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Over the years OAS has formulated and adopted instruments, mechanisms and tools to support collective efforts and those of individual Member States to address disaster reduction policy, technical assistance and training initiatives.  The OAS Inter-American Strategic Plan for Policy on Vulnerability Reduction, Risk Management and Disaster Response AG/Res.1955 (XXXIII-O/03), and EDUPLANHemisferico, the first regional policy and action initiatives of their kind, other OAS initiatives
, and partnering in the UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction initiatives
 clearly identify needs and opportunities, as well as the observation that the Member States through their societal mechanisms including government are they themselves ultimately responsible for reducing risk to natural hazards.
The complexity of the education system and its infrastructure is matched, perhaps, only by that of the health sector.  Put quite simply, often those responsible for the site selection, design and construction of education infrastructure are separate from those who own and operate such infrastructure.  But the central issue is that there is little or no demand for responsibility or accountability of those involved in the creation and management of education infrastructure in the face of vulnerability to natural hazards.  As a sector, the policy and administrative priorities lie elsewhere, whether centralized or decentralized, whether public or private facilities.
In the area of awareness, the underlying causes of vulnerability of educational infrastructure and the perpetuation of creation of unsafe facilities has been identified for more than 20 years by the GS/OAS and others, even if site-specific vulnerability assessments have been avoided, not completed or ignored.  The risk is known and the consequences of not acting are continually brought to society’s attention at all levels.  Awareness must be built around the knowledge of specific hazards to specific facilities with specific associated populations, and with specific responsibility and accountability for action.

In the area of organization, over the years the OAS has created and supported public and private sector approaches using existing and creative, new structures for reducing the vulnerability of education infrastructure at community, sub-national, national and regional levels.  What has been missing and continues to falter is execution of policy, planning, programs and preparedness initiatives in both the public and private sectors.  While some reasons for inaction are noted, they represent societal choices in the face of known risks.
In the area of training, for many years the GS/OAS has joined with public and private sector groups, particularly at the community level, to develop and present needed training materials and opportunities.  Out of these efforts there has flourished substantive and readily available materials, but what is needed is incorporation of training for risk and emergency management at all educational levels on a continuing basis.

Taking the well defined and Member State adopted role of the OAS as a basis, the following proposals regarding the coordination needed to implement and improve the OAS instruments should be considered.
1. Using the established approach of  EDUPLANHemisferico, the Member States with the support of the OAS General Secretariat with its existing instruments, mechanisms, tools and partnerships should:

·  Policy:  Use OAS channels to clearly and definitely annunciate national policy addressing physical infrastructure, academic curriculum and public participation in the public and private spheres of education   that includes site selection, design, construction, and maintenance of facilities, emergency preparedness and response and training.  The timeline for implementation must be concurrent with MDGs using existing and new partnerships with private and public educational, professional, technical and CSO groups. The generation and access to hazard and risk information must be a public good.
· Planning:  Make visible with responsibility and accountability the vulnerability reduction of existing education infrastructure and the creation of new infrastructure with technical and administrative guidelines, budgets and time frames for completion using acquired commitments, legal frameworks and enforcement mechanisms, which in the end are a reflection of a society’s values and political will.  Access to hazard, vulnerability, risk and risk reduction information must be facilitated by public and private sector actions without cost to local vulnerable populations.  Risk reduction must be owned primarily by the education sector itself.
· Projects:  Support the review existing good practices covering the formulation, execution and evaluation of education infrastructure projects; and disseminate and training education and technical specialists in the procedures, norms and standards, and good practices for safe education infrastructure as an integral part of educational program design and implementation on a continuing basis.

· Preparedness:  Use and make public much needed education infrastructure vulnerability assessments to identify those facilities needing priority implementation of community-based emergency preparedness and response training, simulation exercises and access to information from broader-based early warning systems; incorporate such activities into the on-going program, administrative and technical management of education infrastructure at all levels; and clearly define emergency management structures and functions apart from overall natural hazard risk management.
2. Using the established partnership with the UN ISDR in the HFA Regional Platform, clearly and definitely annunciate Member State progress on HFA implementation, highlighting policy, planning, projects and preparedness.
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�.	Initiatives such as the Inter-American Committee for Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR), Inter-American Network for Disaster Mitigation (IANDM), GS/OAS national school vulnerability assessments in the 1990s and a decade later, OAS – PAHO Regional Conference on Stop Disasters: Focus on Schools and Hospitals (1993), GS/OAS Latin America and Caribbean Conferences on School Vulnerability Reduction (1992)


�.	International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) and its Hyogo Framework for Action, and the ISDR-OAS Regional Platform for HFA implementation





