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[bookmark: _Toc275089456]Introduction and Background
T
he Caribbean region is highly prone to natural disasters, mainly hurricanes and floods. The region is also exposed to landslides, volcanic eruptions and earthquakes. The combination of these factors with socioeconomic problems makes the Caribbean region one of the most vulnerable in the event of disasters.
 
[bookmark: _Toc270956764][bookmark: _Toc275089457]Background- Disaster Management Strategic Framework (2009-2014)
The Disaster Management[footnoteRef:1] Strategic Framework (DM Framework) of the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) outlines a structured approach for building the capacity of the Red Cross societies in the Caribbean[footnoteRef:2] to prepare for, mitigate and respond to disasters, while at the same time strengthening links with government and regional disaster management agencies. The strategy builds on projects undertaken over the last 10 years and includes activities designed to consolidate gains and best practices into a strategic, coordinated, programmatic based approach to disaster management. The 5-year timeline is expected to enable measurement of progress towards outcomes and indicators over a longer period of time than has been possible during short-term cyclically funded projects.  [1:  Disaster Management: The organisation and management of resources and responsibilities for addressing all aspects of disasters, in particular preparedness, response and initial recovery steps. Adapted from the definition of ‘Emergency Management’; UNISDR Terminology on Disaster Risk Reduction (2009)]  [2:  The framework focuses on the 16 National Societies supported by the IFRC within the Caribbean region; however, it is a tool that can also be used by the British and Dutch Overseas Branches, and French and USA Overseas Territories.] 
Federation’s Global Agenda
Goal 1: Reduce the number of deaths, injuries and impact from disasters.
Goal 2: Reduce the number of deaths, illnesses and impact from diseases and public health emergencies.
Goal 3: Increase local community, civil society and Red Cross Red Crescent capacity to address the most urgent situations of vulnerability.
Goal 4: Promote respect for diversity and human dignity, and reduce intolerance, discrimination and social exclusion.


The DM Framework focuses on support to the National Societies in the region to work towards the Global Agenda Goal One of the IFRC, to reduce the number of deaths, injuries and impact from disasters. The DM Framework is consistent with the Hyogo Framework for Action and is aligned with the Global Agenda for Disaster Risk Reduction, which aims to build community safety and resilience in the face of disaster risk. The DM Framework is also in keeping with the core components outlined in the IFRC’s Global Framework for Community Safety and Resilience.
Commitments made by the National Societies of the Americas to the 2007 – 2011 Inter-American Plan approved by the XVIII Inter American Conference in Guayaquil in June 2007 are reflected in the DM Framework. The motto of the Conference, “safer and healthier communities”, focused on furthering Red Cross reach at the community level to ensure more vulnerable beneficiaries are assisted through relevant Red Cross programming, while emphasizing the importance of strengthening Red Cross National Societies and reinforcing their national networks. 

In the Caribbean, members of CARICOM have endorsed a Comprehensive Disaster Management Framework (CDM) with a specific output of “enhancing community resilience”, which aligns itself with commitments made to the Hyogo Framework.  National Disaster Management Agencies in the region are well aware of the need to strengthen communities and are committed to this aim. The IFRC and its member National Societies are actively working toward to goals outlined in the Caribbean Disaster and Emergency Management Agency’s (CDEMA) CDM strategy and framework, which is recognised as the Region’s blueprint for disaster management programming. 

The IFRC has tied its results to the CDM strategy and framework. In its focus on the national level, the IFRC partners with CDEMA for example, to harness a tool used to select communities for interventions. With respect to IFRC, CDEMA facilitates a range of other functions including: 
· Support to the IFRC in the rollout of DM interventions; 
· Support the adoption of interventions in National Disaster Organisations; 
· Supports facilitation;
· Provides inputs to DM tools such as the selection instrument;
· Supports advocacy through workshops and partner engagement exercises between the IFRC and NDOs.

[bookmark: _Toc275089458]Strategic Objective and Expected Results 
The strategic objective of the DM Framework is to enhance the capacity of Caribbean Red Cross National Societies to mitigate and respond to the adverse effects of climate change and natural disasters. Accordingly, achievement of this objective is made through three of the following table.

Table 1: Summary of ERs:
	Expected Result 1:
Building Safer More Resilient Communities 
	Explanation

	
	Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

	
	

	Expected Result 2:
Stronger Red Cross Societies
	Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels.


	Expected Result 3:
Strengthening Regional Cooperation
	Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management.

	
	


ER1: Building Safer More Resilient Communities     
The Red Cross Movement aims to reach directly to those who are at greatest exposure to disasters and give these communities[footnoteRef:3] the knowledge, skills and resources to undertake community based disaster management activities. The value of outreach at the community level has been a key emphasis of Red Cross programming over the last decade with most of the National Societies have had some experience managing a project(s) focused on building community resilience. This has helped the National Societies to better know their communities, increase the pool of volunteers and has shown clear evidence of improved speed and efficiency of response.  [3:  COMMUNITY -: “In conventional emergency management, communities are viewed in spatial terms: groups of people living in the same area or close to the same risks. This overlooks other significant dimensions of ‘community’ which are to do with common interests, values, activities and structures. Communities are complex and they are often not united. There will be differences in wealth, social status and labor activity between people living in the same area, and there may be more serious divisions within the community. Individuals can be members of different communities at the same time, linked to each by different factors such as location, occupation, economic status, gender, religion or recreational interests. Communities are dynamic: people may join together for common goals and separate again once these have been achieved. These factors make it difficult to identify clearly the ‘community’ one is working with. From a hazards perspective, the spatial dimension is an essential element in identifying communities at risk, but this must be linked to an understanding of the socioeconomic differentiations, linkages and dynamics within the area at risk, not only to identify vulnerable groups but also to understand the diverse factors that contribute to vulnerability. Community businesses, services and infrastructure must also be taken into account.” Characteristics of a Disaster Resilient Community: A Guidance Note;  Version 1 John Twigg  for DFID Disaster Risk Reduction Inter-Agency Coordination Group  - August 2007] 


ER2: Stronger Red Cross Societies
The work of the Red Cross at the community level is paramount in addressing and being able to respond to vulnerabilities at the most direct level. However, to effectively support community level programming and scale up activities, national level capacities need to be reinforced.  The following ER3 focuses on strengthening the institutional support for effective disaster management.

ER3: Strengthening Regional Cooperation
With the importance of ensuring clarity, understanding and learning between all the different components and levels the Red Cross is able to reach with its disaster management work, the necessity for strong coordination internally and externally and collaborative learning cannot be underemphasised. Collaboration between disaster management stakeholders at the national and regional levels is being increasingly strengthened though the use of different coordination platforms such as networks, partnerships, formal and information working groups. 

For a summary of the DM Framework’s logic, with elaboration of activities relevant to each ER, please refer to Annex 2 containing a logic model.

[bookmark: _Toc270956765][bookmark: _Toc275089459]Purpose and Scope of Review
The external review of the DM Framework 2009-2014 follows the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC)’s invitation to Le Groupe-conseil Baastel Ltée (hereafter, ‘Baastel’) to undertake an assessment of the DM Framework over the five year period. 

The main objective of this external review, as stated in the Terms of Reference (TOR) in Annex 1 is to assess: “…the implementation of the DM Framework... measuring to what extent the objective and results have been achieved.”  It is important to take note that the methodology described below is embedded in a process which will further lead to the development of an integrated Red Cross DM Framework that is focused on resilience for the Caribbean region. This schema will blend in both the approaches of the Caribbean Red Cross National Societies and that of CDEMA. The latter is built on the CDM Strategy and its framework, which was enhanced and adapted to the whole Caribbean region in 2011.  This review is an initial response to the assessment portion of this broader mandate. However, it is important to note the review represents only a limited assessment of projects and of the DM Framework via desk review, including broad document review and some limited interviews at a distance.  It is also important for this review exercise to account for the opinions and views from a sample of National Societies, institutional representatives from the selected countries and regional organisations from the Caribbean, to the extent possible. 

[bookmark: _Toc270956766][bookmark: _Toc275089460]Review Methodology
This limited external review combined three approaches, namely Goal Free (exploring expected and unexpected results), Theory Based (based on a pre-defined framework), and Utilization (oriented towards future general utilization). 

The review approach is based upon the following pillars:
· Participatory approach: The evaluation consultant fully adhered to the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) guidelines stating that: “...evaluations should be carried out in a participatory and ethical manner[footnoteRef:4]...” The Baastel team made every effort possible to involve as many of the key stakeholders linked in one way or another to the DM Framework to integrate their knowledge and input into the content of the review within the limits of data collection at a distance.  [4:  UNEG. April 2005. Standards for Evaluation in the UN System. P. 17.] 

· Application of knowledge: Throughout the mandate, the Baastel team applied its theoretical and practical knowledge on the targeted sectors and geographical areas as well as methodological issues.

Design

The methodology adopted for this assignment was designed to meet the requirements and expectations set out in the TOR. An evaluation matrix, was used as an overarching and guiding tool, derived from the evaluation questions presented in the TOR and for which sub-questions are developed, in addition to some identified performance indicators distilled from the DM Framework’s objective and expected results. Specifically, this review was designed to assess completion of activities and then contributions to achievement of the expected results. All of these elements were linked to information gathering methods and information sources. 

These questions were categorised according to the four standard evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. 

The main evaluation questions and focus areas on which the evaluation matrix in Annex B is constructed in compliance with the TOR are as follows:

a) Effectiveness[footnoteRef:5]: [5:  The indicators for ‘effectiveness’ were assessed to the extent possible at a distance and through secondary sources. These represent examples but the final list will be agreed to with the client.] 

1. What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 1, 2 and 3, against some of the indicators?

b) Efficiency:
2. What is the progress towards providing a structured approach to disaster management in the Caribbean national societies – specifically the development and harmonisation of standard methodologies and tools?
· Standardisation national (among different donor funded projects)
· Standardisation regionally
Role of the Caribbean Disaster Risk Management Reference Centre (CADRIM) in development and standardisation of tools and methodologies

c) Relevance
3. Are the ERs still valid and relevant?

d) Sustainability
4.  Are the benefits experienced by the Caribbean Red Cross National Societies under the DM Framework likely to continue over time (in the medium to long term)? 

The ERs were defined in the DM Framework on the basis of needs. These results served as a basis to develop projects during the period of implementation. Thus, assessing to what extent the projects have reached the results would help the review process of the DM Framework.

Data Collection Methods and Tools

The evaluation matrix leads to the development of data gathering tools (all based on the performance indicators), most importantly: 
I. A document review data collection and interview matrix built in such a way to standardise information and data collected to allow for an ordered classification of collected data from all types of documents reviewed and interviews; 
II. Customised phone interview protocols that were tailored and adapted to each type of respondent.
Analysis

The team applied a modest triangulation approach to identify key findings and conclusions, drawing on the evidence gathered from document review and interviews, and the analysis completed. To carry out the triangulation, the review team populated the matrix in Annex 3, linking all information and data to each performance indicator and highlighting findings for each of the evaluation questions. The team also systematically applied the information and data triangulation method to assess the implementation of the DM Framework, as well as to evaluate to what extent its results have been reached. To the furthest extent possible, the team cross-checked all findings through each line of inquiry with one another’s findings and observations of the desk research and interview phases.

[bookmark: _Toc275089461]Limitations
Presented below in Table 2 is an overview of constraints encountered and alternatives that were employed to increase the validity and reliability of findings. Strategies include triangulation of information by data source in order to provide evidence-based conclusions that are clearly linked to the evaluation questions.

Table 2: Challenges and Limitations
	Data Collection Method
	Constraint and Limitation
	Mitigation Strategy

	Documentation Review
	The document review yielded a low level of results-oriented materials, evaluations and progress reports. 

Some documents received were incomplete as they listed, for example, important annexes that were not present.

In addition, results were not always disaggregated by country or National Society, making accurate and general quantitative analysis and trending difficult to carry out. 
	The evaluation team gathered a wide variety of documentation to elicit and complete details of interest. The team accepted that there is a scarcity of comprehensive M&E frameworks in place among National Societies and hence little to no results-based documents could be generated.  As an alternative, coverage of National Societies and case studies was expanded to address inadequate documentation.

	
	Project documents were not always designed to facilitate the conduct of performance measurement and/or evaluation.
	The evaluation team triangulated with other documents (mid-term and annual reports, project documents) and data collection methods.

	Interviews
	Key Informant availability
	The review team used a systematic approach to invite interviewees to schedule their interviews but this limitation was not fully addressed as some informants were unavailable for a variety of reasons (vacation leave, sick leave, and so forth).

	
	Willingness to provide information in an honest and objective way


Insufficient institutional memory to adequately respond to some of the questions for each Expected Result of the DM Framework[footnoteRef:6] [6:  At the time of interviewing key informants in Port of Spain, the material offered was provided by IFRC staff members who have held their positions for a duration in-country under three years.] 


	Corroboration was sought through comparison with other stakeholder responses and documentary findings. 

This was alternatively managed by interviewing other informants who have worked indirectly with some of the areas of interest but strategically at the IFRC.



Notably, it seems that there are no baselines or targets established for the indicators presented in the DM Framework’s logic model. Therefore, the review did not have a basis and was then unable to undertake comparative analysis or to fully assess the extent to which regional progress has been made since 2009.  In the circumstances, this review highlights the achievements under most of the DM Framework indicators in accordance with the data that was collected and available. Therefore, some amount of caution should be taken in expecting a full interpretation of the data.

Finally, this review does not reference or assess impacts in terms of attribution, the extent to which observed effects of the DM Framework can be attributed to the Framework itself or, instead, should be attributed to other factors. This approach would entail identifying multiple determining factors. Testing of attribution requires availability of a high quantity of information that consists of good quality data, not only from this policy framework itself, but also from other relevant sources. Both tasks would require time and resources that are beyond the scope of this mandate.

[bookmark: _Toc275089462]Findings
The following sections are consistent with the Evaluation Matrix and gives prominence to the three DM Framework ERs and their respective sub-focus areas. Cognizance is afforded to the different categories of stakeholders (National Societies, the regional office of the International Federation of the Red Cross [IFRC], Red Cross Partners and National Society Partners, namely the Canadian Red Cross [CRC] and the American Red Cross [ARC]), so as to provide appropriate coverage of the standard evaluation criteria, and all interview questions. Based on the data collected from documentary reviews and interview responses, findings were further sub-categorised into themes, as necessary.

[bookmark: _Toc275089463]Relevance
This section provides findings from documents and interviews on the relevance of the DM Framework’s ERs. As per the question and sub-question below, the review sought to determine the extent to which disaster plans and strategies at the national and regional levels align with the DM Framework. 

	QUESTION 1:
	Are the Expected Results still valid and relevant?

	SUB-QUESTION
	1.1. How far are DM Framework activities aligned with national Disaster Management strategies?



The data suggested that the DM Framework remains relevant through its alignment to the Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Strategy; many of the indicators in the DM Framework were developed with the CDM Strategy in mind and how the RC at a national level could use their auxiliary role to contribute to the country-level disaster risk reduction (DRR) platform, and therefore on a larger level, contribute to the CDM framework. This made the DM Framework relevant to not only Caribbean National Societies but showed the value added of the RC at a national and regional level. The CDM Strategy has been updated but the existence of a DM Framework for the Caribbean RC National Societies would find relevance if it continues to be aligned with the larger regional strategy. The DM Framework also purportedly serves as a conduit for the IFRC to directly link and engage with CDEMA and joint areas of work. 

Regional stakeholder informants expressed that the DM Framework seem useful and one to which Donors are supportive and involved in creating, as it addresses issues of lack of coordination among RC partners, duplication of efforts and alignment with larger strategies. For partner national societies (PNS) working in the region, it signals the type of interventions that are necessary in the region, as well as coordinates projects geographically so that National Societies are all supported and not duplicated. For those partners such as the CRC, the DM Framework serve as an entry point to working in a new region, as this Framework is considered to be well laid out, being supported by the CRC donor, the Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development (DFATD, formerly CIDA), and provides a clear geographic and programming role in the region. 

Nationally, the data suggested that the creation of the DM Framework in 2008 was relevant to standardise Community Based Disaster Risk Management (CBDRM) programming in the region, as well as to apply lessons learned from past interventions at National Societies on a regional level. With the DM Framework, all National Societies are also able to have PNS-supported projects given that the IFRC coordinates projects through the Caribbean Regional Representation Office (CRRO). 

Therefore, ER1 continues to be relevant as many of the region’s communities continue to be at risk from natural disasters and the effects of climate change.  It is evident from the data provided that more communities are in need of updated knowledge, resources and tools to address their vulnerabilities than have been assisted through DM Framework projects over the past five years.  It will be necessary to eventually scale up programming and embed CBDM activities into existing communities and expand activities more rapidly into new vulnerable communities. 

Further, ER2 remains highly relevant given that it concentrates on operational (Contingency Plans and tools), procurement (emergency relief supplies) and performance measurement aspects (annual reviews) of the DM Framework. ER2 and its sub-elements are also highly useful to the IFRC and RC societies in their focus on human resource capacity (NITS, volunteers) in support of the DM Framework. Development of new tools for the region has been facilitated by the DM Framework, based upon National Societies’ knowledge and experiences. Thus, the DM Framework itself is appropriately applicable and relevant to CBDRM programming regionally. 

Finally, ER3 and its sub-elements were found to be highly relevant to the Caribbean region given their wide focus on valuable processes that are salient for DM Framework sustainability and local ownership. The areas of building engagement with national and regional stakeholders, regional cooperation, enhancing RC coordination capacity through partnerships, as well as regional knowledge management and training, all contribute to concerns of efficiency. 

[bookmark: _Toc275089464]Progress on ER1
ER1: Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.
I. Scale-Up Programming
II. Intervene Strategically
III. Measure Results
IV. Leverage Actions
V. Expand Reach
VI. Follow-up actions in communities

This section critically explores the extent to which vulnerable communities are becoming more resilient on account of an increase in knowledge, skills and resources in DM.  The aforementioned sub-focus areas specified by the DM Framework are deemed critical for the achievement of ER1 and serve as the foundation of the assessment of this ER.

ER1 is concerned with increasing the resilience of communities by enhancing capacities and increasing knowledge to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.  To that end, several interventions (projects) aligned to the CDM Framework 2009-2014 focused directly towards addressing the needs of highly vulnerable communities across the region.  Several National Societies have confirmed their involvement in the implementation of these activities and provided perspectives on their relevance and effectiveness.  

Progress on indicators under ER1 is addressed as far as possible, based upon the responses and findings for the question and sub-questions below.   

	QUESTION 2:
	What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 1 against some of the indicators?

	ER1:
	Building safer more resilient communities:
Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

	SUB-QUESTIONS
	2.1. In the past five years, how many VCAs and CBDM generated documents and projects have been rolled out?

	
	2.2. How many CDRTs have been formed, trained and prepared for CBDM/CBHFA interventions?

	
	2.3. How many at risk communities nationally have Red Cross applied CBDM?

	
	2.4. How many communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans have undergone a simulation exercise?

	
	2.5. How often have communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans been tested through a simulation exercise?

	
	2.6. Has there been an increase in the disaster awareness among communities- households, school children? 

	
	2.7. Do households who participate in Community Based Education; Develop a family disaster plan?

	
	2.8. Are infection rates lower in CBHFA/WATSAN communities?



Scale-up Programming 

According to the CDM Strategic Framework document, only a fraction of the many vulnerable Caribbean communities are being reached by community based disaster management (CBDM) programs of the Red Cross and other actors. As such, the Framework was expected to widen the outreach of CBDM activities to a wider number of communities by the Red Cross and other partners.   

The data collected from documents and respondents representing National Societies indicated widespread CBDM activities including Vulnerability and Capacity Assessments (VCAs) and CBDM training and development of community, along with family disaster response plans taking place across all targeted countries under various Red Cross interventions. The visual below provides a summary of the iterative capacity building and strengthening processes along with their related outputs all of which are currently occurring under the DM Framework.




Evidence from stakeholder interviews and documents reviewed indicated that all of the activities highlighted in the figure above have been taking place regionally with varying levels of regularity between 2009 and 2014.  In the past five years, the Caribbean has been the recipient of over 15 DM projects. For the projects which provided information on number of communities impacted, it was found that a combination of CBDM activities have been carried out a total of 176 communities between 2009 and 2014.  It was uncovered from the literature that many projects in the Caribbean region do align with the CDM Strategic Framework, as illustrated in Table 3 below. It is important to note that the number of activities, and the combination of them, varies across communities, depending on resources, access and local context.





Table 3: Projects Implemented in line with CDM Strategic Framework

	Project
	Timeframe
	Participating Countries/National Societies
	Number of Communities Impacted

	1. Improving Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities
	2012-2014
	Antigua, Jamaica, Suriname
	13[footnoteRef:7][footnoteRef:8] [7:  Five each in Jamaica and Suriname and three communities in Antigua and Barbuda.]  [8:  Both Jamaica and Suriname employed a combination of different approaches to select the communities including the CST.] 


	1. Saving Lives in the Caribbean through Preparedness (SLIC)
	2011-2014
	Bahamas, Belize, St. Lucia
	34

	1. Readiness for Response: Pre-positioning in Caribbean Red Cross Societies
	2009-2014
	Antigua, Belize, Bahamas, Barbados, Dominica, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad, Grenada
	N/A

	1. Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk (CCRDR)
	2011-2014
	Dominica, Guyana, Jamaica
	39 (up to year 2)

	1. Saving Lives, Enabling Healthy and Safe Living (DipECHO 8)
	2011-2012
	Grenada, St. Vincent and the Grenadines,  Trinidad, Barbados, Suriname, Cuba, DR
	31[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Excluding Belize, Cuba, Dominica, DR, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines.] 


	1. INTERREG: 72 hours Self-Sufficiency Project
	2012
	St. Lucia, Dominica
	

	1. EU INTERREG
	2009-2010
	Guyana, St. Kitts and Nevis, Dominica, Grenada
	

	1. Cross-Border Initiative 'Disaster Response capacity enforcement for the Guiana Shield Territories
	2011-2014
	Suriname
	N/A

	1. Improved Water, Sanitation and hygiene conditions for hinterland communities in Guyana
	2011-2015
	Guyana
	N/A

	1. Building Resilience in Belizean Youth through Education
	2012
	Belize
	N/A

	1. Adapting to Climate Change in Jane Usher Community
	2012
	Belize
	1

	1. Resilience in the Americas
	2013-2014
	Belize, Bahamas, Guyana
	N/A

	1. Volcanic Risk Reduction Project
	2013-2014
	St. Vincent and the Grenadines,  Dominica
	N/A

	1. Readiness to Respond
	2008-2009
	Guyana, St. Lucia, TT
	10

	1. Readiness to Respond
	2009-2011
	Antigua, Bahamas, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia
	21

	1. Caribbean RC Societies: Building Safer, More Resilient Communities (DipECHO 7)
	2009-2010
	Antigua, Barbados, Belize, Cuba, Dominica, DR, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, TT
	27

	1. Safer Shelters
	2013-2014
	Jamaica
	N/A


Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment

The data collected from documents and respondents within the National Societies indicated widespread Vulnerability and Capacity Assessments (VCAs) during the period of implementation of the DM Framework. The Review of the Implementation of VCA Methodology highlighted that VCAs have been conducted in the Caribbean since 2004 to strengthen community capability to withstand natural disasters and have produced varied outputs and results.  Findings from project documents revealed that in excess of 172 VCAs were conducted through 7 projects between 2009 and 2014.  This involved 13 National Societies.  VCA training was also implemented by 4 of these projects.

The VCA is regarded as the ‘IFRC flagship tool’ and is arguably, the most popular tool used regionally and globally to identify vulnerability challenges and make communities more resilient.   The VCA is a participatory form of investigation that facilitates communities’ understanding of the hazards that affect them and helps not only to prioritise vulnerabilities, but to identify what might be required in order to transform them into capacities. Whilst the VCA process is supported and facilitated by the Red Cross, it is to be community owned and should contribute to disaster risk reduction in a sustainable way. 

Training

Effectiveness in capacity building through training has proven to be very high over the period. It was also found that trainings have extended beyond the disaster management umbrella to non-disaster areas where they are applied and used in national activities.  Training of CDRTs was of particular importance to maintain relevance and sustain engagement with the communities.  Training community members in a variety of areas such as first aid and in the use of tools helped to strengthen community capacity to better respond to disaster.  More and regular simulation exercises are required nevertheless to ensure effectiveness in execution when required. Vulnerability and Capacity Assessments (VCAs)
· 172 VCAs were conducted through 7 projects between 2009 and 2014
· VCA training was also implemented by 4 of these projects
· This involved 13 National Societies facilitating the conduct of VCAs . 


The various project documents demonstrated that more than 7,000 persons at the community level across the region received and benefited from various training and skills building activities, conducted through a number of Red Cross interventions in the region. This was substantiated by the key informants from all National Societies (Dominica, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines [SVG], Saint Lucia [SLU], Belize and Jamaica). Although precise numbers were sometimes not readily available, the averages provided do correspond to the findings in the documents. 

Under the Readiness to Respond Project[footnoteRef:10] alone, it was reported that 4,000 people were trained in disaster preparedness, mitigation and management while some 2,018 persons were reported as trained in disaster preparedness, mitigation and management under the project, Saving Lives in the Caribbean Through Preparedness, as of February 2014. Other projects trained fewer community stakeholders, including the Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk Project (CCRDR), where approximately 542 people benefited directly from DM tool development interventions (trainings, internship programme) and the Caribbean Red Cross Societies: the Saving Lives, Enabling Healthy and Safe Living project saw 630 persons trained in VCAs.  The findings from the literature provided the following data and information, as per Table 4 below. [10:  Readiness to Respond - Final Report 2012] 


	National Society
	Number of Communities
	VCAs/CBDM Activities
	CDRT
	Simulation

	Barbados
	Not identified
	6 VCAs
	6
	Yes. 6 communities.  Frequent. Done at least once during the execution of the DipECHO projects.

	Belize
	
	
	59
	Yes. 45 communities undertook simulation exercises – Annual testing

	Dominica
	12 
	
	296
	

	Jamaica
	Not identified
	37 VCAs
	37
	Yes. Lower number of simulation exercises conducted relative to the number of assessments and trainings

	SLU
	Not identified
	26 CBDM interventions
	
	Yes. 23 conducted.  Done once a year.

	SVG
	25
	13 VCAs twinned with training
	8
	Yes.  Infrequent testing; every 3 years


  Table 4: Number of VCAs, CBDM and CDRT activities conducted in National Societies
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A 2009 report on the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) project, Saving Lives in the Caribbean Through Preparedness, indicated that in Belize, all planned community simulations were completed (119 persons participated). Similarly, the Bahamas reportedly achieved its target for simulation exercises (100%) to date and in SLU, nine communities or 90% of its target for simulations exercises was covered.  

The Readiness to Respond: Increased Disaster Preparedness through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness project report revealed that in each country, response mechanisms were strengthened through the organisation and training of CDRTs, which in turn worked on developing disaster response plans and tested skills through simulations, noting that 9 0r 10 simulation exercises were within that year. 

Other reports confirmed completion of simulation exercises but did not provide specific numbers or indicate if they met previously set targets. For example, the report on the Readiness to Respond: Caribbean Community Based Disaster Management Project only revealed that 7 simulation exercises were conducted, but there was no indication of the extent to which this number satisfied the needs of the community and if it aligned with targets for such exercises. 

At the same time, data collected highlighted some concerns. For instance, testing exercises tend to be very national in scale and scope and therein lies the risk that they may not reach all communities. A gap is found when the impression at the regional level is that testing was done at the community level but in actuality, local and national government levels have not been tested in conjunction with the former. This was said to occasionally result in simulation exercises that are not coherent or comprehensive, which can undermine the potential for vulnerable communities to strengthen their knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

An operational area found to need improvement throughout the RC branches, as expressed by National Society informants is that project staff drove the work carried out in the 37 communities. At the close of projects, project staff leave for other projects, scaling down environment human resource numbers and capacity. Added to this are the inherent challenges faced by the RC branches, including operations that have inadequate or no structure and often a lack of proactive action to maintain the milestones achieved within the communities. According to data found on Jamaica, simulation exercises are low-cost activities, thus it is the lax structure across the RC branches and the inconsistencies in taking timely action that contribute to certain shortcomings. Furthermore, the majority of staff consists of volunteers, which means that they cannot be held accountable for activities executed or not. 

Overall, the data found that for the majority of National Societies like Dominica, SVG, Belize and SLU, informants confirmed that they had community disaster plans and these were tested as often as needed. However, for its size, Jamaica departed from the rest as the data pointed to less frequent testing in that country.  The relatively smaller SLU seemed to carry out the highest number of testing and with the highest frequency than the rest of National Societies, as confirmed by respondents.  However, it was found that while some project documents do report a trend of fewer than planned simulation exercises carried out to test community disaster plans and training, other reports seemed to indicate that targets had been satisfied regarding community level simulation exercises.
Intervene Strategically

While the review could not quantify, it is known that many Caribbean communities are located in extremely high risk areas, such as plains prone to river flooding, hills stripped of trees and vegetation and low-lying coastal areas. It has to be appreciated that there will never be enough resources to address the needs of all these vulnerable communities.  The Caribbean Disaster Management Strategic Framework 2009-2014 therefore emphasised the necessity for an objective and transparent process to be utilised in the selection of vulnerable or at risk communities. 

The review found that it was two years into the implementation of the framework that the first of two tools was introduced in an effort to “develop a more strategic and systematic approach to strategically targeting communities in collaboration with key partners.”

Before mid-2011, information gleaned from two projects indicated that community selection was arbitrary and subjective with the use of a plethora of different community selection criteria instead of a standardised set of criteria. Mention was made under the DipECHO 7 project that the National Societies evaluated the possible use of the CDEMA tool for selecting communities at a regional Disaster Management programme meeting in April 2010 in Trinidad and Tobago.  The tool was deemed not ideal task as the most vulnerable community did not always garner the highest value.  

The final report for the project Readiness to Respond: Increased Disaster Preparedness through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness (2008-2009) provided that “in all three countries, the communities were selected through stakeholder consultations using as a minimum the original selection criteria outlined in the project proposal.  These criteria, according to the project report, were:
· Be located in vulnerable zones prone to particular disasters (landslides, slope failures, earthquakes, hurricanes, etc.);
· Have high levels of physical and organizational vulnerabilities;
· Have actual and/or previous presence of Red Cross in the zone whereby relationships were established with communities and local authorities;
· Be situated in a place with low economic capacity. 

It was not clear from the document review how these initial criteria themselves were determined.  The differing strategies and approaches highlighted in the following case study reflected a lack of uniformity in community selection during the initial phase of implementation of the DM Framework.  
Project Case Study
Community Selection Criteria Prior to STM

The three countries targeted under the project Readiness to Respond: Increased Disaster Preparedness through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness employed different strategies/approaches in community selection.  

In St Lucia, the four communities were selected for the project following a series of meetings with the National Emergency Management Organization (NEMO). The criteria cited for selection were said to be: vulnerability to disasters, poverty, lack of inclusion in previous CBDM projects, and strategic interest of the National Society and NEMO to serve isolated communities. 

For Trinidad, there was a stakeholders’ meeting of 20 persons comprising the government, civil society and the private sectors was held. From their deliberations four  criteria included type of communities remote coastal communities at risk of storm surge and hurricanes; exposed to landslides and flooding, were used to as the basis for selection.

Guyana was a more interesting case in that stakeholders including representatives from government ministries and non-profit organizations were asked ahead of the project sensitization meeting to come prepared with indicators used by their organizations to determine vulnerability, which would be used to identify communities. At the beginning of the meeting, the project was presented to stakeholders, and then the indicators contributed by participants, as well as those included in the project document, were listed. Through group work using the indicators, along with their knowledge of communities a tentative list of 30 communities were identified as vulnerable and potential areas for implementing project activities by the 16 agencies that were represented at this meeting. Following the stakeholders meeting, the Guyana Red Cross met with the Civil Defense Commission (CDC) and jointly selected 4 communities out of the initial list of 30.




The 2013 Annual Report for CADRIM noted that “community selection for programs can be difficult – particularly in reaching a transparent, neutral, impartial decision that can be justified back to communities, local decision makers and donors.”

Between 2011 and 2013, two tools - Community Selection Tool (CST) and the Strategic Targeting Methodology (STM) - were developed to support community selection.  The CST was developed in June 2011 and a refined STM was presented at a CDM Conference in December 2013.  It should be noted that criticism about the robustness of the CST led to improvements and introduction of additional components; and eventual morphing into the STM.  


Community Selection Tool (CST)

The IFRC Caribbean Regional Representation Office (CRRO), with the input from specific technical focal points from National Societies, CADRIM and Partner National Societies (PNSs) developed the Community Selection Tool (CST) in June 2011.  The documents reviewed confirmed that the CST was applied across the region between 2011 and 2013 for projects funded by ECHO, DFATD, DFID and OFDA with encouraging feedback on its utility and relevance.  Funding for the development and testing of this tool came primarily from DFATD and the CRC through the Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk (CCRDR) Project.  This tool is expected to remove selection bias and to apply selection criteria in the most impartial manner as possible.

Project Case Study - Using the CST

Under the Improving Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities (DFID) project, the tool was used with varying success in Suriname and Jamaica. However, like the period before the introduction of this tool, communities were selected based on a combination of approaches before the CST was applied. In the case of Suriname, it was found that if the CST was used initially, it would take too long and would substantially delay project activities.  Therefore a shortlisting of communities was done through consultations with regional administration offices.  The situation in Jamaica actually took a very long time according to the project “due to the complex coordination mechanism involved.”  Internally, the JRC asked their Emergency Services Section representatives from the various branches to “nominate communities that were considered vulnerable with issues relating to health, shelter and climate change.” Over 30 communities were considered vulnerable in the areas of shelter, climate change and health-related issues. Following this, the branches were asked to apply the CST, in collaboration with parish stakeholders, to further narrow down the communities. Five communities were eventually selected.





The case study above highlighted that the application of the CST is time consuming, especially when applied in some of the contexts explained above.  It also highlighted that the selection process is a blend of processes with the CST being applied mostly at the second stage of the process and not at the first stage, which means that there is still some amount of bias/subjectivity involved. 
 
The CCRDR project 2011-2012 report indicated that the CST was piloted by 13 English and Dutch-speaking NS in the Caribbean. It was further reported that 9 National Societies used the tool for community selection and provided feedback as part of the pilot process. The IFRC also presented the CST to CDEMA, donors and other agencies at the CDM Conference in December 2011.  The report did not provide an overview of the feedback from these two sources.  Nevertheless, feedback indicated that users are comfortable in using this tool.  



The diagram below shows the progression from the CST to the STM.
[image: ]
Source: Annual Report for CADRIM, 2013

Strategic Targeting Methodology

Despite delays in its development due to the inability to find a consultant with the appropriate skill set, in 2012, the STM tool was piloted in BVI in June 2014 following a sensitization session which was held in December 2013.  However, the STM is yet to be fully tested and applied in the field.   

Despite the introduction of these CST in 2011 and then the development of the STM thereafter, there is a quite a way to go with respect to a systematic and unbiased approach to community selection across the region.  There is still a lot more to be done in sensitizing and getting all the stakeholders to use the tool in a uniformed and systematic way.  The application of the tool takes time and care has to be taken that the project is not unduly delayed as a result. 

The review is in strong agreement with the suggestion proffered in the final report of the Readiness to Respond (2008-2009) project that called for a program rather than project based approach.  It elaborated that “rather than applying criteria on a project by project basis, a mapping of all vulnerable areas and development of a comprehensive strategy and National Society work plan to address the needs with a longer-term strategic approach should be developed for each country.”  Clearly, this is a more strategic and systematic approach which will lead to incrementally addressing communities’ vulnerabilities and the scaled up programming originally envisaged under the DM Framework.

It nevertheless must be highlighted that the community selection process has some very positive spin offs including the following:
· Illuminated the extent of the needs to be addressed in vulnerable communities across the Caribbean.  Indeed, there is a wide variance between the number of communities initially deemed vulnerable by stakeholders and the number eventually selected to be project beneficiaries.  
· Allowed National Societies to gain a better understanding of the ‘full picture” in the communities and to wide involvement of various stakeholders in community selection: According to the CCRDR final annual project for 2012/2013 “National Societies’ use of the initial version of the Community Selection Tool provided an opportunity to engage NDOs and other government organizations in more systematic and critical review of risk mapping, operational capacity and community vulnerability on the basis a shared set of selection criteria.” 
Measure Results

Monitoring, evaluation and reporting are important to ascertain if progress is being made towards building stronger and safer communities in the region.  The review found that among the suite of tools aimed at helping to raise awareness, mitigate risks and develop community skills to respond to disasters, there were monitoring and evaluation tools and techniques that were at the disposal of the National Societies. In all of the documents reviewed, the lack of quality baselines and monitoring and evaluation techniques that enable regional/impact assessment were highlighted as critical challenges.  The DipECHO 7 Final Annual Report (2011) indicated that “it remains a challenge to apply simple and tailored baseline studies in the very early stages of a project and later apply monitoring and evaluation techniques that enable measuring and decision making according to results.”  Stakeholders interviewed also highlighted this as an important area of concern as well as the need to document and share results regionally.

Under several projects, National Societies implemented Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) baseline and endline surveys in communities where CBDM activities have been carried out. The Final CCRDR Report provided that all Red Cross DRR projects incorporated the John Hopkins University DRR monitoring and evaluation tool into their project planning. The tool consists of a baseline survey and focus groups. Five different aspects of DRR are analysed through the tool: risk knowledge, household preparedness, public awareness, community preparedness, and governance. It further provided that the use of the JHU tool will increase the region’s ability to plan more effectively based on the demonstrated results of DRR interventions. As a baseline tool, it provides specific information to develop programming that is relevant to each community’s strengths and weaknesses.

Overview of JHU Monitoring and Evaluation Activities
 
[image: ]
The data suggests that the tool has been used with some degree of success in most of the projects, with some reporting higher achievements than others. 

Leverage Actions

Whilst only one respondent specifically mentioned micro-mitigation projects as being “useful”, their importance was not lost, as demonstrated in the number of funded projects that included them as outputs. 

The projects documents reviewed provided the following:
· 6 out of the 11 projects implemented micro-projects;
· Approximately 105 micro-projects were targeted, approximately 80 (76%) of the planned projects have been implemented between 2009 and 2014; 
· More than 222,709 persons in more than 148 communities were involved in the implementation of micro-projects; 
· The majority of the micro-projects focused on health and sanitation related issues such as health care, waste management, clean up, dengue education and mitigation food security and hurricane awareness;
· Other micro-mitigation projects dealt with home retrofitting and training in Safe House methodology, construction of small bridges, installation of flood gauges and warning signs, community infrastructure improvements and retrofitting including building up of retaining walls, building of ramp and putting up road signage, drain cleaning, shelter management; 
· Micro-projects served to cement the relationship between community and the National Societies and strengthen partnerships with local development structures, NGOs and the private sector;
· Some VCAs included micro-projects (Saving Lives Project, Readiness to Respond, CCRDR Project);
· In one instance, micro-projects were not completed because of lack of funds, sparking concerns about the credibility of the National Society. 

A positive momentum seems to be demonstrated by the data in the delivery of community- level micro-mitigation. The Caribbean Red Cross Societies: Saving Lives, Enabling Healthy and Safe Living project reported extensive roll out/implementation of CBDM projects, with 8,329 community members benefitting from mitigation measures and some 41,645 persons were reached with CBDM activities. These projects concentrated on activities including community clean-ups to mitigate against flooding and health issues, shelter reinforcement and improvement of potable water systems. The report noted that up to December 2011, 26,121 people had been reached by initial disaster management activities at the community level and that ‘this number is expected to increase as the VCA reports are in progress to be finalised and many of the CBDM activities are programmed for 2012.’

Furthermore, the Annual Report (year two) for the Saving Lives in the Caribbean through Preparedness (USAID) project reported that an estimated 62% on average of the targets for number and type of micro-mitigation project implemented had been achieved and that the National Societies (in the Bahamas, Belize and SLU) were marked for successful achievement of targets before the end of the project period.  At the reporting date, 21 micro-mitigation projects had been completed with 7 in progress. However, very few stakeholders made explicit mention of micro-mitigation projects during interviews, with the exception of Dominica.  The respondent remarked that micro-mitigation projects in Dominica have proven to be useful. When response equipment like chainsaws, emergency lighting equipment and shelter supplies are provided, they are apparently fully utilised. 

Through the intervention, Improving Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities (April 2012-Feb 2014), 13 communities undertook mitigation activities, including home retrofitting and training in Safe House methodology, as well as installation of flood gauges and two warning signs in one community. Other projects including DipECHO 7 and 8 and CCRDR reported implementing micro-mitigation projects.

An important issue flagged in at least one assessment reviewed was the sustainability of community micro-mitigation projects. The Review of the Implementation of the VCA Methodology in the Caribbean Region in 2010, noted that: “There are some excellent examples of micro-projects which have already shown a high probability of sustainability. Contrarily, in some of those same communities where the micro-projects were strong, the probability for sustained community action was less clear. It was felt by the Review team that the VCA process was owned by the National Society and not by the community. This was evidenced by the fact that National Society staff were always closely following, monitoring, encouraging, and supporting the VCA and micro-projects in the community. It appeared that their presence was needed in order for things to happen.”  The report further highlighted that “while some aspects of the VCA process stuck in people’s minds, except in cases where there was a particularly strong community leader (St. Kitts), the National Society presence was essential for maintaining the momentum of the activities.”

Implementation of micro-mitigation projects in communities has provided a tangible added value and has enhanced community capacities to address some of their own vulnerabilities.  Nevertheless, the extent to which these successes are known/highlighted and documented regionally is unknown.  The opportunities for showcasing these exist given the number of trainings, meetings and forums convened on a regular basis at the various levels.  There is a need for greater involvement of the DM Network and other regional forums and mechanisms to help build awareness about and highlight the benefits of mitigation projects with other partners and donors.

Expand Reach

As an important feature of DM activities, disaster awareness among households and school children has also been positive. At least five projects[footnoteRef:11] from the documents reviewed demonstrated the CBDM activities were expanded to the household and school levels.  Sensitisation meetings are held at the start of a project and when new activities are being introduced to communities. Second, administration of the family disaster plan is done on a house to house basis by volunteers.  A wide range of activities including the development of Family Disaster Plans and School Disaster Plans, targeting families and school children was implemented regionally between 2009 and 2014.   [11:  CCRDR, Dipecho 7, Dipecho 8, ICCRC and Saving Lives. ] 


Under three projects (CCRDR, DipECHO 8 and Savings life projects) alone, more than 8,000 households have been reached through door to door promotion campaigns and engagement for the development of Family Disaster Plans.

Accordingly, Dominica’s Red Cross has developed a Family Disaster Plan outlining main hazards and the necessary activities pre- and post-disaster. Each household per community participates in preparedness in the form of completing a plan for each disaster to which it is prone.  Awareness-raising is event-based (needs-only) and discussions concentrated on the health sector for this activity. It was noted that when there was a pandemic influenza threat, some training was carried out with CDRTs in the communities and they were provided with personal equipment. Regarding disaster relief, CDRTs work closely with the RC of Dominica for distribution. For awareness, radio announcements were made and videos were recorded for television and aired when there were public events; posters were pinned in community and resource centres and schools. There was a small budget allocated for the pandemic influenza.

Unlike Dominica, raising disaster awareness among SVG communities targeting households and school children is an ongoing process with other PNS. Households participate in community-based education through development of a Family Disaster Plan. In addition, the NEMO of SVG contributes to awareness building on a continuous basis.

Insights on participation in Community Based Education revealed that generally households are supported through a pre-designed template of a Family Disaster Plan. A basic brochure is shared with every household so that they are better informed and aware of the purpose of such plans.  For instance, Dominica made the brochure hazard-specific and this has since influenced other countries to make adjustments that best apply to their mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

In the SLU National Society, pre- and post-disaster baseline data have demonstrated that training done within the communities through the VCA has brought an increase in knowledge and awareness, from 72% to 95%. Over the past five years, there have been disasters to apply the skills and knowledge in DM, thus driving awareness. It was highlighted that the SLU RC pioneered safer schools, through which children learn about DM using games.

The National Society in Barbados provided positive results regarding disaster awareness among communities, households and school children. Awareness sessions have been conducted in six communities while at the household level, support has been given for the development of Family Disaster Plans in each at-risk community and within two primary and three secondary schools.

Similarly to National Societies in Dominica, SVG and Belize, key informants revealed that every household in SLU, which has participated in Community Based Education, has developed a Family Disaster Plan. Over the past five years, thousands of plans have been drafted which speak positively to coverage. Unlike in Jamaica, those SLU households without a plan proactively call the National Society to get plans done and they are readily assisted.

CDEMA’s impression of disaster awareness among communities, specifically households and school children, is that it has increased. However, this result cannot be attributable to the RC DM Framework but rather to the efforts and activities of the National Disaster Offices (NDOs). In particular, in light of recent experiences with natural disasters in the Caribbean, NDOs have been steadily conducting regular public awareness campaigns and events on disaster risk reduction and climate change. Furthermore, publicised news on what is occurring in communities and countries have contributed to greater visibility and awareness.
Follow Up Actions In Communities

Based on the documents that were available for review, it was not possible to conclude if infection rates were lower in CBHFA/ Water and Sanitation (WATSAN) communities. This scarcity of data was also reflected in the interviews, whereby data were either not available or not collected as this was not a priority area for a given country.

As far as interviews provided information on this area of performance, it was learned that CBHFA and WATSAN trainings were introduced to Dominica.  Moreover, Dominica’s health sector is not earmarked as a priority for spending given that the country has a good primary healthcare system and water utilities are good. In this way, Dominica’s Red Cross is careful to not duplicate efforts with other already effective national infrastructure and resources.

In the experience of the National Society of SVG, the level of infection rates in CBHFA/WATSAN communities is so small that it is not a priority and thus determining effectiveness was not possible. In the cases of Belize and Barbados, this type of data was not available at the National Society. Finally, in the context of Jamaica, infection concerns were never part of the programming done there. Only one project[footnoteRef:12] had a CBHFA component but was not considered a priority therein. [12:  Improving the Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities Project.   Reporting Period: April 2012–February 2014] 


For the Chikungunya pandemic (mosquito borne), newly emerged in Dominica, it was learned from stakeholders that no support came from the IFRC regarding preventative public information and dissemination. This pandemic has caused some 21 deaths in the region to date and has impacted work productivity. It is purported to be spreading as to date, Trinidad has confirmed three infected). 

Unlike Jamaica, Dominica and SVG, the National Society of SLU has placed a high priority on CBHFA, based upon the effects of outbreaks in that island, such as H1N1, dengue and so forth.  Hence, approximately 32 CBHFA trainings have been carried out over a period of six years. Regarding infection rates in CBHFA/WATSAN communities in SLU, the Bureau of Health advised of a decrease through television. However, there are emerging and re-emerging diseases in SLU, making this area a larger priority than for other National Society like SVG. 

Based on the data provided, the health sector has not been a priority for the National Society with the exception of SLU.   It must be noted that certain countries already have a robust health sector which allows the RC to focus on other areas of work thereby avoiding duplication of effort.  One could therefore assume that for other countries where the health sector may need support, the RC would undertake more activities in this area.
Has Community Resilience Been Built?

Based upon the range of CBDM activities carried out over the period in 176 communities, it is possible to say that scaling up of DM programme has taken place and that most planned ER1 activities were accomplished in varying degrees.  While the systematic and strategic targeting of communities remains at a nascent stage, risks and vulnerabilities were identified for over 172 communities (selected via a combination of process) through VCAs; and more than 95 community disaster plans were completed.  The Review could not say the extent to which identified risks and vulnerabilities are being holistically mitigated or the extent to which disaster plans are being implemented. There is good evidence that CDRTs have been formed and trained; that they have been undergone simulation exercises and are involved in outreach activities in the communities and are supporting the implementation micro-mitigation projects. Much more needs to be done replicate successful projects and raise awareness about the good practices.  

Despite the challenges in administering the JHU Tool, feedback from project endline surveys show overall increase in community preparedness and improved levels of disaster risk awareness. The Review Team administered a short, impromptu and simple survey to the key informants from six National Societies and to PNS and CDEMA.  A cross-section of opinions was sought on the perceived strengths of the RC within the following DRR focal areas: Building Community Resilience, Education and Training, and Communications and Networking.  With regard to the relevance of National Societies and their areas of strengths, a scale of 1 (weakest) to 10 (strongest) was used to rank them. 

Building Community Resilience and Education and Training was for the most part on par as the main areas of DRR strengths for this review sample of National Societies.  Note that these focal areas bear some resemblance to the domains assessed under the JHU Tool.  There is some consistency with the JHU tool, which has been measuring overall increase in community prepared/resilience in project communities. 

Four National Societies - Dominica, Barbados, Belize and Jamaica – granted the same number of points for each broad area of work.  In SLU, Education and Training came out on top with 9 points (90%) compared to Communications and Networking with 5 points (50%).  The full discussion of survey results is provided in Annex 7.  Nonetheless, a summary graph below gives an idea, at a glance, of the National Societies, their presumed areas of strengths and the  scores provided by each in the respective focus areas of work. 

The data indicated that training activities, development of plans and testing, along with generation of CBDM documents vary across all National Societies but are occurring within the resource limits of each. There is good evidence that households and schools are being engaged and that their level of awareness are being heightened.  Concerns mainly concentrated on the ability to continue these activities in the face of uncertainty of funding; CDRTs eventually require practical refresher training as simulation exercises for disaster plans need to be tweaked over time. Regarding the health sector and decreasing infection rates, performance is not as strong in this area. More active monitoring and data collection are needed to track the contributions of the RC in managing outbreaks and pandemics.

Conclusion: 
Overall, the level of effectiveness and efficiency of each of the sub-focal areas of ER1 is moderately satisfactory. The review finds it difficult to reliably conclude upon results in this area given that no targets and baselines were found or provided for many indicators.  Thus, changes in outputs produced that have led to an achievement of the ERs over or beyond what existed in 2009 at the start of implementation is ambiguous. Nonetheless, the area of scaling up programming is strong but remains strained by inadequate reach to all vulnerable communities. Further, there has been no direct discussion of the scaling modalities that are or have been adopted to replicate good results elsewhere. Additionally, it is well recognised that there is a need to intervene strategically and collaboratively in communities, thus witnessing the development and use of community selection tools as well as proposals with specific selection criteria. Third, measuring results has seen some progress in the region to the extent of  M&E tools, like KAP surveys and the JHU tool. However, in the absence of a data-driven and information sharing culture from the outset, baselines are stills scarce for a fuller application of M&E techniques and capacity. In terms of leveraging actions, micro-mitigation activities and results seem to be progressing well across the region albeit project-driven. However, ownership by the community as opposed to the National Society is in need of bolstering. Yet further, project results indicate that the region is positively expanding the reach of DM activities across communities, households and schools, with increasing support of NDOs. Finally, community DRR structures seem to be maximised when there are health emergencies. Those countries where health risks are relatively frequent demonstrate close collaboration with government health-oriented institutions. However, confirmatory evidence through recorded data and health statistics appear to be missing and/or not readily available.

[bookmark: _Toc275089465]Progress on ER2
Stronger Red Cross Societies: Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels.
I. develop programmes from projects
II. enhance project management
III. train and retain HR
IV. Increase access to relief stocks
V. institutionalise response planning and simulations
VI. enhance response actions.

This section introduces findings on regional progress towards ER2 that have been inferred from national level activities seeking to build RC institutional capacity in disaster management.  It broadly examines the aforementioned six sub-focus areas ER2 and attempts to offer insights on the question and sub-questions below, which are reflected in the review’s Evaluation Matrix. These questions consider performance on the conduct and frequency of annual reviews on preparedness and whether national strategies integrate the DM Framework, NITs, volunteer management, procurement of emergency supplies, as well as plans and testing of these plans. 

	QUESTION 3:
	What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 2 against some of the indicators?

	SUB-QUESTIONS
	3.1. How many annual reviews have been conducted on National Society preparedness?

	
	3.2. How many National Societies have a disaster management plan clearly linked to the DM Framework and their own strategic plans?

	
	3.3. How many NITs are trained and actively using their skills?

	
	3.4. How many National Societies have a comprehensive volunteer management system for use pre-, during and post disaster?

	
	3.5. Do National Societies have arrangements through agreements for supplies to at least 500 at risk families?

	
	3.6. How many National Societies have established or updated Disaster Response Contingency Plans?

	
	3.7. How many National Societies have tested their Disaster Response Contingency Plans using annual simulation exercises?


Develop Programmes from Projects

The DM Framework aims to develop programmes from projects. To this end, stakeholders interviewed conveyed that there seems to be a trend of low implementation of National Society plans, which was illustrated nationally by the smaller National Societies that face limited human and financial resources and have little to no system in place for target-setting and monitoring. Given the constraints faced by those in the field, implementation focus is greatly prioritised on activities that are project-driven. Therefore, this is an area of the DM Framework that could be strengthened. 

Another area of importance is resource mobilisation for sustainability. The review attempted to determine how well additional resources from sources such as international donors, government and the private sector has been, to support disaster management programming.  Gleaning through the progress/monitoring, assessment and evaluation reports and others, it was not possible to determine the rate of increase in the share of disaster management resources to National Societies from international partners since 2009. The scope and number of interventions did indicate that National Societies were accessing some resources for DM from international partners such as the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), UK Department for International Development (DFID) and the DipECHO. Therefore, interviews with National Societies helped to inform this area.

The following table summarises the perceptions of the few Caribbean National Societies that responded to the issue on the extent to which additional resources have been leveraged from international partners since 2009. 

 Table 5: Resources from International Partners
	Country
	DM Resources from International Donors
	Trend (2009-2014)

	SVG Red Cross
	Yes
	Estimated 90% increase

	Barbados
	Based upon availability of projects
	Initial increase from 2010-2012 then decline from 2013.

	SLU
	Yes
	No increase



In the case of Barbados, although there was an initial increase in resources driven by DM projects implemented during 2010-2012, a decline occurred in 2013 and 2014, due to worsening economic conditions, as well as a change in the Human Development Index ranking for Barbados and the subsequent implications to attract funding.

Although the review guards against generalising for the region based upon the scarce findings, overall, the interviews indicated that mobilisation of additional resources for DM is not as effective as it could be due to instability of staffing and uncertainty of funding to embark on the necessary efforts. The region is already consumed with implementing project activities and resource mobilisation gets lost as an activity that is not tied to a project. This extends to the larger issue of the absence of an overarching M&E framework with set targets and indicators for regional and national level action.
Enhance Project Management

An important feature of any project is an exemplary M&E system, integrated into project management. It enables project managers to detect and correct failures in targeting and implementation. In the project management life cycle, evaluation is the final phase that is used to improve the strategy and future actions.  Evaluation occurs after a period of monitoring and data capture.  On monitoring and reporting, the DM Framework specifies that:
“Results of progress towards outputs and objectives for all partner’s projects will be included in Federation regional reports. This will be done using a common template which can be updated by all partners and reflects progress towards agreed upon indicators. The template and indicators will be linked to the strategic framework (to be developed).”
There seems to be uncertainty around whether National Societies are mandated to develop national monitoring, evaluation and reporting frameworks that are aligned to an overarching framework for measuring national and regional progress in DM.  Evidence from available documents and stakeholder interviews indicated that M&E and reporting at the level of the National Society is not highly prioritised and that project-related M&E systems tied to donor funding, are the reporting systems that prevail.  This may explain why regional monitoring reports on the DM Framework were not available for this review. 

It is further felt that progress has been made towards the DM Framework’s indicators but that it is difficult to know to what extent, given that a regional report on results measured against the DM Framework has never been produced. The following table provides limited summary of the state of M&E and reporting in the region.

Table 6: M&E Reporting
	Country
	M&E and Reporting Framework
	Comments

	SVG Red Cross
	Yes
	National and regional progress tracked

	Belize Red Cross
	Yes
	National and regional progress tracked

	SLU Red Cross
	No
	Lack of participation in such processes

	Barbados Red Cross
	Uncertain
	It varies across National Societies


Approximately 67% of National Societies in the sample interviewed (n=6) responded on the issue of M&E and reporting. Of the four respondents, only two National Societies responded that there are frameworks in place to track national and regional level progress. It was remarked nationally that such frameworks were catalysed by and for donor-driven projects but are not well suited for the region. It was strongly felt that there is more work to be done in emphasising collaboration and consultation to this end. There is that notion of a cultural gap as it was explained that PNS take decisions to implement a system that is not contextualised to local conditions and capacities. 
Specifically, at the national level, the following stand to challenge the institutionalisation of M&E:
· A lack of understanding of project management and results based management.
·  M&E as a practice and as a management tool is new to the region and may likely be new terrain to the volunteers;
· A perceived sense of exclusion from budget preparation and M&E-related activities;
· A perception that M&E frameworks are an imposition from outside;
· The lack of carrying capacity to support systematic data collection and information systems, such as staff and full-time M&E personnel;
· Uncertainty of financial resources for sustaining an M&E system.

In addition, higher-level outcomes, such as a change in knowledge, have been measured using the JHU Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction tool, although respondents confirmed that little analysis has been done at the regional level. Notable is that IFRC cannot validate or evidence community level achievements even with the JHU tool investment. Therefore, on the positive side, all National Societies have the data but the gap lies in compiling it to enable regional analysis and reporting. Consequently, the added value of the RC in CBDRR becomes difficult to otherwise demonstrate and second, the added value of a regional approach goes unseen.

Reflecting upon the results of the CCRDR project, these details were only captured in project reports, but do not measure the DM Framework indicators. This practice therefore begs the question on whether a difference is being made by community VCAs, training, NITs and simulations. Effectively, projects and their reports are not linked to the DM Framework and thus, results are not explicitly linked to the ERs and their respective indicators, leaving many performance-based questions unanswered. Second, the goal and strategic objective of the DM Framework do not get measured. It was revealed that there are only few evaluations or after-action reviews of National Society and communities’ actual responses. 

Perceptions in the main reveal that across the RC Movement, as exemplified by National Societies and regional bodies, there is need for a stronger orientation and culture towards learning rapidly (and reporting on) what works and debugging what does not. This approach could help to accelerate progress towards achievement of DM Framework ERs. This further implies rethinking an outmoded view of M&E as a burdensome add-on to real action. The RC Movement together with partners should recognise that M&E stands to accrue huge returns to the region when results are managed and shared widely. Here, knowledge sharing could be better leveraged through more open disclosure and transparency on national level DM progress, using results-based management systems. In response, the IFRC and CDEMA are reportedly establishing a monitoring system to track changes that are relevant to more long-term outcomes. This would encourage efforts to tally results rather than expenditures, thus preventing distortions of effort and promoting efficiency. 
Train and Retain Human Resources

Volunteer Management in Emergencies

The literature revealed that regionally, there has been extensive training in CBDRM for many volunteers driven by various Red Cross projects. However, actual numbers of volunteers who are logged into a formal management system at a given National Society at any one time were not found in the sample of documents reviewed. In this review, approximately 50% of countries in the sample of National Societies have volunteer management systems and use certain supporting managerial tools. Table 7 below summarises the findings:

Table 7: Volunteer Management Systems in National Societies
	Country
	Volunteer Management System
	Managerial Tools

	Dominica 
	Yes
	Volunteer Management Toolkit - CADRIM

	SLU
	Yes
	Volunteer Manual; electronic and manual systems

	SVG
	Yes
	Manual and electronic systems 

	Jamaica
	Work in progress
	None specified

	Belize
	Work in progress
	None specified

	Barbados
	Work in progress
	None specified



Feedback revealed that Dominica’s Red Cross capitalises on an open resource, the Volunteer Management Toolkit housed at the Barbados RC through CADRIM’s[footnoteRef:13] virtual library.  This kit allows the National Society to maintain a database of trained volunteers, skills offered and demographic data. Training in the use of the kit was received and the National Society is able to tailor it to its unique context and needs. For instance, manual forms are tweaked based on variables such as level of development of National Society, number of volunteers, and so forth. [13:  CADRIM is formerly known as the Barbados Reference Centre.] 


Enhancing the area of volunteer development has also become a priority. As the national example of SVG illustrates, training is now addressing critical areas such as volunteer development; particularly volunteer insurance, availability of psychosocial support, and Online Volunteer Management training. A framework has been introduced, using the Volunteer Management Toolkit consisting of practical guides to planning; recruiting; induction, orientation and training; participation; monitoring and evaluation: and recognition. This is expected to optimise the value of volunteers and ensure that the work of the National Society is more efficient and effective.

Building volunteer capacity has been emphasised as a project[footnoteRef:14] Lesson Learned for the RC, highlighting the need to focus on volunteer management at a human and institutional level: “Bolstering capacity through trainings of volunteers and branch capacity to manage volunteers can enhance the reach of programs…” and that “trained volunteers can support the implementation of activities and can do follow up community visits where needed. This will also support project teams as project implementation delays can be reduced.”  [14:  Saving Lives in the Caribbean Through Preparedness, 2012-2013 report.] 


Some National Societies are taking proactive steps to improve the management of volunteer resources. The data suggests that the system in SLU was allegedly strengthened in 2013 with a Volunteer Manual that has become better localised. In response to Hurricane Tomas, although a more ad hoc volunteer management system was available, it did not appear to hamper effective volunteer mobilisation and response to the emergency as cooperation among different actors was strong. In contrast, the Belize, Barbados and Jamaica RC are still operating with less formal systems. To this end, the Jamaica RC has declared volunteer management as a priority after the findings of three international RC-driven assessments.

Volunteer Development training was reportedly completed in Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Grenada, Guyana and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, as of 2011. A combination of nearly one hundred members of staff, volunteers, youth and National Society board members benefitted. Training has occurred through an online Volunteer Management training opportunity facilitated by the University of Catalonia.  The data showed that 21 people from Trinidad and Tobago, SLU, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Guyana, Dominica, Belize and Jamaica, had benefitted.

Volunteer management in the region is thus improving, as further substantiated by the results from the Readiness to Respond project[footnoteRef:15], which noted that volunteer databases were made more comprehensive, volunteer retention rates were strengthened and coordination to further engage volunteers in community work was improved. The increased number of trained personnel and volunteers was of significance to all National Societies, which were able to showcase their disaster response effectiveness during actual disasters through newly formed NITs and volunteers.  [15:  "Readiness to Respond - Increased Disaster Preparedness Capacity through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness", DFD-G-00-09-00302-00, Final Report, May 29, 2012, American Red Cross and USAID.] 


Key informants recognise that the Caribbean region benefits from and is increasingly reliant on volunteers in all aspects of DM. Yet, more efforts is needed to address variations in the level of efficiency, systematisation and functionality of volunteer management systems across Caribbean National Societies. The volatility and instability of volunteers as a core human resource asset of the RC Movement suggest that reinforcement of the following areas should be continued and strengthened across all Caribbean National Societies:
· Declare volunteer champions/focal points for all community volunteer teams;
· Ensure orientations result in volunteers finding their best fit in National Societies’ work;
· Obtain commitment to the RC Movement through signing to a Code of Conduct;
· Carry out an assessment of all National Societies that have insurance for volunteers.
National Intervention Teams (NITs)

According to stakeholders interviewed and documents reviewed, the creation of NITs has been purposeful and to a satisfactory number nationally. Regionally, the review found that there are 373 NITs actively using their skills, from among the sample of countries interviewed. The following Table 8 summarises these findings.

Table 8: NITs per National Society
	Country
	Estimated Number of NITs (as of 2014)
	Usage of Skills

	Dominica Red Cross
	66
	High

	SVG Red Cross
	100
	High

	SLU Red Cross
	18
	High

	Belize Red Cross
	144
	High

	Barbados Red Cross
	15
	High

	Jamaica
	30
	High

	TOTAL:
	373
	



Interview data revealed a positive trend in CBDM application. Some national examples include the state of SVG, as exemplified by its responsiveness to the 2013 floods and the number of NITs that have been trained on an annual basis.  In the aftermath of the SVG emergency in 2013 when eight NITs responded, a further 18 NITs have since been trained in 2014. Over the years, the National Society of SLU has trained all volunteers as NITs on a yearly basis and when new volunteers join, they receive this training. However, there is volatility within the volunteer corps, as is the experience shared by the Jamaica RC. Trained volunteers are expected to go back to add value to their branches but this is not always the case as the National Societies often suffer from attrition of their trained personnel.  One reason offered is that volunteers are not fully utilised through placement into other activities and subsequently, they become bored and leave the RC for other opportunities.  

Overall, the data suggest that five National Societies (Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Haiti, St. Kitts and Nevis and SLU) have effectively strengthened their cadre of personnel trained to support preparedness and response activities through 105 NITs formed and 65 First Aid instructor facilitators trained, to date. 
Increase Access to Relief Stocks

According to the documents reviewed and key stakeholders interviewed, many Caribbean National Societies have created an arrangement with local suppliers for the provision of emergency supplies to at least 500 at-risk families. From the sample of countries reviewed, approximately 67% of Caribbean National Societies have pre-positioning arrangements and of these, 75% of these arrangements are with the private sector.  Table 9 below summarises the findings.

Table 9: Pre-positioning of Stocks 
	Country
	Arrangement for Pre-positioned Stocks
	Type of Arrangement

	Dominica
	Yes
	Partnership with private firms- MOUs

	SLU
	Yes
	Partnership with private firms- MOUs

	Barbados
	Yes
	No formal arrangement in place

	Jamaica
	Yes
	Private sector and Regional Logistics Unit, Panama.

	Belize
	No arrangement
	No arrangement

	Barbados
	No arrangement with suppliers
	Representation on National Committee.



Nationally, the Dominica RC works in partnership with the private sector, based upon agreements through Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs). Similarly, the National Society of SLU has established MOUs with the private sector for food supplies and non-food relief items for over 1000 families. Unlike the RC in SVG and SLU, there are no supplier agreements in place at the Barbados RC. In spite of this, the National Society is represented on the National Committee responsible for Food and General Supplies. Barbados will therefore be in a position to quickly identify and respond to the needs of affected persons. In Jamaica, procurement of food items for at least 500 at-risk families appears to be well organised. Arrangements exist with the private sector for food supplies while other relief items are provided by the Regional Logistics Unit in Panama. Jamaica is currently in the process of formalising existing arrangements in order to conform to international standards. 

To further intensify the capacity of National Societies through access to stocks, the literature pointed to practical and interactive Logistics and Warehouse Management training in all Caribbean RC Societies. Participants reportedly received advice on logistical best practices and were oriented on the preferred processes and documentation of the IFRC, to facilitate efficient distribution of requested items. The training involves the private sector’s warehouses as a model for the respective National Societies.
It would appear that, on average, in-country framework agreements for emergency relief goods and/or services have been developed in the Caribbean. The RC in Belize, the Bahamas and Barbados have created such agreements with suppliers. In addition, the majority of Caribbean National Societies have pre-positioned stocks for 500 families in tropical mobile storage units (TMSUs). In Barbados, Belize and Saint Kitts, TMSUs with relief items have been pre-positioned in vulnerable communities that become inaccessible during disasters. Moreover, all six National Societies have upgraded their existing TMSUs, to ensure that their relief items are properly stored and quality control standards are satisfied.
Institutionalise Response Planning and Simulations
Annual Reviews and DM Plans

According to key informant interviews, annual reviews on National Society preparedness in the region have been conducted as expected. Certain countries are mandated by law to conduct these reviews.  Other countries carry out preparedness reviews on the basis of a business plan whilst still others do reviews in collaboration with their National Emergency Management Office (NEMO). Based upon the sample of National Societies interviewed (n=6), all six conduct annual reviews and approximately 67% have confirmed alignment of national strategies with the DM Framework. Table 10 below summarises the data found and explanations follow henceforth.

Table 10: Annual Reviews and Framework Alignment
	Country
	Annual Reviews
	Alignment with DM Framework

	SVG Red Cross
	Yes
	Yes

	SLU Red Cross
	Yes
	Yes

	Belize Red Cross
	Yes
	Yes

	Barbados Red Cross
	Yes
	Yes

	Jamaica
	Yes
	Unknown

	Dominica
	Yes
	Unknown



Some national examples from the data illustrate that the National Society SVG, are driven to conduct disaster preparedness reviews once a year due to its annual hurricane season. The country is required by law to report its state of readiness to the national Advisory Council on Disaster prior to the Hurricane Season. It appears that the National Society of SLU carries out annual reviews through the instrument of a Business Continuity Plan and meetings before hurricane season complement these reviews. The RC in Belize completes its reviews once a year at different levels: secretariat, branch and governance levels. It also participates in preparedness meeting reviews conducted by the National Emergency Management Office (NEMO). Interview data revealed that the Barbados RC conducted a Well Prepared National Society (WPNS) review in 2011, but the number of reviews done in the past five years was not defined.

Overall, the frequency of annual reviews seem to be constrained by dwindling financial resources to the Caribbean, as well as high staff turnover at all levels.  These events impact new staff’s familiarity of roles and take a toll on the capacity to retain institutional memory for the region’s RC offices and of the DM Framework. According to regional level respondents, no annual reviews have been conducted on National Society preparedness in the last two years.

Whilst some progress has been made at the national level in incorporating the DM Framework into regional level planning, the data collected from respondents indicate that efforts are ongoing. Documents and interviews suggest that most National Societies are relatively well aligned to the DM Framework through their own Disaster Management Plan and other strategic plans. The data illustrate that just over 50% of National Societies sampled in the region demonstrate alignment with the DM Framework. In the case of Barbados, respondents observe that the CDM strategy is more frequently referenced while the DM Framework is often more visible in project documents than in DM plans.
Disaster Contingency Plans

Currently, efforts are being made at the regional level to develop a Response and Hazard Contingency Plan, along with guidelines for the national level through the Urban Risk and Community Resilience Unit. Moreover, the data found that approximately 83% of the countries in the Caribbean region have designed Disaster Response Contingency Plans. Of that proportion, more than 50% of the sample has conveyed that the testing phase through simulation exercises is weak. Table 11 below provides a snapshot of what is occurring in the region.

Table 11: Disaster Contingency Plans and Tests
	Country
	Disaster Response Contingency Plans
	Testing

	Jamaica
	Not yet developed
	No

	SLU
	Yes
	Yes- annual simulation exercise

	Belize
	Yes
	Work in progress

	Barbados
	Yes
	Partial

	SVG
	Yes
	Reviewed annually

	Dominica
	Yes
	Yes- annual simulation exercise



To exemplify, the activity of testing Disaster Response Contingency Plans in the Jamaica RC was cited as a weak area. This country has general response plans that are admittedly outdated, whereas contingency plans still need to be developed.  However, SLU has developed such plans and execute testing through annual simulation exercises, based upon the frequency of national disasters.  In contrast, it is a work in progress for the Belize RC to begin testing its Disaster Response Contingency Plans through simulation exercises. The RC in Barbados has an updated Disaster Response and Contingency Plan but has not yet fully tested it through annual simulation.  Nonetheless, it has participated in partial testing through the CARIBWAVE exercise in 2013. The National Society of SVG has established Disaster Response Contingency Plans, which are reviewed annually to address gaps but they may also be updated more often, if necessary. Two new communities have undergone training in Volcanic Risk Reduction techniques and development of contingency plans in both communities, including schools, were underway at the time of interviewing. However, the RC of SVG has not tested its plan using annual simulation exercises recently. Finally, the Dominica RC has an updated Response and Contingency Plan that is tested annually through simulation exercises. Mainstreaming its contingency plan to its National Emergency Management Plan is presumed to improve the likelihood of sustaining the results of the DM Framework.

Regional Standards for Tools and Methodologies

The development and standardisation of DM tools and methodologies are critical for achieving efficiency in response contingency planning and simulations. The data illustrated that fairly good progress has been made towards providing a stable approach to disaster management in the Caribbean National Societies, specifically with regard to the development and harmonisation of standard methodologies and tools. Most stakeholders had high praise for CADRIM and its work.

The role of CADRIM is to revise or update existing tools to accommodate changes that have taken place over time. CADRIM leverages the Health, Youth and DM Networks to help in reviewing and updating these tools.  According to its 2013 Annual Report, CADRIM’s mission, is to “develop and share contextual tools and methodologies to create safer and more resilient communities in the Caribbean”.  Its vision is to ”become a centre of excellence in the field of disaster risk management through the development, adaptation and sharing of knowledge and pioneering innovative research at regional, national and local levels.”

Among other things, the 2013 Annual Report for CADRIM catalogued one of its main accomplishments as the development and adaptation of tools.  The tools highlighted included: 
1. 
41

· Strategic Targeting Methodology (STM)
· Climate Change Adaptation (3CA) toolkit 
· Response and Contingency Planning Guide 
· Simulations and Drills Training Manual
· Community Disaster Response Teams (CDRTs) Methodology

In addition, available tools like the VCA are tweaked and placed in the virtual library. In this way, systematic updates are made and centralised in a location that is easily accessible by the RC network.

In all countries where tools are piloted, it is assumed that the National Societies are aware of these DM tools. On CADRIM.org, there is a link with a virtual library containing these tools for access by National Societies. Institutionally, regional standardisation of tools and methods in the Caribbean region is embodied in CADRIM. The contribution of CADRIM to the development and standardisation of tools and methodologies was widely acknowledged by all stakeholders interviewed and was corroborated by the information provided in the sample of documents reviewed.  Stakeholders revealed that the most frequently used tools and/or methodologies that are being shared among RC National Societies and being harmonised with other agencies include:
· 
· Climate Change Toolkit
· Public Awareness Guide and Key Messages (from Geneva)
· Community EWS 
· Community Selection Tool 


Of note, the Damage and Needs Assessments (DANA) used by the Dominica RC are forms developed by the RC and are used to standardise disaster management (DM) data from National Societies to broader national government agencies. The National Society shares these forms and the data therein with the relevant government institutions so that there is a high level of consistency in the information collected and used by both entities for different purposes. 

With regard to disseminating data for coherent response to emergencies, the majority of countries in the region revealed that the Family Disaster Plan is shared with CADRIM and other National Societies. In addition, community VCAs are tailored to include Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping which are subsequently shared with CADRIM. Efforts are being made in collaboration with the CRRO to access funding to integrate this GIS mapping feature in other countries. All stakeholders agree that harmonising and standardising DM tools in a sustained way is dependent on the availability of funding.
	
A small number of National Societies identified the occurrence of horizontal sharing of DM tools during interviews. The RC of the SVG shares the following tools and methodologies with other RC National Societies and/or agencies. These tools include:
· 
· CSIRO Climate Action Handbook
· VCA Toolkit
· Road Safety Toolkit
· RIT Manual
· NIT Manual


In addition, there is a standardised VCA template developed through the “Better Be Ready” campaign (CREC) and in use by all National Societies in this review (n=6).  This National Society also played a significant role in encouraging the uptake of this tool by other National Societies through improvements in their standards.  This has been supported through ongoing programming within National Societies.

In Belize, coordination channels for standardising tools reside with the DM Network and CADRIM.  Like the RC in SVG, the National Society in Belize shares the following tools with other agencies:
· 
· CDRT training Manual
· VCA methodology
· NIT training material
· Integrated Participatory Assessment Tool
· EOC management training tools
· Participatory hygiene and sanitation transformation (PHAST)


Overall, most National Societies are leveraging the strengths of CADRIM as a key coordination channel to standardise and harmonise tools and methods across the Caribbean National Societies. To exemplify coordination efforts nationally, local communities, National Societies, and the CDRTs among others, seem to be assisting with coordination where volunteerism at the RC continues to be a central asset. Through a demonstration effect, people have become more curious and aware of the RC post-emergency, and help to expand coordination by getting involved in DM activities. In SVG, approximately 75% of CDRT trainees are women from the predominantly farming communities. Stakeholders expressed that coordination is taken to scale when trained female household members share their knowledge of tools and methods in disaster mitigation, preparedness and response with the rest of the household.

Key informants stated that National Societies have at their disposal a more standardised approach to CBDRM, embodied in the JHU Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction M&E tool kit, since 2011. It was rolled out regionally through the DipECHO Programme and CCRDR project. Results are shown as a change over time according to the HFA domains, which tie directly to indicators in the DM Framework, the HFA and the CDM Strategy. This is a major change for the RC in the region and represents one major programming improvement, which occurred through the DM Framework.

A success of the DM Framework for coordination effectiveness was identified as the Civil Societies sub-committee and the Education sub-committee, both formed by CDEMA for the CDM Strategy. Regionally, it is observed that the RC is becoming increasingly more engaged.  In learning about tools and/or methodologies that are being shared among RC National Societies or harmonised with other agencies, standardised tools include community-based programming VCAs, PHAST, CBHFA and others. Caribbean National Society partners have been using these tools in its work and consider that a harmonised approach is already in place. 

In general, the IFRC standardises tools and/or methods using different coordination channels. The data highlighted membership in various committees, such as the Civil Society and Education Sub-Sector Committees of CDEMA and Red Cross Red Crescent (RCRC) internal mechanisms in which it is able to participate in different thematic areas of DM actions. More specifically, the IFRC is able to collaborate with the regional DM and Health Networks and other zonal/global IFRC platforms for standardizing tools and methodologies.  Further, it was learned that CDEMA coordinates its DM activity through the platform of the Civil Society Working Group. It serves as a convener for all civil society actors to share good practices and knowledge, which can reasonably contribute to the institutional capacity of the RC for improving DM performance in a more holistic way.

In spite of the positive development of DM tools for the region over the past five years, there are accompanying weaknesses expressed by some stakeholders.  For instance, the roll out and communication of these tools to National Societies have been inconsistent, leading to limited knowledge of the tools and use of these tools at the national level. Consequently the regional level stakeholders do not have an accurate impression of the extent to which National Societies are actually using these tools and methods, even post-training in the usage of these tools.

Enhance Response Actions

Notably, the bulk of information made available for this review was found to place most emphasis on resilience and relief and less so on disaster recovery. Nonetheless, documents were scanned for information explicitly addressing new approaches, recovery needs, such as psychosocial support, water and sanitation, shelter and livelihoods.

The Bahamas RC Society has facilitated Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) training. Participants appear to gain knowledge on life-saving skills through demonstrations and methods so that they can help their communities in the absence of professionally trained persons. Some activities undertaken by CERT trainees include:
· Conducting initial damage assessment of buildings and structures;
· Leading communications with local and international media, and with teams in the field; 
· Conducting search and rescue operations; 
· Administering treatment to wounds; 
· Addressing emotional trauma.

The European Union’s Humanitarian Aid department in charge of financing relief and disaster preparedness (ECHO) seems to be active in tackling the relief and recovery needs of the Caribbean region. The literature emphasised that ECHO partners with international NGOs, the RC and UN agencies for activities such as water provision, food provision, rehabilitation of livelihoods, among others.
I. Shelter
In November 2009, the French and Jamaica Red Cross societies hosted a shelter sharing experience in Jamaica from November 24 to 26 2009. Among the main objectives of the workshop were to share information on shelter reconstruction projects and shelter kit training; to identify the best practices and lessons learnt and; to mobilise participation in the creation of a Shelter Reference CD. Progressive measures undertaken as of 2009 include:
· Training by the French Red Cross of 180 persons in carpentry in Grenada and 25 teams of builders in Jamaica.  It continues to monitor building techniques;
· Shelter kit trainings conducted in Grenada, Dominica and Jamaica and a hurricane straps - safer homes workshop in was done in Trinidad and Tobago;
· Educational CD aimed at increasing knowledge about reconstruction techniques;

The 2010 Haiti earthquake was a catastrophic magnitude 7.0 Mw and elucidates efforts at enhanced response actions to shelter needs. The data highlighted that 1.3 million people who became homeless on the heels of the rainy season, were assisted with emergency shelter supplies due to the efficiency of coordination efforts. The number of people reached was estimated at 976,775 – just over a 75 per cent benchmark. Distribution of shelter relief materials was mired with constraints such as weakening governance, inadequate transportation, among others.
Some success features of these efforts include:
· Formation of a shelter cluster and coordination team through which 50 agencies jointly came together;
· Development of prototype “transitional” houses – small, mainly wood-frame structures constructed cheaply and easily, and potentially in large numbers.
· Broad participation of other disaster preparedness clusters that addressed. 
· Structural assessment of houses 
· Relocation of displaced people to safe sites away from flood zones
· Clearance of municipal drains 
· Drainage and flood-resistant sanitation in existing camps

The 2012 Hurricane Sandy in Jamaica devastated housing in that country but specific issues emerged in the provision of safer housing. As reported, some beneficiaries were able to construct and occupy their new homes. Moreover, the following challenges were reported:
· The provision of labour was an expected condition under which a house was provided, which created challenges for some beneficiaries, like contractors who did not have the time to invest.
· Verification of houses post-construction was not done
· Inefficiencies in the acquisition of materials from suppliers, availability of items, distance of supplier and availability of labour.

II. Livelihoods
The data found that there has been some enhanced response actions by the RC to the climate hazard of drought, although coordination posed a challenge. The RC deployed a drought assessment team in response to one of the worse droughts in the Caribbean in 2010. With a shortage of water, agriculture takes a hit and this ultimately impacts on the livelihoods of farmers and the wider population likely to face inflation in its reliance on secure food supplies. The assessment team recommended techniques for efficient water use, simple water catchment by households, as well as praised the availability of data made possible through Caribbean Precipitation Outlook forecasts. They reportedly indicated that although data on droughts exist in the Caribbean, the challenge was the lack of a central repository for this data to gain a broader view of the severity across countries, as this constrained coordination efforts.

Disaster management in the Caribbean often focuses on protecting lives and property first, and focuses on protecting livelihoods after. 	However, the Jamaica RC used the Hurricane Sandy emergency of 2012 to increase its capacity and partnerships in shelter management, initial damage assessment, community violence prevention and psychosocial support. It also integrated in its recovery operation, an intervention that mainstreams livelihoods into DM. It was reported that a Micro Economic Initiative (MEI)[footnoteRef:16] was introduced for beneficiaries to (re)start and enhance their livelihoods. Compensation is offered on the basis of level of vulnerability and extent of livelihood loss.  [16:  The purpose of the MEI is to “provide alternative livelihoods for 221 targeted affected families in St. Thomas, St. Mary and Portland following the loss of subsistence crops and destruction of houses”.] 


This initiative impacted 221 beneficiaries of whom women and the elderly accounted for majority. Some strengths from this national example include:
· Demand-driven approach in selection of beneficiaries;
· Vulnerable groups were captured through disaggregation by gender and age;
· MEI training offered a combination of learning in DRR and business management;
· Distribution of benefits was reportedly effective and transparent.

Some lessons that were learned through the MEI experience in Jamaica include:
· The need to promote diversified income generating opportunities outside of agriculture;
· Inclusion of a feedback mechanism in the form of a M&E component;
· Ensuring expansion of livelihoods support beyond raw materials, especially with strained funding; 
· The need to ensure stronger participation by the most vulnerable and through strategic partnerships.
·   	 
· Conclusion: 
In sum, the progress on ER2 can be described as moderately satisfactory based upon the national and regional level data available. It appears that annual reviews have been conducted as planned by National Societies. Most respondents have stated that their plans are clearly linked to the DM Framework, with the exception of a few cases, due to a lack of accountability. The NITs are trained in acceptable numbers but instability exists when volunteers leave the RC for other opportunities. To manage volunteers, all National Societies have a formal or informal system but certain countries admit that more work is needed in this area. As for pre-positioning of stocks, most National Societies have in-country agreements and arrangements with the private sector. Generally, it appears that all National Societies have developed Contingency Plans but testing has been irregular in at least half the number of National Societies in the sample interviewed. However, the lack of information sharing has compromised the extent to which ER2 can be assessed as no significant performance-based data and information was found on psychosocial support and water and sanitation to the extent that it was found for shelter and livelihoods.

[bookmark: _Toc275089466]Progress on ER3
Strengthening Regional Cooperation: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management.
I. Build Engagement with National Stakeholders;
II. Increase Engagement with Regional Stakeholders;
III. Enhance Red Cross Disaster Management Network’s Capacity to Coordinate
IV. Develop and Manage Regional Knowledge
V. Revamp Regional Intervention Training
VI. Promote Regional Cooperation between National Societies
VII. Develop New Partnerships

This section aims to provide, as possible, a regional view of the extent to which levels of coordination and advocacy have contributed to comprehensive disaster management.  It examines the aforementioned seven sub-focus areas to the extent that information emerging from the sample of documents and key informant interviews allow. In the main, it explores the types and frequency of activity on national DRR platforms, usage of DM tools, knowledge sharing events, M&E frameworks and activities that result from coordination like internships and exchange programmes. The criterion of Effectiveness for ER3 has been broken down into the following question and sub-questions:

ER3: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management

	QUESTION 4:
	What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 3 against some of the indicators?

	ER3:
	Strengthening regional cooperation:
Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management.

	SUB-QUESTION
	4.1. How many National Societies are actively engaging in national level DRR platforms?

	
	4.2. What is the percentage of National Societies that are using human and other resources and tools from the Barbados Reference Centre?

	
	4.3. To what extent are other stakeholders using these tools? Are trainings in the use of such tools planned or taking place? 

	
	4.4. How many National Societies have adopted a responsive strategic approach to vulnerable communities and developed through a CDEMA-Barbados Reference Group collaboration?

	
	4.5. How many national and regional knowledge sharing events have National Societies participated in since 2009?

	
	4.6. Has there been an increase in the share of DM resources to National Societies from international partners since 2009? By how much is the increase or decrease?

	
	4.7. Have National Societies and PNS developed/using M&E frameworks to measure national and regional DM progress?

	
	4.8. How many National Societies exchanges and internships occur per year?



Build Engagement with National Stakeholders

National DRR platforms are often hosted by national agencies so that National Societies have the opportunity to participate in meetings and policy dialogue. These platforms represent effective pathways for communicating, sharing information and networking for better DM synergies. Low participation stands to adversely affect such crucial aspects of RC emergency operations.  The table below displays some specific forms of coordination and collaboration of National Societies with governments and other local stakeholders.

The Review found that it is difficult to determine definitively if the level of engagement within DRR platforms is growing, given the absence of a baseline and an established target for this focus area. However, approximately 69% of the sample of National Societies interviewed and involved in projects seem to be actively involved in national level DRR platforms. Evidence from various project reports and interviews indicate that the following nine National Societies that are actively engaging in national level DRR platforms:
· 
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· Bahamas
· Barbados
· Belize
· Dominica
· Guyana
· St. Lucia
· St. Kitts and Nevis
· St. Vincent and the Grenadines
· Trinidad and Tobago


Table 12: Coordination and Collaboration at National Level
	Country
	Participation in DRR Platforms
	Comments

	SLU
	Yes
	Participation through the NEMAC, NEMO and committees.

	Belize
	Yes
	EOC trainings through CADRIM

	SVG
	Yes
	Participation through the NEMO

	Dominica
	Yes
	Participation through several task forces

	Barbados
	Yes
	Participation through consultations, advisories and committees.

	Jamaica
	Yes
	Programme National Steering Committee



Evidently, all six RC Societies interviewed confirmed participation through various platforms and networks. To elaborate through specific national examples, the RC National Society of SLU is an active participant in the National Emergency Advisory Committee (NEMAC), the NEMO, and its members chair the National Wellbeing Committee. Other National Societies appear to engage in many committees that focus on health/wellbeing, supply management, shelter management, psychosocial and flood management. The Dominica RC reportedly has active participation on several task forces, which map the development of DRR activities. Similarly, the National Society in Barbados seems to actively engage in some national level DRR platforms including the post-United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) consultation, Emergency Management Advisory Council, Food and General Supplies Committee, Shelter Committee, and Civilian Military Coordination Committee.  

In the National Society of Jamaica, it was observed between 2009 and 2013, through the office of DM’s Building Disaster Resilient Communities (BDRC) project, the National Society participated within the Programme National Steering Committee. Although many were already working at the community level, work was uncoordinated and this led to a recommendation to continue a DRR platform focused on initiatives targeting the community level. A Terms of Reference was developed to guide the committee to prevent overlaps and a relationship with the local Office of Disaster Preparedness and Emergency Management (ODPEM) was created to prevent duplication of effort, maximise resources and ensure awareness of community initiatives. A database at the ODPEM will be set up to collect data on communities that have gone through DRR activities and will be accessible to the general public and potential implementers. 

Project documents and other literature revealed that the RC is making positive strides at the national level to create synergies and collaboration in the Caribbean. For example, the Readiness to Respond project reported that all National Societies had “increased their level of cooperation with key government agencies responsible for disaster management.’  Another project affirmed that “working relationships have been established and maintained between National Societies’ logistics focal points and NDOs focal points (for logistics), in order to be able to better work together for a more efficient disaster response.” In 2013, the three-month project for Increasing Public Awareness and Education about Hurricane Evacuation Routes and Early Warning System in Belize City strengthened the partnership between the NEMO and City Emergency Management Organisation (CEMO) and the Belize Red Cross been further strengthened as well as with the general population of Belize, according to the final project report. 

Under the CCRDR project, the 2011-2012 project report noted that National Societies’ relations with their respective NDOs continued to improve during year two of the project, in part due to the length of project implementation and consistent ongoing programme engagement with the NDO. “Jamaica is noted for its solid relationship with ODPEM and key national role in disaster response and preparedness whereas Guyana has increased both its visibility and operational role with its NDO. The GRCS includes the CDC in all community activities and consistent coordination through joint visits as a normal practice.”

Further noted on account of the Caribbean Readiness to Respond Pre-Positioning Project  (Japanese) was that working relationships had been established and maintained between National Society logistics focal points and NDO focal points for logistics, in order to be able to better work together for a more efficient disaster response.
 
While great strides have been made to integrate the work, more needs to be done, as there is that tendency to operate in silos, as indicated by some stakeholders. Other observed that obstacles to more integrated work programmes/efforts include uncertainty of financial and human resources. 

Develop and Manage Regional Knowledge

Projects documents, evaluation reports and key informant interviews confirmed that most of the National Societies have access to DM resources and tools from the CADRIM.  However, the extent to which National Societies are utilising the tools and are trained in the use of new and updated tools seems to be uneven. 

In spite of this, CADRIM is under the impression that tools and methods are not actively being used by National Societies. It claims that usage is low given that some DM tools have yet to be formally launched formally in RC Societies. In response, this observation has been shared with CDEMA and UNDP, as potential partners.

Both documents and stakeholders confirmed that the Barbados National Society has and continues to use several resources from CADRIM, including but not limited to:
· Training registry
· IFRC E-learning platform
· Caribbean Climate Change Adaptation Toolkit (3CA)
· Simulations and Drills Guide
· Response and Contingency Planning Guide
· Community Selection Tool (now the STM)
· Safer Houses Methodology

The Barbados RC has participated in the adaptation, piloting, testing and validation processes for all tools developed by CADRIM.  Some of these tools have been used in the delivery of National Society and CBDM activities. Key informants agreed that other stakeholders in Barbados are using resources and tools from CADRIM to a large extent.

The JHU Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction tool, created jointly by the JHU and the American Red Cross, was introduced to the Caribbean region in 2011 and has been deemed to be fully utilised by the Caribbean region. It is a household survey tool that covers baseline, mid-line and end-line data ranges. This tool has been actively used under the CCRDR project and has enabled many National Societies to measure higher-level outcomes, including knowledge change.

Another tool highlighted by stakeholders as being in use is the Disaster Response Capacity Evaluation Tool (simulation exercise tool), developed by the Reference Centre for Institutional Disaster Preparedness (CREPD) through the CRC and piloted in Jamaica in July 2014. CADRIM confirmed that this tool, which tests National Society response capacity through a simulation exercise, has been piloted in Jamaica. Further, the Contingency Planning Tool was developed through CADRIM to be used to prepare a country’s Disaster Contingency Plans. Finally, the Community Selection Tool has been used in Jamaica to select a number of communities for projects. The Strategic Targeting Methodology (STM) is a newer, presumably more objective version that requires training and sensitisation in countries like Jamaica. The currently used older version has assisted in leveraging the full participation of a wide range of different stakeholders. The new targeting tool is apparently hundreds of pages long and Jamaica’s National Society is awaiting training after it was piloted in the British Virgin Islands in June 2014 with observers from RC National Societies, St. Kitts and the Bahamas, and their NDOs.

CADRIM highlighted that there is a template for the WPNS exercise and although it is felt that National Societies should carry out this exercise often, it is not known with certainty if they do and thus the potential exists for results to be skewed.  The System for Transformation and Results (STAR) in the Bahamas along with the Organisational Capacity Assessment and Certification (OCAC) tool (conducted and had success in Belize and Jamaica), represent examples of tools that are enabling a monitoring culture and results-based framework for the Red Cross. 

With respect to the 3CA Toolkit, a regional 3CA Trainer of Trainers (ToT) event was conducted in September 2013 with facilitation by CADRIM and the CRRO; and co-facilitation by MapAction[footnoteRef:17] and the Lands and Surveys Department (GIS sessions). Training Events for the 3CA Tool[footnoteRef:18] witnessed 80 participants as follows. [17:  CADRIM established a partnership with MapAction based on their work in Dominica, and their new partnership with IFRC’s CRRO on a regional project.]  [18:  Source: Annual Report CADRIM 2013, pages 8-9
] 



Table 13: Training to RC Societies to support the 3CA Tool
	Country
	Participant composition
	Dates
	Training type
	No. of Participants

	Jamaica
	National Society
	8-10 January 2013
	Pilot
	31

	Barbados
	National Society, CDRTs, Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre, University of the West Indies (UWI), CDEMA, American Red Cross, Canadian Red Cross
	8-13 April 2013
	Pilot
	24

	Regional
	13 English-speaking National Societies (Including Suriname), Overseas Branches, Dominican Republic
	3-11 September 2013
	Training of Trainers
	16

	Barbados 
	UWI- Cave Hill Campus
	21-22 October 2013
	Presentation
	9

	TOTAL
	80



According to the Annual Report, the 3CA toolkit will be validated by various technical focal points and eventually launched in the 2nd quarter of 2014.

With regard to Simulations and Drills Training Manual, a pilot training was held in March 2013 at the Trinidad and Tobago Red Cross Society in collaboration with the CRRO.   In November 2013 in Panama, a further workshop/training was conducted by CREPD to 7 Caribbean focal points (from the Barbados Red Cross/DM Network, Grenada Red Cross/Health Network, Guyana Red Cross, Jamaica Red Cross, St. Vincent and the Grenadines Red Cross, Trinidad and Tobago Red Cross and CADRIM) as well as Red Cross personnel working alongside the Afghanistan Red Crescent in preparation for simulation exercises to be conducted in the early period of 2014.

Regarding the extent to which other stakeholders are using DM tools and methods, it was confirmed that although National Societies perform VCAs, presumably other learning events like annual disaster forums and emergent tools are not being shared widely enough among other stakeholders to promote their relevance. Tools appear to be shared within existing networks and with partners to National Societies. In general, this is not an area that has been getting a lot of attention and actions to monitor tools usage are crucial. 

Resource sharing is effective for learning and knowledge management in the region. When projects are rolled out in Dominica for instance, reports are prepared and shared with Disaster Management Offices (DMOs), detailing who has been trained in particular communities, as well as those communities that have plans, maps and other tools. This information is readily available to all stakeholders who are interested in accessing them. For instance, the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) used a locally designed hazard map for an Early Warning System in Dominica. 

The WPNS survey tool appears to have served as a benchmarking tool but this has not been fully used to measure progress over time. This seems to be the case although Caribbean National Societies like Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia and Trinidad and Tobago have completed the WPNS study and gaps in preparedness have been identified. Nonetheless, responses to the survey are valuable as they allegedly inform activities within their five-year work programmes, which align well to the DM Framework.

Knowledge Sharing Events

Insights on participation by National Societies in national and regional knowledge sharing events reveal that this is not an area that is deficient. National Societies have participated in: 
· Key regional events like the Annual CDM Conference in 2013;
· Continental Pre-disaster Meeting in Columbia;
· Global DRR Forum in Geneva- Jamaica participated and a large IFRC contingent attended;
· Learning platform sessions were conducted for National Societies weekly for two months.

As integral aspects of the objective to develop and manage regional knowledge, the review discusses Regional Intervention Teams (RIT) training and if there have been efforts to revamp it, along with efforts to promote regional cooperation between National Societies. Since 2009, the data disclosed that all National Societies interviewed have participated in knowledge sharing events such as regional workshops, internships, and RIT training. Table 14 below summarises the level of participation by the sample of countries that provided insights into this area. 

Table 14: Participation in Knowledge Sharing Events

	Country
	Knowledge sharing events
	Participation level 
( past 5 years)

	Dominica
	More than 5 via Regional workshops, internships, and RIT training
	High

	SLU
	Approximately 3 formal knowledge-sharing events
	Medium

	Barbados
	Inter-American Conference (2012), annual Pre-Hurricane/Continental meetings, among others
	High

	Belize
	2 national and 5 regional knowledge sharing events
	Medium

	Jamaica
	Internships
	Medium



Sharing of ideas in the SLU RC experience is usually done within the context of DM projects. In terms of sustaining knowledge sharing mechanisms and/or behaviours, the Barbados RC extolled CADRIM as the main medium through which National Societies can share and seek knowledge related to DM.  Jamaica has noted that there are fewer exchanges and moreover, RC representatives go on internships to CADRIM and in the regional office in Panama. Some areas of learning explored through internships include the psychosocial thematic area and the Safer House Methodology.  

In response to questions regarding the percentage of National Societies using human and other resources and tools, key informants conveyed that all National Societies have participated in DM trainings, technical exchanges, and internships. Although the IFRC covers the expenses of National Societies for these events, the issue of ownership is still a work in progress. With the Suriname, French and Dutch overseas territories, participation is lower, apparently due to their smaller size and language barriers, although PIRAC allegedly offers significant training.  In recognition of some detachment, the Suriname RC has expressed interest in more engagement, which is a promising move for the RC Movement.

Overall, the PADRU office has facilitated trainings in the Caribbean but the data in this review and Table 15 below precedes 2012 and is therefore considered incomplete. 

Table 15: PADRU Office Contribution to Regional Knowledge Sharing 
	EVENT
	PARTICIPANT
	FREQUENCY

	Trainings from the Pan American Disaster Response Unit (PADRU)

	RIT trainings in English and Spanish (using new, more comprehensive model)
	Panama, 2009
	Annually

	
	Guadalupe, 2011
	

	
	Trinidad and Tobago, 2012
	

	
	Jamaica, 2013
	

	
	French Guiana, 2014
· 48 trained as RIT[footnoteRef:19] [19:  One RIT member from each NS from the Americas was accepted in the first Americas Field School, held in December 2013: 13 participants came from the Caribbean.
] 

	

	
	Cash Transfer Programme training, 2011 and 2014
	

	
	Cardboard Shelter training, 2009
	

	Regional Meetings
	All 13 countries
	

	Inter-Americas Conference, 2012
	
	

	Disaster and Crisis Working Group meeting
	Panama, 2011
	



Nonetheless, the findings point in a positive direction; that the participation of National Societies in regional knowledge sharing events has been high since 2009. 

Increase Engagement with Regional Stakeholders

To date, there have been five regional meetings with the intent of knowledge sharing, namely
· Pre-Hurricane Meeting, Panama 2009;
· Disaster and Crisis Working Group meeting, Panama 2011;
· Caribbean Pre-Hurricane Meeting, Barbados 2012;
· Continental Pre-Hurricane/Pre-Disaster meeting, Colombia in 2013;
· Caribbean Contingency Meeting, Belize 2014.
Milestones seem to have been made by the Caribbean RC towards strengthening its disaster response capacity, as far as planning goes. Following a three-day meeting in Barbados in 2012 with Directors General and Disaster Management staff of regional and partner Red Cross National Societies, international donors, partner agencies, DM stakeholders and government officials, it was declared that a time-bound Regional Disaster Response Plan will be implemented by Caribbean RC National Societies, in collaboration with government national response agencies. The literature informed that the focus areas of this Regional Response Plan would include:
· Activation protocols; 
· Regional response tools;
· Mutual support mechanisms; 
· Prepositioning of stocks, mobilisation of human, material and financial resources; 
· Information and communication.  

This meeting cemented the goal of National Societies to develop national disaster plans that align with a regional implementation strategy. They are expected to document and share information about available emergency resources across the Caribbean network and make greater use of regional and global Resource Centres and tools. This area of documentation and information sharing seems to be a work in progress nationally as documents of this nature were not readily available for this review. Additionally, the meeting forged a decision to strengthen the effectiveness and efficiency of the region’s disaster response via deeper linkages between Caribbean National Societies and regional entities, including the CDEMA, the University of the West Indies and CARICOM. It is still too early to know if National Societies have been following through on their commitments to implement plans in this direction.

The launch of the Resilience in the Americas (RITA) project funded by the ARC, revealed through an activity tracking resilience-building actions over time, some key take-away messages. The following textbox briefly outlines these messages, followed by observations on DM knowledge sharing in the region, pre-RITA. 
Key take-away Messages from launch:

· Methodological linkages across years (assessment, planning, training, implementation, learning), emphasising a unifying vision towards resilience;
· Global Community Resilience Forum call for abstracts
· This is not only a country-level initiative but also a regional effort meant to build and reinforce connections across the Red Cross Movement in the Caribbean;
· Resilience Meeting in Colombia (Nov. 2014).
· Reinforce linkages across programmes (e.g. Sustainable Learning in the Community Project) /process toward resilience programming has been an evolution;
· Activities are carried forward to influence implementation of project.
· Targets FY14: 26 Communities and 6000 direct beneficiaries
· Achievements: CBHFA, PHAST methodology and First Aid.








As the data and key informants indicate, regional engagement has occurred through the conduit of training events that have incidentally served to convene a wide array of national and regional stakeholders. Accordingly,  a list of training events that have occurred in the region is provided in Table 16 below.

Table 16: Regional Engagement through Training Events
	
	A. Regional IPA training (Nov 2012)
	

	Year 1 - Pilot in Belize




	· Train National Societies to work with communities so community members themselves identify priorities and make action plans that serve as blueprints to guide long-term improvements (focus on assessment and planning)
· New focus on National Societies’ role to convene and facilitate.
	

	PMD Pro (Dec 2012)

	A training to build National Society project management capacity to support project implementation across multiple years and projects (creating long-term linkages).  
	

	Bahamas STAR (January 2013)

	A key component of the resilience strategy is to ensure that NS are well-functioning with the appropriate systems and processes to deliver on their mandate (as prioritised by the NS).  
	

	
	B. VP Workshop, the Bahamas
	

	Year 2 – RITA launch in Trinidad and Tobago
(July 16-19, 2013)

	· Celebrate successes and share lessons learned.  This is an opportunity for regional cooperation and collaboration across participant National Societies.
· A training of useful tools (M&E, finance, projects) to support project implementation.
· Focus on building National Societies capacity to support community engagement and introducing tools and trainings.
	

	Baseline training (July-August 2013)

	· Train National Societies to collect baseline and endline data to measure change (looking at the resilience factors) as a result of the neighbourhood action plans.
· Introduce mobile technology for surveys and data collection, supporting innovation and efficiency in programming (applicable across other projects)
· Results of the baseline/endline will support regional sharing of lessons learned, while also providing opportunities to promote a resilience approach globally through the Red Cross Movement.
	

	PHAST Training (July-August 2013) 

	· National Societies learned new technical skills to work with communities to address improper sanitation and hygiene identified by communities (building new multi-sectoral capacities).
· Beyond new technical skills, PHAST further built NS capacity to convene diverse partners, including actors that administer, operate, and maintain water and sanitation systems.  
	

	CHAP review report (September 2013)

	· Following a 2014 external consultation on the future of Annual Caribbean HIV AIDS Program (CHAP), it was determined to integrate several CHAP activities under a resilience framework.  
· Progress toward resilience has been an evolving process, unifying vision across programmes.
	

	CHAP Exchange meeting in Belize (March 17-21, 2014)

	· Opportunity to share lessons learned and learn new tools, while also focusing on pathways toward integration.
· Progress toward resilience has been an evolving process.
	

	FY15 Planning workshops (Jan-Feb, 2014)

	· Week long workshop to analyse FY14 lessons learned and design more effective FY15 interventions, including a review of the six resilience factors, as well as an analysis of the potential impact of the proposed FY15 interventions on these factors in targeted communities. RITA methodology is continually evolving. 
· Planning the incorporation of several CHAP activities to promote more integrated programming across sectors, while also drawing on the lessons learned and successes of HIV programming to support resilience efforts directed at communities of interest.
	

	Apps development (May 2014)

	· A key component of resilience is also readiness to respond capacity.
· Building linkages across programs / complementary 
· Supporting regional coordination and collaboration (regional Apps).
	

	First Aid Training of Trainers (June 2014)

	· A key component of resilience is also readiness to respond capacity.
· Building linkages across programs / complementary 
· Supporting regional coordination and collaboration (Bahamas First Aid trainer).
	

	
	RITA Year 2 launch in Trinidad (August 11-14, 2014)

	Year 3
	· RITA FY15 will continue to build on the success of the previous year of programming, while providing more support to implement community-led micro-mitigation projects and build strategic partnerships across diverse sectors.
· Focus on developing tailored tool and trainings to address the most vulnerable/communities of interest (will help us achieve impact).  Methodology is evolving.  More purposeful targeting to achieve impact.
· Developing partnerships (e.g. social service provider, government agencies will be critical)
· National Societies will emphasise more communication activities through RITA to disseminate program information, enhance outreach, and increase National Societies visibility.

	Resilience Workshop in Colombia (Nov 2014)

	Support information sharing and regional collaboration and coordination.

	Basic Skills Facilitation 

	Reinforcing new roles as conveners and facilitators.

	Annual Exchange Meeting

	Support information sharing, regional collaboration and coordination.  It is meant to have secondary benefits to support the IFRC Secretariat’s efforts to promote regional coordination and collaboration.



In addition to the aforementioned platforms for collaboration at the regional level, the following diagram attempts to map DM capacity building events and activities occurring in the Caribbean at the regional, cross regional, national, IFRC and Programme levels.


Multi-level DM Capacity Building in the Caribbean:


CROSS-REGIONAL

REGIONAL
Revised CDRT Manual (Nov. 2013)

· CHAP Exchange meeting in Belize (March 17-21, 2014)
· Barrier Analysis (Jan 2014)
· Violence Prevention Workshop Bahamas (Nov 2013)
· Trust Adult-Youth Communication Workshop 
· American Public Health Association Conference (2013)



Basic Skills Facilitation Module 

· Apps development workshop (May 2014)
· First Aid TOT (June 2014)
· PMD Pro training (Oct 2013)
· CDRT Manual Piloted (Bahamas, Dec. 2013)
· Basic Skills Facilitation training (Aug 25-29)
· Regional IPA training (Nov 2012)
· PMD Pro (Dec 2012)
· 









PROGRAMME


· Saving Lives Lessons Learned Meeting (Feb 2014)
· FY15 Planning meetings (Jan-Feb, 2014) 
· RITA FY15 launch in Trinidad (August 11-14, 2014)
· CBHFA Training
· RITA FY14 launch in Trinidad (July 16-19, 2013)
· Baseline training (July-August 2013)
· PHAST training (July-August 2013)
· CHAP review report (Sept 2013)
· Baseline training (Oct 2013)
· Annual Program Exchange Meeting (March)


IFRC
National Society


· Bahamas STAR (January 2013) 
· IPA Lessons Learned Workshop (March 2013)



· Global Community Safety and Resilience Forum (Damascus)
· Resilience workshop (Colombia, Nov. 2014)




Framework for Community Safety & Resilience







Internships and Exchange Programmes

There was acknowledgement in the documentary evidence and the stakeholder interviews that exchange programmes and internships can help the RC to increase its institutional capacity for disaster management at national and community levels. The PADRU office was identified as the central body carrying out internship programmes every year. In 2012 and 2013, a total of seven RC Interns came from the Caribbean.

Evidence from Annual Reports demonstrates that internship and exchange activities had increased dramatically between 2012 and 2013 but contributing factors were not put forward.  The data showed that since the beginning of 2014, 8 internships and no exchanges have occurred in the Caribbean. At the outset, the impression from National Societies interviewed was that exchange programmes and internships are patchy and do not occur often.  Table 17 below illustrates the declared level of engagement in exchanges and internships by the four RC National Societies within the review’s sample. It is therefore not adequate to soundly extrapolate to the regional level. 

Table 17: Internships and Exchange Programmes
	Country
	Internship
	Exchange 
	Frequency

	Dominica
	1
	1
	Annually

	SLU
	0
	0
	-

	Barbados
	Unknown
	Unknown
	-

	Belize
	Unknown
	Unknown
	-



The results tabulated appear to be weak in terms of regional activity in carrying out internships and exchanges. The Barbados RC could not quantify its internships and exchanges but reasoned that these depend heavily on resources, time and available opportunities. Other key informants indicated that geographic proximity makes such arrangements more feasible. For instance, Belize and Suriname tend to have higher levels of exchanges, as does Suriname with the Dutch Overseas Territories.

Though sparse, the outcomes and contributions of internships have proven to be very useful to the Caribbean RC, given the coverage of achievements noted in media pieces. As examples, the following outputs were all delivered through the medium of internships:
· Completion of the Response and Contingency Planning Guide for Caribbean Red Cross National Societies, which started in mid-2011;
· Development of the IFRC Contingency Planning Guide (2012);
· Design and adaptation of a complementary tool to the Response and Contingency Planning Guide;
· Adaptation of a Simulation Guide for National Societies;
· Strengthened knowledge management; 
· Stronger links between Latin America and the Caribbean in line with the public awareness and public education strategy;
· Creation of both an innovative logo for the Resource Centre (launched in 2012) and the acronym ‘CADRIM’. 

Develop New Partnerships

A more holistic approach to DM through regional alliances and partnerships appear to have resulted in positive results. It was reported[footnoteRef:20] that the collaboration between the French Red Cross and the IFRC America Zone Office led to civil-military coordination training for the six National Societies under the project and the SLU Red Cross. Moreover, the IFRC zone civil-military coordinator and partners from UN OCHA, WFP, PAHO, the National Societies, CADRIM, the IFRC Caribbean Disaster Management Network, the NDOs in the Caribbean, and CDEMA met before the beginning of the Atlantic hurricane season (2013). This meeting helped to clearly identify and address the roles and responsibilities of the humanitarian and civil-military actors in the region during and after a disaster, to ensure that there is effective coordination for a wider and more efficient response.  [20:  Source: Final pledge-based report on the Caribbean Readiness-to-Respond Pre-positioning (Japanese) Project.] 


Other documented[footnoteRef:21] examples of actors participating in useful partnerships include: [21:  Source: USAID/OFDA Readiness to Respond - Increased Disaster Preparedness Capacity through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness project.] 

· Provision of technical, managerial, finance and compliance support by the ARC to strengthen National Societies’ programmatic and operational capacity to independently assist targeted communities.  
· The supporting role played by the IFRC and RC Societies in regional disaster preparedness strategic planning and coordination. In conjunction with the ARC, the IFRC promoted RC activities among other disaster response actors, provided support to the National Societies to enhance strategic partnerships with their governments and relevant NGOs, to better integrate RC activities in the country’s national DM systems. 

As with the Readiness to Respond Project, the IFRC provided project management support with a full-time DM officer under the Improving Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities Project.  Additional support also came through the engagement of the Regional Health Officer, who assisted with the development of a KAP survey on health and the provision of CBHFA training in three countries.  According to an evaluation report[footnoteRef:22], CADRIM also participated in the development of the climate change KAP survey and roll out of the climate change adaptation tool.  [22:  Source: Evaluation Report on Improving Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities Project: March 2012 – February 2014.] 


Conclusion: 
Overall, data on the progress on ER3 can be described as satisfactory. Regionally and nationally, there is a reasonable supply of opportunities and participation in knowledge sharing and learning events. Coordination and advocacy RC-wide have received attention and within the scope of resources, activities are planned and carried out in spite of them being largely project/donor-driven. Challenges surfaced in the areas of frameworks for tracking the results from DM using strategic long-term plans/approaches. This reasonably seems to impact on the areas of coordination where information is not flowing across national and regional levels in a systematic way that would allow awareness and planning towards solutions in a collective manner. That said, the data indicate a positive supply of DM tools and methods from regional to national levels. However, there is a gap between the assumptions on usage and uptake of these tools and methods on the part of regional counterparts and what actually is being used by individual National Societies.

Enhance Red Cross Disaster Management Network’s Capacity to Coordinate

To a large extent, this stream of work was informed by key informant interviews and less so by the content found in the suite of press releases and media pieces released for this review. On balance, focal points representing the smaller Caribbean National Societies appear to leverage more traditional means of communications and networking for DRR and DM coordination effectiveness, whilst larger National Societies seem to make greater use of social media tools, like Facebook and Twitter. 

Some national examples like the Jamaica and Dominica RC demonstrate that much of their work is done in collaboration with a number of in-country mandate committees. These committees seem to act as conduits for making linkages, strengthening relationships and networking with likely more far-flung actors in the DM networks. Therefore, some National Societies are active members of, for example, the Shelter and Welfare Sub-Committee, which is an interface that enables participation in shaping shelter and welfare policies. 

When disaster preparation and coordination phases are carried out several times per year, as done in the RC of Belize, more efficiency is felt to be achieved when using social media. This is more common when national actors like NEMO are communicating with international actors like the UNDP, USAID and so forth. On a less diverse scale, the RC in SLU utilises radio as a central mode of communication with its “sister” National Societies: Dominica, Antigua and Barbuda, SVG and Saint Kitts and Nevis. Some challenges highlighted relate to the equipment, time of day, and availability of persons to manage radios in different National Societies. An example of well-managed and spontaneous networking is evidenced by the response to the Christmas floods emergency in SVG in 2013. This case is summarised below and exemplifies different levels of stakeholders networking and cooperating for a successful outcome.
Autonomy and Coordination in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines:
Christmas Floods 2013
Although experience was gained over the years, the National Society of SVG was able to see the CDRTs in operation and their commitment amid Christmas. Lightening was stuck in the air for almost an hour and every river burst their banks.  There was no electricity, water or communication via the Internet. Information was retrieved from the police. The communities felt 12 inches of rain in one hour and approximately nine (9) villages were cut off from each other. Due to landslides, a total of nine (9) deaths occurred. CDRTs swiftly carried out VCAs without prompting from HQ. Tanks of water had to be transported to areas by boat. Coordination was well executed without instructions; CDRTs knew what to do and assisted with water distribution all in a setting of high floods, mud and rain initially.  Then, hailstones of ice began to fall. They were the size of marbles on the ground, cooling the temperature. NEMO leads DM and has now taken hail into account. Once NEMO’s Director or the Prime Minister provided clearance, then damage assessments were done. SVG is now doing reconstruction through NEMO, the latter taking charge of coordination efforts with communities and local ministries at the heart of it. Above all, private enterprise (Rapid Response Relief) has joined DM as volunteers; they provide freight trucks, relief supplies, hardware and wholesale food supplies for communities in distress. Water catchment is found in the mountains and coastal communities receive water through pipelines and gravity feed. There were so many landslides in the mountains that pipes were washed away. Ordinary villagers came together to physically carry the pipelines to the mountains to restore water.  Through the RC, Bequia in the Grenadines was able to ship bottled water on boats and through water trucks to St. Vincent for distribution.  The Barbados RC called the SVG National Society to offer help with supplies- 900 jerry cans of water. Grenadines Air, on its stop to Barbados, collected the supplies free of charge to transport back to SVG. Vincentians living in Barbados were able to send relief items through Grenadines Air to the SVG RC. Airline LIAT got into the spirit of cooperation and began flying supplies into SVG as well. The Barbados Coast Guard extended its assistance and Customs and Immigration Officers even physically assisted with hauling supplies. Coca Cola Trinidad sent a container of water to SVG in 2 days.  The French Red Cross, PIRAC, in Martinique and Guadeloupe sent relief and a WATSAN unit for water purification. PADRU from Panama sent a RIT with a WATSAN person who guided a health campaign.



Notably, Facebook as a communications tool for comprehensive DM is not a mainstream method that is used in the Jamaica RC, despite its size. Strategically, however, smaller RC Societies like the RC of SVG explained the advantage of being small. Given that everyone knows each other, networking becomes easier. It also recognises that “business thrives better on relationships” and the traditional way is not always going to be effective. Thus, when DM advocacy and outreach activities that target the youth population are undertaken, the RC of SVG utilises Facebook. Nonetheless, smaller stakeholders are cautionary, justifying their hesitance to use the full range of social media tools that are available for networking as a fear of misuse, abuse and unreliability of information. Consequently, preference is given to communicating through radio, television, electronic mail, direct telephone calls to coordinate, and person-to-person exchanges. Key informants recounted observations that Facebook and Twitter have conveyed untrue and unfiltered information, which must be avoided in disaster situations. 

In the main, the following Table 18 summarises the channels and platforms that regional bodies use to coordinate and support networking for more holistic and participatory DM, as envisioned by the DM Framework.

Table 18: Platforms for Coordination
	Regional Body
	Platforms/Channels
	Activities (at least once annually)

	IFRC
	· CDEMA Sub-committees: 
· Co-Chair of Civil Society Sub-committee;
· Member of Education Sub-committee

	· Public Awareness and Education in DRR- January 2012. 
· DM Network: made up of five National Society members and one representative from the Overseas Territories – monthly Skype meetings.

	Caribbean DM Network

Caribbean Health Network
	· Think-tank (specifically of PADRU)

	· Participation by DM Network Chair (Panama, 2013);
· Participation by Chair of Caribbean Health Network (Honduras, 2014).

	CDEMA
	· Projects and Programmes
· CDM Strategy
· CDM Harmonisation Council
	· At least 4 meetings held annually
· Partner consultations
· DM Conferences



The CDM Strategy was highlighted as providing a valuable space for engagement of the regional offices and the Civil Society Sector Group, of which the IFRC is a member. For networking, at least four meetings are held annually to discuss issues and opportunities, in addition to partner consultations.  Much added value is also provided through the CDM Harmonisation Council and DM conferences, which discuss with CDEMA and the IFRC, those areas of DM and DRR that have advanced as well as gaps. 

Conclusion: 
Overall, for ER3, there is a reasonable level of efficiency achieved through harmonisation and standardisation of tools and methodologies has been moderately satisfactory. Although standardisation and supporting tools exist at the regional level with the help of CADRIM, uptake and usage of tools is unknown at the national level. Therefore, harmonisation is not occurring between national and regional without an overarching strategy. Duplications are avoided in some instances where country governments are strong in certain sectors and thus RC involvement is not needed. Coordination channels exist through committees, sub-committees and other operational formats but the frequency of participation by national and regional counterparts alike is an area that could require some attention through a more structured, DM Framework-specific communications strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc270956771][bookmark: _Toc275089467]Sustainability

The likelihood of sustaining the results of the DM Framework is promising in some countries on account of actions to mainstream the ERs into plans and national strategies. Nevertheless, continuity requires financial commitment of adequate resources and not just advocacy activities. Stakeholders have shared the view that the DM Framework seems to create some positive unintended and negative unintended consequences of sustaining the ERs of the DM Framework. As the examples below explain, some National Societies do not have the varied capacity needed to operationalise the plans and ideas coming from the IFRC. Some factors within the Caribbean National Societies which can deter continuity of ERs include economic, financial, institutional and community lack of capacities, political agendas, the novelty of the sustainability concept, insufficient results reporting, insufficient visibility of the DM Framework, restructuring, lack of DRR platforms, and volunteer numbers.
In terms of the provisions made by National Societies under the DM Framework to generate the necessary capacity (financial, skills, technical competence) for continuity, key informants confirmed a variety of actions. For instance, Dominica has been mainstreaming its National Response Plans and Contingency Plans into the DM Framework. However, as sustainability is a new concept to communities in Belize, the pace of buy-in has been slow.  Nonetheless, the likelihood of sustaining the results of the DM Framework is strong in Belize, given that one community has formed a registered association from the CDRTs that can access government and international funding to continue development and implementation of DM and climate change adaptation initiatives. The CSGs represent the communities’ interests and have spearheaded identification of vulnerabilities with development and marketing of solutions to address them, with both local and national government and other NGOs.QUESTION 6:

Are the benefits experienced by the Caribbean Red Cross national societies under the Framework likely to continue over time (in the medium to long term)?
SUB-QUESTIONS
6.1. What provisions have been made by National Societies under the Framework to generate the necessary capacity (financial, skills, technical competence) for continuity?

6.2. Are institutions and communities able to continuously support the Framework’s activities towards Expected Results?



The approach taken by the RC in Belize is driven through community and institutional capacity building. With the formal organisation and registration of a CDRT in one of the communities, an opportunity arose for the team to work in other sectors such as health. All members of the CDRT received training in Community Health and became certified Community Health Workers. Successes emerging from institutional capacity are also likely to be sustained through provision of DM and DRR training to organisations, corporations and schools. For sustained knowledge-sharing mechanisms and behaviours in disaster mitigation/management /resilience, Belize has forged stronger partnerships with the NEMO and relationships with the reference centres in El Salvador and in Barbados, all which provide training to the Belize RC.

Similarly, informants in the RC of SVG remarked that communities receive continuous training in DM and application in very practical ways. The training on NITs, as well as the branches in the communities and schools has led to increased local capacity among the members. Further, during the December 2013 floods, CDRTs in the various communities proactively carried out relevant assessments, distributed relief supplies, managed the shelters, spearheaded the health and hygiene campaigns, and participated in the recovery and rebuilding efforts. To sustain knowledge management, the National Society has provided training to community members, teachers and students. Notwithstanding the support during the aftermath of the tropical cyclone, it was concluded that once the emergency phase has disappeared, that support will not be sustained without assistance. The RC in SVG has also worked to form partnerships with the private sector and other entities in health, education and social development, which together enhance the resilience and continuity of successful DM within the communities in SVG. Although the National Society has Sustainability Plans, implementation is difficult given the proposed timeframe.  

Like the National Society of SVG, the RC in Barbados felt positive about the sustainability of the ERs as it estimated 25 % to 40 % of progress in the implementation of its DM Work Programme and National Society Operational Plans. Through its community capacity building efforts, some CDRTs formed have gone on to develop relationships with other associations, such as the Citizens Band Radio Association, and participate in broader fora such as the CARIBEWAVE exercise in 2013.  There is also a more vibrant network of DM volunteers that represents a sustained result in the Barbados context.

All key informants have expressed that the establishment of CADRIM has increased the possibility for benefits from ERs to be continued over a medium to long-term period, with knowledge sharing and regional exchanges being further funded outside of the initial project which started under the DM Framework, and with donors and PNS which were/are not involved with the DM Framework but working with the Centre.
Factors highlighted as likely deterrents to sustaining the ERs were distinct across stakeholders and some of the key aspects are discussed below. 

Economic circumstances: In the National Society in SVG, for example, the level of implementation of a sustainability plan and/or strategy for the ERs is at a slow but encouraging rate.  The economic situation of the country and the unemployment rate have been said to contribute to a lower rate of achievement. It was stressed that currently, the National Society receives support from PNSs but if this were to stop, sustainability will decrease significantly as local support is already slow to access. 

The lack of financial resources was a central reason provided by all National Societies and IFRC informants as a limitation to sustaining the ERs. At the community level, there have been allegedly less projects being implemented after 2008. Thus, National Societies have fewer resources to perform the same activities and more. In both the Jamaica and Barbados RC societies, the level of implementation for sustainability of ERs and devolution is rather low. There are no specific strategies or plans in train for continuing ERs post project close-out. In Jamaica, sustainability of ERs relies on how much project-driven efforts are made to this end and much stronger coordination among RC branches. The Barbados RC echoed this point that sustainability depends on having adequate institutional and financial resources at the national level, for continued strengthening and development of DM capacity within the National Society. 

A few stakeholders have critiqued the project delivery mechanism. Some National Societies agree that projects bring funding and when they are closed, only a small number of staff and limited volunteers remain to carry on with even less financial support. The volunteer arrangement is deemed too volatile and the loss of volunteers threatens the continuity of many achievements stemming from the RC. Further, once a project has run its course and the earmarked funding is utilised, there is nothing remaining for revisions, corrective, or continuous actions thereafter. Project actions with positive milestones are effectively one-off and likely to become unravelled over time. For example, training certificates earned by CDRTs and by volunteers in First Aid have an expiration date. When the time for renewal rolls around, there is no budget available. Consequently, no full re-certification course is ever done; instead, small, ad hoc retraining is undertaken at the National Society level to improvise. This trend stands to compromise the quality of capacity to manage disasters into the future and a sustained reliance on donors. This issue has been flagged to the IFRC but the status quo remains. 
Institutional capacity: National Societies and partners agree that National Societies have little to no staff and are predominantly operated by volunteers who are more occupied with immediate priorities as opposed to sustainability strategies.  This human resources inadequacy at National Societies creates challenges to sustaining and achieving results at the national level. Particularly with dwindling financial resources, many agree that the leadership of National Societies will need to be especially proactive in networking and crowdsourcing. Other stakeholders alluded to the following as deterrents to sustained ERs:
· Indicators and targets of the IFRC and CDEMA are disconnected;
· There is no comprehensive platform to harmonise national and regional elements.
Further, during 2010, the America’s Zone restructured the CRRO. This restructuring resulted in all staff at the CRRO reporting to supervisors in the Zone office. The intent was for the DM Framework to be managed and administered by the CRRO and CRRO staff. However, the CRRO Head of Delegation apparently lacked the staff to manage and administer the DM Framework. Thus, this restructuring was suggested to have impacted the DM Framework and is a likely reason why it is not a more substantive part of the dialogue in Port of Spain and within the ARC in general.  As the DM Framework is perceived to be a non-priority, this stands to affect its success and continuity.

However, some National Societies like SLU contributes to enhancing the Red Cross’ institutional capacity to better manage disasters through budget support. The National Society has recommended a need for increased staffing, as volunteers are not always reliable to work at nights after their workday.  The National Society has helped to encourage the establishment of branches, which focus on RC goals relating to DM, risks and resilience building. 

The National Society of Barbados has assets that have and continue to add value to the institutional capacity of the RC to better manage disasters and risks. These include an updated Response and Contingency Plan, a Disaster Management Committee, connections with established CDRTs, the Barbados Citizens Band Radio Association, District Emergency Organisations, Department of Emergency Management, Ministry of Health and other key stakeholders.  Furthermore, successes gained from institutional capacity have promise for continuity based upon the National Society’s five-year work programme to be implemented, as well as an overarching Operational Plan.
  
Political influence: Community selection for project implementation consultations are at times influenced by political agendas.  In particular, the Strategic Targeting Methodology/Community Selection Tool is open to influence and thus becomes subjective. However, with CDEMA’s inputs, there is more transparency to the selection process. Although political bias is partially controlled, the national disaster agencies and National Societies are not as autonomous in their functions over time and the relationship between those entities is influenced by the underlying political motivations.

Lack of DRR platforms: CBDRM programming meetings have assisted some National Societies to build their relationships with the NDOs. Many countries still do not have DRR platforms nationally so DRR discussions are ad hoc in the absence of ongoing programming. Without pathways for building relationships, sustainability of ERs could be expected to have less success.
Lack of reporting: Respondents advanced the point that there has been little reporting on the ERs and the information provided by projects was never consolidated into a regional report. Therefore, without the benefits and successes of the DM Framework being disclosed and/or reported upon, it makes it difficult for stakeholders to get involved and sustain interest in this construction.
Capacity and resource constraints: Without external funding, most National Societies do not have resources to maintain community interventions, response interventions and coordinate/engage with others, including their ability to have strong representation with their governments. Project-based methodologies which require significant staffing, technical support and include resource-intensive activities are not sustainable by National Societies over the long term. 

Lack of visibility: Some perception about the level of implementation of plans and strategies to sustain DM Framework results and devolution suggested unawareness. This is in part due to the messaging that the future is about DM and climate resilience and not about DM Frameworks. To go further, details received suggested that during missions at the CRRO in Port of Spain, Trinidad for the past two years and working as the ARC Regional Representative for three months, the DM Framework has never been discussed. Apparently, at no time was it a topic of discussion to coordinate ARC programmes, nor has it been part of any strategic or regional cooperation discussions, or similar. Therefore, the genesis of the DM Framework’s success was suggested to be coordination, an area that seems to be in need of most attention. 

It is apparent that there are a lot of good ideas and rhetoric by national governments and the IFRC on disaster management but some governments are not financially committing to DM. Certain provisions have been made by National Societies under the DM Framework to generate the necessary capacity for continuity. These strategies include mainstreaming of the ERs into national plans, community and institutional capacity building through NITs, CDRTs and the establishment of CADRIM. However, many stakeholders expressed factors that stand to undermine the likelihood of sustainability of the ERs. These include economic and financial, institutional, political, lack of DRR platforms, lack of reporting, capacity and resource constraints and lack of DM Framework visibility. In summary, the benefits experienced by the Caribbean National Societies under the DM Framework are likely to continue over time more in the medium term than in the very long term given that long term sustainability of ERs necessitates ongoing financial flows to regional and national levels, reporting systems, enhanced community and institutional capacities, adequate promotion of the DM Framework to the region, among others, as discussed above. Knowing the nuanced strengths of the National Societies, as the central users of the DM Framework, is necessary to ensure utilisation of the DM Framework. 

[bookmark: _Toc275089468]Summary of Key Results
This section presents a summary of the main achievements that have been made by the Red Cross in collaboration with all its partners in the Caribbean region.  These achievements are summarised hereunder for each of the three ERs.

ER1: Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

· Capacity building:

To date, the Red Cross seems to be successful in meeting its objectives on training and capacity building, as project driven activities. This is supported by the high number of CDRTs, VCAs, contingency plans and CBDM training conducted across most National Societies, along with good coverage of families for the development of family disaster plans. Contingency plans seem to be tested as often as needed. 

· Implementation:

The generation and roll out of emergency assessments and CBDM-generated documents and projects has been quite good for most National Societies. This confirms that there is a high application of a CBDM approach at the national level, particularly in the English and Dutch-speaking territories. As the documents and plans reflect activities for addressing various aspects of CBDM, the actual roll out depends on the financial resources available at that point in time.

· Raising Awareness on Disaster Preparedness:

The Red Cross has been making positive strides in raising the level of awareness and promoting knowledge building activities across all communities. As an important area of DM activities, disaster awareness among households and school children appears to be consistently high. All National Societies seem to participate in similar activities focused on community based education, with the development of family disaster plans and dissemination of information brochures, as examples.

ER2: Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels

· Annual Reviews and Disaster Management Plans:

At the national level, operational activities, like conducting annual reviews and executing disaster management plans, are being done in the region as expected. Of note, fair efforts are taking place to align national plans and strategies with the ERs of the DM Framework.

· NITs:

The Red Cross has been doing very well in creating an adequate number of NITs per community and ensuring that their skills are pertinent and actively utilised. A model example of coordination is demonstrated through the response of the NITs during the Christmas 2013 emergency in SVG.  The effectiveness of the NITs was so high that a further 18 NITs have since been trained in SVG.

· Volunteer Management:

All National Societies have a volunteer management system, be it formal or informal approaches to tracking the numbers of volunteers available, areas of work, specialisations, and other details. It is interesting that in some smaller National Societies, the lack of a formal, organised arrangement for volunteers has not significantly hampered their responsiveness to emergencies. Following assessments by DipECHO and others, countries are now recognising the need to treat the area of Volunteer Development as a priority, with the slow installation of volunteer insurance and recurring volunteer development training.

ER3: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management

· National DRR platforms:

The level of participation by Red Cross counterparts in national DRR platforms, such as various types of committees, workshops, meetings and other fora, has been quite good. Examples of national level DRR platforms in which National Societies seem to be engaging include the Post-Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) consultation, Emergency Management Advisory Council, Food and General Supplies Committee, Shelter Committee, and Civilian Military Coordination Committee.  These platforms are assisting with integrating work programmes and other efforts within the constraints of financial and human resources.

· Technical tools and resources:

An outstanding innovation of the Red Cross has been the creation of CADRIM and its virtual library as an open access information hub. There are a number of strategic tools and methodologies in store and in the design stage, which National Societies are and will benefit from post-training in the use of new or updated tools. 
· National and regional knowledge sharing:

Insights on participation by National Societies in national and regional knowledge sharing events reveal that this is not an area that is deficient. National Societies have participated in: 
· Key regional events like the Annual CDM Conference (2013);
· Continental Pre-disaster Meeting in Columbia (2013);
· Global DRR Forum in Geneva- Jamaica and a large IFRC contingent attended;
· Development of a Regional Disaster Response Plan for implementation by Caribbean RC National Societies, in collaboration with government national response agencies.

· M&E Frameworks:

In respect of the development and use of M&E frameworks by National Societies and PNS to measure national and regional DM progress, the impression is that National Societies do not yet have a culture of reporting outside of their immediate circle. In reality, National Societies do not share reports outside of the RC network to national agencies. This is an area where knowledge sharing could be better leveraged through more open disclosure and transparency on national level DM progress, through systematised M&E frameworks.  In order to enhance the effectiveness results, regional agencies like CDEMA reported that it is establishing a monitoring system to track results relevant to more long-term outcomes. This effort will be in collaboration with the IFRC. Arguably, if high quality M&E together represent 1% of overall project costs and boost project returns by only 1 percentage point, it would still make M&E an investment with a 100% economic rate of return – one of the best, and most catalytic, bargains available.

· Regional Partnerships and alliances:

Project documents attest to the value added from project partnerships, such as that formed between the French Red Cross and the IFRC America Zone Office. Such alliances have helped to bolster the programmatic and operational capacities of National Societies in order to more self-sufficiently assist targeted beneficiaries and their communities throughout the projects’ lifecycle. In addition, the collaborative work of partner National Societies, the IFRC and Caribbean National Societies has enabled more effective and efficient regional disaster preparedness strategic planning and coordination. Partnerships formed with local governments and NGOs have contributed to better national mainstreaming of RC activities.

· Regional Communications and Advocacy for Comprehensive DM

To the furthest extent, the data suggests that the RC Movement has been successful in rolling out a myriad of activities that support advocacy and promote regional communications about comprehensive, holistic and participatory DM in the Caribbean region. Channels that continue to be successfully leveraged in bringing together the regional and national stakeholders include various regional body Committees and Sub-committees, network meetings, Panama’s think-tank, projects, programmes, strategies and consultative processes. However, effectiveness can be increased if stakeholders convene to devise a Regional Communications Strategy that is specific to aligning DM communications and advocacy with the DM Framework objective and ERs.

[bookmark: _Toc275089469]Key Lessons Learned
Upon reflection of the findings from documents and interviews, the following outlines points on what seems to work well and what could be improved upon within the context of lesson learning.
· M&E Systems: Lack of an overarching M&E framework for the DM Framework has hampered systematic data collection, ongoing learning and improvement, which makes it challenging to assess progress overall at both national and regional levels. The existing M&E toolkit available at the regional level is said to be standardised. However, it does not help to harmonise its own results with those at the national level unless systems for data collection and reporting are set up at both levels in a complementary format. This would allow national results to be rolled up to the regional level to more holistically depict DRM performance in the Caribbean.
· Key Indicators: Without a system in place to monitor results, it has been discovered that more outcome-oriented indicators are needed to go beyond achievement of outputs. At the same time, most challenges arise at the community level and it will be useful to develop within an M&E framework, downscaled indicators to capture progress made by households.
· Results-based culture: Although it is claimed that the IFRC and all its components do reflect, learn and measure results, both qualitatively and quantitatively, a culture and practice of data collection and monitoring should be extended to and enabled within National Societies in a way where there is vertical and horizontal exchange.
· Two-way Communications: Communicating in a vacuum hinders the impetus to share information, knowledge and good practices. It was discovered that regional counterparts are not aware of certain realities in the field in spite of the motivation to drive self-empowerment;
· Incentives: The low level of full time paid staff and thus the heavy reliance on volunteers do affect accountability, particularly in the absence of incentives strategies at the national level.
· Ownership: Highly paid, temporary external DM staff who demonstrate a lack of regional knowledge and experience contribute to a dwindling sense of ownership of DM projects. 
· Participatory approach: Continued lack of participation by national level counterparts in the design and evolution of the DM Framework has decreased interest and uptake, although mainstreaming ERs into national strategies is occurring at a low rate.
· Staffing: Given the low number of human resources available at the national level, communications and networking as a key function becomes side-lined in favour of other focus areas considered more urgent and immediate.
· Communications Strategy: A Communications Strategy dedicated to the DM Framework is necessary for recognising the ERs in national planning and decision-making. It will also help to enhance its visibility to those stakeholders who are still not fully aware of this strategic construction and improve the likelihood of sustainability.
· Delivery mechanism: Adopting a project approach to DM creates staffing and capacity gaps when projects come to an end in communities. This has spurred preference by the national level for programmes, as they tend to have more long-term staff and a more realistic duration for outcome-oriented results.
· Usage of technical tools: Lack of integration and communication about DM tools and methods, particularly across National Societies at the national level, could be resulting in sub-optimal investments at the regional level to create these instruments, which are intended to increase efficiency.
· Training content: Materials and exercises that is not customised to contexts on a more individual level means that emergency response may well overlook outreach to vulnerable groups like the elderly (couples and singles), HIV/AIDS infected persons, diabetics, and other variable groups.
· Partnerships: The development of regional tools has served as a platform for engagement with stakeholders and allowed the RC to expand its partnerships and networks to include untraditional stakeholders like universities and NGOs, which were not engaged previously to the birth of CADRIM.
· Communal culture: The milestones and achievements on the part of small National Societies attest to the fact that relationships and trust are imperative for success. Above all, a communal culture helps to more easily mobilise resources in times of emergencies. 

[bookmark: _Toc275089470]Conclusions

Overall, the DM Framework is deemed to be a relevant strategy when it is viewed in the context of the macro-environment: the high rate of climate change and disaster emergencies in SIDS, the national Government’s policies and strategies to address climate change by focusing on training, education, micro-projects and internationally funded projects and more, as well as the environmental circumstances of countries and their beneficiaries pre-DM Framework. With the positive changes that have taken place in disaster management in the Caribbean region, the focus has been largely on resilience and little attention given to relief and recovery. 

In sum, the review concludes that for the criterion of Effectiveness in assessing the achievement of the three ERs against some of the indicators, performance has been satisfactory. Data for ER1 demonstrated that the progress and performance in ER1 was moderately better than that achieved for ER2 and ER3. Although training activities, development of plans and testing, along with generation of CBDM documents are being done, their continuity relies on a secure flow of resources. Effectiveness could be enhanced if CDRTs receive refresher training and disaster plans are updated in a systematic way. Regarding the health sector and decreasing infection rates, performance could be better if results are tracked.

The review concludes that for the criterion of Efficiency in assessing the achievement of the three ERs against some of the indicators, performance has been moderately satisfactory. The data for ER1 demonstrated that efficiency of ER1 is good in a few areas such as roll out of community selection tools, cooperation and training, and micro-mitigation. Yet, ER1’s management efficiency could be strengthened if targets and baselines stemming from the practice of M&E are established, scaling modalities are identified in reports on the topic of replicating or extending programmes, and a need to concentrate on building community-level ownership to avoid a community-National Society disconnect in collaboration efforts. The latter is a work in progress given that expanding the reach to micro stakeholder groups like households and schools is benefiting the area of leveraging actions. Further, the operational efficiency of ER2 is good to the extent of procurement of emergency supplies and roll out of DM reviews and plans but frequency and testing are patchy due to weak accountability in the absence of RBM systems. Training of intervention teams is occurring but resource efficiency is countered with the current volatility of volunteer resources. The slow installation of volunteer management systems and codes of conduct are expected to bring positive change. Like ER1, ER2 suffers from a lack of information sharing. This has compromised the extent to which ER2 can be assessed as performance-based data and information on psychosocial support and water and sanitation seemed elusive. Third, ER3’s efficiency is fairly satisfactory in terms of implementation. Although standardisation and supporting tools exist at the regional level with the help of CADRIM, uptake and utilisation of tools is unknown at the national level. Therefore, harmonisation is not actively occurring between national and regional levels. Duplications are avoided in some instances where country governments are strong in certain sectors and thus RC involvement is minimal. Coordination channels exist through committees, sub-committees and other operational formats but the frequency of participation of key decision-making stakeholders is an area that could require stronger focus.  

Finally, the Sustainability of the benefits of the ERs is appears to be least satisfactory.   At all levels, financial commitments are not forthcoming to maintain the good work achieved to date in spite of the goodwill of volunteers and citizens. That said, certain provisions have been made by National Societies under the DM Framework to generate the necessary capacity for continuity. Enabling factors include mainstreaming of the DM Framework into national plans, community and institutional capacity building through NITs, CDRTs and the establishment of CADRIM. However, certain factors exist that weigh upon the likelihood of longer term sustainability of the ERs. These include economic and financial factors, institutional and political factors, a lack of DRR platforms, lack of reporting, capacity and resource constraints and a lack of DM Framework visibility. Sustainability has a higher chance of success in the face of ongoing financial flows to regional and national levels, reporting systems, enhanced community and institutional capacities, adequate promotion of the DR Framework to the region, among others. 
[bookmark: _Toc275089471]Recommendations
The following recommendations are directed to specific audience groups. This could help to ensure a clear definition of the potential roles on the part of the respective organisations to institute change where there are challenges and room for improvement. The actionable recommendations are closely linked to the conclusions associated with the aforementioned criteria- relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability. It is hoped that these recommendations will contribute to and inform the development of an integrated Framework focused on Resilience in the Caribbean.  

The recommendations are presented linked to the key following areas that were identified as needing more immediate attention and which could provide the foundation for an improved DM Framework in the Caribbean: 
· The need to strengthen bilateral cooperation;
· The need to consider different DM delivery mechanisms;
· The enhancing of volunteer management;
· The improvement of resource allocation;
· Consideration of a Tools/Methods inventory;
· The creation of private partnerships;
· The need to adjust DM Training - Duration and content;
· The need to avoid cookie-cutter approach;
· The need to define lines of communication to escalate recommendations;
· The need to promote transparency and ownership;
· The need to place community resilience at the forefront;
· The dire need for M&E systems and reporting systems;
· The need to pay closer attention to more even distribution of regional projects;
· The need for a harmonised approach;
· The recognition that the DM Framework requires more visibility;
· The need for stronger collaboration and cooperation.

These points are further expanded upon in Table 19 below.
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Table 19:  Recommendations

	ACTION
	ROLE
	COMMENT

	ISSUE: The need to strengthen bilateral cooperation

	The RC can participate more closely with national governments through a joint assistance strategy. This would help both parties to more efficiently and effectively respond to a variety of sectoral issues.  
	National governments and the IFRC
	Some countries like the Government of Dominica do not have the means for health sector activities which is an opportunity that the RC can harness.

	ISSUE: DM delivery mechanism

	In addition to a project approach to DM, the IFRC and partners can consider implementing more programmes in at-risk countries. In the meantime, designers of DM projects should drill deeper than the community level to better address the issues emerging from the household level.
	National Societies, IFRC, Partners and members of households.
	A programme delivery modality is characterised by greater longevity to human and financial resources as well as more time for results to manifest. 
Downscaled indicators will need to be developed to address the household level adequately for each ER.
Reflecting on Community Based Education and households that develop a Family Disaster Plan, plans are project-driven. However, community participation may not be indicative of the broader level of community awareness if only 30 of 500 households participate and/or are served by these projects. 

	ISSUE: Volunteer management

	There should be participatory development of a volunteer management system and guideline for National Societies. 
	IFRC, National Societies and private sector
	Without institutionalising volunteerism into the DM Framework and across national plans and strategies, sustainability of ERs is threatened.

	ISSUE: Resource allocation

	Donors should channel more resources towards core workstream functions such as human resources, finance, volunteer management, reporting, resource mobilisation, logistics, security and communications. 
Each branch should hire more paid staff and not rely so substantially on volunteerism, where there are time and incentives constraints. This would help to improve accountability and wider execution of DM actions. 
	Donors in collaboration with RC Partners.




IFRC, National Societies
	When these primary areas of work are modestly well functioning, then a structured backdrop would be created for institutionalising M&E at the different levels in various dimensions of work (gender, violence prevention, beneficiary accountability).
Systems and procedures could be installed but there is the challenge of finding and keeping people to operationalise them. Small National Societies are more challenged due to their natural lack of economies of scale in meeting even the minimum standards of operation. 

	ISSUE:  Tools/Methods Inventory

	RC should prepare and take stock of National Societies that are actually putting DM tools and methods to use and those that are not. This kind of inventory could assist to determine institutional gaps and opportunities, which could be addressed by individual National Societies within resource constraints and priorities. 
	IFRC, National Societies, CADRIM and CDEMA
	From regional level observation, community actions at the national level suggest a low application of DM tools relative to the number available. This suggests that actions are being undertaken mainly to satisfy donor requirements when instead they should be driven by accountability frameworks for measuring progress towards the ERs as a result of applying the tools and methods. 

	ISSUE: Private Partnerships

	For more effective resilience, the RC should engage with more non-traditional partners to reinforce existing alliances with NDOs. 
	IFRC, Private enterprises, National Societies.
	All thirteen countries in the region have channelled collaboration through NDOs. Although closer relationships are taking form with NDOs as auxiliaries for working with government, mandates are often blurred. Thus, here is an opportunity to not only better synergise with NDOs but also to exert stronger efforts to differentiate and define mandates and create partnerships with better-resourced private companies.
   

	ISSUE: Training duration for National Societies

	The IFRC should devise training in more condensed formats so that learning is fast and duration is not unnecessarily long.
	IFRC and National Societies.
	At the community level, the approach most preferred is one of simplicity rather than formality in order to maintain realistic expectations of what communities can achieve through more achievable plans. It was observed that the trainings that occur nowadays are too technical and take a long time to implement. The standard is that training is not really valid unless it takes at least five days. This is not always practical for participants like volunteers; they often cannot get the time off to attend these workshops. Thus, participation levels tend to be low. These training sessions can be shortened; for example, many seem to be padded with exercises, which extend training beyond 5 days in some cases. VCA Training of Trainers requires 8 days plus travel time. This can be addressed.

	ISSUE: Training content

	RC training facilitators should simplify information and tailor content better to match their respective audience groups.  In this way, community capacity and availability are better matched to the technical aspects (content and knowledge scope) of the training.
	IFRC, local health administrators and the Ministry of Health in each National Society.
	To illustrate, the SVG National Society sees a need to be more proactive in health campaigns as part of Disaster Management. When there is a disaster, groups with specific health issues are often overlooked. For example, First Aid training should be expanded to cover testing for non-communicable diseases. 

	ISSUE: Cookie cutter approach

	It is important that all stakeholders avoid a one-size-fits-all approach to all NSs.  In spite of the value of the OCAC tool, even larger National Societies like Jamaica struggle to fit the scale of the standards.
	IFRC and partners, including CADRIM, CDEMA and National Society partners.









	When the IFRC sends communications or materials, they are directed to different departments. However, in reality, many small National Societies do not have various departments and adequate staff within them. Often, in smaller National Societies, multi-departmental communications land on one desk for action by one or two volunteers. A more nuanced approach to National Societies must be heeded to account for variances in size, capacity, resources and culture.  Furthermore, respondents informed that sometimes National Societies are overwhelmed by the IFRC’s plans. Specifically, the small National Societies are treated in the same way as their larger, better-resourced counterparts. There must be greater cognizance that management style, capacity, regional culture, organisational culture and resources differ across National Societies.

	ISSUE: Escalating recommendations

	There should be clear lines of communication established and enforced to enable recommendations made at the regional level to reach the Secretariat
	IFRC
	It is increasingly felt that if the resources are not provided for strategic development plans, then efforts are being wasted and that those recommendations become a wish list.

	ISSUE: Transparency and ownership

	The IFRC should capitalise on local capacity in project coordination in order to increase the likelihood of ownership of interventions. The PNSs and ECHO itself should play a stronger role in being more diligent in assessing DM project needs and budget management within each National Society.
National Societies should continue to involve the community in its work to ensure a continued sense of ownership to attain sustainability.
	IFRC, National Societies, and ECHO
	In terms of information sharing, transparency is weak in light of the fact that National Societies must insist on getting information (rather than being offered some context) to understand expenditures to which they are signatories.
The crucial role of National Societies is demonstrated in community micro-mitigation projects but efforts must be jointly with communities to ensure longevity.

	ISSUE: Community Resilience at the forefront

	More infrastructural work should be carried out in the communities in alliance with bigger donors that are already focused on this type of work.  Future design of frameworks can then strike a balance between community resilience and institutional strengthening.  
	IFRC, National Societies and households
	The construction of retaining walls, roads, bridges, and river training, among other aspects help to achieve community goodwill and resilience.   However, it is important to consider a component that addresses and measures progress towards sustainability of projects, including the mainstreaming of those activities into overall National Society operations.

	ISSUE: Reporting through Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

	Developers of the DM Framework should consider making it more flexible for adjusting and updating, and enable it to give more prominence to the M&E function and processes such as annual and mid-term progress reviews.
National Societies can find ways of capturing their innovative actions, through a mechanism like an M&E framework. They will be better able to incorporate innovative actions into their plans and their outcomes in reporting frameworks so that success factors and success cases can be shared with others; failures can contribute to contextual lessons learned for future improvement.
More systematic reporting should be undertaken by National Societies to reflect their level of effort to participate in DRR platforms, in their many formats.
	IFRC and all RC partners and National Society.
	When accountability frameworks are established at both national and regional levels, stakeholders would be able to monitor progress towards the goal and objective of the DM Framework, as well as its ERs, in a more systematic way. The IFRC and National Societies will work in a more transparent context and be better able to better identify the gaps that need to be addressed. 
Without a porous filtering mechanism that would allow institutions at the different levels to communicate needs and priorities, then ownership will be weak and consequently impact any positive actions that can be replicated over time.
As well, an M&E system will help to prevent contradictions and discrepancies between what is reported (documentary) and what in actuality is occurring in the field.
The IFRC and National Society partners can assist through consultations with National Societies to develop user-friendly templates that will capture this kind of national level data.

	ISSUE: Distribution of Regional Projects

	Resources should be mobilised in a way to ensure that all countries are served by projects in an equal way.  
	IFRC and RC donors
	The number of projects implemented across Caribbean countries is considered disproportionate.  First, many larger National Societies benefit from funding due to donor interest but the trade-off is that the rest of the region is under-served.  The effect and real risk is that results become skewed and overstated by the successful performance of just a few countries and that this is interpreted as representative of DM performance for the whole region. 

	ISSUE: Using a harmonised approach

	A more harmonised approach should be adopted across the RC. This can be supported and achieved by investing in resources for more collective participation (Skype, video conferencing, improved internet capacity for some National Societies) and sharing of information.

	IFRC, RC Partners, National Societies, National Society Partners and households.
	This can foster a SIDS approach in discussion with like-minded National Societies from other small island states; including an understanding and commitment by the IFRC/PNS to support very small National Societies in a more scale-relevant way.

	ISSUE: More visibility for the DM Framework

	A solid Communications Strategy should be prepared and dedicated to the DM Framework so that different stakeholders are sensitised and aware of it. This would likely lead to better mainstreaming of the ERs at the various levels.
	IFRC
	The DM Framework requires visibility for inclusion and mainstreaming into projects and plans at the national level. It would gain relevance and add value to more holistic DM analysis in the Caribbean region. It would encourage engagement and participation in developing a revised DM Framework.

	ISSUE: Collaboration and cooperation

	Connections with other offices through the IFRC should be formally established to overcome language barriers to networking. Efforts should be particularly focused on interactions among the French, Suriname and Dutch overseas territories with the wider RC network of agencies and entities. 
CDEMA and NDOs may also begin a process of aligning some of their work with the National Societies so that their results could be mutually reinforcing.
	IFRC, National Societies and households
	This presents a good opportunity to work with universities through an agreement to recruit volunteer students in an internship and recruit others who have linguistic capabilities and wish to learn more about the RC. 
NDO and CDEMA partners compete for scarce resources, causing friction at national and regional levels.


	Monitoring of DM Tools

	IFRC and CADRIM can attempt to connect established DM tools to monitoring systems set up or intended to be set up at the national level for systematic capture of national-level results on tool uptake.  Although the virtual library centralises the DM tools and information, an additional feature or complementary system should be designed to track usage of different tools by the National Societies.
	IFRC, CADRIM, National Societies
	Tool usage data reports can then be harmonised for different reporting purposes: regionally or nationally.  Ideally, a platform can be developed with the National Societies as the central users so that it has multiple functionalities for data analysis and outputs like DM coverage maps and usage charts.
If this is not done, uptake will be imbalanced and some National Societies will have an unfair advantage over others, which can create tensions for cooperation. 
The IFRC, in collaboration with CADRIM and CDEMA can use this monitoring system to determine the national capacity to absorb existing, updated as well as new DM tools and methodologies prior to launch.

	ISSUE: Avoiding Mission creep

	The DM Framework should be premised more heavily on the core and potential strengths of the IFRC and National Societies. 
	IFRC, National Societies
	The IFRC and the Framework should be wary against becoming too broad in scope; the sheer numbers of actors to be mobilised, coordinated and managed in the face of real weaknesses and constraints could precipitate weaknesses and undermine results in general and sustainable results, in particular.
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It can be concluded that the RC is in need of more devolved and harmonised results-based management (RBM) systems that serve both the regional and national levels. The few M&E systems that are in place are isolated and not well embedded in the organisational culture, particularly at the national level. Therefore, there is an opportunity to revise the DM Framework into something contextual, more usable and more RBM-infused with defined indicators not just on resilience but on recovery and relief as well, in recognition that they are mutually reinforcing. 

Furthermore, based on the multi-stakeholder nature of DM actions, reporting should be augmented with greater sensitivity to the different audience groups who may not grasp the DM-specific terminology and/or technical content. Therefore, it is necessary going forward to:
· Create a platform to enable efficient sharing of best practices among National Societies;
· Create events to enable peer-to-peer activities to further bolster knowledge sharing

Additionally, many of the DM Framework’s outputs have been achieved (although not reported on), and many of the indicators need to be updated as the high-level indicators measure outputs and not outcomes. The Caribbean RC National Societies have all used a monitoring tool which measures knowledge change and behaviour change, thus indicators should be adjusted to collect more high-level types of data, in addition to collecting micro household level data. 

Regional tools developed should also be incorporated as sources of verification or data collection methods, to keep the DM Framework relevant with the knowledge produced in the region. A reporting mechanism would greatly improve the relevance of not only the elements of the DM Framework but also of the information collected. It is much more useful to evaluate the relevance of the results while being able to share the results of interventions regionally.

DM capacity-building has been undertaken actively by the RC but will need to be a priority going forward, with a strong emphasis on resource mobilisation, renewal of leadership/governance and quality of programming to ensure that the RC remains relevant at both the national and regional levels.
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Desk Review of the Caribbean Disaster Management Strategic Framework 2009-2014
From Disaster Management towards a Resilience Framework – lessons learned and methodological principles for the Caribbean

1. Summary 
This review is aimed at assessing the implementation of the Framework and its impacts. The results of this review will be used in the drafting of an integrated Framework that is focused on Resilience in the Caribbean.  The consultant will report to the Disaster Management Officer of the IFRC Caribbean Regional Representation Office in Port of Spain, Trinidad. The timeframe for this consultancy is April – June 2014.

2. Introduction 
In 2009, the Caribbean Disaster Management Strategic Framework 2009-2014 was finalised, after a process of consultations with the Caribbean National Societies, donors (e.g. OFDA, CIDA, DFID, ECHO), partners (Canadian, German, Finnish, Spanish, French and American Red Cross), regional stakeholders and Red Cross regional networks. It outlines a structured approach for building the capacity of Communities in the Caribbean to prepare for, mitigate and respond to disasters, while at the same time strengthening the capacities of the Red Cross Societies to support this process. The Frameworks’ intended objectives were also to advocate with the government and regional disaster management agencies so that they include these components in their national and regional priorities. The Framework builds on projects undertaken over the last ten years and includes activities designed to consolidate gains and best practices into a strategic, coordinated, programmatic based approach to disaster management. 

The Framework is foremost a contribution of National Societies in the Caribbean to the Caribbean Disaster and Emergency Management Agency’s (CDEMA) Comprehensive Disaster Management (CDM) Strategy. The framework is consistent with the Hyogo Framework for Action and is aligned with the Global Agenda for Disaster Risk Reduction. The Framework is also in keeping with the core components outlined in the IFRC’s Global Framework for Community Safety and Resilience. The overall strategic objective is to enhance the capacity of the Caribbean Red Cross National Societies to mitigate and respond to the adverse effects of climate change and natural disaster, through three ER, focusing on: building community resilience; increasing institutional capacity; coordination and advocacy.


3. Scope and Focus
Objective: Desk Review of the Framework
a. What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result 1,2 and 3, against the indicators?
i. Desk review of all projects, programmes and evaluations within the Caribbean during 2009-2014
b. What is the progress towards providing a structured approach to disaster management in the Caribbean national societies – specifically the development and harmonisation of standard methodologies and tools?
i. Standardisation national (among different donor funded projects)
ii. Standardisation regionally
iii. Role of CADRIM in development and standardisation of tools and methodologies
The desk review should also involve virtual interviews/consultations with at least three (3) National Societies and their respective National Disaster Offices, the CRRO and AZO, the Caribbean Red Cross DM Network, the PNS in region, CADRIM and CDEMA.
The study is limited by the following:
· Full validation (via consultations with NS, stakeholders and communities) of data gathered for desk review 
· Availability of data to verify achievements against indicators
· Review is based fully on documentation and limited consultation

4. Deliverables
1. An Evaluation Report (via desk review) on:
a. The effectiveness of the Framework:
· Progress of achievements on ER 1, 2 and 3 against the indicators
· Progress of implementation and challenges to implementation of the CDMSF in the region 
· In setting a structured approach to disaster management in the Caribbean National Societies work
5. Review Process
This review will focus on the desk review of all DM/DRR projects in the Caribbean during 2009-2014.  Data collection will be done remotely with the CRRO, AZO, CADRIM and Caribbean NS with the relevant focal points.
6. Timeline
The following is the proposed timeline:

	Stage
	Dates

	Workplan and Methodology
	June

	Desktop Review
	June-July

	Final Report submitted to CRRO
	August



7.  Consultant Qualifications

- Minimum of 10 years of working experience in disaster management and/or disaster risk reduction
- Demonstrated experience in leading evaluations/reviews of humanitarian/development projects/programs
- Demonstrated experience in qualitative data collection and analysis
- Excellent analytical and critical thinking skills
- Experience in project management
- Experience working in the Caribbean
- Working knowledge of French and Spanish
- Previous experience with the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement

8.  Evaluation Quality and Ethical Standards
The evaluator will take all reasonable steps to ensure that the security and dignity of affected populations is not compromised and that disruption to on-going operation is minimised. It is expected that the evaluation will adhere to the ethical and quality standards as outlined in the ‘Evaluation Quality Standards’ of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD:
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/62/36596604
It is also expected that the evaluation will respect the seven Fundamental Principles of the Red Cross and Red Crescent: 1) humanity 2) impartiality 3) neutrality, 4) independence, 5) voluntary service, 6) unity and 7) universality. 







Annex 2: Logic Model Caribbean Disaster Management Strategic Framework (2009-2014)GOAL:  Reduce the number of deaths, injuries and impact from disasters





GOAL:  Reduce the number of deaths, injuries and impact from disasters



ER1: Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities




ACTIVITIES:
a) 
b) Hold project Planning workshops & Stakeholder coordination
c) Conduct National Stakeholders meeting to introduce the project 
d) Conduct community awareness meetings 
e) Conduct First-aid training in targeted communities.
f) Conduct VCA in targeted communities & identification of the risks and vulnerabilities  
g) Identify and implement micro-projects
h) Conduct CDRT Simulation Exercise

ER2: Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels



f) 
ACTIVITIES:
a) Development of 5 year strategic DM plan 
b) WPNS survey applied and used to develop National Society DM work program 


c) Project management training
d) Marketing materials developed
e) Support provided for proposal development

f) Purchase and prepositioning of stocks National Society has pre-agreements (where possible) for scaling up response with virtual’ suppliers‘ 

ER3: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management.

ACTIVITIES:	
a) Hold regular meetings of the DM Network
b) National Society participation in knowledge sharing events with other partners  
c) Development and implementation of a regional communication and resource mobilisation strategy 
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	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES

	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	A.1 RELEVANCE

	A.1.1 Relevance of Framework results to its Goal and Objective
	Are the Expected Results still valid and relevant?
	How far are Framework activities aligned with national Disaster Management strategies?
	Disasters Risk Reduction and Response Strategies;

National Disaster Plans

Mission Reports

Mid-term and final evaluations

Meeting Minutes and reports on disaster risks (DR) and disaster risk reduction (DRR).

Key Stakeholders such as focal points at National Societies, representatives at CDEMA CDM Harmonization Council and Civil Society group, among others
	Document Review

Interviews with partners and beneficiaries


	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES

	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	A.2 EFFECTIVENESS

	A.2.1
Progress towards achieving Expected Results
	What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 1:
Building safer more resilient communities

ER1: Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.

	In the past five years, how many VCAs and CBDM generated documents and projects have been rolled out?
How many CDRTs have been formed, trained and prepared for CBDM/CBHFA interventions?
How many at risk communities nationally have Red Cross applied CBDM? 

How many communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans have undergone a simulation exercise?

How often have communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans been tested through a simulation exercise?
Has there been an increase in the disaster awareness among  communities- households, school children? 

Do households who participate in Community Based Education develop a family disaster plan?

Are infection rates lower in CBHFA/WATSAN communities?

	Baseline survey in high risk areas at the beginning of operation compared with the evaluations results at the end of the projects.

CBDM reports (VCA, CDRT, First Aid etc)

Micro-projects reports (description and pictures)

Disasters Risk Reduction and Response Plans for community, families and schools.

Community simulation report  Enquiries on CBDM /CBHFA at National Society 
National health survey statistics

Mid-term and final evaluations

Post-event reports disasters and health emergencies

Key Stakeholders such as Key Stakeholders such as focal points at National Societies, representatives at CDEMA CDM Harmonization Council and Civil Society group, regional partners, the Disaster Management Network, among others.
	Document review

Red Cross Staff interviews

Partner interviews


	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES

	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	
	What is the progress/ achievements on Expected Result (ER) 2:
Stronger Red Cross Societies
ER2: Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels.
	How many annual reviews have been conducted on National Society preparedness?
How many National Societies have a disaster management plan clearly linked to the DM Framework and their own strategic plans?
How many NITs are trained and actively using their skills?
How many National Societies have a comprehensive volunteer management system for use pre-, during and post disaster?
Do National Societies have arrangements through agreements for supplies to at least 500 at risk families?
How many National Societies have established or updated Disaster Response Contingency Plans?
How many National Societies have tested their Disaster Response Contingency Plans using annual simulation exercises?

	National Society strategic DM plan 2010-14

Management digital database, monitoring, development plan and training programme

WPNS reports

National Society training reports

National Society DM Programme 2010-14

Updated Red Cross Disaster Plan and report on roll-out and implementation. 

Staff at Red Cross National Societies.
















	Document review

Interviews with National Society staff

	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES

	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	
	What is the progress/ achievements on Expected Result (ER) 3:
Strengthening regional cooperation
ER3: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management.

	How many National Societies are actively engaging in national level DRR platforms?
What is the percentage of National Societies that using human and other resources and tools from the Barbados Reference Centre?
To what extent are other stakeholders using these tools? Are trainings in the use of such tools planned or taking place? 
How many National Societies have adopted a responsive strategic approach to vulnerable communities & developed through a CDEMA-Barbados Reference Group collaboration?
How many national and regional knowledge sharing events have National Societies participated in since 2009?
Has there been an increase in the share of DM resources to National Societies from international partners since 2009? By how much is the increase or decrease?
Have National Societies and PNS developed/using M&E frameworks to measure national and regional DM progress?
How many National Society exchanges and internships occur per year?
	· Meeting minutes (CDEMA CDM groups) 

· Meeting reports from DR/DRR groups/platforms

· Visibility and communications materials produced by Centre of Reference – Caribbean

· National Disaster Plans

· Minutes of decisions of DM Network

· Reports from information sharing events 

· Collaboration reports CDEMA, UNDP, PAHO, ACS  and other regional partners

· Regional communications/ mobilisation strategy and progress reports 

· IFRC annual report 









	Document review

Red Cross Staff interviews

Partner interviews

Disaster Management Network interviews


	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES

	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	A.3 EFFICIENCY

	A.3.1

Management efficiency

	What is the progress towards providing a structured approach to disaster management in the Caribbean national societies – specifically the development and harmonisation of standard methodologies and tools?
· Standardisation nationally (among different donor funded projects)
· Standardisation regionally
· Role of CADRIM in development and standardisation of tools and methodologies










	To what extent are duplications avoided in actual disaster management programme coordination among National Societies?
What implementation-level coordination channels exist between National Societies?
Has CADRIM produced a plan for tools development and standardization through a strategy or strategic actions?
	IFRC annual reports

DM Programme reports and evaluations
Focal points at National Society, CADRIM and Disaster Management Network focal points.
	Document review

Interviews


	CRITERIA
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS
	PROSPECTIVE SUB-QUESTIONS
	SECONDARY DATA SOURCES
	DATA COLLECTION METHOD

	A. 4 SUSTAINABILITY

	A.4.1

Implementation for sustainability
	Are the benefits experienced by the Caribbean Red Cross national societies under the Framework likely to continue over time (in the medium to long term)?


	What provisions have been made by National Societies under the Framework to generate the necessary capacity (financial, skills, technical competence) for continuity?
Are institutions and communities able to continuously support the Framework’s activities towards Expected Results?
	Project documents
Annual workplans
Progress reports and Final evaluations
Key Stakeholders such as Focal points at the Red Cross National Societies.
	Document review


Interviews with partners and National Societies.
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· Project documents
· Belize Red Cross Responding to Climate Change in the Jane Usher Boulevard Community, November - December 2012
· Case Study: Community Disaster Response Teams in Action- Saint Lucia, 2010
· Progress reports and work plans of various implementation projects (Micro-projects reports)
· Japanese Red Cross: Caribbean Readiness-to-respond Pre- positioning Project, March 2012 to September 2013. Final Pledge-based Report, February 2014.
· AID-OFDA Annual Report, August 25 2011 – August 24 2012
· AID-OFDA, Annual Report August 24 2012 – September 30 2013
· European Commission Directorate General For Humanitarian Aid And Civil Protection – ECHO, Intermediate Report on Caribbean Red Cross Societies: Saving Lives, Enabling Healthy and Safe Living, 2011.
· Canadian Red Cross: Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk 2012-13 Annual Project Report 
· Canadian Red Cross: Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk 2011-12 Annual Project Report
· American Red Cross Project: Readiness to Respond – Increased Disaster Preparedness Capacity through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness 
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, FY 2014:  January- March 2014
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, October - December 2009
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, FY 2010:  January – March 2010
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, FY 2010:  July - September 2010
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, FY 2010:  April-June 2010
· Quarterly Project Report Narrative, FY 2010:  July 2009 - September2009
· Final projects review report
· [bookmark: _Toc264567777][bookmark: _Toc268468346][bookmark: _Toc270203365]Dominica Red Cross: Final Report on 72 Hours Self-Sufficiency Project, November 2012 
· Readiness to Respond - Increased Disaster Preparedness Capacity through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness, Final Report, May 29, 2012
· American Red Cross and USAID: Final Report on Project “Readiness to Respond: Increased Disaster Preparedness through Enhanced Coordination and Community Awareness”, Feb 15, 2008 – Sept 4, 2009
· Report on DfID Programme: Improving the Climate Change Resilience of Caribbean Communities, April 2012 – February 2014
· European Commission Directorate General For Humanitarian Aid And Civil Protection – ECHO. Final Report on Caribbean Red Cross Societies: Saving Lives, Enabling Healthy And Safe Living, 2011. 
· Project: Increasing Public Awareness and Education of Hurricane Evacuation Routes and Early Warning System in Belize City, October-December 2013. Final Report, 2014.
· European Commission Directorate-General For Humanitarian Aid – ECHO. Report on Caribbean Red Cross Societies: Building Safer, More Resilient Communities (2009).
· Final report: Emergency appeal, Jamaica: Hurricane Sandy, May 2014


· Strategy documents
· The IFRC’s Caribbean Disaster Management Strategic Framework, 2009-2014
· The IFRC Strategy 2020. International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, Geneva, 2010
· Red Cross Inter-American Framework for Action 2012-2016 XIX Inter-American Conference, Montrouis, Haiti – March 2012
· Guidelines/discussion papers
· The Montrouis Commitment- Reducing the Gaps, XIX Inter-American Conference of the Red Cross, Montrouis, Haiti, March 13-16, 2012. 
· Jamaica Red Cross: IDRL in Jamaica- An Analysis of the Legislative Framework for Receiving International Disaster Relief. A Publication of the Jamaica Red Cross, 2013.
· Combined National Societies’ USAID/OFDA Indicators List
· Independent Report: The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies Shelter Programme in Haiti, 2010-2012, Lessons Learned and Best Practices by Peter Rees-Gildea.
· American Red Cross: Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Monitoring Guide & Tools, ARC/JHSPH, 2010.
· IDRL in Haiti – A Study on the Legal Framework for the Facilitation and Regulation of International Disaster Response in Haiti. 
· Mid-term and final evaluations
· CCDR Mid-Term Review, May 2013
· American Red Cross and IFRC’s Evaluation of the “Readiness to Respond: Caribbean Community Based Disaster Management Project”, Final Report September 23, 2009
· Evaluation Report on “Improving climate change resilience of Caribbean Communities” project, March 2012 – February 2014.
· Jamaica Red Cross Society (JRCS): Evaluation of Emergency Appeal: The Hurricane Sandy Operation, Final Report, February, 2014.
· Meeting minutes and reports
· American Red Cross: Latin American Risk Reduction Activity I (LARRA I), End-line Assessment Report, October 2012.
· First Responders Initiative & Caribbean Community Resilience to Disaster Risk Regional Meeting, Panama August 20th to 22nd 2013.

· Newsletters
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies: Across the Caribbean - Newsletter of the Red Cross in the Caribbean:
· Volume 1, Issue 1, November – December 2009
· Volume 1, Issue 1, January – March 2010
· Volume 1, Issue 3, April –June 2010
· Volume 1, Issue 4, July – September, 2010
· Volume 1, Issue 4, October – December, 2010
· International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies: Red Cross Caribbean Connection, Volume 1 Issue 2, July 2012.

· Other
· ProVention Concept Note 2008 Annual Forum “Driving Change from the Bottom Up”, Provention Consortium.
· Sample Baseline/Endline Survey Data, MS XL Worksheets.
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General draft Interview protocol for Red Cross National Society Focal Points and Partners
Actual questions from this list to be used in each interview will be selected based on focus of the partner’s involvement with the IFRC

Each interview will last about 30 minutes and cover an average of 15 questions from this list.

Target groups include: national and sub-national government agencies, think-tanks and policy forums, networks, research institutions, universities, non-governmental organisations and civil society organisations, the private sector, multinational and international institutions, and donor agencies.

General background:
1) Which Disaster Management-supported intervention is your organisation involved in?

2) What is your role in this intervention?

Effectiveness 
ER1: Vulnerable communities have increased knowledge, skills and resources to conduct disaster mitigation, preparedness and response activities.
3)	What is the progress/achievements on Expected Result (ER) 1?
Specifically:
3.1	In the past five years, how many VCAs and CBDM generated documents and projects have been rolled out?
3.2	How many CDRTs have been formed, trained and prepared for CBDM/CBHFA interventions?
3.3				How many at risk communities nationally have Red Cross applied CBDM? 
3.4				How many communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans have undergone a simulation exercise?
3.5	How often have communities with CDRT and Community Disaster Plans been tested through a simulation exercise?
3.6				Has there been an increase in the disaster awareness among  communities- households, school children? 
3.7		Do households who participate in Community Based Education develop a family disaster plan?
3.8   Are infection rates lower in CBHFA/WATSAN communities

ER2: Enhanced institutional Red Cross capacity for disaster management at national and community levels
4) What is the progress/ achievements on Expected Result (ER) 2:
Specifically:
4.1	How many annual reviews have been conducted on National Society preparedness?
4.2	How many National Societies have a disaster management plan clearly linked to the DM Framework and their own strategic plans?
4.3	How many NITs are trained and actively using their skills?
4.4	How many National Societies have a comprehensive volunteer management system for use pre-, during and post disaster?
4.5	Do National Societies have arrangements through agreements for supplies to at least 500 at risk families?
4.6	How many National Societies have established or updated Disaster Response Contingency Plans?
4.7	How many National Societies have tested their Disaster Response Contingency Plans using annual simulation exercises?

ER3: Increased Red Cross coordination and advocacy for comprehensive disaster management
5) What is the progress/ achievements on Expected Result (ER) 3:
Specifically:
5.1	How many National Societies are actively engaging in national level DRR platforms?
5.2	What is the percentage of National Societies that using human and other resources and tools from the Barbados Reference Centre?
5.3	To what extent are other stakeholders using these tools? Are trainings in the use of such tools planned or taking place? 
5.4	How many National Societies have adopted a responsive strategic approach to vulnerable communities that was developed through a CDEMA-Barbados Reference Group collaboration?
5.5	How many national and regional knowledge sharing events have National Societies participated in since 2009?
5.6	Has there been an increase in the share of DM resources to National Societies from international partners since 2009? By how much is the increase or decrease?
5.7	Have National Societies and PNS developed and using M&E frameworks to measure national and regional DM progress?
5.8	How many National Society exchange programmes and internships occur per year?

Efficiency
6)	Do systems and procedures exist for disaster project/programme coordination and follow up (including systems for engaging stakeholders, procuring project inputs, logistical arrangements etc.) Can you provide examples?
7)	How many and what types of communication and networking actions on disaster management have you been involved in as a Red Cross National Societies’ partner, if any? Can you provide examples?
8)	How often, in an average year, do you engage in such communication and networking actions on disaster risk reduction and management?
9)	Has your organisation been involved in knowledge building activities with Red Cross support? Please describe
10)	Can you provide examples of tools and/or methodologies that are being shared among Red Cross National Societies and/or harmonised with other agencies?
11)	What coordination channels or plans are in place, if any, to standardise tools and methods across the Red Cross National Societies?
12)	What did your organisation manage to achieve on schedule in respect of the Framework’s Expected Results?

Specifically:
12.1 Have communities participated with your organisation to improve their disaster mitigation, preparedness and response capacities? Please explain
12.2 Specifically, are communities and partners actively coordinating efforts to advocate for comprehensive disaster management?
12.3 Specifically, were there any expected knowledge sharing results, and if so, to what extent have you achieved them so far? Please explain
12.4 Specifically, has your organisation contributed to enhancing the Red Cross’ institutional capacity to better manage disasters and risks at the community and national levels? If so, what have you achieved at these levels to date?

Sustainability
13) Was there a sustainability strategy or plan developed with respect to sustaining successful results under the DM Framework?
13.1 In your opinion, what is the level of implementation of these plans and strategies for sustainability of Framework results and devolution?
13.2 Can you provide examples of sustained Framework results and/or factors affecting the likelihood of sustainability of these results (including institutional, financial, political or social factors, as relevant)?
13.3 Have there been any unintended positive or negative effects from National Societies or partners on sustainability of programme level results?

14) Is there a sustainability strategy or plan set for knowledge sharing and capacity development? If so, what is the level of implementation of these strategies and plans?  
14.1 Can you give examples that show how successes emerging from community capacity in disaster mitigation/management/resilience have been sustained?
14.2 Can you give examples that show how successes emerging from institutional capacity in disaster mitigation/management/resilience have been sustained?
14.3 Can you give examples that show how knowledge sharing mechanisms and behaviors in disaster mitigation/management/resilience have been sustained? 
14.4 What have been the unintended positive or negative effects of Red Cross support on sustainability of both institutional and community capacities and knowledge sharing?

Innovation
15) Can you give examples of innovative results supported by Caribbean Red Cross National Societies in the field of disaster mitigation and management?

Forecasting
16) In view of your experience so far, how would your rank the relevance of the National Societies in view of results achievement, specifically to:
a. Building community resilience
b. Education and training
c. Communication and networking

Other issues
17) Are there any other issues regarding the Caribbean DM Strategy Framework which you would like to flag to the review team?

18) Are there any other issues regarding the activities and work of the Red Cross National Societies which you would like to flag to the review team.



[bookmark: _Toc270956784][bookmark: _Toc275089478]Annex 6:  List of Conducted Interviews 

	 CATEGORY
	NAME
	TITLE
	ORGANISATION
	EMAIL

	IFRC
	Pryiadarshni Rai
	DM Officer
	IFRC - CRRO
	pryiadarshni.rai@ifrc.org

	 
	Lorraine Mangwiro
	Head of Office 
	 
	 

	 
	Reynette Royer
	Coordinator
	IFRC-CADRIM
	reynette.royer@ifrc.org

	DM Network
	Tamara Lovell
	Chair
	Caribbean RC Disaster Management Network
	tamaralovell@gmail.com

	National Society
	Marcia Alexander
	Emergency Services Director
	Jamaica
	malexander@jamaicaredcross.org

	 
	Tamara Lovell
	 
	Barbados
	tamaralovell@gmail.com

	 
	Kathleen Pinard-Byrne
	Director General
	Dominica
	directorgeneral@redcross.dm

	 
	Malenie Barnes
	 Deputy Director General (ag.)
	Belize Red Cross
	malenie_s@hotmail.com

	 
	Hubert Pierre
	 Disaster Coordinator
	St. Lucia Red Cross
	deltaorion@hotmail.com

	 
	Terrencia Gaillard
	 Director
	St. Lucia Red Cross
	sluredcross@candw.lc

	 
	Bernard Marksman
	 Director General
	St. Vincent Red Cross
	bernardmarksman@gmail.com

	Partner National Society
	Richard McCabe
	Senior Program Manager, Americas Unit
	Canadian RC
	richard.mccabe@redcross.ca

	 
	Gail Neudorf
	 DRR Advisor
	Canadian RC
	gail.neudorf@redcross.ca

	 
	Heather Fehr
	CCRDR Regional Project Manager
	Canadian RC
	heather.fehr@redcross.ca

	 
	Matthew Marek
	Regional Representative
	American RC
	matthew.marek@redcross.org

	Partners
	Ronald Jackson
	Executive Director
	CDEMA
	ronald.jackson@cdema.org
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	NAME
	SUBJECT

	Table 1
	Summary of ERs

	Table 2
	Challenges and Limitations

	Table 3
	Projects Implemented in line with CDM Strategic Framework

	Table 4
	Number of VCAs, CBDM and CDRT activities conducted in National Societies

	Table 5
	Resources from International Partners

	Table 6
	M&E Reporting

	Table 7
	Volunteer Management Systems in National Societies

	Table 8
	NITs per National Society

	Table 9
	Pre-positioning of Stocks

	Table 10
	Annual Reviews and Framework Alignment

	Table 12
	Coordination and Collaboration at National Level

	Table 13
	Training to RC Societies to support the 3CA Tool

	Table 14
	Participation in Knowledge Sharing Events

	Table 15
	PADRU Office Contribution to Regional Knowledge Sharing

	Table 16
	Regional Engagement through Training Events

	Table 17
	Internships and Exchange Programmes

	Table 18
	Platforms for Coordination

	Table 19
	Recommendations
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North American Office
Le Groupe-conseil Baastel ltée
85 Victoria Street 
Gatineau QC J8X 2A3
CANADA 
Tel: + 1 819 595-1421 
Fax: + 1 819 595-8586

European Office 
Le Groupe-conseil baastel sprl 
Rue de la Croix de fer 23, 1°
B-1000 Brussels 
BELGIUM 
Tel: + 32 (0)2 893 0031 
Fax: + 32 (0)2 503 3183 www.baastel.com


Founded in 1989, Baastel’s mission is to provide decision-makers, managers and implementation partners with the knowledge, tools and skills necessary to promote effective and efficient sustainable development. Baastel has earned its reputation as a consultancy firm fully committed to providing sound advice to development partners on how to strengthen the impacts of their policy and development efforts around the world
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