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1 Project objectives, partnership and expected deliverables
Within the framework of the Making Cities Resilient Campaign, UNISDR is working with the private sector (IBM/AECOM) to fine tune a tool that measures, in-depth, a city’s resilience to disasters. The tool integrates disaster risk reduction with climate change adaptation and provides a basis for concrete action plans at the city level. 

The UNISDR Disaster Resilience Scorecard was tested by a few selected local governments in the world including the partners in this U-SCORE project. The U-SCORE project supported the work of five cities in using the UNISDR Disaster Resilience Scorecard. Besides the benefits for the participating cities, the Scorecard testing will provide recommendations for the tool itself. Furthermore, the pilot cities are becoming "master users" of the Scorecard and have shared their experiences and expertise. Other European cities that wish to assess their disaster resilience, can build on the outcome of this project by using the Scorecard and undertaking their own city-to-city expert exchange to learn more about how to build resilience. 
2 General summary of project implementation process
2.1 General overview of the process 
Through the City Resilience Scorecard, each municipality has discussed how they work with disaster resilience and developed each their own strategy for getting input from numerous stakeholders for the Scorecard. Through the Scorecard, the cities are conducting an analysis of their disaster resilience capacity and are working towards a prototype resilience action plan. The cities receive support from their national civil protection authorities, UNISDR and from external technical experts, e.g. AECOM. 
Three European workshops are part of this project and they provide an opportunity for exchanges on the topics of disaster resilience and the Scorecard. The workshops will involve all of the municipal Scorecard coordinators, the national civil protection agency representatives, UNISDR. AECOM from the private sector has been contracted to provide lectures, good examples and advice during these workshops. AECOM also helps meet the challenges with the Scorecard that the participants have identified.  The costs of the project are primarily staff costs, technical support as well as travel and lodging costs. 
2.2 Comparative analysis of initial and actual time schedule
The first workshop was held in April of 2015 in Amadora, Portugal somewhat later than was planned in the project application. The midterm workshop was then held the 1st and 2nd of October 2015 in Salford, UK. 
The third and final workshop date has been set for the 7th and 8th of April in Jönköping, Sweden, as planned according to the EU project application. The participants have received information on where to book their lodging. Some discussions will take place in February regarding the details of the agenda for the final workshop. In November 2015 the participants discussed whether or not the final workshop should be open to other cities in Europe. The decision depended on whether the final workshop would be a technical one, with much discussion about the specifics of each of the 10 essentials and their indicators or if it would be a summarizing meeting and used to teach others about what has been learned. The decision was made that it will be a technical meeting. Since there will be much detail that would be hard for newcomers to understand, the decision was made to limit the guests to those who are already using the Scorecard. UNISDR asked to open the workshop to a couple of cities in the Middle East that have adequate knowledge of the Disaster Resilience Scorecard and will be using it soon after this EU project is complete.  All the participants agreed to this solution and these recommended cities will be invited to the final workshop.
2.3  Planned and used resources
MSB planned and budgeted for representatives from all five cities and from each of the three national agencies that are in the project, to participate in the three workshops. For the kick-off workshop, two people from each city participated and one person from each of the national agencies. This pattern continued for the mid-term and final workshops. The private sector (AECOM) participated in all workshop and had an important role in the each one.
There was an option in this project that AECOM’s consulting services could be purchased using part of the money allocated for each of the cities. AECOM informed the cities early in 2015 of the type of services that they could deliver. The participating cities decided not to contract for AECOM’s services to handle the stakeholders meeting or to do the Scorecard. The cities wish to do the work on their own using the advice they receive from AECOM at the workshops. Another factor in the decision was that Arvika and Jönköping conducted their stakeholder meeting in Swedish. Amadora and Lisbon spoke Portuguese during their stakeholders meetings. 

MSB, as project manager, suggested that the extra money that has not been used for AECOM’s services to the individual cities could be spent on a special city resilience workshop that AECOM arranges. During the workshop AECOM would provide other useful examples of how to create disaster resilience. This idea was discussed with all the partners and a decision was made not to use the money for a workshop. 
2.4 Expected and actual results
In accordance with the Grant Agreement, these results have been achieved. 

1. Each municipality involved in the project has completed the City Disaster

Resilience Scorecard. 

2. Each municipality involved  produced a prototype disaster resilience action 

plan that includes solutions and options that are cost effective and 

implementable. 

3. Each municipality has provided feedback on improvements of the Scorecard. 

4. A European learning and exchange opportunity between risk reduction experts has been  

started. 

5. There has been an increased engagement and knowledge transfer to other cities/municipalities in 

Europe and worldwide
All cities contributed with numerous comments on how to improve the Scorecard. These comments are in two formats, one is a document with all the comments consolidated. In addition there is one document from each city with their comments. 

UNISDR lead the work on the Publication on lessons-learned about city disaster resilience. It was distributed at a UNISDR city disaster resilience conference in Florence, Italy in the spring of 2016.

3 Evaluation of project management/implementation process
3.1 Positive aspects / opportunities
3.2 Each municipality in the project identified stakeholders and invite them to a local stakeholders meeting. A questionnaire that the some of the participating municipalities made themselves was used to collect information on the10 essentials from the diverse stakeholders. This has had the positive effect of finding resources and collecting information from various sources. It has also been beneficial for each of the cities to learn from each other. This information will be the basis for the prototype action plan that each municipality will do after working through the 10 essentials for city disaster resilience. 
3.3 Internal and external difficulties encountered
Until the partners from the municipalities had read all of the new essentials and their indicators, it was impossible to determine how much time and how many external actors would be needed to complete the Scorecard. The general opinion of the partners is that the Scorecard is intended to be used over a long period. Therefore, for the purpose of the project, the number and types of risks will be limited in order to do an effective assessment. During the midterm workshop each municipality presented their result for 2-3 of the 10 UNISDR essentials for Making Cities Resilient. This information provided an overview of how the cities managed to collect and analyze the information needed to report their city’s progress with these chosen aspects of disaster risk reduction. They sent their specific recommendations and comments on these indicator and essentials to all partners in the project. 

Some local stakeholders have the information necessary for the Scorecard but, for various reasons, do not wish to release this information to the local civil protection authority. One reason being economic competition for customers in the private sector. 
The cities were supposed to be given the digital tool for the Scorecard during the project, but since UNISDR still needed feedback on the Scorecard, they could not start work on the tool itself. That meant that the cities had to figure out a way to present their answers to the many indicators. Each city made their own tool to show their results of the Scorecard. There are several different ways to do it. 
3.4 Partnership/core group cooperation (as appropriate) 
In our project organisation we did not designated any specific core group. All partners as well as the consultant from AECOM, participate in all the meetings during the project. The partners that are in focus and where good cooperation is essential, is between the cities. They readily share information with each other during the workshops and even between these meetings. It is, however, no substitute for the detail work that needs to be completed by each city. The national level offers support when it is requested by the cities. 
Each partner had an equal voice in the project which meant that we had one main group of which all partners participated in all project activities with the exception of the individual city stakeholder meetings. 

UNISDR introduced two guest countries for the final workshop, Saida, Lebanon and Aqaba in Jordan. They had experience with the Scorecard and UNISDR’s Local Government Self-Assessment Tool and gave presentation and participated in the discussions. Their participation was appreciated by the partners in the project.  
3.5 Cooperation with the European Commission 
The project advisor, Mr. Yves Dussart, from the European Commission DG ECHO, Civil Protection Unit, has been helpful in answering questions throughout the project. He participated in the second and third workshop offering helpful suggestions on how to bring about good results for all of the deliverable. His guidance was very much appreciated.  
3.6 Comments on European value added 
The partners are already able to see the added value of the project, since they can discuss how the Scorecard should be interpreted and used for daily risk management and disaster risk reduction work. They are also encouraging each other to bring in more stakeholders which they otherwise might not have considered. For the final workshop, city representatives from the Middle East participated and gave an interregional dimension to the discussions about building resilience.  During the work with U-SCORE, the idea of conducting peer reviews on city disaster resilience came up. Some of the cities in this project are interested in continuing their work even with other European cities by submitting a follow-up EU project application for Civil Protection Prevention and Preparedness projects fund. The new application could focus on local peer reviews of city disaster resilience work. 
3.7 Lessons learnt and possible improvements

The major lessons learned about creating or enhancing city disaster resilience are the following:

1) Cities in the project learned from each other. For example, each city in this project shared the processes that went on to collect data, refine and complete the Scorecard. 
2) The Scorecard was complex and in order to make it manageable, each city selected two of the ten essential with its associated indicators and presented their findings at the midterm workshop. 
3) In order to make the Scorecard more useable, UNISDR asked for feedback on the Scorecard by the Midterm workshop. UNISDR then made changes in the Scorecard. 
4) The UNISDR Making Cities Resilient campaign (which all of the cities in this project are part of) should be a good opportunity for investments in disaster resilience. 
5) Several cities have unique solutions for resilient urban design including resilient infrastructure. 
6) We should learn from the biological environment since natural processes build in resilience in order to survive. 
7) Private partnership networks are useful for creating resilience. 

8) Make your municipality’s risk group your best friend. 

9) It is important to make a commonly agreed upon the risk picture in your municipality. 

10) There should be a post disaster committee at the municipal level. 

The factors for success about managing this  project we believe to be the following. 
1) Take time and care in the beginning of the project to talk with all the partners individually to see what experience they can share at the kick-off meeting. 

2) Book one or two telephone meetings to prepare for the kick-off.  

3) Assign tasks to everyone for the kick-off so that they take ownership for the meetings results. 

4) Book one telephone conference every month to keep the work going and the interest high. At each of these meeting, each partner should have time to speak about the progress made and their opinions about the project work. 
5) Write the outcome of the meeting on a screen and in clear view of all the participants, so that they can comment before closing the workshop. 

6) Discuss the content of the mid-term meeting at the kick-off meeting and assign tasks that need to be completed before that mid-term meeting. Do the same at the mid-term meeting in preparation for the final meeting.
7) Recognize the competences that each partner brings to the project. Everyone’s contribution is important and will make the project results better. 

4 Activities 

4.1 Comparison between initially planned and actually implemented activities, including monitoring, evaluation and dissemination
The planned activities were the same as the actual activities since they were necessary to ensure the desired results. Monitoring occurred throughout the project through communication between the project leader and technical advisor and each partner. 
There were two deviations in this project. The first one is that not all of the cities could answer all of the indicators for the 10 Essentials in the Scorecard. A letter was written to the European Commission to explain in which cases this could not be accomplished and why.  The second deviation was about the stakeholders meetings. For some cities receiving EU funding to arrange a large stakeholders meeting was an excellent opportunity to gain feedback and information fo the Scorecard. In other cities it was easier to call up the stakeholders or to send out questionnaires that they filled in. In this way they gain answered that were needed for specific indicators. The project leader considered it a positive adjustment.  
4.2 Qualitative evaluation of the activities 
Both the kick-off workshop and the midterm workshop were very effective and all cities could improve their work immediately afterwards. The cities planned and carried out their own local stakeholders meetings. Another activity that the cities have been engaged in is completing the Scorecard. The total number of stakeholders that could be engaged in providing information for the Scorecard is large, posing a challenge but also providing an opportunity for new insights into the way the cities work to build disaster resilience. In order to complete the chosen questions in the Scorecard, stakeholders needed to make a range of assumptions and determine, in some cases, their own definitions of terms. The assumptions that the cities made were discussed thoroughly during the midterm workshop in UK and the final workshop in Jönköping. 
5 Presentation of the technical results and deliverables
	Description of Deliverable/Result
	Purpose
	Added Value/
Transferability
	Dissemination

	Task A. Three European workshops – kick-off, mid-term and final
A report from the kick-off and mid-term workshop

Final recommendations on the Scorecard.
	To inform about the Scorecard and promote interaction and synergy between the partners. 
	Interaction and synergy have progressed quite rapidly due to the choice of participants in the project but also due to the techniques that were used for the kick-off meeting such as allowing each partner to lead a session and to give the partners the major responsibility for communication during the meeting and the AECOM from the private sector a supporting role. MSB focuses on the strengths of each of the partners. 
	Accomplished in 2016.

	Task B. Each municipality in the project will complete the City Disaster Resilience Scorecard.
Five city stakeholder meeting participants list and summary reports. 

Each municipality involved in the project will produce a Disaster Resilience Action Plan that includes multiple solutions and options that are cost effective and can be implemented. 

Each municipality will provide feedback on the Scorecard. 
	To measure the cities own progress in implementing the 10 essentials for disaster resilience.
The action plan is useful for discussions and decisions within the city government on how to best create resilience to disasters. 
To provide UNISDR and AECOM with information about how to improve the Scorecard.
	The Disaster Resilience Scorecard produced by each of the cities can be compared with each other. 
	All cities completed the Scorecard in the third term of the project. 
After the completion of the Scorecard, the cities wrote their prototype action plan. 

	Task C Project management and reporting to the European Commission 
	To measure the progress of the project and also remedy and potential problems.
	Partnership agreements have been signed by all partners.
	The project manager reported to the Commission regularly according to the Grant Agreement. 

	Task D Project publicity and dissemination
Increased engagement and knowledge transfer to other cities /municipalities in Europe and in the world. 


	So that other cities in the world can learn about the Scorecard and the experiences from the 5 cities in the project. 
	
	Web sites have been established by lead partner MSB and some of the participating cities. On these sites there is information about the EU project U-Score.
At the final workshop Greater Manchester/Salford distributed a brochure on U-Score based on information collected during the project. 

The UNISDR published a brochure with the final outcome from the U-Score project. All cities in the project plus Lisbon, Portugal contributed with information about the city risks, the work on the Scorecard, stakeholders cooperation and anticipated actions. 


6 Evaluation of the technical results and deliverables

6.1 Lessons learnt 
Some time and attention was needed to understand the Scorecard. “Item measured” and “indicative measurement” are theoretical and difficult to understand entirely. All of the indicators in the Scorecard are not directly applicable to all types of governments. This does affect the cities participating in the project. Advice was provided by AECOM about what to do if the indicators are not applicable to a city’s way of working. 
The openness of each of the representatives from the participating cities was crucial so that any difficulties with the Scorecard could be brought up as early as possible. Since this was the case for the cities in the U-SCORE project, then changes in the Disaster Resilience Scorecard were made during the project as opposed to after the project. 
6.2 Strengths 
Some of the indicators in the Scorecard for the 10 essentials for resilience can be answered by information that has been acquired through daily work by municipality’s risk experts. In such cases other stakeholders were called upon as advisors to fill in the gaps where information is lacking. 
During the fall of 2015 UNISDR, as a partner in the project, accepted many of the recommendations for improvements to the indicators for the 10 essentials. This resulted in a revised version of the Scorecard that was distributed to the participating cities towards the end of the first 12 months of this EU project.  That meant that the new indicators were tested during the final six months of the project and that the cities in the project and provided comments about these new indicators to measure a city’s disaster resilience.  MSB, as project leader, sent a letter to the project advisor Mr. Yves Dussart, Civil Protection Unit at DG ECHO, informing about the change in one of the expected results. (See section 6.4.)
6.3 Challenges and/or improvements to be tackled through further action
Challenges: Another challenge was one of the expected project results. In the Grant Agreement it states under “Expected Results” that “Each city involved in the project will have completed the City Disaster Resilience Scorecard”.   MSB wrote a letter on 16th of November, 2015 to the European Commission on the “Expected outcome of the EU project U-Score”. It explained that the project partners would like the phrase from the agreement that is written “completed City Disaster Resilience Scorecard” to be interpreted as, all questions that can be answered by the city to the best of their ability and resources. However, for those cities who cannot answer some indicators because of the reasons described in the letter to the European Commission, their Scorecard will not be discounted. Their scorecard will be considered complete in the light of their legal structure, policies, methodologies etc. and equal in value to this EU project, as the work of other cities that were able to answer more questions due to national and local conditions. 
The cities mentioned that there is a difference between the methodologies that needs to be used to collect information for the different indicators. This makes the Scorecard harder to complete. The indicators in the Scorecard vary in form and set up. Work is needed on the theory behind the indicators. Some indicators are too complicated and hard to get an answer.  How to score each indicator was an issue. If “no” is the answer then the score is 0. But if an indicator is not answered then it should not affect the total score for that essential. Some cities preferred a dashboard of indicators so that they could pick out the most useful ones. 
The calculations are hard since the city needs to give numerical answers and percentiles. A vast amount of work is required to complete and use the Scorecard, more than just the length of this project. 
It requires collecting sensitive information that is hard to get. A city needs to work out how to be transparent without exposing sensitive info. For some cities, the laws do not require them to collect all of the information needed to complete the Scorecard. Also some of the information may not be compatible with or useful for how some cities work.

During the time of the project, the Scorecard did not have a digital tool on the Internet that could generate a prototype action plan. This meant that each city had to extract the information form the Scorecard themselves. The cities would have appreciated if the tool had been available. UNISDR had decided not to do the computer tool until the Scorecard had been revised and would be made available to all interested cities. 
At the beginning of the project some of the participating cities were interested in comparing their results with other cities.  UNISDR had not intended the Scorecard to be used to benchmarking with other cities. 
How do we integrate the Scorecard information into our regular, every day work with risk management? How do we create resilience with the help of the Scorecard?

Some cities need to revise their networks of stakeholders when they start working with the Scorecard. More stakeholders are required from different sectors. How do you create a sustainable network of stakeholders? How do we keep them interested in working with disaster risk reduction?

There are some challenges using scenarios as a basis for the Scorecard.  If would be interesting to examine how to protect societal vital functions no matter what the threat.
It would be good if a city could predict the consequences/ impacts of emergencies through the Scorecard answers. 

To improve city resilience political support, vision and resources are required. Political acceptance and support needed.
Suggested improvements: It has taken time to learn about and discuss how the information for the Scorecard might be collected and processed. It has been an advantage to have these discussions within the framework of this the U-SCORE project. 

The participation by AECOM from the private sector has been very valuable. They have a broad knowledge of disaster resilience measures, and can provide services and tools for resilience. If is recommended that they participate in other EU projects alone this topic.
6.4 Recommendations to stakeholders, partners, national and local authorities, and EU institutions

Recommendations about the UNISDR Disaster Resilience Scorecard were put forward during the second workshop. A separate document has been written that consolidates all of the comments made on the Scorecard. They were substantial and had an impact on the development of the Scorecard. 
Disaster risk reduction and disaster prevention advisor Mr. Yves Dussart from the European Commission, DG ECHO, Civil Protection Unit, participated in the second and final workshops and provided guidance about getting the changes made during the project. This meant better project results. His guidance and advice was very much appreciated by the lead partner. 

This project has resulted in a better City Disaster Resilience Scorecard. The revised Scorecard with its better indicators will be useful for city governments, national governments, county or provincial governments and EU institutions working in some way with disaster risk reduction. 
All the partners in this EU project would like to see another project get started that deals with peer reviews of city disaster resilience. 

The project generated some tools which can be accessed from this project’s DropBox. 

7 Follow-up 

7.1 Comparison between initial and current follow-up measures 
MSB has continual contact with the partners to inform them of the project activities and their responsibilities. This contact was maintained through telephone meetings, email correspondences, and verbal information from the project leader. One telephone meeting per month has been booked for the last 5 months of the project. All partners had the opportunities to contribute to the agenda of each of the workshops and the telephone meetings and to provide advice to the lead partner or partner cities. 
The UNISDR will follow up with all the cities in this project about their work with the Scorecard and the action plans as part of the international Making Cities Resilient: My City is Getting Ready campaign. These cities are role models for other cities that want to get started with the Scorecard. Speaking engagements are likely to surface in 2016-2017 where one or more of these cities have the opportunity to talk about their experiences with the Scorecard and other ways of creating disaster resilience. 
7.2 Additional follow-up approaches
No additional follow-up approaches have been identified at this time. 
8 Attachments

The following documents are provided as part of the project documentation. There can be found in the U-Score project DropBox. The Dropbox account for this U-Score project is as follows.

Address: https://www.dropbox.com/home
E-mail: uscore.eu@gmail.com 

Password: scorecard

· Section T1, from the Grant Agreement for U-SCORE

· Agenda, participant lists and outcomes for the 3 workshops
· Five completed Scorecard, one for each of the participating cities plus one more from a non-partner, Lisbon, Portugal who participated due to interest. 

· Five Action Plans, one for each of the cities

· Reports from the Stakeholders meetings

· A report on the Final Consolidated Comments on the Disaster Resilience Scorecard. 
· Letter to the European Commission on the “Expected outcome of the EU project U-Score”, dated 19 November, 2015

· Meeting notes from all the project conference calls. 

· The UNISDR publication about City Disaster Resilience with case studies from the cities in the project and Lisbon, Portugal. 

· The U-Score Project Dissemination Brochure done by Greater Manchester/Salford. 

9 Contacts
The Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB) is the lead partner for this project. 

Project leader:  Anja Holmgren, project manager, disaster risk reduction, anja.holmgren@msb.se, telephone +46 10 240 51 21.
Technical advisor and contact person for progress reports: Janet Edwards, MSB, international coordinator for disaster risk reduction, janet.edwards@msb.se, telephone +46 10 240 51 08.
10 Websites
These web sites have been created for the U-Score project:
https://www.msb.se/sv/Om-MSB/Internationellt-samarbete/EU-arbete/EU-finansierad-verksamhet/EU-projekt-U-SCORE/ 
http://www.arvika.se/mcr
http://www.cm-amadora.pt/amadora-resiliente 
www.gmemergencyplanning.org.uk 
http://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/
Other web sites with information of the project:

http://www.jkpglm.se/Kulturmiljo/Aktuellt/Nyhetsarkiv-2016/Lansmuseet-pa-riskkonferens/ 
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20 January 2016,    By Lead partner, Swedish Civil Protection Agency (MSB), Karlstad, Sweden
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