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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

UN-Habitat has been involved in urban risk reduction and rehabilitation for ovethree decades and together with
UNISDR it has developed usdriendly tools targeting municipal officials for urban risk reduction and resilience.

The project on Urban Risk Reuction and Resilience Building in Lusophone Africa is a joint project of UNabitat,
UNISDR and UNECA. It falls into the Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation gartbgramme of UNHabitat, as part of its
2014-2015 approved programmeof work aiming to increasethe resilience of cities to the impacts of natural and
human-made crises.

4EA DPOI EAAOSGO 1T AEAAOGEOA xAO O ET AOAAOA -Bidsduantl A AdE OEAO
and Principe for reducing urban risk and building resilience. To dmeve this objective, the project intended to firstly

increase the levels of technical understanding and knowledge of municipal authorities, leading to an improved
capacity to integrate risk reduction and resilience into urban plans and municipal strategse Secondly, by enhancing

the communication and information exchange between cities and towns in each country and across the three
countries, the project intended to enhance their risk reduction and resilience practices.

The projects specific objectives wre therefore to (1) Enhance capacity of municipal authorities in select countries
to integrate risk reduction and resilience concepts into urban plans and municipal strategies and (2) Enhanced
communication and information exchange between cities and towsin each country and across the 3 countries.

The project was implemented between January 2015 and December 2017 and had a budget of US$559,000. The
lead entity of the project wasthe UN-Habitat Regional Office for Africa.

The purpose of this evaluation wa to assess the performance of the project. Its objectivegere to provide UNDA
partners and UNHabitat with an independent and forwardl | T EET C ADPDOAEOAI I £ OEA
experience, achievements, opportunities and challenges ke on its performance and expected accomplishments.
Evaluation findings are expected to inform UNDA partners, UNabitat and other key stakeholders, including

governing bodies and Member States on what was achieved and learned from the project.

The evaluation was caducted from 8 August 2018 to 5 October 2018yy the external consultant, Mr. SimoDeprez,
with a field visit undertaken in Cape Verde, Guinea Bissau and Sao Tomé and Principe from 3 to 23 September 2018.

The assessments and rating of performance made Hbize evaluation follows UNHabitat criteria of relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness, impact outlook and sustainability.

Main findings

The project final evaluation has shown a good achievement of the main project outputs, namely CityRAP workshops

and RFA This resulsin an achievement of the intermediate objective of increasing the technical understanding and
knowledge of the municipal staff. Although several limitations to théransmission of these enhanced capacities

OEA 1 O1 EAEPAIT A OOE padtEdaéh@dent (BAd Riicieasédlfedels GfethOidl udderstanding

and knowledge of municipal authorities» can be deemed aachieved

The evaluation also shows that national and the sutegional seminars have been privileged moments for exchange

between local stakeholders, however exchanges on URRR did not continue outside of these events. Achievement of
OEA OAATTA AoPDAAOAA AAEEAOGAI AT O j %! 8¢q Owl EAT AAA AT i1 O
towns » has thus only beermartially achieved.

The overall relevance of the project ihighly satisfactory as he theme covered, namely urban risks and resilience,
as well as the approach developed, are closely aligned with both international frameworks and the strategies and
objectives of UNHabitat and its partners. It also highly complements the other urban resilience tools developed by
UN-Habitat.

The approach developed was aligned to the locédvel needs and, more specifically, with the causes behind the lack
of urban risk reduction and resiience. The countries selected are also highly relevant as all three are affected by the



same combination of factors, including high exposure to natural risks and the impacts of climate change, high levels
of socio-economic vulnerability, and high urbanisaion.

Activity implementation was particularly cost efficient, helped by a number of factors inherent in the CityRAP tool.
However, the initial budget had to be significantly revised to more adequately allocate resources, which potentially
affected the delvery of certain activities and, in one city, prevented implementation of the tool.

At the local level, the CityRAP tool was implemented in three different ways, each of which was effectively adapted
to their specific contexts. This notably resulted in muitipal staff being closely involved in implementing the togl
which led to unforeseenpositive impact on local governanceProject implementation was, however, affected by the
fact that activities fell behind schedule due to several global and local conaints.

The project enabled the focal points, and particularly the municipal staff, to acquire sound technical knowledge and
skills, even though the levels achieved vary quite significantly. However, applying this knowledge and skills has

proved more difficult, notably due to a lack of opportunities and roles in decisiormaking processes4 EA D OT EAA O

DOAI EOA 1T £# OOAT OEZAOCOET ¢ OEA OEEI T O AANOEOAA AU OEA A& A/

fully proven meaning thatthe prE AAOG O Ei PAAOO AOA 1171 U PAOOEAIT U AAEEAO

The sustainability of the impacts is being hampered by the low levels of political will, coupled with the lack of
financial resources, to implement urban resilience strategieslowever,ongoing interest in the ol at the different
levels (national authorities and partner agencies) means that, in some places, the project is continuing, both through
replication of the tool in other cities and by including urban risks and the resilience approach into other larggrale
programmes.

Conclusion
4EA AEEAAOEOAT AOO 1T £ OGEA #EOU2!10 O11180 EIi Dl AI ATl OAQET |
i AOCET AT1T cuh EAO AAAT AT1T £ZEOI AA AU OEA DPOI EAAOSO OAOGODI

almost entirely participatory process, partly succeeded to spur a shift in local practices and approaches to achieve
urban resilience objectives. However, project followup would be required to foster long term impacts and to ensure
further results.

The tool implemented, CityRAP, is innovative in its approach, methodology and scale of implementation, but its

successremaisEECEITI U AAPAT AAT O 11 1TAOGEITTAI AT A 11T AAl OOAEAETI

process. Local initiatives for continuing the project could feed reflections on the future use of the tool, to serve more
tangible objectives as a standlone approach, or to influence broader initiatives.

Recommendations

R.1: To carry out needs andcapacity assessment prior to delivering training anbA OOA O AAZLZET A OEA
groups in order to develop tailored specific objectives that are based oheir urban risk management and urban
governance roles.

R.2: Include more people with decisionmaking authority from local and national authorities and institutions in the
training to raise awareness of urban risks and foster ownership of the tool.

R.3: In view of the project results, update a generic and informed theory of change of the CityRAP tool, in order to
better define the understanding of its impacts and to better ensure the achievement of its main goal, to foster the
adoption of resilience straegies. This shall include t@and intermediate levels for achieving urban resilience.

R.4: Promote more in-depth analysis of the underlying causes of vulnerability to foster the identification of
innovative approaches that break with traditional risk mitigation practices.

R.5: Better define the objectives, format and titles of the action plans based on local resources and objectives in
order to make them more realistic, better understood and improve ownership.

e



R.6: Adapt the scale of the target areas inrle with existing risks (origin of the threat, aggravating factors, etc.); this
may include conducting an assessment of surrounding rural areas.

R.7:In the RFAs, take the lack of resources into account by highlighting the important and lesest interventions,
andOODPPI 00 OEA mI AAl DI ET OO Oi EAAT OEAZU Al OAOT AGEOA EI B
flexible, more holistic and more costeffective approaches.

external funds. In addition, ensure that communication with all local stakeholders (including communities)on the
implementation of the RFAIs regular, clear and manages expectations

R.9: Inthe RFAs, more clearly identify existing data and the studies still required to support the definition and future
development of the identified priority interventions and areas.

R.10: At training sessions and meetings, share case studies of resilielities or neighbourhoods that have used a
range of different approachego operationalise their action plans

R.11: Use existing networks (like DIMSUR) and social networks to encouragauto-learning and direct
communication between local stakeholders.

R.12: Improve synergies with local dynamic projects or themes, taking care not to jeopardise any of the strengths
of the approach (dynamism, autonomy, or ownership).

Lessondearned

L.1: The tool is recognised as being easy to work with, but relatively complex overall as, while the focal points have
been able to complete different stages and exercises, not all of them have a complete overview. Guidance and
support from the trainers remain indispensable for this.

L2:4EA AT 11 AAT OAOEOA x1 OE AT 1 AOAOGAA Au OEA 11T AA1T OOAEAEI
capacities to the national governments. In so doing, it has endorsed decentralisation goals and objectives to devolve
decisionmaking authority.) T AAAEOEI 1T O1 EIDPOI OEI C | O1 EAEDPAI OOAAEESO

efforts and gave them confidence in their roles and capacities.

L.3: The short implementation period for the tool is both an advantage andlamitation; it creates a dynamic process
and involves stakeholders for only a limited time, but does not provide enough time to cover the resilience concept
and proposed interventions in any great detail.

L.4: The workshops were "a breath of fresh air" fothe municipal staff as they were able to learn about and test new
approaches and methodologies; however, this can be followed by frustration as the process does not always result

in tangible changes. ThLeEOOOOOAOQET T 1T &£ 1 AECEAT Gk K kxpditationd @isell by 006 EO
participatory process are not managed by a clear communication on the objectives of the process and by supporting
RFAimplementation.

L.5: There is a debate, at all the level of implementation of the CityRAP tool, over wishould take precedence when
implementing the tool: the learning and empowerment process or the quality of the final output.

L.6: The inclusion of climate change issues is a challenge, the technical analysis of local dynamics and impacts
remain necessary to the information and sensitization of national and local stakeholders, but this requires
significant resources and external expdise, which is not consistent with the approach developed by the CityRAP
tool.
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UN-Habitat has been involved in urban risk reduction and rehabilitation for ovethree decades and together with
UNISDR it has developed usdriendly tools targeting municipal officials for urban risk reduction and resilience
that are being applied in subSaharan Africa. UNHabitat and UNISDR have also developed a concept for a municipal
training course for building city resilience thatbenefits from envisions wellplanned, wellgoverned, and efficient
cities and other human settlements, with adequate housg, infrastructure, and universal access to employment and
basic services such as water, energy and sanitation.

The project on Urban Risk Reduction and Resilience Building in Lusophone Africa is a joint project of-Habitat,
UNISDR and UNECA. It fallsto the Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation sutprogramme of UNHabitat, as part of its
2014-2015 approved work programme aiming to increase the resilience of cities to the impacts of natural and
human-made crises and undertake rehabilitation in ways that agance sustainable urban development and its
Strategic Plan 20142019. The project also pays attention and fit the purpose of the agenayide Gender Strategy
developed by UNHabitat. As for UNISDR the project falls within its 2012015 work plan under the pllar Urban
Risk Reduction and Resilience and for UNECA, the project aligns with the Strategic Framework 2Q045, sub
programme Regional Integration and Trade.

The project was designed to contribute towards the Millennium Development Goal targets, speitélly MDG 7A:

OET OACOAOA OEA DPOET AEDPI AO T A& OOOOAETAA]_A AAOGAI T Pi A1 O
AT OEOT 11 AT O6A1T OAOI OOAAGeN AT A -3$' x%$d OAAEEAOAR AU ¢
million slumdwA1 1 AOO6 8

El
mq
The project wasimplemented under the lead of UNHabitat ROAffrom January 2015 to December 2017.

The final evaluation of the project was mandated in accordance with UNHabitat Evaluation Policy and evaluation
of UNDA funded projects.

The evaluation was commissioned by UMHabitat. The evaluation process was managed by the tHMbitat
Evaluation Unit and carried out by a consultant, Mr. Simon Deprez.

1.2.1 Purpose of the evaluation

The purpose of ths evaluation is to assess the performance of the project, to what exteitthas been relevant,
efficient, effective, and sustainable, as well as assess changes at outcome level and emerging impact to identify
lessons to inform the implementation of futureprojects (SeeTOR in Annex 9.1)

1.2.2 Objectives of the evaluation

The objectives of the evaluation of the project is to provide UNDA partners and tHibitat with an independent

andforward-l T T EET ¢ APDPOAEOAI 1T &£ OEA DOl EASZ Gppaiunitie® An0 dhéllErigds A1 A ¢

The evaluation results also contributeto UN AAEOA OS8O bI ATTEI Cch OADPI OOET ¢ AT A A,

Key objectives of evaluation are:

1 See ToR in Annex 9.1
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a) To assess the achievement of expecteatcomplishments and performance of the project in increasing
technical understanding and knowledge of municipal authorities and enhanced communication and
information exchange between cities and towns in project cities.

b) To assess the extent to which therpject has createdd O Aford A 1 Aabidiif the implementation approach
and tools used during the implementation of the project have worka well or not.

¢) To make recommendations based on the findings of the evaluation, on what needs to be done to effebtive
implement, promote, develop and monitor the building capacity of municipal authorities in strengthening
risk reduction and resilience, plans, strategies and practices.

1.2.3 Scope of the evaluation

The scope of theevaluation was toassess achievements, performance, challenges and opportunities of the project
through an indepth evaluation of results achievedThe evaluation analysids based on the Theory of Change of the
project and its logical framework, andoutlinesthe results hain and pathways as well as assumptionsSgePart 2.2
Theory of Change

The evaluation coves the entire duration of the project from 1 January 2015 to 31 December 2017 arwbversthe
three countries of implementation, Cape Verde, Guinddissau and Sao dmé and Principe.

Evaluation findings are expected to inform UNDA partners, UNabitat and other key stakeholders, including
governing bodies and Member States on what was achieved and learned from the project.

The evaluationwas conducted by one externatonsultant between August and October 20185eeAnnex 86 Mission
Workplan).
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2.O0VERVIEW OF THE EVALUATED PROJECT

4EA DPOI EAAOGO T AEAAOGEOA EO O1 EIT aAd Ghnedissdu ald SanAheeOE A O
Principe for reducing urban risk and building resilience. To achieve this objective, the project intends to firstly
increase the levels of technical understanding and knowledge of municipal authorities, leading to an improved
capacity to integrate risk reduction and resilience into urban plans and municipal strategies. Secondly, by enhancing

the communication and information exchange between cities and towns in each country and across the three
countries, the project intends to enhance their risk reduction and resiliece practices.

The project has two expected accomplishments:

EAL: Increased levels of technical understanding and knowledge of municipal authorities resulting in an
improved capacity to integrate risk reduction and resilience into urban plans and municipal strategies.

EA2: Enhanced communication and information exc hange between cities and towns in each country and
across the 3 countries to strengthen risk reduction and resilience practices.

The project was planned for 36 months starting in January 2015 upon receipt of financial contribution from
UNDESA and ending &ember 2017. The project had a budget of US$559,000 funded through the UN Development
Account (UNDA).

The project is implemented in close cooperation between UM abitat, UNISDR and UNECA. The lead entity of the
project is UNFHabitat. Within UN-Habitat the project is led by the Regional Office for Africa in collaboration with the
Urban Risk Reduction Unit at the Risk Reduction and Rehabilitation Branch, the Climate Change Planning Unit at
the Urban Planning and Design Branch, and the Cagity Development Unit at the Research and Capacity
Development Branch. Within UNISDR, the project focal point is the Regional Office for Africa and for UNECA within
the Social Development Policy Division.

The Theory of Change analyzes thequences of desired changes call causal links or pathways to which the project is
expected to contribute. It shows the causal linkages between changes at different levels, i.e. outputs, outcomes,
intermediate states, objectives, impact and identifies tfaetors that influence those changes. The reconstruction of
causal links helps to identify the linkages that connect outputs to outcomes, and the "intermediate states" that must be
reached in order tohave the intended impact. The Toalso identifies "impet drivers" that move implementation
forward and "external assumptions" in project design that affect performance yet are outside the project's inflfence.

The project's logical framework was aalyzed according to pathways or results chains that indicate the extent to
which complementary outputs and outcomes areconnected sequentiallywith four outputs supporting four
outcomes. There are high levels of connectedness between outputs and expeetedompishments. These pathways
are illustrated in the figure below.

2 UN-Habitat Evaluation Manual, 2018
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Based on this analysisthere are £ OO0 OAO0O1 600 AEAET Al AQedeH ligkeddd @DspddificA
outcome. All fourcontribut e to a common intermediate stateof improved capacity to integrate risk reduction

and resilience into urban plans and municipal strategies . This intermediate state eventuallycontributes to the
project overall goal, theincreased capacities of municipalities for reducing urban risks and building
resilience.

The following are impact drivers and external assumptions that are likely to influence this project's performance
and impact:

Several key impact drivers may have influenced the achievement of outcomes and impautsluding:

The political will at local and national level to strengthen risk reduction and resilience practices: besides
an assumption to project objectives achievement, the political will to support efforts to move towards
urban resilience must have been arucial element at local ard national level to restrict or support
achievements.

Project opportunities to apply acquired knowledge and understandingurban development projects under
way or being developed must have promoted the different project objectives and producesimulative
impacts toward project main goal at local level.

As well policy and strategy drafting relating to URRR issues at national levelust have promoted projects
objectives and supported its achievements at a wider scale.

In order to achieve projectsobjectives, a few key assumptionsremain required to ensure the achievement of
projects outcomes and general impact. Key assumptions inclutieat:

Partners andA O OE 1 Cdpdditied &dsufficient to develop and apply URRR strategjes
Partners exchange o URRR strategies and best practices

Stakeholders are able to apply their increased technical understanding and knowledge;
Means exist to apply developed plans and strategies on URRR.

oI
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IMPACT

Increased capacities of
municipalities for reducing
urban risk and building
resilience.

STRATEGY

To increase municipal capacities in URRR by increasing level of technical understanding, supporting workshops and enhancing awareness and communication.
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3.APPROACH AMETHODOLOGY

The UNHabitat Evaluation Model is based on norms andtandards for evaluation in the UN system and on the
Theory of Change tool. The assessments and rating of flmance made by the evaluation follow UN-Habitat
criteria, which are similar to that used by OECD/DAC for evaluation in terms of relevance, efficcy, effectiveness,
impact outlook and sustainability.

A five-point rating scalewill be used.

Tablel: Rating scale

Rating of performance Characteristics

The programme had several significant positive factors with no defaults or weaknesses in terms
relevance/ efficiency/ effectiveness/ sustainability/ impattbok

Highly satisfactory

The programme had positive factors with minor defaults or weaknesses in terefesvahce/ efficiency.

Satisfactory effectiveness/ sustainability/ impact outlook.

The programme had moderate to notable defaults or weadews terms aofelevarce/ efficiency/

Partially satisfactory effectiveness/ sustainability/ impact outlook.

The programme had negative factors with major defaults or weaknesses in testevahce/

Unsatisfactory efficiency/ effectiveness/ sustainability/ impact outlook.

The programme had negative factors with severe defaults or weaknesses in teatesafice/

Highly unsatisfactory efficiency/ effectiveness/ sustainability/ impact outlook.

The project evaluation against these criteria is considered complementary to threview of Performance Indicators
already measured andpresented in the Project final eport (See Annex 8.Berformance Indicators)

Evaluation questionsassessmentriteria, indicators and data sources ardetailedin Annex 10.2

The evaluation was conducted fron8 August2018 to 5 October 2018 with a field visit undertaken in Cape Verde,
Guinea Bissau anéao Toménd Principefrom 3 to 23 September2018.

The evaluation methodologywas divided into three main tasks: (1) review of key documentation; (2) interviews
with key informants; and (3) field visits. SeeWork plan in Annex8.5.

After completion, a review of the report was carried out for comments and factual errors after which the report was
revised by theevaluator.

3.2.1 Review of key docnentation

Documentation reviewed include éee detailed list in Annex8.3):

- Project documentation (proposal, methodologiesnonitoring reports, final project report 8 ¢
- Projects resultsand tangible outcomegworkshop reports, RFA$1 ;8 8 q
- International guidelines;
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- National policies and guidelines
- 0AOOT AOO ACAT AEAOS DIIT;EAEAO AT A OOOAOACEAO 11
- Secondary sources documentatiofarticles, reports, ...).

3.2.2 Interviews with key informants

Interviews have beenheld with a wide range of key informants (sealetailed list in Annex8.4), including:

- Project staff of UNHabitat:
0 Management team at regional and national levels
0 Project development staff
0 Support team at national level
- Keynational stakeholders
0 Municipalities;
0 National authorities;
0 Academic institutions;
0 NGO and local actors
o Participants to the ToT and workshop
- Partners focal points

According to the location and availability of the key informantsinformation collection has beendonethrough face
to face interviewsin each of the three countries of implementation of the project, anghone or skype callfor the
informants based in other locations Interviews have been conducted throughsemi-structured questionnaires in
English or Portuguese.

A few focus group discussiondhave been held with focal

3.2.3 Field visits

Several feld visits havebeen organizedin a selection ofneighbourhoodsin order to complete theassessnent of the
project outcomes andimpacts. Visited locations include:

- CQuineaBissau:Bafatg

- CapeVerde:Estanca Roque in Santa Catarina do Fogo municipality;

- SaoTomé andPrincipe: Riboqueneighbourhoodin Agua Grandemunicipality and Agua Tomé&and Rosema
neighbourhoodsin Neves municipality

3.3.1 Municipalities

All three countries of implementation of the project belong to the Small Island Developing Statesme of their
cities/towns are hard to reach,making travels difficult and expensive. Visiting all the participanimunicipalities and
selected target areahasthus not be possibleTo compensate this, the evaluatatried to collect relevant information
on the nonwvisited locations and to hold interview via Skype with their representative (Sald $ EOAA QI
Planning, Cape Verde B 1 A | FAcal Points, Guinea Bissau).

3.3.2 Activities participants

It has also been difficult to meet a representative sample(in terms of number and profile) of local individ ual
participants to the project, for the same reasons of geographisolation, as ithasbeen complicated for theevaluator
to reach them.

5222
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Language limitation was overcome as the evaluator speaks Portuguesin a few casedranslation into creole has
been doneby trainers or focal points.

3.3.3 Stakeholders

Partners and project stakeholders are spread over the African continent (Kenya, Ethiopia, Mozambiguepbilized
on other projects or have changed positionit has thus been impossible for the evaluator to hold interview with
someof them. This resuls as a limitation of the evaluation assomehave beeninvolved in key steps of the projet
development and implementation (RafaelFernandes at Praia municipality, Robert Kehew at Climate Change
Planning Unit, Animesh Kumar atUNISDRand Semia Guermas De Tapia at UNECA).

3.3.4 Longterm impact

The projectobjective, T AOAAOA OEA AAPAAEOGEAO 1 £ |1 01 EAEPAI EOEAO
rather long-term impact. As the evaluation vok place onlya few months after the project endsome of its impacts
may nothavebeen notable yet, aghey may take time to materialize ino tangible projects, policies or partnerships.

It is assumed thus that impacts noticed and detailed in the evaluation repodre limited to short and mid-term.
However,the evaluatorsought to analysethe current dynamics and identify themost certain upconing impacts.

Al



4.MAIN FINDINGS

Fogo Islahd; Cape.Vefde-
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The project final evaluation has shown a goodchievementof the main project outputs,namely CityRARvorkshops

and RFA This results in an achievement of the intermediate objective of increasing the technical understanding and
knowledge of the municipal staff. Although several limitations to the transmission of these enhanced capacities to

the municipal AOOET OEOQEAOS 1 AOAT h OE Al) 4ic@a340 leveld of fedhidhlAinddrdanding O AT Al
and knowledge of municipal authorities» can be deemed aachieved

The evaluation also shows that national and the sutegional seminars have been prileged moments for exchange

between local stakeholders, however exchanges on URRR did not continue outside of these events. Achievement of
OEA OAATT A AGPAAOAA AAEEAOAIT AT O j % 8¢cq O%l EAT AAA AT 11 O]
towns » has thus only beenpartially achieved.

4.2.1 Consistency with international frameworks

The project is aligned to a number of urban resilience and risk reduction strategic andt#on frameworks. As the

project was developed in 2014 andmplemented between 2015 and 2018, it straddles both sets of international
strategic frameworks, namely those of 20082015 and 20152030. The project objectives are consistent with the
previous andnew international goals.

International development goals

The project supports the achievement of the sustainable developmemélated international development goals.

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (200@015):

T -$' xd % OOOA AT GEOI 11 AT OAT OOOOAET AAEI EOUR 4AO0
development into country policies and programmes and reverse the loss ofieironmental
OAOT OOAAOGON

T -$' xd % OO0CA A1 OGEOIT1 AT OAT OOOOAET AAEI EOUR 4AO
Ei pOT OAT AT O ET OEA 1 EOAO T &£ AO 1 AAOGO pnm TEIITET

Sustinable Development Goals (SDGsAgenda 2030 (20152030):

I SDG 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable, Target 11.B
O0) 1 AOAAOGA OEA 101 AAO 1T &£# AEOCEAO AT A EOI AT OAOGOI A
policies and plans towards inclusion, resource efficiency, mitigation and adaptation to climate
change, resilience to disasters, and develop and implement, in line with the Sendai Framework
for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015030, holistic disaster risk managementtalli AOAT 0 O

Disaster risk reduction goals

The project is aligned with international frameworks for disaster risk reduction,including the Hyogo Framework

for Action (2005-2015) and its five priorities for achieving disaster resilience and theSendai Framework for

Disaster Risk Reduction (20152030). The project is in line with almost all of the seven targets and thirteen guiding

PDOET AEDPI AO 1T £ OEA 3AT AAE &EOAiI AxT OEh AT A &£ AOOGAO 11 0O0E
reOE1 EAT AAo6 8

Small Island Developing States development goals

The project aligns with the objectives of a series of strategic documents the Sustainable Development of SIDS
produced since 1994.

The Barbados Programme of Actiofi1994):
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1 4EA | AE A kédscnltentdh to atohal physical planning in both urban and rural
environments, focusing on training to strengthen physical planging offiAces, including the use of
environmental impact assessments and other decisiech AEET ¢ Ol 11 068

The Mauritius Strategy for the Further Implementation of the Programme of Action for the Sustainable
Development of Small Island Developing States (2005):

T 'TECIETIC xEOE OEA OOAAI C1 Elifting, tedhn@og® EasfeEdnd i OOAT A
humanres® OAA AAOAI 1 Pi AT O O1 AOEI AET ¢ OEA OAOEI EATA
The Small Island Developing States Accelerated Modalities of Action (Samoa Pathway) (2014), and its selected
objectives to:
1 OOAAIT Ccl EUA OEA AOEOGEAAT 1 AAA Cdte MDEG A OAOEI EAT A
1 OCOEAA OEA 3) 5% 01 AAT PO 11T OA ET &£ Oi AA Pi-l EAEAO

3
OAOiI OAOEI EAT AAdn
T 06O6DPDPI 0O OEAI Ofi

AOEI A OAOEI EAT AA Oi OEA EiI PAAOD

1 OAT E AnledtrAents in education and training

ogrammes to develop human and institutional
AADPAAEOEAO O1 AO O A

pr
OEI A OEA OAOEI EAT AA 1T &£ OEA
New Urban Agenda

The project is also consistent with the NUA adopted in 2016 at the Habitat ktbnference. The project therefore
supports the following declarations and objectives:

- xx8 O7A AITTEO 1 OOO0AI GAO o661 OOOAT COEATETI C OEA OAOI
through the development of quality infrastructure and spatial plannirfC & N

- xx8 O7A xEii bDpOiiil 6A OEA AAGAI T PI AT O T £ EI £OAOOOOA
reduce the risks and impact of disaster@ N

- xy8 OOOPDPI OOGEI C i1 OET ¢ £O0I 1 -bésddd AlOHaLads abd albfisécietd D OT /

approaches, such as raising public awareness of risks and promoting-arte investments to prevent risks
AT A AOEI A OAOEI EAT AAos8

Agenda 2063

At the African regional scale, the project is also consistent with Agenda 2063, adopted in 2013 by the 33 independent
AfiAAT  OOAOAOG8 4EA DPOI EAAO ODPAAEAEAAI T U Al ECI O dtOE CI /
economies and communited h 0 OET OEOU p8x 81t O#KREDAQAAOHDOBI EAT AA AT A

4.2.2 Consistency with UNabitat and partner frameworks

UN-Habitat 6s urban resilience strategies

4EA POT EAAO EO Al 1 OEOOAT O xEOE OEA 51 EQA SratégePlan a8 ( O1 A
its activities are built ar_ound Focus Area 6: risk reduction and rehabilitation, and contribute to its strategic
OAEAAOEOAd OAEOEAO EAOA ET AOAAOAA OEAHade Oided iniakellitdblek OT (
i ATTAoh AT A O1 AAOOGAEAT OAEAAEI EOGAOGEITT ET xAUO OEAO AAO:/
The project has also developed links with th@riority Focus Areas of Urban Legislation, Land and Governance (1),

Urban Planning and Design (2), Urban Basic Services (4), Research and Capacity Development (7) and all of the
cross-cutting Issues: gender; youth; climate change; and human rights (seedgffiveness).

In terms of local strategies, the only office open at the start of the project was in Cape Vef@¥), and the UNHabitat
offices inGuineaBissau GB and Sao Tomé and PrincipeTP were opened just for project implementation. Thus,
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only CVhas a national strategy that is being supported by the project, which is contributing to its objective of
OPOiI i TOET ¢ AAPAAEOU AOEIAETC 1T &£ 11T AAl AOGEdisaskeOms O ET
management, urban resilienceaA Al Ei AOA AEAT CA AAAPOAOEI 1638

Consistency wit other resilience tools

Through its various departments (Resilience Hub, &jional Office for Africa) and partners (UNISDR), UNHabitat
has developed a range of wisto support the development of urban resilience, including CityRAP, the City Resilience
Profiling Tool (CRPT), the Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities, the City Prosfyedex (CPI) and the Quick
Risk Estimation (QRE).

The CityRAP tootiffers from the other tools, which it supplements through its approach, objectives, and resources.
It can be adapted to vulnerable urban environments(neighbourhoods, small towns) and includes a locdkvel
consultation process and participatory approach led by local stakeholders. With this approach, the tamn be
implemented in informal settlements using alternative governance and data collection rteods. In contrast, the
other tools generally target the town or city as a whole and focus on assessing indicators by collecting and producing
quantitative data.

The tools is also compatible with tools developed by UMabitat to address Climate Change isss like theLocal

Climate ChangePlansor the Participatory Vulnerability And Adaptation Assessment The CityRAP tool adopting a

more comprehensive and participatory approach, it addresses the more essential issues of Climate Change while
basingtheanaly§ © 11 OEA 11 AAl OOAEAEI |1 AAOS8O 1 x1 DPAOAADPOEIT O8
#1171 OANOGAT O1 Uh OEA O1TT118606(ABRBEBOAABE EBOAET DEODAEtDOKEDBAS(
national and local governments as well as other relevant stakeholders". The recognition and/atvement of local
government structures is a preequisite for enabling municipalities to assess their own capacities and define and

develop integrated and sustainable intervention strategies.

UNISDR objectives

The project was developed in cooperation wittUNISDR and is aligned with a number of key strategic documents.

The approach developed by the tool is consistent with th&NISDR 20142015 Work Programme and, more
AAADOAOGET T OEOI OCE &diiwAdubresulisl A T OOOAAAEDS
- Result 3.1increased awareness and actions mobilized by national and local governments to reduce risk
and build resilience.

- Result 3.2Broad range of stakeholders demanding and investing efforts to build the resilience of
communities.

The proposed activities are also in line with the Programme on Urban Risk Reduction and Resilience, outlined in
the same document, and the following expected results:

- Awareness and capacitybuilding through the Making Cities Resilient Campaign;
- Increased understanding of current and future risks in 100 cities;
- Local resilience and investments measured.

The approach developed by the tool remains consistent with the curreddNISDR Strategic Framework that covers
the period 2016-2021:

- 300A0AGCEA | AEAAOCEOGA ¢ OOODPDPI OO Oi OAcGEITT AT AT A 1T AOE

3 Both GB and STP teams are currently developing their UN-Habitat country programme which will include resilience as a
strategic pillar.

4 It is estimated by UN-Habitat that the tool can target an urban area up to 250,000 people, as done for Lideta sub-city in
Addis Ababa.
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- 300A0AGCEA | AEAAOCEOA o OAAOAI UOA AAOGEIT OEOI OCE 1Al A
In addition, the project is in line with theTen Essentials Pilot for Building Resilient Cities, which is set out in the City
Resilience in Africa campaign document.

UNECA

The project aligns with the UNECA 2012015 Strategic Framework and its strategy 1m yh xEEAE A&l AOO
climate-smart agriculture, land, water, forests, urbarrural linkages, human settlements, environmentally

OOOOAET AAT A cOl xOE AT A AEOAOOAO OEOE OAAOAOEITT 68
4.2.3 Selection of countries and cities

The selection of countries is consistent with the CityRAP target as the three countries meet common criteria and
thus create a homogenous group:

- They are all countries with high exposure to common natural risk&looding, coastal flooding, erosion and
landslides, etc.) and to the impacts of climate change (disrupted weather patterns, rising sea levels, etc.);
- They are all Smallsland Developing States;
- They all have high levels of soci@conomic vulnerability and urbanisation;
- They are all countries that @& not usually targeted by resilience projects, particularly not by projects
focusing on urban resilience.
Furthermore, these Lusophone countries were selected after the tool had already been implemented in other
Lusophone countries (Angola, Mozambique)he aim being to foster the development of an international network.
The countries have relative large urban populations from 4% 65 per cent as shown in table 2.

Table2: Urbanization in the project countries

COUNTRY POPULATION  POPULATION GROWT URBAN POPULATION URBANIZATION RATI DENSITY
CAPE VERDE ‘ 538 535 1,27 % 65,1 % 3,58% 130/km2
GUINEA BISSAU ‘ 1726 170 2,47 % 49,3 % 4,13% 48/km2
SAO TOME AND PRINCIP‘ 187 356 22% 65,5% 1,95% 187/km2

The target towns andcities were selected following a review of a range of documents and information received from
countries and municipalities, which sought to identifyexposure to urban risks, socieeconomic vulnerability and
alignment with the CityRAP tool(small to intermediate sized cities). In some instances, towns and cities were also
selected using logistical and institutional criteria.Selected cities and target area are presented in the table below.

Table3: Selected cities and targetreas

Country  Municipalité Population Target area Target Target area Main Implementation
area structure risks
pop.
Municipality of S ) Informal ifezeE
Praia paiity 131602 Jamaica ? neighborhood and
neighborhoods 9 landslide
Municipality of Estancia
Cape | Santa Catarina 5299 411 settlement volcanism .
Roque 2 national consultants
Verde | do Fogo
City of Alto S&o Joao air traffic
Espargos, and Alto Santa Informal
Lo 20 702 6173 . and
Municipalityof Cruz neighborhood floods
Sal neighborhoods
%tzqgf Sao Sao Marcal Informal floods
NV 42331 andRiboque ? . and
Municipality of . neighborhood .
Sao neighborhood landslide
Tomé Agua Grande
sealevel NTA and 1 consultant
and . " . .
Princpe City of Neves Agua Toma Informal rise,
Municipality of 5919 andRosema ? neighborhood floods,
Lemba neighborhoods 9 and
landslide
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sea level
Cityof floods
Bolama,Region 10206  Whole city 10 Historic urban inland
. of 206 centre . - . . .
Guinea - erosion, AliseiNGO (1 international coordinator
. Bolama/Bijags )
Bissau and and 3 trainers)
landslide
City of Bafata, L
Region of 28302 Historic center 25 [FEBE floods
302 centre
Bafata

The selection decisions were discussed and validated by the national and local authorities in each country. The
stakeholders interviewed generally deemed these decisions to have been relevant.

yT " "h OEA O1 x1 0 OAI AAOGAA AIlTOOAODADOA 1061 HNEG BOBDADE § RAA D
Rank#d OOOAOAGCEA Al AOi A1 08 4EA OAI AAGEIT DHOT AAOGO Al 01 Ol
transport networks, as well as their heritage value. Thus, the two towns selected, BafatadaBolama, have a high

exposure to risk and to the impacts of climate change; they are regional economic hubs and are both historic towns.

These towns were glected by UNHabitat in conjunction with the national authorities. The capital, Bissau, was also

initially selected, but the final list was cut to just the two towns following a lack of commitment on the part of
"EOOAOGB80O | Ol EAEPAI EOUS

In STP, UNHabitat selected the towns and cities using a variety of criteria. Lemba was selected because it is one of

tEA AT OT OOUB 0O 1 1 GConothid larkad. drAailditidn, thel ItAlEH NGO appointed to implement the

project, Alisei, has already been working in Lemba for around fifteen years and had started to design a sustainable
development plan. Other towns thawere initially identified (Kaué and Santo Antonio), also among the poorest in

the country, were not selected because of the high logistics costs that wduiave been involved. In the end, it was

the capital city that was selected, due mainly to the highisk exposure of its informal settlements and in order to

raise the profile of the project, as well as due to the fact that the project needed to be in synergy with the projects

being implemented locally by the municipality. Only two cities were ultnately selected due to a lack of financial
resources. This decision was discussed with several national stakeholders, including the Civil Protection and the

NGO Alisei. In contrast to the other countries, the cities were selected before the trahe-trainer sesions took

place.

In CV, towns and cities were selected through a call for expressions of interest issued after completion of the train
the-trainer sessions. Three municipalities responded: Praia, Santa Catarina do Fogo and Sal. All three met the
D Ol E Ask éxpodure and social vulnerability criteria and so all three were selected. The decision to select the
capital, Praia, was also taken in order to demonstrate the validity of the approach to the national authorities and
foster its nationwide roll-out.

In CV and STP, the project was implemented in target areas (often neighbourhoods), which were identified using
socio-economic and risk exposure criteria These target areas were always selected by local stakeholders at the start

of the field activities, dOET ¢ OEA EEOOO DPEAOGA 1T &£ OEA 011180 Ei bl Al Al O
vulnerable urban neighbourhoods, usually informal settlements in outlying urban areas. This scope is consistent
xEOE OEA O1 1180 1 AEAAG&Edh@ be festribtiddedadd instfidient gakicul @iy whei®

assessing threats or factors exacerbating exposure to risks, as these could be located outside the target area. For
example, flooding could be caused by a buidp of solid waste downstream é the neighbourhood, or there could
be a threat posed by erosion in areas further upstream.

4.2.4 Consistencyith existing national policies and strategy documents

4EA TAOGEITAT AT A 11TAAl AOOEI OEOEAO ET OEA OEOAA Al O O¢
however, none of the three countries has urban risk strategies or action plans in place. Knowledge of urban risks is

also highly limited as nore of the three countries has conducted a risk exposure assessment.

5 Strategic and operational Plan 2015-2020, Republic of Guinea Bissau, 2015
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At the local level, people are generally aware of the threats but not of the scale of the risks they pose. There are some
types of adaptation in place, particularly with regard taarchitecture and the materials used, and there are also some
smallzscale mitigation facilities. However, these sporadic interventions are nowhere near enough to enable
communities to protect themselves against larger disasters.

In addition, disaster preparation and response capacities vary widely between the three countries. For example, the

most recent hurricane to hit CV showed that the country has a good public information system but poor response
OAOI OOAAOR AT A OEA Al O1 00aéidpleméndioddf thd poshisas@rirebdodséMd Al | D
municipalities remain overwhelmed by the risk exposure situation, particularly by the risk of floods, and this is

notably due to the growth of informal settlements.

Risk management practices generallynvolve relatively costly, and thus few and far between, risk reduction or
mitigation activities. Within the three countries, risk is approached from an environmental and regional perspective
and there is thus no specific consideration given to the urbamVvel.

Despite these shortcomings, altountries have urban development or riskrelated projects in placeThe project was
developed by drawing on these initiatives.

In STP, the project drew upon the work of the National Council for Preparation and Resposs® Disasters
(CONPREC) whose aim is to improve local and national patisaster response capacities. For instance, CONPREC
is currently working on prioritising sections and districts based on their exposure to risk and the vulnerability of
their infrastr ucture.

In STP, there are several risk reduction projects in place, but none of these foapecifically on cities, instead
targeting farmland and coastal areas. Similarly, the National Action Plan and District Climate Change Adaptation
Plans do not specifically target urban areas.

Yyl " *h OEA 111U OOOAOAQE Miskddby all Battiondd $takehdiders £hd &t® quida rahdel E A G |
i £ T AEAAOGEOAOR ETAI OAET ¢ ¢ OEA Al O1 O0OUB O iORYE] & AAIARA OET
AT A OOOOAET AAT A OOAAT 1 AT ACAT AT 06 | ¢ y8pafmoach brad&iénkaddh EO

TA
AAAOAOOGET ¢ OOAAI OEOE08 Yyl AAAEOQEI T h OEA Al O1 O0UBO EEC
means there is a high turnover among municipal leaders resulting in a lack of political will for taking local action.

In CV, urban governance and risk management objectives are included in a number of official documents:

- Cape Verde Voluntary National Report on the Implementation ¢fie 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development;

- Politica Nacional do Ordenamento do Territdo e Planeamento Urbanistico;

- UN National Programme on Urban Development and Empowerment of Cities (NPUDEC).

At the national level, there were other risk management projects implemented at the same time as the CityRAP

project. These included public awarenessaising projects involving television and radio information campaigns,

and a risk mapping project implemented in conjunction with UNDP. Meanwhile, at the local level, there were

already three other initiatives underway when the project started: in Praia, structural work was being carried out

to improve living conditions in slums and along the urban coastline; in Sal, an urban improvement project was

AAET ¢ Ei bl Al AT OAA Oi OPCOAAA 6 aullyingdread add ndar the@#porOandin AT OO ¢
Fogo, there was a risk reduction and urban development project underway in the small town Ghadas Caldeiras,

which is situated in the crater of a volcano.

4.2.5 Coordination of the project design with other staglelers

The project was developed with relatively little involvement from international, national and local partners. The
CityRAP tool had already been developed and implemented in other cities, thus work with partners was limited to
collecting feedback toimprove certain aspects of the methodology and tool.

At the national level, scoping visits were carried out in the three project implementation countries in May 2015.
During these visits, the project was presented to all national stakeholders and selectedinicipalities (Bissau, Praia,
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and the 6 municipalities in Sao Tomé). The project was weleceived by the national stakeholders and feedback
was collated.

The stakeholders were more closely involved in adapting the tool for use in each countBetween nmd-2015 and
mid-2016, the project underwent a long phase abol development during which adaptations were made to tailor
it to the specific environment of each of the three countries. The adaptations made to the tool helped to:

- ldentify the national partners and the attendees for the first training session;

- Understand the strategic directions already in place and that needed to be taken into account when
developing the tool;

- Conduct an initial assessment of national AOAT OOAEAET I AAOdtes akdidiaw upAACA AT A
shortlist of towns and cities.

426 wSt SOl yOS 2F (KS LINRP2S0OUiQa AYyUSYRSR 2 dzi Lz :

The aim of the CityRARool is to improve local risk management and urban governance capacities emhance

Al i1 01T EOEAOS OOAAT OAOEI EAT AA8 4EA O11T1 EO AAOGAA 11 OE
local area and its exposure to risk, but do not have ¢hcapacities required to conduct an overall and mulsector
assessment that could inform strategies and actions.

The tool thus seeks to address the lack of knowledge and technical understanding of URRR and the lack of
information on urban resilience bestb OAAOEAA 8 "U AOCEI AETC 11 11TAAl OOAEAEI
AT A EIiPIATAT O TTAATTU OAI AOGAT O OAOPI T OAOh OEA OIT1 DOl
ownership of the process. To this end, the methodology has beetesigned to help them improve their
understanding of urban risks; improve their capacity to assess, identify and prioritise actions, and secure the

resources required to implement them.

The purpose of the tool is to help local stakeholders embark on a réshnce action planning process without the
need for experts or preliminary technical studies. Thus, the aim is not to develop innovative responses but to ensure
stakeholders understand the need to harmonise the various actions and responses available iderto improve
resilience capacities. The approach is primarily aimed at municipal staff and local stakeholders (civil society, local
experts, and residents) as, unlike the policymakers who are regularly replaced, they are more likely to want to
commit to working on local governance on an ongoing basis.

Also see the section on Theory of Change for more information on project objeetiMbexpected results

4.2.7 Conclusion

6 All quotes are from the Focal Points of Bolama, they were collected by one of the national trainers.
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In conclusion, the overall relevance of the project can be considerbighly satisfactory.The theme covered, namely
urban risks and resilience, as well as the approach developed, are closely aligned with both international
frameworks and the strategies and objectives of UNiabitat and its partners.

The tool implemented, CityRAP, has been innovative in its approach, methodology and scale of implementation. It
thus highly complements the other urban resilience tools developed by p&fN-Habitat, and which focus more on a
larger scale of implementation and the use of data.

The countries selected are also highly relevant as all three are affected by the same combination of factors, including
high exposure to natural risks and the impact®f climate change, high levels of socieconomic vulnerability in
certain areas, and high urbanisation. In addition, insufficient consideration is given to urban resilience in each of
the three countries, as demonstrated by the local and national strategdocuments and initiatives. Despite this, the
project was able to forge links with the necessary institutions in order to garner and ensure the agreement and
support of all national stakeholders to develop the project.

Lastly, the approach developed waalso aligned to the localevel needs assessment and, more specifically, with the
causes behind the lack of urban risk reduction and resilience.
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4.3.1 Use of financial resources

The project had a budget of US$559,000 to implement the CityRAP toabaother related activities.

The budget allocations had to be reorganised during project implementation due to insufficient funding initially
being allocated to certain budget items. Thus, thaaternational consultants(111), national project coordinators
(140) and office expenses and equipmef@707) budget items required more funds than initially anticipated and
these were acquired from savings made on theational workshops and subegional event(7202) and other grants
(7302) budget items.

The method used to view expenditure, and the migration to a different budget management system during the
course of the project, has made it difficult to determine the budget breakdown by activity and by country. A rough
estimate of these costs has been rda, resulting in the following breakdownin table 4.

Table4: Costs by project element

Estimated amount spent  Estimated percentage

Salaries of 3 national project coordinators 200,000 36%
Improvement/finalisation of the CityRAP tool and design/delivery of training of trait 100,000 18%
Implementation of the tool in STP 50,000 9%
Implementation of the tool in GB 23,500 4%
Implementation of the tool in CV 33,000 6%
Subregional event 30,000 5%
Travel 45,000 8%
Office costs in the 3 countries 77,500 14%
TOTAL 559,000 100 %

The table notably reveals the low cost of the implementation activities. The activities carried out to implement the

tool at the locallevel were extremely costefficient, particularly in light of their outputs (assessment and action

bl AT ATA OEAEO Ei PAAO 11 11T AAl OOCAEAEI T AAOOGS AADPAAEOE
implementation of the CityRAP tool, signfh AT O AEZAEAEAT AEAO xAOA AAEEAOGAA 11 (
opening d a UNHabitat office in two countries (GB and STP), and the finalisation of the CityRAP tool araining

materials.

The variations in activity costs between the three coumtes are mainly due to the type of implementation method
selected. After reviewing local constraints and opportunities, each country chose a different implementation option.
Thus the tool was implemented by an NGO in STP, local consultants in CV, and tirdy the NTA in GB.

4.3.2 Financial and institutional challenges

The reorganisation of the budget was prompted more by the approximate budget allocations made at the project
development phase than by the constraints met during implementation.

However, due to limited resources (and time constraints see Effectiveness), the project focused on implementing
the CityRAP tool within municipalities anddid not focuson certain activities (1.4 and 2.1) and objectives. It could
therefore be assumed thg had more resources been available, more ambitious objectives could have been targeted.
Stakeholdersmade plans to secure additional external resources during the project to implement activitieand
some municipalities included some of the prioritised mterventions into their annual budget,however at the time of
the evaluation only fewinterventions had been implemented.

During implementation, the project suffered from no majorconstraints, eitherfinancial or logistical. However, it is
worth noting here that the required budget adjustments(See 43.1) limited implementation of the tool in the two
cities in STP. The project reports also note that flight connections between CV and STP ceased in 2016, which had
animpactonOEA ET OAOT AOGET T Al Ai1 001 OAT 668 OOAOAI Al 0008
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UN-Habitat as NorResident UN Agency entirely depends on UNDP for its local administratiorhe funds allocated
to locally implementing activities thus had to pass through the UNDP administrative systemwhichwas reported to
experience some malfunctionsThis limitation resulted in funding being delayed, which sometimes had an adverse
impact on the activity timetable with some activities having to be postponed for up to two weeks. In GB, to minimise
delays, theNTA advanced funds from its own budget and reduced itsavel allowance.

There were a number of institutional constraints that affected project implementation. As the project relied heavily
on local stakeholders, staff turnover and delays fillingvacant posts within municipalities led to difficulties,
especially in CV and GB. This constraint was addressed by appointing several focal points for each theme within
each municipality.

There were no project management constraints and regular discussiotetween the project managers (in
Nairobi, Mozambique and the three countries of implementation) meant that activities were implemented
smoothly. There were, however, a few minor difficulties reported in activity irplementation (delayed availability
of the trainer in CV) and monitoring Considered insufficient inSTP) for the projects managed by locally recruited
consultants and the NGO.

4.3.3 Costefficiency

The costefficiency of the project is also due to the sparing but sufficient use of financial resourceglae local level.
Thus, for instance, implementation inGBremained highly costefficient despite the decision tdargely compensate
the focal points (5,000 CFA) This budget item ensured local stakeholder involvement throughout the
implementation process and resulted in the development of tools thawere highly tailored to the local needs and
context. Implementation of the tool was most costly in STP; however, ithis because 4 trainers were required for
each of the implementation phases to compensate for the lack of local stakeholder capacity andaggegnent.

The specific methodology used to implement the CityRAP tool has also helped keep project costs Basedon
findings from the document review and interviewsthe approach used is radically different to that of other resilience
support tools, and this has had a direct impact on its cost:

- There is very little input required from international consultants to implement the tool;

The tool does not use costly resources, expertise or techniques;

It takes only a few weeks to implement;

The majority of the work is completed by the focal points and municipal staff allocated to the project by the

municipalities;

Some ofthe costs are covered directly by the municipalities (meals, premises, energy);

The training of trainers in each country provides local, relevant and comparatively cogfficient support.
&OOOEAOQI T OAh AO Al OAAAU 1 1 idpdeiéntatdn doproddh AngkesAiEdodsiQidlto liséE
financially and technically adapted implementation arrangements.

7 This is in line with local practices, where the government can reimburse expenses of between 2,500 and 20,000 CFA to people attending
workshops.
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4.3.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, considering that the project was implemented in three different countries and involved opening two
national UN-Habitat offices, the project used its resources relatively efficiently.

Activity implementation was particularly cost efficient, helped by a number of factors inherent in the CityRAP tool,

most notably the recruitment of local trainerh  OEA | OT EAEPAI EOEAOS AT 1T OOEADOEI 1
conducting the activties.

However, the initial budget had to be significantly revised to more adequately allocate resources. This potentially
affected the delivery of certain activities and, in one city, prevented implementation of the tool.

Despite these shortcomings, the ast savings made in project implementation means that, overall, efficiency is
satisfactory.



30

4.4.1 Implementation method used

TEA AT O1 OOEAOGG AET EAA 1T &£ ApPOi POEAOGA DPOT EAAO EI Bl Al AT OA
resources was particularly efficient.

In STP, the decision to implement the tool through an NGO stemmed from the need for both the requirechtgical
skills and logistical resources. Due to the underlying sense of distrust that exists between local communities and
the public authorities, it was also considered advisable to work with an external stakeholder who could act as
mediator. A call for enders was issued at project kicloff to identify potential implementation partners to which
only the NGQAlisei responded; however, it did meet all the criteria (intervention resources, experience, expertise,
community outreach skills). Alisei had the added advantage of having experience of the local area, having been
supporting sustainable management and building infrastructure in STP and in Lemba since 1984, and thus having
a network of contacts among local authorities and stakeholders. In addition, dte start of the project, the NG@vas

in the process of initiating work to develop an integrated and sustainable development pld&U funding). It is to be
noted that the selection ofAlisei as implementation partner also had an influence on the target cés selected (see
the section on Relevance).

In CV, the use of local consultants to implement the tool was guided by the local availability of the necessary skills.
The consultants were skcted during the ToT sessions. A number of training participants afipd and two were
selectad. The decision to use independent consultants was also based on the fact that there is no NGO at the national
level that has specific urban risk and urban planning expertise.

In GB, as there were difficulties finding organisatios and consultants with the experience required to implement
the tool, and there were also limited financial resources, the decision was made for the tool to be implemented by
the NTA (which hasa strongexperience inenvironnemental managemeny, supported by a national consultant. As
in CV, this consultant was recruited during the ToT sessions. The consultasta government employee (working
for the Direcgcdo Geral do Plano/Instituto Nacional de Estatistica) who was made available to the projeat is
common practice in GB.

Where implementation of the tool was carriedout by an external stakeholder namely a consultant (CV) or NGO
(STP), the division of responsibilities was generally clea despite some confusion at the start of activities (see
Efficiency).

There were benefits and limitations to each of these options:

In GB, thefact that the NTAimplementedthe project produced results that were closely aligned to the objectives of

the CityRAP tool and also ensured that the tool was integratedto UN( AAEOAO8 O 1T OAOATT OOO0AOD
(see Impact). This option was only viable because the NTA was available when the-Habitat office was being

opened. Thus, it would not perhaps be possible to replicate this methodh&re the NT/As are already involved in

other projects.

In CV, the use of two national consultants proved to be effective, but the tool was implemented as something of a
standalone project and so the results are lesswefl 1l ECT AA O1T OEA O1 11 & OwédllAntedate@ E OA O
intoUN-( AAEOAOGGO 1T OAOAT T ET OAOOGAT OET1T ET #68 4EA O1TT1 AITTO
national consultants (see Sustainability).

In STP, implementation of the tool by the NG@lisei was more disappointing aghe use of an external stakeholder

limted UN-( AAEOAOSO AAEI EOU O iT1TEOI O Al A néiéndpdjett®y aBotelyit O x i ¢
consultant could be considered a missed opportunity and inconsistent with the approach promoted by theol.

Especially given that the project coordinator, the other trainers (who were less technically sound) and the focal

points did not necessarily all share the same aim or motivation for following the project approach (primacy of the

process or the resu) and achieving the objectives. Although the coordinator had good technical understanding of

OEA AT TAAPO 1T &£ OAOGEI EAT AA AT A OEA 1 AOGETATIT cuUuh OEA & A
on producing a high quality final document tharon ensuring ownership of the methodology by all stakeholders.
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with all (local and international) partners. Some would have liked mordraining of the trainers to improve their

technical understanding of the concepts and thus increase their legitimacy for implementing the tool at the local

level. Conversely, others would have preferred greater UNabitat investment in the field in order to provide

further technical support and helpidentify and recruit more competent local stakeholders.

442 [ 20Kt adl {SK2t RSNAQ Ay@2f @SYSyld Ay GKS LINE.

The approach promoted by the CityRAP tool is one of local stakeholder involvement and ownership oé tbrocess.
The approach was shown and presented to the municipalities interested in taking part in the project, and the
contributions they would be expected to make were set out in order to ensure that all municipalities applying or
shortlisted for the project were fully informed before moving forward.

The tool was presented to municipalities as a package of activities, the content of which could not be changed. The
discussions held prior to implementation focused more on developing an understanding of thebjectives and
expected contributions than on work to adapt the tool.

The contributions the municipalities participating in the project were expected to make included:

- Facilitating the process by making municipal staff available to the project and by providing a room and
meals or a energy source
- Drawing up the list of focal points and, in conjunction with UNHabitat, inviting them to the initial training.

These agreemé OO0 AT A AT 1 OOEAOOEIT T O xAOA CATAOAT T U OAOPAAOAAN
resources, coupled with the high turnover among policymakers, led to certain agreements being challenged during
the process, particularly those relating to the aailability of staff and meeting space(Bafata).

443 [ 20Kt adl {SK2t RSNBAQ Ay@2ft @SYSyld Ay LINRB2SOi

Municipal staff

, TAAT OOAEAET T AAOOS AAPAAEOU AT A xEITEITCTIAOGO O1 EIT OGAOGO
Political will on the part of the municipalities for integrating the process is therefore crucial.

In CV, as the municipalities were selected based on a call for expressions of interest, the municipal staff were
relatively eager to integrate the process. In addition e projects underway in Praia and Sal meant that the teams

xAOA 171 OEOAOAA Oi OOA OEEO DPOI AAOGO O1 EIDOT OA OEA bl AId
involvement was limited as they were busy working on these ongoing projects. In FogO,.EA | OT EAEDAIT  (
expectations of the project for supporting the development of the municipal strategic plan, identifying relevant

projects, and for learning more about participatory methodologies also fostered largecale investment.

In STP, the laclof policymaker support and investment limited the involvement of municipal staff and made it
difficult to conduct the assessment. As the municipal staff also had limited capacities, ownership of the resilience
concept and the CityRAP tool was also lowem lorder to address this constraint, the team fromAlisei sought to
increase thenumber of the focal points within the municipality. The two municipalities demonstrated relatively
different levels of commitment to the process as, overall, municipal teams wemuch more involved in Lemba than

in Agua Grande. The lack of commitment of the head of the municipality in Agua Grande had a direct impact on the
work of the municipal staff and made it much harder to validate and integrate the document into the municp
strategy. Similarly, the interviews reveal that it was difficult to effectively introduce selassessment and local
municipal staff often sought to undefplay their shortcomings and weaknesses so as not to lose face in front of civil
society stakeholdes and neighbourhood residents. However, the trainers do not consider that this lack of
commitment and transparency had a negative impact on the quality of the work carried out, but they do believe that

8 Some towns have no electricity and the municipalities were thus asked to contribute by supplying fuel for generators.
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far better results could have been achieved if the pibical leaders had provided more support and made municipal

staff more widely available.

)T " "h OEA 1ix 1AOGAIO i£ ETOI10AIATO ATA EECE 006011 040
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However, the municipal staff showed great willingness to invest in the process, motivated by their shared desire to

identify risk management strategies and interventions to effectively address critial exposure to risk. In addition,

the interviews revealed that the majority of the municipal staff participated in the exercise to selssess their
capacities.

O ET OAOOI Apedfic hieath T xT At
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national and municipal context:

- The political will of local authorities to integrate the process into their municipal development strategy;

- 4EA AAPAAEOU 1T £ 11T AAl OOAEAEI T AAOO O1 O1 AAOOOAT A Al
- Existingland management capacities and practices;

- Focal points availability;

- Theprospectfor a future use ofthe tool.

Inhabitants and civil society representatives

The task of identifying and selecting civil society representatives was generally carried out itné with the
methodology, even if the municipalities did not always want civil society representatives to be involved. The lack of
trust between communities and local authorities sometimes hampered the introduction of participatory processes
and, in some ases, local authorities openly resisted inviting local organisations to take part in the process. However,
the majority of stakeholders deem the focal point selection process to have been representative and transparent.

, TAAT OOAEAET 1 A Athe(pdocess AvasQuEnRiEIR wefy Edotl and there was a satisfactory working
environment created by the focal points and trainers. However, ownership of the process by civil society
representatives was typically more limited than that of the municipal staffwho had professional experience of
working on the themes covered.

In GB all of the focal points were particularly hardworking and closely involved in implementing the tool. It is
possible that they were motivated by the incentive provided by the dailyampensation they were awarded. All local
leaders were involved in the process, including the heads of traditional authoritiesand local religious

representatives. However, the bad weather and difficult travel conditions in Bolama made it difficult for atlivil

society representatives to take part in all phases of the project.

In CV,civil society representativesx AOA 1 AOGO ET 011 OAA ET Ei bl Al AT OET ¢ OEA
capacities and strong ownership of the process and the fact that theol was used to support ongoing municipal
projects. Furthermore, the municipal staff also took on ownership of the participatory approach methodology,
helping to develop direct discussions between municipal representatives and neighbourhood residents.

In STP, the NGG@lisei identified the focal points as the municipalities were not considered to be up to the task. As
the focal points all had limited capacities, rather than follow the methodology that recommends that the focal points
work on some elemens independently, in STP, the tool was implemented by a team led by a coordinator and 3
trainers, who remained in place throughout the project. The working method used was thus similar in both towns,
although there were greater mobilisation efforts in AguaGrande than in Neves. Community participation was
completed integrated. In both towns, the community mapping exercise helped build a direct relationship between
the focal points and neighbourhood residents and contributed considerably to the process.

The type of community participation varied considerably from town to town. In certain instances, this involved
participatory planning while, in others, it focused on raising awareness of risks or jointly identifying the
interventions required. The participation of local communities was generally confined to the phase fata
collection activities).

Some of the stakeholders met (municipal staff and staff from the national technical agencies) deem the tool to be
too complex for the focal points and consider the itial training to be too short to enable the focal points to develop
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a full understanding of the resilience concept and tool. In addition, due to a lack of investment and poor focal point
capacities, the time allocated to setting up the tool was sometimeleemed to be insufficient, particularly in STP.

Distribution of tasks for producing theesiliencd~rameworkfor Action(RFA)

The distribution of tasks between trainers and focal points for implementing the tool and producing th&FAs
AEEZERAOAA ET AAAT OAAT AA xEOE OEA &I AAl bPiEI 006 AADPAAEOE/
task of producing working doaiments were completed by the focal points, with document writing shared between

the focal points and the trainers. The trainers took on the task of finalising tHRFAS(GB, STPas presenting priority
interventions to national and international stakeholders involves translating the results of the participatory and
collaborative process into formal language. In CV, however, most of tR&Aswere produced by the focal points, in

particular in Fogo, where the municipal staff, coordinated by the head of urbanlignning, took over the entire

process and worked particularly hard on costing the interventions.

The meetings also revealed that the focal points do not always share exactly the same project objective as the
trainers. For the trainers, the aim of the procses was sometimes more about producing a document; whereas the
focal points were more interested in the potential of the process for improving local capacities and knowledge.

It is also worth noting that work to finalise the tool at the start of the projec{2015-2016) included the redesign of
phase 4 of the CityRAP toolQevelopment of the city resilience framework for action, and that the supporting

OOAETEIT C | AGAOEAT O &£ O Ei bl Ail AT OET ¢ OEEO bimpeandntaicAA 11 O
most notably in STP. Thus, the objectives and steps were not clear to all of the focal points and trainers, which meant
OEAO OEA OiI 1160 AAOGATT PIi AT O OAAI whiethwas ddretinRIp] OEAA COAAOA(
Ownership

Ownership ofthe process at the local level is generally very good, with stronger ownership among focal poitiisn

among the municipalities.

4EA | Ol EAEDPAI EOEAOS OO0OIT C 1Tx1 AOOGEED 1T &£ Ei Bl ATl AT OAQET 1
rather than being a UNHabitat or implementing partner project, the project is perceived as having been initiated

by the municipalities.

However, municipality ownership in the larger cities(Praia, Agua Grande)s not as strong. The potential reasons
for this are as fdlows:

- Less availability, as there are more projects being implemented;

- Better capacities and so less need for technical support;

- Less staff in the field

- Informal settlements are more marginalised and overlooked (see Governance).

&OOOEAOI T OAh ET 340h EO EO DPi OOEAI A OEAO OEA POI EAAOSO
levels of investment on the part of local stakeholders, who amonsequently less able to drive the process.

Itis also important to highlight ownership of the process by the local Ulabitat team as the different office contexts
and NTA profiles have had an impact on the development, implementation and scaip of theapproach. This led to

a more political approach to the tool being developed in CV, whereas it was more environmental in GB and more
focused on spatial planning in STP.

4.4.4 Project implementation

The project was implemented in line with the methodology and theast majority of activities, their sequence and
achievement of quantitative objectives conform to the project document (see the Final Report).

The project started by an inception phase which includd the developmentand finalization of the CityRAPtool
and the adaptation of the methodology to the target countrie®uring this phaseUN-Habitat partners agencies
(UNISDR and UNEQ#Aand units (Climate Change Urban Risk Reduction and Capacity Developmeldtits) had the
opportunity to give feedbacks orthe tool. Further collaborations between partners and units during project
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implementation were sparser, asthe tool hadreached its final form.

However, there are two key differences that need to be highlighted. Firstly, activity implementation fell sigigantly
behind schedule and secondly, two activities could not be completed, and this was the case for all of the three
countries.

Delays in implementing the activities

Activity implementation in the three countries fell around 6 months behind scheduleverall. The ToT sessions that
were due to take place in April 2016 were held in September and November 2016, and implementation of the tool
in the three countries, scheduled for between June and August 2016, finally took place between March and
November 2017 (see the timetable). There were two main reasons for these delays: the CityRAP tool wal Isting
finalised during the initial phase of the project, and there were some difficulties encountered when first launching
activities in the field.

The methodblogy development and testing phase took longer than planned as it required an initial testing phase in
Ethiopia (conducted between June and August 2016), which had not been anticipated. The test in Addis Ababa was
however necessary for finalising the toolnd adapting the training materials accordingly.

Locally, the project took longer to get up and running than anticipated, notably because it took time to install and
set up the offices in GB and STP (administrative ptess, recognition from theauthorities, agreements with the
UNDP), but also because the city selection process took longer than planned and the work to adapt the tool to the
national context fell behind schedule, particularly in STP.

In CV and GB, the project was set to be launchédthe capital cities, Praia and Bissau. However, institutional
constraints (agreements and arrangements between UNabitat and the municipalities) led to the start of activities
in Praia being delayed and eventually resulted in the project pulling out dissau,both of which caused delays of
several months.

In addition, there were reports that local events (local festivals and elections in CV, and weather events, political
instability and farming activities in GB, etc.) caused some delays in activity ingmentation in the field; however,
these did not have a major impact as the maximum delay reported was 15 days.

According to the reports and interviews, these delays did not adversely affect local implementation of the CityRAP
tool. However, the fact that activities were still being completed at the very end of 2017 meant that the NTAs had to
continue their monitori ng after the project end date; in addition to which, the national seminar in CV had to be
postponed until March 2018.

As a consequence of these delays, it was impossible for the teams to monitor and support the municipalities with
disseminating or implemerting action frameworks, which was one of the project activities.

Activities as planned andactual can summarized as follown figure 2.

Figure 2: Project activities
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Non-completion of two activities

Due to a variety of constraints, two of the project activities could not be completed:

- Activity 1.4. Support the implementation of risk reduction ad resilience activities;
- Activity 2.1. Establish a national etwork of cities and towns in each country ad facilitate access to best
practices and materials.

In the project document, activity 1.4 was dependent on a series of situations: project continuity, funding availability,
time to develop implementation frameworks, and logistical constraints. The failureo complete this activity is
mainly due to thefact that the funds for implementing the plans were not available and that the implementation
frameworks were not in place. The delays experienced by the project also prevented this activity from being cadie
out.

The failure to complete activity 2.1 stems partly from the lack of political will to organise specific meetings on urban
risk management and partly from the fact that all three countries already had national networks of towns and cities
in place, Whether the existing networks wereactually functioning (CV) or not (STP, GBJt was not relevant to create
new ones, the project rather try to support the weaker ones (Sqgart 4.5 Impact).

4.4.5 Implementation of the CityRAP tool

The CityRAPtool was implemented in line with the methodology. Thus, the tool was adopted and adapted locally
and there were certain variations introduced into its implementation, such as the different forms dRFAproduced
by different towns (see the section on Impet).

The time allocated to activity implementation by the methodology was generally sufficient and respected. In CV,

1 TGCEOOEA Ai 1 OOOAET OO j £l EGCEOO AAT AAI 1T AA AOA O OEA xAA
had to be shortened fromfour to two days in both Fogo and Sal. In STP, the trainers considered the times allocated

to be too short given the lack of focal point capacities and investmerneveral trainers stated that theshort
implementation period for the tool is both an advanage and a limitation; it creates a dynamic process and involves
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stakeholders for only a limited time, butit does not provide enough time to cover the resilience concept and
proposed interventions in any great detail.

Other variations were reported that did not have a major impact on the project outcomes, such as the fact that
validation of the RFAIn Praia took place behind closed doors, or that, in STP, the N&I3ei was recruited prior to
the ToT.

Implementation of the tool posed severatechnical difficulties for the trainers. However, they were always able to

count on the support of the tood O AAOAT 1 I AT O j-1TUAI AENOAQ AT A POT EAAOD
support was most notably required for phase 4 of the project. This finallase of the methodology was still in
development when the tool was implemented in the three countries and, as a result, the training of the trainers and

focal points on the development of this phase was less substantial. However, pbad is without doubt the most

difficult and challenging phase as it involves translating theoutput of the collaborative process into a
comprehensive document that includes both assessments and budgets.

4.4.6 Monitoring

Regular and transparent exchanges took place throughout the pext between the trainers, NTAs, project
AT 1T OAET AOETT OAAI . AEOIT AEQq AT A OEA OiI1180 AAGAITPIATO
implemented to regularly share information:

Weekly project implementation reports from the NTAs to the progct coordinator;
Progress reports from the trainers to the project coordinator;

Informal discussions between the trainers and project development team;
Meetings held during field visits.

This monitoring notably helped inform the development othe last phase of the toolPhase 4 Development of the
RFA), which was still being finalised at the time of project implementation. This was discussed on numerous
occasions in exchangebetween the trainers and the teams in Nairobi and Mozambiqud he lessons learned from
the first implementation of phase 4 in STP were thus used to guide its subsequent implementation in the other
two countries. Except for this final phase, the countriesdd very little influence on each other. The tool was
already well advanced at the time of implementation and its flexibility meant it could be easily adapted to the
different national and local settings. The three countries benefited more from the previousol development and
testing phases, in particular implementation of the methodology in Addis Ababa in 2016.

4.4.7 Crosscutting issues

Consistent with the UNHabitat Strategic Plan (20142019), the objective of'promoting socially and
environmentally sustainable cities" means considering all the crossutting issues identified by UNHabitat (Gender,
Climate Change, Youth and Human Rights) in order to highlight the importance of an inclusive approach that notably
includes marginalised groups, the importance ofnicorporating the impacts of climate change in risk analysis and
long-term planning, and the importance of implementing human rights, particularly with regards to housing.

Gender

4EA #EOQU2!1 0 O1TT1 OAATI T AT AO EIT OA G Orkdminagtly @hkr idedifinglahdO1 OE /
selecting training and workshop participants.

When identifying training participants, women were encouraged to get involved in a variety of activities. In addition,

the various national and local agencies were encouraged put forward an equal number of men and women to

take part in activities. Given that the aim of the ToT sessions was to train national and local agency staff in positions

of responsibility and that women are rarely appointed to these posts, selecting thequired number of female
participants proved somewhat difficult.

Following the training, the trainer and focal point selection process sought to foster the appointment of women.
However, the project coordinators reported that they struggled to find womenwith the necessary skills.
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Consequently, there are women in all of the local focal point teams, but only about 25 to 30 percent of the team
members are female.

Climate Change

YT AT OPT OAOET ¢ OEA EiIi PAAOO 1T £ Al Ei A O ARotablfEas pa@t Af urilédstabdind 1 O A A £
the concepts of urban risk and resilience.

The three countries are highly affected by climate change but there is very little local or national understanding of

its impact on risk exposure and there are few documents avable to local and national stakeholders to help build

their understanding and raise their awareness. A humber of national authorities expressed a need for this type of
information and were disappointed that this was not more of a central theme of the CRAP methodology

According to some partners as well (CC Unit) the approach ahld include more information on climate change
impacts to local stakeholders.

Only the RFAs in GB (Bafata and Bolama) include climate change adaptation as a priority area.

Youth

This theme is not directly addressed in the CityRAP tool and the approach does not specifically require young
PDAT PI A6O 1 PET EldtaReniin® ackduit AAOT O O1T A

The inclusion of young people was, however, considered during the focal point iddfidation and selection process.
This inclusion of young people took place naturally as young technical staff demonstrated an interest in alternative
and participatory tools and young leaders of associations and civil society organisations were involvedield work,
bringing their concerns in terms of social and local development. As a result, the empowerment of younger
participants potentially strengthenstheir capacities for future actions and foster the integration of certain thematic
into the urban risks management (participation, social and local development)

Human Rights

The CityRAP tool does not address human rights. However, for the NTAs and trainers, the project objective does
indirectly cover some human rights, including the right to a safe livig environment, the right to basic services and
energy, and the right to participate in decisioamaking. Nevertheless, the usual UNHabitat rights-basedapproach,
notably implemented through the Right to Adequate Housing, is not specifically highlighted this project.

The evaluator finds it is a missed opportunitythat the shift in urban risk management required by the project does
not focus more on human rights in order to encourage authorities to give more consideration to the human aspects
of urban risks rather than focusing solely on infrastructure or economic systems. This would also enable more
ambitious work to be carried out on the underlying causes of vulnerability.

Even though the project does not cover these issues directly, the conceptretilience could be considered to
intrinsically involve addressing urban risks through the prism of human riglts as it promotes recognition of social
differences and living conditions, participation, inclusion in decisiofmaking processes, universal acces®
development opportunities and a more equal distribution of resources to pursue common objectives.

4.4.8 Cortluson
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At the local level, the CityRAP tool waisnplemented in three different ways, each of which was effectively adapted

to their specific contexts. This notably resulted irmunicipal staff being closely involved in implementing the tool
despite there being a number of hurdles that proved difficult to overcome, such as political instability in certain
countries. In addition, civil society representatives also showed great intest in the project and were highly

ET OAOOAA ET OEA O1118 4EA £ AAl D thiplodoted by the Ddthbddldgly & O
ensured that the focal points and trainers were jointly empowered to implement activities and produce theFAs
Project implementation was, however, affected by the fact that activities fell behind schedule due to an
unanticipated test of the tool. Thisdelay AA 11T AEOAAO Ei PAAO 11 OEA NOAI EOU
local level, it did restrict the support provided to focal points and municipalities on using th&kFAs

Lastly, generally speaking, the regular monitoring of activities ensured the project was waibordinated at both the
local and international levels.
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The objective of this project is to increase the capacities of municipalities 6\, @B and STPfor reducing urban risk
and building resilience.

The Expected Accomplishments (EASs) of the Projectea

EAL. Enhanced capacityof municipal authorities in select countries to integrate risk reduction and
resilience conceptsinto urban plans and municipal strategies.

EA2. Enhanced Awareness and understandingf municipal authorities regarding risk reduction and
resilience best practices.

According to the theory of Change the projects EAs are meant to mached through the achievementof three
distinctive outputs:

The CityRAP training andvorkshops;
The RFAs
The national and subregional seminars.

4.5.1 EAZL: Increased levels of technical understanding and knowledge of municipal authorities

4eA AEi T &# OEA OOAETEIC AT A x1 OEOEI PO EO O EI DBOT OA

resilience and increase their ability to translate thisknowledge into action.

It is important to understand that, even though considerable improvements have been made, the levels achieved
vary in accordance with the type of stakeholdetrained (trainer, focal points,i OT EAEDAI OOA £&Qh
profession and level of initial training, the characteristics of the local environment (decentralisation, social
development, etc.), the existence of urban development projects and the type of city (capitals or secondary cities).

Technical understanding and knledge: Resilience and related concepts

Resilience is a complex concept to understand and is often new to the stakeholders being trained. Each stakeholder
has thus attempted to absorb and apply it to their local context. The majority of the stakeholders matdted the
important role that this concept has played in changing understanding of urban risks and risk management
approaches. However, the interviews showed that the concept has not been fully understood by all. It would
therefore appear to be more useflto identify the concepts learned and assess changes in approaches, rather than
to evaluate the technical understanding of the resilience concept.

With regard to increasing knowledge, in some contexts and for certain stakeholders, significant progress leen
made:

The most advanced stakeholders (trainers, experienced professionals) have gained a comprehensive
understanding of the entire resilience concept;

The municipal staff has gained an understanding of certain aspects: the holistic approach, undarsting

of risks, cooperation between stakeholders, the links between natural risks and soe&onomic risks, risk
awareness, the links between daily risks and disasters, etc.;

The profiles of the other focal points vary widely and thus theknowledge gained ranges from
understanding the concept of resilience to understanding more basic concepts, such as the link between
exposure to risks and daily practices (solid waste management, construction, etc.).

Knowledge acquisitionrelated trends canbe discerned for the different national contexts. Stakeholders seem to
have a more comprehensive understanding of the concept of resilience in some areas than in others. For instance,
there appears to be a good understanding of the concept ®Bwhereas,in STP,the concept remains unclear for
most of the focal points met. I'CV, the concept is understood but the approach is still strongly influenced by existing
governance and urban planning practices and frameworks. These are overall trends and, as weehagen above,
there are considerable differences among stakeholders and cities of implementation.
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The local stakeholders that have attended several training sessions (ToT and focal point training) and meetings
(seminars) have had more opportunities to impove their knowledge. In contrast, as the majority of ToT attendees
have not taken part in field activities, they have found it difficult to test the implementation of the concepts
introduced. Some of the ToT attendees, namely those working directly in areéinked to urban risk management,
have improved their knowledge but, overall, very few of them have been alie apply the training content.

Overall, there has been a great improvement in the knowledge of municipal staff and lostdkeholders. They have

a greater ability to understand and qualify risks, understand the phenomena and dynamics and identify short and
long-term solutions. However, there are only a few stakeholders who have a comprehensive understanding of the
resilience concept.

Knowledge: the CityRAP methodology

Through the CityRAP methodology, all stakeholders have been able to apply the knowledge learned when
implementing tangible activities. The strength of this tool is that is provides a method for applying the tenftal
concepts learned using methodological principles that are intrinsically linked to resilience. The focal points most
frequently cite:

The participatory approach;
The global and crosscutting approach;
The understanding of risks, and knowledge and awaness of risks.

For the municipal staff, theparticipatory approach is generally new and is one of the key concepts they have taken
on board as it helps them address several locédvel challenges, such as knowledge of the area, discussions with
inhabitants, links between stakeholders gee impact on governanceThe focal points, particularly the municipal
staff, have welcomed the opportunity to learn and apply participatory principles and to develop collaborative
working and partnerships between the municpality and other local stakeholders and, in addition, to instigate
discussions between the local government and the inhabitants.

Another major achievement is the recognition of the need for holistic approachto risks, whether at local level in
understanding the links between exposure to risks and socieconomic factors or at the regional or national level
in the need for the different thematic sectors (civil protection, infrastructure, social, etc.) to work together.

Finally, understanding risks, along v OE OAE OE 1 QuwatehessAsAdBeOd th® @ést appreciated new
approaches as it is the most tangible for improving knowledge and impact for the local people. All of the let=lel
participatory mapping sessions have fostered the development of mual exchanges between focal points and
inhabitants, which have helped share and improve knowledge. In addition to these exchanges, one of the frequently
cited concepts learned is the understanding of the links between risk exposure and the sog@oconomic stuation.

For most of the local stakeholders, implementation of the tool has resulted in a consistent application of new
knowledge, concepts and principles. The tool is recognised as being easy to work with, but relatively complex overall
as, while the foal points have been able to complete different stages and exercises, not all of them have a complete
overview. Guidance and support from the trainers remain indispensable for this. Thus, for the majority of the focal
points, implementation of the tool is mportant, but few of them consider that they have learned a methodology and
feel capable of replicating it.

Impact on municipal staff practices

The project has had a large impact in terms of raising awareness of the need to change local governance akd ris
management approaches and practices. The focal points are convinced of the relevance of and need for the
knowledge and understanding gained, as well as their capacity to implement these. They also feel they have the
ability to participate constructively in the decisionrmaking process and the majority have expressed their desire to
continue to do so in order to have a positive influence on municipal projects and strategies.

A number of focal points also consider themselves able to assure policymakers of tlelevance of the approach and
some municipal staff have thus offered to provide training to newly appointed policymakers to raise their
awareness of resilience.
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However, despite the relevance of the concepts learned and the adoption of the process, itignicipal staff met
report that, for the most part, they have little opportunity to apply the knowledge and understanding they have
gained. There are a large number of governance and practioglated obstacles preventing them from easily
introducing changes in their work.

One of the greatest limitations is that the methodologies introduced are not aligned to theirsual involvement in
the decisionmaking process They are generally not consulted as part of the project assessment and development
process as hese decisions are taken by the policymakers, who only involve the municipal staff at a later date to
implement activities.

Furthermore, there is little long-term vision and few studies and strategic approaches developed as policymakers
prefer high profile activities that have a shortterm impact. In addition, on largescale projects with external funding,
project development and implementationare usually carried out by external parties (consultants, engineering firm,
NGO).

Lastly, field activities and digussions with local communities can be difficult for the municipal staff as these staff
members may not always agree with the political decisions made but are nonetheless held partly responsible for
them due to their role.

A number of local and national maagers share this overall view and recognise that the politicisation of the decisien
making process can be a barrier.

In conclusion, t has therefore been difficult to empower local stakeholders and municipal staff in order to improve
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considerable knowledge has been gained; however, there are a number of obstacles hampering the use of this
knowledge, most of which are related tdhe modes of governance in place and to the politicisation of the decision

making processes.

Some project partners believe that, in order to empower local stakeholders and municipalities, the capacities and
knowledge gained must be practically applied anthat this empowerment should form part of a longterm strategy
to ensure that its impact is not shortlived.

4.5.2 Impacts of theRFAs

TheRFAshave been designed as a key tool for enabling municipalities to integrate resilienroglated objectives into

their projects and strategies according to their needs and understanding in terms of urban risks and resilience
4EAEO EI PDAAO 11 OEA 1 O1 EAEPAI EOEAO8 AAPAAEOEAO O1 EITO
municipal strategies depends on a rangef factors that are both internal and external to the process.

TheRFAsproduced under the project vary widely, thus reflecting the capacity of this tool to adapt to locahpacities,

needs and objectives, and be adopted by the focal points. In additiometvarying levels of knowledge and
understanding achieved by the focal points, coupled with the diverse ways this tool has been implemented at the

local level, have resulted in documents that differ in terms of their objectives, format and content.

SomeRFAsare standalone and complete documents (GB, STP, Fag&\) whereas others resemble a list of priority
interventions (Praia and Espargosin CMJ8 #1 1 OEOOAT O xEOE OEA DPOET AEPI A 1T £ C
concept of resilience, it imot the aim of the evaluation to conduct a technical assessment of tREAs

The objectives of theRFAsalso vary widely between stakeholders and contexts. In some instances, the aim of the

RFAis to build a standalone and overall framework for resilience, as iBB whereas, in others, the objective is to set

out guidelines or priority actions to be incorporated into strategies (Catarina do Fogin CV) or existing projects
(Espargos). In certain cases, thRFAis developed to supplement existing plans, but it is sometimes difficult for the

focal points to determine the specific role of the various documentsgs in Lembain GB where there is some

confusion over the objective difference between the sustainable development plan and tREA A number of factors

have influenced the definition of the2 & ! @n®and its use: ownership by local stakeholders, politicakill and the
length of political mandates, and synergies with ongoing processes, such as projects or ldeakl discussions.
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representatives. However, the extent of the2 & ! iftégration into municipal strategies and projects somewhat
varies.

In CV, some of the components or actions prioritised by th&FAshave been incorporated into existing strategies
and projects. In the three cities, thdRFAscover residential areas identified as a priority for risk exposure. In Praia,
the current urban formalisation programme has been redesigned following input from CityRAP, which has helped
improve the approach being used to upgrade infrastructure inthA ADEOAIT 60 ET &£l Oi AIRFAW&OOIT Al |
led to the participatory and risk management components being more effectively integrated into an ambitious
urban regeneration project. In both of these examples of previously existing projects and fumdj, it has been easier
for the municipality to integrate certain recommendations or actions included in th&RFA However, the prospect of
planned future projects has affected implementation of the CityRAP tool with the focal points and policymakers
influencing (whether deliberately or not) the process and its outcome. Although the tool has come along at the right
time and is in synergy with existing projects, tha&RFAshave only been partially integrated in these two cities. They
cover certain actions or conponents but have not adopted overall and crossutting resilience objectives(See
Effectiveness) In SantaCatarina do Fogo, where the municipality has just recently been set up, work is underway
to develop a municipatlevel intervention strategy. TheRFAhas thus been developed with the aim of informing the
definition of a strategic municipal development plan. This integration is ongoing and has not yet been completed. It
covers both priority interventions in the target area (Estancia Roque) and approaetelated principles, such as
community participation.

In GB due to the lack of strategic local development plans, tHeFAshave been designed as standalone strategic
guideline and priority intervention documents. In the two cities, the documents, which seek to meet resilience
targets using a holistic approach and an overall scope of action, have been partially adopted by tluditizal
authorities. However, the change in leadership has had a disruptive effect on monitoring as the new leader of Bafata
municipal council, for example, had no knowledge of the document or of the work that had been carried out. There
are few financial resources available and so, apart from a few activities, thRFAshave not been implemented.
However, a national investment plan, fostered by UNHabitat to partially implement the two action plans is
currently under validation.

In STP, theRFAshave struggled to find a foothold as the political authorities have offered little support for project
implementation. This limited recognition and integration of theRFAsis also due to difficulties mobilising focal
points and to poor ownership of the process. Thdocal points and UNHabitat have sought to prompt the
municipalities to introduce the document into their municipal strategies, but these efforts have failed as there is no
corresponding funding and a lack of political will for recognising and using th&FAs. In addition, the project has
suffered from having to compete with other initiatives that focus more on climate change adaptation and which also
include producing strategic plans. In Lemba, for instance, there are three plans in plgem integrated sugainable
development plan, theRFA and a climate change adaptation plarfjut these hawe not been specifically aligned.

The majority of municipal managers state that, in general, integrating thBRFAsinto municipal strategies is also
being hampered by thelack of funding available to implement them. Furthermore, theRFAsare not delivered
implementation-ready and so technical studies are often required to detail and sometimes cost activities before
funding requests can be made. In some casé¥-Aintegration and implementation can also be limited by existing
legal frameworks (such as in CV). This means that, in order to ensure tREAsare recognised and validated, the
municipalities have to translate them into framework documents and provide supporting teahical studies. Other
factors were also listed as hampering the integration and implementation of th&FAs These include: political
instability (high turnover of leadership and lack of commitment), poor local governance, lack of awareness among
policymakers of risks,logistical and legal difficulties induced byinformality and, sometimes, the marginalisation of
certain areas (secondary towns, poor districts).

Despite the political tension, mistrusttoward authorities and highly politicised decisionmaking process, it is
important to note that there have been no obvious attempts made to copt or manipulate the CityRAP tool for
political ends.

Outside of the2 & ! i@dgration into existing municipal strategies or projects, actions identified in theRFAshave
been implemented in certain cities. However, it is sometimes difficult to determine whether these actions have been
taken directly from the RFAor identified through other means. At the moment, there is currently no example of
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capacities.

In conclusion, he capacity of the methodology to us&FAsto help improve URRR approaches and integrate these
principles into municipal strategies and projects is baig hampered by a number of obstacles. Many stakeholders

and partners believe that most of these obstacles could be overcome if the project were to include at least partial

implementation of the plans as this would foster political ownership of the procesand help improve municipal
staff practices.

4.5.3 EA 2: Enhanced communication and information exchange between cities and towns

The aim of the national and subregional seminars and medhgs was to promote the sharing of good practice
AAOxAAT AEOEAO AT A Al O1 OOEAOG AT A OAEOA 1T AOETTAI 1 AAAAOC
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Final Report).

Furthermore, encouraging discussions on urban resilience between citieg the national level was also difficult.

In CV, the national associationof municipalities (ANMCV) was already in place but doesiot specifically focus on

resilience. In addition, local and national stakeholders know each other and already share information at events or

through social networks. InGB local governance is highly centralised and such networks and discussions are thus

harder to set up, which leves some local government leaders feeling isolated. In STP, -Hhbitat has been
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National-level communication and information exchange between cities and towns in each country is highly
dependent on existing structures, modes of governance and the political environment. The type of information
discussed at national seminars is also shaped by theviestment made by national stakeholders and by the issues

they want to see covered. Thus, i€V, discussions during the national seminar focused on informal housing, a
common issue for two of the three cities and a key theme of national urban development projects. TRIeAs are also

being used to focus on this issue. This means that Fogo, with it$feient urban issues (no informal housing) and

exposure to a specific risk (volcanoes) is essentially being left out.

There are also only a few municipalities implementing the methodology within each country, which limits
opportunities for exchanging information and creating a network. Moreover, as seen the example froBVabove,
not all municipalities are the same, which further complicates the sharing of experience.

For the municipal staff, one of the key impacts of the project has been meeting their coerparts or people with
similar skills and experience during the ToT or national seminars. This aspect of the meetings was often mentioned
as having had a major impact, particularly because the remote and relatively unddeveloped nature of the three
countries makes it difficult for staff to visit other towns and cities and thus meet other stakeholders. Certain
municipal staff have thus expressed the desire and need for further opportunities to discuss implementing the
methodology and using theRFAs. Thisneed for information exchange is even greater for the small remote and
isolated municipalities as, unlike the capital cities, they need support to design and embark on changing their
practices and approach.

The regional seminar was a key event for the prgect as it enabled the various municipal staff and national and
local stakeholders to learn more about implementing the tool in contexts different to their own. The seminar thus
revealed large disparities in the capacities of the three countries and it waxtremely valuable for providing local
stakeholders with an insight into other urban contexts, and other types of development and governance. This
enabled local stakeholders to identify the specific features of their local and national contexts more clgar

However, in addition to implementing the tool, the seminar attendees were most interested in discussing what to
do once theRFAs had been produced. Some municipal staff also expressed an interest in the technical solutions
being implemented, such ashe drainage scheme irfCV.
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Despite the interest in these meetings, there was no further contact between the countries outside of the seminars.
Nevertheless, discussions held during the regional seminar were sometimes used to improve RIEAs prior to their
final presentation and approval.

In conclusion, aitside of the highly appreciated seminars, the project has not helped enhance national and
international -level information exchange between the towns and cities. In addition, the lack of commitment
displayed by the authorities has limited the awarenesgaising provided to national officials on urban risks and
resilience.

Due to a lack of incentives, the issue of resilience has struggled to get onto the agenda and convince national and
local authorities of its relevance. Other issues, for which the context is more conducive, have become key agenda
items within the three countries instead. These include informal housing irCV where this phenomenon is
widespread, and climate change adaptation in STP for whichrfding is considerable (GEF).

4.5.4 Main Goallncreased capacities of municipalities for reducing urban risk and building resilience

Rapidly assesig the municipalities using recognised urban resilience criteria (as listed ibefining the Resilient
City) reveals that none of the municipalities are yet in a position to develop ré&nce projects or strategies.

There is little evaluation of urban risks,and the few risk assessment projects being implemented (CV, STP) are
targeting rural areas. None of thedwns and cities has frameworks or strategies in place to manage, oversee or
monitor municipal-level land-use and urban planning There are also ndntegrated improvements to the built
environment planned to improve public safety and urban systems and, moreroadly, no municipality has put
specific cross-sector risk reduction approachinitiatives in place. The project has further demonstrated a limited
ability to influence urban planning policy and, in particular, the allocation of resources for risk managesnt or
public service and infrastructure improvements, or to influence social policy (health, educationplps, access to
markets, etc.).

Interviews proved that municipal staff and local stakeholders generally have a good understanding of the logic
behind integrating and including urban risks in municipal strategies and urban development plans. However, their
capacities are often limited by dack of political will on the part of local political stakeholders, such as the district
presidents or municipal leaders, and by aack of opportunities and resources for putting these capacities into
practice.

However, the project has had a greater impact oarban governanceas it has raised awareness and demonstrated
the relevance of participation and opened up discisons between local communities, civil society and local
authoritie s (see the governance section).

The integration of resilience objectivesnay have also been hampered by certain aspects of the tool and, notably, by
the small size of the target areas. Workg within the confines of neighbourhood boundaries means that certain
risks or aggravating factors are not included. Thus, the capacity to gain an overall understanding of the risk is
reduced and the actions identified are restricted to risk reduction omnitigation. Moreover, in most cases, the
surrounding rural areas play an important role in helping identify and visualise hazards and in identifyingdapted
approaches or resources

The tool introduces new capacities but does not really helpitiate change. Consequently, certain stakeholders
consider that the project should go further in assessing and improving capacities for securing funding inder to
enhance the impacts of the project and reduce the risk of frustrating the locebmmunities and focal points.

In conclusion, despite having effectively empowered and raised the awareness of municipal staffjstdifficult for
the project to effectsignificant change in URRR practices withouieing able toovercomethe key barriers of political
will and financial resources.

The lack of resources should be a fundamental component of developing thEARhat leads to more flexible, more
holistic and more costeffective approaches being designed, based on practices and modes of govereahat make
it possible to live with the risks. In the mediumterm, this change in approach could come from the trained focal
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4.5.5 Unforeseen impacts

URRR

The project has helped generate interest in urban resilience. At the national level, the project has provided the public
authorities with a better understanding of the risk exposure situation in certain urban areas and of the impact these
riskscoudhavel T AT 11 O1 EOEAOS6 1 EOET ¢ AT TAEOQOETIT O AT A OOAAT OUO!
National-level risk reduction activities remain highly compartmentalised and none of the countries has developed

an urban risk strategy. The approach used is still highly sectdrased (environment, clirate change, economic
development, urban development, etc.) and projects mainly focus on environmentally sensitive areas (coasts,
farmland, wetlands, etc.). However, there is now greater awareness of the fact that urban areas have specific risk
reduction and resilience needs. InCV, the government has agreed to fund implementation of the CityRAP tool in

other municipalities and partnerships are currently being set up to ensure the CityRAP tool is incorporated into

other initiatives. In GB the tool has beerET AT OBPT OAOAA ET 01 OEA 5. %080 , %$ DHOI C
certain components of the CityRAP todklimate change urban, local and participatory approach) and for it to bring
responsiveness and momentum to the UNDP programmig STP, discussins have revealed that the tool would be

useful for supporting the climate change adaptation activities being implementelly the government and the UNDP.

However, civil protection stakeholders are disappointed that the tool does not cover disaster preparan and

response in more depth.
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planning and assessment activities have been accompanied by efforts to inform and raise awareness of local risks.

Thus, most focal points report improved knowledge of the types of threats and risks to which the neighbourhoods

are exposed and improvements in some related practices, such as solid waste management or drain maintenance
(Bolama). In addition, the action fans have helped identify easily applied mitigation measures, some of which have

been adopted and implemented by inhabitants of the target areas. However, according to a large number of
OOAEAEI 1 AAOOh OEA DOI EAAOSEO A &b dDOrdks ré noehodh @ideveldp real OA E O,
awareness d the hazards and risk culture.

Local governance

The area that has benefited the most from project implementation is local governance.
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of the process, which has been bolstered by the simplicity and flexibility of the tool and by its ability to become an
instrument for responding to local needs.

The project has led to the widespread reggnition of participation as a valid method for assessing risks, identifying
needs, and for formulating and prioritising action. The introduction and promotion of participatory methods have
been praised as a great step forward by all local stakeholders. Toreeation of groups of focal points has helped build

a bridge between inhabitants, civil society, the private sector, and local authorities. Conversely, the CityRAP tool has
gained traction locally and the RRs have been recognised and validated by the ddrities because they take local
forms of governance into accounand involve all stakeholders.

4EA AT 11 AAT OAOEOA x1 OE AiI 1T AOAOAA AU OEA 11T AAl OOAEAREI I #
capacities to the national governments, which is highly significant achievement in countries with extremely
centralised governance, such as STP a@R In so doing, it has endorsed decentralisation goals and objectives to

devolve decisionmaking authority. In addition, the approach supports efforts teempower local municipal staff by

training them on innovative approaches and concepts, helping them to use this knowledge and giving them the
opportunity to work in the field. As a result, certain municipal staff met stated that they were happy and proud of

the work carried out as it has enabled them, and all other local stakelders, to reassess their role.

In some places, the CityRAP approach has been recognised as a governance improvement tool. The government of
GB for instance, has been promoting the @sof this tool to theEscola Nacional de Administracd&NA). Local and
national officials also appreciate the fact that this tool can be adapted to local contexts and used in areas whose
governance is unclear (informal settlements, outlying urban areasi®). Furthermore, the CityRAP tool has enabled
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assessments of local urban governance capacities to be carried out and some municipalities have addressed certain
gaps by following theRFArecommendations (as in STP where they recruited experienced architiece and urban
planning staff).

The analysis process is also an excellent way for many local stakeholders, including municipal staff, to learn more
about the neighbourhoods and gain kawledge that can be used to shape their future urbagovernance. Many of
the municipal staff had never worked in the field before or spoken directly to local residents. The contact and
working relationships built up between certain local stakeholders and neighbourhood residents have thus added a
new dimension to the local governance process.

Conducting analyses and assessments prior to taking decisions has also been a new experience for many of the
municipal staff. As a general rule, decisions are made by the political authorities and can run counter to tipinions

of municipal staff and local peoplesometimes leading to misunderstandings, loss of confidence or conflict. However,
following the training they have received and the activities they have carried out, municipal staff now find it easier

to gather feedback from local residents and incorporate their \@ws into project development.

The use of this participatory and collaborative decisiormaking process remains the exception rather than the rule
and thus has not led to a shakep in the way things aredone. However, it has enabled a wide range of stakeholders
to get involved in the decisionmaking process and thus explore alternative governance methods. Some focal points
do not want to return to the previous ways of working and want to continue to infilence changes in governance
practices. Whether these be municipal staff, members of other organisations or trainers, they have all expressed the
wish to continue their efforts in this area, either alongside and in support of the authorities or more indepeently

as an opposition force. In response to the emergence of this new stakeholder, some local officials have decided not
to support the project (Bafata) and, at meetings, other national and local policymakers have reminded the focal
points of the importance and legitimacy of democratically elected stakeholders. With regard to the plans to
formalise certain focal point groups (inGB for example), this therefore raises questions about the relevance of these
COl O6P0O8& AAOE O adnikahdthelpddodthed wilkineVitably Gold in the local political landscape. Some
stakeholders have also noted that replication and recognition of the participatory approach in the assessment and
planning process are being constrained by the lack of legal oversight@consistency between the CityRAP process
and current administrative procedures (in CV, in particular).

4EA PAOOEAEDAOI OU POT AAOO EO Al 01 A AOAT A TAx APPOT AAE
them to enter into dialogue with municipal staff. This new approach has created expectations in areas where living
conditions in the target neighbourhoods are generally very difficult and public action is rare. If not met, these
expectations could lead to disappointment and frustration amog local residents, which could ultimately prove
counter-productive. The progress made over the course of the project in terms of local governance could dissipate

and disappointment at the failure to implement the actions identified could thus fan the undgfing distrust between
inhabitants and local and national authorities.

Local stakeholders and municipal staff are also somewhat frustrated by the fact that they are unable to implement
the actions identified and some fear the fallout from this as the fieldiork carried out gave great cause for hope.
Many stakeholders arehoping for to a second project phase in which they will be able to implement some of the
actions they have identified in order to confirm the relevance of the participatory approach andustain the new
relationships developed betwesn local authorities,civil society and inhabitants.

The project has introduced new possibilities into the local governance process that some focal points would like to
continue to explore.

Urban planning

The project has had a range of impacts on local urban planning capacities. For instance, it has had the direct impact
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demonstrated by the fact that me of the uses of theRFAIs to provide a set of projects that can be proposed, and
supported through participatory analysis, to donors, the national authorities, an NGO or private funding agency.

The project has also introduced new assessment and planning methods for use at the local level that focus on urban
resilience objectives and which are based on a holistic approach, participatory processes, and collaborative
decision-making methods. Thesempacts have generally been observed in each of the three countries; however,
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they are more noticeable in towns and cities where the municipality is implementing, or planning to implement,

projects. Thus, inCV, participatory methods have been introduced ireach of the three municipalities.
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risk and vulnerability. Consideration of this aspect, which is often overlooked at the national and locavkds, has

been enhanced through imptmentation of the CityRAP tool.

Communities

In addition to the impacts on local governance, one of the major impacts for local communities has been that the
project has raised awareness and recognition of risk exposurend the difficult living conditions within the target
neighbourhoods and has thus helped foster advocacy with local stakeholders.

The main impact of the process for local residents has been the awareneasssing on urban risks. The threats are
generally well known, but their frequency, scale and associated risks remain poorly understood. The project has
helped improve knowledge of local risks and hazards and also identified the sdions available to reduce them.

UN-Habitat and partner practices aeview of URRR activities
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confirmation to UN-Habitat of the relevance of the tool and its alignment with other urban resilience methodologies
developed by the agency. Various departmentd)rban Risk Reduction UnitClimate Changé&nit) have thus initiated

efforts to harmonise the tools to further align the approaches. One of these activities involves jointly implementing

the CityRAP tool and the CRPPIthin a single town in order to scale the resilience response (neighbourhood/town)

and use complementary approaches (participation/data).Another initiative consists to strengthen the CityRAP
approach with a more indepth analyse of climate change impactsn a given location (Moroni, Comoros).

The successful implementation of the project in the disparate settings of the three countries has also validated the
decision to develop an online methodology to enable local municipal stakeholders to implemettte CiyRAP tool
on their own.

However, some national stakeholders, coordinators and trainers have requested that the tool adopts a broader
environmental approach, thus doing away with the division between urban and rural areas, whereas others would
like to seemore integration of disaster prevention and postdisaster response.

4.5.6 Conclusion

The project enabled the focal points, and particuldy the municipal staff, to acquire sound technical knowledge and
skills, even though the levels achieved vary quite significantly. However, applying this knowledge and skills has
proved more difficult, notably due to a lack of opportunities and roles in ecision-making processes.

The RFAsproduced have all been locally validated and the collaborative process has generally been recognised
and thus given legitimacyz by the authorities. Nevertheless, overall,ite RFAsare not being fully utilised and
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resilience is rarely included in municipal strategies due notably to the lack either of financial resources or of political
will.

4EA | Ol E A&paciids bb@dautifgdurban risks and building resilience have been particularly improvedut
their mobilization to support URRR projects and strategies at municipal levetmain affected by factors not directly
addressed by the project, namely political will and intevention resources. Nevertheless, the project can be
considered as an initial step forward towards achieving this objective as municipalities now have greater awareness
of urban risks.

The national and subregional seminars are appraised by trainers and~P, asprivileged moments for exchange on
the CityRAP tool implementation and on URRR issuedlowever,the project did not succeedto foster exchanges
outside these organized meetings.

In conclusion, having regard to the project achievements and their limifsthe project impact toimprove the

i O1T EAEDPAI E O EaA iiileehedt BgakidlyGatidfddtory.

The project also hadunforeseenimpact on local governance. It has introduced new possibilities into the local
governance process that some focal points would like to continue to explore. The project has particularly led to the
widespread recognition of participation as a valid methoddr assessing risks, identifying needs, and for formulating
and prioritising action. The analysis process haalsobeen recognized an excellent way for many local stakeholders,
including municipal staff, to learn more about the neighbourhoods and gain knoetige
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As the evaluation has taken place one year after the end of the field activities, it has been possible to observe and
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to:
- Mobilisation and investment of local stakeholders;
- Effective scale and quality of the holistic approach;
- Relevance of the capacity assessments;

- Recognition and validation of theRFAs
- Inclusion of resilience and methodological principles in projects, strategies and practices.

The involvement of local stakeholders and of the municipalities, in particular, has also been a key factor in ensuring
sustainability of the impacts and continuity of the project.

4.6.1 Sustainability of the impacts

As we have already seen, theRFAshave been used locally to meet different objectives and the subsequent planned
or ongoing activities reflect these aims. For instance, implementation of tHiRFAactivities has been extended in Sal,
there are plans to develop technical studiesnotably to inform the implementation budget - in Fogo, and funds are
being sought to implement theRFAsin GB.

The action plans thus remain available to the municipalities, with their use being highly dependent on the
involvement of the political officials. Howeverthe regular turnover of political leaders is not facilitating this use of
the action plans and many of the municipal officials met were unaware of either tHeFAsor the process.

Local stakeholders appear to have sound technical knowledge and understandjreyen though the levels achieved
can vary (see Impact). Nevertheless, the sustainability of this knowledge and understanding is dependent on the
focal points having the opportunity to apply what they have learnt.

The sustainability of the moderate improvement in municipality capacities is dependent on a range of factors. Both
ensuring the focal points are able to use their capacities and changing risk management practices remain difficult
without institutional will. In addition, low financial resources, limited implementation capacities and uncompleted
decentralisation processes have an impact on decisiemaking and municipal staff turnover. All of these factors
were mentioned by the local and national authorities as hampering the improvement of local cagities.

However, as frequently underlined, it is possible to consider the tool as more of an enabling tool than a finite process

with an end result The CityRAP tool supports local stakeholders in their first steps towards identifying, formalising

and implementing urban resilience objectives. To this end, the various activities conducted at the local and national
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specific local and national urbarrisks.
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increasing their application as, if these principles are not implemented, there is a risk that tlhanges in capacity
may only be shot-term.

Some of the activities identified in theRFAshave been implemented (infrastructure, recruiting expertise within the
municipalities, etc.). However, it is important to bear in mind that, in orderto achieve urban resilience, the
implementation of simultaneous and complementary activities is required. Implementing one or several activities
from the action framework does not necessarily ensure the start of a resilient approachowever, it could signal a
step forward in recognising,understanding or adopting the concept.

Lastly, the participatory process generated widespread interest at the local level and certain focal points would like
to continue this approach. Some focal points would like to continue with the working groups byansforming them
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into committees or associations. This initiative has received local support from the NTA in GB, and this for a number
of reasons, including ensuring:

- the continuity of the process;

the availability of technical knowledge and skills learnd;
dissemination of the action framework that has been produced;
risk and resilience awarenessaising.

Furthermore, some of the focal points would like to extend the locdével participatory activities by developing risk
awarenessraising campaigns fo example (CV, STP).

However, local community and stakeholder frustration could jeopardise the continuing implementation of activities
AT A OOOOAET AAEI EOU i many®Etde infplerehtdtidnatesds, phriicipaioy PO sses remain
few andfar between. However, many inhabitants viewed this initial experience as being highly promising and there
is great demand for the activities to be implemented (see Governance).

4.6.2 Replication and scalgp

The methodology has not been replicateth any of thethree countries of implementation. However, there are plans
in place to apply the methodology in three municipalities in CV (Mindelo, Calheta, Rei), with this feation being
funded by theCVgovernment.

Local capacities are still too low to enable stakeholders to replicate the methodology on their own in other
vulnerable areas of the municipalities, as was the plan in Bolama and Agua Grarateto replicate it in other cities

(Cacheu and Bubaque in GB).oA OEA OAIi A OEIi Ah ET '"h EITOACOAOGEIT I &
programme will culminate in the tool being implemented in other cities, but no doubt in a different form. In STP,

the arrangement between UNHabitat and UNEFhas resulted in a promsal being developed for a joint project for

the Green Climate Fund

Itis, however, important to bear in mind that, in each of the three countries, there are only a maximum of two people
able to indepencently implement the methodology, and nobody at alli STP. Further training and technical support
will be necessary to ensure replication of the tool. Some national officials are disappointed that the trainers and
focal points are not better equipped to duplicate the training and methodology, whereas many the focal points
are eager to continue to help implementing the tool and share their experience with other national and international
stakeholders.

Some NTAs (CV, GB) also stated that the usefulness of the tool needs to be more clearly demonstrateddar ¢o
facilitate its adoption and replication, which for them means implementing th&RFAs

4.6.3 Required conditions for improving sustainability

The three conditions that need to be i1 AAA O1T AT OOOA OOOOAET AAEI] dofdituind £ OEA
implementation of the activities are(1) local stakeholder capacities(2) RFAimplementation and (3) political will

from both national and local authorities.

Local stakeholder capacities

-AET OAETET ¢ OEA ETTxI AACA AT A OEEIT O AANOEOAA EO A EAU
The stakeholders proposed two methods of doing this: either applying the lessons learned when implementing
projects, or providing ongoing training to maintain and improve the knowledge gained. Many stakeholders believe

that the initial training should be longer or that it should be phased in or regularly repeated over a longer period

(several months or years). This would help provide a more hilepth understanding of the information covered and

also increase opportunities for applying the tool to projects during the training period.

In addition, the current political officials did not generally take part in the participatory processes and did ot
receive the training delivered; thus, they do not always share the same understanding of urban risks as the focal
points. Some therefore think it would be useful if political officials, either upon taking up their post or at project
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kick-off, could attend local or national training sessions. Locally, some municipal employees have even proposed
providing training or awareness-raising to new members of the municipal team (including the leaders) and showing
them the tool that has been developed.

RFAimplematation

The people interviewed often highlighted the lack of financial resources available for implementation and applying
the RFAs The ability to finance theRFAsis vital as their implementation will help the focal points to apply the
training, validate the approach, achieve certain resilience objectives and thereby convince the necessary authorities.

Local and national stakeholders also noted other conditions foimplementing the RFAs particularly the
development of technical studies to validate and develop priority interventions and align these with legal and
administrative frameworks. In addition, while the CityRAP tool provides an alternative method of assesgj urban
risks and formulating intervention strategies in informal settlements, it will sometimes be necessary to develop
alternative approaches for implementing physical interventions within these same areas. As one municipal
employee pointed out, one ofhe (many) reasons there is very little public action in informal settlements is because
it is difficult to apply traditional intervention methods in these areas.

Political will

Local and national authority involvement in implementing the tool was obtained EAT EO O1T OEA OT 11 8¢
and the fact that it is easy to use and adapb local contexts. In addition, local and national authorities welcome

projects that help develop local stakeholders and stimulate local governance. However, the politicalld® become

more fully involved in working on urban resilience is shaped by botliinancial considerations and awareness of the

threats posed by urban risks.

Urban resilience is distinctly underfunded in the three countries and has to compete with othemore specific
issues: informal settlements in CV, climate change adaptation in STP, and economic development inS&Buring
funding to implement the RFAsis therefore central for the future of the tool, not only for achieving resilience
objectives, but aso for giving the tool more credibility.

Awareness of urban risks remains a fundamental issue. Bikence, which is a complex and ambitious concept to
implement, struggles to get on either national or international agendas. National political will could drefore be
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countries and by information sharing between trainers and focal points through more regular meetings and online
platforms. Many hopethat the sub-regional Technicd Centre for Disaster Risk Management, Sustability and

Urban Resilience (DIMSUR) can play a role in helping the three countries liaise with, notably, the two other African
Lusophone countries that have already implementethe tool. The topic of urban risk and resilience in SIDS could

also be distissed at the international level in order to foster replication of the tool in these particularly exposed and
vulnerable countries.

It is also important to be able to rely on urbarrisk and resilience awarenessaising campaigns being conducted at
the local level and some of the focal points would like to continue to influence the political authorities to increase
public action in this area.

4.6.4 Conclusion
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The knowledge improvementrelated impacts could soon wear off if the focal points are not given the opportunity
to apply the knowledge learned. Local and national urban resilience initiatives are stiti their infancy. The project
objectives thus remain severely hampered by the low levels of political wjlcoupled with the lack of financial
resources, to implement urban resilience strategies.

Certain impacts of the project have been much appreciated #ie local level, such as the awarenessising and
improved understanding of urban risks and the introduction of participatory methods. It could be assumed that,
due to these achievements, the results of the project will continue to be felt, not only inban risk management but
also, and more generally, in urban governance.

Ongoing irterest in the tool at the different levels (national authorities and partner agencies) means that, in some
places, the project is continuing, both througheplication of the tool in other cities and by including urban risks and
the resilience approach intoother large-scale programmes.

Despite these interesting developments, sustainability of the impacts is being restricted by factors not addressed
by the project. Consequently, the overall sustainability of the project isartially satisfactory.
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