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CONSULTATION OF THE CHAIR OF THE MANAGEMENT BOARD OF THE
INTER-AMERICAN AGENCY FOR COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT (IACD
RECONSIDERATION OF THE FINANCING GRANTED TO THE PROJECT OF PERU “PROGRAM IN DISASTER REDUCTION FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN THE CITIES OF PIURA (PERU) AND MACHALA (ECUADOR)” AE-283/09
The Executive Secretariat of the Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development (IACD) presents its compliments to the members of the Management Board and, on instructions from the Chair, Mr. Enrique Maruri Londoño, Director of International Cooperation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Colombia, has the honor to advise that this past May 27, the official note No. MPN- No. 7-5-M / 322 was received from the Permanent Mission of Peru requesting a reconsideration of the decision adopted concerning the budget for the second phase of the multinational “Program in Disaster Reduction for Sustainable Development in the Cities of Piura (Peru) and Machala (Ecuador)”, approved for continuation under the FEMCIDI 2009 Programming Cycle.  
The Chair further wishes to recommend that any decision adopted by the Management Board concerning the project be subject to the availability of funds in sectoral account of Sustainable Development and the Environment corresponding to the FEMCIDI 2009 Programming Cycle. 
Below are the observations and recommendations to the projects from the Sustainable Development and Environment CENPE: 

· The CENPE suggests a reevaluation of the contract expenses, given that these are overinflated (out of the $100,000 requested for year 2 of the project, 75.6% are for contracts).

· Concerning the consultant services, we recommend that they [the institution] inform us objectively as to whether the municipalities do in fact have the experts needed to carry out this type of activity. If they do not have these experts, it would be necessary to establish capacity in the municipalities and ensure technology transfer from the consultants to local professionals thereby guaranteeing the sustainability of the project.  

· Given the lack of clear and specific data (example: why do they need a specialist of project formulation?), the CENPE cannot recommend that they receive 100% of the amount requested. 
· For the above-described reasons, we recommend a 50% cut in the overall budget of the project. 
Below is also a summary of the explanations provided by the Executing Institution to justify their request for reconsideration:
1) The CENPE’s suggestion to reevaluate the cost of the consulting contracts and to provide an objective analysis as to whether the municipalities have this type of experts and, to the contrary, that local capacity be created to enable transfer of technology, contradicts the methodology and objectives of the project, this, taking into account that the Studies of the project are of a technical and scientific nature and that the consultants are specialists in various scientific disciplines and in Disaster Risk Management. Furthermore, the INDECI team coordinates closely with the corresponding municipal employees which not only ensures a transfer of technology but also contributes to the strengthening of municipal capacities. Additionally, the execution deadlines for the Studies have been determined based on the territorial dimension of the beneficiary cities which have populations of 365,000 and 218,000 inhabitants respectively as well as an intense economic activity.  The information included in the proposal is clear and precise and was based on the forms designed for this purpose. 
2) The CENPE did not take into account that this will be Phase 2 (year 2) of the Integral Study which focuses on the development of the Disaster Risk Management Plans for the cities of Piura (Peru) and Machala (Ecuador), as a complement to the Danger Maps prepared during Phase 1. As such they share the same goal, objectives and focus. 
3) The sustainability of the project is made obvious by the positive institutional environment in place which bolsters its implementation and continuity.  Since Phase 1, the local governments have seen their capabilities strengthened and increased and as such it seems probable that the project will have a future impact and that the products to be developed will be utilized.  Furthermore, the sustainability of the results is guaranteed, since the project is part of the “Program for Sustainable Cities” developed by INDECI as of 2001 and which now benefits 139 cities including 4 Ecuadorian cities. The Program includes training and a strong involvement of local authorities and populations.  It is in this framework of bi-national cooperation that both INDECI of Peru and the Secretariat for Risk Management and Disaster Response of Ecuador periodically carry out follow-up to the activities promoted by the Program through regional Committees and Boards and Regional Civil Defense Boards. 
4) In this context, we wish to express our total disagreement with the points assigned to the proposal in the evaluation sheet, since the Project is a continuation initiative and there is complete coherence between the objectives and outputs and outputs and results, which are clearly identifiable. The planned activities are consistent with the proposed budget and subject to a suitable execution calendar, which shows that the budget is viable. Furthermore, the proposal includes national financial counterpart from both countries as well as human resources from Disaster Risk Management agencies. As a result, the project will promote external fundraising from the IDB and the World Bank to finance the activities of the prevention and mitigation proposals highlighted in the Study. 
5) The development of the Project includes the implementation of participative Workshops with municipal authorities and employees, representatives of professional schools, neighborhood associations, various social organizations, private sector representatives and civil society. Disasters affect society’s most vulnerable populations and, in the case of Piura and Machala, historical precedents and statistics on the El Niño phenomenon have shown that extremely poor populations are the most severely impacted. As such, it appears the execution of the project would have a great impact in favor of these populations. 
6) In conclusion, the project will benefit the local governments of Piura and Machala as well as the communities of both cities with approximate populations of 365,000 and 218,000 respectively, in other words a total of 583,000 people. 
7) Additionally, the project contributes to strengthening the integration of border communities. 
8) It is important to mention as well that this project is the continuation of a previous project which ended in 2008 and received a very positive ex-post evaluation from the OAS. 
9) As a result, a budgetary cut from $100,000 to $50,000 is not justified and we are asking that the OAS reconsider this cut. This will allow us to meet all the objectives and execute all the activities planned for year 2 of the project.  
It would be appreciated if the views of the members of the Management Board of the IACD on this consultation could be received no later than June 30, 2010.  In accordance with the provisions of Article 19.1 of the Management Board’s Rules of Procedure, an absence of replies by that deadline shall be taken as acceptance of the proposals for extension.
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