 2008-2012 in St. Vincent and the Grenadines. The evaluation was conducted in accordance with:
1. Standards for Evaluation in the UN System. United Nations Evaluation Group. April 2005.
2. Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. United Nations Evaluation group (UNEG). April 2005. 
3. Handbook in Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results, UNDP. 2009.
4. A Companion Guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development results. UNDP. 2009.
5. Terms of Reference for the St. Vincent and the Grenadines DRR Evaluation. UNDP Barbados and OECS. 2013. See Annex 1 of this Evaluation Report.
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[bookmark: _Toc377052048]2.1. Scope

Period of consultancy.

The period for the evaluation was from November 26th to December 30th, 2013.

Period of review.

The period evaluated was January 1st, 2008 to December 30th, 2012.

Geographic Scope.

The evaluation was conducted in St Vincent and the Grenadines and Barbados. The main counterparts for engagement were the NEMO and other DRR stakeholders in St Vincent and the Grenadines. UNDP Barbados and the OECS and CDEMA were consulted through travel to Barbados. 

Projects/Activities to Evaluate.

The evaluation assessed DRR activities in St. Vincent from:

1. The NEMO Country Work Programmes (CWPs) 2008-2012. 
2. The UNDP Post Tomas Recovery Project in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Project (2010-2011).
3. The UNDP funded Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project. Paget Farm, Bequia. 2009-2010.

The scope also includes documentation of findings, recommendations and lessons learnt in order to improve UNDP’s funding process and the implementation of related DRR activities in SVG.

The evaluation is not an evaluation of the NEMO or all its projects and activities. The evaluation will evaluate only projects and activities funded by UNDP and not by other partners. 

[bookmark: _Toc377052049]2.2. Objectives

The evaluation objectives are:
1. To provide an independent assessment of the role and results of UNDP funding of DRR activities in SVG in the period 2008-2012.
2. To assess the relevance of the support and in particular its coherence to the national agenda.
3. To evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency with which the UNDP Core Resources for St Vincent and the Grenadines have been used.
4. To evaluate the sustainability of the results/project funded.
5. To present findings and recommendations that would enhance the results of UNDP funding of DRR activities in SVG.
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[bookmark: _Toc377052051]3.1. Activities

The Evaluation took part from November 26th, to December 30th, 2013.  
The evaluation comprised 5 tasks:
1. Review of Documentation
2. Inception Report
3. Meetings in SVG and Barbados.
4. Elaboration of a Draft Report
5. Final Report.

1. Review of documentation
UNDP and the NEMO provided the evaluator with documentation to be reviewed, namely:  
a. UNDP’s Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) 2006-2009 agreed by the Government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines and the United Nations Development Programme.
b. NEMO’s yearly Country Work Programmes (CWP) from 2008 to 2012.
c. UNDP’s Project Document for the Post-Tomas Recovery in St. Vincent and the Grenadines. UNDP Barbados and OECS. 2010.
d. UNDP funded Mossaic Initiative in Bequia: contract, terms of reference, progress reports etc.
e. SVG’s Medium Term Economic Strategy Papers (MTESP) 2007-2009 and 2010-2012.
f. SVG’s National Economic and Social Development Plan (NESDP) 2013-2025.
The complete list of document reviewed is presented in Annex 2.
2. Inception report
An inception report was submitted to UNDP in December 2nd, 2013. It included a detailed description of the tasks to be conducted, the methodology for the evaluation and a work programme.  
3. Meetings in SVG and Barbados.
From Monday December 9th till Thursday the 12th the consultant was in SVG. The consultant was in Barbados on Friday December 13th.
The consultant had interviews in SVG with key stakeholders involved in the planning, implementation and monitoring of DRR work programmes and activities. Mr. Ian King, UNDP’s Programme Manager, Disaster and Climate Risk Management, participated in the initial meeting with the consultant and NEMO officials on Monday 9th, 2013 in SVG. 
A field visit to Bequia was planned to the site where the Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project was conducted; however, it was not possible to travel from mainland to Bequia due to bad weather conditions and rough seas. 
On Friday December the 13th, 2013, the consultant had a meeting with CDEMA in Barbados and a final debrief with UNDP’s Programme Manager at the UN Headquarters in St. Michael, Barbados.
The list persons interviewed is in Annex 3.
4. Elaboration of a Draft Report.
With the data collected from documents and interviews, the consultant produced a draft evaluation report submitted to UNDP for comments.
At all times, the consultant followed UNDP’s Handbook on Evaluation and Monitoring for Results. The consultant was always in line with UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation.
5. Final Report.
The consultant prepared the final report including UNDP’s comments and submitted it to UNDP for final approval on December 30th.
[bookmark: _Toc377052052]3.2. Work Programme.

The Work Programmed followed for this evaluation was: 
                                  		                           November              December 2013	 
	Task/Week

	25-29
	2-6
	9-13
	16-20
	23-27
	30

	1.Review of Documentation
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	2.Inception Report (2nd)
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	3. Meetings in SVG (9th -12th). In Barbados (13th) 
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	4.Preparation of Draft Report
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	5. Final Report.

	
	
	
	
	
	X


Table 1.  Evaluation’s Work Programme.
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[bookmark: _Toc377052054]4.1. Approach

The Evaluation was undertaken in accordance with UN evaluation norms and policies, including: ‘UN Standards and Norms for Evaluations’; ‘UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation for Development Results’, and, in particular, ‘UNDP Outcome-level Evaluation. A Companion Guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results for Programme Units and Evaluators.’ 

The evaluator undertook: 

1. Comprehensive Desk Review.  Documentation from the projects was provided by the NEMO and UNDP. Additional documentation related to the Mossaic Project was provided by the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS).
2. Consultations with stakeholders in SVG and Barbados.  
3. The evaluator framed the evaluation effort using the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability.

[bookmark: _Toc373777520][bookmark: _Toc377052055]4.2. Evaluation Criteria and Questions.

The evaluation criteria for this evaluation were:
1. Relevance
2. Effectiveness
3. Efficiency
4. Sustainability

The evaluator sought to answer the following questions: 

In assessing Relevance: 

i. To what extent is UNDP’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including UNDP’s role in this particular development context and its comparative advantage? 
ii. To what extent was the project’s selected method of delivery appropriate to the development context? 
iii. Was the initiative/project aligned with national and sub-regional strategies and UNDPs mandate? 
iv. Was it consistent with human development needs and the specific development challenges in the countries and sub-region? 

In assessing Effectiveness: 

i. To what extent have expected outputs been achieved or has progress been made towards their achievement? 
ii. How has the project contributed to outcome level changes? Did it at least set dynamic changes and processes that move towards the long-term outcomes? 
iii. What factors have contributed to achieving or not achieving intended outputs and contributions to outcomes? 
iv. Has the partnership strategy developed for this project been appropriate and effective? 
v. What has been the contribution of partners and other organizations, especially beneficiary country organizations, to the outcome, and how effective have been the project partnerships in contributing to achieving the outcome? 
vi. What were the positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about by the project? 

In assessing Efficiency: 

i. To what extent were quality outputs delivered on time? 
ii. Have the components been implemented within deadline and cost estimates? 
iii. Have NEMO, the Central Planning Division and UNDP taken prompt actions to solve implementation issues? 
iv. What impact has political instability had on delivery timelines? 
v. Were the projects resources focused on the set of activities that were expected to produce significant results? 
vi. Were the monitoring practices efficient and did they permit for on-time adjustments in the implementation of the project 



In assessing Sustainability: 

i. What indications are there that the achieved results (both at output and outcome levels) will be sustained, e.g. through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? 
ii. To what extent has a sustainability strategy, including capacity development of key national and regional stakeholders, been developed or implemented? 
iii. To what extent are policy and regulatory frameworks in place that will support the continuation of benefits? 
iv. To what extent have partners committed to providing continuing support? 
v. What issues emerged during implementation as a threat to sustainability? What were the corrective measures that were adopted? 
vi. How has the implementing partner addressed the challenge of building national capacity in the face of high turnover of government officials? 

See Evaluation Matrix in Annex 4.

4.3. [bookmark: _Toc373777521][bookmark: _Toc377052056]Data Collection Methods

Primary data was collected by the evaluator from stakeholders about their first-hand experience with the projects/activities.

Data collection methods that were used by the evaluator were:
a. Extant Reports and Documents. Documentation (information, reports, etc.) provided by the NEMO, UNDP and the OECS was analysed by the evaluator.
b. Interviews. Interviews with stakeholders were held. Questions regarding evaluation criteria and others were made.

4.4. [bookmark: _Toc373777522][bookmark: _Toc377052057]Shortcomings.

Since the period for evaluation was January 1st 2008- December 31st, 2012, the evaluation had the following shortcomings:

a. Turnover of key personnel, government staff and/or other stakeholders. In some cases the personnel in charge of executing/monitoring the projects held no longer the position in government responsible for the projects/activities of concern. New personnel was in charge. Efforts were made to meet with key stakeholders who participated/monitored the project to get as much reliable information as possible.

b. Scarcity of some reports. Since the period to be evaluated started 5 years ago, there were some reports/information about the projects that could not be provided to the evaluator. No progress reports were provided to the consultant. Efforts were made by the NEMO and UNDP to provide as much information/reports as possible to the evaluator to cover all the period of evaluation.

c. End of Year. The visit to SVG was held during the week of December 7th to 12th, 2013. Some stakeholders were on holidays or finishing projects at the end of the fiscal year since that week was the last to exercise budget.  This situation caused some difficulty in reaching some of them for interviews and data collection.

d. Bad Weather Conditions. The time in which the visit to SVG was conducted presented bad weather conditions and rough seas. NEMO’s Director, who was also to travel to Bequia with the evaluator, advised not to go with the weather conditions present during that week. 

e. Disaster in SVG. On December 23rd to 25th, 2013, SVG was impacted with heavy rainfall which caused floods, landslides and one of the worst disasters in SVG’s history. Since NEMO personnel was fully engaged in the response to this disaster, it was difficult to get additional information after those dates. 


1. 
5. [bookmark: _Toc377052058]DATA ANALYSIS

The St. Vincent Country Work Programmes (CWPs) 2008-2012 and their outputs and activities are presented in Annex 5. A comparison between the CWPs and the Medium-Term Economic Strategy Papers (MTESPs) for 2007-2009 and 2010-2012 and the National Economic and Social Development Plan 2013-2025 (NESDP) is presented in Tables 4 and 5 in Annex 6. The Project Document for the Post Tomas Project is included in Annex 7 and regarding the Mossaic Project, the Agreement Between the OECS and the Government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines and its Terms of Reference are presented in Annex 8. 
It must be noted that the CWPs from 2008 to 2012 have different formats: for 2008, the CWP has projects and activities; for 2009, programme areas and activities/indicators; for 2010 and 2011, programmes, outputs and activities, and the one for 2012 only activities. At the same time, the MTESPs have Policy Areas, Objectives and Action Plans, whereas the NESDP has Goals, Objectives, Strategic Interventions and Outcomes. The formats are not homogeneous. This situation does not allow a harmonised process for planning, monitoring and evaluation; nevertheless, in spite of the name used in the programmes and plans, all activities planned and implemented are discussed in this section.

5.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052059]Country Work Programmes.
CWP 2008
Public Education and Awareness (PEA).  Activities were considered for funding not only in 2008, but also in 2010, 2011 and 2012. PEA has been ongoing in SVG and the NEMO has implemented several activities in the period to evaluate. The NEMO has conducted activities related to public awareness for hazards such as earthquakes, hurricanes, tsunami, landslides and volcanic eruptions. Several activities were implemented in the period evaluated such as dissemination of printed information, exhibitions, a caravan (Whistle Stops), school visits and even house to house visits. Information has also been disseminated through the media. The ‘Be Ready’ package from CDEMA has been used too. 
Regarding volcanic eruptions, the NEMO, in coordination with SVG’s  Soufrière Monitoring Unit and with continuous and strong support from the Seismic Research Centre (SRC) from the University of the West Indies, has conducted regular guided visits to the  Soufrière Volcano. Particularly, on the 13th of April of each year, the anniversary of the volcano’s eruption, special guided visits have been organised. The response and participation from the population to these activities have been very good. 
The only problem NEMO has faced is that NEMO has to pay the media to publish public awareness information in the newspapers or to broadcast it on the TV or radio. For instance, NEMO has to disburse, up to EC $4,000.oo for the publication of information in newspapers. 
There is the need, then, for continuous funding for these activities not just for events and printing of materials but also for dissemination through the media.
To Enhance Disaster Preparedness and Planning at the Community Level. This activity considered for 2008 involved training in shelter management, DRR planning and damage assessment. Training was conducted successfully. More about community preparedness will be analysed below when discussing the Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTS).
CWP 2009
To Provide Early Warning and Communication Systems to Communities. This 2009 activity considered the purchase of 5 HF radios. They were purchased; however, due to the lack of specific funds for maintenance some of them are not working at the present moment. This highlights the need take into consideration not just the purchase of equipment but to also to consider what is needed for their operations and maintenance in a specific period of time. 
Emergency Operations Centre (EOC) Management. Considered in 2008 and also in 2012.  Charts and boards for the EOC were purchased. The evaluator could see them in NEMO’s EOC. A computer and a printer were bought too. These equipment and materials have been useful for the NEMO in peace times and during emergencies. They have been useful for other activities of this 2008 output like simulation exercises such as the regional exercise ‘Carib Wave’ (for tsunami) and the regional simulation exercise ‘Region Rap’ conducted annually and coordinated by CDEMA. UNDP support has also been useful in the case of this output.
To Review and Develop Plans for various Hazards and Facilities. This 2009 activity included the revision of the Oil Spill Plan and the Airport Plan. In the first case, consultations with stakeholders were held to update the plan; the revised version has been sent to Cabinet for approval. In the case of the Airport Plan, it has been revised and a table top simulation exercise was carried out according to regulations of the International Civil Aviation Organisation of the United Nations (ICAO).
Slope Stabilisation Project. Although the CWP mentions a slope stabilisation project for Dark View Community, this was not implemented; instead, the Mossaic Project in Paget Farm was executed. This Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project will be discussed below.
Safety Programme initiated by all Public Buildings, catering to Multi-hazards including Earthquakes and Fires. This 2009 programme has been initiated in schools where the NEMO has conducted several activities to train teachers and students and to provide fire extinguishers and first aid kits plus first aid training; this has been conducted in five schools in SVG: the St. Mary´s Roman Catholic, Kingstown Preparatory School, Union Island Secondary School, Kingstown High School and Girls High School. The NEMO also executed simulation exercises in these schools. Emergency and evacuation plans need to be developed. 
Considering SVG has 100 primary and secondary schools and 91 pre-scholar facilities, plus considering all administrative public buildings, this is a very ambitious project that can be very costly to be borne only on NEMO’s shoulders. Additionally, the CDM Strategy calls for DRR to be mainstreamed into economic sectors that would have responsibility to plan and implement DRR activities in their own sectors. Several sources for funding would be needed. 
Establishment of Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTS). This 2009 output considered the establishment of two teams. The teams are comprised of community volunteers. Training courses have been delivered. It is worth mentioning that the SVG Red Cross is also creating community teams called Community Disaster Response Teams (CDRTs) in several communities with slight differences in the training curricula. The CDRTs members are also volunteers and they are also trained in disaster preparedness, first aid, damage assessment after disasters, shelter management, fire safety and light search and rescue. It is important, then, that regarding community preparedness and the creation of emergency/disaster response teams, that the NEMO and the Red Cross continue these efforts in order for all communities to have trained teams and community disaster plans. 
CWP 2010
To Build Resilience of Communities for DRR. This 2010 activity comprised workshops on DRR, the participation of NEMO in the CDM conference in Jamaica and training for NEMO’s Training Officer. These activities were carried out satisfactorily. 
Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on DRR. The ‘Kingstown Getting Ready’ programme was implemented as part of PEA activities. Additionally, PEA activities involved a workshop for media workers and the development of scripts and recording and producing new jingles on preparedness for various hazards. This is part of the ongoing community preparedness activities the NEMO conducts.
To support the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR). This 2010 activity comprised visits to public buildings to do situational assessments, to conduct 5 business continuity planning workshops with the private sector and to assist 3 schools in developing disaster plans. Visits were made, meetings with the private sector were held and draft plans were developed. 
CWP 2011
To Build Resilience of Communities for DRR. In 2011 these activities continued, now with a community disaster planning and shelter management training course delivered successfully in Union Island.
Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on DRR. In 2011 these activities continued as in the previous years. This time, with preparing a documentary on monitoring of La Soufrière Volcano and disseminating information on earthquake and volcano hazards in newspapers and radio stations. Other activity mentioned in the CWP for the year 2011 was to carry out a month of hurricane awareness and producing materials for printing brochures and inclusion on website. Various ‘Whistle Stops’ were organised throughout communities on mainland St. Vincent and Bequia for public awareness. 
As it can be seen, PEA activities have been continuous through the period evaluated. However, there is no notice that the website has been designed. In the CDEMA Webpage there is no Web Link for it. 
To increase the Number of Persons trained in Mass Casualty Management (MCM). A MCM Workshop was held and personnel from the Ministry of Health, Fire Service, Police and Cadets were trained. UNDP provided funds and the Pan American Health Organisation (PAHO) provided the instructor and manuals. The date of this training course is not mentioned in the CWP for 2011 and it seems it was held in 2012 as the CWP for 2012 indicates.
CWP 2012
The CWP for this year provided to the evaluator is more a report of expenditures for several activities than a work programme; the activities included are:
Training and Workshops. UNDP provided funds for snacks for the DaLA workshop held in June 2012 and funds for snacks and transportation for the MCM workshop held in March, 2012. 
Public Education. Two computers and printer cartridges were purchased. Additionally, UNDP provided funds for a lecture, live TV broadcast and media support on ‘Understanding Volcanic Hazards’ by Dr. Richard Robertson from the SRC. Regarding hurricane awareness, funds were provided for several ‘Whistle Stops’ in May and June, 2012 and for the purchase of ink cartridges for printing various materials. Funds were provided as well for tsunami awareness activities and for lunch for the EOC during the exercise ‘Region Rap’.
Community Disaster Planning. UNDP provided funds for lunch for a NEMO meeting. Funds were used too for air travel and accommodation for NEMO’s Deputy Director in travel to the Grenadines.
Search and Rescue. (SAR). Interestingly enough, these activities are mentioned in the MTESP for 2007-2009 but not in any of the CWPs. Notwithstanding this, SAR activities were implemented in the period: there is a SAR Team in the Police but needs more training and equipment to cover all the communities. These activities as far as it is known, were not funded by UNDP. 
It must be mentioned that in all CWPs from 2008 to 2012 funds were provided by UNDP to the NEMO for monitoring and evaluation of the CWPs activities.
5.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052060]The Post Tomas Recovery Project.
After Hurricane Tomas hit SVG in October 30th, 2010, UNDP designed a project document (see Annex 7) to provide US $30,000 to deploy assessors to conduct a Macro Socio-Economic Damage and Loss Assessment (DaLA) and to create capacity in SVG to conduct DaLA. The funds provided by UNDP also covered assistance for the coordination of recovery efforts and immediate livelihoods support. The Government of SVG coordinated national counterparts. 
The DaLA report was produced in May 2011 and submitted to the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, who is in charge for reconstruction planning who used the Report to look for funding for specific reconstruction projects. 
UNDP funding was useful not only for assessing damage and loss, but also in the recovery and reconstruction efforts after the hurricane.


5.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052061]The Mossaic Slope Stabilisation Project.
As part of the 2009 CWP, the Slope Stabilisation Project in Paget Farm, Bequia, was funded by UNDP. Paget Farm is an area in which there have been landslides reported in 1992 and 1994. The community is built in previously failed landslide material and lies at the foot of a drainage basin serving as a conduit to the main drainage channel. Once the project started, the community received it enthusiastically and participated actively.
The project was executed by the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) Secretariat and the NEMO. A local contractor in SVG was hired. The initial contract signed between the OECS and the Government of SVG for a sum of US $94,800.00 (EC $255,960.00). See Contract and Terms of Reference in Annex 8. 
The project started in October 2009 and was supposed to end in January 2010. The project utilised a slope stabilisation technique called the Mossaic technique developed by Professor Malcolm Anderson and Associates from Bristol University who was the consultant for the project.
The project funding had to be increased in EC $114,966.75. This was due, according to reports from the contractor: to an increase in the cost of construction materials since 2006 when the project was written; to deterioration of the area since that year, and to several technical variations to the project. According to other reports, there were constrains and problems such as the overall inadequacy of the design concept issued by Mossaic since the concept failed to address the nature of the surrounding properties and their topography; additionally, the contractor claimed in some of his reports that the disbursement of funds was slow, resulting in unwanted suspensions and delayed progress. 
Finally, the OECS issued an Extension Agreement and the project was finished in December 2010.
According to government officials, the project did not cover the whole area initially considered due to unexpected works; this was due to the fact that the area was not walked about before the commencement of the project so the topography was not well known; additionally, this happened because the community was not involved in the project’s design. The same government officials mentioned that since works for drainage were constructed only in the upper area of the project, the vulnerability has increased in the lower area: in the case of rains and floods, the water run-off would have a greater velocity than normal since it would be running down through the recently constructed drains thus endangering the lower area. 
Government officials mentioned too that the know-how of the Mossaic technique wasn’t fully transferred by the consultant. This situation caused difficulties during the implementation of the project.
It is important, as was recommended by government officials as well, to make a thorough technical evaluation of the project as soon as possible and to determine the works needed to finalise it as it was conceived initially, so that the initial objectives can be achieved and vulnerability can be reduced. 
As mentioned in Section 4.1, while the evaluation report was being prepared, St. Vincent and the Grenadines had one of the worst disasters in its history due to heavy rainfall. It would be, then, necessary to evaluate what was the situation in Paget Farm during and after the rains of late December 2013. It is important to find out how the project reduced/increased vulnerability in the community of Paget Farm
5.4. [bookmark: _Toc377052062]CWPs Compared.
Table 3 from Annex 6 shows all 5 CWPs compared. From this table, it can be seen that activities for PEA, community preparedness and EOC management are continuous throughout the period. Others like mass casualty management are not.  
5.5. [bookmark: _Toc377052063]CWPs and the MTESPs
Table 4 in Annex 6 shows a comparison of the DRR activities included in the CWPs and the two MTESPs for 2007-2009 and 2010-2012. It can be seen that not all the activities from the CWPs are aligned with the MTESPs. 
For the MTESP 2007-2009, activities related to community disaster preparedness, PEA, EOC management are reflected in the CWPs, whereas the re-establishment of an AM broadcasting system is not. In the MTESPs there is an action plan for SAR which although it’s not in any CWP, activities to establish and train a SAR team have been conducted by the NEMO. This is a case in which activities conducted by the NEMO were not included in the CWPs.
Regarding the MTESP 2010-2012, community disaster preparedness, EOC management and assistance to economic sectors to build DRR are reflected in the CWPs, but not the launching of a NEMO website.
In summary, the MTESP and the CWPs are not fully aligned. 
5.6. [bookmark: _Toc377052064]CWPs and the NESDP.
The NESDP 2013-2025 was recently launched at the end of 2013 However, the same situation is found: not all activities considered in the NESDP are included in the CWPs and vice versa. This can be seen in Table 5 from Annex 6. Again, they should be aligned if continuity and sustainability of activities from the period 2008-2012 are expected to be achieved. 
Activities included in the NESDP like the development of land use plans and to ensure adherence to building codes would need some clarification insofar they are to be led by the NEMO or not. Finally, the ‘development of post-trauma needs assessment’ included in the NESDP requires some clarification too in order to find out if it refers to post-disaster damage and needs assessment or if it refers to a specific type of trauma related to human health. 
Questions arise about the process of identification of priorities and how they are reflected in the NESDP, the MTESPs and the CWPs.  Priorities should be identified first and then reflected in all plans and programmes.
If the activities (Strategic Interventions, Outputs) from the NESDP 2013-2025 are the DRR priorities for SVG, then the CWPs for that period should focus on them; if they are not, then the NESPD should be revised in its sections 4.5. and 6.4.9.


6. [bookmark: _Toc377052065]FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS


6.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052066]Findings

6.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052067]Relevance.

Finding 1. The DRR planning process is neither clear nor homogeneous.

The five CWPs, the 2 MTESPs and the NESDP have different formats and different activities. DRR planning is not made through Results Based Management and on the achievement of specific outcomes/results. DRR planning has been a one year term planning in the CWPs. This makes it difficult to have medium term goals and work towards them continuously rather than in an interrupted manner. Additionally, with the exception of the 2008 CWP no other CWP has indicators to measure performance that could help the monitoring and evaluation process. See a suggested format for CWPs in Annex 9.
Regarding the scarcity of progress reports, this speaks about the fact that monitoring and evaluation could be improved. Reports could be prepared regularly and submitted to key stakeholders/funding agencies using only one format. See a suggested format for reporting in Annex 10. 
Finding 2. The process for identification of DRR priorities is not clear. 
The DRR activities from the CWPs are not aligned with those included in the MTESPs and the NESDP. The CWPs for 2008 and 2009 do not include activities for the all 6 outcomes from UNDP’s Country Programme Plan 2006-2009 (CPAP). 
It has been mentioned above that activities from the CWPs, the MTESPs and the NESDP are not aligned. Consequently, questions arise regarding which the DRR priorities are: those in the MTESPs and the NESDP or those in the CWPs? What was the process to determine those activities and priorities? Were all stakeholders involved? 
Regarding CDM, the DRR regional agenda in the Caribbean, only the CWP for 2009 links its activities with specific outputs from the CDM Strategy 2007-2012. The rest of the CWPs do not link their activities to the CDM Strategy either. None of the CWPs link their activities to the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA). National priorities could be in line with regional and international priorities and commitments.
6.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052068]Effectiveness

Finding 3. Exception made of the Mossaic Project, most, if not all activities, were completed successfully. 

Although it is known they were produced, there were no progress reports for the 5-year period provided to the evaluator.  Therefore, the evaluation relied up to a great extent on the verbal testimony of stakeholders. NEMO officials and stakeholders informed about the completion and status of the projects. Most of the activities from all 5 CWPs were completed successfully and their objectives were achieved. The only activity that seems not to have been implemented is the operation of a NEMO website envisaged in the 2011 CWP.
The Mossaic Project, as has been discussed in section 5 was partially completed.
6.1.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052069]Efficiency

Finding 4.  With very few exceptions, all   the projects/activities were completed in time. 

Most of the projects/activities from the CWPs were completed on time. There is doubt, however, about the Mass Casualty Management Workshop which appears as planned in 2011 but was executed in 2012. This may be due to the fact that sometimes funding does not arrive early in the year. Nevertheless, in spite of possible delays in fund disbursement the NEMO has been capable of implementing the DRR activities planned and funded in a satisfactory manner. 
Only the Mossaic Project presented a significant delay in its implementation for reasons mentioned in Section 5 above.
6.1.4. [bookmark: _Toc377052070]Sustainability

Finding 5.  The sustainability of DRR projects and activities could be improved.

Since planning has been a one year term one, it is difficult to ensure sustainability for certain projects. Projects like the PAE are easier to be sustained if they are funded on a yearly basis; however, other activities like the purchase of equipment loose sustainability at a certain point in time due to not considering funds for maintenance in the CWPs.
6.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052071]Conclusions.

Conclusion 1. UNDP’s support has been relevant, effective, efficient and has achieved sustainability for most DRR activities considered in the CWPs. 

As it has been described in previous sections, all the projects considered in the CWPs were completed. 
The only exceptions were the Mossaic Project (completed partially and not in the time programmed) and the NEMO website which does not seem to be on line yet.
UNDP funding helped SVG and the NEMO to implement actions regarding community resilience through the CERTs, community training, community disaster preparedness and public awareness for the main hazards SVG is prone to: hurricanes, floods, tsunami, volcanic eruptions, earthquakes and landslides. 
UNDP funds assisted the NEMO to enhance its level of preparedness through DRR training and EOC equipment and materials. 
UNDP funding should continue in this area.
Regarding sustainability, the case of the HF radios speaks about the need to consider activities and funds (from UNDP, other agencies and/or the Government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines) for operations and maintenance when purchasing equipment.
Conclusion 2. UNDP’s support could be improved as the DRR planning process improves in SVG. 
The DRR planning process in SVG can be improved; this could be done by planning for results using RBM and by ensuring all stakeholders participate in the prioritisation of DRR activities. The CWPs should be aligned with the MTESPs, the NESDP, CDM and HFA in order to improve relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. The NEMO could have discussions with the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, UNDP and CDEMA on how to improve the planning process and the establishment of DRR priorities in the country.
UNDP has supported mitigation, preparedness and recovery activities as planned by the NEMO; UNDP in coordination with the NEMO and CDEMA could also expand further its support to DRR activities for different sectors like tourism, health, education, etc. 
Recommendations and lessons learnt described in this evaluation could also be helpful to funding DRR projects in other countries covered by UNDP Barbados and the OECS.


7. [bookmark: _Toc377052072]RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052073]Relevance.

Recommendation 1. Ensure DRR activities planned are the result of a priority analysis. 

DRR priorities and activities reflected in the CWP should be the result of an analysis that should include needs resulting from consultations and also from those arising from previous emergencies/disasters in order to optimise resources for vulnerability reduction and the enhancement of response capacity in the country.
Regional and international priorities and commitments could be analysed as well; this is the case of CDM and the HFA.
Additionally, other evaluations such as the Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Country Baseline Report for St. Vincent and the Grenadines conducted in October 2010 could provide information for the identification of national priorities.
Recommendation 2. Ensure DRR activities planned are aligned with national and regional priorities. 
In the process for the design of the CWPs and identifying DRR priorities in the country, it must be ensured that priorities reflected in them are aligned with the CDM regional agenda and with the National Economic and Social Development Plan. They all should be harmonised in order to reflect the same priorities. The NEMO, in coordination with the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, UNDP and CDEMA, should lead the DRR planning process in SVG and ensure all key stakeholders are invited to consultations to determine DRR priorities and to design the yearly CWPs based on them and on 3-5 year objectives. 
All DRR priorities should be reflected in CWPs and medium and long term national plans.
Recommendation 3. Ensure the participation of all stakeholders in the planning process. 
It must be ensured by the NEMO, with support of UNDP and CDEMA that all stakeholders participate in the DRR planning process. This should include high-level officials from the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning and members of communities involved in specific projects. This will ensure all stakeholders agree on the priorities for the CWPs. This will help the CWPs to be aligned with the NESDP and with CDM.
Coordination between stakeholders can be strengthened: at the regional level, partners like UNDP, CDEMA and PAHO must continue participating in the development of St. Vincent’s CWPs. They must continue participating in the national consultation process with national stakeholders; UNDP Focal Point in SVG (Central Planning) must continue participating in this process. 
Recommendation 4. Plan DRR activities with a Result-Based Management (RBM) approach. 

Planning for the implementation of DRR in SVG activities should be results-oriented using Results-Based Management; this would allow having better effectiveness in the achieving of specific outcomes and outputs; this will also allow a better monitoring and evaluation process by using indicators of performance for each DRR activity to be implemented.

In this regard, CDEMA has suggested hiring a local consultant temporarily to assist the NEMO in the planning process as it has been done successfully in other countries like Dominica.

Recommendation 5. Revise the DRR strategic interventions, outcomes and activities from the NESDP.
The National Economic and Social Development Plan 2013-2025 for St. Vincent and the Grenadines has been launched already. This Plan is supposed to guide activities in the country including DRR. Since its DRR strategic interventions and outcomes are not aligned with the DRR activities included in the CWPs for the period 2008-2012 (see Table 5 in Annex 6), it is important to finally determine if they are the country priorities up to 2025 or if there are any others. Therefore, it is recommended to revise the NESDP DRR activities so that the CWPs for the next years are aligned with national priorities.
Recommendation 6. DRR planning could be made considering a 3-5 year term. 
DRR planning can achieve better results and better sustainability if it is done considering 3-5 year goals/outcomes rather than planning on a yearly basis. Planning for one year only could not be enough to achieve outcomes and outputs that demand more time for their implementation. Planning for a 3-5 year framework (depending on the project) would lead to the achievement of sustainability and capacity building.
Recommendation 7. Strengthen and improve the reporting process. 
Format and periodicity for reporting should be agreed upon between the NEMO and other stakeholders such as CDEMA, UNDP and the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. One format for all agencies would make the planning process easier. Quarterly reports would inform agencies about progress. A good system used for filing and keeping records would also assist in achieving rapid access to all files and documentation related for each DRR activity planned and implemented. This would help too to make the monitoring and evaluation process an easier one.
UNDP has given funds to the NEMO for monitoring and evaluation; this should be reflected in NEMO reporting of activities.
Recommendation 8.  In the process of prioritising DRR activities for planning and funding, include the results of post-disaster evaluations of damage, loss and response. 
After a disaster, and additionally to physical damage and loss identified by the DaLA, lessons learnt should be identified by evaluating the response given to a disaster; thus, better vulnerability reduction and better preparedness activities can be identified as well as priorities for the same event not to occur again. This will avoid spending funds in the same activities repeatedly, thus optimising funding for using in development rather than in reconstruction.
Emergency response functions such as early warning, evacuation, shelter management, EOC coordination, medical attention, telecommunications, and so forth, should be evaluated after disasters in SVG.
Lessons learnt from disasters would lead to identify preparedness measures needed to be improved such as emergency planning, training, etc. The identification of specific needs for better preparedness would help identifying DRR priorities in SVG.
Recommendation 9. In the design of UNDP’s Project Documents to provide assistance after a disaster, include funds not just for the DaLA but also for the evaluation of the response. 
Since evaluating the response given to  a disaster is important to enhance preparedness and response capacity, it would be desirable that when a project document is prepared to provide assistance to a country impacted, funds are considered not only to conduct DaLA (DaLA training, deployment of assessors, etc.), but also for evaluating the response given. This would help to identify what preparedness measures need to be improved. 
Measures regarding legislation, policies, coordination, early warning, public awareness, emergency planning, training, simulation exercises, etc., could be identified and included in the CWPs. This might make the recovery project more expensive, but in the medium –long term funds will be saved and optimised instead of spending them in the same activities repeatedly, as it could happen if lessons from disasters regarding response capacity are not learnt.
7.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052074]Effectiveness

Recommendation 10. The Mossaic project must be evaluated and it must be determined what is needed for its full completion.  

The Mossaic Project was finished but it did not cover all the area that was initially envisaged. A thorough evaluation of the project should be carried out; this would help to identify what is needed to complete the project. After that, a new project could be implemented ensuring lessons from the previous one are learnt. 
The effects of the heavy rainfall in late December 2013 need to be assessed as well to find out what the impact in the Paget Farm community was and how the works behaved.
7.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052075]Efficiency
Recommendation 11. Identify ways to speed up the funding process. 
UNDP and the NEMO could look at finding ways for speeding up, if possible, the yearly funding process in order to start implementing activities as early in the year as possible. 
The NEMO has suggested the possibility to have somewhat of a ‘petty cash’ that could be used while regular funds are provided. This needs to be discussed further between NEMO and UNDP.
In the case where funds from other UNDP programmatic areas like poverty reduction, etc., have not been used in any given year, they can be transferred to DRR activities. This could be done in the first quarter of the year instead of waiting until the 3rd or 4th. This can be agreed between UNDP and the Government of SVG.
NEMO and UNDP could discuss further these matters.
7.4. [bookmark: _Toc377052076]Sustainability
Recommendation 12.  Before planning any activity, identify what is needed to achieve sustainability in terms of additional resources and funding. 
Some of the activities, particularly regarding the purchase of equipment, demand specific additional funds for operation and maintenance. It is important, then, to consider budget to ensure sustainability and the continuous operations of the items purchased. Funds must be identified and sources of funding as well such as donors, international/regional agencies and/or the SVG government.  





8. [bookmark: _Toc377052077]LESSONS LEARNT



8.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052078]From the Evaluation.
Lesson 1. Evaluations should be conducted on a yearly basis or on a 2-3 year basis. 
Five years seems to be a long period of time to conduct an evaluation. In a 5 year period key personnel might have moved to different positions, reports might have been lost and, of course, human memory cannot retain all details through time. See section 4.4.
Lesson 2. Evaluations should be conducted in the early months of the year. 
This would facilitate the evaluation process and would allow all key stakeholders to be available for interviews. Some of the shortcomings included in section 4.4. could be avoided in future evaluations.
[bookmark: _Toc377052079]8.2 From CWP Planning.

Lesson 3. Formats used in DRR planning should be compatible.  

The fact that the formats for all the CWPs, the MTESPs and the NESDP are all different causes problems with the planning process, the monitoring and evaluation process and with continuity and sustainability of projects. One format for planning and one format for reporting progress could be used. 
All formats should include the same priority projects and the same terminology in terms of outcomes, outputs, activities and indicators. See suggested formats in Annex 9 and Annex 10.
Lesson 4. DRR planning should use a 3-5 year timeframe instead of planning on a yearly basis.  
Planning for one year may not be enough to achieve specific outcomes for the case of projects like, for instance, the creation of the CERTs. Some may be created in one year but the process needs to continue in order to achieve specific outcomes like having not just 2 CERTs in one year but as many as needed in a 5 year period. 
8.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052080]From the Mossaic Project.
Lesson 5. Involve communities in the planning process before the project starts.
In the case of specific projects that would benefit and involve specific communities with DRR projects, it is desirable that the communities are involved in the planning phase of the project and not just once the project has started. This would allow to include their input in the project itself and would reduce the possibility of changes and deviations that could bring along delays and/or undesired economic consequences.
Lesson 6. Revise the local characteristics and conditions in the case of prevention/mitigation projects before their commencement.
In the case of the Mossaic Project it was initially designed in 2006 but it started in 2009. The conditions or the area had changed and this resulted in additional works and additional funding. It is important to revise the Contract and Terms of Reference of a project if years have passed since their initial design. 
Lesson 7. Determine what technology and know-how will be transferred and what capacity will be built in prevention/mitigation projects.
This needs to be clear from the beginning of mitigation projects particularly when using new techniques. It must be determined beforehand if the consultant will transfer technology and know-how or not and to what extent. Responsibilities from Government, contractor and the consultant should be clear as well. 
8.4. [bookmark: _Toc377052081]From UNDP Funding.
Lesson 8. UNDP funding has been useful to enhance the response capacity of the NEMO and to build community resilience. Funding can be optimised further as the processes for identification of DRR priorities and for DRR planning improve.
UNDP funded most of the projects included in the NEMO’s CWPs for 2008-2012. Thus, UNDP funding has been key in helping SVG and the NEMO in the implementation of DRR projects and activities in the period. 
UNDP funded activities that enhanced disaster preparedness in SVG. The activities funded and the capacity built in the NEMO and SVG were of enormous importance during the disaster in late December 2013 in SVG.  Community preparedness, shelter management, training and EOC coordination, amongst others, were activities implemented during the disaster.
There is the need, however, to continue increasing the response capacity of organisations and community resilience. This can be achieved by improving the process for identification of priorities and planning.
UNDP funding must continue particularly insofar preparedness activities are concerned. See Section 9 and activities suggested for future funding in Table 3. 
Lesson 9. UNDP’s funding was effective in preparedness projects but not in mitigation.
All projects related to preparedness funded by UNDP were completed successfully: Community resilience, community preparedness, Public awareness campaigns, CERTs, training, EOC, etc. 
The only mitigation project, the Slope Stabilisation Project, was completed partially and was delayed for a year. Mitigation projects are costly; they imply physical works and take a long time to be implemented. 
The funding for mitigation projects (retrofitting, construction, reconstruction) could be left to other organisations such as the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), the Inter Americas Development Bank (IDB), the World Bank (WB), the European Union (EU) and others which normally fund this type of projects.
This might need to be discussed further between UNDP, the NEMO and other donor agencies.



1. 
9. [bookmark: _Toc377052082] SUGGESTED DRR PROJECTS FOR FUTURE FUNDING.

9.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052083]Brief Analysis
Severe rains and high winds due to a Low-Level Trough System impacted St. Vincent and the Grenadines during December 23rd-25th, 2013. Several reports from CDEMA, NEMO, the International Federation of the Red Cross (IFRC), the Eastern Caribbean Donor Group (ECDG) and PAHO indicate that floods and landslides caused 9 deaths, 3 persons missing, 37 injured, 500 homeless and 237 persons in shelters. Extensive damage was caused to housing, roads and water supply systems. The E.T. Joshua Airport and the Milton Cato Hospital were flooded. It is estimated that over 12,000 persons were affected directly or indirectly by this disaster.
In this section, based on reports from this event and the Evaluation itself, a list of possible DRR projects and activities that could be funded in 2014 and subsequent years is presented. It is not, however, an exhaustive list. The final list of priorities should come out from the planning process for 2014 involving all stakeholders and taking into consideration the recommendations and lessons learnt from this Evaluation.
As it was mentioned in Section 8 of this Report, a detailed evaluation of the response (to Hurricane Tomas and to the December 2013 disaster) would determine with more precision what is needed in terms of preparedness measures to enhance response capacity. It is out of the scope of this evaluation to assess in detail all damage caused by the two disasters, but it was considered useful to suggest some DRR projects that could be funded by UNDP and other agencies.  
The list of suggested future DRR projects presented in Table 2 below could be useful in consultations to determine DRR priorities for the next years. DRR priorities, as mentioned in previous sections, should be the result of lessons learnt from previous events and of consultations with communities and with national and regional stakeholders.
9.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052084]Risk Identification. 
Since rain, landslides and floods were the main hazards consequence of the Trough System and also from Hurricane Tomas, it would be important to identify and map floodable areas and areas susceptible to landslides. 
9.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052085]Prevention/Mitigation.
Damage was extensive to infrastructure: roads, bridges, river defences, water supply systems and housing were destroyed, washed away or severely undermined. Critical facilities like the E.T. Joshua Airport and the Milton Cato Hospital were flooded. Particularly the hospital suffered great loss of medical equipment, medical records and medicines. The Hospital is located in a flood plain. 
These situations speak about identifying floodable areas, communities and infrastructure located in floodable areas and identifying mitigation measures such as retrofitting and, where possible, re-location.
9.1.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052086]Preparedness/Response.
The early warning systems and procedures for meteorological events should be revised. The PAHO Report[footnoteRef:1] mentions that “No warning was received (in the Hospital) therefore no response procedures were activated to securing patients, clearing drains, safeguarding equipment and supplies.” It should be investigated how the existing early warning systems worked and if all the population and key infrastructure facilities were alerted about the phenomenon.  [1:  Rapid Assessment Report for St. Vincent and the Grenadines. Regional Health Response Team. December 29th, 2013- January 2nd, 2014.] 

It can be inferred that the same situation occurred in the case of other key infrastructure, governmental buildings, private sector and communities. This highlights the need for the revision of early warning systems in SVG-
Additionally, it is important to find out about how telecommunications worked during the disaster and how the fact that the HF radios are not working impacted in early warning and response activities.
Emergency plans could be designed/revised/updated after the December 2013 event, e.g: the EOC Manual and EOC Procedures; the National Disaster Plan; Sectoral Disaster Plans, and emergency plans and procedures for Early Warning, Notification, Evacuation, Shelter Management, Disaster Relief, Medical Attention, Environmental Health, Clean-up, Telecommunications, etc. It would be important to find out about how the Airport Plan was useful for the response in the recent disaster or if still needs updating. 
The response of specialised and community teams could be evaluated as well. The response of the CDRTs, the CERTs and the SAR Team is very important in this kind of events caused by landslides and floods.
Identification of training priorities could be done as well: DANA; DaLA; Shelter management; SAR for the SAR Team, and light SAR, first aid and community disaster planning for CDRTs and CERTs, etc. 
Regarding specific needs like food, non-food items and equipment (medical, generators, etc.) that has been identified, requested and is being provided by neighbouring countries and regional and international organisations (CDEMA, PAHO, UNDP, IFCR, etc.), it would be important to determine specific needs for events like this in order to replenish stock in national and regional warehouses. 
9.1.4. [bookmark: _Toc377052087]Reconstruction.
Reconstruction of damaged infrastructure implies prevention/mitigation for future events; therefore, it should be done considering DRR measures and vulnerability reduction. 
9.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052088]UNDP Funding 
The relation between hazards, disasters, their effects, the specific response needed and UNDP funded projects is a linear one, particularly regarding preparedness. Meteorological events like hurricanes and troughs cause rainfall, floods and landslides. These hazards cause effects like the destruction of homes and infrastructure, death, injured, displaced population and missing persons. At the same time, these effects demand emergency response activities such as early warning, evacuation, community response, SAR, EOC coordination, shelter management and so forth.  
Consequently, UNDP funding in the areas of community resilience (public awareness, CERTs, etc.), EOC enhancement and emergency planning has been adequate and effective. UNDP funded activities that were useful during the December 2013 disaster. 
The final conclusion of this evaluation (See conclusion 1 in section 6 above) is that UNDP funding has been effective and that it should continue in these key DRR activities  in order to enhance and maintain a good level of preparedness in SVG. 
Recommendations from this Evaluation should be implemented and Lessons Learnt should lead to improving the DRR planning and funding process in SVG.
9.3. [bookmark: _Toc377052089] Suggested Projects.
As mentioned above in many sections particularly in Recommendations 8 and 9, it is important to conduct a detailed evaluation of the response after a disaster, so that specific needs/priorities can be identified.
Some suggestions for future DRR activities to be funded and possible funding agencies are presented in the Table 2 below.
It is important to highlight the fact that not all projects have to be implemented concurrently; for instance: CERTs have to be created before they are trained; Emergency plans need to be designed before training personnel involved in them;  emergency plans need to be designed, and training has to be conducted before simulation exercises. Therefore, some DRR projects should be implemented before others. This should be discussed while identifying DRR priorities in SVG and when designing future CWPs.
UNDP’s funding has proved to be relevant, effective, efficient and sustainable particularly in preparedness projects and activities that enhance community resilience and response capacity. UNDP’s support should continue to improve effectiveness and sustainability.
Some suggestions of preparedness projects that could be funded by UNDP in SVG and other Caribbean countries are:
1. Revision of DRR legislation.
2. Design/revision of DRR policies: shelter management, emergency donations, disaster relief, emergency housing, etc.
3. Design/Revision of early warning systems for predictable hazards including early warning systems protocols.
4. Design/Revision of National Disaster Plans.
5. Revision of the National Disaster Office structure and functions.
6. Design/Revision of hazard specific emergency response plans for hurricanes, tsunami, earthquakes, floods, landslides, oil spills, etc.
7. Design/revision of emergency plans and procedures for specific emergency response functions: evacuation, shelter management, damage and needs assessment, land SAR, maritime SAR, light SAR, disaster relief, emergency public information, first aid, etc.
8. Sectoral emergency plans: tourism sector plan, agriculture emergency plan, education sector emergency plan, etc.
9. Design/Revise emergency plans for key facilities: airport, sea ports, hospital and clinics, water supply, tele-communications, power supply, etc.
10. EOC management: EOC manual and emergency procedures; equipping the EOC: radios, computers, materials, software, etc.
11. Establishment of community disaster organisations (CERTs)
12. Community disaster planning.
13. Design of a National DRR Public Education and Awareness Plan and Strategy.
14. Public education and awareness: meetings, caravans, events, guided tours (to the volcano), posters, printed materials, videos, CDs, etc.
15. Design of the National Disaster Office Website.
16. Design of a National DRR Training programme.
17. Design/Delivery of DRR training: EOC operations, contingency planning, DANA, DaLA, shelter management, disaster relief, SAR, etc.
18. Design of a National DRR simulation exercise programme.
19. Planning, execution and evaluation of simulation exercises.
20. After Action Meetings/Workshops.
21. Organising and/or attending national, regional and international DRR meetings/workshops.
22. Deployment of DaLA assessors and production of DaLA Reports after disasters.
23. Evaluation of response after disasters.
24. Early recovery projects.
25. Business continuity and continuity of operations plans.
26. Studies regarding DRR and environmental management.
27. Studies regarding DRR and gender.
28. Studies regarding DRR and climate change.
These are just some examples of preparedness activities that could be funded by UNDP; the countries should determine their priorities.
Regarding risk identification and mitigation, UNDP could also fund vulnerability studies, feasibility studies, etc., funding of mitigation and reconstruction works could be left to other agencies. 



	DRR Component.
	Project
	Description / Activities.
	Possible funding sources[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The list is not final and not limited to the funding agencies mentioned. In all projects it is important to determine what is needed to achieve sustainability and what would be the contribution from the Government of AVG if any.] 


	Hazard Identification
	Landslide risk mapping
	To identify and map areas vulnerable to landslides
	IDB, World Bank.

	
	Flood mapping
	To identify and map areas vulnerable to flooding
	IDB, World Bank.

	Preparedness
	Community Awareness
	Continue activities permanently.
	UNDP, CDEMA, CDB.

	
	CERTs (and CDRTs)
	To create, train and equip CERTs all over SVG in key communities. Coordination must be made with IFRC for the creation of CDRTs in specific communities.
	UNDP, CDEMA, CDB, for CERTs.
IFRC for CDRTs

	
	Emergency Planning
	To revise and update the SVG National Disaster Plan.
	UNDP, CDEMA.

	
	
	To revise early warning systems and procedures for meteorological phenomena
	UNDP, CDEMA, CDB.

	
	
	To revise/design emergency plans and procedures for evacuation, shelter management, disaster relief, etc.
	UNDP, CDEMA.

	
	
	To revise/design the National Health Sector Plan and the Milton Cato Hospital Disaster Plan
	PAHO

	
	
	To revise/design sectoral disaster plans: Tourism, Education, Agriculture, Works, etc.
	UNDP, CDEMA, IDB, World Bank, CTO, OAS. 

	
	EOC
	To revise/design the EOC Manual and Emergency procedures. Equip the EOC (telecommunications, computers, etc.)
	UNDP, CDEMA, IDB.

	
	Training
	To train personnel responsible for specific emergency response functions such as shelter management, SAR, etc. Simulation exercises.
	UNDP, CDEMA, CDB, IDB.

	
	
	To train in health-related subjects such as emergency response in hospitals, mass casualty management, simulation exercises, etc.
	PAHO.

	
	Equipment
	Purchase, maintenance and stock of response equipment and goods (telecommunications, generators, food and non-food items, etc.)
	CDEMA. IFRC, CDB, IDB.

	
	
	Purchase, maintenance and stock of medical equipment, medicines, medical supplies, environmental health equipment and materials, etc.
	PAHO.

	
	Public Safety Programme
	To equip and train schools and governmental buildings.
	IDB, World Bank, UNICEF. CTO, OAS, CIDA, DFID, OFDA.

	Recovery / Mitigation Reconstruction / 
	Recovery Plans
	Business continuity plans for private sector; continuity of operations plans for governmental agencies.
	UNDP, CDEMA, CDB.

	
	Mitigation/Reconstruction
	Retrofit/reconstruct damaged infrastructure ensuring DRR.
Identify and landslide mitigation projects.
	IDB, CDB, World Bank.

	
	Relocation/Land use.
	Re-locate key vulnerable infrastructure (use landslide and flood mapping)
	IDB, CDB, World Bank.


Table  2. List of Suggested DRR Projects in St. Vincent and Possible Sources for Funding.

10. [bookmark: _Toc377052090]ANNEXES.
10.1. [bookmark: _Toc377052091]Annex 1. 
[bookmark: _Toc377052092]TERMS OF REFERENCE




	I. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT
St Vincent and the Grenadines is a Participating State of the Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA), and as a result has adopted the Enhanced Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Strategy 2007-2012, based on a revision of the initial 2001-2006 Strategy. St Vincent and the Grenadines has also ratified the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 strategy. The initial CDM Strategy was amended to improve monitoring and implementation using a results-based management approach and more importantly, sought to have greater alignment to the HFA which all countries also adopted.  
The CDM has the following stated purpose: To strengthen regional, national and community level capacity for mitigation, management, and coordinated response to natural and technological hazards, and the effects of climate change. This is detailed through the 4 priority outcomes and detailed outputs. Beneficiary countries are seeking to incorporate the CDM elements at the national and sub-regional levels. The national policies of the beneficiary countries have therefore been informed by the CDM process.  
UNDP Barbados and the OECS has supported the development and implementation of the CDM from the initial version at the regional and national levels. UNDP has also supported countries realizing the commitments defined in the HFA and indeed, the realization of the CDM Strategy will address these commitments.
It is within this context that UNDP Barbados and the OECS has provided support to St Vincent and the Grenadines in the area of disaster risk reduction and specifically through the national partner, the National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO). Based on the work plan of NEMO and priorities established at the national level including implementing the Comprehensive Disaster Management Strategy (2006 – 2012) and the Hyogo Framework for Action (2005 – 2015), the focus of the support has been in three specific areas, notably:
· Public awareness and education (PAE) in DRR
· Community Resilience
· Enhancing national DRR structures, including in emergency communications, post disaster assessment and recovery. 
Support to the national disaster risk reduction programme under the St Vincent and the Grenadines Country Programme Action Plan (2006 – 2009, later extended to 2011) and specifically outcome 7: “Enhanced regional and national capacities for disaster risk reduction associated with natural, environmental and technological hazards, within the broader context of climate change”.  Six outputs were identified in the 2005-2009 (extended to 2011) UNDP Sub-regional Programme (SPD)  for St. Vincent and the Grenadines to contribute to the referenced outcome: 
2. Pilot vulnerability and capacity assessment (VCA) regional initiative undertaken with specific recommendations for reducing vulnerability to disaster events and community based priorities;
3. Up-scaled national VCA; 
4. CDM review and recommendations for advancing this initiative;
5. Institutional capacity development and awareness building in support of realising the national CDM goals;
6. Mainstreaming of disaster risk reduction into sector development plans, including PRSPs and Sustainable Development Plans; and
7. Enhancing Community Adaptive Capacities through Innovative Environmental Management Approaches 

II: EVALUATION PURPOSE
Evaluations are critical for UNDP to progress towards advancing human development. In the case of St Vincent and the Grenadines, the evaluation is important to the Government in order that it can ascertain the impact of the allocation of development funding against the predetermined priorities.  Through the generation of ‘evidence’ and objective information, evaluations enable partners to make informed decisions and plan strategically. This exercise is scheduled at an interesting juncture, noting the new UNDAF 2012 – 2016; the evolving post 2012 and post 2015 CDM and HFA strategies; and the emerging post 2015 development agenda.  Furthermore noting that a budget of USD 440,000 was allocated to DRR activities during the review period of which USD 311,000 was implemented, it is important to demonstrate the level of change in the measured variables and level of success of the outputs achieved and contributions to outcome level changes. In addition to the assessment of achievement of products, all UNDP managed evaluations should also assess the contribution of the project to the outcome level results, normally demonstrated as changes in the performance of institutions or behavioural changes. The evaluation will be used by all of the main parties (the Central Planning Division of the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning ,the National Emergency Management Organization as well as UNDP) to assess their approaches to development assistance and to design future interventions. It is expected to serve for accountability purposes as well as generation of knowledge for wider use.
Evaluation results are expected to determine:
29. The extent to which the outputs realized are sustainable and replicable.
30. Design of future initiatives, including disaster risk reduction, in St Vincent and the Grenadines as well as support to other countries served by UNDP Barbados and the OECS.



III: EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE.

Evaluation objectives
This evaluation will identify the outputs produced and the contributions to results at outcome level and positive or negative changes produced along the way, including possible unexpected results. The evaluation will also seek to identify the key lessons learned and best practices.
The evaluation will assess:
1. The relevance of the support and in particular its coherence to the national agenda.
2. The effectiveness and efficiency with which the UNDP Core Resources for St Vincent and the Grenadines have been used.
3. The usefulness and sustainability of the results/project targets for the beneficiaries.
4. NEMO and UNDP’s performance as development partners.

Evaluation scope

Period of consultancy 

The evaluator is expected to work a total of twenty (20) days during the period 28 October – 20 December 2013.  

Period of review:

1 January 2008 – 30 December 2012. However prospects for sustainability and potential for longer term impact will be made far beyond this period. 

Geographic Scope: 

The assessment will be conducted in St Vincent and the Grenadines with a mission as necessary to Bequia to review the community resilience initiative. 
The main counterparts for engagement will be NEMO and the Central Planning Division in St Vincent and the Grenadines.  Other DRR stakeholders in St Vincent and the Grenadines including members of the national disaster committee and beneficiaries of DRR initiatives. UNDP Barbados and the OECS and CDEMA will also be important to consult, either through travel to Barbados or related meetings in St Vincent and the Grenadines or possibly consultations/interviews convened through online mediums or via phone. 

Specific issues to consider 

The scope is also expected to include documentation of lessons learned, findings and recommendations in the following areas: 
Opportunities and challenges brought by NEMO and relationship to their overall work plan.

IV. EVALUATION QUESTIONS
The evaluation should answer, at least, the following questions. However, the selected evaluator shall complement this listing in its methodological proposal in order to comply with the objectives and scope of the evaluation. Additionally the evaluator should propose how the gender aspect will be covered. 

The evaluator will seek to answer the following questions: 

In assessing relevance: 

i. To what extent is UNDP’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including UNDP’s role in this particular development context and its comparative advantage? 
ii. To what extent was the project’s selected method of delivery appropriate to the development context? 
iii. Was the initiative/project aligned with national and sub-regional strategies and UNDPs mandate? 
iv. Was it consistent with human development needs and the specific development challenges in the countries and sub-region? 

In assessing effectiveness: 

i. To what extent have expected outputs been achieved or has progress been made towards their achievement? 
ii. How has the project contributed to outcome level changes? Did it at least set dynamic changes and processes that move towards the long-term outcomes? 
iii. What factors have contributed to achieving or not achieving intended outputs and contributions to outcomes? 
iv. Has the partnership strategy developed for this project been appropriate and effective? 
v. What has been the contribution of partners and other organizations, especially beneficiary country organizations, to the outcome, and how effective have been the project partnerships in contributing to achieving the outcome? 
vi. What were the positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about by the project? 

In assessing efficiency: 

i. To what extent were quality outputs delivered on time? 
ii. Have the components been implemented within deadline and cost estimates? 
iii. Have NEMO, the Central Planning Division and UNDP taken prompt actions to solve implementation issues? 
iv. What impact has political instability had on delivery timelines? 
v. Were the projects resources focused on the set of activities that were expected to produce significant results? 
vi. Were the monitoring practices efficient and did they permit for on-time adjustments in the implementation of the project 

In assessing sustainability: 

i. What indications are there that the achieved results (both at output and outcome levels) will be sustained, e.g. through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? 
ii. To what extent has a sustainability strategy, including capacity development of key national and regional stakeholders, been developed or implemented? 
iii. To what extent are policy and regulatory frameworks in place that will support the continuation of benefits? 
iv. To what extent have partners committed to providing continuing support? 
v. What issues emerged during implementation as a threat to sustainability? What were the corrective measures that were adopted? 
vi. How has the implementing partner addressed the challenge of building national capacity in the face of high turnover of government officials? 

V METHODOLOGY AND IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT
The project evaluation is to be undertaken in accordance with UN evaluation norms and policies, including UN Standards and Norms for Evaluations[footnoteRef:3], UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation for Development Results[footnoteRef:4] , and in particular UNDP outcome-level evaluation a companion guide to the handbook on planning, monitoring and evaluating for development results for programme units and evaluators[footnoteRef:5]. Evaluation methods should be selected for their rigor in producing empirically based evidence to address the evaluation criteria, to respond to the evaluation questions, and to meet the purpose and objectives of the evaluation.  [3:  http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4]  [4:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/handbook/]  [5:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/guidance/UNDP_Guidance_on_Outcome-Level%20_Evaluation_2011.pdf] 


The evaluator will define the final methodology to be applied and it should include methodologies as outlined in the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results The evaluator will be expected to undertake: 

1. Comprehensive Desk review (indicative but not necessary complete list of documentation at Appendix 2). All needed documentation can be obtained directly from NEMO and UNDP). 
2. Field visits will be conducted in St Vincent and the Grenadines including Bequia  and Barbados (as necessary). 
3. Consultations with UNDP and CDEMA can occur via online mediums (Skype etc) or telephone. 
4. Field visits will include semi-structured interviews and/or focus groups (or other data collection methods) and potentially site visits. 
5. The evaluator is expected to frame the evaluation effort using the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability.

Indicators are specified in the Results and Resources Framework of the Project annexed to the present Terms of Reference. In addition the evaluation should take into account the relevant Sub-regional Programme outcome(s), outputs and related indicators. 

While this evaluation should be pitched at outcome level, it should be noted that indicators found in the Project Document at output (and at activity level at least to some degree to cover the most strategic activities) level may be completed/specified with the indicators, which may give a better measure of the project’s outputs and most strategic activities.

VI DELIVERABLES
The Evaluator will produce for approval by UNDP the following deliverables:
Deliverable #1: Inception report 
[bookmark: _Toc375477753][bookmark: _Toc375999907][bookmark: _Toc376000022][bookmark: _Toc376000271][bookmark: _Toc376097155][bookmark: _Toc376966794][bookmark: _Toc376974632][bookmark: _Toc376975310][bookmark: _Toc377052093]The evaluator will conduct a preliminary scoping exercise and design an inception report (containing an evaluation matrix, evaluation protocols for different stakeholders, and a description of the methodology (using quantitative and qualitative data and means of collection), to be discussed with the Central Planning Division and the UNDP Country office before the evaluation can be conducted.
[bookmark: _Toc375477754][bookmark: _Toc375999908][bookmark: _Toc376000023][bookmark: _Toc376000272][bookmark: _Toc376097156][bookmark: _Toc376966795][bookmark: _Toc376974633][bookmark: _Toc376975311][bookmark: _Toc377052094]This represents a general planning document of the Evaluation Mission, which includes a calendar of the main stages and activities planned and deliverables. This report shall detail the understanding of the evaluators on what they are going to evaluate and why, showing how each evaluation question shall be answered and by which means: the proposed methodology, the proposed information sources, and the data recollection procedures. This information shall be reflected in an evaluation matrix, for example:




	SAMPLE EVALUATION MATRIX

	Criteria/Sub-criteria
	(Examples of) questions to be addressed by outcome-level evaluation
	What to look for
	Data sources
	Data collection methods




Deliverable #2: Draft evaluation report
A draft evaluation report shall be submitted. This draft evaluation report shall at least include the following elements as detailed in the Annex 7 of the PME Handbook, and shall not surpass 50 pages: 

1. The title and opening pages 
2. Table of contents 
3. List of acronyms and abbreviations 
4. Draft executive summary 
5. Introduction 
6. Description of the intervention 
7. Evaluation scope and objectives 
8. Evaluation approach and methods 
9. Data analysis 
10. Findings and conclusions 
11. Recommendations 
12. Lessons Learnt 

The report annexes may be partly provided at the level of submission of the draft report: 

1. ToR for the evaluation 
2. Addition methodology related documentation 
3. List of individuals or groups consulted 
4. List of supporting documents reviewed 
5. Results and Resources Framework 
6. Summary table of findings 
7. Short biographies of the evaluator 
8. Code of conduct signed by evaluators 

Deliverable #3: Final version of evaluation report 
[bookmark: _Toc375477755][bookmark: _Toc375999909][bookmark: _Toc376000024][bookmark: _Toc376000273][bookmark: _Toc376097157][bookmark: _Toc376966796][bookmark: _Toc376974634][bookmark: _Toc376975312][bookmark: _Toc377052095]The final report should be 50 pages (max) analytical report, excluding annexes, detailing key findings, good practices and clear recommendations. The report should be presented in English. The Evaluation report format should meet with the standard Evaluation Report Template of the UNDP and quality Standards established by UNDP and UNEG[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Annex 7 of the UNDP Handbook (2009), and  UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports  UNEG/G(2010)/2)
] 

The report should be developed with at least the following chapters:
· Executive summary (maximum 4 pages)
· Introduction (including evaluation objectives and scope)
· Description of the Intervention
· Evaluation Approach and Methods
· Analysis and major findings
· Conclusions
· Recommendations

VII TIMEFRAME
	Phase 
	Activities 
	Duration in working days 


	Inception (home based) 
	Desk review, preparation of the inception report UNDP, Central Planning Division and NEMO to provide contacts 
	5 days 

	
Primary Data Collection 
St Vincent & the Grenadines
	
Meeting with the CPD, NEMO
Other key stakeholders
Visit to Bequia
Review of documentation 

	
4 days 

	Primary Data Collection
Barbados

Primary data collection and elaboration of the draft report (Home based with consultations with key stakeholders. In addition to interviews other data collection methods like surveys may be considered)
	Meeting with UNDP, CDEMA


Skype or phone interview/consultation with ERC contacts/focal points 
Skype or phone interview/consultation with other local stakeholders 
 

	2 Days


4 days (may be a bit less if more time is needed for the inception phase) 

	Home based 
	Information meeting with UNDP 
Debriefing with UNDP, CPD and NEMO based on the draft report and the comments received 
Final report writing 
Integration of comments on draft report 
Delivery of Final report 

	5 days 







10.2. [bookmark: _Toc377052096]
Annex 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc377052097]LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED.


CDEMA. Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency. Comprehensive Disaster Management Strategy and Programme Framework 2007-2012. 2007. 
_________. Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Country Baseline Report. St. Vincent and the Grenadines. October 2010.
_________. Low-level Trough System affecting the Lesser Antilles Region. Situation Reports 1, 2,3 and 4. December 25th , 2013 - January 3rd, 2014.
ECDG. Eastern Caribbean Donor Group. Mission Report. December Rain 2013. Impacts on St. Vincent, Saint Lucia and Dominica. December 30th, 2013.

ECLAC. Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean. St. Vincent and the Grenadines Macro Socio- Economic Assessment of the Damage and Losses caused by Hurricane Tomas. 20 May, 2011. 

Government of Saint Lucia. After Action Report of Saint Lucia’s Response to Hurricane Tomas of 2010. 26-26 July, 2011.
Government of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. St. Vincent and the Grenadines National Economic and Social Development Plan 2013-2025. January 2013.

_________. St. Vincent and the Grenadines Medium-Term Economic Strategy Paper 2010-2012. Central Planning Division. Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. 2010.
_________. St. Vincent and the Grenadines Medium-Term Economic Strategy Paper 2007-2009. Central Planning Division. Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. 2007.
IFCR. International Federation of the Red Cross. CDRT Field Guide. A Handbook for Community Response to Disasters. October 2008. 
_________. Emergency Plan of Action (EPoA). St. Vincent and the Grenadines. January 3rd, 2014.
NEMO. National Emergency Management Organisation of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. Country Work Programme. 2008.
__________.  Country Work Programme.2009
__________. Country Work Programme. 2010
 __________. Country Work Programme. 2011
__________. Country Work Programme. 2012
_________. Situation Report 6. Assessment Continues following Heavy Rains from Trough on 24th-25th, December 2013. December 29th, 2013.
PAHO. Pan American Health Organisation. Rapid Assessment Report for St. Vincent and the Grenadines. Regional Response Team. December 29th, 2013- January 2nd , 2014. 
OECS. Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States. Agreement between the Organisation of the Eastern Caribbean States and the Government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines (Ministry of National Security) for the Implementation of the Paget Farm Community Risk Reduction Project. 2009.
_________. Several communications and reports related to the Paget Farm Community Risk Reduction Project. 2009-2011.
UNDP. United Nations Development Programme. Outcome-Level Evaluation. A Companion Guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results for Programme Units and Evaluators. December 2011.
_________. Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results. 2009.
_________. Project Document. Post-Tomas Recovery in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. 2010.
_________. Country Programme Action Plan 2006-2009 agreed by the Government of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and the United Nations Development Programme. 2006.
_________. Report of UNDP DRR SVG Funds. 2012.
UNEG. United Nations Evaluation Group. Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. April 2005.
_________. Standards for Evaluation in the UN System. April 2005.
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1. Mr. Ian King. Programme Manager. Disaster and Climate Risk Management. UNDP Barbados and OECS.

2. Mr. Howie Prince. Coordinator. NEMO.

3. Ms. Michelle Forbes. Deputy Director. NEMO.

4. Ms. Houlda Peters. Training Officer. NEMO.

5. Ms. Elizabeth Riley. Deputy Executive Director. CDEMA.

6. Ms. Cisne Pascal. Focal Point for the Eastern Sub –Region. CDEMA.

7. Ms. Sarah Lionel. Senior Programme Officer. CDEMA.

8. Ms. Marcelle Edwards-John. Senior Programme Officer. Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning.

9. Ms. Janelle Hannaway. Economist. Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning.

10. Station Sergeant. Charles Adams. St. Vincent and the Grenadines Royal Police Force. Search and Rescue Team.

11. Mr. Bernard Marksman. Director General. St. Vincent and the Grenadines Red Cross.

12. Mr. Herman Belmar. Deputy Director of Grenadines Affairs. 

13. Mr. Kemron Alexander.  Senior Seismic Technician. Soufriere Monitoring Unit. Ministry of Agriculture. 
14. 
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	EVALUATION MATRIX

	Criteria/Sub-criteria
	Questions to be addressed by outcome-level evaluation
	What to look for
	Data sources
	Data collection methods

	Relevance
	i. To what extent is UNDP’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including UNDP’s role in this particular development context and its comparative advantage? 

ii. To what extent was the project’s selected method of delivery appropriate to the development context? 

iii. Was the initiative/project aligned with national and sub-regional strategies and UNDPs mandate? 

iv. Was it consistent with human development needs and the specific development challenges in the countries and sub-region? 

	I. How does the project
      align with national and regional strategies (in specific thematic area)?

II. How does the project
      address the human development needs of intended beneficiaries (poor, women, disadvantaged groups)?
	i. UNDP Project documents.

ii. UNDP programme/ project Annual Work Plans.

iii. Government’s national planning documents.

iv. UNDP Staff.

v. NEMO staff

vi. Progress reports on projects

vii. Monitoring reports

viii. -Government and development partners

ix. -Communities involved

x. -Stakeholders
	i. Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Performance indicators will be analysed in order to determine progress of the projects.

ii. Extant Reports and Documents. All documentation (information, reports, etc.) provided by the NEMO and UNDP will be analysed by the evaluator.

iii. Interviews. Interviews with stakeholders will be held. Questions regarding evaluation criteria will be made.

iv. On-Site Observation. Field visits will be conducted by the evaluator, preferably accompanied by stakeholders in order to observe the projects’ progress.

	Effectiveness
	
i. To what extent have expected outputs been achieved or has progress been made towards their achievement? 

ii. How has the project contributed to outcome level changes? Did it at least set dynamic changes and processes that move towards the long-term outcomes? 

iii. What factors have contributed to achieving or not achieving intended outputs and contributions to outcomes? 

iv. Has the partnership strategy developed for this project been appropriate and effective? 

v. What has been the contribution of partners and other organizations, especially beneficiary country organizations, to the outcome, and how effective have been the project partnerships in contributing to achieving the outcome? 

vi. What were the positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about by the project? 
	
i. What outcomes does the project intend to achieve?

ii. What outputs has the project achieved?

iii. What percentage of the project results at the output level has been achieved?

iv. What changes can be observed as a result of these outputs?

v. In addition to UNDP initiatives, what other factors may have affected the results?

vi. What were the unintended results (+ or -) of UNDP initiatives?
	
i. UNDP Project documents.

ii. UNDP programme/ project Annual Work Plans.

iii. Government’s national planning documents.

iv. UNDP Staff.

v. NEMO staff

vi. Progress reports on projects

vii. Monitoring reports

viii. Government and development partners

ix. Communities involved

x. Stakeholders

	
i. Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Performance indicators will be analysed in order to determine progress of the projects.

ii. Extant Reports and Documents. All documentation (information, reports, etc.) provided by the NEMO and UNDP will be analysed by the evaluator.

iii. Interviews. Interviews with stakeholders will be held. Questions regarding evaluation criteria will be made.

iv. On-Site Observation. Field visits will be conducted by the evaluator, preferably accompanied by stakeholders in order to observe the projects’ progress.

	Efficiency
	
i. To what extent were quality outputs delivered on time? 

ii. Have the components been implemented within deadline and cost estimates? 

iii. Have NEMO, the Central Planning Division and UNDP taken prompt actions to solve implementation issues? 

iv. What impact has political instability had on delivery timelines? 

v. Were the projects resources focused on the set of activities that were expected to produce significant results? 

vi. Were the monitoring practices efficient and did they permit for on-time adjustments in the implementation of the project 

	
i. Have there been time extensions on the project?

ii. What were the circumstances giving rise to the need for time extension.

iii. Has there been over-expenditure on the project?

iv. What mechanisms does UNDP and the NEMO have in place to monitor  implementation?

v. Are these effective?
	
i. UNDP Project documents.

ii. UNDP programme/ project Annual Work Plans.

iii. Government’s national planning documents.

iv. UNDP Staff.

v. NEMO staff

vi. Progress reports on projects

vii. Monitoring reports

viii. Government and development partners

ix. Communities involved

x. Stakeholders

	
i. Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Performance indicators will be analysed in order to determine progress of the projects.

ii. Extant Reports and Documents. All documentation (information, reports, etc.) provided by the NEMO and UNDP will be analysed by the evaluator.

iii. Interviews. Interviews with stakeholders will be held. Questions regarding evaluation criteria will be made.

iv. On-Site Observation. Field visits will be conducted by the evaluator, preferably accompanied by stakeholders in order to observe the projects’ progress.


	Sustainability
	
i. What indications are there that the achieved results (both at output and outcome levels) will be sustained, e.g. through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? 

ii. To what extent has a sustainability strategy, including capacity development of key national and regional stakeholders, been developed or implemented? 

iii. To what extent are policy and regulatory frameworks in place that will support the continuation of benefits? 

iv. To what extent have partners committed to providing continuing support? 

v. What issues emerged during implementation as a threat to sustainability? What were the corrective measures that were adopted? 

vi. How has the implementing partner addressed the challenge of building national capacity in the face of high turnover of government officials? 

	
i. Does/did the project have an exit strategy?

ii.  To what extent does the exit  strategy take into account the following?
––Political factors (support from national authorities)
––Financial factors  (available budgets)
––Technical factors (skills and expertise needed)
––Environmental factors
(environmental appraisal)

iii. What unanticipated sustainability threats emerging during implementation?

iv. What corrective measures did UNDP take?
	
i. UNDP Project documents.

ii. UNDP programme/ project Annual Work Plans.

iii. Government’s national planning documents.

iv. UNDP Staff.

v. NEMO staff

vi. Progress reports on projects

vii. Monitoring reports

viii. Government and development partners

ix. Communities involved

x. Stakeholders

	
i. Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Performance indicators will be analysed in order to determine progress of the projects.

ii. Extant Reports and Documents. All documentation (information, reports, etc.) provided by the NEMO and UNDP will be analysed by the evaluator.

iii. Interviews. Interviews with stakeholders will be held. Questions regarding evaluation criteria will be made.

iv. On-Site Observation. Field visits will be conducted by the evaluator, preferably accompanied by stakeholders in order to observe the projects’ progress.
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ANNUAL WORK PLAN 2008
ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES COUNTRY PROGRAMME
Project Work Plan:  UNDP/CPAP Disaster Management for St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Date: 10th March 2008
	Project Out Puts
	Activities
	Indicators
	Responsible Personnel
	Time line
	Budget (US$)

	Earthquake Readiness and Seismic Hazards Awareness Programme
	1) Sectoral Consultations 





2) Publication of Earthquake preparedness information via newspapers and local radio
3) Production of  information/booklets relating to Earthquake and Tsunami hazards
4) Earthquake readiness programme in 5 schools in St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	Consultations conducted with stakeholders and develop plan for Earthquake readiness programme and other seismic hazards such as Tsunamis.

 
 Newspaper Publications

Radio Programmes

Earthquake evacuation drills in 5 schools

	Director, NEMO

Training Officer, NEMO

Volcanologist

Deputy Director, NEMO

Consultant
	1)  July 





2) September – November 

3) September -November
4) September - November
	11,000

	Public Education and Awareness
	
1) Landslide Awareness Programme

1) Hurricane Awareness Programme

2) Flood Awareness Programme
	
Launching of landslide mitigation project and landslide awareness programme.
All programmes will include media publications, public exhibitions and school infusion programmes
	Training Officer, NEMO

Director, NEMO
	
1) June

April – November 
	15,000

	Vulnerability Assessment – Volcanic Hazards
	1) Conduct vulnerability Assessment (Social Survey) in volcanic high risk areas
2) Produce and design materials on volcanic contingency planning
	Social data collected, collated and analyzed

Design for household and community evacuation plan and procedures completed
	Deputy Director, NEMO

Volcanologist and SMU 
NEMO, Volunteers 
	1) April – June


2) June - August
	7,500

	To Enhance Disaster Preparedness and Planning Capacities at the community level

	1) Training of Groups ( Shelter Mgt, DM Planning, Damage Assessment)

2) Develop community disaster plans for 5 communities

3) Community Simulation Exercises

4) Build capacity in vulnerable communities in the Grenadine Islands of Union Island, Mayreau, Canouan and Bequia 

5) Training in the collation of data following the impact of a hazard



6) Community Awards

	10 community groups (200 persons) trained in the areas indicated


Purchasing of Screen to be used in communities for presentations

Conduct a simulation exercise on a particular hazard 

Strengthen community organizations in Grenadines through capacity building workshops

Purchasing of two (2) digital cameras and accessories for collating and documentation for post – impact assessment

Presenting awards to communities and volunteers involved in disaster activities
	Deputy Director,  NEMO

Director, NEMO


Training Officer



NEMO’s Community Disaster Groups
	1 – 4) April – November 















5) May – June 


6) November
	15,000

	To Provide Early Warning and Communication Systems to communities

	1) Purchase and distribution of HF radios and accessories 
	5 HF radios distributed to communities

Training in Emergency Communications in communities where radios have been installed 
	Consultant

Rainbow radio League Volunteers
	June - November


	15,000



	Project Out Puts
	Activities
	Indicators
	Responsible Personnel
	Time line
	Budget (US$)

	Emergency Operations Centre  (EOC) Management
	1) To enhance the operations of the Emergency Operations Centre
	Purchasing of charts for Emergency Operations
Producing and erection of boards for displaying emergency messages 
Purchasing of a computer and printer for documenting Emergency Operations Activities 
Simulation exercise for EOC Personnel 
	Deputy Director, NEMO
Director, NEMO


	April – June





May
	8,000

	Review and develop National Plans for various hazards and facilities
	1) Develop Oil Spill Contingency Plan


2) Develop Airport Emergency Plans
	Produce Draft National Oil Spill Contingency Plans through a series of consultations with all stakeholders
Consultations with all stakeholders to develop airport contingency plans
	Director, NEMO
Maritime Administration

Director of Airports
	1) April - November


2) April - November
	5,000

	Monitoring and Evaluation 
	
	
	UNDP – Barbados
Director of Planning
UNDP – Programme Officer
NEMO - Director
	March - December
	7,000





UNDP/TRAC FUND
SVG, 2009
Country Work Programme 2009
PROGRAMME OUTLINE
	Programme Areas 
(With Linkage to CDM)
	Activities/Indicators
	Budget
Year 1 (2009)
	Budget
Year 2 (2010)
	Budget
Year 3 (2011)

	Linkage to National Programme (CDM)
1.1, 1.3, 1.5,2.2, 2.3,3.3
CDM Harmonisation
· Consultancy to lead process 
· Sectoral Workshops


· Institutional Capacity Building for Ministries
	


· Consultant hired

· Series of consultation completed with key sector 

· Meeting and workshops to build capacity
	
· 10,000


· Funding Available from CDEMA

· Funding Available from CDEMA
	
· 5,000
	
· 5,000

· 10,000

	Linkage to National Programme (CDM)
1.5,2.3, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3,4.4,4.5
 EOC Management Support
· Purchase of EOC support equipment

· Networking of system

· Web EOC Support



· Community EOC Support
	


· Server, terminals, software and other support equipment sourced and purchased.
· Technical expertise retained & networking completed
· Web EOC linkage established with CDERA and greater Caribbean

· Community EOCs enhanced
	
· 10,000


· Funding Available from CDEMA
· Support Available from CDEMA
· Support Available from CDEMA
	
· 10,000



· 30,000

	
· 20,000




	Programme Areas 
(With Linkage to CDM)
	Activities/Indicators
	Budget Year 1 (2009)
	Budget Year 2 (2010)
	Budget Year 3 (2011)

	Disaster Risk Reduction
Linkage to National Programme (CDM)
1.5,2.3, 2.4,4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4
· Slope Stabilization Project
· 
· Public Safety Programme (All-Hazards Approach)






· Establishment of Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTs)   
        1) Feasibility Study
               (Tobago/SVG)
       2) Establish 2  Teams
       3) Support to Teams 
	


· Slope Stabilization Project for Dark View Community Completed
· 
· Safety programme initiated by all public buildings by 2011, catering to multi-hazards including earthquakes, hurricanes, fires, floods.
	


· 65,000



· 10,000
  




· 5,000
	


· 75,000



· 40,000






· 200,000

	


· 75,000



· 20,000





· 30,000

	Monitoring & Evaluation
	
	· 10,000
	· 12,000
	· 15,000

	TOTALS
	
	· 110,000
	· 372,000
	· 175,000





	Country Work Programme 2010
UNDP TRAC FUND 2010 - ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES

	
	
	
	
	

	PROGRAMME
	OUTPUTS
	ACTIVITIES
	ESTIMATE
	REMARKS

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Community Disaster Risk Reduction Programme
	1. Continuation of Paget Farm Mossaic Slope Stabilization Programme
	1. Continuation of Slope stabilization programmes at Paget Farm.
	$52,000 
	This programme is ongoing. The amount of $52,000 is for completion.

	 
	 
	2. Monitor and Evaluate the slope stabilization programme.
	 
	Additionally, several variations were necessary to advance the project to the stage it is now.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2. To build resilience of communities for Disaster Risk Reduction
	1. Workshops in disaster risk reduction.
	$3,000 
	Introduction to disaster risk reduction.

	 
	 
	2. Participation in CDM conference in Jamaica. 
	$2,500 
	One participant from Ministry of National Security

	 
	 
	3. Participation in overseas workshop - Training Officer
	$2,425 
	Completed

	Public Education and Awareness - 'Kingstown getting ready'
	1. Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on Disaster Risk Reduction.
	1. Workshop for media workers (print and mainstream radio)
	$1,825 
	Consultant will be hired to plan program and delivery of workshop for media workers

	 
	 
	2. Develop scripts, record and produce new jingles on preparedness for various hazards.
	$2,500 
	Using various soca and calypso artiste to promote disaster readiness messages.

	Public Education and Awareness - 'Kingstown getting ready'
	2. To support the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) theme for 2010 -  'making cities resilient'
	1. Visit to public buildings to do situational assessment, implement safety programme and have one major department conduct a simulation on ISDR Day - October 8th 2010.
	$1,500 
	Partner with BRAGSA, Physical Planning and Ministry of Transport and Works to conduct assessments.

	 
	 
	2. In conjunction with private and  public sector, conduct 5 business continuity planning workshop.
	$2,500 
	Partner with the Chamber of Commerce in assisting businesses to be ready for any emergency.

	 
	 
	3. Assist three (3) schools in Kingstown in developing their disaster plans in support of the School Safety Programme
	$1,500 
	Schools identified are: Kingstown Anglican and J.P. Eustace which are located close to the coast, and the St. Mary's Roman Catholic Primary School. 

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	 
	 
	$5,250 
	 

	Total
	 
	 
	$75,000 
	 




















	Country Work Programme 2011
UNDP TRAC FUND 2011 - ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PROGRAMME
	OUTPUTS
	ACTIVITIES
	ESTIMATE ($US)
	REMARKS
	SCHEDULE

	Community Disaster Programme
	1. To build resilience of communities for Disaster Risk Reduction
	1. Workshops in disaster risk reduction with a focus on vulnerable communities and groups. 
	$2,010 
	Community Disaster Planning and Shelter Management Training in Union Island
	April - May

	Public Education and Awareness 
	1. Sustained Public Education Programmes aimed at increasing Public Awareness on Disaster Risk Reduction.
	1. Public Awareness on geological hazards - special emphasis on earthquake and volcanic hazards.
	$2,768 
	Preparing documentary on monitoring of La Soufriere volcano. Publish information on earthquake and volcano hazards in the newspapers and on radio stations.
	Feb - April

	 
	 
	2. Hurricane Awareness activities and publications.
	$1,952 
	A month of activity for hurricane awareness and producing materials for inclusion on website and printing of brochures. Whistle stops throughout various communities on mainland St. Vincent and Bequia.
	March - June

	Capacity Building in Mass Casualty Management
	1. To increase the number of persons trained in Mass Casualty Management (MCM).
	1. With technical support (provision of an instructor) from PAHO, train at least 10 instructors in MCM and an additional 25 persons in MCM.
	$3,270 
	Partner with PAHO, the Ministry of Health and key agencies to improve the capacity of St. Vincent and the Grenadines to handle a mass casualty incidences and to train instructors to facilitate this course locally.
	June

	Total

	 
	 
	$10,000 
	 
	 



	Country Work Programme 2012.	
Disaster Risk Reduction CPAP. St. Vincent and the Grenadines.
	Activity Description from AWP with Duration
	
	
	Authorised Amount
	Actual Project Expenditure
	Expenditures accepted by Agency
	Balance
	 
	New Request Period & Amount

	
	
	
	MM-MM YYYY
	 
	 
	 
	
	06/01/2012

	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$

	TRAINING, WORKSHOPS AND CONSULTATIONS 
	
	
	$9,000.00
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	1. Damage and Loss Assessment
	
	
	$1,162 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	To provide snacks and lunch for DALA workshop January 18-20 (Kerlita Fessal)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$3,150 

	L.G. Sales Ltd: Supplying stationary for Damage and Loss Workshop 18th -20th June, 2012 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$1279.16

	2. Mass Casualty Management
	
	
	$5,500 
	 
	
	 
	
	 

	To provide snacks and lunch for Mass Casualty Management Workshop March 29-30 (Mich's Catering Service)
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	EC$3,255 

	To provide boat transportation for participant from Mayreau at MCM workshop (Nurse Jinel) - Grenadines Dive
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	EC$380

	Kerlita Fessal:  Provision of Snacks and Lunch for Mass Casualty Management Workshop 26-28 March 2012
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$4,655

	PUBLIC EDUCATION
	
	
	$10,000 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	COMPUTEC: Printer Cartridges
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$4,542.5

	COMPUTEC: Printer Cartridges
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$4,542.5

	1. Volcanic Awareness Activities
	
	
	$1,100 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	To provide snacks at Lecture on Understanding Volcanic Hazards, 18th April - Dr. Richard Robertson - Snacks provided by Basil's Bar Kingstown
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$1,438

	Live TV Broadcast of "Understanding Volcanic Hazards" - by Dr. Richard Robertson (SVGBC) 
	
	9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$1,449

	Theresa Daniel: Provision of Media Support at Lecture on "Understanding Volcanic Hazards" 18 April, 2012
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$500

	2. Hurricane Awareness Activities
	
	
	$5,500 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Whistle stop 22nd May  - Randy's Supermarket
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$530.56

	To provide sound reinforcement for NEMO Hurricane Awareness Campaign - Crystal Audio Productions
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$4,000 

	To provide snacks for whistle stop 29th May, 2012 (KFC)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$206.35

	To provide snacks for whistle stop 1st June 2012 (Rybeck Foods Ltd. - Subway)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$369.33

	To provide drinks for whistle stop 1st June (Randy's Supermarket)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$290.56 

	To  provide snacks/lunch for whiste stop 7th June (Footsteps)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$558.90 

	COMPUTEC: Ink Cartridges for printing of materials, Hurricane Awareness
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$747.5

	COMPUTEC: Ink cartridges for printing of public education materials
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$370

	Business World SVG Ltd: Provision of cartridges for the photocopying of hurricane awareness materials
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$2,550

	3. Tsunami Awareness
	
	
	$5,500
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 EOC MANAGEMENT
	
	
	$15,000
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	To provide lunch for Emergency Operations Centre Exercise - 'Region Rap 2012' (Dawn John)
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$750.00

	COMMUNITY DISASTER PLANNING
	
	
	$3,000
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Lambi's Grocery Bar & Restaurant: Provision of meals for NEMO's Staff 8 - 9 June, 2012
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$329

	Lambi's Guest House: Accommodation for NEMO's Staff 8th June, 2012
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$150

	Grenadine Air Alliance: Return Airfare for Michelle Forbes  SVD-UNI
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$250

	Grenadine Air Alliance: Return Airfare for Owen Swann SVD-UNI
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	EC$250

	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	MONITORING AND EVALUATION
	
	
	$1,500
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	TRAVEL
	
	
	$1,000
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	MISCELLANEOUS
	
	
	$500
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Total
	
	
	$40,000.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	EC$36,543.58 (US$13,534.58
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	CWP 2008
	CWP 2009
	CWP 2010
	CWP 2011
	CWP 2012

	Earthquake readiness and seismic hazards awareness programme 

	
	
	
	

	Public education and awareness
	
	Sustained public education programmes aimed at increasing public awareness on DRR

	To build resilience of communities for DRR Sustained Public education and awareness  aimed at increasing public awareness on DRR
	Public Education. Purchase of equipment. Volcanic, hurricane and tsunami Awareness

	Vulnerability assessment-volcanic hazards

	
	
	
	

	To enhance disaster preparedness planning capacities at the community level
	
	
	
	Support to community disaster planning

	To provide early warning and communication systems to communities
	
	
	
	

	EOC management

	
	
	
	EOC management

	Review and develop national plans for various hazards and facilities

	
	
	
	

	
	Slope stabilisation project 
	Continuation of slope stabilisation project
	
	

	
	Public safety programme

	
	
	

	
	Establishment of CERTS

	
	
	

	
	
	To support ISDR 

	
	

	
	
	
	Capacity building in Mass Casualty Management
	Support to training in Mass Casualty Management

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation


Table 3. Summary of UNDP Funded Activities in the Period 2008-2012.

	
MTESP 2007-2009 Action Plans
	CWP 2008
Outputs
	CWP 2009
Outputs
	MTESP 2010-2013 Action Plans
	CWP 2010
	CWP 2011
	CWP 2012

	
	Earthquake readiness and seismic hazards awareness programme 
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct national community mobilization and public awareness programmes
	Public education and awareness
	
	Mobilise and prepare communities to face disasters. Consultations, meetings and training.
	Sustained public education programmes aimed at increasing public awareness on DRR
	To build resilience of communities for DRR. Public awareness on DRR
	Public Education. Purchase of equipment. Volcanic, hurricane and tsunami Awareness

	
	Vulnerability assessment-volcanic hazards
	
	
	
	
	

	
	To enhance disaster preparedness planning capacities at the community level
	
	
	
	
	Support to community disaster planning

	
	To provide early warning and communication systems to communities
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EOC management
	
	Upgrade facilities at the EOC
	
	
	EOC management

	
	Review and develop national plans for various hazards and facilities
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Slope stabilisation project 
	
	Continuation of slope stabilisation project
	
	

	
	
	Public safety programme
	Assist sectors such as tourism, health, education and agriculture to build DRR capacities.
	
	
	

	
	
	Establishment of CERTS
	
	
	
	

	Re-establishment of the AM broadcasting system
	


	
	
	
	
	

	Establishment of a Search and Rescue Unit within the Police Force
	
	
	
	To support ISDR 
	
	

	Distribution of manuals to households
	
	
	
	
	Capacity building in Mass Casualty Management
	Support to training in Mass Casualty Management

	MTESP 2007-2009 Action Plans
	CWP 2008
Outputs
	CWP 2009
Outputs
	MTESP 2010-2013 Action Plans
	CWP 2010
	CWP 2011
	CWP 2012

	Conduct national simulation exercises

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Conduct a macro economy assessment training workshop to conduct assessment following the impact of hazards
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Launch NEMO Website to provide real information and updates on approaching hazards as well as procedures people should follow
	
	
	

	
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation

	
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation


Table 4. CWPs Outputs and MTESP Action Plans.



	CWP 2008
	CWP 2009
	CWP 2010
	CWP 2011
	CWP 2012
	NESDP 2013-2025

	Earthquake readiness and seismic hazards awareness programme 
	
	
	
	
	

	Public education and awareness
	
	Sustained public education programmes aimed at increasing public awareness on DRR
	To build resilience of communities for DRR. Public awareness on DRR
	Public Education. Purchase of equipment. Volcanic, hurricane and tsunami Awareness
	Build resilience at the community level

	Vulnerability assessment-volcanic hazards
	
	
	
	
	

	To enhance disaster preparedness planning capacities at the community level
	
	
	
	Support to community disaster planning
	Build resilience at community level

	To provide early warning and communication systems to communities
	
	
	
	
	

	EOC management
	

	
	
	EOC management
	

	Review and develop national plans for various hazards and facilities
	
	
	
	
	Establish a Comprehensive Disaster Management Plan

	
	Slope stabilisation project 
	Continuation of slope stabilisation project
	
	
	

	
	Public safety programme
	
	
	
	Procedures to ensure all commercial and public buildings have disaster plans

	
	Establishment of CERTS

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	To support ISDR 

	
	
	

	
	
	
	Capacity building in Mass Casualty Management
	Support to training in Mass Casualty Management
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Develop land use and maritime plans

	
	
	
	
	
	Ensure adherence to Building Codes

	
	
	
	
	
	Develop post-trauma needs assessment programmes

	
	
	
	
	
	Acquire air-assets to perform SAR

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	Monitoring and evaluation
	


Table 5. CWPs Outputs and NESDP Strategic Interventions.
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United Nations Development Programme
Country: BARBADOS AND THE OECS
Project Document
	Project Title
	Post-Tomas Recovery in St Vincent and the Grenadines

	UNDAF Outcome(s):			
	Regional and national capacities strengthened, with integration into planning and institutional frameworks such that countries are enabled to reduce sectoral risks and better manage multi-hazards and the environment by 2010

	Expected CP Outcome(s):	
	Support for the implementation of post-disaster assessment and the formulation of recovery plans and programmes, including coordination of external cooperation

	Expected Output(s):	
	Recovery framework and strategy developed
Capacity building for district disaster management committees
Assessment of coastal and marine impacts
Support coordination of the recovery process

	Executing Entity:
	UNDP


 (
Total resources required           
30,000.00
Total allocated resources:
30,000.00
Regular
30,000.00
Other:
Donor
_________
Donor
_________
Donor
_________
Government
_________
Unfunded budget
:
_________
In-kind Contributions
_________
) (
Programme Period:
                2005-2011
Key Result Area (Strategic Plan)
Disaster Risk Reduction
Atlas Award ID:
______________
Start date:
     
15 Nov 2010
End Date
                15 May 2011
PAC Meeting Date
                ______________
Management Arrangements
DIM
) (
Brief Description
Hurricane Tomas
, a Category 1 hurricane, affected St Vincent and the Grenadines on Saturday 30 October, 2010 with maximum sustained winds of 
90-95 miles 
per hour with higher gusts. 
The winds and heavy rains resulted in significant damage across the island mainly on the northern half of the island. 
The areas severely affected due to the passage of Hurricane Tomas are Park Hill, Chester Cottage, Sandy Bay and Byera on the windward side of mainland St. Vincent and Chateaubelair, Coulls Hill, Spring Village and Fitz Hughes on the north-western side of the island. Disaster areas have been declared from Park Hill to Sandy Bay and Belle Isle to Fitz Hughes.
Based on preliminary reports, over 1,200 houses were damaged and 20 completely destroyed during the passage of Hurricane Tomas. Seven Government buildings were damaged, including five schools. 
As of 5 November, there were an estimated 485 persons in 21 shelters. 
There was widespread disruption in power and water supply. Evaluation of agricultural losses indicates that there is widespread devastation in the banana industry and the tree crop and vegetable sectors are badly affected.
)	
Agreed by UNDP:
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Hurricane Tomas, a Category 1 hurricane, affected St Vincent and the Grenadines on Saturday 30 October, 2010 with maximum sustained winds of 90-95 miles per hour with higher gusts. The winds and heavy rains resulted in significant damage across the island mainly on the northern half of the island. The areas severely affected due to the passage of Hurricane Tomas are Park Hill, Chester Cottage, Sandy Bay and Byera on the Windward side of mainland St. Vincent and Chateaubelair, Coulls Hill, Spring Village and Fitz Hughes on the north-western side of the island. As a result, disaster areas have been declared on the windward and north-western sides of the island.
Based on preliminary reports, over 1,200 houses were damaged and 20 completely destroyed during the passage of Hurricane Tomas. Seven Government buildings were damaged, including five schools. As of 5 November, there were an estimated 485 persons in 21 shelters. Most of the shelters are primary schools and the Ministry of Education closed all schools for the period 1-5 November, 2010. There was widespread disruption in power and water supply.
Based on a broad evaluation of agricultural losses, there is widespread devastation in the banana industry and the tree crop and vegetable sectors are badly affected, with bananas and plantains suffering an almost 98% loss in affected areas.
The Building Roads and General Services Authority (BRAGSA) is still conducting its road clearing and cleaning operations, with the emphasis on access and feeder roads leading to farms. 
The National Emergency Operations Centre is still partially activated and a number of members of the different National Sub-Committees are still coordinating the response. The relief supplies distribution process remains a high priority, with the Relief Supplies and Shelter Management Sub-Committees coordinating the distribution process.
This initial damage assessment (IDA) will need to be followed immediately by a detailed socioeconomic and environmental assessment to inform early recovery and longer term development planning. Preparations for detailed damage and loss assessments (DALA) are already underway with the Government of St Vincent and the Grenadines, the OECS Secretariat, CDEMA, the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), UNECLAC, and UNDP. This process is being coordinated by the Office of the Resident Coordinator. Based on the DALA findings, UNDP will coordinate consultations with development partners as a means of informing the development of the recovery framework and strategy.
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	Intended Outcome as stated in the Country Programme Results and Resource Framework: 
Support for the implementation of post-disaster assessment and the formulation of recovery plans and programmes, including coordination of external cooperation

	Outcome indicators as stated in the Country Programme Results and Resources Framework, including baseline and targets:
· Existence of recovery and reconstruction strategies and plans at national and sectoral levels
· Existence of risk reduction strategies and plans at national and sectoral levels with a cadre of trained national and community personnel, with networking systems supporting use of CDM manual and strategies
· National risk reduction disaster management systems operational
· Long-range climate and weather forecasting systems established

	Applicable Key Result Area (from 2008-11 Strategic Plan):  Enhancing conflict prevention and disaster risk management capabilities

	Partnership Strategy: UNDP will work in collaboration with and build on work done by the OECS Secretariat, CDEMA and UNECLAC. 

	Project title and ID (ATLAS Award ID): Post-Tomas Recovery in St Vincent and the Grenadines

	INTENDED OUTPUTS
	INDICATIVE ACTIVITIES
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
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	Output 1 Recovery framework and strategy developed
Baseline: An initial assessment has been completed by NEMO 
Indicators: 
· Number of assessors deployed
· Completed report
	1 Define the recovery framework and strategy to complement the DALA
· Support expert participation  in DALA team
· Consultation with national stakeholders following DALA to inform recovery framework
· Local capacity building through participation in assessment team
	UNDP
	20,000

	Output 2 Support coordination of the recovery process
Baseline: An initial assessment has been completed by NEMO
Indicators:
· Resource mobilisation plan outlined
	2 Assist development and initiation of (early) recovery plans
· Support coordination of recovery efforts by the UNRC
· Mobilisation of additional recovery resources
· Immediate livelihoods support
· Monitoring and evaluation
	UNDP
	10,000
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Year: 2010-2011
	EXPECTED  OUTPUTS
	PLANNED ACTIVITIES 
	TIMEFRAME
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	PLANNED BUDGET

	
	
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	
	Funding Source
	Budget Description
	Amount

	Output 1 Recovery framework and strategy developed
Baseline: A rapid needs assessment has been completed by the ECDGDM 
Indicators: 
· Number of assessors deployed
· Completed report
Targets
· DALA completed by end of November 2010
	1 Define the recovery framework and strategy to complement the DALA
· Support expert participation  in DALA team
· Consultation with national stakeholders following DALA to inform recovery framework
· Local capacity building through participation in assessment team

	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	BCPR
	Local consultants

Travel 
	15,000


5,000

	Output 2 Support coordination of the recovery process
Baseline: A rapid needs assessment has been completed by the ECDGDM
Indicators:
· Resource mobilisation plan outlined
Targets
· Resource mobilisation plan completed by January 2011
	2 Assist development and initiation of (early) recovery plans
· Support coordination of recovery efforts by the UNRC
· Mobilisation of additional recovery resources
· Immediate livelihoods support
· Monitoring and evaluation
	
	
	
	
	UNDP
	BCPR
	Local consultants

Travel
	7,000


3,000

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	30,000
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 (
Project Manager
DRR Programme Manager
Project Board
Government of St Vincent and the Grenadines
UNDP Barbados and the OECS
OECS Secretariat
Project Assurance
Deputy Resident Representative
Project Support
Project Organisation Structure
)
This project is being executed under the DIM modality by the UNDP Barbados and the OECS office. Its execution is the responsibility of the Deputy Resident Representative whose remit includes project implementation, monitoring and assurance, with oversight by the UNDP Resident Representative/UN Resident Coordinator. Daily implementation processes will be managed by the Disaster Risk Reduction Programme Manager.

Collaborative arrangements
During the DALA assessments, capacity also will be built amongst stakeholders from Grenada who will accompany and assist the DALA team as a precursor to their formal training in the methodology during the first quarter of 2011. This is a part of the Grenada country programme, funded by TRAC I resources.
UNDP will liaise closely with the Government of St Vincent and the Grenadines, the OECS Secretariat, CDEMA and UNECLAC in the execution of the DALA. This process will be led by the Secretariat and UNDP, and supported by funding from the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) and the St Vincent TRAC I allocation. Using these results, UNDP will subsequently coordinate the consultative process with the Government and development partners in order to build a recovery strategy for St Vincent and the Grenadines. 
UNDP will coordinate closely with the partners of the ECDGDM to ensure that activities undertaken by each party following the RNAT assessment will be complementary and tailored to each organisation’s strengths and expertise.
Audit arrangements
An evaluation will be conducted by the Project Board during the project life cycle to assess the project’s achievement of its outputs, its contribution to development results, adherence to national priorities, and effectiveness of UN coordination.
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Monitoring Framework and Evaluation
In accordance with the programming policies and procedures outlined in the UNDP User Guide, the project will be monitored through the following:
Within the annual cycle 
· On a quarterly basis, a quality assessment shall record progress towards the completion of key results, based on quality criteria and methods captured in the Quality Management table below.
· An Issue Log shall be activated in Atlas and updated by the Project Manager to facilitate tracking and resolution of potential problems or requests for change. 
· A risk log shall be activated in Atlas and regularly updated by reviewing the external environment that may affect the project implementation.
· Based on the above information recorded in Atlas, a Project Progress Reports (PPR) shall be submitted by the Project Manager to the Project Board through Project Assurance, using the standard report format available in the Executive Snapshot.
· a project Lesson-learned log shall be activated and regularly updated to ensure on-going learning and adaptation within the organisation, and to facilitate the preparation of the Lessons-learned Report at the end of the project
· a Monitoring Schedule Plan shall be activated in Atlas and updated to track key management actions/events
Annually
· Annual Review Report. An Annual Review Report shall be prepared by the Project Manager and shared with the Project Board and the Outcome Board. As minimum requirement, the Annual Review Report shall consist of the Atlas standard format for the QPR covering the whole year with updated information for each above element of the QPR as well as a summary of results achieved against pre-defined annual targets at the output level. 
· Annual Project Review. Based on the above report, an annual project review shall be conducted during the fourth quarter of the year or soon after, to assess the performance of the project and appraise the Annual Work Plan (AWP) for the following year. In the last year, this review will be a final assessment. This review is driven by the Project Board and may involve other stakeholders as required. It shall focus on the extent to which progress is being made towards outputs, and that these remain aligned to appropriate outcomes. 
Legal Context
This project document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article 1 of the SBAA between the Government of St Vincent and the Grenadines and UNDP, signed on 29 April, 1983.   
Consistent with the Article III of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, the responsibility for the safety and security of the executing agency and its personnel and property, and of UNDP’s property in the executing agency’s custody, rests with the executing agency. 
The executing agency shall:
a) put in place an appropriate security plan and maintain the security plan, taking into account the security situation in the country where the project is being carried;
b) Assume all risks and liabilities related to the executing agency’s security, and the full implementation of the security plan.
UNDP reserves the right to verify whether such a plan is in place, and to suggest modifications to the plan when necessary. Failure to maintain and implement an appropriate security plan as required hereunder shall be deemed a breach of this agreement.
The executing agency agrees to undertake all reasonable efforts to ensure that none of the UNDP funds received pursuant to the Project Document are used to provide support to individuals or entities associated with terrorism and that the recipients of any amounts provided by UNDP hereunder do not appear on the list maintained by the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1267 (1999). The list can be accessed via http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1267/1267ListEng.htm. This provision must be included in all sub-contracts or sub-agreements entered into under this Project Document. 
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Risk Analysis
	Risk Analysis

	#
	Description
	Date Identified
	Type
	Probability and Impact 
1 (low) - 5 (high)
	Countermeasures/ Management  response
	Owner
	Submitted, updated by
	Last Update
	Status

	1
	Impact of another hazard before recovery programme meets targets 
	Nov 2010
	Environmental 
	P = 1
I = 5
	Rapid deployment of relief and recovery support and effective coordination through ECDGDM 
	
	
	
	

	2
	Insufficient funds sourced from rapid allocations to meet immediate needs identified by country
	Nov 2010
	Financial
	P = 4
I = 4
	Early development of resource mobilisation strategy and identification of sources in collaboration with development partners
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THE GOVERNMENT OF ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES
(Ministry of National Security)

OECS Contract No:  OECS 69/09

Division/Unit: Contract No:  2009.023/UNDP

THIS AGREEMENT (hereinafter referred to as “the Contract”) is made on the                    day of   2009 between the ORGANISATION OF EASTERN CARIBBEAN STATES an organization established by the Treaty of Basseterre, 1981 with headquarters situate at Morne Fortune in the vicinity of the City of Castries in the State of Saint Lucia (hereinafter referred to as “the OECS”) acting herein and represented by Len Ishmael, Director General of the One Part. 
AND:  Government of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Ministry of National Security, Prime Minister’s Office , acting herein and represented by Mr Godfred Pompey, Permanent Secretary,  (hereinafter referred to as “the Consultant”) of the Other Part.
WHEREAS the OECS has contracted the Consultant to provide, through its National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO) the services detailed hereafter and the Consultant has agreed thereto subject to the terms and conditions of the Contract.
NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY AGREED between the OECS and the Consultant as follows: 
1. 	SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED

1.1 The Consultant is contracted to provide the services in accordance with the Terms of Reference detailed in Annex A (hereinafter referred to as “the contracted works”).
1.2 The Consultant shall complete the contracted works within 4 months from 5th October, 2009 to 29 January, 2010 (hereinafter referred to as “the contract period”), in accordance with the Schedule for the completion of the contracted works in Annex B. The OECS may by written agreement with the Consultant extend the time for completion of the contracted works.
1.3 The contracted works shall be carried out by the Consultant as Team Leader, or such other persons as may be agreed to in writing between the Parties.
1.4 The Consultant shall obtain prior approval from the OECS for any subcontractors engaged in accordance with the Contract.
1.5 The Consultant agrees to provide the highest level of expertise to the OECS under the Contract.
1.6 The Consultant shall furnish the OECS with all information and reports as outlined in Annex A. 
1.7 The Consultant shall furnish the OECS with all documents or reports received from other parties in the process of undertaking the consultancy on behalf of the OECS.
1.8 The Consultant shall submit to the OECS at the end of the contract period a report that will document the activities undertaken pursuant to the Contract. 

2. CONTRACT PRICE

2.1 The OECS and the Consultant agree that the total contract price for the contracted works shall be Two hundred and fifty-five thousand, nine hundred and sixty dollars (EC$255,960.00/US$94,800.00). 
2.2 The consultant hereby acknowledges that it has already received the sum of EC$38, 394.00 paid to it under contract number 08.006/UNDP. The remaining amount EC$ 217,566.00 will be paid to the Consultant in this contract in accordance with the schedule detailed in Annex C.
2.3  Payments shall be made by the OECS to the Consultant in Eastern Caribbean Currency and in accordance with the schedule detailed in Annex C.  
2.4 The Consultant shall submit to the OECS acceptable invoices in support of purchases made or other charges incurred by the Consultant prior to any relevant disbursements by the OECS.
2.5 The total cost of the Contract to the OECS shall not exceed the amount of EC$255,960.00 (US$94,800.00).

3.  		TAXES AND DUES
3.1	 The Consultant and his personnel and all subcontractors shall be liable for all taxes, 	dues,   fees and impositions arising from the fulfilment.
4.  	REPORTS AND INFORMATION
4.1	All reports and records of outputs and information submitted by the Consultant to the OECS under the Contract shall be the sole property of the OECS and shall not be used by the Consultant or transmitted to any other person.
4.2 	Reports and records or outputs shall be submitted to the OECS according to the schedule for the completion of the contracted works set out in Annex B. 
4.3 	The Consultant shall not withhold any information from the OECS, which is required by the OECS for the proper implementation of the Contract, or which is otherwise material to the OECS, bearing in mind the contracted works.  
4.4	The Consultant and his personnel shall not disclose to any person information relating to the contract or the contracted works or any report submitted to the OECS in accordance with the same, without the prior written approval of the OECS.
4.5 	The Consultant agrees to direct all reports and records and technical deliverables to the Head of the Environment and Sustainable Development Unit (ESDU), Keith E. Nichols. All reports shall be prepared and submitted in Word format in three (3) hard copies and one electronic copy on Compact Disk (CD). 

5.  	APPLICABLE LAW 
5.1	The Contract shall be governed by the laws of Saint Lucia, unless otherwise agreed by the Parties.

6. 	FORCE MAJEURE

6.1 The failure of a Party to fulfill his or its obligations shall not be considered to be a breach of the Contract in so far as such failure is due to an event beyond the reasonable control of the Party and such event makes it impossible for the Party to perform his or its obligations.
6.2 Where a Party relies on Article 6.1 the Party must have taken all reasonable precautions, due care and attention and reasonable alternative measures to carry out his or its obligations under the Contract and informed the other party as soon as possible about the occurrence of the event relied upon.

7. 	INDEMNITY

7.1 	The Consultant agrees to indemnify the OECS against any loss, damage or claims arising against the OECS as a result of the actions of the Consultant, his employees, or subcontractors engaged by the Consultant under the Contract.

8. 	CONFLICT OF INTEREST

8.1 The Consultant and his personnel shall not accept any work in conflict with his obligations herein during the duration of the Contract.
8.2 The Consultant and his personnel and subcontractors shall not accept any remuneration, commission, discount or similar payment from any person other than the OECS in connection with the contracted works.

9.  	CREDITS
9.1 	The Consultant agrees to acknowledge the OECS through the appropriate display of the OECS, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) logos and the use of the following acknowledgment:
“This activity is funded by the United Nations Development Programme and administered by the OECS Secretariat. The views expressed herein are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the donor agencies supporting the activity or of the OECS”.

10.		NOTICE AND COMMUNICATION

10.1	All notices given in accordance with the contract shall be in writing.
10.2	All notices and communications shall be served on the respective parties through their authorized representative as detailed hereunder:

Godfred Pompey
Permanent Secretary
Ministry of National Security
4th Floor, Administrative Complex
Kingston, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Tel: 1-784-457-1426/456-1703
Fax: 1-784-457-2152
and

Keith E. Nichols
Head of Unit
OECS-ESDU
P.O. Box 1383
Castries, Saint Lucia
Tel: 1-758-455-6362			
Fax: 1-758-452-2194


11. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

11.1	Any dispute arising under the contract which cannot be settled by the Parties shall be put to arbitration in accordance with the Laws of Saint Lucia.

12. TERMINATION OF CONTRACT

12.1	Either Party may terminate the contract by serving formal written notice to the other Party of seven days in advance.
12.2	The OECS may terminate the Contract where the Consultant:

(a)	Fails to perform the contracted work or part thereof within the specified time; or

(b)	Fails to perform any of his obligations under the Contract, provided that the OECS has informed the Consultant in writing of the relevant breach and the Consultant has failed to remedy the same within seven (7) days from the date of notification thereof.
12.3 On receipt of notice of termination by the OECS, the Consultant shall take immediate steps to bring the contracted works to a close in a prompt and orderly manner. The Consultant shall reduce expenses to a minimum and shall not undertake any further commitments under the Contract from the date of receipt of such a notice. 
12.4 If the Contract is terminated by the OECS, the Consultant shall be entitled to pro-rata payment for any tasks performed prior to such termination.
12.5 Any additional costs incurred by the OECS, resulting either from termination by the Consultant or from the Consultant’s failure to complete the satisfactory performance of the Contract, may be withheld from any amount otherwise due to the Consultant from OECS under this or any other Contract. 
12.6 The initiation of arbitral proceedings in accordance with the Contract shall not be deemed a termination of the Contract.
12.7 In case of a breach of the Contract by the Consultant, included but not limited to failure or refusal to deliver the contracted works within the time limit specified, OECS may procure the contracted works from other sources and may hold the Consultant liable for any excess cost occasioned thereby. 
12.8 OECS may, by written notice, terminate the right of the Consultant to proceed with performance of the Contract or such part or parts thereof as to which there has been a default.

13.	LIQUIDATED DAMAGES
13.1 Without prejudice to the provisions on force majeure in the Contract, if the Consultant fails to provide any or all of the Outputs/Deliverables fully in accordance with the terms and conditions of Annex B of the Contract including the time period specified, the OECS may, by notice given in writing, terminate the performance of such part or parts thereof as to which there has been default without incurring liability or termination charges of any kind.
13.2 The OECS may at its discretion, accept deviations from the deadline specified in the Contract, without prejudice to any other rights and remedies, and deduct from the price stipulated in the Contract, as liquidated damages, a sum equivalent to .18% per day of the contractual price of the delayed services for each day of delay up to a maximum 67 days.  In the event that this deadline is not respected, the OECS has an option to cancel the Contract without incurring any liability for termination.
13.3 In the event that the Contract is terminated prior to the end of the contract term, the OECS shall not require the Consultant to pay liquidated damages.

14. 	ANNEXES
14.1	The Annexes hereinbefore referred to, namely: Annex A - Terms of Reference, Annex B - Schedule for Completion of Contracted Works and Annex C - Schedule of Payment form part and are incorporated into the Contract.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have hereunto affixed their respective signatures each on the day and year mentioned in the relevant attestation clause.
SIGNED by the OECS this                   day)
of                           , 2009 in the presence of)
, OECS Secretariat, 	) _____________________________________
Morne Fortune, Castries, Saint Lucia	)   Len Ishmael (PhD), Director General
………………………………………..…..	)
     Witness (name, address, signature)
SIGNED by the CONSULTANT this	)
              day of                         , 2009 in the	)
presence of:	)
	)____________________________________
	)   Godfred Pompey (Mr) Permanent Secretary
………………………………………..…..	)
     Witness (name, address, signature)

						Annex A
TERMS OF REFERENCE
The Implementation of the Paget Farm Community Risk Reduction Project.
1.0	Background
Paget Farm is located on the Grenadine island of Bequia.  It is a small fishing community of about 40 family dwellings.  It is probable that these properties are built on previously failed material and recently, there is growing evidence which supports this probability. Additionally, there is also evidence that the physical planning processes have not seriously considered drainage systems on hill slopes in the Paget Farm area, especially in terms of construction. This is demonstrated in the construction of roads across major gullies without surface water management. Consequently, in the absence of clearly defined technical interventions supported by the community, there will be further slope failures with severe impacts on the residents and property.
The access to Paget Farm community is along coastal roads which are prone to storm surge and land slippage.  The area has suffered long-standing problems from landslides and heavy flooding in the past.  The main affected area is located at the bottom of a series of hilly terrain. Its orientation is such that it serves as the right-of-way for storm water drainage from the homes and rocks above.  Major landslides have been reported in Paget Farm in 1992 and 1994.  During that period six (6) homes were destroyed and one public building (church) was rendered uninhabitable.
The area consists of a steep slope at the foot of a hill and tapers off into a low-lying area stretching to the coastline.  The surface topography indicates the steep terrain at the top of the community generates a significant run off which severely affects the residents lower down the slope.
The roads in the community are very narrow and lack adequate drainage to accommodate the run off after heavy rains. The main road to enter the community also leads to the local airport and is heavily travelled. An assessment of problems in Paget Farm has revealed that:
1. The community is built on previously failed landslide material.
2. The community lies at the foot of a drainage basin and it serves as a conduit to the main drainage channel.
3. The channels running through the community are inadequate to handle the volumes of water they are expected to carry.
4. Some areas lack drainage infrastructure leading to excess surface flooding in the community.
5. The surface profile inside the community is sporadic and is inadequate for draining surface water; and existing drainage gets blocked with debris from erosion upstream on hill slopes and ghuts.
6. Areas surrounding Paget Farm have been identified as having high landslide potential due to surface composition and gradient.
In November 2005, flood waters and landslides significantly impacted the major road network restricting traffic and destroying two (2) homes. Several houses were also inundated by flood waters. During that same period a major landslide occurred along the coast and killed 2 fisher men sheltering in a cave.  
The community risk reduction component of the OECS Secretariat’s Disaster Response and Risk Reduction Programme (DRRP) has targeted Saint Vincent and the Grenadines as one of its participating Member States.  The activities of the programme are focused on communities and households that are vulnerable to natural hazards such as landslides and floods. The OECS’ programme will provide technical support to these communities within a participatory framework. As a result of this intervention, it is envisaged that the targeted communities will be empowered and better able to reduce their risks to natural disaster situations.  
This proposal is seeking technical and financial assistance to address the problem of landslides and flooding in the Paget Farm Community. Technical assistance is required to facilitate the implementation of the proposed project.  This document provides the Terms of Reference for the necessary technical assistance. 
A. Objective

Based on the problems identified above, the purpose of the project is ‘to reduce the landslide and flooding risks in the Paget Farm community’.  However, the specific objectives of the project will be: 
(i) To establish appropriate interventions for landslide risk reduction;
(ii) To build capacity to protect Paget Farm from landslides; 
(iii) To sensitize the community and residents on long term mitigation strategies
(iv) To develop a participatory management system for risk reduction at the community level
These specific objectives are consistent with the management roles of the various project partners. Achievement of these objectives will contribute to the goal of the project by:

1. Providing a set of construction implementation interventions related to drainage;
2. Modelling of water flows on slopes and within channels; and
3. Engaging key stakeholders to ensure ownership of the intervention.

B. Expected outcome

The project will achieve the following outputs: 
1. Increased number of drains
2. Increased number of roof gutters
3. Increased cross-community links
4. Technical/engineering methodology developed 
5. Community and government capacity developed.

2.0	Scope of Services Required
The implementation phase will be of four (4) months duration.  According to the schedule, community consultations with the targeted site will be conducted throughout the cycle of project implementation. This will ensure that the affected population has the opportunity to participate and contribute towards correcting problems arising from the implementation of activities. 
[bookmark: _Toc375999928][bookmark: _Toc376000043][bookmark: _Toc376000292][bookmark: _Toc376097183][bookmark: _Toc376966822][bookmark: _Toc376974660][bookmark: _Toc376975338][bookmark: _Toc377052121]The implementation of the project will be carried out in three (3) phases: i) community mobilization; ii) training and iii) physical works. The OECS Secretariat will provide financial and technical assistance for the implementation of activities. The implementation of the project will be coordinated by the National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO) which will collaborate with a number of relevant agencies: Ministry of Transport and Works, Physical Planning, Town and Country Planning, Forestry Department, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Lands and Surveys, Ministry of Rural Transformation, Housing and Land Development Corporation and the Bequia Disaster Committee.  The project therefore has mobilized a cross section of key stakeholders with keen interests in risk reduction. 

The specific tasks to be undertaken by the consultant include:

Task 1: Inception meeting and preparation of a work plan 
A working inception meeting between the National Emergency Management Organisation (NEMO) and the project partners(s) will be held to (i) review the process for recommencement of project implementation (ii) determine and finalize roles and responsibilities (iii) finalize work schedule & timetable (iii) carry out a preliminary scoping of issues and policy options. A final work plan and report on the outcome of the inception meeting will be prepared and submitted to the OECS Secretariat-ESDU. 
Deliverable(s)
i. Work plan and time table. 
Deliverable(s)
i. Report
Task 2: Complete construction of drain # 1 and conduct training sessions. For this training , the consultant will facilitate the following activities: i) 1-day training in post construction monitoring of the drainage system; ii) 1-day training in participatory frameworks methodologies for community based reduction strategies; and iv) 1-day training on community based public awareness and advocacy strategies.   
Deliverable(s)
i. Report including training modules and construction of drain #1. (NB: In the first contract #08.006/UNDP issued by the OECS Secretariat, the government of St. Vincent and the Grenadines through its National Emergency Management Organisation received EC$38,394.00 to undertake the initial physical works, that is, construction of drain #1, and site mobilization). The construction of the drain is to be in accordance with the schedule of quantities contained in the project proposal.
Task 3:	Physical Works. This will include the construction of a main drain and one other intercept drain. The consultant will construct the drainage system in accordance with the schedule of quantities contained in the project proposal.  
 Deliverable(s)
i. Reports on physical infrastructural works (main drain and drain#2).
Task 5: Submit final report. 
The final report of the consultancy will be based on the outputs identified below and feedback from the OECS Secretariat. In addition, the final report will: (i) reflect an institutional structure that facilitates community based risk reduction measures; (ii) key policy actions that can help strengthen the capacities of the vulnerable communities to reduce their risk to natural hazards; (iii) public awareness of the benefits of adopting best practices for wider application in the St Vincent and the Grenadines; and (iv) action plan to promote the outcomes of the technical interventions in the targeted community. 
Deliverable(s)
i. Final report. This will include three hard copies and 1 electronic copy in Word format. 
3.0	Outputs
Using the phased approach identified above, the following outputs will be delivered:   
1. A report on the community consultations. 
2. A report on the training activities.
3. A report on construction of the physical infrastructural works. 
4.  Circulation of the outputs by the National Emergency Management Organization (NEMO)  to relevant public and private sector agencies, and other relevant stakeholders. 
4.0	Project Execution and Administrative Framework
The OECS Secretariat through its Environment and Sustainable Development Unit (ESDU) will administer all aspects of the Contract. The OECS-ESDU will assist in initial communication with Governments and national and international partners, after which communication and consultation will primarily be the responsibility of the Consultant. The designated programme officer(s) of the OECS-ESDU will collaborate with the Consultant on the preparation of the plan of action that identifies activities necessary to achieve the deliverables identified in this Terms of Reference. The Contract is a fixed price contract valued at EC$255,960.00 (US$94,800.00).



Annex B
Schedule for Completion of Contracted Works
Output and Deliverables shall be submitted as indicated in the following table:
	ITEM
	SCHEDULE DELIVERY

	1. Work schedule and inception meeting completed.
	9 October, 2009

	3 Construction of Intercept Drain 1/ Community consultation completed.
	6 November, 2009

	4. Construction Main Drain completed.
	22 December, 2009

	5. Construction of Intercept Drain 2/Training activities completed.
	15 January, 2010

	6. Final report submitted.
	29 January, 2010



Annex C
Cost Estimate of Services and Schedule of Rates and Payments
	1.	Remuneration
	Total EC$
	Total (US$)

		Consultant's fees  
	EC$255,960.00 

	US$94,800.00



	2. Reimbursable Expenditures  
	Qt. 
	Unit Cost US$
	Total
US$

	a) International Travel Air fares
              (Consultant)
	
n/a
	
	

	b) Local Transfers 
	n/a
	
	

	c) Hotel and Per diem 
	n/a
	
	

	e) Administrative Costs
	n/a
	
	

	Total Reimbursable Expenditures    
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Toc375999929][bookmark: _Toc376000044][bookmark: _Toc376000293][bookmark: _Toc376097184][bookmark: _Toc376966823][bookmark: _Toc376974661][bookmark: _Toc376975339][bookmark: _Toc377052122]TOTAL CONTRACT CEILING
	
	
	



Payment Schedule:
The payment Schedule for EC$ 217,566.00 (EC$255,960.00 less $38, 394.00) will be as follows:
40% (EC$87,026.40) on submission and satisfactory acceptance of (i) Work schedule (ii) report on Inception meeting, (ii) Report on Construction of  Intercept Drains # 1, (iii) community consultation and (iii) invoices and bills
50% (EC$108,783.00) on submission and satisfactory acceptance of (i) Report on Construction of  Intercept Drains # 1 and 2, (ii) Main Drain, (iii) Training , and (iv) invoices and bills
10% (EC$21,756.60) on (i) submission of the final consultancy report of the, (ii) satisfactory fulfilment of all contractual obligations and(iii)submission of final invoices and bills.


The Consultant will be required to submit an Invoice for the Request for Payment of the Services, at the end of the reporting phase.  This request will include the days worked and dates, brief description of work performed, and total fee for the period.  Payment will be made within thirty (30) days after presentation of the request for payment to the OECS-ESDU, subject to satisfactory completion of the works for which the Invoice has been tendered.  Invoices shall be in a form acceptable to the OECS and shall detail the work performed for the period claimed.
The total cost of the Work to the OECS shall not exceed the above mentioned amount and OECS shall not be liable for any other fees or expenses.
The Consultant will be required to keep accurate and systematic records and accounts in respect of the Services, which will clearly identify all charges and expenses.  The OECS reserves the right to audit, or to nominate a reputable accounting firm to audit the Consultant’s records relating to amounts claimed under this Contract during its terms and any extension, and for a period of six (6) months thereafter.



10.9. [bookmark: _Toc376974662][bookmark: _Toc377052123]Annex 9. 

[bookmark: _Toc377052124]SUGGESTED FORMAT FOR CWPS

	Country Work Programme Year____


	Outcome:


	Justification:  Why is it a priority? What is it based upon? Is it the continuation of another project or it resulted from an evaluation? Etc.

	Links with HFA
	Links with CDM
	Links with NESDP
	Outputs
	Activities
	Indicators
	Cost
	Funding agencies

	


	
	
	Output 1
	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	Agency 1


Agency 2


Agency 3


	
	
	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 1
	

	
	
	
	Output 2

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	Agency 1


Agency 2


Agency 3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 2
	

	
	
	
	Output x

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x


	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	Agency 1


Agency 2


Agency 3


	
	
	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	


10.10. [bookmark: _Toc377052125]Annex 10. 
[bookmark: _Toc377052126]SUGGESTED FORMAT FOR REPORTING
	
	Country Work Programme Year____ Quarterly Progress. ____Quarter.  Date _______


	
	Outcome:


	
	Justification:  Why is it a priority? What is it based upon? Is it the continuation of another project or it resulted from an evaluation? Etc.

	Outputs
	Activities Planned
	Activities to date
	Progress (%, #,etc)
	Initial Cost
	Spent to date
	To be spent
	Challenges/ Solutions
	Comments 

	Output 1
	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	
	

	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 1
	Subtotal 1
	Subtotal 1
	
	

	Output 2

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x

	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	
	

	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 2
	Subtotal 2
	Subtotal 2
	
	

	Output x

	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x


	Activity 1


Activity 2


Activity x


	Indicator 1
Indicator x

Indicator 1 
Indicator y

Indicator 1
Indicator z
	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	$ 1


$2


$3

	
	

	
	
	
	
	Subtotal 3
	Subtotal 3
	Subtotal 3
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Total
	Total
	Total
	
	


Name__________Position_________Signature___________
10.11. [bookmark: _Toc377052127] Annex 11. 
[bookmark: _Toc377052128]CODE OF CONDUCT SIGNED BY EVALUATOR
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10.12. [bookmark: _Toc377052129]Annex 12.  
[bookmark: _Toc377052130]SHORT BIOGRAPHY OF THE EVALUATOR


Mr. Arturo López-Portillo Contreras has 30 years of professional experience in Disaster Risk Reduction in 35 countries in four continents. He has conducted DRR projects in the Caribbean Region for the last 18 years: in Barbados and the nine OECS Member States and in the rest of the 18 CDEMA Participating States.
Mr. López-Portillo has International, Regional and Sub-Regional experience having worked as staff or as a consultant for UNDP Barbados and OECS, UNDP Indian Ocean Region, UNDP Nepal, OCHA Nepal, PAHO Caribbean Region, CDEMA and the OECS.

Mr. López–Portillo also has important experience in having worked in National Disaster Organisations in Small Island Developing States (SIDS), particularly in the Eastern Caribbean: he worked for 2 years and a half in the National Emergency Management Office in Saint Lucia; for one year and a half in the National Disaster Management Agency in Grenada, and for a year and a half in the Department of Risk and Disaster Management of the Seychelles Islands. He is aware of SIDS National Disaster Offices’ characteristics, resources, capabilities, needs, challenges and limitations.
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