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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The god of this project is to sudan life reduce human suffering, and mitigae
homeessness for the survivors of the December 2004 tsunami in St Lanka through a
trangtiona shdlter and sanitation initiative.

This project targeted the shdter, sanitation, and income-generation sectors and included
the following objectives:

Enable the condruction of 2,000 emergency shdters with localy-purchased,
reusable materids,

Enable the congtruction of 500 latrines;

Provide temporary employment opportunities for locd laborers.

SFL assumed that the project could be completed successfully as proposed if the
following conditions did not occur:

Deterioration of the security Stuation making it unsafe for SFL gaff to work;
Rapid inflation of |abor and materid costslocdly in Si Lanka;

Significant devauation of the dollar againg local currency;

Severe environmenta conditions which limit or prevent project implementation;
Uncooperétive government authorities and other stakeholders.

PROGRAM OVERVIEW
AREASOF ACTIVITY

Sri Lanka was devastated by a 20-year war that ended in 2003. The main concentration
of war activities were in the north and east of the country. When the tsunami hit, here
were adready many thousands of war IDPs living in subdandard camps. The tsunami
dissster overwhelmed a government which was dready sruggling to provide adequate
housng to those affected by war. The Si Lankan government planned to move those
who logt houses in the tsunami into new IDP camps. This was coordinated under the
supervison of a Government Agent (GA) office in each didtrict.

However, officids soon redized that there was insufficient avalability of suitable land to
relocate IDPs for up to a two year period, which is how long the Sii Lankan Government
edimates it will teke for permanent housing recondruction to be completed. Many
displaced families were relocated to substandard temporary tent camps on private land.
SFL worked with the GA’s and DS offices to help those that lost their homes outside the
buffer zone to move back to their own land.

Origindly, SFL planned to work in Mullattivu and Trincomaee on the eastern coast of
Sii Lanka.  In conaultation with USAID/OFDA, SFL opted to modify the project location
after assessing the security and politica Stuation in Mullattivu.  Coordingting closdy
with USAID/OFDA, SFL conducted an assessment of Ampara and Batticaoa;, the



Government Agert (GA) in those digtricts had requested SFL’s assstance and the two
locations were aso selected for project implementation.

In Trincomalee, UNHCR and UNICEF played at integrd role in making the sheter and
sanitation initiative a success. They were able to come dongsde the GA’s office and
guide them on how to efficently work with the internationd community because the
amdl didrict government offices did not have the capacity to coordinate effectivey in the
shdter and sanitation sector. However, in Ampara, there did not seem to be a strong
working relationship between UNHCR and the GA’s office.  For the first sx months after
the tsunami, there was a lot of confuson between the drategy of the loca government,
UNHCR, and the international community.

The fina project took place in three didtricts and seven DS Divisons on the eastern coast
of Sri Lanka as detailed in the table below:

No. | District DS Division Shdters Latrines Beneficiaries

1. Trincomaee | Town and Gravets 45 10 185
Kinniya 283 1156
Kuchavdi 264 54 953

2 Ampara Kamuna 199 44 859
Thirukovil 165 38 354
Pottuvil 201 40 722

3 Batticaoa Vaachena 157 29 354

TOTAL 1314 215 4583
B. ASSESSMENT AND SURVEILLANCE DATA
1 Beneficiary Assessment and Selection

Immediatdy following the tsunami, the Si Lankan government took respongbility for
coordinating adl NGO eactivities and beneficiary assgnments. They regigered dl tsunami
victims and issued them identification cards verifying tha they were tsunami victims.
Through the Government Agent (GA) office, NGOs were dlocated beneficiary lists and
were assgned geographic areas. This process proved to be long and complicated, and
SFL was dlocated a series of beneficiary lists over a number of months. SFL conducted
needs assessments in Trincomaee, Ampara, and Batticdoa based on the find beneficiary
lists assigned to SFL by the Government Agent (GA) office.

The GA initidly asked SFL to provide sheters for 264 beneficiary families in three
different locations in the Ampara digrict. In July 2005, the GA requested that SFL build
another 201 shelters. The GA dso asked SFL to provide shdters for 157 beneficiary
families in Vdachina, a divison of Baticdoa These beneficiaries had origindly been



dlocated to the Lions Club, who had not fulfilled their agreement with the GA. By
August 2005, the GA requested that SFL build shdters for an additiond 392 families in
Kinniya, Kuchaveli and Town and Gravets. This assgnment occurred because a number
of loca NGOS and community organizetions hed not fulfilled their commitments.

SFL conducted needs assessments in Trincomaee, Ampara, and Batticaloa based on the
find beneficary lids assgned to SFL by the Government Agent (GA) office. Based on
origind beneficiary assgnments and beneficiary data collected during the SFL needs
assessments, the GA findly authorized a totd of 1,314 beneficiary families to SFL,
equaing 4,583 people. The actud family sze average was smdler than SFL’s origind
edimate of 4.8 people per family. Sadly, the actud 3.5 family sSze average was likey
due to the sgnificant number of deaths caused by the tsunami.

SFL’s door-to-door assessments were designed to determine the needs and vulnerabilities
of the assgned beneficiary families in the three assgned didtricts.  Staff dso coordinated
with village leaders and eders to determine the type of shdters most suitable for the
beneficiaries.

The assessments measured wvulnerability and need leves for the assgned beneficiary
households. This comprehensve survey insrument was canvassed to one or more adult
household members by teams comprising of two trained mae surveyors. The assessment
form included questions to verify ther tsunami assstance identification number agangt
the assgned beneficiary ligt. It dso asked questions about household vulnerability factors
(eg. femde heads of households, unemployed, dderly, etc). A copy of the survey
indrument isincluded in the annex of this report.

Trincomalee District. The Trincomaee Didtrict has a population of 340,159, of which
30,574 families (126,679 people) were affected by the tsunami. A reported 967 people
were killed and 8,665 houses damaged. According to UDA ddidtics published in the
TAFREN report (May 2005), Trincomalee had 8,665 houses damaged by the tsunami and
over 35 INGOS and NNGOS responding to emergency shelter needs.



Kinniya is primarily populaed by a lage Mudim community; prior to the tsunami,
livelihoods were primarily based on agriculture and fishing. Most of the families owned
ther land outsde of the tsunami buffer zone The initid assessment verified that dl
assigned families qudified as vulnerable and in need of assstance.

Kuchewdi primarily condsts of a Tamil community, induding many war IDPs who had
recently been relocated into the area by UNHCR before the tsunami.  The group suffered
the loss of family members, possessons, and livelihoods for a second time.  However,
those that resded outsde the buffer zone were able to maintain their government-issued
land deeds and as a consequence, were able to build a new trangtiona shelter with the
assigtance of SFL.

Ampara and Batticaloa. The totd populaion of the Ampara Didrict is 589,344, with
38,000 families (193,000 people) affected by the tsunami. A reported 10,436 people
were killed in the disaster, dong with the destruction of 27,562 homes. The community
was divided into, hdf Mudim and haf Tamil.

In Batticdoa, 255,000 people of its 486,447 population were affected by the tsunami. A
total of 3,177 people were killed in the disaster, 56,938 were displaced, and a tota of
17,708 homes were destroyed. We worked with Tamils who were relocated to donated
land and dl received land ownership deeds form the GA'’ s office.

Surveillance Data to M easur e Results

Weekly Reports. Written weekly reports by the Project Supervisors and the project
office were mandatory and once compiled, were sent to SFL headquarters on a weekly
bass Regular saff meetings for dl the fidd daff as wel as regular meetings between
the Country Director and field supervisors ensured that a weekly update was kept both
vebdly and in written form. These meetings helped gaff monitor the project progress
and effectiveness.

Database. From the first phase of the project, SFL created and maintained an updated
ACCESS database (soft as well as hard copy). This database had detailed information
about each beneficiary according to ther name, father name, didrict, government-issued
tsunami  beneficiary number, employment datus, gender of the beneficiary, beneficiary
number, and vulnerability status. The data dso contained a record of dl beneficiaries
who were later rejected because they relocated and could not be found.

Monitoring Reports. The project supervisor and Country Director conducted frequent
and random fidd ingpections. In each of these vidts SFL gsaff documented any shelters
or larines tha were sub-gandard.  Activities not meeting desgn dandards were
immediately referred to the dte supervisor responsible for that area On reaching the
project office, SFL facilitated discussons between the responsible parties and appropriate
action was taken to correct as much as was possble a that point of time in the
condruction. If the problem were with the contractor, he was contacted to discuss the
issues and to correct them.



Apat from this the fidd officer responsble for the congruction would monitor
construction progress along with the Ste supervisors to assess the following:

Quadlity of materials provided by contractor
Workmanship

Theintegration of loca technology

Conformity to the prescribed floor plan of 200 ft.2
Compliance with Sphere Standards in latrine placement

Certifications. Beneficiaries recaiving latrines and trangtiond shelter assstance sgned
an acceptance letter certifying their receipt of assstance and their gratitude for the help
provided. Also, field supervisors requested confirmation letters from the GA’s office in
that the work was completed satisfactorily to their requirements.

Digribution of Work. Respongbility for supervison, monitoring, and evaudion was
divided among the following:

The Country Director was responsible for the overdl supervison of the project
and working with contractors.

The International Project Supervisor was responsble for supervisng the fied
daff, implementing the project, informing and obtaning permissons from the
various loca Government Agencies, sdecting beneficiaries, coordinating with
the NGO community and UN agencies, monitoring materid quantities and
congtruction qudity, and writing reports and humartinterest stories.

Field Supervisors were responsible for the day-to-day monitoring of the fidd
qeff.

Fied Staff was responsble for surveying and monitoring project Stes and for
digtributing al materia packages.

The Warehouse Manager was respongble for receving and inventorying dl
meaterias needed for distribution and building.

The Database Manager was responsble for maintaining the beneficiary and
survey database as well aswriting reports.

The Adminidrative Assgants were responsble for designating identification
numbers to beneficiaries and for maintaining records of al beneficiaries who
received assstance as well as genera support.

The Finance Adminigrator was respongble for dl financid matters.

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF TARGETED AND REACHED POPULATION

SFL targeted vulnerable people displaced by the tsunami, including the dderly, femde
heads of household, large families, families with dissbled members, widows, and families
that had deeds to land outside the buffer zone that was affected by the tsunami. The pie
graph below shows demographics and vulnerability factors selected by district. As seen
below, each of the familiesfit into at least one of the categories detailed above.



Vulnerability Factors

Disabled
4%

Orphaned " "
8% Single Single Father
Single Mother
Elderly Father g

21% 34% O Pregnant

O Elderly
Pregnant -
o Single Orphaned

2% Mother

Disabled

31%

No. Families1,314 No. Bendficiaries 4,583

TOTAL NUMBER OF TARGETED AND REACHED BENEFICIARIES

Summary of Beneficiaries Served

SFL’s originaly proposed to directly benefit a total of 2,000 families @n estimated 9,600
people) with the provison of shdters and latrines. The GA was unable to assgn SFL
2,000 beneficiay families, and thus project fdl short of achieving the target number
shdlters.

However, the find totd number of families benefiting from this grant exceeded SFL's
origind gods. SFL assged a totd of 2498 families 1,314 families received new
shelters (415 of whom aso received latrines), 324 additiona families benefited from the
cash-for-work program, and an additiona 860 families benefited by recelving income as
generd laborers. Based on the reduced actud average family sze of 3.5, the totd
number of people benefiting from the USAID project is etimated at 8,743,



Summary of Labor Hired Locally

SFL was able to provide temporary employment for a tota of 1,510 people, of which 860
were contract laborers, from the loca market for condruction purposes. An additiond
650 people were aso hired under the cashfor-work initigtive. A great portion of dl the
laborers employed under the project came from the tsunami affected communities. The
table below details the congtruction laborers hired for this project:

L ocal Skilled IDP's | TOTALS
Company / Work Market | Laborers

Engineering innovaors /  Trandtiond | 100 85 120 305
Shelters 604

Engineering innovators/ 125 Latrines 60 50 60 170
Mercy Foundation  /Trangtiond | 80 30 50 160
Shelters 146

Mercy Foundation / Latrines 33 20 10 10 40
SFL / Trandtional Shelters 564 30 50 10 90
SFL/ Latrines 77 1 4 0 5
Shelter Metd Frame Fabricator 50 20 20 90
TOTALS 341 249 270 860

Summary of Project Impact

After daff completed fina inspections and gpproved the new shdters ad latrines, SFL
conducted a household impact survey. It is dgnificant to point out that 41% of the
beneficiaries indicated that the SFL project improved the qudity of ther lives compared
to their pre-tsunami lives.

Shelter has improved life in the following ways:

3 -1 Not to our standard

1 No change

0O 2 Not enough

0O 3 Little Change

4 Improved life

3 5 Happy to be back again

6 Damage the house

0O 7 Able to be back with
famil

8 Ha)(opy to be alive

9 Privacy

O 10 No fear of another

tsunami
O 11 No response




When asked if the new shdter improved security, 70% (915 families) sad that fet more secure
because of the new shelter. All the beneficiaries that SFL worked with had been in canvas tent
camps where they did not fed secure and were condantly in fear of break-ins. In some cases
men could not work because they had to stay in the camp to protect their belongings.

Shelter Improved Security

No

30%
O Yes
No
Yes

70%

SFL dso surveyed families to determine if the SFL project had improved the living conditions of
beneficiary families. A totd of 55% (714 families) indicated that their new shelter and latrine
were better than what they had prior to the tsunami. These beneficiaries were either fishermen or
unemployed before the tsunami and are amongst the poorest of familiesin S Lanka

Shelter better than prior to Tsunami

No
A5% O Yes
Yes No
55%

E. QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE DATA THAT REFLECTS RESULTS
WITH THE HELP OF INDICATORS

1. Trandgtional Sheters
A totd of 1,314 families built their trangtiona shelters with materids supplied by SFL.

Shelter Design. In February 2005, UNHCR distributed a strategy document detaling
suggested guidelines in the technicd implementation of the trangtiond shelter program.
This was quickly adopted by the loca government and presented to the internationa
community as implementation guiddines. SAL initidly used these guiddines in
designing an gppropriate trangtiond shelter using traditiond building techniques.

The most dgnificant direction that these guiddines provided was that the shelter must not

exceed more than USD $350 to congruct. It dso maintained that organizations should
follow internationd Sphere Standards for sheter condruction.  Sphere  Standards
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recommend 1.5 square meters to 3 square meters for shelters which would make the
living area. a maximum of 128 ft2 for afamily of four.

After SFL survey teams had completed the beneficiary assessments, SFL designed a
shelter that had a 200 ft.2 covered area providing 144 ft.2 of living space and a kitchen
area of 56 ft2 The DS and beneficiaries requested an open waled kitchen, which was
incorporated into the design. The frame for the shelter was condtructed with gavanized
dipped sted tubing which had to be imported from Pekistan. The brackets were welded
to join the wadls and roof together, dlowing the beneficiary to easly dismantle and shift
the shelter as necessary. Concrete anchors were dug two feet into the ground to help
gtabilize and bring strength to the structure during high winds.

3y

\
A\
h8

1% 12
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Building Materid Quantities

No | Shelter Materials Unit/Family | Quantity

1 | Cement Bags 3

2 | Cement blocks 1 124

3 | Grave Cu. meter 3

4 | Y5’ Sted Pipes2mm 58m 9

5 | ¥’ Sted Pipes2mm 58m 7

6 | 1%’ Sted Pipes2mm 58m 2

7 |1 Sted Pipes2mm 58m 4

8 | 1Y% Sted pipes2mm 10m 1
Gavanized corrugated iron Sheets| 8 feet 32

9 | forroofing gege 16
Gavanized corrugated iron Sheets| 6 feet 32

10 | for wdls gage 12

11 | Door with hinges and lock 1 1

12 | Net Covering 14m vz’

13 | JHooksfor fixing roof and wals 3Y%’ long 100

14 | Concrete anchors 6

15 | Canvasfor the ends 7n?

A two-inch concrete floor was provided to help keep the shelter clean and dry adong with
a two-foot high nib wal aound the base of the dretcher to provide protection from
snakes and surface flooding.

Shelter Condgruction. SFL contracted engineering fabricators to manufacture the frame
of the firg 564 shdter in Ampara and Trincomaee. Beneficiaries with masonry and
carpentry skills were hired to condruct the shelter under the guidance of SFL supervisors
trained in this type of congtruction.



Trincomaee ' Ampara

SFL provided two types of the roofs depending on beneficiary preference.  In
Trincomaee Didtrict, dl of the beneficiaries wanted tin roofs, but in Ampara they wanted
kadjan (thatched) roofs, which is the locd custom for low cost housng. SFL dso
provided 1,314 shdters with netting for the ar ventilation gaps between the roof and the
wals. This helped to keep birds and smdl animas out of the sheter. Also, SFL
provided plastic tarps to be utilized during rainy weether.

Trincomadee

SFL built 564 shdlterslike these in the first four months of the project.

Design Changes. In June 2005, sx months after the tsunami, UNHCR announced that
regardless of beneficiary family sze dl shdters must be 200 ft2 of enclosed living area
Consequently, SFL was required to make dl shdters the same Sze even if the families
did not want the front four feet enclosed. Since the design change was implemented six
months nto the project, there was a dramétic effect on the total shelter cost. The overal
cost of the shelter changed from USD $450 to USD $515.
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The new design is a 200 ft.2 enclosed living area with a wooden |lockable door

Shelter Upgrades. The table below details the building materids used to accommodate
the UNHCR directive to upgrade dl shelters to 200 ft2 enclosed living area The
upgrades cost an additional USD $65 which include materid and labor.

Cement Blocks - 45 Nos.
Cement - 1% Bags
Sand - 32 Tractor load
G. |. Sheets - 08 Nos.
Kadjans - 30 Nos.
Door - 01 Nos.

U Hooks - 25 Nos.
T Hinges - 02 Nos.
Lock - 01 Nos
Wood (Timber)

2" x 2" (7") Door post - 01 Nos.
2" x 1" (6 feet) - 03 Nos.
2" x 17 (4 fest) - 04 Nos.
Latrines

SFL origindly sought to build 500 latrines, equaing one
larine for every four shdters built. That objective was
based on the initid assumption that dl sheters would be
condructed in IDP camp settings. With the Si Lanka
government coordinating al beneficiary assgnments, SFL
was only dlocated families who were able return to their |
owvn land. In many indances, assessments indicated that .«
old latrines could be cleaned and reused. However, there ¢
were some aress where the tsunami had completdy |
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destroyed the latrines, requiring full replacement. In partnership with UNICEF, SFL was
able to congtruct 200 permanent latrines for 200 familiesin Kinniya, Trincomalee digtrict.

The latrines in Trincomaee were permanent facilities based on the UNICEF design. The
building conssted of plastered masonry block constructed on a poured cement dab with a
wooden door. Refuse was collected in a septic tank.

Access to SFL Latrine

No
15%

E Yes
No

Yes
85%

15% did not need a

In conaultation with the remaning beneficiaries, 215
emergency larines were congtructed in a central place
0 tha four families would share the faclity. This
turned out to be a good way to encourage community
collaboration and dretch limited resources.  SFL
provided 215 emergency larines in  Trincomaee,
Ampara and Batticdoa.  These emergency latrines
S were built from tin sheets connected to a wood frame.

i Refuse was collected in a soak pit.

¥ I:_ 1 <
H' by ;
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Each latrine cost a total of USD $48 to build and was
built by contractors.

Cash for Work

The tsunami destroyed the liveihoods of thousands of people who were left with no way
of meking an income through traditiond methods such as fishing and agriculture.  For a
long time after the tsunami people hat had been fishermen dl their lives were now afrad
to return to the waters. Also, agriculturd laborers lost ther crops in the tsunami.
Displaced and vulnerable people needed hope and a way to feed ther families with
something other than handouts.

As pat of the cashfor-work program, SFL hired 650 beneficiaries who were made
unemployed as a direct result of the tsunami for two projects. The fird project was the
cearing of land in order to make it suitable for condruction. Second, SFL identified
beneficiaries with masonry and carpentry skills during the needs assessment conducted at
the beginning of the project. SFL employed a totd of 650 people in the cash for- work
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initiative for a total of 8,779 man days A totd of 324 of the laborers were aso
beneficiaries who received SFL shelters.

Cash for Work Workers Male/Female Cash for Work Workers
Carpenter
1%
M Females
ason
o Carpenter 8%
Mason - Males
Females
0O General
General Males
89% 92%

Beneficiaries that took part in the cash for work program benefited by earning an income
and recaiving skills traning. SFL daff traned beneficiary laborers in new masonry and
carpentry skills. SFL aso hired women as laborers whenever possible, with a total 8%
femae work force.

F. SUCCESSESACHIEVED

SHL assiged a totd of 2,498 families with sheter, sanitation, or income-generation
assigtance

SFL enabled 1,314 families (4,583 people) to return to ther land and rebuild a
shelter.

SFL enabled the construction of 200 permanent latrines and 215 emergency latrines.

SFL employed 650 people for the cash-for-work program, helping an additiona 324
families (an estimated additional 1,134 people) who were not direct beneficiaries of
the shelter and sanitation program.

SFL supplied training to cash-for-work beneficiaries, developing their congtruction
skills and increasing their prospects for future income-generation.

SFL employed an additional 860 people for condruction activities, representing an
estimated 3,010 people.

Because the program was extended, SFL was &ble to hdp families who did not
receive a shdter because they were on a beneficiary list of a loca NGO's that were
over extended.
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Our shelters were well built; in Trincomaee, SFL shdlters were some of the few that
survived the November monsoon.

SFL helped build the capacity of three locd NGOs. Mercy Foundation (Trincomaeg),
the Women's Development Center (Ampard), and Shadow (Ampara).

SFL built strong relationships with loca government authoritiesin Trincomalee,

G. CONSTRAINTSENCOUNTERED AND ADJUSTMENTSMADE

1.

Tax Complications. SFL understood that USAID had a fifty-year tax extenson
agreement with the government of S Lanka that included therr patners. For
unknown ressons to SFL, the government of S Lanka did not recognize this
agreement in the case of the tsunami. In atempts to resolve the problem, SFL
coordinated with USAID, who advised SFL to wait until a find decison was
made. Unfortunatdly, te Vat tax issue took five months to resolve and the dday
put SFL in a vey difficult gdtuation with the locd government. The locd
government withheld the dlocation of more beneficiaries because they did not
believe we would begin work. Staff continued to promise that SFL would start
building shdters, but unable to supply a start date for many months. In some
ingances, SFL gaff members were even subjected to abuses from locd officids
and from other agencies If it were not for UNHCR in Trincomaee intervening
on our behdf with government officds, SFL would not have been able to
continue work there. Sadly, in Ampara SFL received very little support from
UNHCR.

Adjusment. The Vat tax issue was finally resolved in mid July and SFL was
regigered as a tax exempt organization. SFL was then able to obtain the services
of a contractor and commence with the work.

Beneficiary Selection. As previoudy described, the coordination of shelter
beneficiaries between the government and NGOs proved to be very chdlenging
and complicated. Through the Government Agent (GA) office, NGOs were
dlocated beneficiary lists and were assgned geographic areas. This process was
vay long and very difficult, as there were many nationd and internationd NGOs
competing for beneficiaries.  There were months of ddays waiting for the GA to
assgn SFL its beneficiaries. It was dso discovered that the GA was assigning
beneficiaries to NGOs who did not have funding, and there were cases of
duplication. SFL daff spent a dgnificant amount of time and resources ensuring
that SFL was assgned discrete beneficiaries. In the end, the GA only authorized
1,314 beneficiary families to receive shdters from SFL. This dlocation fell short
of our target god of 2,000 shdlters.

Adjusment.  SFL coordinated with the GA and other parties, eventudly
recelving a series of beneficiary dlocations over a number of months. SFL daff

conducted thorough beneficiary assessments to ensure thet services were not
duplicated.
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Project Timeline. The project implementation date as per the proposa was mid
January 2005 through June 2005. The project did not gtart to gain full momentum
until July for the following reasons

A lack of suitable land upon which to congtruct shelters and latrines

A dday in congruction while USAID and the Ambassador of the United
States worked with the President of Sri Lanka to resolve the issue over
VAT tax.

The relocation of SFL’ s project areafrom Mullaittivu to Ampara.

Adjusment. Two no-cost time extensons were requested and obtained,
changing the finish date to October 31, 2005.

Project Location. In the fis few months after the tsunami, there was a lot of
confuson over the Sri Lankan government’'s recovery drategy. It was not clear
what department of the government was in charge of the shdter and sanitation
initigtive. GA offices seemed overwhemed by the incredible need of the people
and the response by the internationd NGO community. There were adso
problems reaulting from the many newly formed locd NGOs who had politica
connections.

In the process of ising beneficiary families to NGO's there was definitdy a
move by the GA offices in Trincomalee and Ampara to favor locad NGO's over
INGOs, even if the locd NGO did not have funding for project implementation.
For example, the 751 shdters SFL built from July to the end of October had
originally been alocated to locd NGOs that did not have the money to construct
shelters and latrines.

Compounding these problems, the edablishment of a “buffer zone® dong the
coast caused a lot of confuson and anxiety to the beneficiaries. Both NGO's and
beneficiaries did not know how the new regulaion of the 200 meter buffer zone
would affect them.

Adjusment. SFL coordinated with the loca government, USAID, the UN, and
other agencies in findizing the project location. In the end, SFL was able to only
work with beneficiaries who owned land outside of the buffer zone.

Inflation. Inflation fad a big impact on the project as building materia and labor
costs continued to rapidly rise throughout the project. To our knowledge, there is
not an officdly published inflation figure, some edimates place the number a
around 70% (cited at a UNDP coordination meeting in Colombo).

Adjustment. This and adjusment to the size of the shelters forced SFL to revise
the origind per unit cost of building shdters to $515 per unt. USAID fidd
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officers have been made aware of this Stuation and their permissons for adjugting

the fina output was secured.

Beneficiary Participation. During the length of the implementation of the

project some of the beneficiaries refused to contribute towards the construction of

their latrine or trangtiona shelter assstance unless they were paid.

Adjusment. SFL was forced to pay some of the beneficiaries through the cash

for work program.

Further Needs

In our impact data survey we asked the question of the beneficiaries what are they
dill needing in the future. The results of the survey are detailed in the chart

beow.

Further Needs
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