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IEG Mission: Improving World Bank Group development results through excellence in
independent evaluation.

About This Report

The Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) assesses the programs and activities of the World Bank for two purposes: first, to ensure
the integrity of the World Bank's self-evaluation process and to verify that the World Bank’s work is producing the expected
results, and second, to help develop improved directions, policies, and procedures through the dissemination of lessons drawn
from experience. As part of this work, IEG annually assesses 20-25 percent of the World Bank’s lending operations through
fieldwork. In selecting operations for assessment, preference is given to those that are innovative, large, or complex; those that
are relevant to upcoming studies or country evaluations; those for which executive directors or World Bank management have
requested assessments; and those that are likely to generate important lessons.

To prepare a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR), IEG staff examine project files and other documents, visit the
borrowing country to discuss the operation with the government and other in-country stakeholders, interview World Bank staff
and other donor agency staff both at headquarters and in local offices as appropriate, and apply other evaluative methods as
needed.

Each PPAR is subject to technical peer review, internal IEG panel review, and management approval. Once cleared internally,
the PPAR is commented on by the responsible World Bank Country Management Unit. The PPAR is also sent to the borrower for
review. IEG incorporates both World Bank and borrower comments as appropriate, and the borrower’'s comments are attached to
the document sent to the World Bank's Board of Executive Directors. After an assessment report is sent to the Board, it is
disclosed to the public.

About the IEG Rating System for Public Sector Evaluations

IEG's use of multiple evaluation methods offers both rigor and a necessary level of flexibility to adapt to lending instrument,
project design, or sectoral approach. IEG evaluators all apply the same basic method to arrive at their project ratings. Following is
the definition and rating scale used for each evaluation criterion (additional information is available on the IEG website:
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org).

Outcome: The extent to which the operation’s major relevant objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved,
efficiently. The rating has three dimensions: relevance, efficacy, and efficiency. Relevance refers to the relevance of the objectives.
Relevance of objectives is the extent to which the project’s objectives are consistent with the country’s current development
priorities and with current World Bank country and sectoral assistance strategies and corporate goals (expressed in Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers, Country Assistance Strategies, sector strategy papers, and operational policies). Efficacy is the extent
to which the project’s objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.
Efficiency is the extent to which the project achieved, or is expected to achieve, a return higher than the opportunity cost of
capital and benefits at least cost compared with alternatives. The efficiency dimension is not applied to development policy
operations, which provide general budget support. Possible ratings for outcome: highly satisfactory, satisfactory, moderately
satisfactory, moderately unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, and highly unsatisfactory.

Bank performance: The extent to which services provided by the World Bank ensured quality at entry of the operation and
supported effective implementation through appropriate supervision (including ensuring adequate transition arrangements for
regular operation of supported activities after loan or credit closing toward the achievement of development outcomes). The
rating has two dimensions: quality at entry and quality of supervision. Possible ratings for Bank performance: highly satisfactory,
satisfactory, moderately satisfactory, moderately unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, and highly unsatisfactory.
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Preface

This is a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) prepared by the Independent
Evaluation Group (IEG) of the World Bank Group on the Jamaica Inner City Basic
Services for the Poor Project (P091299) in Jamaica.

The project was approved on May 29, 2006, for a cost of US$32.8 million, supported by a
World Bank loan of US$29.3 million. The project cost at completion was US$34.8 million,
of which US$31.8 million was financed by World Bank. The project closed on December

31, 2013, two years later than scheduled.

This project was selected for a PPAR to provide insights into promoting urban resilience
with a focus on informal settlements. The project represents an innovative experience
for Jamaica in combining efforts to improve public safety and community capacity while
upgrading urban infrastructure. The PPAR findings provide input to a major IEG
evaluation on “Building Urban Resilience” (forthcoming, 2019).

The assessment is based on a review of relevant documentation, interviews with World
Bank staff at headquarters and in the country office, and the findings of an IEG mission
that visited Jamaica in May 2018. Project performance was discussed in interviews with
officials of the Jamaica Social Investment Fund (JSIF) and the Planning Institute of
Jamaica (PIOJ). The IEG mission conducted six focus group discussions with project
beneficiaries in five project locations and interviewed the community liaisons in each
location. Their cooperation and assistance are gratefully acknowledged. The locations of
the focus group discussions and the list of persons met are presented in Appendixes D
and E, respectively.

Following standard IEG procedures, a copy of the draft PPAR was sent to the
government officials and implementing agencies for their information and review but no
comments were received.

vii



Summary

This Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) assesses the development
effectiveness of Jamaica’s Inner City Basic Services for the Poor Project (ICBSP), which
was approved in 2006 and closed in 2013. The development objective of the project was
“to improve the quality of life in twelve of the Borrower’s inner-city areas and poor
urban informal settlements by improving access to basic urban infrastructure, financial
services, land tenure regularization, and enhanced public safety and community
capacity.”

Country and Sector Context

Jamaica is a middle-income island state with a population of approximately 2.9 million
in 2016, of which about 1.6 million, or 55 percent, reside in urban areas. At appraisal,
Jamaica’s inner-city areas—a term used to describe communities in, or bordering, urban
centers and communities on the periphery of towns—were characterized by decaying
physical infrastructure, poor service provision, high population densities, and
environmental hazards. Households living in those communities had limited access to
income and employment, low skills and low wages, and were dependent on work in the
informal sector. Youth unemployment was high and increasingly linked to growing
social problems that create urban unrest, resulting in one of the highest homicide rates
in the world, with most of the violence concentrated in the inner cities.

Recognizing the need to re-invigorate and re-integrate these communities into the fabric
of society, the Government of Jamaica prioritized community development and crime
and violence reduction. To that end, the government launched the Community Renewal
Programme (2002) to actively foster better coordination at national and sub-national or
community levels; and developed a National Security Strategy (2006) and a National
Crime Prevention and Community Safety Strategy (2010).

This project was innovative for Jamaica, blending small-scale infrastructure with
community-based social interventions to address community development and reduce
crime and violence. Until then, the government had largely addressed violence through
increasing police presence or the use of armed forces. The project also contained
measures that would visibly increase safety in the neighborhoods and facilitate
communication between concerned agencies and the residents to build mutual
confidence.



Project Performance and Ratings

Relevance of Objective. The relevance of the project development objective is rated
substantial because it was in line with government priorities as laid out in the
Community Renewal Programme and the National Development Plan (“Vision 2030”),
with their focus on sustainable urban development, security, and safety. The objective
was also in line with the World Bank’s country partnership strategies spanning the years
2007-17, which emphasized sustained and inclusive growth, with a focus on crime
prevention and reduction. However, the overarching objective of “enhancing the
quality of life” was not amenable to clear definition and measurement. It also detracted
from keeping the focus on crime prevention and reduction and public safety, the core
rationale for the project.

Relevance of project design is rated substantial. It was responsive to the government’s desire
to seek innovative ways of preventing and reducing inner-city crime and violence. The project
appropriately targeted inner-city areas that were among the most affected by crime and
violence. The project was an early innovative effort to address urban crime and violence by
combining improvements in basic infrastructure—including those that would facilitate
neighborhood interaction and surveillance—with improved access to microfinance to improve
prospects for economic activity; and community-based social and capacity-building
interventions for vulnerable youth and adults.

The project design was complex in relation to country capacity and experience. The number and
scale of activities placed large demands on the several entities involved in the project (service
providers, parish councils, community committees, and civic organizations). Some activities,
integral to an inclusive urban upgrading approach, required technical expertise that went
beyond the capacity of the implementing agency, as in the case of microfinance and land titling.

Efficacy is rated substantial. The project did not provide a definition or metric for “quality of
life” as the overarching objective. However, the benefits derived from the project interventions
were expected to collectively enhance the quality of life for the targeted communities.

At project completion, a “Citizens’ Report Card” and an impact evaluation indicated varied
satisfaction with the quality of infrastructure and services. The better results were from
improved road segments that exceeded targets, and from solid waste services, both of which
went to most of the targeted communities. Water supply, sewerage, and electricity connections
fell short of targets and covered fewer communities. Some of the works for sewerage and
water main connections remained incomplete several years after project completion. Among
activities that were attempted on a smaller scale, the provision of microfinance exceeded
targets, but the outcomes related to small business activities were below expectations. The
pilot land title regularization effort had to be scaled back from two communities to one, mainly
owing to the complexity of the process. The pilot yielded limited results.

Regarding enhanced community capacity and public safety, five community centers with sports
fields and recreational spaces were constructed, and zinc fencing (that had prevented



communities from having “eyes on the road”) was replaced with block walls in several areas,
viewed favorably by beneficiaries. The project’s activities supported community capacity
building, mediation services, skills training, and related social services, which were
oversubscribed in many cases, especially for youth-related activities (sports, homework support
classes, arts and crafts, remedial support, and youth camps). Feedback from the assessment at
project completion shows that the beneficiaries favorably received those services.

Surveys carried out midway through the project and at completion showed an increase in
citizens’ perception of safety. But this result appears to be strongly linked to the urban
upgrading components because only a third of all residents indicated that the mediation and
conflict resolution activities improved feelings of safety within the community.

IEG’s discussions with various project stakeholders, site visits to 5 out of the 12 communities
targeted by the project, and 6 focus group discussions with beneficiaries, indicate that the
benefits from the project have declined since project completion. There is limited follow-up
from the concerned government agencies to secure and expand the services from the
infrastructure assets provided by the project, because of a lack of resources and incentives. The
community centers are under-resourced and under-utilized. Activities supporting community
capacity building, mediation services, skills training, and related social services have declined or
lapsed since project completion because of lack of resources. However, the sample size for
some of these observations—especially from focus group discussions—are only indicative and
cannot be generalized to all areas of project intervention.

In sum, there were several positive results in basic infrastructure and community-based
interventions at project completion, though there are also indications of some reduction in
those benefits since project completion.

Efficiency is rated modest. Although the project generated economic and social benefits
that were greater than anticipated at appraisal for most investment components,
implementation was delayed by two years. Project implementation was affected by
procurement issues and faulty designs for infrastructure works, half of which had to be

re-done.

Overall Development Outcome. Relevance of project objectives was substantial based on
alignment with government priorities and related pillars of the World Bank’s country
partnership strategies. Project design was innovative but did not sufficiently take into account
complex institutional requirements, making it substantial overall. Efficacy was substantial, with
several positive results in basic infrastructure and community-based interventions at project
completion and an increased perception of safety, though there are indications of reduction in
those benefits since project completion. Taken together, with modest efficiency, the overall
development outcome is rated moderately satisfactory.

Risk to Development Outcome. JSIF sighed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with all
relevant agencies to continue the maintenance of infrastructure under the project. These
obligations are not being carried out as envisaged because of insufficient resources and a lack of
ownership by the agencies involved. The discontinuance of community-based activities for



children, youth, and adults for education and life skills has rolled back the benefits that had
accrued till shortly after project implementation. Based mainly on those factors, the risk to
development outcome is substantial.

Bank Performance. The preparation and design of the project was informed to a
considerable extent by lessons from Jamaica’s National Community Development
Project (2002-08) and World Bank projects in other countries that addressed issues of
urban upgrading, and crime and violence. However, the project did not anticipate and
mitigate sufficiently the risks to implementation and sustainability of outcomes
associated with a wide spread of activities, including dealing with a multiplicity of
organizations with varying capacity and incentives to play their roles effectively.
Quality-at-Entry Rating is therefore rated moderately satisfactory. The project team
closely monitored progress through an intense supervision schedule averaging two
supervision missions per year. However, the World Bank could have provided more
hands-on technical support to the microfinance and land titling activities during their
initial phases, given JSIF’s limited experience in the area. Bank supervision and overall
Bank performance are rated moderately satisfactory. Overall Bank performance is rated
moderately satisfactory.

Borrower Performance. The government displayed commitment to the project during
preparation and implementation, especially by maintaining the pace of the project
during the 2009-10 fiscal crisis. However, project agencies have not displayed sufficient
ownership to sustain outcomes from the project regarding maintenance of physical
assets or to provide resources and support for community-based activities that showed
promise during the life of the project. This has significantly increased the risk to the
sustainability of development outcomes from the project. Government performance is
rated moderately unsatisfactory. JSIF’s experience with implementing World Bank
projects and its expertise in community interventions were of value during project
preparation and implementation. It faced, however, significant constraints helping
service providers to sustain services from infrastructure developed under the project.
Feedback from community focus groups suggests that there were shortcomings in
ongoing communication between the JSIF and beneficiary communities during project
implementation, which may have affected project performance. Implementing agency
performance is rated moderately satisfactory. Overall, borrower performance is rated
moderately unsatisfactory.

Lessons

Addressing urban crime and violence through a two-pronged approach of improving basic
infrastructure and promoting social inclusion can benefit from the combination of those
individual activities that are most effective. Jamaica’s Inner City Basic Services for the Poor
Project was an early attempt at addressing the multiple drivers of crime and violence through



improving basic infrastructure and promoting community-based social and capacity-building
activities. Similar projects that are being planned or implemented in the region could benefit
from greater testing and measurement of the individual and combined effects of multiple basic
infrastructure improvements and community-based social interventions on public safety.

The sharp disconnect between a centralized and well-resourced agency executing
infrastructure investments in a decentralized urban situation; and a multiplicity of
under-resourced service agencies and local governments in charge of infrastructure
maintenance can undermine long-term development outcomes. In this project, the
centralized government agency JSIF was responsible for implementing infrastructure
investments in several urban communities. For maintenance of this infrastructure, JSIF
signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with several government line agencies,
and with local governments, However, without clear provision of resources for their
maintenance, and appropriate incentives, the level and sustainability of services and
developmental outcomes were reduced. This calls for rethinking the allocation of
responsibilities and incentives among all entities involved in similar projects.

In project design, the decision to add activities that are institutionally complex and
require focused expertise requires careful consideration to avoid straining resources
and effort during project implementation. Under this project, land tenure regulation
and provision of microfinance proved to be difficult to pursue because of process
complexity and lack of focused expertise, and to that extent, diverted effort and
resources that would have been better directed toward other activities by the Bank and
the implementing agency.

To sustain the benefits from community-based and social services for children and
youth, long-term engagement is crucial: institutional ownership should be specified,
and resources for those activities must be anticipated and secured by the time project
support is discontinued. Most of the services for children, youth, and adults that were
started and nurtured during the project lapsed soon after project completion for want of
resources and institutional ownership. This defeats the purpose of long-term
engagement to encourage positive and productive behavior patterns.

José Carbajo Martinez
Director, Financial, Private Sector, and

Sustainable Development



1. Background and Context

1.1 Jamaica is a middle-income island state with a population of approximately 2.9
million, of which about 1.6 million or 55 percent, reside in urban areas. The country had
a per capita gross domestic product (GDP) of US$4,798 in 2017. Real GDP per capita
grew by only 0.5 percent per year between 1990 and 2017, compared to 1.5 percent for
the Latin America and Caribbean region, excluding high-income countries, and 3.4
percent for middle-income countries worldwide. High levels of crime, constrained
access to credit, cumbersome business regulations, and high energy costs have restricted
the rate of economic growth. sources.)!

1.2 At the time of project appraisal (2006), inadequate land use and urban planning
had resulted in imbalanced regional development, inequitable distribution and access to
services, and inequity in access to employment opportunities. This was evidenced by
rundown urban centers, urban sprawl, environmental degradation, and unsafe and
dilapidated housing. Peri-urban areas, or urbanizing areas in transition. were facing
similar conditions, indicating that future community security and urban renewal
projects should focus on communities in a range of geographic locations and stages of
urbanization (World Bank 2006).

1.3 Inner cities—a term used to describe communities in or bordering urban centers
as well as communities on the periphery of towns—were characterized by decaying
physical infrastructure, poor service provision, high population densities, and
environmental hazards. Households living in these communities had limited access to
income and employment, low skills and low wages, and were dependent on work in the
informal sector. Youth unemployment was high and increasingly linked to growing
social problems that create urban unrest(Baker 2008).

1.4 The inner-city communities” physical characteristics enabled criminal activity to
flourish. Roads were in poor condition, making access difficult for police, service
providers, and taxis. Houses were encircled by zinc fences, limiting the number of “eyes
on the road” and street lighting was minimal. The ability of service providers such as
the National Solid Waste Management Authority (NSWMA) and the National Water
Commission (NWC) to access these inner-city communities was hampered by poor
infrastructure and outbreaks of violence. At the time of appraisal, exact data on the state
of service provision in the inner cities was limited, but an analysis of aggregate data and
studies suggested that service coverage and quality were poor and that there were
pockets of extreme deprivation. For example, sewerage systems in many inner-city
communities did not exist or were in need of major repair, and solid waste collection



was irregular. Only about 50 percent of the population in the project’s target areas
reported having access to in-house sanitation facilities (World Bank 2006).

1.5 Recognizing the need to re-invigorate and re-integrate these communities into
the fabric of broader society, the Government of Jamaica prioritized community
development and crime and violence reduction. In 1996, the government established the
Jamaica Social Investment Fund (JSIF) as a quasi-government agency with a mandate to
reduce poverty and create an environment for sustainable development. In 2000, the
Prime Minister of Jamaica established a committee of senior officials to oversee and
coordinate all inner-city renewal interventions. In 2003, the government designed a
Community Renewal Programme (CRP) that aimed to provide a framework for

integrating human, social, economic, and environmental development in the inner cities.

1.6 More recently, high rates of crime and violence, particularly in urban areas,
continue to pose a serious obstacle to the formation of social and human capital, and
contributed to limiting economic growth in Jamaica. In 2003, productivity losses due to
interpersonal violence-related injuries accounted for 4 percent of Jamaica's GDP.
Although homicide rates declined from a peak rate of 62 per 100,000 inhabitants in 2009
to 39.8 per 100,000 in 2012, Jamaican rates of homicide and other violent crimes remain
among the highest in the region. The profile of those directly involved and affected by
violent crime — perpetrators and victims alike —is typically young, unskilled,
unemployed, and undereducated youth males ages 15-29 from vulnerable urban
neighborhoods that suffer from higher rates of poverty, unemployment, lower
educational attainment, low social capital, and low levels of investment in public
spaces.?

1.7 Recent years have also witnessed an erosion of earlier gains in poverty reduction,
with rising inequality, and poverty sharply increasing to 17.8 percent in 2010. In urban
areas such as the Kingston Metropolitan Area, poverty rates doubled in two years, from
7 percent in 2008 to 14.4 percent in 2010. Though total unemployment in October 2016
was 12.9 percent, unemployment for those aged 14-24 was significantly higher, at 41
percent for women and 26 percent for men. It is estimated that in 2014 more than two-
thirds of youth aged 18-20 in the poorest 40 percent of households were neither in
school nor working, rendering them especially vulnerable to risky and violent behavior.

1.8 In response, the Government of Jamaica launched the CRP in 2002 to actively
foster better coordination at national and subnational or community levels; developed a
National Security Strategy (2006); and a National Crime Prevention and Community
Safety Strategy (NCPCSS: 2010). The National Security Strategy seeks to reduce violent
crime, strengthen justice and the rule of law, increase effective delivery of social

intervention programs, and promote the integration of democratic governance within



the communities most at risk for crime. In line with this approach, the CRP provides a
government platform for the coordination and enhancement of the delivery of
government and civil society services to 100 volatile and vulnerable communities in the
five most crime-affected parishes (Kingston and St. Andrew, St. Catherine, St. James,
and Clarendon). The National Development Plan, “Vision 2030” highlights sustainable
urban development as a key outcome in striving for a healthier environment and calls
for a holistic approach in national crime reduction efforts.4

Role of the World Bank and other Development Partners

1.9 The project that is assessed in this report (Inner City Basic Services Project or
ICBSP) was followed by the Integrated Community Development Project (ICDP,
P146460: 2014-20), which aims to maintain a core focus on public safety enhancement
and improved access to basic services in inner cities. ICDP focuses on 18 communities
that were not covered by ICBSP and includes activities to enhance service providers’
capacity to operate in inner-city communities. The ICDP also continues to support the
development of the Crime Observatory. Government programs, including the CRP and
the Citizen Security and Justice Programme (CSJP), the flagship crime prevention
program for the government. Meanwhile, programs implemented by local
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) will continue to operate in the ICBSP’s 12
communities.

1.10  Partnerships with international development agencies play an important role in
supporting sustainable urban renewal through infrastructure development and crime
and violence prevention in Jamaica. The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB),
Department for International Development (DFID), and the Canadian International
Development Agency support the CJSP. The U.S. Agency for International
Development carries out a wide range of programs in Jamaica spanning the sectors of
crime and violence, health, education, and economic development. DFID also supports a
range of community policing and deportee resettlement projects. Similarly, the
European Union’s Poverty Reduction Program aims to alleviate poverty through
investment in basic infrastructure and education in more than 50 vulnerable
communities, while also promoting the active participation of community groups.
Urban renewal projects implemented by the Government of Jamaica and/or other
donors since 1994 are listed in Appendix B.



2. Objectives, Design, and their Relevance

Obijectives

2.1 The project's development objective was “to improve the quality of life in twelve
of the Borrower’s inner-city areas and poor urban informal settlements by improving
access to basic urban infrastructure, financial services, land tenure regularization, and

enhanced public safety and community capacity.”

Components and Costs

2.2 The project’s components were as follows:

Component 1: Access to Services (project cost at appraisal: US$21.85 million; at
completion: US$21.36 million) had three subcomponents:

1. Community Basic Infrastructure:

(a) Development of onsite and community-based infrastructure in 12 select inner-city
communities (“Project Communities”) including: (i) construction and rehabilitation of
integrated network infrastructure for water, sanitation, drainage, and secondary and
tertiary roads; (ii) installation of street lighting, extension of the Borrower’s electricity
network, and regularization of illegal electricity connections; (iii) construction of
multipurpose, community centers in 7 of the Project Communities; and (iv)
enhancement of basic infrastructure through community-based subprojects
(“Community-based Subprojects”), implemented by registered legal entities of the
corresponding Project Communities, including extension of household water and
sanitation connections, removal and substitution of zinc fencing, improvement of
neighborhood and recreational facilities, and installation of community garbage
receptacles.

(b) Improvement of solid waste collection systems in Project Communities through the
provision of technical assistance and the procurement of solid waste collection
equipment and compactor trucks.

(c) Rehabilitation and construction of offsite network infrastructure necessary for the
maintenance of water, sanitation and drainage services in Project Communities,
including: (i) rehabilitation of the water reservoir and trunk mains in Kingston,
bordering the Federal Gardens and Jones Town communities; and (ii) upgrading and
rehabilitation of the wastewater treatment facility in Tawes Pen.



(d) Building of capacity of parish councils to operate, manage, and maintain basic
infrastructure works (including secondary and tertiary roads, drainage infrastructure,
community recreation facilities, and other basic community infrastructure) in Project
Communities through the provision of technical assistance, training, basic computer
equipment, and office supplies.

2. Access to Financial Services.

(a) Facilitating of access to micro-finance services within the Project Communities for use
toward developing and promoting small and medium-sized businesses and incremental
housing improvements, through the provision of performance-based service contracts to
financial institutions that will offer to beneficiaries within Project Communities,
microfinance services and technical assistance in areas including credit counseling,
business plan preparation, financial management and related business support.

(b) Orientation of financial institutions that are potential bidders for the contracts referred to in
Part 1.2(a) above, and training of Project Implementing Entity staff to evaluate bids and
monitor and evaluate microfinancing activities.

(c) Carrying out of independent technical audits of the loan portfolios of the financial
institutions contracted under Part 1.2(a) above.

3. Land Tenure Regularization

(a) Carrying out of: (i) a cadastral audit of all Project Communities, consisting of
approximately 13,000 parcels of land; and (ii) an assessment of the number of parcels
eligible for titling.

(b) Development of a land titling and strategy program, including: (i) design and
implementation of informational campaigns and public consultations; and (ii)
examination of the field, legal, and administrative procedures and costs required for the
transferring of titles.

(c) Provision of technical assistance to the Borrower for the development of a broader land
tenure regularization policy and program for urban and peri-urban squatter areas.

(d) Implementation of a land titling program on public lands in the Project
Communities, including: (i) completion of register and cadastral searches and land
surveys; (ii) verification of occupancy information including names, addresses, and
leasing and sub-leasing arrangements; and (iii) provision of technical assistance to
beneficiaries in the processing of title applications.



Component 2: Public Safety Enhancement and Capacity Building (project cost at
appraisal: US$3.90 million; at completion: US$5.65 million). Enhancement of public
safety in Project Communities through the provision of technical assistance in areas
related to crime and violence prevention, including: (a) mediation and conflict
resolution; (b) alternative livelihoods and skills development; (c) family support
programs; (d) youth education and recreation programs;(e) community- based
organization capacity building, including the assignment of community liaison officers
to serve as full-time community facilitators in each Project Community; and (f) social
marketing and public awareness campaigns.

Component 3: Project Management (project cost at appraisal: US$6.33 million; at
completion: US$5.65 million) Building capacity of the Project Implementing Entity
through the provision of:(a) technical assistance and training (including study tours for
resettlement training) in the areas of project management and administration, including
environment, resettlement, social development, crime and violence prevention,
engineering, microfinance, financial management, procurement, technical monitoring
and evaluation, international quality standard certification of the Project Implementing
Entity” s management framework, community satisfaction surveys, and annual financial
audits; (b) three motor vehicles; and (c) office equipment and furniture.

2.3 Project cost and dates. Total project cost at completion was US$34.8 million, 6
percent higher than the appraisal estimate of US$32.8 million. The International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) loan disbursed US$31.8 million against the
appraised estimate of US$29.3 million. The Borrower contributed US$3.1 million,
slightly less than the planned US$3.5 million.

2.4 The project was approved on May 29, 2006 and closed on December 31, 2013, two
years later than scheduled, mainly because of delays in procurement of the
infrastructure works contracts. The project was restructured in November 2013 to
formalize re-allocation of loan proceeds from the microfinance and land tenure
subcomponents, which were discontinued during project implementation, to the public
safety enhancement and capacity building component, including construction of
community centers.

Relevance of Objectives

2.5 The project’s development objective of improving the quality of life in Jamaica's
inner-city areas and poor urban informal settlements remains highly relevant. Inner-city
violence, poverty rates, access to basic services, and unemployment rates continue to
pose challenges to sustainable and inclusive urban growth. These issues were



highlighted in the Country Assistance Strategies for FY2007-FY2009 and FY2010-FY2013
which included goals for sustained and inclusive growth as well as crime prevention
and reduction. The same issues are also reflected in the latest Country Partnership
Strategy for FY2014-FY2017, which raises specific issues related to improving the quality
of life and reducing violence in vulnerable communities; strengthening community
capacity to monitor and demand better services; and continuing support to improving
public safety in targeted communities by increasing the ability to design evidence-based
policies and programs on crime and violence prevention; and strengthening the capacity
of the National Crime Observatory to collect, analyze, and disseminate data and
statistics.

2.6 The project development objective remains highly relevant and supportive of the
government’s policy priorities and urban renewal initiatives. These include the
Medium-Term Socioeconomic Policy Framework 2012-15, and the National
Development Plan (“Vision 2030”), with its focus on sustainable urban development,
security, and safety. The project is also consistent with the National Crime Prevention
and Community Safety Strategy, whose first pillar is crime prevention through
community development. In addition, the project objectives are also in line with the
Community Renewal Programme, which focuses on enhancing the delivery of
government services to 100 vulnerable communities in the most violent parishes
through supporting initiatives in the areas of urban governance, youth development,
safety and justice, and socioeconomic development.

2.7 The improvement of “quality of life” which is central to the objective, is not
defined in a manner that allows it to be measured or tracked except through the
multiple elements contributing to it: access to basic urban infrastructure, financial
services, land tenure regularization, and enhanced public safety and community
capacity. The project appraisal document appears to draw the notion of quality life from
the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) target 10 for improvements in the coverage
and quality of water and sanitation services, and target 11 for improvements in the
quality of life for slum dwellers through improved infrastructure services, access to
secure tenure, and reductions in levels of crime and violence. But it does not follow
through on defining “quality of life” any further (World Bank 2006, page 4).

2.8 The relevance of project objectives is rated substantial.

Relevance of Design

2.9 The project design involved several activities including development of onsite
and community-based infrastructure; rehabilitation and construction of offsite network
infrastructure; access to financial services; land tenure regularization; and public safety
enhancement and capacity building. The implied theory of change was that all these
activities would contribute to improving the “quality of life” in the target communities.



2.10  Although this is formulation is logical, it does not make clear the relative
importance of the individual activities in contributing to the quality of life, or a
conceptual basis for measuring and tracking quality of life. It is noted that the project
design drew upon MDG target 10 for improvements in the coverage and quality of
water and sanitation services, and target 11 for improvements in the quality of life for
slum dwellers through improved infrastructure services, access to secure tenure and
reductions in levels of crime and violence.

2.11  However, the breadth of activities made it a complex project. While the project
documents state that lessons from previous projects were considered in project design,
they do not provide any significant details in this respect. For instance, the inclusion of
land tenure regularization and microfinance added a measure of complexity that could
have been avoided. Lessons learnt from earlier World Bank projects indicate that land
registration and titling as a component in larger projects have been a source of delay in
implementation; and that experience has shown that infrastructure improvements
providing less than legal title can create a sufficient informal security of tenure to permit
residents to invest and acquire other services (Kessides 1997). Also the microfinance
component was not central to the focus of the project, and required some specialist
expertise in the implementing agency; that expertise did not exist at that time. In
retrospect these two components could have been taken up as separate efforts.

2.12  The project’s blending of small-scale infrastructure and community-based social
interventions was innovative for the World Bank and the implementing agency, Jamaica
Social Investment Fund (JSIF), in Jamaica’s context. Prior to this, the government had
largely addressed violence through increasing police presence or using the armed forces.

The Project included performance-based mechanisms for microfinance, which was new
for both the World Bank and JSIF.

2.13  JSIF was selected as the implementing agency based on its established track
record in implementing the government’s poverty alleviation projects including the
ongoing Bank-financed NCDP.¢ JSIF had also developed a core competence in Bank
safeguard policies and financial management and procurement procedures.

2.14  The project used clear criteria for identifying beneficiary communities to be
covered by the project, with the involvement of JSIF, the Planning Institute of Jamaica
(PIOJ), the Ministry of National Security, and the Social Development Commission. The
criteria included quantitative measures: percent of households in the community in the
lowest poverty quintile, and the percent of households without access to piped water;
and qualitative measures: one community from each of the five parishes with a big city,
and high priority based on the Ministry of National Security’s public safety criteria and
crime levels. The political affiliations of the communities were also considered, to ensure
support for the project through any political turnover. A set of 12 communities was



selected, but the focus was on targeted sections in the communities, to keep within the
resource constraints.

2.15  During project preparation, JSIF met with over 1,000 residents of the targeted
areas through more than 120 formal meetings and focus groups in an extensive process
of consultation for needs assessment and infrastructure planning. JSIF also sought
community buy-in and to deal with dissatisfaction in the areas within the communities
that were not covered by the project. The project also employed coordinators in
communities to liaise with the contractors, and to ensure that employment benefits from
construction works are maximized and equally shared within the community.

2.16  The project involved five national public service agencies,” parish councils,
community committees, and numerous civic organizations. The public service agencies
were given the responsibility for operation and maintenance (O&M) of infrastructure to
be built under the project, supplemented by community-led O&M for smaller and more
unified project areas that also have demonstrated community-based organization
capacity.

2.17  Provision was made for memoranda of understanding (MoUs) to be signed
between JSIF and the service agencies to carry out the agreed responsibilities. However,
the MoUs are not legally binding, and the risk of their not being honored was
recognized at project appraisal, especially because of the high levels of crime and
violence and the difficulty associated with collecting tariffs. To address this issue, the
project design built in some incentives to supplement the agencies” equipment and
capital investment program; for instance, by purchase of garbage disposal trucks or
selective offsite water and sanitation infrastructure that were both part of their capital
investment program. In addition, measures were taken that would visibly increase
safety in the neighborhoods and facilitate communication between the agencies and
residents.

2.18  The project’s blending of small-scale infrastructure and community-based social
interventions was innovative, but considering the complexity and choice of project
activities, and multiple implementing entities, the relevance of project design is rated
substantial.

Monitoring and Evaluation
2.19 M&E Design. The first of two main outcome indicators for the project was to
provide access to improved basic infrastructure and financial services and security of
tenure for 60,000 inner-city residents. This could have been stated more precisely
because the range of infrastructure and services under the project were directed to
different sections of the population. For instance, land titling was taken up only in two
out of the six communities covered by the project. The second outcome indicator was



the percent of beneficiaries that feel safe or very safe, inside and outside the home; it was
relevant to the overall objective.

220  The original 16 intermediate outcome indicators included the percent of
beneficiaries satisfied with the quality and pressure of water service; percent of
households satisfied with quality of sanitation facilities; the number of beneficiaries
having opened bank accounts; and the number of titles provided to project beneficiaries.
Each of these indicators can be reasonably expected to positively contribute to the
project development objective of improving the quality of life. However, there was no
means of estimating their relative importance, which may have provided a basis for
comparing the improvement in quality of life across communities or on a before or after
basis. In 2009, the project team and JSIF added new indicators that included the number
of households with new or improved access to water, and number of households with
new or improved access to sewer networks.

2.21  Measuring the direct impact of crime and violence prevention work in
communities was difficult because records on crime were uneven and not robust, and
the project relied on perception analyses to assess the project’s crime and violence
prevention activities.

2.22  The M&E design included a citizen report card, and an impact evaluation study.
JSIF also had a management information system in place from the National Community
Development Project (P076837; FY2002-08) that was updated for the project to monitor
material inputs, number of beneficiaries and additional indicators among other data
points to promote efficient and transparent M&E.

2.23  The responsibility for conducting the baseline household survey was given to the
design consultancy firm, HTPSE.®* However, the HTPSE survey of the four control
communities had several shortcomings, including that the control communities were not
isolated from the interventions of other government and nongovernmental
organizations.

224 M&E Implementation. The M&E framework was mainstreamed in the project
communities, which collected specific data. JSIF's Community Liaison Officers verified
the data through regular on-the-ground checks during sub-project implementation, and
at the end of every month. In addition, a citizen report card was used in the final year of
project implementation to assess residents’ satisfaction with the project. JSIF also
prepared semi-annual progress reports to monitor and evaluate activities. An impact
evaluation study was carried out about a year after the project’'s completion. Measuring
progress on the intermediate indicators using periodic surveys of the households proved
difficult to implement on a yearly basis given personnel requirements and respondent
fatigue.
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2.25  The project also received a grant from the Japan Social Development Fund (JSDF)
to support the Ministry of National Security in building the Jamaica Crime Observatory
to monitor crime levels in locations across Jamaica. At the time of completion of this
project, the observatory was tracking crime and violence data for four key incidence
types in five parishes and was beginning to cross-validate the data. Prior to the
development of the Crime Observatory, the government was unable to quantify crime
details at the community level and therefore unable to factor that data into crafting a
more effective prevention strategy. The Crime Observatory operates under the National
Security Agency’s research and evaluation unit. The crime observatory reports 7 types of
incidents in 10 parishes across the country.

2.26 M&E Utilization. The data generated from the M&E process was used to adapt
the scale and scope of project activities to each community’s needs on an annual basis.
For instance, high demand in some communities for assistance in obtaining birth
certificates resulted in a second phase of “operation certification,” one of the activities
undertaken under the project. The use of data from the crime observatory is low and
does not appear in policy or decision-making. It is not apparent that the findings from
the Citizen Report Card were used to make any course corrections in project
implementation.

2.27  M&E for the project is rated Modest.

3. Implementation

3.1 The project was implemented in the following 12 communities. Of these the
communities indicated in bold were covered by an impact evaluation at the end of the
project.

Table 3.1 Communities Covered by the ICBSP Project

Parish Community
St James Flankers
Clarendon Bucknor
St. Catherine Central Village;

Tawes Meadows; Africa; Shelter Rock,
Lauriston; Knollis

Kingston & St. Andrew Jones Town; Federal Gardens, Whitfield Town; Passmore Town

3.2 Delays in the infrastructure design process. The project leveraged a Japan
Policy and Human Resources Development (PHRD) trust fund to hire an international
consulting firm, UK-based HTSPE, Ltd., to produce designs for all the infrastructure
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works. This was necessary because Jamaican firms did not have adequate experience in
executing contracts of the size contemplated under the project, limiting their ability to
compete in the international bidding process. However, the designs prepared by HTPSE
utilized a “one-size-fits-all” approach, which reflected their limited knowledge of the
variety of terrain and environment in Jamaica. The plans were also over-designed with
respect to the level of seismic and hurricane risk. After these shortcomings were
realized, project funds had to be diverted to re-design works (more than 50 percent of
the designs had to be re-done), causing initial delays in disbursements, delays in overall
implementation, and an increase in costs.

3.3 Challenging Contracting environment. Disbursement delays were experienced
because of the reluctance of contractors to work in the project’s crime-ridden
communities and because of consequent no-bid contracting processes, onerous risk
premiums in bids, as well as overloading of the few contractors willing to work in the
communities. The increase in costs and delays limited the capacity of the project to
provide for greater sustainability of the infrastructure services.

3.4 Complexity of process for land tenure regularization. The process for land
tenure regularization proved to be more complex than anticipated. For instance,
obtaining a survey diagram which would not run counter to what exists within the
National Land Agency was a challenge, especially given the nature of ad hoc
settlements. Lands that were not owned by the Ministry of Housing had to be
transferred to it to meet the requirements of the Housing Act. Also, additional support
was needed: completion of the national cadastral map; improving the field data
collection; GPS and other modern surveying instruments. Given these complications,
and the limited human resources for this purpose in JSIF, the pilot in the second
community was not carried out.

3.5 Reliance on service providers with limited resources and vested interest.
Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs) were signed with the following agencies
during preparation: National Water Council (NWC), National Solid Waste Management
Authority (NSWMA), Rural Electrification Program, Jamaica Public Services Company,
Ltd. and the parish councils. The ICBSP Project also had strategic partnerships with:
The Benevolent Society, the University of Technology, the National Works Association,
National Environmental Planning Agency, Sandals Resorts, Social Development
Commission, JN Small Business, and HEART Trust/NTA among others. However, some
public service providers lacked the financial capacity to extend service into the project
areas and perform routine maintenance as promised. In addition, they were wary of the
communities’ low capacity to pay for services. For instance, NWC faced illegal
siphoning of water, but did not have the resources and capacity to monitor connections
and target payment collections, especially considering the levels of violence in the
communities. For similar reasons, service providers gave lower priority to serving these
communities, and there was delay in handover of works to the service providers.
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3.6 Responsive implementation and supervision. In response to the fiscal
tightening and overall delays in disbursement and procurement, the project was
formally restructured in July 2011 to extend the closing date by two years to December
31, 2013. The extension enabled the completion of key infrastructure works. During the
February 2010 Mid-Term Review, JSIF and the Bank team recognized the need to reduce
the scope of the microfinance because of lack of interest from microfinance providers
because JSIF Board members were reluctant to give financial incentives to private
financial institutions. The land tenure activity involved a complicated and time-
consuming process with the Ministry of Housing, and JSIF did not have the human
resources to devote to continuing the process beyond one community. Funds from these
activities were re-allocated to public safety enhancement and capacity-building activities
and community centers, the re-allocation was formalized in the November 2013
Restructuring.

3.7 Environmental and Social Safeguards Compliance. The project used the Borrower’s
systems for safeguards implementation (O.P. 4.00 Piloting the Use of Borrower Systems
to Address Environmental and Social Safeguard Issues in Bank-Supported Projects). An
Equivalence and Acceptability Assessment was carried out by the Bank team. To fill the
identified gaps, JSIF developed an Environmental Management Framework and a Land
Acquisition and Resettlement Policy Framework that were integrated into the
operational manual and became standard policy for all JSIF-funded projects.

3.8 JSIF fully complied with the provisions of the Land Acquisition and Resettlement
Policy Framework, successfully screening for cases of land acquisition and preparing
abbreviated resettlement action plans acceptable to the Bank. JSIF also conducted the
necessary due diligence regarding donation of land to the Project, ensuring that all land
transfers were properly documented and witnessed and had unencumbered titles.
Beyond issues of land acquisition and resettlement, the Project successfully
implemented a grievance redress system, a system for maximizing employment on
works contracts within the local community, as well as a process to screen projects for a
range of other social impacts, including gender relations. During the project, JSIF
became the first organization in the English-speaking Caribbean to receive an
International ISO 14001:2004 certification. The mission’s discussions with JSIF show that
International Organization for Standardization (ISO)-certified environmental
management systems have helped instill a culture of environmentally positive practices
that are employed across all projects. JSIF developed a method to quickly identify non-
compliance with safeguard policies by employing environmental officers, technical
officers and external supervisors to monitor the civil works projects on a weekly basis.
This helped to confirm that at least 80 percent of contractors working with JSIF comply
with the environmental safeguards. In 2013, JSIF was named winner of the 2013 Jamaica
Environmental Action Award in the waste management category.
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3.9 Fiduciary Compliance. There were no major issues in the conduct of financial
management and the final audits were unqualified. There were some undocumented
expenditures during 2007 to 2009, for which JSIF carried out a reconciliation exercise and
identified an overdraft in several infrastructure sub-categories. During restructuring in
November 2013, funds were re-allocated between project categories to compensate for
the overdraft, and all the expenditures were accounted for.

3.10  Procurement. The project’s procurement activities complied with the project
financing agreement and the Bank’s Operations Manual. However, there were delays in
the procurement process because of contractors’ reluctance to work in the project's
crime-ridden communities and consequent no-bids and high-risk premiums charged,
and extended time associated with the cabinet approval required for all bids over
US$400,000. Initially, many local firms were excluded from bidding for contracts over
US$1.5 million, but this threshold was lowered subsequently.

4. Achievement of the Objectives

4.1 Objective: The project's objective was: "To improve the quality of life in twelve
of the Borrower’s inner-city areas and poor urban informal settlements by improving
access to basic urban infrastructure, financial services, land tenure regularization, and
enhanced public safety and community capacity."

4.2 The project sought to improve the quality of life in 12 of the Borrower’s inner-city
areas through providing basic infrastructure, building community capacity, and
providing services that were identified through participatory needs assessments, as
below:

A. increasing access to basic urban infrastructure (quality of water, sanitation, solid
waste collection systems, electricity, roads, drainage, and related community
infrastructure)

B. facilitating access to microfinance for enterprise development and incremental
home improvement for entrepreneurs and residents in project areas

C. increasing security of land tenure for eligible households in project areas

D. enhancing public safety through mediation services, community capacity
building, skills training, and related social services.

43 In the rest of this section, outputs under each of the above groups of activities are
discussed, followed by an assessment of the corresponding outcomes. The outcomes
from increasing access to basic urban infrastructure (A) and enhancing public safety
through community capacity building (D) are rated substantial, while the outcomes
from microfinance and land titling are rated modest.
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Outputs

A. increasing access to basic urban infrastructure

Roads: Road segments totaling 22.3 kilometers (km) were rehabilitated, which
constituted about 80 percent of the road network in need of rehabilitation across the
12 communities (approximately 60 percent of the entire network in these
communities) and exceeded the target of 10.36 km. The number of beneficiaries
potentially benefiting from this intervention was 61,953 compared to a target of
60,000.

Water supply: Enabled access to 3,576 households against a target of 2,490
households in 10 communities. This was made possible through installing 8 water
mains, and fire hydrants for 10 communities.

Sewerage: This activity was carried out only in the Federal Gardens community,
where 5 sewage pipelines were rehabilitated in Federal Gardens that corresponded
to 478 households against a target of 364 households. One of the 5 pipelines were in
use at project completion benefiting 95 households. The remaining four pipelines
were handed over to NWC for activation. The IEG mission could not get specific
information as to whether the other four pipelines were activated. Anecdotal
evidence from focus group discussion participants in Federal Gardens suggests that
“a sewage system is absent and it is urgent that one is implemented as waste is
polluting the community and can pose as a hazard.” The planned rehabilitation of
the waste water treatment plant for Tawes Meadows was not implemented.

Solid Waste: One solid waste collection truck for use across 12 communities, and 51
skips (waste containers) were purchased. No target was specified. Only 30 skips (or
the capacity equivalent in drums) were positioned at locations agreed upon by the
communities and the National Solid Waste Management Authority (NSWMA). The
others could not be used because the streets were too narrow.

Electricity. One hundred and thirty electricity household connections were
regularized. No target was specified in the results framework. According to the
project team, electricity regularization activities were carried out in three
communities under the project: Central Village, Bucknor, and Lauriston. Other
activities included installation of street lighting.

B. facilitating access to microfinance for enterprise development and incremental
home improvement for entrepreneurs and residents in project areas

4.4 The project used an output-based aid mechanism for participating financial
institutions to incentivize the increased provision of microcredit to the project
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communities. The output indicator measured the number of households that had access
to microfinance services including the number of formal microfinance loans approved
and disbursed.

4.5 At project closing, 402 formal microfinance loans were disbursed in project
communities, against the target of 171. However, the second phase of the microfinance
subcomponent was canceled, given, among other reasons, that the microfinance
institutions were already working in the communities in a limited manner, and thus did
not need added financial incentive for this purpose. A JSIF report noted that 394 clients
in eligible areas received over J$20.3 million (US$ 159,000 or an average loan amount of
about US$400) in loans from contracted financial institutions (JSIF 2013a). The contracted
microfinance institutions have also continued lending in the project areas and other
inner-city areas, following the close of the official contracts.

C. increasing security of land tenure for eligible households in project areas

4.6 At project completion, 753 applications for land registration were made to the
National Land Agency against a target of 200. The scope of activity was reduced from
two pilot communities to only one community (Flankers), because of the complexity of
process and inadequate expertise at JSIF. The IEG mission was informed that the
Ministry of Housing continued the implementation process after project completion, and
42 more titles were approved by March 2015. It would not be possible to identify the
number of titles that were approved, and which could be attributed to the project.

D. enhancing public safety through community capacity building, mediation
services, skills training, and related social services.

47  Community centers and other small infrastructure improvements. Nine
community centers were financed, of which four were mobile.® This was against a
target of three community centers. Fifty-five small infrastructure subprojects were
completed against the target of 15, which applied the principles of “crime prevention
through environmental design.” These subprojects were lighting for community
centers, and construction of football fields, multipurpose courts, and other
recreational spaces such as small parks.

48  Zinc fence replacement. Prior to the project, tall, nonporous zinc fences
encircled homes, inhibiting the number of community members” “eyes on the road.”
The project supported the removal of this zinc fencing and substitution by block
walls of lower height. Over 13,000 residents benefited from this initiative, covering
3,260 households whose homes had zinc fence substituted with block wall. There

was no specific target for this activity.

49  Jamaica Crime Observatory. The project helped to set up the Jamaica Crime
Observatory under the Ministry of National Security to monitor crime levels in
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locations across Jamaica. At the time of completion of this project, the observatory
was tracking crime and violence data for four key incidence types in five parishes
and was beginning to cross-validate the data. Prior to the development of the Crime
Observatory, the government was unable to quantify crime details at the community
level and therefore unable to factor that data into crafting a more effective
prevention strategy. The Crime Observatory marks a good beginning and the unit
currently monitors 7 types of incidents in 10 Parishes across the country (Jamaica
Crime Observatory 2018).

4.10  Capacity building, mobilization, and community outreach. The project
conducted mobilization and community outreach through community liaison
officers, community committees, and JSIF’s partner networks, for education, skills
training, and mediation/conflict resolution interventions. There were no prior
targets for these results. The outputs achieved at project completion are as below.
Most of these activities have not been continued to any significant extent beyond
project completion, and the implications are discussed in the section on outcomes.

e Mediation and Conflict Resolution Activities. Eighty-seven people were trained

as mediators; 9,154 individuals, mainly youth, were exposed to activities focused
on life skills development and violence prevention. Conflict resolution and
anger management sessions covered 2,382 participants. A mentorship program
was piloted in 7 communities and helped establish 431 relationships established
but was later conducted only in Federal Gardens. Guidance counseling was
provided to 976 participants for behavior change and handling grief.

e Youth engagement and recreation activities that offered a space for persons from

various community sectors (that is, across boundaries) to integrate safely were
oversubscribed. These included a sports program (5,203 participants); GSAT
classes and clinics (3,283 participants); Recreational activities including dancing,
arts and crafts, drama, and computer classes (6,976 participants); Reading, arts
and crafts, and poster competitions (930 participants); homework classes (3,513
participants); Remedial education (622 participants); and cultural animation (943
participants).; summer camps (9,708 participants). Transition seminars (2,583
participants) targeted students who were about to complete their primary
education and move on to the next stage of their education.

e Parenting training was provided to 2,194 participants, and the Bridge Jamaica

program provided focused social services to 10 female-headed families over the
course of 2 years and also facilitated a Bridge Jamaica teen club (23 members in
May 2011), to manage a range of risks, including teenage pregnancy.
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e Alternative Livelihoods and Skills Development activities benefited from the

numerous partnerships with both community-based and national training
institutions, as well as the community-based organizations that managed the
projects on the ground. These activities included zinc fence removal and block
wall construction and onsite construction certification (972 participants with 81
receiving certification); ornamental fish rearing training (104 participants)
implemented by the ministry of Agriculture; and the Sandals hospitality training
initiative for 30 participants from Flankers; and auto mechanic, computer, and
tile laying training for 742 participants. The HEART Trust facilitated and
certified these programs and JSIF facilitated the participation of residents from
Flankers. A Special Youth Employment Apprenticeship Training program
operated by the Ministry of Labor for 627 participants.

e Operation certification. This initiative helped 3,550 residents obtain their birth

certificates, in line with the government’s mandate for all Jamaicans to receive
birth certificates regardless of their ability to pay. Having a birth certificate
formalizes citizenship and, in Jamaica, enables access to a range of support
programs, documents needed for taking standardized tests or employment.
Community information fairs were used during Operation Certification
registration periods to gauge community interest and to introduce them to
available services.

Outcomes

4.11  The evidence on outcomes at or soon after project completion is contained in the
following reports that were commissioned by the project and carried out by third-party
private consultants or by research units at the University of the West Indies (Mona
campus).

e ICBSP: Citizen Report Card (UWI 2013),

e ICBSP Microfinance Subcomponent: Analysis and Lessons Learned (JSIF 2013a)
¢ Land tenure regularization, the Flankers, St. James Experience (JSIF 2013b)

e Impact Evaluation of ICBSP (Trevor Hamilton and Associates 2014)

e Evaluation of the youth education and recreation (YER) program (UWI 2014).

4.12  Evidence from focus group discussions by IEG mission. The IEG mission
supplemented the evidence from the abovementioned reports by conducting six focus
group discussions in five of the six communities covered in the impact evaluation
prepared at project completion. A planned seventh focus group discussion in Tawes
Meadows was dropped because of the inability of the community contact to assemble
the participants in time. The focus group discussion locations were Whittfield Town,
Central Village, Federal Gardens, Bucknor, Flankers, and Trench Town (Kingston).!
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The focus groups were conducted to ascertain present-day perceptions on the use,
quality, and reliability of the services provided under the project.

4.13  The mission also met with Community Liaisons for benevolent societies! to
understand their role in the project and how it affected residents. The findings from the
focus groups and other discussions are presented under the relevant objectives in the
following paragraphs. The protocol followed for focus group discussions and a
summary of the responses are presented in Appendixes C and D respectively. Table 4.1
provides the number and distribution of respondents in each focus group discussion.

Table 4.1 IEG Focus Group Discussions: Locations, Participants by Gender

Location Objective/Subject Matter Male Female Total

Central Village Improving access to basic urban infrastructure; 4 8 12
Enhanced public safety and Community Capacity

Federal Gardens Improving access to basic urban infrastructure; 3 8 11
Enhanced public safety and Community Capacity

Flankers Land Tenure Regularization 3 6 9

Trench Town Improving access to basic urban infrastructure; 4 5 9

(Kingston) Enhanced public safety and Community Capacity

Whitfield Town (F) Enhanced public safety and Community Capacity - 8 8

Whitfield Town (M) Enhanced public safety and Community Capacity 9 - 9

TOTAL 23 35 58
A. Outcomes from increasing access to basic urban infrastructure

4.14 Roads. For roads, the project’s Citizen Report Card recorded that the perception
of improved quality ranged between 52 percent and 89 percent. This was particularly so
for respondents from the Bucknor, Central Village, and Flankers communities. The
impact evaluation noted that overall communities gave a 90 percent or higher rating for
the quality of road work.

4.15 IEG's site observations and feedback from focus group discussion participants
and community indicate that overall, the rehabilitated roads have enabled easier and
safer mobility, promoted construction of new homes and small businesses, and helped
greater economic activity. They have also facilitated solid waste collection and improved
the aesthetics where they are located. Feedback was more positive for Whitfield,
Bucknor, Central Village, and Trench Town than in Federal Gardens and Flankers. The
negative aspects were related to deterioration of the pavement, mainly to the effect of
waterlogging and poor drainage.

Focus group discussion responses on outcomes from improved road segments
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Bucknor. Improved road segments have made travel easier and safer, especially for
females with small children and for the elderly. improved the appearance of the area.
Road surface is generally in good condition, though some portions show damage
from rain.

Central Village. Rehabilitated roads improved mobility and safety, especially during
heavy rains. Females with small children and elderly benefit the most given the
improvement in mobility. Small business owners can transport their merchandise
with greater ease, and it is easier for customers to access their services. Additionally,
people from outside the community can use the new roads and make commercial
transactions.

Federal Gardens. The road rehabilitation component was not satisfactory/successful
because there is still flooding in areas of the road and absence of sidewalks.

Flankers. Four local road stretches have been rehabilitated. Two of the rehabilitated
stretches are showing cracks and potholes. On a sloping road stretch, a debris
catchment was constructed, which prevents flooding, and protects nearby houses, but
this is not being maintained regularly. Responsibility for this was with a local
community organization, but they do not have the means to do so now. Agreement
with JSIF does not appear to have been honored.

Trench Town. Improved mobility within the community and more taxis are willing
to enter the area. Due to the deficiencies in the water connections and waste water
management, people throw residual water to the roads. Some deterioration is already
noticeable.

Whitfield Town. Improved ease of mobility for adults and children and enhanced
the aesthetics of the surrounding area.

4.16  Water supply, sewerage. For water supply, overall, the Citizen Report Card
reported that 58 percent of surveyed beneficiaries were satisfied with access to water
and the quality of the service made available to them. According to the Citizen Report
cards, the highest level of satisfaction was recorded in Flankers and Central Village.
However, 48 percent of participants residing in Whitfield Town and 39 percent from
Tawes Meadows thought their access to water was poor. For sewerage, the satisfaction
rate was 59 percent.

4.17  IEG focus group discussions reveal relatively negative perceptions about the
status of water access and sanitation in the project areas. Reliability of water supply is a
concern in some cases. An additional aspect of feedback from the focus group
discussions is that there was no adequate channel of communication with NWC for
grievances to be heard or redressed.

Focus group discussion responses on outcomes from water supply and sewerage
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Bucknor. The water connection program was not successful because the community
center and many homes are still without a piped water connection. Although JSIF
installed water pipes, the lack of a pump makes the distribution problematic, leaving
residents dependent on trucked water.

Central Village. Beneficiaries who have obtained water connections under the project
stated that running water 