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Executive Summary  
 

 
 
1. Cooperation between Norway and Central America in natural disaster preparedness and 

mitigation has been going on for nearly twenty years, with a total budget of approximately 47 
million NOK (close to 8 mill USD based on present currency rate): 10.5 mill NOK in the first 
phase (1991 – 1995), 15 mill NOK in the second phase (1996 – 2000) and 22 mill NOK in the 
third phase (2004 – 2010). 

 
2. This review includes two completed projects: The Regional Plan for Disaster Reduction (PRRD), 

and Capacity Building on the Management of Risk Caused by Landslides in Central America 
(referred to as RECLAIMM), and a mid-term review of the project Earthquake Risk Reduction in 
Guatemala, El Salvador and Nicaragua with Regional Cooperation to Honduras, Costa Rica and 
Panama, (RESIS II). The general objective is to review Norwegian cooperation with 
CEPREDENAC within the framework of these three projects during the period of 2004-2010.  

 
3. Reviews and evaluations of previous phases of this cooperation have shown that technical and 

scientific results, which are certainly very important and relevant, have not been 
communicated appropriately by executing scientific institutions, nor have they been 
implemented effectively by institutions responsible for prevention and disaster mitigation at 
national and/or local level. Unfortunately this deficit does not seem to have been overcome 
during the period covered by the present review. Even considering the positive signs of recent 
internal reforms within CEPREDENAC, there is a risk of losing the great potential impact of 
projects funded by Norway after they are completed. 
 

4. The sustainability of CEPREDENAC as a regional institution coordinating disaster mitigation 
activities faces problems because of dependence on externally funded projects instead of a 
sufficient financial commitment by the institution’s owners: the governments of the region.  
These governments must show a strong political will, even through institutional reforms, in 
order to confirm CEPREDENAC’s raison d’être as a relevant institution in disaster prevention 
and mitigation in Central America.        
 

5. The preparation of the Regional Plan for Disaster Reduction (PRRD) is the only one of the three 
projects that has been directly executed by CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat, but through 
an external consultant. There was a broad consulting process behind the Plan, but 
unfortunately, it was not internalized within authorities beyond those directly connected to 
disaster response. The relationship between this project and the RECLAIMM and RESIS II 
projects has been minimal. In fact, there is a gap of trust between the technical-scientific team 
and regional officials, where the former question the applicability plans drawn up by regional 
institutions. 
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In general terms, cooperation expectations for the PRRD were met. The PRRD has been the 
basis for the elaboration of a regional policy document (PCGIR), to be approved at the next 
Presidential summit. Likewise, the PRRD has been useful for CEPREDENAC’s Executive 
Secretariat to continue the formulation of a Multiannual Plan, which sets deadlines and 
assigns responsibilities for its execution. Furthermore, the project with the PRRD allowed the 
negotiation of important projects with other donors.  
 

6. The technical projects, RESIS II and RELCAIMM, have been highly relevant, they have produced 
and many times exceeded the expected technical-scientific results. As a direct consequence of 
the projects, there are now networks of high level Central American scientists and experts, 
with access to technical instruments that are relevant to reduce earthquake and landslide 
risks, concrete tools for more resistant construction methods, and probably an increase in 
social awareness to prevent disasters. Everything indicates that those two projects have been 
quite unique in developing a wide range of tools for the potential use by public institutions. 
 

7. RESIS II, a project subcontracted to the institution NORSAR by CEPREDENAC, has mapped 
typical construction structures in the capital cities of Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala. 
The project established maps of earthquake damage scenarios and risk categories, generated 
an analysis guide of seismic vulnerability in hospital and school, as well as a draft of cost 
efficient reinforcement measures for typical structures. Likewise, an updated study (published 
in a book) of seismic hazards in Central America has been finalized. All of these outputs, along 
with the human resources training derived from the very active participation of regional 
scientists and technicians in these activities, are very valuable results. Now, it is CEPREDENAC’s 
responsibility to start making use of the results obtained by the team of scientists: the 
publication of a manual of typical structures and construction recommendations; the 
production of risk maps at a municipal level, and above all, the promotion of this material to 
municipal governments. The main challenge is to achieve a commitment by the national sector 
authorities to finance the use of such manuals to reinforce hospital and school buildings, and 
the approval and local application of building codes as well as the training of building 
constructors in order for them to incorporate seismic resistance criteria in their practical work.  
 

8. The RECLAIMM project, under contract with the Norwegian Geotechnical Institute (NGI), has 
created a core of 25 highly qualified experts in the field of landslides among Central American 
countries, now forming a regional network available to all countries of the region in case of 
emergencies. There is also a considerable number of people in each country (in the whole 
region, the number reaches at least 350 people) that have developed more general skills, who 
can be considered as “influencing agents” in terms of prevention and mitigation measures 
against these kinds of calamities. A series of guidelines for best practice with a very 
educational format has been made. But again, what is lacking to a large extent is the active 
utilization of project outputs. Nevertheless, we may conclude that the objective of reducing 
the vulnerability caused by future landslides in Central American countries is within reach, 
with relatively limited resources, if project results were to be applied properly at a local level, 
in the form of monitoring and mapping of hazards, early warning systems, run-off water 
drainage, and above all, awareness raising and training of the general public. 
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9. Sustainability of the results depends both on its conversion into concrete practices, and on the 
will of national sector authorities and municipal governments to give priority to disaster 
prevention. In that sense, there are certain expectations that the next Presidential Summit 
might produce a qualitative leap through the approval of a new policy document, especially 
after recent disasters in Haiti, Chile and other countries. As always, there is no better stimulus 
to reinforce political will on issues like disaster prevention, than the recent occurrence of 
devastating natural disasters.  
 

10. The projects seem to have been highly cost-efficient, particularly the RECLAIMM project (with 
a total cost of only 4,5 million NOK [0,8 million USD] in 4 years, while the RESIS II project has 
had a budget of almost 15 million NOK [2,5 million USD]). The fact that the Norwegian 
cooperation has been managed by CEPREDENAC has allowed the institution to develop 
administrative routines, showing credibility before other donors, and in fact releasing 
institutional support from some of them. 

 
11. As a donor country, Norway faces a challenge directly addressed by one of the conclusions of 

the 2009 Annual Evaluation Report of Norad1: Norwegian cooperation projects tend to end 
before sustainable results are assured. Initiatives begin with a strong start, but often suffer 
from a lack of appropriate follow up. After twenty years of work in the prevention of disasters 
in Central America, it would be a pity to end cooperation without ensuring an adequate 
transfer to the most relevant and effective institutions at national and local level of the many 
promising tools that have been developed.  

 

  

                                                           
1
 Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation 2009, published by NORAD, May 2010 (see also the 

presentation speech by Evaluation Director Asbjørn Eidhammer, strongly emphasizing this challenge) 
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1. Background and Introduction 

 

1.1 Objectives of the review 
 

This review includes three projects in different phases of execution: 

The final review of two projects: 

The Regional Plan for Disaster Reduction in Spanish (PRRD),  

and  

Capacity Building on the Management of Risk Caused by Landslides in Central America (referred to 

as RECLAIMM),  

and a mid-term review of the project: 

Earthquake Risk Reduction in Guatemala, El Salvador and Nicaragua with Regional Cooperation to 

Honduras, Costa Rica and Panama, (RESIS II).  

 

The general objective of the review is to “evaluate Norwegian cooperation – CEPREDENAC in the 

framework of the three projects in the period of 2004-2010, based on pragmatic dimensions, and 

institutional sustainability”. 

The specific objectives are shown in point 2.2 of the Terms of Reference (ToR). 2 

 

1.2 Methodology 
 

This Review started with a consultation of relevant documents provided by Norad, the Norwegian 

Embassy in Managua, CEPREDENAC and the executing Norwegian institutions. The Head of 

Mission conducted interviews in Oslo with representatives of Norad, the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, the NGI and NORSAR as well as by telephone with the representative of the Norwegian 

Embassy in Managua.  

The fieldwork took place during the period April 07 – 24, with visits to Panama (only Team Leader), 

Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala. A planning meeting was held with the Embassy in Managua 

on April 08, where a Work Plan was presented and discussed (Annex 3).  

                                                           
2
 See the ToR Annex 1, which also explains what is the scope of the review(s) 
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A presentation of preliminary findings and recommendations was held with CEPREDENAC in 

Guatemala on April 21st and with the Embassy in Managua on April 23rd, giving the two institutions 

the opportunity to give their feedback. 

The draft report (in Spanish) was prepared and forwarded to all relevant parties on May 5th, 2010. 

Comments to the draft were received from NORSAR, NGI, the University of Panama (Dr. Camacho), 

the Norwegian Embassy in Managua, Norad and CEPREDENAC, and were taken into account for 

the Final Report. 

 

1.3 Review Structure 
 

This report, as well as the Executive Summary and the introductory chapter, presents some 

considerations regarding cooperation between Norway and CEPREDENAC (previous evaluations, 

Norwegian policies on disaster prevention), (Chapter 2); a review of CEPREDENAC’s institutional 

capabilities and financial/administrative aspects of this cooperation (Chapter 3); the assessment of 

the PRRD in the Central American political-institutional context (Chapter 4); RECLAIMM and RESIS 

II project assessments (Chapter 5 and 6); and conclusions and recommendations (Chapter 7). 

 

1.4 The review team 
 

Norad hired the Team Leader through a competitive tender, where Mr. Vegard Bye (political 

scientist) was selected from Scanteam Company. The two additional members were selected by 

the Norwegian Embassy in Nicaragua, in agreement with the Team Leader through the means of 

CABAL S.A: Mrs. Desirée Elizondo (Nicaragua – soil scientist and institutional consultant) and Mr. 

Jorge Cabrera (Guatemala – architect and environmental consultant). 

 

1.5 Acknowledgements and Disclaimer 
 

The review team has received the assistance requested from all stakeholders involved, from 

Norad, the Norwegian Embassy in Nicaragua, CEPREDENAC, NORSAR, NGI, as well as the 

institutions and people consulted during visits to Central America, as much as academic, 

governmental, municipal, as well as civil society. Unfortunately, it was not possible to obtain an 

interview with the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance (OCHA) 

in Panama. 
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We are very grateful for all the good will shown from all these persons and institutions. 

The review team is responsible for the analysis, the conclusions and recommendations in this 

review, even when they are broadly consulted with stakeholders. Any mistake is our responsibility. 

The opinions expressed are only those of the team, and must not be attributed to Norad, the 

Norwegian Embassy in Nicaragua, CEPREDENAC or any other institution involved.  
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2. The conditions and experiences of cooperation between 

Norway and CEPREDENAC 
   

2.1 Historical evolution of Norway’s support to CEPREDENAC 
 

Cooperation between Norway and Central America in natural disaster prevention and mitigation 

has been going on for nearly twenty years, with a budget of approximately 47 million NOK (close 

to 8 mill USD based on present currency rate): 10.5 mill NOK in the first phase (1991 – 1995), 15 

mill NOK in the second phase (1996 – 2000) and 22 mill NOK in the third phase (2004 – 2010).3 

The first encounter between Central American and Scandinavian professionals and scientists in the 

disaster prevention field seems to have taken place in the late 1980s, when the Panamanian 

seismologist Aristóteles Vergara took part in a conference in Stockholm. This encounter, according 

to several accounts, led him to take the initiative to found CEPREDENAC, a professionally and 

scientifically based organization from the start. 

Already in 1988, SIDA decided to support a regional project aimed at prevention and reduction of 

natural disasters in the region, as part of its support to the peace process in Central America. 

Resources were channeled through CEPREDENAC, which soon took on a more political role, as part 

of the regional integration system. 

In 1991, Norway4 approved a project to support seismic monitoring and hazard assessment. This 

first project covered the period 1991-94, with a budget of 10.5 million NOK. While the Swedish 

support focused mostly on institution building in CEPREDENAC and regional co-ordination through 

the same institution, the Norwegian project was directed towards building scientific and 

professional capacities in key institutions in the six participating countries. But the work was to be 

carried out in close collaboration with CEPREDENAC. Two Norwegian institutions were directly 

involved: The Institute of Solid Earth Physics at the University of Bergen (UiB), offering support to 

the establishment and operation of local and regional data centers for seismic monitoring, and 

NORSAR (Norwegian Seismic Array), specializing on seismic zoning and earthquake hazard 

assessment. NORSAR subcontracted some tasks to a third Norwegian institutions, the Norwegian 

Geotechnical Institute (NGI).   

                                                           
3
 This does not include some bilateral activities of NGI with Nicaragua and El Salvador, within the field of 

landslide prevention. 
4
 “Norway” is generally used to refer to the donor, even though at times Norad, the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs or the Embassies in Guatemala and Nicaragua may represent it. Because of a restructuring in the 
cooperation system, there was a transfer of responsibilities from Norad to the Ministry, and at times the 
coordination of regional projects was translated to the Embassies.   
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A review mission in 1994 concluded that this first phase had been a great success. With national 

data centers having been established in each country, permitting digital seismic data to be 

collected, processed and forwarded to the regional data center (CASC) in a standardized format 

using software developed by UiB. This software, with its updates, is still in active use in the region 

[?]. NORSAR had begun using earthquake statistics to work on seismic hazard assessment. Many 

local staff had been trained and the results were already being used.  

Criticism was expressed, however, about the Norwegian institutions tending to deal directly with 

national counterparts and failing to involve CEPREDENAC as a regional coordinator, and also for 

not paying enough attention to the absorptive capacity of recipient institutions and their resource 

sustainability.  

Based on the achievements achieved during the first phase, CEPREDENAC proposed a second 

phase for Norad support in August 1995, leading to a Project Agreement being signed between the 

two in June 1996 under the name of RESIS, from the Spanish “Reducción del Riesgo Sísmico” 

(reduction of seismic risk). The second phase project, with a time span until 1999 (which later was 

extended to 2000), had as its development objective “the reduction of consequences from natural 

disasters in Central America through earthquake preparedness and hazard mitigation”. The 

immediate objectives were to improve capabilities of seismological institutions in the region to 

estimate earthquake hazards and prepare micro zoning, to apply this in land use, housing and 

infrastructure planning as well as in emergency planning. Improvement of CEPREDENAC’s project 

coordination capacity was to be an integral part of the project.  

Based on its agreement with Norway, CEPREDENAC subsequently signed agreements with UiB and 

NORSAR on one side and with the participating Central American institutions on the other. Annual 

allocations and plans were decided at annual meetings with the Norwegian Embassy.  

A significant part of the training shifted to Central America, including on-the-job training. Central 

American scientists increasingly became lead authors of reports.  

A mid-term review carried out in 1998 noted a high degree of unrealism in the project design. 

However, the conclusion from the previous review was confirmed: that the project had 

contributed substantially to the technical skills of individuals and institutions involved in the 

project, but perhaps more the former than the latter. One main concern of this review is that links 

to the expected users of the scientific-technical work are too weak. 

After the Mitch disaster in 1998, the XX Summit of Presidents of Central America in 1999 adopted 

El Marco Estratégico para la Reducción de la Vulnerabilidad y los Desastres en Centroamérica 

(“The Strategic Framework for Vulnerability and Disaster Reduction in Central America”). This 

event marked an important change in strategic focus, from mainly retroactive disaster alleviation 

to proactive mitigation and preparedness. The social aspects of vulnerability now became much 

more important, to be treated in tandem with natural hazards. Based on this, SICA and 

CEPREDENAC formulated the Plan Regional para la Reducción de Desastres (PRRD). Objectives and 
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implementation schedule of the RESIS project were reflected in this first PRRD. The objective of 

the Plan is to strengthen the national systems for risk and disaster management through 

promotion and coordination at national and regional levels.  

When NORSAR summarized phase II of the project in January 2001, it found two main obstacles: 

(1) the difficulty to find people in other organizations showing genuine and enduring interest in 

earthquake hazard results and their practical application, and (2) the limited communication 

capability of technicians and seismologists in order to reach beyond the professional community.  

Nevertheless, a significant transition took place from the beginning of the project in the early 

nineties to the end of Phase II in 2000, from an almost internal scientific focus to larger issues of a 

broader social relevance. The Norwegian institutions continued to contribute to improved 

scientific excellence and local capacities and self-confidence was reported to have been strongly 

improved. But their participation in dissemination and dialogue with social stakeholders was 

limited.  

As a parallel to the regional earthquake hazard project with CEPREDENAC, NGI developed bilateral 

activities in landslide hazard and mitigation with INETER in Nicaragua, following the Casitas 

tragedy during Mitch in 1998. When the 2001 earthquake in El Salvador triggered a major 

landslide in Las Colinas (250 houses were buried) a request for similar support came from El 

Salvador leading to another bilateral landslide project. 

2.2 Summarizing the 2001 Project Review 
 

After the end of the Phase II project, Scanteam carried out a Final Project Review in 2001. Main 

results were summarized as follows: 

Seismic observation capacity had increased substantially with the updating of software previously 

delivered by UiB, the repair and upgrading of equipment, and improved technical skills; 

Microzonation had been carried out in three major urban centers, with improved coverage, 

accessibility, relevance and technical content; 

Technical capacity as reflected in publications were said to have risen dramatically, increasingly 

being produced in Spanish with Central American scientists as main authors; 

Infrastructure and Building Codes were being developed or updated in all countries, with the 

exception of El Salvador, on the basis of RESIS; 
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A regional database and documentation centre (CASC) was established in Costa Rica. Due to 

communication problems, CASC’s capacity to receive and scientifically analyze the data was 

reported to be weak5; 

CEPREDENAC was reported to have improved its project capacity and to have performed well in its 

project management role for RESIS I. It was said to have played a key role in developing a vision for 

disaster management in Central America, and to have a key role for supporting the development 

of new and more proactive approaches to risk management; 

Effectiveness of the project was said to have improved – particularly in microzonation – 

increasingly engaging potential users and decision-makers; 

While impact on primary users of the project was high, the impact on secondary beneficiaries – the 

intended direct users of the information, was low until the end of the project period. Impact at 

household level was found to be marginal, with negative implications on distributional and gender 

dimensions of natural disaster prevention and mitigation; 

Relevance of the project was seen as high as a general national concern, but low for the vast 

majority of the population; 

Sustainability in terms of maintaining what already had been achieved was expected to be fairly 

good, but more problematic when it came to more dynamic needs to update and improve skills 

and equipment, with public funding being limited; 

Participation by the national implementing counterparts varied from the non-participation of El 

Salvador to close collaboration by institutions in Panama, Costa Rica, Nicaragua and to some lesser 

degree (due to capacity constraints) in Honduras and Guatemala; 

Contributions by Norwegian institutions were seen as wholly positive, supportive, and critical to 

the quality achievements of key tasks. Central American partners perceived the project as an 

unusually successful technology transfer project. 

The main challenges identified in the 2001 Review were the following: 

(1) A more active information, dissemination and access policy concerning scientific work 

was needed; 

(2) Further development of the microzonation, ensuring that the greater public 

understands the information; 

(3) Regional interaction needs to be strengthened within an institutional context; 

                                                           
5
 This clearly remains a problem. In the 2001 review there was much attention to the CASC. In the 

documents of the third phase of the partnership (subject to this review) there are almost no references to 
CASC. 
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(4) Poverty and gender should be higher on the policy agenda, through operationalized 

research; 

(5) Continued Norwegian support was recommended, with particular emphasis on the 

regional dimension. 

 

2.3 Norwegian policies in disaster risk management 
 

In a White Paper to Parliament (Stortingsmelding no. 9 2007-2008), the Norwegian government 

presented its main policies regarding international efforts to prevent humanitarian disasters.  

The White Paper departs from three global megatrends of relevance for such disasters: 

1) The climate is changing, i.a. producing massive migrations; 

2) The human settlement pattern is changing, in terms of increased urbanization and 

population concentration in slum areas where people are particularly vulnerable to 

humanitarian disasters; 

3) Disaster patterns are changing, implying complex crises in countries with weak 

governability and management capacity. Vicious circles at work are probably leading to 

increase in the number of vulnerable states. 

A conclusion drawn from this is that Norwegian development cooperation must increasingly 

contribute to the prevention of humanitarian disasters, including strengthening local preparedness 

systems for reduced vulnerability. 

The Norwegian government proposes a three-leg strategy to meet these new challenges:  

1) Improved internal coordination between short-term and long-term cooperation and 

between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Norad (with the latter being responsible for 

strengthening Norwegian competence in these areas); 

2) Establishment of long-term strategic cooperation with national authorities, the UN, 

international finance institutions, voluntary organizations and other relevant professional 

groups about preventive measures in the most vulnerable countries, aiming particularly at 

the strengthening of the resistance capacity to humanitarian disasters among local 

communities and vulnerable groups; 

3) Contribute to increase understanding and knowledge about the need to prevent 

humanitarian disasters, i.a. through increased support to South-South cooperation and 

exchange of support between countries with experience in this area. Countries like China, 
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Bangladesh, Cuba and Vietnam possess important knowledge about prevention of natural 

disasters, which should be shared with others. 

For the Central American region, it is important to note that the Official Document has a chapter, 

which specifically points out the importance of South-South cooperation and regional 

partnerships. It is proposed that strengthened preventive dialogue should include exchange of 

experiences in peace and reconciliation measures, reduction of vulnerability regarding different 

categories of humanitarian disasters, emergency preparedness, gender issues, crisis management, 

all while aiming to strengthen local capacities. CEPREDENAC is mentioned as a very valuable 

example of regional collaboration and coordination, in the context of regional integration in 

Central America. The Official Document calls for “more examples of this kind”. It is also interesting 

to note that the handling of tropical storm Stan in Guatemala is mentioned as an example of a 

successful conversion from a natural disaster into an improved preventive system, leading to the 

establishment of a national institution with presence on all administrative levels, especially locally. 

This is seen to have had a positive effect on the peace and reconciliation process in the country, 

which has been an overriding goal of Norway’s support to Guatemala for decades.  

Within this South-South framework, Cuba has been singled out as the regional example country 

for the Caribbean, with possible application in the Greater Caribbean Basin (including Central 

America). A cooperation agreement between Norway and Cuba was signed in April 2010, with 

disaster prevention as one of the main ingredients.  Norway and Cuba established a close 

collaboration in the immediate aftermath of the Haiti earthquake, with Norway financing a Cuban 

medical brigade. Similar arrangements could also be imagined for the Central American region, 

particularly in terms of disaster prevention and vulnerability, and risk management. It would be 

particularly interesting if the knowledge base established in Central America through RESIS and 

RECLAIMM could be made available for Cuba (and other Caribbean countries), while the high 

Cuban capabilities in emergency preparedness and vulnerability reduction could be applied in 

Central America, if possible through CEPREDENAC. 

The Norwegian policies in this area places a strong emphasis on what is labeled “the subsidiary 

principle” *nærhetsprinsippet], meaning that natural disasters and humanitarian crises should be 

handled at the lowest possible level, i.e. as close as possible to the affected population, with the 

active participation of local management instruments, including civil society organizations. This 

strategy is based on the experience with recent catastrophes, such as the Pacific tsunami in late 

2004, showing very clearly that the preparedness and response on local level by far has been the 

most effective.  

This lesson is particularly important for a regional organization like CEPREDENAC, whose function 

is to strengthen national capabilities to respond at different territorial levels in their respective 

countries. 
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3. CEPREDENAC’s institutional capabilities  
 

3.1 CEPREDENAC in the context of the System of Central American 

Integration 
 

CEPREDENAC, together with the Central American Commission of the Environment and 

Development (CCAD) and the Regional Center of Hydraulic Resources (CRRH) are part of an 

Environmental Sub-System of SICA, which has the function of coordinating and aligning action in 

the fields of Risk Management, Water and Environment. 

These topics were covered in the following way: 

Environment, is the area of action of CCAD. We can identify integral actions of risk and water 

within its instruments, which are coordinated within the sub-system. The PARCA is the current 

instrument of this strategy. 

Risk reduction, is the area of action of the CEPREDENAC, which is the coordinating and promoting 

entity of the whole system for the implementation of concrete actions. The PRRD is its strategic 

framework and the basis for the new regional policy in preparation. 

Water: because of its complex and multi-sector nature, water is on the agenda of several 

institutions, but is not present in an integral way in any of them. The project of the Water 

Partnership and the ECAGIRH recommend the creation of a Water Council as a political arena for 

regional coordination and an Inter-agency consortium as the implementing institution. 

The General Secretary of SICA has emphasized the potential benefits of taking advantage of 

synergies, comparative advantages and a multi-sector joint approach of the subsystem. It will be 

vital that this process consolidates in the year 2010 so that the renewed policies of the areas of 

risk, water and environment are addressed jointly. For the moment, the first task for countries is 

to name the new secretaries of the CCAD and the CRRH, given that interim officers currently 

manage both offices. 

 

3.2 CEPREDENAC’s characteristics as an institution 
 

Since disaster prevention and risk management emerged on the Central American agenda in the 

90s, a window of opportunity has opened for CEPREDENAC’s organizational development with 

each moment of crisis. A turning point came after Hurricane Mitch, with the flood of international 

assistance in prevention and risk management at all levels (local, national, and regional). 
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Regrettably, CEPREDENAC does not seem to have assimilated all this experience in its 

organization. 

It has been more recently (after the return of CEPREDENAC’s headquarters to Guatemala), with 

the PRRD’s update and the development of the Multiannual Plan, that guidelines for the 

adjustment of functions and changes in the Executive Secretariat’s organization have been 

provided. Most prominent is the intent to develop capacities to facilitate and provide services to 

national coordinating bodies, which ultimately have the liability of the objectives of the PRRD. 

With this logic, the dominant operating modalities of foreign cooperation projects is left behind, 

where knowledge is kept mainly by external implementers. 

The definition of the kinds of services, and subsequently the capabilities that the Executive 

Secretariat must develop, are still not very precise; hence, the organization must value itself in 

light of the will expressed to gradually develop technical skills and programmatic areas of 

intervention, emerging in the planning documents as those concerning to the organization in the 

future. 

The changes in structure that have occurred since the year 2009 resulted the establishment of 

three management directorates (formerly two administrative units:, finance, cooperation and 

projects). The oldest and most financially stable directorate is the Administration and Finance 

Department, where the Guatemalan government finances four of its eight staff members through 

CONRED6, and two are financed with funds from the regular program, which are the countries’ 

contribution. 

The following is the most recent organigram of the Executive Secretariat.7 

 

                                                           
6
 As part of the agreements between the Council of Representatives and the government of Guatemala for 

the relocation of headquarters from Panama to Guatemala in 2004, CONRED facilitates premises, payment 
of basic services, housing for the Executive Secretary, and finances 8 officials of the SE. 
7
 Source: Funciones, organización y estructura de la Secretaría Ejecutiva, May 2009 
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The Cooperation and Project directorate has two main positions financed with cooperation 

resources. These are complemented with staff members of specific projects, whose main function 

is to coordinate the projects financed primarily by AECI, Norad and UNDP. It is expected that these 

positions will disappear with the completion of cooperation agreements. 

The Technical Directorate is the most recent, and it is also financed with foreign cooperation funds 

with the exception of an assistant. Nevertheless, this staff has been assigned functions within the 

new mandate of the organization. Only the manager, in addition to the functions of her office, 

serves as Program Coordinator of a project financed by AECI. The World Bank, Taiwan and the 

European Union fund the four programmatic areas coordinators. Although theoretically the 

programmatic areas are the engines for CEPREDENAC’s policy, strategy and implementation plan, 

these positions are not permanent given that their funding depends on the institutions’ 

fundraising abilities. They also lack technical support personnel. This means that each coordinator 

is responsible for the planning, assistance and monitoring of each strategic part of the PRRD and 

the Multiannual Plan. Realistically, it is difficult for this directorate to develop the appropriate 

skills to perform these functions and operate as a team in the short term. 
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The new Executive Secretary (appointed in January 2009) promoted the development of a 

decentralized management plan for the first 100 days based on results, and a monitoring and 

evaluating system. While this plan, like the Multiannual Plan, is overly ambitious, it establishes an 

important precedent for joint planning with countries and national counterparts. However, weak 

relations between the SE and respective national institutions persist. As shown in the chart, the 

scaffolding of the organization still relies on the project focal points. 

 

3.3 Budget 
 

The operating budget of the Executive Secretariat for the year 2010 is of US$640,000. Member 

countries provide 41%, the government of Guatemala through CONRED 20%, and the remaining 

40% is provided by foreign cooperation (20% of the foreign resources come from Spain and 

Taiwan). Countries meet the voluntary payment fee of US$30,000 per year in the first three 

months of the year. Fee payments are generally on schedule, in contrast with other SICA 

secretaries (except for extraordinary situations like the political crisis in Honduras). 

The sustainability of the organization in the short term depends on its ability to raise external 

funds. It is unrealistic to think that countries will increase their contributions. In the medium to 

long term, the organization is considering the establishment of a Central American Fund for the 

Promotion of Risk Management (FOCEGIR), in form of a trust, would generate resources for 

CEPREDENAC’s institutional strengthening and for solidarity aid or cooperation among countries in 

disaster emergencies, as a complement to international cooperation. 

CEPREDENAC’s investment budget is an incentive for national authorities to be part of the 

organization. Although not all projects are managed and/or implemented by the Secretary and/or 

counterparts, the 2010 contribution is $ 6.3 million (ten times the operating budget - see 

Multiannual Plan 2010). At the moment, the main contributions come from the European 

Commission (43%), COSUDE (12%), the U.S. Southern Command (10%), Norway, and Spain, Japan 

and Taiwan, with less than 8% respectively. 

 

3.4 Administrative and Financial Management 
 

All administrative procedures were reviewed and consolidated in a Financial Administrative 

Manual as part of the 100-day management plan and with assistance from Spain and the European 

Union. This guidebook is now being implemented, and provides routines for control of income, 

bank cash, calendar of due payments, fixed assets, purchasing and tendering registration, 

registration of allowances, recruitment, payment requests and so on. All documents and forms 
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used to carry the processes are standardized: receipts, invoices, purchase orders, petty cash 

balances etc.  

The financial system is computerized, but is not accessible online. Reports of the financial 

performance are made every three months to countries. Almost all projects are subject to the 

procedures of the Secretariat; however, an additional system was developed with PREDVA, since 

investments are substantial and had to meet specific requirements for the award of contracts. In 

fact, the PREDVA administration is managed in the project technical unit, with supervision of the 

Secretariat, which approves the Annual Execution Plans and reports. 

The operational mechanism of cooperation with Norway has also demanded more administrative 

and technical capacities on behalf of the Executive Secretariat.  The annual adjustments to the 

budget because of the changes in the exchange rate of the Norwegian currency have been hard to 

address for the Directorate. The budget established between CEPREDENAC and NORSAR is made 

in Crowns and the CEPREDENAC budget is in Dollars.  

This situation generates setbacks for CEPREDENAC’s disbursements of funds, contributing to 

delays in the execution of work plans, causing many frustrations for the Norwegian institutions.  

The Norwegian embassy has not yet received the final financial and auditing reports even though 

these affairs have been discussed in the annual meetings and both projects have already finalized 

their activities. 

The most recent auditing reports of the three projects funded by Norway were available to the 

evaluation team at CEPREDENAC’s offices. The auditors concluded that records are in accordance 

with procedures. 

  

3.5.  Administrative and financial modalities of this cooperation (in 

comparison to other donors) 
Historically, CEPREDENAC’s cooperation projects have been technically managed and financed by 

third parties. In contrast, Norwegian and Swedish cooperation have helped strengthen the 

organization, introducing a cooperation mode based on skill development. Strategic planning 

development was initially emphasized with the idea that it would subsequently allow to receive 

budget support or basket funding from various donors. Even though this was not possible, the fact 

that Norway channels its funds directly to CREPREDENAC has helped the institution to have gain 

ownership of its resources. Contracts between Norway and CEPREDENAC allocate a total sum that 

latter must be budgeted in conjunction with Norwegian organizations that provide technical 

assistance. These are to be approved in annual meetings between the parties, where they are held 

accountable and the project’s performance is measured. 
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The fact that the Executive Secretariat manages the Norwegian cooperation funds has put to test 

its administrative routines and has given the office credibility with other donors, who now also 

channel their resources through the Executive Secretariat. In fact, the support of Nordic countries 

has been a catalyst element for other donors to provide institutional strengthening support, which 

now is being received from Spain, Taiwan, the World Bank, and the United Nations. These funds, 

though scarce, are key for the organization’s functioning.  

An important lesson of this cooperation mode is the flexibility needed to adjust to the execution 

pace of partner institutions. Contrary to other projects that have to allocate funds over a period of 

18 months, these contracts with Norway have allowed annual adjustments to match 

CEPREDENAC’s implementation pace. This has generated an under-execution in most projects; but 

in the end, results are of higher quality. In practice, under-execution of funds due to lack of 

absorption capability, rather than being a matter of concern,  should encourage change in 

practices in programs that promote an over-execution of funds at the expense of obtaining 

outputs without capability development processes.    

 

3.6 Correspondence and harmonization between the three 

projects and CEPREDENAC’s capabilities 
 

The three projects financed by Norway have different origins and are very different from each 

other. Both RESIS as RECLAIMM have been promoted by Nordic scientific institutions in alliance 

with Central American researchers and institutions. As relevant as they might be, topics covered 

by these projects in the context of regional risk management, have not been articulated effectively 

with the work plans of CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat. 

For the scientific institutions involved in Norwegian projects, CEPREDENAC is seen as a political 

institution. For this reason, they have not been able to reach a technical understanding with the 

Secretariat, with its lack of personnel dedicated exclusively to the scientific and technical aspects 

of projects. As an example of this lack of communication, some institutions that participated 

actively in the implementation of RECLAIMM and RESIS, have little knowledge and see little 

relevance of CEPREDENAC’s policies or plans (PCGIR, PRRD). 

CEPREDENAC’s constitutive act opens for the creation of Technical Commissions that may possibly 

mediate and harmonize both interests, but these have not yet been established. 

Interviews with partners have made clear the need to establish a link between risk management 

methods fostered by the projects, and the production of tools to be applied in public institutions 

that are CEPREDENAC’s main partners. The Executive Secretariat has not had the staff to help 

establish a work plan to fill this gap. Given Norway’s assistance to strengthen CEPREDENAC’s 
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strategic planning through consultants hired for that purpose, one could have expected this gap to 

have better identified and filled. 

In a certain way, RESIS’s regional coordinator is managing to fill some of those gaps, but these 

capabilities will be lost at the end of his contract. 

3.7.  Multiannual Plan 
 

CEPREDENAC’s 2010-2013 Multiannual Plans and the 2010 Annual Execution Plan are excellent 

references to steer the future of the organization in coming years. They provide a framework of 

integrated operations that foresees the capabilities that each unit of the Executive Secretariat 

must develop. This is the organization’s first attempt to strengthen public policy implementation 

in risk management with counterpart institutions in partner countries. 

A positive aspect is that many of the activities seek to strengthen national systems of risk 

reduction and disaster management, and activities have been planned in collaboration with these 

organizations. Another positive aspect is that these plans make the need of external funding 

explicit in CEPREDENAC’s strategic action framework, facilitating the integration of donor 

cooperation. 

The 2010 Annual Execution Plan integrates all investment activities undertaken by CEPREDENAC 

with its project portfolio. It has been a tremendous exercise, to harmonize foreign cooperation 

activities with the organization’s programming areas. This attempt to institutionalize project 

actions is a great step towards strengthening national systems, and puts a high demand on the 

Executive Secretariat’s capability. 

In this more organizational area, a limitation of the Multiannual Plan is that tasks given to the 

Executive Secretariat units, especially Technical management, exceed the capacity of 

programming area coordinators. It will be a great challenge for the Executive Secretariat to 

strengthen these units in order to meet goals set in its Annual Execution Plan. 

3.8.  Relationship between CEPREDENAC and its national counterparts 
 

The relationship between CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat and countries is very complex. The 

direct counterparts interviewed say there exists full cooperation between the two levels, which in 

practice allows some countries to obtain counterpart funding for their institutions. 

In the development of the 2010 Annual Execution Plan, CEPREDENAC conducted planning 

workshops in each country with more than 30 participants from public, municipal and private 

institutions. This form of collaboration has generated a very positive dynamic between the 

Executive Secretariat and its counterparts, which have included some of their priorities in regional 
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plans. However, these authorities also recognize CEPREDENAC’s weakness in the implementation 

of policies and plans, which requires a broad network of national and institutional liaisons. 

Another form of collaboration that exists between CEPREDENAC and countries is the technical 

assistance that can be provided in times of emergencies. Although the Executive Secretariat does 

not have scientific staff, it can mobilize regional experts who can assist in damage assessments or 

give mitigation recommendations, as happened in Guatemala and San Salvador during the last 

storms. 

In practice, the relationsions between CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat and National 

Institutions have been shaped by cooperation projects. This situation, which is of concern, is 

worsened by the variety of institutional arrangements used by foreign cooperation. These 

relationships range from marginal, in cases where projects establish their own implementation 

units in countries (PREVDA case), to very close, as evidenced by the recently implemented 

planning processes (PRRD and Multiannual Plan cases). 

For some national authorities, the regional agenda for disaster risk management, which has points 

in common with other regional agendas as the environment, agriculture, health and water, is so 

extensive that it becomes an obstacle for the performance of national institutions instead of 

facilitating and strengthening them. The Executive Secretariat itself has difficulties to keep track of 

its own agenda due to lack of staff. 

A common feature is that many programs and projects have a very broad work agenda, with many 

actors, going beyond the mandate of CEPREDENAC’s counterpart authorities. In fact, when these 

projects start, the implementers are project managers and/or consultants, who directly coordinate 

with national and local institutions, losing the relationship with CEPREDENAC. In the RESIS and 

RECLAIMM projects, monitoring reports have emphasized the absence of links between projects-

CEPREDENAC’ Executive Secretariat - national institutions.  

Another situation that limits the Executive Secretariat’s ability to act in countries, is the 

differences in the legal framework, political support and characteristics of national systems of 

disaster prevention and response in each country8. Therefore, the mobilization and leadership 

capability varies from country to country. 

According to all the officials interviewed, the endorsement that will be given soon by the 

Presidents to the Regional Policy in Risk Management strengthens the autonomy in these national 

systems. The existence of regional agreements and protocols approved for disaster response 

                                                           
8
 In Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Nicaragua the National Emergency Commission (CNE), the National 

Coordinator for Disaster Reduction (CONRED) and the National System for Prevention, Mitigation and 
Disaster Attention (SINAPRED) respectively, are presided by a representative of the President of the 
Republic and define risk management as transversal public policy with cross sectoral working committees. 
Honduras and El Salvador have the Permanent Contingency Commission (COPECO) and the National 
Emergency Committee (COEN) under the supervision of the Ministers of the Interior (Gobernación). 
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eliminates arbitrariness to changes in government and/or political and social pressures that are 

subject to emergency aid management. 

Several countries include in their agenda the development of National Plans of Risk Managements. 

In the case of Nicaragua, there exists a very close relationship between this process and the 

regional initiatives. In the case of El Salvador, this relationship is still to be built. 

Finally, CEPREDENAC’s national commissions will be strengthened with the implementation of the 

Annual Execution Plan. Although the Constitutive Act mandates the establishment of these 

organizations, they are not fully operational in the countries visited. These committees would 

facilitate the relationship with a broader group of public and private organizations involved in risk 

management. One of the criticisms made by civil society representatives is the limited 

collaboration that CEPREDENAC has with social movements and local organizations, ignoring the 

ethnic, cultural and political diversity of the region. 
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4. The PRRD and CEPREDENAC as instruments of regional 

policy 

4.1 Background and project design 
In late June of 2005, representatives of Norway and CEPREDENAC signed an Agreement for the 

execution of the Regional Program for Disaster Reduction ( PRRD 2006-2015) and the 

CEPREDENAC Institutional plan 2007-2011 (shortly –PRRD), in which it was defined that the project 

would be funded jointly by the governments of Norway and Sweden. 

The project's objectives were to implement a process to update, develop and promote the PRRD 

2006-2015; prepare the CEPREDENAC Institutional Plan for the next three years; as well as develop 

monitoring and evaluation mechanisms that would allow measuring the extent of medium-term 

results. 

The initial work was done by analyzing the regions most important reference documents in this 

matter, which are the CEPREDENAC Presidential Mandates, and the preliminary evaluations 

carried out in Honduras in December 2003 and in Guatemala in 2004; the most important as 

follows: 

1. The stategic framework for reducing the vulnerability in Central America (Approved by the 

Presidencial Summit in 1999 after  Huracane  Mitch); 

2.  CEPREDENAC’s Constitutive Act 

3. Regional Plan of Disaster Reduction 2000-2004 

The progress reports indicate that for the most part, the project developed according to plans until 

mid 2008. During this year certain difficulties were encountered in the execution of this project 

because various emergencies such as tropical depression 16, and situations related to changes in 

National Institutions and CEPREDENAC’s Secretariat forced a shift of the institution’s limited 

resources. 

Further to this, the Executive Secretariat stopped using the efficient monitoring and tracking 

system utilized in previous years, which caused that the sub execution caused by the contingencies 

resulted in lack of appropriate responses instead of alternative actions that could have ensured its 

viability. 

The objective of PRRD is to have a planning tool to reduce physical, social, economic, and 

environmental vulnerability and disaster impact in Central America. In that sense, the strategic 

framework and the expected results of its application are part of the transformation and 

sustainable development process of the region for the next millennium in the context of the 

Central America Alliance for Sustainable Development (ALIDES). 
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4.2. Relevance 
 
Some positive elements and concepts that have resulted from the formulation of the PRRD 
include: 
    

1) A shift from an approach focused on disaster attention, to one of reduction of risk, 
concentrated in getting planning and finance authorities to include the dimension of risk 
prevention as part of the region development strategies.  
 
2) Strengthening links between risk and development, as well as their relationships with 
environmental issues, land use planning and climate change. 
 
3) Its multi-sector approaches that allow linking it to the fulfillment of the Millennium 
Development Goals.  
 
4) Risk management as a regional public policy proposal with the formulation of the PCGIR 
(see below) based on the inputs of the PRRD and Mitch +10 (2009). 
 
5) Its articulation process at national, regional and international levels 

 
The strategic framework identified the following areas: 
 
a) The strengthening of the institutions responsible of vulnerability issues, risk reduction and 
management of contingencies and cooperation among them as appropriate at the regional, 
national and municipal level.  
 
b) The expansion and modernization of activities related to obtaining analysis and research of 
scientific and technical information about natural phenomena, required for the decision-making 
process. In this sense, the complementary Swedish cooperation is very important for the 
strengthening of the scientific component with the Dipredca project, executed with the 
participation of the Superior Council of Central American Universities (CSUCA).  
 
c) The establishment of modern monitoring systems of natural and anthropogenic phenomena to 
issue early warnings and risk reduction. 
 
d) The elaboration of national risk reduction policies, which are included in respective national 
development plans, strategies, and specific sectorial projects. 
 
e) The strengthening of local capacities in risk management. 
 
On the other hand, the institutional character of CEPREDENAC has been reinforced by the new 
Constitutive Act, signed in Belize in 2003 and ratified by five Central American countries (Panamá, 
Nicaragua, Honduras, El Salvador and Guatemala). Costa Rica is in the process of ratification by the 
Legislature. 
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Another important element of Norway's cooperation in updating the PRRD, was the proposal to 
establish a regional coordination platform for institutions of the integration system related to the 
subject matter: the General Secretary of SICA, the Secretaries of CCAD, CRRH and CEPREDENAC. 
PPRD 2006-20015 was elaborated through a participatory process including extensive consultation 
with interested professionals, public institutions, civil society and international cooperation within 
the six countries of the region. A total of about 500 people participated from different countries.  
 
The first CEPREDENAC Institutional Plan 2006-2008, which was elaborated based on the PRRD 
2006-20015, sets out the strategic objectives, activities, outcomes and indicators to measure the 
degree of progress in time, as well as making the respective estimates of minimum budget and 
possible funding sources. 
 
The Institutional Plan contains the actions of promotion, horizontal coordination, intra-regional 
and inter-regional coordination, telecommunications, scientific and technological research, 
transfer of experiences and lessons learned, as well as mechanisms for institutional sustainability. 
 
These new proposals of the PRRD and of the Institutional Plan were developed and agreed upon  
simultaneously with the national consultations and workshops; during the process, weaknesses 
were identified regarding the lack of participation of other member institutions of the sub national 
environmental system, as well as other NGOs not directly linked to humanitarian assistance. 
 
The Resolution of the XXXIV Meeting of Presidents held in Nicaragua in 2009 (Mitch +10) 
instructed “the SG/SICA *…+ through CEPREDENAC, to speed up the execution of the PRRD and 
organize the Mich+10 forum through a broad consultation process with different national and 
regional sectors, in order to build the guidelines for Central America’s policy on risk management 
to be presented for approval in the next SICA meeting”. 
 
The PRRD was made official by the Council of Representatives in its session in July of 2007, 
through the Resolution No. JD-04-07-2607-2007.  
 
Thus the PRRG as a plan became the basis for the PCGIR as a policy, which responds to the need to 
update the regional commitments aimed at reducing and preventing the risk of disasters and 
thereby contributes to a vision of comprehensive and secure development in Central America.  
 
This policy contains guidelines, commitments, general actions and medium term actions that seek 
to be specified through a hierarchical structure consisting of policy – strategy - plan. The policy 
sets forth the scope that allows the delimitation of the strategy and ensures that it adequately 
addresses risk management as the theme, and integrity as its characteristic, determining the 
commitments of regional authorities. It also identifies the means and processes by which this 
policy will be implemented, which include the institutional, financial supervision, accountability 
and participatory aspects. The more concrete aspects of these regional instruments, such as 
budget, impact and performance indicators, and short and medium term responsibilities, will be 
developed as strategy and plan. The PRRD in particular, will be adjusted to be consistent with the 
policy and to incorporate in detail its instruments and application mechanisms.  
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The contents provide guidance and establish specific responsibilities at different levels of the 
institutions at the Central American integration system. Therefore, the avenue towards national 
mechanisms is through the institutions and organs of SICA defined in its normative instruments. 
 
This policy offers great value to the processes now being developed throughout the region, mainly 
with the integration of sectoral approaches and subsystems, a more specific territorial base, an 
up-to-date theoretical and conceptual approach, an intensification of the coordination and 
promotion actions, and a set of decisions in areas not covered in previous strategies. 
 

4.3. Purpose of Norway’s support to update PRRD 
 
In updating the PRRD, the cooperation of Norway aimed to give the Central American region a 
guiding framework on integrated risk management of disasters, which in turn provides and 
facilitates collaboration and greater coherence between policy decisions and their corresponding 
mechanisms and implementation tools, including risk management, economic management, 
management of social cohesion, and environmental management. This holistic (multi-sectoral and 
territorial) approach is better equipped to respect and guarantee human rights, and take into 
consideration multiculturalism and gender equity. 
 
PRRD also served as the basis for the formulation of the Integrated Risk Management PCGIR after 
the incorporation of some addendums to strengthen its implementation. 
 
The present evaluation identified a lack of internalization in other regional and national authorities 
not directly related to the subject of disasters, who don’t know about the PCGIR proposal9 yet. 
Another weakness is the omission of the ethnic and multicultural components, which are key 
factors in the processes of prevention10. 
 
Changes in government authorities at regional, national municipal levels affect the continuity of 
these plans, policies and programs, prompting repeated modifications. 
 
Although one of the objectives of the PCGIR and the PRRD is shifting to preventive guidelines and 
measures, institutional capacity and political influence are insufficient to further advance the 
mainstreaming of these issues. Guatemala might be an exception where more substantive political 
support is available with the direct involvement of its Vice President. In the case of El Salvador, the 
National Commission of CEPREDENAC served as an instrument to bring together various public 
institutions and the PRRD served as a resource for planning national activities.  
 

                                                           
9
 There is an increasingly common trend that environmental authorities are responsible to develop plans for 

integrated risk management (specific case of El Salvador), and often are not fully linked to the CEPREDENAC 
system nor fully conscious of regional policies and plans in this area. 
10

 It was found in the case of San Juan de la Laguna (RECLAIMM demonstration project) that the elders 
warned in advance of the municipal authorities about the areas that historically have been occurring 
landslides processes and material transport by the rains. 
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4.4. Efficiency 
 
It is considered in this assessment that although the main objectives of updating the PRRD were 
completed successfully, the main shortcomings were the lack of proper follow-up and institutional 
appropriation, and lack of political will throughout the region to internalize its mandates. 
 
Two positive aspects for the development of the processes of consultation are the nomination of 
focal points and the organization of forums in each country. It would have been advisable also to 
carry out these consultations at the municipal level in areas of high risk and places where project 
components of RESIS II and RECLAIMM were implemented. A relationship between the PRRD 
project and the other two projects funded by Norway never existed. 
 
Planning is an exercise that must take into consideration a margin of uncertainties (especially in 
the area of risk management), as determined by external factors or assumptions that should help 
achieve the objectives but which do not depend on project management. In this case, such a 
margin of uncertainty was not properly estimated and contingency actions as well as other 
alternative courses of action were not developed, that would allow the project to continue to 
progress at times when there were events that demanded the attention national emergency 
systems. This also had an impact on sub-implementation of the project, where we identified an 
overload of administrative, technical, operational, and logistic responsibilities on the coordinating 
team. 
 
In January 2009 the change of government in CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat took place, 
contributing to a new delay in the implementation of this project because it was necessary to 
develop a management for the first hundred days, with implications in the 2009 Annual Execution 
Plan and its implementation. 
 

4.5. Effectiveness 
 
Under the guidance of PCGIR and PRRD, SICA’s different subsystems and Secretariats have been 
incorporating the integrated risk management approach into their strategies, which, at the 
conceptual level, is very positive.  
 
The PRRD seeks to integrate medium-term actions at all scales and levels of implementation: at 
regional, national, sectoral level. It will be updated in 2010 to address the objectives of this current 
policy. 
 
SICA’s Multiannual Plan will incorporate the integrated risk management approach transversely in 
the planning of all sub-systems. Specifically, the Environmental Sub-system will include all directly 
related matters. The Multi-Year Plan of CEPREDENAC establishes specific actions of competence of 
the Agency under the PCGIR, over a period of five years.  
 
Another element to consider is the initiative and increased interest of environmental authorities 
on risk management issues arising from the emerging policies on climate change. The mitigation 
and adaptation measures in this regard should support an inter-agency coordination and political 
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leadership for the conduct of these processes at the highest level possible (Presidency) and should 
have the support of relevant authorities in the legislative assemblies and organized civil society 
groups. 
 
A very positive aspect is that the PRRD has become a model for cooperation agencies in their 
negotiation and establishment of new partnerships with CEPREDENAC. 
 
Specific examples: 
  
a) CEPREDENAC - AECID Action Plan AECID-CEPREDENAC Phase I; 
 
b) CEPREDENAC - JICA Project for Development for Risk Management Capacities in Central 
America (BONSAI);  
 
c) CEPREDENAC - World Bank Project for Strengthening Information and Communication;  
 
d) Regional Programme for the Reduction of Vulnerability and Environmental Degradation - 
PREVDA, CEPREDENAC, CCAD, CRRH. SG-SICA and the European Union, which in turn represents 
the first project managed commonly by the three sub-SICA environmental system agencies. 
  
Several ongoing projects are committed to meet objectives of PRRD, so even budget headings 
from these other projects are given to perform outreach activities, ownership and implementation 
of activities.  
 
Nevertheless, not all countries have taken full advantage of the PRRD and disseminated it 
appropriately. Furthermore, the implementation of the Annual Execution Plan through the 
articulation of the program areas, agreements, and contracts signed with various agencies and 
implemented in six countries, requires a Program Director that can develop all actions of 
interagency coordination and programmatic and strategic negotiation in the name of the PRRD 
and CEPREDENAC.  
 
The country reports and discussions held around the thematic tables and plenary of the Regional 
Forum Mitch+10 indicate that: 
 
• There is a higher level of awareness in the region about the need to reduce existing risk levels, 
although not widespread enough in other sectors and society in general.  
 
• There have been efforts and progress made by countries, mainly regarding the formulation of 
policies, programs and projects aimed at understanding and monitoring of risks, strengthening 
local capacities for risk and emergency management, as well as in the development of sectoral 
strategies and plans to reduce vulnerabilities.  
 
• It was recognized that despite the progress made, weaknesses and obstacles associated with 
existing high levels of vulnerability remain. These are linked to high levels of poverty in the region, 
social disintegration and insecurity, poor management of natural resources, environmental 
degradation and disorderly growth of human settlements “ (CEPREDENAC, 2003). 
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The limited implementation of PRRD, pending the approval of PCGIR, implies that its monitoring 
system - with its indicators has never been made use of. 
 

4.6. Sustainability 
 
The sustainability of the PCGIR and the PRRD will depend on several important factors, among 
them: 
 

1. Mainstreaming, meaning the due appropriation of this policy and strategy on the part of 
other key sectors of public administration (energy, economy, communications and 
infrastructure, housing, education, planning, municipal governments and other sectors of 
society in particular, the business sector).  
2. Funding: the operating system of the CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat, reorganized 
in four strategic areas defined by the PCGIR and the PRRD, needs to be guaranteed 
through regional funding, without depending on international cooperation. 
 
3. Financial management: other financial mechanisms for development as well as private 
investment must be convinced to include risk management in their operations (licensing 
and permits, environmental impact assessments (EIAs), etc.) 
 
4. Awareness and citizen participation is a fundamental element to guarantee that these 
policies will be maintained through institutional and government changes at both the 
national and local levels. 
 
5. International cooperation: If donors take the PRRD and PCGIR as reference for their 
cooperation towards the region, it will have a positive impact on sustainability. 
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5. RESIS II’s outputs and results 
 

  5.1 Project design 
 
The project’s main objective is to reduce the risk of disasters during and after the occurrence of 
earthquakes in countries with the greatest earthquake threats (Guatemala, El Salvador and 
Nicaragua). It focuses mainly in road, hospital, educational and housing infrastructure, without 
losing regional perspective in the development of educational activities. 
 
The specific objectives are three: 
 

1. Earthquake risk reduction for strategic structures that are of major importance to society. 
2. Institutional and professional earthquake risk capacity-building in the Central American 

region. 
3. To achieve adequate participation from strategic sectors (private sector, national and local 

urban planning authorities, infrastructure development, etc.), through promotional and 
information dissemination activities.  

 
The projects’ expected results are to obtain mitigation recommendations that will be implemented 
by authorities, maps detailing typical construction structures of main cities, and seismic 
information updated in priority countries.  
 

  5.2 Relevance 

 
Given that Central America is a region of seismic activity in the subduction zone located at the 
convergence of the Coco and Caribbean plates, there is no doubt about the relevance of 
Norwegian cooperation in RESIS I and II. In this region, high magnitude earthquakes coincide with 
societies of very high social vulnerability, producing devastating disasters, often affecting the 
region as a whole. 
 
The two destructions of Nicaragua’s capital city (1931, 1972), and earthquakes in Guatemala in 
1976 and El Salvador in 2001, bear witness to the loss of human and economic lives valued at 
more than 35,000 deaths and 4,000 million dollars11. Other recent earthquakes include one in 
Chinchona, Alajuela, Costa Rica (January 2009) and one in Roatán, La Ceiba, Honduras (May 2009) 
 
In spite of this history, regional governments have not given risk management as much attention 
as one would expect. The main emphasis has been on the development of emergency response 
systems. Fortunately, in all Central American countries, these systems have evolved positively, 
ranging from the competence of civil protection forces, to a more inclusive management with civil 
society. 
 

                                                           
11

 NORSAR, 2004  Project Document 
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Now the challenge is to modernize emergency response towards risk management systems, 
focusing on prevention measures and the reduction of vulnerability in communities and cities.  
More than 20 years of Norwegian cooperation in seismic risk reduction has been a good 
contribution in this direction. 
 
It is known by the scientific community that with technological advances, modeling studies and 
current monitoring systems, it is possible to implement an alert system that might save many lives 
when an earthquake occurs. RESIS II is leaving an important legacy of scientific methods and tools 
that underpin the implementation of prevention measures and seismic risk mitigation. 
 
As far as we have seen through this evaluation, the results achieved through the RESIS project (I 
and II) are quite unique to Central America in their contribution to public institutions. There are 
other projects that have produced good documentation, but often without much participation 
from national professionals. There are good professionals among private consultants. Also there is 
a good deal of information of military nature, developed for example by North American military 
institutions. But within the scope of the potential for massive use by the public in general, RESIS 
seems to have great merit. 
 

5.3 Results 
 
Detailed mapping of typical structures in main cities  
 
The mapping of typical building structures in cities is a necessary step in order to model seismic 
risk in municipalities. Therefore, this activity is closely related to one of the project’s main 
objectives. The methodology used originates from a small-scale inspection, to be applied later in 
the building cadastre of the three cities of study in Guatemala, San Salvador and Managua. The 
compilation of field sample data was conducted with junior and senior students majoring in 
architecture and engineering at universities in Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala. 
 
With this information and the cadastral data, the project has characterized Central America’s 
typical building structures and has established capacity parameters for each type of structure 
typology. Recently (December 2009), NORSAR published a document entitled Characterization of 
Typical Structures, which contains the unification of typologies in Central America, as well as a 
methodology for economic valuation of these structures. Theoretically, these tools allow 
municipalities to estimate damages and calculate the costs of rebuilding or reinforcing structures 
affected by earthquakes. 
 
The preparation of recommendations for low budget reinforcement of the different building 
structure categories is still pending in the project.  Furthermore, there is a lack of dissemination of 
these results to a clientele that is beyond the direct counterparts, which in this case have been 
RESIS II coordinators in each country. The scientific team has done its part. Now it is responsibility 
of CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat to publish these results in a manual of typical structures of 
Central American cities with specific recommendations to reduce seismic risks. It will also be 
essential to promote these results to municipal governments of the region, so they can conduct a 
risk analysis in their municipalities. 
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Municipalities at Risk 
 
Closely linked to the previous task is the mapping of damage scenarios and the modeling exercises 
to alert municipal authorities about population and infrastructure subject to different risk 
categories. This tool has been greatly appreciated by local Governments12. With RESIS II there has 
been progress in this direction; however we must recognize that this project can only reach a 
certain point towards achieving this objective. 
 
One obstacle to produce these studies is the availability of up-to-date cadastral information and 
population and housing census records. The project has suffered delays in the three countries 
because of this situation. The information exists, but it is not available in the municipal 
administration, or in some cases it is not shared with consultants or researchers. The exception is 
Nicaragua, which has provided the information, based on past experiences in risk studies 
equipping the city of Managua with up to date cadastral information.  Last year, even the 
participating municipalities of Guatemala (Villanueva, Ciudad de Guatemala and Santa Catarina de 
Piñula) have become involved and have partially provided data. In El Salvador the link established 
with authorities of the Municipality of San Salvador is very recent, and although they have 
promised to provide the information, it has not yet been facilitated. 
 
Norwegian researchers have sought ways to overcome the lack of databases by constructing Proxy 
variables with information that is more easily accessible. These adaptations will possibly help in 
other municipalities that lack cadastral information. It is expected that once the information issue 
is solved, and analysis are made, the selected municipalities will have their risk maps. 
 
The groups of researchers, especially from universities, have been the main beneficiaries of 
trainings by their Norwegian counterparts. The damage assessment is done by using a software 
called SELENA, which requires input information from structure typing exercises and municipal 
cadastral infrastructure data. The project counterparts have recently been trained (March 2010) in 
Madrid, in the use of this software, which is accessible for free to all users. Initially, the project 
depended on access to another extremely expensive software called MATLAB to run the model, 
but this problem has been overcome. The idea for the remaining project phase is that trained 
experts conduct training courses in each country, where they can pass on their acquired 
knowledge to a wider group of researchers. 
 
In fact, in some countries are planning for a broader application of SELENA. In Nicaragua, 
SINAPRED intends to do studies in other cities of the Pacific. Panama, Honduras and Costa Rica, 
who have participated in trainings, have shown interest in doing studies of seismic risks in the 
future. In February of 2010, seismic risk studies were done for all the capital cities of Central 
America, and in May, there will be workshops to share the information and results in each 
country. 
 
Vulnerability in hospitals and schools 
 

                                                           
12

 Based on interviews with municipal governments of Managua, Villanueva (neighboring municipality of 
Guatemala City) and field visit 
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According to the original project design, a strategic aspect is to assess building structures such as 
hospitals or schools, considering their high priority in cases of natural disasters. For this, the 
project has produced an analysis  guide of seismic vulnerability in hospitals and schools, validated 
by using a sample of 12 hospitals and 8 schools in Nicaragua, Guatemala and El Salvador, along 
with staff from counterpart sector institutions. 
 
In parallel, a 10-day workshop dedicated to the analysis of structural and non-structural 
vulnerability for hospitals and schools was held in Panama City in October, 2008. The 18 workshop 
participants were affiliated to public health and education institutions or research institutions. 
 
Based on reports produced by NORSAR, aggregating the hospital and school survey samples, a 
more detailed analysis for selected structures has been conducted, in order to generate structural 
capacity curves and vulnerability functions that can be applied to assess hospitals and schools 
individually. 
 
Additionally, there is an initial proposal of economic reinforcement manuals. However, the project 
does not fund mitigation measures; therefore a commitment by corresponding sector authorities 
in the countries is imperative, to manage public or investment resources to finance the 
implementation of these measures. 
 
While the main intention has been to evaluate the potential risk of each selected strategic 
structure, and to identify weaknesses and the most vulnerable parts of buildings to be reinforced, 
the tools generated by the project will also allow the conduction of broader risk analysis 
considering typical hospital and school buildings. These diagnoses might be useful for authorities 
that have under their management the maintenance of social infrastructure (municipalities, health 
and education ministries, etc.) 
 
Landslide and vulnerability in roads and bridges 
 
Situation assessments and studies have been conducted with NGI in Guatemala, Nicaragua and El 
Salvador, but with considerable delay. In this case, Norwegian experts were to collaborate with 
their national counterparts. Norwegian researchers, who recently completed three reports about 
landslide evaluation and the impact on road and village infrastructures (in San Cristobal de 
Verapaz, San Salvador volcano, and the new highway between Jinotega and Matagalpa), have 
dominated the process. Given the relevance of the recommendations expected from these 
studies, involvement and participation of Central American institutions must be strengthened in 
the validation of these reports 
 
A regional workshop was held recently with emphasis on bridge foundation, which produced a 
document with technical recommendations to civil protection directors from each country. 
 
Central American consultants are in the process of gathering bridge and road construction codes, 
with a view to propose a model that unifies Central American code criteria. 
 
The next challenge is to adapt the models in the context of each country, but above all, the 
application of agreed bridge and road construction codes. 
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Updating seismic hazard in Central America 
 
The project has financed high-level research in each country, involving the scientific community of 
regional institutions, that under coordination of the Polytechnic University of Madrid an updated 
book has been made about Central American seismic hazard.13 
 
This book and the research conducted in each country, provide information that allows seismic 
hazard zoning and generates structural indicators that will help the seismic resistant construction 
of buildings and infrastructure. 
 
The culmination of seismic hazard analysis in Central America was possible because of training and 
microzonation conducted in RESIS I; therefore it must be seen as the continuation of a process 
that started long ago. 
 
Already in Guatemala results are being used by the Guatemalan Association of Structural and 
Seismic Engineers (AGIES) that at the request of the risk program of the Guatemalan Government 
(financed by the World Bank) is making municipal seismic hazard maps, to be applicable locally. 
Additionally, the elaboration of construction codes that consider seismic hazard is being 
prepared.14 
 
An important challenge for CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat is to reproduce the book to be 
accessible for free to wider groups of engineers and researchers. Additionally, and more 
important, will be the production of user-friendly materials and to organize (or stimulate) trainings 
for contractors, foremen and masons, to incorporate the criteria for seismic resistance 
systematically in their constructions. 
 
Strengthening institutional and professional capacities 
 
From the first meeting that took place at the Initial Workshop in February 2007, the project has 
been intertwined with the development of all the above activities, an extensive process of capacity 
building, using various forms of training (learning-by-doing, field visits, specialized workshops, 
regional meetings, and formal training). 
 
The list of workshops organized by NORSAR in Central America, with participants, is reproduced in 
Annex 5. 
 
About the systematization of the trainings, contrary to the situation in Nicaragua, Panama and El 
Salvador, it is surprising how little involvement they have had from Guatemalan public institutions 
officials in the regional workshops. 
 

                                                           
13

 Maria Belen Benito Oterino, Yolanda Torres Fernandez (eds.): Amenaza Sismica en America Central 
14

 In the case of Costa Rica and Panama, the results of seismic threat reports are being considered to 
improve earthquake resistant codes, and the structural loss evaluations will be replicated in other cities. For 
example, Panama has presented a proposal to the National Science and Technology Secretary to do an 
evaluation in the city of David.       
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It is not possible to assess whether these workshops have met the targets proposed by the 
project, since the initial document does not specify training goals. Nor is it possible to assess the 
impact that these courses may have beyond the enhancement of knowledge for each participant. 
For one interviewee, the transfer of information and knowledge to colleagues working at the 
institution is still pending. 
 
Currently, a 6-week course at the University of Costa Rica is being planned, possibly in May, for 
master students. There is presently a candidate under consideration for a Ph.D scholarship in 
Norway. 
 

5.4. Efficiency 
 
The cost of the project is 14.955 million NOK (approximately $2.5 million.), nearly three times 
more than that of RECLAIMM. This seems justifiable, as long as the important results of the project 
will actually be available to relevant institutions. 
 
Some observations could be made: it would seem to have been more cost efficient to produce all 
materials in Central America. Trainings abroad are very expensive for one specialist per country, it 
might have been better to bring specialists to Central and hold the trainings in the country in order 
to train more technicians. But at the same time, the introduction of a limited group to a wider 
network of high-level international experts and institutions may have a value in itself, so they can 
later be able to multiply their knowledge among a wider group in their own countries. 
 
By March 31st 2010, CEPREDENAC had received the total of four payments (dollar equivalent) of 
$1, 558.012, which represents approximately 68% of the total budget, equivalent to $2, 301.299. 
 

5.5. Effectiveness and impact 
 
The project has used pairing between Norwegian scientists and Central American scientists for 
each main task, as a method of transferring knowledge between NORSAR, the NGI and national 
institutions. While this way of establishing counterparts inherited by RESIS I has paid off among 
researchers, it has not led to optimal collaboration between researchers and public organizations, 
including CEPREDENAC, which are recipients of many of the results produced. 
 
One of the main achievements of RESIS II has been the generation of knowledge and methods. The 
impact of their efforts will be obtained when measures to reduce the vulnerability of communities 
to earthquakes are applied locally and nationally. It would be unfair to expect this result from a 
single project, although it is part of the project objectives. But one wonders whether RESIS II has 
made its optimal efforts to promote the strengthening of capacities of public and private 
institutions with the relevant mandate to issue and implement such measures. 
 
The project has generated valuable results of high technical quality that could have an impact on 
national risk management systems, if they were known and used comprehensively and 
systematically by national and municipal institutions. No commitments have been established to 
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that respect, nor have they been adequately informed about the technical processes being 
developed in RESIS II. 
 
In general, a good part of RESIS II counterparts come from universities. These are part of the 
scientific committees and/or national prevention systems, but they have no decision-making or 
institutional authority to implement the variety of necessary actions for the implementation of 
generated results. This is worrying, because some RESIS II processes will be left inconclusive, or 
will have to be validated and adapted in the future, to be used by municipalities and local actors. 
The question is who will be in charge of promoting the continuation of RESIS II. 
 
In RESIS II, multiple institutional arrangements converge. A collaboration and contractual 
relationship exists between CEPREDENAC and NORSAR. However, the international coordinator 
has been the one who has taken leadership in this relationship, until CEPREDENAC’s ad hoc 
regional coordinator was hired. There is also a formal relationship between CEPREDENAC and the 
Norwegian Embassy in Nicaragua, which has sometimes facilitated dialogue between the parties. 
On a more operational level, there is a direct relationship between the Norwegian and Central 
American scientists. The key element in strengthening the links between project activities and 
national institutions has been the regional coordinator. In this way, the link between the technical 
processes and research on one hand, and the sectoral or local institutions on the other has also 
improved, directly benefitting the capacity of the latter to benefit from the work of the university 
community. 
 
The coordinator has been hired by CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat. But with the completion 
of his contract - limited to the duration of the RESIS II project – the organization will lose the 
leadership and vision that is needed to continue to build on the achievements and strengthen the 
preliminary results. Even with political will and correct institutional embedding, the project still 
has a deficit of validation and tool adaptation to the realities of each country. However, with the 
exception of the book of seismic threats, the outputs are not yet finalized and there is time to 
discuss this challenge with the countries. It is hoped that the Multiannual Plan adopted in 
September 2009 will strengthen the Secretariat’s capacity in this regard. 
 
There is a logical relationship between different tasks, and although they have created separate 
outputs, they have the potential to develop into elements or components of local or national 
contingency and risk management plans. That is true for the classification of types of building 
structures, the damage scenarios at local level (in this case municipal, but it may be departmental 
or national), assessments of hospitals and schools and the implementation of mitigation measures 
to strengthen structures and prevent damage. These are all elements of actions that must be 
assessed by national and municipal authorities. Such decisions go beyond partnerships between 
individual researchers, and should be discussed between CEPREDENAC and national institutions. 
According to some interviewees, RESIS II has been a very academic project, anchored in 
universities, despite the annual planning of the project’s execution, where each country proposes 
their contribution. 
 
Another element that would improve the project’s effectiveness is to provide databases, methods, 
training materials, reports, manuals, software, and research findings to third-parties on a website, 
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including that of CEPREDENAC. Materials should be edited and published with appropriate 
institutional credit. 
 
In spite of design or implementation limitations, there are many positive signs about this project’s 
impact: 
 

- The existence of a network of Central American volcanologist and seismology scientists  
- The existence of earthquake monitoring systems in the region and an appropriate link 
with related international scientific institutions  
- The increase in awareness that regional societies show and the lessons derived from the 
management of disasters which recently occurred in Haiti and Chile 
- Political support from presidents to risk management with the signing of the new policy 
PCGIR at the next Presidential Summit [scheduled to be held before the end of May 2010]. 
- The 2010 Annual Execution Plan includes dissemination and outreach activities 

 
Looking at the three specific objectives of the RESIS II project and evaluating the degree of 
realization, we must conclude: 
 

(1) Reducing the risk of earthquakes for strategic structures relevant to society: the 
knowledge base has been created, but it still appropriate implementation is still lacking. 
(2) Building and strengthening institutional and professional capacities to face risks: this 
has been achieved in scientific and technical institutions, but much less in the executing 
mitigation agencies. 
(3) Conduct promoting and information dissemination activities to ensure adequate 
participation in strategic sectors: also in this case there is also little implementation so far, 
although, it will be the main focus in the remaining life of the project. 

 
To some extent, looking back, it would seem that specific objectives have not very realistic, by 
putting so much emphasis on the implementation of the scientific results. The main objective 
suffers from the same implementation gap, referred to repeatedly in this report: the goal of 
disaster risk reduction during and after the occurrence of earthquakes has not been reached, but 
great progress has been made on the basis of knowledge. A good use of the project results could 
contribute significantly towards that goal. 
 
It has been a subject of controversy during the preparation of this report as to what extent the 
involvement of implementing institutions in disaster prevention is the project’s responsibility, and 
that of NORSAR in particular. The evaluation team considers that the project objective refers to 
risk reduction, including vulnerability in the social organization, and therefore, it is not limited to 
threat analysis.  To this end, it is not sufficient to achieve an improvement in knowledge in the 
scientific network. As stated elsewhere, NORSAR recognized that RESIS I suffered from the limited 
communication skill of technicians and seismologist, and the weak links with the users of the 
technical-scientific work. This was seen as limiting the aim to reach beyond the scientific 
community. It seems like this lesson was not taken into account in the design of RESIS II. 
 
This responsibility cannot be given only in scientific institutions. It should clearly be the 
responsibility of CEPREDENAC to ensure that the tools developed in the project are made available 
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to the most relevant users in the region. These institutional liaisons have been missing in the 
project.  
 
Since RESIS II has not yet completed, the project must make a serious effort to improve this lack of 
practical application in the remainder of the project. 
 

5.6. Sustainability 
 
CEPREDENAC must share the RESIS results with other cooperation programs and should promote 
the continuation of initiated processes through other programs aiming at the development of skills 
and risk analysis: The program coordinated by the Vice Presidency of Guatemala, the Swedish 
cooperation project with the CSUCA / DIPREDCA, which can help strengthen scientific networks, 
OFDA, the Japanese Cooperation, etc.  
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6. The products and results of RECLAIMM 
 

6.1. Project design 
 
The overall goal of the project was to reduce the vulnerability so that hazardous events caused by 
future landslides in the Central American Countries would cause less damage than experienced in 
the period prior to start-up of the project. 
 
For the project’s second phase, 2006-2008, emphasis was given to the strengthening of national 
capacities, to deal with landslide risk management.  
 
The projects main objectives *under NGI’s responsibility+ have been to: 
1. Improve the knowledge and skills of professionals on middle management level from a selection 
of relevant organizations in the region, which is dealing with landslide hazards. 
2. Create a forum and network where representatives from the Central American countries can 
exchange experience, derive common methodologies and assist each other on practical issues 
when needed. 
3. Create mechanisms that ensure dissemination of knowledge and methodologies generated in 
the capacity building program to a larger audience. 
 
The expected outputs of the project relative to the objectives were: 

 To have improved the knowledge skills of 25 professionals on middle management level 
who are dealing with landslide hazards15.  

 To have created a forum and network of experience exchange. 

 To have formulated 2 guidelines for best practice within landslide hazard/risk 
management. 

 To have multiplied knowledge skills to a larger group of stakeholders. 

 To have established a landslide mitigation demonstration project in three countries in 
Central America. 

 To have exchanged experiences from/to Norway16. 
 

6.2. Relevance of the project 
 
There can be little doubt about the need for and relevance of a project that may strengthen the 
knowledge and capacity to monitor the risk of landslides in Central America, and to the extent 
possible prevent or reduce their devastating effects. Recent landslide disasters prior to the 
initiation of this project include the Casitas tragedy in Nicaragua as a consequence of Hurricane 
Mitch, and the Las Colinas landslide in El Salvador as a consequence of the earthquake there in 
2001. The relationship between hurricanes, heavy rainfall, earthquakes and landslides was 
therefore clearly established among decision makers and the population at large. At the same 
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 The number increased from 15 to 25 in 2006, as a result of a project extention 
16

 The two previous outputs were added in 2006 as a result of a project extension 
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time, knowledge and monitoring capacity was quite limited. Later, major landslide disasters as the 
one in Atitlán, Guatemala 2005 (at least 600 deaths) and San Vicente, El Salvador in 2009 (120 
deaths), confirmed very clearly that a project of this kind was highly relevant and pertinent. 
 
It seems that this peculiar kind of natural disaster was only fully recognized by emergency 
authorities quite lately, principally as a consequence of Hurricane Mitch. 
 
Based on the events mentioned above, it was no surprise that Nicaragua was the first country to 
express its interest in such a project. A bilateral relationship between NGI and INETER had already 
been established in the early 90s. In El Salvador, it was only after 2001 that the political authorities 
saw the need to strengthen national capacities in landslides, and SNET was given the task to follow 
up on this. Contact was established with NGI, leading to bilateral cooperation in these two 
countries. When relevant institutions of other countries in the region became aware of the 
existing NGI links with Nicaragua and El Salvador, Norway concluded that there was a solid basis 
for a regional project.  
 
A good network among scientists and disaster prevention agencies had already been established 
when Norway decided that CEPREDENAC would be the most appropriate channel for a regional 
landslide project. This seems to have come as a surprise to the involved partners, since 
CEPREDENAC had no prior experience with landslides.  
 

6.3. Products and results 
 
Knowledge skills among 25 professionals 
 
Professionals from 20 different organizations in the 6 countries are reported to have been trained 
in four yearly training sessions (Costa Rica 2005, Guatemala 2006, Panama 2007, Honduras 2008), 
each of one week’s duration, with the number of participating professionals varying between 20 
and 35.  
 
This is the core group of professionals who have received specialized and systematic training 
throughout the RECLAIMM project. Most of them are reported to have taken part in all four 
training sessions. They are undoubtedly as of today the best prepared persons to handle landslide 
hazards in Central America. NGI sees this core group as “influencing agents” in terms of preventive 
work in their respective institutions and countries. It is our impression, from those members of 
this group that we have met with, that they feel a high degree of professional satisfaction to have 
been part of this project, and actually quite empowered in their relationship with relevant 
authorities. 
 
With NGI serving as facilitator in these four regional training sessions, the professionals have been 
updated and trained on key subjects on landslide risk management, such as: 
 
- Use of landslide inventories 
 
- Hazard and risk mapping 
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- Prediction of run out distances for various types of slides 
 
- Landslide instrumentation and monitoring 
 
- Early warning for landslides 
 
- Land use planning 
 
- Use of structural and non-structural mitigation measures 
 
In addition to its own experts, the NGI has also brought in specialist from Italy, Spain, Colombia 
and the United States to cover lectures on special subjects, in order to provide the program with a 
broadest possible international profile and extend the professional network of Central American 
professionals. 
 
It seems to be the case that more emphasis has been on hazards than on vulnerability in this part 
of the project, which is logical since we are here talking about specialized scientific training. The 
vulnerability aspects are supposed to have been more taken care of in other components of the 
project.   
 
Exchange of experience network 
 
It is claimed that the strong professional network that has been built in the region through the 
four yearly regional training sessions will survive independently of the RECLAIMM project. There 
have been examples of landslide experts, trained through RECLAIMM, being called upon to 
strengthen efforts in neighbor countries when disasters have occurred. Exchange of experiences 
between the countries has increasingly taken place. 
 
The scientific community in the region seems to be quite unanimous is praising the high 
professional quality of the project, and that an informal network of landslide experts has been 
established.  
 
However, the number of professionals engaged in this aspect of natural disasters in Central 
America is limited, their institutions are generally quite weak, and the prestige of landslide experts 
seems to have been weaker than that of for instance earthquake experts. The latter aspect may 
partly have been overcome thanks to this project, but it is still a rather vulnerable professional 
network without the ongoing support of a project like RECLAIMM. 
 
Therefore, it would seem difficult to assure the continuation of this network after the end of the 
RECLAIMM project. However, in the opinion of NGI, this network of experts has a life of its own, 
regardless of the institutional relationships of its members.  Anyway, CEPREDENAC should see it as 
its task to establish a semi-formal structure and maintain it intact even after the end of the 
project, for example, in the form of a regional scientific committee. 
 
Guidelines of best practice 



Evaluation of Norway’s Cooperation with Cepredenac 
 

 

47 
 

 
Rather than the expected two guidelines of best practice, the project has produced a total of five 
guidelines and informative reports, in the areas of land use planning (3), prevention and mitigation 
efforts and early warning.  
 
These guidelines, which have been produced with strong participation from the network of 
landslide experts in the region, are written in an easily understandable language, with extensive 
use of practical illustrations and graphics. They seem to be very practical guidelines for people 
without specialized professional knowledge of landslide phenomena. In spite of the limited 
information provided by CEPREDENAC regarding distribution of these documents (and in fact, 
CEPREDENAC has only three of the five manuals in file), NGI has reported a satisfactory 
distribution of reports, with a production of 800-1,500 each. The key target group of these guides 
includes local government institutions and emergency institutions locally and nationally, including 
NGOs. Even community leaders have a strong interest and probably would make a great use of 
them. 
 
CEPREDENAC should the distribution of the guidelines systematically through its national 
counterparts. The next step would be to download the texts to its homepage, and to national 
emergency institutions websites. Finally, attempts should be made to organize an outreach 
program with the end users, or coordinate national initiatives in this direction, drawing heavily 
upon the professional landslide network.  
 
Knowledge among a wider group of stakeholders 
 
The outreach to a wider group of stakeholders was intended to take place through a combination 
of a one-day session during the four international seminars, plus national follow-up workshops. 
The latter have been organized by the landslide professionals in each country trained through 
Output 1, also normally of a one-day duration. A total of 184 persons have participated in three 
international seminars, and a total of 243 have participated in 6 national trainings (in all countries 
except for Panama). The overall total of training participants is the quite impressive number of 
42717, including representatives from government agencies, municipalities, universities, NGOs and 
private companies. The idea has been to make this wider group more conscious of the options for 
proactive thinking in order to reduce the consequences of landslides. 
 
The challenge is to follow up the quite superficial knowledge and awareness acquired through 
these workshops, among key decision makers and implementers, among those who in their 
practical work would need it in order to prevent major disasters. This problem is particularly 
relevant at a local level, in municipalities (for instance regarding land use planning) and in local 
communities.18  
 
CEPREDENAC should make an effort to maintain a communication link with the participants in 
these trainings and even expand this broader end-user network, through the national 

                                                           
17

 We understand that these numbers include the core group, which participated in most seminars, meaning 
that the total number of this ”secondary” group would be somewhere between 350 and 400. 
18

 The importance of this is e.g. seen in Nicaragua, in light of the new land use law 
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counterparts and through regular electronic communication. The guidelines produced under 
output 3 would seem to be a very appropriate tool in this regard. 
 
It is only through a wider network that the most vulnerable groups, the poor people who are 
normally the main victims of natural disasters, can be reached.  
 
Landslide mitigation demonstration projects 
 
Three so-called Landslide Mitigation Demonstration Projects (LMDPs) have been implemented 
through RECLAIMM: one in two communities around Lake Atitlán, Guatemala, one in the Cartago 
District in Costa Rica, and one in a poor neighborhood in Panama City. These projects have 
included several of the following components: hazard assessment monitoring, early warning, 
hazard mapping, pilot construction of runoff water channels and retaining walls. 
 
The mission has visited two of the demonstration project sites (San Juan La Laguna in Guatemala 
and San Miguelito in Panama).  
 
The general impression is that these pilot projects have been of quite limited value. In both cases, 
the monitoring system broke down partially or completely after a quite short period, due to lack of 
maintenance capacity and/or use of precarious equipment under local conditions. A general 
deficiency seems to have been that the local population has not been seriously involved in the 
projects. The demonstration effect has therefore been very limited, in the selected communities 
and even more beyond these communities. The failure seems to have been the consequence of 
limited implementation capacity on the part of the scientific institutions (NGI and local 
counterparts)19. If there is a will among national emergency institutions, the demonstration 
projects could still be of value e.g. as part of follow-up outreach programs as referred to under 
outputs 3 and 4.  
 
Exchange of experiences with Norway: 
 
This output has not been reported in the Final Report from NGI. 
 
As an indirect consequence of the project, two scientists from Central America have obtained a 
PhD degree within the landslide discipline from the University of Oslo, under supervision from 
NGI.   They are both still living and working in Norway, but they may hopefully return to their 
native countries at some point in order to make their specialized knowledge available there. 
 

  

                                                           
19

 It is interesting to note the difference between the projects in Panama and in Guatemala (the two visited 
by the evaluation team). In the first case, there does not seem to exist much commitment by the Communal 
Board where the project was installed, and it has failed completely. In the case of San Juan la Laguna in 
Guatemala, a local NGO (ATITALA) has managed to save a part of the project, in spite of the collapse of the 
computer. 
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6.4. Efficiency 
 
The project has had a very limited cost (4,8  mill NOK, corresponding to approximately 0,8 mill USD 
over four years), compared to the significant results as described above. The cost efficiency must 
be said to have been very high. 
 
However, the efficiency of the project may have been held back by limited communication, and at 
times mutual lack of confidence, between the Norwegian executing agency and its project 
counterparts on national level on one side, and CEPREDENAC on the other. This factor may be of 
particular importance when it comes to make effective use of the results after the end of the 
project, and to bring in the crucial local stakeholders on a more long-term basis. 
 

6.5. Effectiveness and impact 
 
The review team confirms the following impact of the RECLAIMM project, at the time of the 
review: 
 
 - A considerable number of scientists and landslide experts have been trained in state-of-the art 
methods for landslide hazard and risk assessment and mitigation; 
 
- Professionals and national institutions have been brought together in an informal network which 
may allow for exchange of best practices among the Central American countries; 
 
- a culture of disaster prevention substituting a limited reactive attitude seems to have been 
established among a significant number of national and local stakeholders with relevance for 
landslide hazards, although it is unclear how far-reaching this culture is in depth and geographical 
scope.  
 
If we go back to the objectives of the project, we may make the following considerations about 
their fulfillment: 
 
(a) Improve the knowledge and skills of professionals on middle management level from a 
selection of relevant organizations in the region which is dealing with landslide hazards. This seems 
to have been reached. 
 
(b) Create a forum and network where representatives from the Central American countries can 
exchange experience, derive common methodologies and assist each other on practical issues 
when needed. This seems to have been reached, but the sustainability of this depends on further 
follow-up actions. 
 
(c) Create mechanisms that ensure dissemination of knowledge and methodologies generated in 
the capacity building program to a larger audience. This crucial objective is not yet reached, but the 
basis for it has been created. Much follow-up is needed in order to get to this. The team is making 
concrete recommendations in this regard. 
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The general objective of the project was to reduce the vulnerability so that hazardous events 
caused by future landslides in the Central American countries would cause less damage than 
experienced in the period prior to start-up of the project. This goal is also within reach, if proper 
use is made of the highly valuable outputs delivered through the RECLAIMM project. 
 
It is true, as NGI insists in its comments, that the systematic training of institutions in charge of 
disaster prevention - for example at local level - was not within the project scope.  But the aim of 
decreasing the vulnerability will only be reached by taking advantage in such way of the results 
and tools produced by the project. 
 

6.6. Sustainability 
 
As already mentioned, there are serious doubts about the sustainability of the quite impressive 
results achieved during project implementation. It will now be up to CEPREDENAC to make sure 
that the regional policy about to be approved, the PRRD and the Multiannual plans are formulated 
and implemented in such ways that national and local stakeholders can make durable use of these 
results.  
 
Follow-up should be done by mobilizing the highly valuable human resource base produced by this 
project. It could take the form of trainings of national and local decision makers and implementers 
(e.g. based on the five produced guidelines), implementation of more systematic monitoring and 
early warning systems, local/municipal hazard mapping to be used as basis for land use  planning, 
and other local use including structural works (water run-off, contention structures etc.). 
 
The potential for durable and sustainable impact of this project is there. But further action is 
needed in order to obtain such impact that might not have been included in the project design, 
but are decisive to archive the general objective of reducing the vulnerability.  
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7. Conclusions and recommendations 
This review confirms a finding of several previous reviews of the cooperation between Norway and 

CEPREDENAC in the field of prevention and mitigation of natural disasters: There has been, and 

remains to exist, a lack of communication and socialization of important scientific-technical results 

produced in these projects. There seems to be a lack of institutional and therefore application 

relationship, between scientists and users. CEPREDENAC has not been able to show its capacity to 

fill that gap, and thus to implement its policies and plans. The institution does not seem to have 

taken seriously into account previous recommendations in this regard, in order to transcend this 

crucial gap. 

CEPREDENAC has shown a good ability to carry out consultations with national stakeholders about 

their plans, either in the process of preparing the PRRD, multi-annual plans and Annual Execution 

Plan (all facilitated by the PRRD project funded by Norway and Sweden) or even the development 

of the new regional policy (the PCGIR). But the perception of many actors - including the 

institutions that participated in technical projects like RESIS II and RECLAIMM - is that those plans 

are irrelevant, due to the incapacity to turn plans into reality. From what we understand, the PRRD 

monitoring system has never been put into practice, which also removes from this review a useful 

tool. 

The CEPREDENAC’s Executive Secretariat has always emphasized the importance of strengthening 

project management. Now it wants to strengthen the technical-scientific area, which will be the 

main engine to provide advice to countries. It suffers from financial sustainability, like other 

organizations of the Central American integration system. 40% of its budget depends foreign 

cooperation for institutional strengthening. 

Joint planning of PRRD and the Multiannual Plan has been beneficial to make cooperation 

between the Executive Secretariat and its national counterparts more functional and operational. 

CEPREDENAC depends on these relationships to congregate the network of actors involved at 

national and local level in managing risks. Leadership and political support from each counterpart 

varies depending on the legal framework and internal arrangements of each government within 

the area of risk management. 

Risk management intersects with many other regional strategies and plans (environment, health, 

agriculture, and water) to be made operational at national and local levels. For some national 

authorities, this complex regional agenda, weakens rather than strengthens national institutions. 

RESIS II, a continuation of a previous project with the purpose to reduce risks from earthquakes, 

appears to have achieved excellent scientific and technical results, and has transferred very useful 

human resources and tools to the Central American region, in order to raise the level of protection 

against such calamities always so threatening to lives and infrastructure in this part of the world. 

But the project had objectives beyond the accumulation of potential skills, which so far have not 
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been reached because of CEPREDENAC’s same lack of implementing relevance, and the little 

institutional anchoring of these results.20 

The project has created outputs that can have a very high impact if they are used and 

implemented. There is a need to validate the results against the conditions of each country and to 

initiate an extensive training and dissemination campaign. It is probably only with the assistance of 

national authorities, which have to be motivated and made interested, that the necessary 

resources will be raised in order to continue initiated processes and to implement the proposed 

mitigation recommendations. 

Since this project is still running, the applicability may be emphasized more during the remainder 

of the project. 

RECLAIMM, a project focused on the reduction of risks associated with landslides - a phenomenon 

ever more frequent and threatening in Central America - has been more modest in its specific 

objectives and budget. In this case, most of the scientific and technical objectives have been 

achieved and even exceeded, but what is missing, as in the case of RESIS, is to implement the 

results. 

The main objective of the RECLAIMM project, of reducing vulnerability created by landslides, is 

within reach, if the outputs generated through RECLAIMM are used properly. 

There is limited information regarding gender issues during project implementation. It is a fact 

that 19% of the participants of RESIS II were female (28 of 124), while 20% of the main nucleus 

members trained by RECLAIM were women (5 of 25). The coordinators confirm that many women 

have had leading roles in counterpart institutions. The most critical question regarding gender 

issues is what space will be available for women in the application – as final users – of the results. 

There is considerable doubt among the stakeholders of RECLAIM and RESIS II regarding the 

efficacy and relevance of CEPREDENAC, and more broadly about Central American institutions and 

regional policies in disaster prevention. With the upcoming approval of PCGIR and the 

implementation of PRRG that will come with it, there is a new opportunity for CEPREDENAC to 

enforce its mission and apply its mobilization capabilities in coordinating national institutions 

within its mandate. 

The review concludes with the following recommendations: 

                                                           
20

 Note has been taken of a comment that this statement does not apply to Costa Rica and Panama, given 
that the results of the two RESIS projects have been incorporated into the seismic codes, resulted in 
revisions of existing codes for seismic resistance,  and led to the realization of microzonation and 
assessment of structural seismic risks in other towns, by means of national funds 



Evaluation of Norway’s Cooperation with Cepredenac 
 

 

53 
 

1) The first recommendation is that recommendations are to be implemented as far as it is 

feasible. Many of the recommendations of previous reviews were never implemented, and 

most of them are still relevant.21 

2) Despite recent major reforms in CEPREDENAC’s structure and an expectation that the 

Heads of State will soon adopt clearer guidelines for a regional policy for risk and disaster 

management (PCGIR), there is still much uncertainty about institutional relationships with 

national authorities and the coordinating role of CEPREDENAC. To ensure its future 

operation and sustainability it requires a political decision on the part of regional 

governments to facilitate lines of communication and decision making in a coordinated 

manner among countries. This aspect should be on the agenda of the Presidential Summit 

which will approve the PCGIR. The purpose of this institutional re-engineering is to ensure 

the actual implementation of policies, strategies and plans, so that national and local 

implementers can make effective use of RECLAIMM, RESIS and other relevant tools. 

3)  Experiences acquired in responses to major disasters indicate that the most effective 

method to handle crises is at the lowest possible level (what is called the subsidiary 

principle). This lesson is particularly important for a regional institution like CEPREDENAC, 

to find the appropriate system to work with local actors, even though its mandate allows it 

only to work through national counterparts. 

4) If there is a will to strengthen CEPREDENAC as an effective regional institution in the 

management of natural disasters, it requires a greater financial commitment from 

governments in the region. They need to invest their own funds in order to ensure the 

maintenance of CEPREDENAC’s core executive staff, its administration and programs. We 

must move beyond the ad hoc logics of externally funded projects, in favor of a logic of 

institutional continuity. For CEPREDENAC to demonstrate its reason for existence, a new 

vision is needed from political leaders and Central American integration institutions, of 

seeing and seeking opportunities and solutions rather than problems in the relationship 

between regional and national institutions. 

5) To fill the gap that exists between CEPREDENAC, as regional coordinating institution, 

and technical-professional networks who have knowledge of rational risk management, 

the establishment of a Regional Scientific-Technical Commission is recommended, as 

foreseen in the Constitutional Act. At the same time, national technical committees with 

their coordinators should be revitalized, possibly paid on a part-time basis by civil defense 

authorities. To continue these relationships, the position of scientific and technical 

coordinator of the Executive Secretariat, now temporarily funded through a project, must 

be included in the permanent staff of the organizational chart as a function of first priority. 

                                                           
21

 Ref. chapters 2.1. and 2.2. 
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6) For the network of landslide experts trained through the RECLAIMM project, it is 

particularly of great importance finding a way to maintain that network sustainably, for 

example as a sub-committee under the Scientific-technical Commission. Seismologists and 

volcanologists, experts in earthquakes should possibly form another sub-committee.   

7) The technical results of RECLAIMM and RESIS II are very impressive, in the form of 

human training and production of technical tools for natural risk management. To ensure 

the implementation of these results among executing institutions at a national and local 

level, the development of a dissemination, training and implementation strategy between 

CEPREDENAC and national authorities is required, seeking a financial commitment from 

sectoral authorities. Additionally, support should be sought from several foreign 

cooperation programs. It is recommended that Norway contributes to the financing of 

such strategy during the remainder of the cooperation, or at least inform national 

authorities and other relevant donors about the potential of the produced results (see also 

recommendation 16). 

8) Another element that might improve the effectiveness and sustainable impact of the 

project is to make databases, methods, training materials, reports, manuals, software, and 

research results available to third-parties on CEPREDENAC’s website and the sites of all 

relevant national counterparts. Materials should be edited and published with institutional 

credits. 

9) Specifically regarding the excellent manuals produced by RECLAIMM, possibly now 

without much use, they should be distributed systematically through national 

counterparts to all the most important users, especially at a local level. The professional 

landslide network also has to be encouraged to organize trainings using the same manuals 

in each country. Demonstration projects, despite almost failing, might serve as 

demonstration cases in these trainings.   

10) RESIS II is still under implementation, and it has the opportunity to overcome these 

deficits, by entering an intense process of validation, consultation, editing and 

popularization of technical materials produced with counterparts, and with larger groups 

of decision-making officials from institutions responsible for the implementation of  

prevention and mitigation actions. This step should take be taken before the broad 

dissemination of results gets underway. 

11) To maintain awareness and constantly update participants in trainings and other 

activities organized by these and other projects related to natural disasters, CEPREDENAC 

should provide an easy way to distribute regular newsletters via email. This service may 

also help broaden citizen participation with other stakeholders and civil society leaders, 

not only those who have a permanent link with humanitarian assistance issues. 
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12) For an effective disaster prevention strategy, it is crucial to consider who the major 

victims of these disasters are: the poor, children, the most vulnerable, and actively involve 

them in prevention activities. These activities must also include multicultural and 

traditional aspects of risk management, as well as a gender perspective given that the 

most vulnerable families often have female heads of household. This thinking must 

permeate all strategies on the subject. 

13) A major challenge from now on will be to apply the project results in safer structures 

against earthquakes, landslides and other natural hazards. One task is to follow up on the 

process of gathering the codes and regulations for the construction of bridges and roads, 

in order to propose a Central American model that unifies criteria. Another task is to 

introduce and/or reform construction codes that reflect the new level of existing 

knowledge. The next one is to ensure that new rules are respected in practice. An 

excellent example is seen in Guatemala, where the Association of Structural and 

Earthquake Engineers (AGIES) is using the tools produced by RESIS II. At the request of the 

Risk program of the Government of Guatemala, AGIES is producing municipal seismic 

hazard maps, which are to be applied locally. 

Similar groups should be involved in all countries, also with the purpose of training 

contractors, foremen, and masons etc., possibly introducing a certification system, to insist 

on safer methods of construction, from major infrastructure to marginal housing. 

14) There is a logical relationship between the different outputs of RECLAIMM and RESIS II, 

with the potential to develop elements or components of local or national contingency 

and risk management plans. In other words, the classification of building structures, 

damage scenarios at various geographical levels, assessments of hospitals and schools and 

the implementation of mitigation to strengthen structures and to prevent damage, are all 

elements of actions that should be realized by national and municipal authorities. 

15) It would be particularly interesting if the knowledge base produced in Central America 

by RESIS and RECLAIM was to be made available to a country like Cuba (and other 

Caribbean countries), while the impressive capabilities in emergency preparedness and 

vulnerability reduction could be applied in Central America, if viable, through 

CEPREDENAC. 

16) A main recommendation to Norway before concluding cooperation in the area of 

natural risk management, is to share these projects results with national authorities and 

other donors - preferably in each country – in order to negotiate ways to finance the 

implementation of produced instruments, according to recommendations mentioned 

above. An alternative to consider is to establish an enlarged forum of CEPREDENAC, CCAD 

and CRRH´s donors, based on their respective strategic plans, the Declaration of the 

Summit dealing with Climate Change and other relevant policies.  
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This task must be agreed between CEPREDENAC (including the Executive Secretariat and 

National Commissions) and Norway as a follow-up to completed projects (PRRD and 

RECLAIMM) or the one that is yet to be completed (RESIS II). If the Norwegian Government 

determines to put a definitive end to this cooperation, the socialization of results could be 

considered as an appropriate closing activity. It would also be a good response to the 

general lesson that stems from evaluations of Norwegian development cooperation: that 

there is a lack of a proper facing out and follow up of projects, resulting in the loss of 

opportunities and sustainable impact.   
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Annexes 

Annex 1: Terms of Reference 

 

Evaluación Final de los Proyectos: “Plan Regional de Reducción de Desastres (PRRD)” y 

“Fortalecimiento de las Capacidades en el Manejo de los Riesgos Causados por Deslaves en 

Centroamérica (RECLAIMM)” y Evaluación de Medio Término del Proyecto: “Reducción de 

Riesgos en Terremotos en Guatemala, El Salvador y Nicaragua con Cooperación Regional a 

Honduras, Costa Rica y Panamá (RESIS II)” 

 

i. INTRODUCCIÓN, Justificación 

El propósito esencial  de esta Consultoría es la determinación de la eficacia y pertinencia  de la 

Cooperación Noruega con el Centro de Coordinación para la Prevención de Desastres Naturales en 

Centro América, CEPREDENAC, a través de las evaluaciones finales de dos  proyectos impulsados 

conjuntamente: “Plan Regional de Reducción de Desastres (PRRD) y “Fortalecimiento de las 

Capacidades en el Manejo de los Riesgos Causados por Deslaves en Centroamérica (RECLAIMM)”; y 

de la evaluación de medio término del Proyecto: “Reducción de Riesgos en Terremotos en 

Guatemala, El Salvador y Nicaragua con Cooperación Regional a Honduras, Costa Rica y Panamá 

(RESIS II)”  

Es voluntad de ambas Instituciones la realización de las evaluaciones sobre los mencionados 

proyectos, de manera que se logre  i) determinar la efectividad y eficiencia con las cuales se han 

implementado, ii) si se han cumplido con los resultados acordados en los convenios con la 

Embajada (MFA-Noruega) y iii) determinar como los proyectos han contribuido a la gestión para la 

reducción del riesgo a desastres y a resolver problemas ambientales y de pobreza y de equidad de 

género, temas meta de Noruega en la región y elemento esencial del mandato del CEPREDENAC. 

 Es decir, con la evaluación se analizará como se han utilizado los fondos del proyecto para la 

obtención de los productos y el logro de los resultados propuestos. Se espera que la misma 

identifique los elementos positivos que tienen que ver con la metodología desarrollada, las 

tecnologías que fueron evaluadas y que se puede replicar en la región. También es importante 

identificar las barreras o aspectos negativos presentados en el logro de los objetivos planificados. 

 El contexto actual en que se desarrollará esta evaluación de la cooperación entre ambas 

instituciones es de importantes cambios a nivel internacional, regional e internos dentro del 

CEPREDENAC, que encierran factores decisivos a tomar en cuenta para mejorar los impactos de la 

gestión por la reducción del riesgo ante desastres, con efectos positivos sobre el entorno social y 

económico de los pueblos centroamericanos.  
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En el marco de la estrategia de la Secretaría General del  Sistema de Integración Centroamericana 

(SICA) de iniciar la construcción de una nueva fase para hacer del SICA un sistema más eficiente, se 

ha venido impulsando la construcción de un plan plurianual de  sus diferentes instituciones y 

secretarías a lo cual CEPREDENAC se ha inscrito bajo la visión de una política centroamericana de 

gestión integrada del riesgo bajo RAA, (riesgo, agua, ambiente) que de mayor coherencia y endoso 

político a su quehacer. 

Según el CEPREDENAC, el PRRD bajo esa nueva visión seguirá siendo el instrumento principal al 

cual ahora se  le brindará la posibilidad de una política regional que lo cobije y le otorgue un 

endoso político vital, además de la construcción de sus bases: Las áreas programáticas (científico 

técnica; fortalecimiento institucional; preparación para la respuesta; gestión territorial y 

formación y educación) entre otros instrumentos  de implementación de esa política y de ese 

PRRD hacia los próximos años. 

Finalmente, sobre las bases mencionadas anteriormente esta consultoría deberá poder dar 

insumos generales sobre el contenido y la forma que podría adquirir la Cooperación Noruega en el 

futuro definiendo las fortalezas y debilidades de CEPREDENAC e identificando posibles nuevos 

aliados, tanto desde la cooperación como desde organizaciones de la región. 

II. Objetivos de la CONSULTORÍA 

2.1. OBJETIVO GENERAL 

Evaluar la Cooperación Noruega – CEPREDENAC en el marco de tres proyectos en el período 2004-

2010, sobre bases de dimensiones programáticas y de sostenibilidad institucional. 

2.2. Objetivos específicos 

2.2.1.  Analizar la correspondencia y armonización entre los objetivos y resultados de los 

Proyectos, PRRD, RECLAIMM y RESIS II con las necesidades y prioridades del CEPREDENAC y sus 

países miembros (Entidades Nacionales Coordinadoras de los Sistemas de Protección civil, 

Comisiones Nacionales de CEPREDENAC u Organismos representantes de la intersectorialidad 

RAA) 

2.2.2. Evaluar si el diseño de los Proyectos  fue adecuado para el logro de los productos/resultados 

esperados (los objetivos, productos, indicadores, tiempos, metodologías, etc.).  

2.2.3. Valorar los impactos y efectos de los tres Proyectos hacia los objetivos propuestos y hacia 

otros temas conexos implícitos, como reducción de la pobreza, degradación ambiental, género, 

etc.  

2.2.4. Analizar las medidas de supervisión contable y manejo administrativo implementadas por la 

SE CEPREDENAC centralmente y hacia los países, a fin de lograr  la transparencia en el uso y 
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manejo de los fondos proveídos por la Cooperación Noruega tal y como han sido los acuerdos 

establecidos entre las partes.  

III.  Alcance de las evaluaciones 

Las dos evaluaciones finales (PRRD y RECLAIMM) y la de medio término (RESIS II) del 
CEPREDENAC comprenderán dos ámbitos principales: el primero, se centraría en una 
valoración histórico lógica de la Cooperación Noruega con CEPREDENAC en donde se haga 
referencia a los momentos de desarrollo del CEPREDENAC  vinculados al PRRD (1993-
2009). Esto con el objetivo de rescatar la memoria histórica con los hitos más relevantes 
sobre esta relación que se ha ido conformando, y que sobre la base del surgimiento y 
ajustes al PRRD, podría dar pautas para una cooperación bajo un esquema estratégico 
programático y no de proyectos. El segundo ámbito se referirá a las características básicas 
de los tres proyectos y que estará enfocado a medir los avances en la implementación, 
productos, resultados, efectos e impactos de cada uno de sus componentes. 
  
Además, las evaluaciones deberían tomar en cuenta las distintas acciones, estrategias, 
políticas y factores facilitadores y obstaculizadores que se han dado en la ejecución de los 
tres proyectos, considerando los contextos nacionales, y regional, así como las relaciones 
de CEPREDENAC con las contrapartes técnicas noruegas.  
 
El período a evaluar es desde el inicio de cada uno de los tres programas hasta marzo de 
2009 (dos evaluaciones finales y una de medio término). Asimismo, se deberán valorar la 
pertinencia, eficacia, eficiencia, sostenibilidad y efectos de las intervenciones 
desarrolladas por los tres programas, para cada componente en el contexto en el que 
actúa.  
 
a) Pertinencia: adecuación de los objetivos, resultados, e intervenciones de los proyectos 

y sus componentes a los contextos nacionales, y regional, en que se realizan las 
intervenciones, y la adecuación de las actividades y sus componentes a las 
necesidades de los grupos meta.  

 
b) Eficacia: grado de cumplimiento de los objetivos explícitos e implícitos planteados en 

cada uno de los proyectos e identificación de los factores que afectan el logro de los 
mismos y la medida en que las intervenciones desarrolladas han alcanzado los 
objetivos planteados, como también el logro acumulado y el análisis de las metas 
físicas y financieras y de los productos generados en cada componente desde el inicio 
de los proyectos a marzo del 2009.  Los evaluadores deberán revisar si las estructuras 
de los proyectos, propósitos, resultados y productos son los adecuados para alcanzar 
las metas y objetivos propuestos. 

 
c) Eficiencia: medida del logro de los resultados, en cada proyecto, en relación con los 

recursos de tiempo, esfuerzo y recursos humanos que se han utilizado, incluyendo la 
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adecuación presupuestaria a las prioridades. También se revisará, las tendencias en la 
inversión de los proyectos y cuando sea posible en el número de beneficiarios en cada 
componente apoyado y la adecuación de la ejecución de cada componente 
incluyendo: la disponibilidad y puntualidad de fondos presupuestarios (tanto del 
donante como de la contraparte); la eficacia del trabajo realizado; las dificultades en 
su ejecución; el seguimiento y la regularidad de los informes; por último, se valorarán 
los costos, con respecto a las actividades desarrolladas y los resultados obtenidos. 
Para el caso de RESIS II se esperan recomendaciones sobre como mejorar el uso de los 
recursos disponibles. 

 
d) Sostenibilidad: grado de participación e implicación de las instituciones ejecutora y 

contrapartes con respecto a la implementación de los tres proyectos y la capacidad de 
gestión de la institución ejecutora y de las instituciones contrapartes, para darle 
continuidad a las intervenciones y los avances en la apropiación y sostenibilidad de los 
productos y resultados generados.  

 
e) Efecto: Cambio intencional o no intencional debido directa o indirectamente a una 

intervención. En este análisis se prevé analizar los cambios en los grupos meta de cada 
uno de los proyectos en el período de evaluación; sólo se considerarán los efectos que 
se hayan producido en ese plazo, de acuerdo a la matriz de indicadores expresada en 
el Marco Lógico, como también el efecto realizado en el desarrollo de la capacidad del 
Centro, para el cumplimiento de sus mandatos y para la provisión de los servicios bajo 
su responsabilidad dentro de los proyectos.  

 
iV. Productos Esperados 

El principal producto será un informe detallado sobre los diferentes asuntos señalados en el 

objetivo general y en los objetivos específicos, así como en los alcances indicados en los presentes 

Términos de Referencia con conclusiones, recomendaciones, lecciones aprendidas y calificación de 

desempeño. Este informe, entre otras cosas, debe incorporar: 

 Los hallazgos, constataciones y evaluaciones de la misión. 
 

 La presentación de los resultados de la valoración y evaluación de los elementos 
comprendidos por los dos ámbitos;  

 

  Las principales recomendaciones por los dos ámbitos, considerando la 
potenciación de los aspectos positivos, la superación de las carencias en la 
implementación de los proyectos, para alcanzar el impacto previsto.  

 

 Las lecciones aprendidas en la implementación de los tres proyectos, sobre las 
buenas prácticas.  
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Por otro lado, basándose en los análisis precedentes, los evaluadores deberán realizar 
propuestas concretas a los tomadores de decisiones, formulando conclusiones específicas 
y recomendaciones para que el CEPREDENAC opere con mayor eficiencia y genere 
mayores impactos con los recursos. 
 
La misión es totalmente responsable del Informe, el cual no necesariamente debe reflejar 
los puntos de vista del CEPREDENAC y sus socios, ni de la Embajada. El Informe Borrador a 
ser propuesto por el equipo, deberá estar sujeto de comentarios tanto de la Embajada 
como de la Secretaría Ejecutiva del CEPREDENAC.  
 

V. Metodología 

La metodología de evaluación debe ser eminentemente participativa, para asegurar que 
se aproveche la experiencia y conocimientos obtenidos por los involucrados en los tres 
proyectos durante el período en evaluación. La Misión de Evaluación deberá trabajar en 
estrecha relación con los representantes del CEPREDENAC, -especialmente su Director de 
Programas quien fungirá como contraparte - y de la Real Embajada de Noruega;  
 
La Misión deberá de vincularse al menos una vez o las veces necesarias, a: 

 las Entidades Coordinadoras de los Sistemas de Protección civil de los países, en la 
persona de  sus representantes o quienes estos deleguen;  

 los coordinadores y miembros de las comisiones Nacionales de CEPREDENAC  en 
dichos países en donde existen (Panamá, Nicaragua, Salvador) o representantes de 
Organismo e instituciones de la intersectorialidad en su defecto;  

 miembros de la red de científicos, técnicos y funcionarios que han participado 
activamente en los mencionados programas y proyectos así como con el personal 
nacional e internacional de los programas que se ejecutan con Fondos Noruegos. 

 Los coordinadores de  Consultoras que en la actualidad brindan un servicio que es 
vinculante con los temas de la misión, tales como NGI y Norsar de Noruega y 
especialmente la Consultora CIFESAL 

 Alcaldes o representantes de municipalidades en donde los mencionados 
proyectos se han desarrollado, incluyendo a representantes comunitarios y/o de la 
sociedad civil del entorno territorial 

 Asimismo si se amerita, con representantes  de Agencias Internacionales o países, 
tales como: Suecia; Finlandia; Suiza-COSUDE; España-AECID; Alemania; Dinamarca; 
Italia-IILA; Banco Mundial; BID, Comisión europea y otros identificados en las 
consultas preliminares 
 

La Misión gozará de plena libertad para reunirse y analizar con las personas y 
organizaciones pertinentes, y para discutir con las autoridades cualquier tema relacionado 
que se considere necesario para su labor de evaluación. Sin embargo, no estará autorizada 
para contraer ningún compromiso en nombre de la Embajada o CEPREDENAC.  
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La propuesta metodológica a ser usada es responsabilidad de los consultores que se 
contraten y será presentada y discutida con los representantes de la Embajada y 
CEPREDENAC, al inicio de la consultoría. No obstante, la metodología debe incluir:  
 
Revisión de la documentación de los Proyectos. Revisión de todo el material disponible 

relacionado con los tres proyectos y que será suministrado por CEPREDENAC y la Embajada, la que 

deberá incluir, entre otros: el material de justificación utilizado en la preparación de los convenios, 

documentos de Proyecto aprobados, documentos de seguimiento, informes de desembolsos, 

informes de avance, informes de auditoría, planes operativos, estudios, informes de consultorías, 

memorias de las reuniones anuales,  y cualquier otra información que sea útil para la evaluación.  

 
Visitas de campo. Visitas in situ a los países y localidades más importantes en donde se 
desarrollan las actividades de los tres Proyectos. El equipo debería ejecutar algunas visitas 
en los territorios para revisar los alcances al nivel de los beneficiarios, su percepción y los 
procesos participativos entre los diferentes actores. El CEPREDENAC y sus socios 
nacionales brindarán las facilidades de convocación correspondientes.  
 
Entrevistas. Se realizarán entrevistas que coadyuven a la obtención de información para el 
desarrollo de los temas relevantes de evaluación indicados en la sección de Alcances de 
estos TdRs, que sirvan para aclarar puntos de interés y para obtener opiniones que 
respalden la información contenida en los documentos revisados. Las personas e 
instituciones que se recomienda entrevistar aparte de las ya mencionadas anteriormente, 
son:  
 

 Funcionarios de instituciones de gobierno que se juzgue pertinentes; 
 

 Representantes y beneficiarios de los grupos meta;  
 

 Representantes de otras partes interesadas (por ejemplo, ONGs, otras agencias 
ejecutoras de acciones de prevención y adaptación de desastres, otros proyectos y 
programas del sector, expertos relacionados con el tema, etc.);  

 
• Representantes de los donantes que financian otros Programas a CEPREDENAC;  
 
• Otros que se lleguen a identificar.  
 
Reuniones. Se deben realizar las reuniones que se consideren necesarias con la Embajada 
y CEPREDENAC, para asegurar la buena marcha del proceso de evaluación y propuesta.  
 
Recolección de datos. Los datos generados por los sistemas de seguimiento y monitoreo 
(incluyendo los administrativo-financieros), deberá ser otra fuente de información. 
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También deberá considerarse la información proveniente de instituciones nacionales de 
estadísticas, entre otros, cuando fuera necesario.  
 

Coordinación de visitas y entrevistas. El equipo de consultores debe preparar propuestas para las 

visitas y entrevistas en los países a realizarse durante el proceso de evaluación. Estas propuestas 

deben incluir borradores de cronogramas de viajes, identificar localidades a ser visitadas y 

personas a ser entrevistadas. La propuesta deberá presentarse al CEPREDENAC para su debida 

revisión y comentarios, para que se coordine el apoyo requerido y se proporcionen las facilidades 

para que las visitas y entrevistas se realicen sin problemas ni contratiempos.  

 
VI. Equipo de evaluación 

6.1. CALIFICACIONES Y EXPERIENCIA 

Parte de los consultores asignados al trabajo deben poseer demostrado conocimiento de 
la teoría y práctica de evaluación, así como varios años de experiencia evaluando 
programas de prevención, mitigación y adaptación a desastres, preferiblemente aquellos 
relacionados con la generación de políticas y/o con CEPREDENAC y con los grupos meta 
con los que el Centro está tratando.  
 
Se requiere para el desarrollo de la Consultoría: 
 

6.1.1 Para el Equipo: 

En lo particular:  
• Buen nivel de conocimiento de la problemática regional relacionada con las políticas y 
estrategias el tema de prevención de desastres;  
 
• Conocimiento de programas de enfoque sectorial amplio;  
 
• Conocimiento específico del diseño, desarrollo o implementación del CEPREDENAC y de 
sus programas;  
 
• Conocimiento del marco institucional y legal de la región centroamericana en el tema de 
desastres;  
 
• Conocimiento de sistemas administrativos-financiero;  
 
• Experiencia específica de trabajo en algunos de los temas vinculados a los componentes 
o asuntos transversales contenidos en los Programas de la Cooperación noruega.  
 
En lo general:  
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• Experiencia práctica probada en la preparación y/o ejecución y evaluación de 
proyectos/programas (todos, al menos 10 años);  
 
• Preferiblemente con experiencia de trabajo en Centroamérica;  
 
• Conocimiento de los procesos para implementar los compromisos de la Declaración de 
París (2005);  
 
• Sensibilidad en temas socioculturales, incluyendo prácticas de género;  
 
• Conocimiento de enfoques participativos y manejo de técnicas apropiadas para la 
facilitación de discusiones y análisis de grupo;  
 
• Alta capacidad de comunicación en varios niveles;  
 
• Experiencia en diseño y realización de investigaciones basadas en las entrevistas y 
procesamiento de datos.  
 
• Habilidad para analizar, sintetizar y escribir informes claros; y  
 
• Un buen conocimiento del idioma español.  
 

6.1.2. Para el Jefe del Equipo o misión: 

• Amplia experiencia en temas de desastres y de preferencia con buen conocimiento del 
CEPREDENAC;  
 
• Amplia experiencia en la dirección de equipos de evaluación de proyectos vinculados al 
tema en cuestión;  
 
• Conocimiento del enfoque sectorial y en fortalecimiento de estructuras organizativas e 
institucionales en países en vías de desarrollo;  
 
• Conocimiento de los procesos de fortalecimiento institucional y de desconcentración y 
descentralización;  
 
• Conocimiento del proceso de Apropiación, Armonización y Alineamiento que se 
impulsan en los países en vías de desarrollo.  
 
• Un buen dominio del idioma español.  
 

6.2. Composición de la misión 
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La misión estará compuesta por consultores regionales e internacionales contratados a 
tiempo completo y será apoyada por técnicos de los proyectos financiados por Noruega, 
los que a su vez, colaborarán ya sea en eventos específicos o que sólo sean consultados 
para proveer información.  
 
Los consultores podrán determinar la composición del equipo de evaluadores, sin 
embargo, se sugiere un equipo de máximo 4 personas, distribuidos de la siguiente 
manera:  
 
a. Dos (2) evaluadores (un jefe de misión con amplio reconocimiento internacional y un 
experto regional) enfocados en los aspectos contemplados en el ámbito de CEPREDENAC 
como Centro Regional para la homogenización de políticas sobre desastres (gestión 
administrativa y financiera y procesos de reforma del sector público en programas de 
mitigación de desastres, planificación, monitoreo y evaluación de programas sectoriales, 
modalidades de financiamiento sectoriales, procesos de AAA con la Cooperación 
Internacional, presupuestación por resultado, y establecimiento de sistemas de 
información para la gestión en el sector.  
 
b. Dos (2) evaluadores enfocados en el ámbito de valoración de la pertinencia, eficacia, 
eficiencia, sostenibilidad y efecto de las intervenciones desarrolladas por el CEPREDENAC 
(Programa Resis II y Deslaves) y los temas transversales, principalmente los relacionados 
con el enfoque de género y el medio ambiente.  
 
El Jefe de Misión deberá ostentar amplio reconocimiento internacional por su experiencia 
profesional y los otros tres, podrán ser regionales con amplia experiencia profesional en 
los campos señalados arriba.  
 
Los miembros de la misión deben ser independientes y no deben haber estado 
directamente involucrados con cargos dentro de CEPREDENAC al menos en los períodos 
anteriores inmediatos en donde tuviesen lugar los mencionados proyectos, especialmente 
RESIS y RECLAIMM (2004- a la fecha) 
 

6.3 FUNCIONES GENERALES DEL JEFE DE MISIÓN: 

El equipo de consultores/as trabajará bajo la coordinación de un jefe/a de misión, quien 
tendrá como funciones:  

 servir de enlace e interlocutor con CEPREDENAC y la Embajada,  

 revisar el trabajo de los otros miembros del equipo,  

 velar por la coherencia técnica de la evaluación,  

 elaborar la versión final del informe de evaluación y propuesta, de acuerdo a lo 
señalado en estos TdRs y a los plazos acordados para la entrega del informe en sus 
diferentes versiones.  
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VII. Duración DE LA CONSULTORÍA y Cronograma 

Se prevé que la evaluación comenzará a partir del mes de Abril del 2010. La consultoría 
podrá disponer de alrededor de cuatro semanas (6 días laborales por semana) en total, 
para realizar su trabajo; 4-5 días para revisar todos los documentos disponibles y ajustar el 
Plan de Trabajo, 15-17 días laborales para diseñar y preparar los instrumentos de 
levantamiento de información, realizar las visitas de campo, llevar a cabo entrevistas, 
analizar y procesar la información que se vaya obteniendo, elaborar los primeros 
planteamientos del informe según lo solicitado en los TdRs y 5-6 días, a partir de la 
terminación del trabajo de campo, para trabajar en el informe.  
 
Después de la primera semana de revisión documental, se presentará un plan de trabajo 
para la evaluación y se expondrá en detalle a las partes interesadas, qué entrevistas y 
visitas desea realizar el equipo consultor en los países.  
 
A más tardar una semana y media después de la terminación del trabajo de campo se 
entregará un Borrador de Informe Final que contenga lo establecido en los presentes 
TdRs.  
Luego de la presentación del informe preliminar se realizará una sesión informativa con la 
Embajada, el CEPREDENAC y con las partes que se consideren necesarias.  
 
Dos semanas después de la entrega del Borrador de Informe Final, la Embajada y 
CEPREDENAC darán sus comentarios a los consultores sobre el Informe Borrador para ser 
incorporados en el Informe, y se entregará el Informe Final en una semana.  
 
Los informes borradores serán entregados en español, pero el informe final será 
entregado en los idiomas inglés y español, por lo que el equipo evaluador debería 
presupuestar los fondos necesarios para hacer una traducción del informe.  
 
Los consultores entregarán a la Embajada y CEPREDENAC dos (2) copias de la versión en 
borrador del informe final (50-80 páginas), y un resumen ejecutivo (no superior a las 10 
páginas) para ser discutidas con anterioridad a la preparación de la versión definitiva, y 
dos (2) informes finales debidamente encuadernados y en copia digital  
 
El Jefe de misión es responsable de la finalización del Informe final.  
 

VIII. PRESUPUESTOS y HONORARIOS 

Honorarios: 

 Consultor Internacional (NORAD) 

 Consultores Regionales 3 x 24 días @ USDXX = 
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Viajes; 

 Vuelos Consultor NORAD     = 

 Vuelos dentro de la Región     = 

 Viáticos Consultores Regionales 3 x 14 x USD XX = 

 Viáticos Consultor NORAD  
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Annex 2: Persons and institutions interviewed  
 

Oslo, 23/02 – 22/03/10: 

Norad, Oslo, Evelyn Hoen, 

Norwegian Geotechnic Institute (NGI), Oddvar Kjekstad, Oslo, 23/03/10 

Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores (MFA), Torgeir Fyhri, MFA (con Evelyn Hoen, NORAD), Oslo, 

24/03/10 

NORSAR, Conrad Lindholm y Dominik H. Lang, Oslo, 26/03/10 (además entrevista por teléfono con 

Conrad Lindholm, 22/03/10) 

 

Panamá, 7/04/10: 

Ex- consultor de CEPREDENAC para PRRD, Rafael Bonilla, Panamá, 7/04/10 

Instituto de Goefísica, Universidad de Panamá, Profesor Eduardo Camacho (con dos colegas), 

Panamá, 7/04/10 

SINAPROC, Jorge Rodríguez y Adám Ibarguen, Panamá, 7/04/10 

Junta Comunal Belisario Frías, Enrique Plata, (Presidente) y Luis Castillo, Director Administrativo y 

Técnico, San Miguelito, Panamá, 7/04/10 

Residentes de Las Colinas de Santa Marta, San Miguelito, Panamá, 7/04/10 

 

Nicaragua, 8 – 9/04/10: 

Embajada de Noruega en Nicaragua, Ministro Consejero Ole Øveraas y ...David Bradford, 

Managua, 8/04/10 

SINAPRED- Nicaragua, María Elena Quintanilla, encargada de gestión y desastres, y Ana Isabel 

Izaguirre, Asesora técnica, Managua, 8/04/10 

Unión Europea en Managua, Mauricio Peñalba, encargado del PREVDA, Managua, 8/04/10 

INETER, William Strauch, geólogo y Angélica Muñoz, Directora del Área de Geofísica, Managua, 

9/04/10 

Ministerio de Transporte e Infraestructura (MTI), Oscar Escobar, Managua, 9/04/10 
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Alcaldía de Managua, Juan Ramón Campos, Director de Gestión Ambiental; Roberto Antonio 

Pantoja, Director del Área de Urbanismo, y Reyna Avellán, encargada del sistema de información 

geográfica, Managua, 9/04/10 

UNI, Armando Ugarte coordinador regional RESISS II, Managua, 9/04/10 

 

El Salvador, 12 – 13/04/10: 

Comité Consultivo del SICA, Isaac Pérez Secretario Ejecutivo CCSICA, San Salvador, 12/04/10 

Secretarías del Sub Sistema Ambiental, Iván Morales SE/CEPREDENAC, Roy Barboza SEAI/CRRH, 

Roberto Rodríguez SEAI/CCAD, Patricia Ramírez asesora CRRH, Noel Barillas CEPREDENAC, San 

Salvador, 12/04/10 

SG SICA, Juan Daniel Alemán Gurdián, Secretario General del SICA, San Salvador, 13/04/10 

SNET, Manuel Díaz, área de geología deslizamientos, San Salvador,13/04/10 

COEN , Aida Zeledón Sub Directora, Luis Alonso Amaya, encargado en *COEN del RESISS II, San 

Salvador,13/04/10 

Ministro de Ambiente de El Salvador, Herman Rosa MARN, San Salvador,13/04/10 

 

Guatemala, 14 – 21/04/10: 

INSIVUMEH, Guatemala, Eddy Sánchez , Director y Enrique Molina encargado del área de geología 

y contraparte de RESISS II, Guatemala, 14/04/10 

PREVDA, Luis Antonio Arenas, asesor Internacional y encargada administrativa, Guatemala, 

14/04/10 

Omar Flores, Universidad de San Carlos de Guatemala, Asociación Guatemalteca de Ingenieros 

Estructurales y de Sismografía, AGIES, Guatemala, 14/04/10 

FEMICA, Patricia Durán de Jaeger, Directora Ejecutiva, Guatemala, 14/04/10 

Municipalidad de Villa Nueva, Pablo González, encargado de la unidad de planificación, 

Guatemala, 14/04/10 

CONRED, Alejandro Maldonado, Secretario Ejecutivo, Guatemala, 14/04/10 

Ministro de Ambiente de Guatemala MARN, Ingeniero Luis Ferraté, Guatemala, 15/04/10 
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Personal de planta de CEPREDENAC, María Eugenia Soto, Carlos Puac, encargado del área científica 

(WB), Marco Vinicio Amaya, Director Administrativo, Jessica Solano, Gerente Técnica, Guatemala, 

15/04/10 

Presidente de la Comisión de Reconstrucción del Congreso de la República de Guatemala, 

Diputado Miguel Ángel Cabrera, Guatemala, 15/04/10 

AGIES, Ingeniero Héctor Monzón Despang, Guatemala, 15/04/10 

CONRED, Ingeniero David Monterroso, contraparte institucional RESIS II, Guatemala, 16/04/10 

ATITALA, Mónica Berger y Jorge Mario Galicia en San Juan la Laguna, Sololá Guatemala, San Juan 

de la Laguna, Guatemala, 16/04/10Norwegian Geotechnic Institute (NGI), Oddvar Kjekstad 

(conferencia telefónica con el equipo desde Antigua), 19/04/10 

NORSAR, Conrad Lindholm y Dominik H. Lang, (conferencia telefónica con el equipo desde 

Antigua), 20/04/10 

Presentación de observaciones y recomendaciones preliminares a CEPREDENAC (Iván Morales, 

Carlos Puac, Noel Barrillas, Maria Eugenia Soto, Marco Vinicio Amaya), Guatemala, 21/04/10 

 

Nicaragua, 23/04/10: 

Presentación de observaciones y recomendaciones preliminares a la Embajada de Noruega en 

Managua (Ole Øveaas, David Bradford), Managua, 23/04/10 

Un total de 61 personas entrevistadas en por lo menos una oportunidad 
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Annex 3: Work Plan of the Evaluation Team  
 

Tentative work plan Cepredenac Review 2010 

Date Task Where Whom 

  

Week 11 

(15.03) 

Contracts finalized 

 

Team preparing work plan  

 

Informal contact with Cepredenac to obtain 

documents and identify stakeholders 

 

Presentation of work plan 

 

Oslo/Managua 

 

Oslo/Managua/Guatemala 

 

Guatemala 

 

 

 

Oslo/Managua 

VB + DE 

 

VB + DE + JC (consult. with Emb) 

JC  

 

 

 

VB 

Week 12 

(22.03) 

Detailed planning of work; 

scheduling of meetings 

 

Interviews NGI + NORSAR + MFA 

 

Visit to municipalities 

Oslo/CAM 

 

 

Oslo 

 

Guatemala/Managua 

VB+DE+JC 

 

 

VB 

 

JC + DE 

Week 13 

(29.03) 

Easter week   

7.04 

 

8.04 

 

8 – 10.04 

Meetings in Panama (OCHA + national 

counterparts) 

Introductory meeting with Embassy 

Prep. team meeting; planning 

Interviews Nicaragua 

 

Panama 

 

Managua 

Managua 

Managua 

VB 

 

Whole team 

Whole team, Emb  

Whole team 
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12- 13.04 

 

14 – 16.04 

17-20.04 

Meeting in SICA, SNET, other ministries and 

municipalities 

Meetings in Cepredenac 

Interviews in Guatemala 

Internal team work, drafting, possible site visit 

Santiago Atitlán 

San Salvador 

 

Guatemala 

Guatemala 

Guatemala / Santiago 

Whole team 

 

Whole team 

Whole team 

Whole team 

21.04 

 

 

22.04 

22 – 24.04 

Presentation of preliminary findings, 

Cepredenac, feedback , workshop? 

Debriefing Embassy 

Report drafting 

Guatemala  

 

Managua 

Managua 

Whole team, Cepredenac, 

beneficiaries? 

Whole team 

 

26-30.04 

30.04 

 

Report drafting 

QA 

 

 

Oslo/Managua/Guatemala 

Oslo 

 

Whole team 

AD 

 

3.05 

 

Draft Report submitted  

Translation to English starts 

Oslo/Managua 

Managua 

 

VB 

Translator/Cabal  

14.05 Deadline for comments 

 

Managua/Guatemala Embassy/Cepredenac 

21.05 

 

 

Submit final reports in  

Spanish and English 

Debriefing with NORAD and MFA 

Oslo/Managua 

 

Oslo 

VB 

 

VB, NORAD, MFA, NGI, NORSAR 
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Annex 4: Workshops organized by NORSAR in Central America 
 

NORSAR is reporting the following workshops to have been organized in Central America: 

 Feb 2008     Nov 
2008 

Mar 10 Preparacio
n 

 modelin
g 

SELENA 
RISE 

H/V Bridges Bridges School 
/Hospita
l 

Bridges Taller 
Madrid 

El 
Salvador  

Alba 
Alfaro 

Saul 
Granada 

Francisco 
Guerra 

 Mauricio 
Valencia 

Rafael 
Rauda 

Alba Alfaro Douglas 
Hernandez 

El 
Salvador 

Nelson 
Ayala 

Roberto 
Merlos 

Nelson 
Quintanill
a  

 Marco 
Aquino 

Hebert 
Armas 

Nelson 
Quintanilla  

Griselda 
Marroquin 

El 
Salvador 

Rene 
Ayala 

 Daniel  
Reyes  

 Susan 
Campos 

 Jaime Lara Eric Burgos 

El 
Salvador 

Eric 
Burgos 

 Heber  
Huezo  

   Silvia Giron  

El 
Salvador 

José 
Chávez 

 José 
García  

   Sonia 
George 

 

El 
Salvador 

Cesar 
Elias 

 Laura 
Castillo  

   Mario 
Reyes 

 

El 
Salvador 

Manuel 
Gutierrez 

Manuel 
Gutierrez 

   Manuel 
Gutierrez 

Manuel 
Gutierrez 

 

El 
Salvador 

Jose 
Carlos de 
Hasbun 

     Armando 
Vividor 

 

El 
Salvador 

Louis R. 
Nosigle 

     Jorge 
Melendez 

 

El 
Salvador 

Fredy 
Orellana 

  Fredy 
Orellana 

  Fredy 
Orellana 

 

El 
Salvador 

Anibal 
Ortíz 

     Patria de 
Hasbun 

 

El 
Salvador 

Marlon 
Ruiz 

  Marlon 
Ruiz 

  Adrey 
Flores 

 

El 
Salvador 

      Susan 
Campos 

Susan 
Campos 

Nicaragua Samuel 
Sevilla 

Marlin 
Chavarria 

 Rosbania 
Toledo 

Angélica 
Muñoz 

  Carlos 
Guzman 

Nicaragua Helman 
Taleno 

Alvaro 
Amador 

 Marlyn 
Gutierrez 

Alex 
Castellon 

 Rafael 
Alvarado 

Emilio 
Talareves 

Nicaragua  Armando 
Ugarte 

 Omar 
Gutierrez 

Armando 
Ugarte 

Armando 
Ugarte 

Armando 
Ugarte 

 

Nicaragua    Maritza 
Bustillo 

Wilfred 
Straush 

Cecilia 
Cruz 

  

Nicaragua    Helman 
Taleno 

Helman 
Taleno 

Herman 
Taleno 

  

Nicaragua    Jairo F 
Ramirez 

Antonio 
Alvarez 
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Nicaragua    Jesus 
Pereira 
Herrera 

Tupax 
Obando 

   

Nicaragua    Manuel 
Canales  

Ana 
Cortez 

   

Nicaragua    Luis 
Alfonso 
Ruiz  

Luz Avila    

Nicaragua    Jose Daniel 
Ortiz  

Fidel 
Rodrigue
z 

   

Nicaragua    Isrrael 
Darce  

Rolando 
Olivares 

   

Nicaragua     Juan 
Morales 

   

Nicaragua     Eduardo 
Mayorga 

   

Nicaragua     Xochilt 
Barbera 

   

Nicaragua     Maritza 
Bustillo 

   

Nicaragua     Mendoza    

Nicaragua     Edgar 
Orozco 

   

Nicaragua     Marta 
Ibarra 

   

Guatemal
a 

Roberto 
Chang 

Elder 
Vasquez 

  Manuel 
Mota 

Roberto 
Chang 

Carlos Puac Enrique 
Molina 

Guatemal
a 

Byron 
Prado 

Omar 
Flores 

 David 
Monterros
o 

Jorge 
Jirón 

Rodolfo 
González 

Claudette 
Garcia 

 

Guatemal
a 

    Fulgencio 
Garavito 

Byron 
Prado 

Monica 
cueto 

 

Guatemal
a 

      Carlos 
Castillo 

 

Costa Rica  Priscilla 
Paniagua 

 Orlando 
Marin 

  Sergio 
Escamilla 

Guillermo 
Alvarado 

Costa Rica  Alvaro 
Climent 

     Alvaro 
Climent 

Costa Rica        Wilfredo 
Rojas 

Panama  Roberto 
Mosquer
a 

 Yira 
Campos 

Arlex 
Cruz 

Yira 
Campos 

Maximilian
o de Puy 

 

Panama  Eberto 
Anguizola 

 David 
Wong 

David 
Wong 

David 
Wong 

 Eduardo 
Camacho 

Panama     Eric 
Chichaco 

Obdulia 
Villareal 

 Nestor 
Luque 

Panama      Judith 
Porcell 

  

Panama      Jose 
Muñoz 

  

Panama      Nicolas 
Sanchez 

  

Panama      Giselle 
Tello 
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Panama      Luis 
Corro 

  

Panama      Francisco 
Vega 

  

Honduras    Mario 
Rivera 

Jorge 
Flores 

  José 
Escobar 

Honduras        Tania Sarai 

 

Adicionalmente se han conducido 5 sesiones de entrenamientos en España y Noruega.  

 Oct 2007 Nov 2007 Abril 2008 Abril 2008 Feb 2010 

 Alicante España NORSAR NORSAR Madrid Madrid 

Guatemala Omar Flores   Enrique Molina David 
Monterroso 

Salvador Roberto Merlos  Ceasar Elias Griselda 
Marroquin 

 

Salvador Manuel Gutierrez    Manuel Gutierrez 

Nicaragua Alvaro Amador Vladimir 
Gutierrez 

 Emilio Talavera Armando Ugarte 

Honduras    Jose Escobar Lui Guardiola 

Costa Rica    Alvaro Climent Ana Salas 

Costa Rica    Wilfredo Rojas  

Panama    Eduardo 
Camacho 

Eduardo 
Camacho 

Panama     Everto Anguizola 

 


