United Nations
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP)

Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on
Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the
Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia

Evaluative Review 2008
Final Report
Prepared by Mr. Philip Hall
Consultant
31 October 2008

Commissioned by
ESCAP Programme Management Division

This report can be found on the Trust Fund web site at:
www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp

ESCAP INDIAN OCEAN AND SOUTH-EAST ASIAN COUNTRIES

Evaluative Review – Final Report

Page 2 of 48

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ESCAP INDIAN OCEAN AND SOUTH-EAST ASIAN COUNTRIES .................................2
TABLE OF CONTENTS...........................................................................................................3
LIST OF ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS & GLOSSARY .................................................5
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .......................................................................................................6
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE..................................................................................................8
1. INTRODUCTION ...........................................................................................................16
1.1
Background ..................................................................................................................16
1.2
Purpose.........................................................................................................................17
1.3
Objective ......................................................................................................................17
1.4
Outputs.........................................................................................................................17
1.5
Scope............................................................................................................................17
1.6
Target Audience...........................................................................................................18
1.7
Governance ..................................................................................................................18
2. METHODOLOGY ..........................................................................................................19
2.1
Component 1 – Development of a Review Work Plan and Indicators ........................19
2.1.1
Focus ........................................................................................................................19
2.1.2
Approach..................................................................................................................20
2.2
Component 2 – Stakeholder Questionnaire .................................................................21
2.2.1
Focus ........................................................................................................................21
2.2.2
Approach..................................................................................................................21
2.3
Component 3 – Consultation with Key Stakeholders..................................................22
2.3.1
Focus ........................................................................................................................22
2.3.2
Approach..................................................................................................................22
2.4
Component 4 – Independent Evaluative Review.........................................................22
2.4.1
Focus ........................................................................................................................23
2.4.2
Approach..................................................................................................................23
2.5
Component 5 – Review 2009.......................................................................................24
2.5.1
Focus ........................................................................................................................24
2.5.2
Approach..................................................................................................................24
3. RESULTS, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS...........................................................................25
3.1
Component 1 – Development of a Review Work Plan and Indicators ........................25
3.2
Component 2 – Stakeholder Questionnaire .................................................................25
3.3
Component 3 – Consultation with Key Stakeholders..................................................26
3.4
Component 4 – Independent Evaluative Review.........................................................27
3.4.1
Governance Structure ..............................................................................................27
3.4.2
Review and Appraisal Process.................................................................................29
3.4.3
Administration and Management.............................................................................31
3.4.4
Stakeholder Perceptions...........................................................................................32
3.4.5
Usability of Guidelines and Templates....................................................................34
3.4.6
Fundraising Efforts ..................................................................................................37
3.4.7
Quality of Reports....................................................................................................38
3.4.8
Partnership Arrangements........................................................................................40
3.4.9
Sustainability Measures ...........................................................................................40
3.4.10
Adequacy to Address Adverse Impacts ...................................................................42
3.5
Component 5 – Review 2009.......................................................................................43
4. CONCLUSIONS..............................................................................................................44
Evaluative Review – Final Report

Page 3 of 48

5. RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................................................46
ANNEXES...............................................................................................................................48
Annex A – Terms of Reference ...............................................................................................48
Annex B – Performance Targets and Indicators ......................................................................48
Annex C – Programme of Interviews (Bangkok, 5-9 May 2008)............................................48
Annex D – Stakeholder Questionnaire ....................................................................................48
Annex E – List of Questionnaire Recipients ...........................................................................48
Annex F – Guidelines for Completing the Grant Application Form (Markup).......................48
Annex G – List of Documents Reviewed ................................................................................48

Evaluative Review – Final Report

Page 4 of 48

LIST OF ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS & GLOSSARY
ADPC
ADRC
AusAID
ESCAP
EWS
ICG
IOC
IOTWS
ISDR
KPI
M&E
NGO
OCHA
OECD DAC
PMD
PTWS
SOPs
TEWS
ToR
UN
UNDP
UNESCO
USD
WMO

Asian Disaster Preparedness Center
Asian Disaster Reduction Center
Australian Agency for International Development
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific
Early Warning Systems
Intergovernmental Coordination Group
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission
Indian Ocean Tsunami Warning and Mitigation System
International Strategy for Disaster Reduction
Key Performance Indicator
Monitoring and Evaluation
Non Government Organization
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development / Development
Assistance Committee
Programme Management Division, ESCAP
Pacific Tsunami Warning System
Standard Operating Procedures
Tsunami Early Warning System
Review Terms of Reference
United Nations
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
United States Dollar
World Meteorological Organization

Evaluative Review – Final Report

Page 5 of 48

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the
Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia was established by the United Nations Economic and
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) in 2005, following the destructive
Indian Ocean tsunami that occurred in December 2004. The Fund is administered by ESCAP
and covers ESCAP member countries of the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia. As of
December 2007 the Fund had received contributions of approximately USD12.5 million and
has provided USD5.5 million in programme funding for activities carried out by five
organizations.
In December 2007, the Fund's Advisory Council adopted a Monitoring and Evaluation
(M&E) Framework that provides for an annual evaluation of the Fund as well as monitoring
and evaluation of the specific projects it supports. This Evaluative Review, commissioned by
ESCAP in March 2008, is the first annual evaluation of the Fund. Its primary focus is to
examine the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the Fund, with
the aim of improving the quality of the Fund’s future work.
The Review was conducted in accordance with the Review Terms of Reference (ToR) by a
consultant 1 engaged by ESCAP. It consisted predominantly of an independent desk review
and a questionnaire survey, together with interviews in Bangkok with selected stakeholders
in the Fund (in particular, donors and national governments). The questionnaire was sent to
ESCAP members and OECD DAC members with representation in Bangkok and was used as
the general structure for the stakeholder interviews. The findings of the Review, documented
in this Evaluative Review 2008 Report, will be used by ESCAP to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Fund.
The scope of the Review, as specified in the ToR, consisted of five main components; (1)
development of a review work plan and indicators; (2) development and dissemination of a
stakeholder questionnaire; (3) consultation with stakeholders; (4) an independent evaluative
review; and (5) development of targets and indicators for a comprehensive review of the
Fund to be carried out in 2009. The methodology adopted for the Review, therefore, was to
address each component independently and simultaneously, and to draw the findings of the
components together in the Conclusions and Recommendations of the Review Report. This
strategy also recognised that each component might require a different approach to achieve
its contribution to the overarching objective of the Review.
Conclusions
The Stakeholder Questionnaire, while poorly subscribed, provided a logical framework for
the consultations with stakeholders. As a result, the consultant received valuable input from
the in-person interviews.
The stakeholder consultations and independent desk review determined that the Fund is being
well governed and managed by ESCAP, and is successfully working with partners through
established relationships. The general consensus among stakeholders is that the reports
produced by the Fund are useful resources, and that the Mapping Study report in particular
makes a useful contribution to the discussion on tsunami warning capabilities in the region.

1

Mr. Philip Hall, who is a Visiting Professor at The University of the South Pacific, and has experience
working with the Australian Tsunami Warning System Project.
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The Review, however, identified two central issues that require early attention if the Fund is
to achieve its program objectives and meet the expectations of its partners and key
stakeholders. These are:
(1)

The Fund suffers from the lack of a strategic direction. The perception among
stakeholders is that the Fund is outdated and suffers from the lack of a strategic
direction. This is considered to be the primary reason why the Fund has not attracted
new major donors.

(2)

The Fund suffers from the absence of a stakeholder engagement strategy. The root
cause of most, if not all, of the secondary issues identified by the Review is the
absence of an effective stakeholder engagement and communication strategy.

The lack of a strategic direction and the absence of an effective stakeholder engagement
strategy indicate that ESCAP has adopted an administration focus rather than a business
focus in its management of the Fund. This explains, in part, current perceptions in the region
that the Fund is outdated, is too narrow in scope, difficult to access, and has a finite life of
only a few more years.
Recommendations
The Evaluative Review 2008 has produced a set of 16 recommendations. The five primary
recommendations are:
(1)

The Fund develops a strategic vision and plan as soon as possible. Interviewees were
almost unanimous that this was needed to attract new funding – donors will need
more clarity on what their funds will be used for. There was also a perception from
some donors that the Fund was planned as a short-term mechanism, which a strategic
vision and plan would help to address.

(2)

The Fund’s scope is broadened to focus on overall disaster risk reduction. As a
technical matter, it is most effective to address the tsunami threat in a multi-hazard
context and, similarly, early warning systems have to be developed in an overall
disaster management and development context. As a practical matter, stakeholders
noted that donor funding specifically for tsunami work is drying up and a “Tsunami
Trust Fund” will face a challenge attracting fresh contributions at this stage.

(3)

The Fund focuses more on downstream work like “community resilience”. There are
greater needs in these areas, the cost of projects is lower and there is a greater chance
of sustainability.

(4)

Further streamlining of the appraisal process continues to be actively considered.
Many stakeholders, especially those representing smaller countries, felt the process
was too difficult although few specific suggestions were made on how to improve it.
Two ideas aimed at lower-capacity countries, however, are to consider a “fast track”
process for small grants, or to provide assistance to NGOs that can assist low-capacity
countries in proposal development.

(5)

The Fund needs to be more proactive and consistent in engaging with stakeholders
and managing their expectations. A stakeholder engagement and communications
strategy needs to be developed. That way, key stakeholders would be kept informed
about the Fund and how it works, how to apply or partner, and what the Fund’s
strategic vision is.
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2. It is recommended that the long-term
strategy of the Fund be focused on
overall disaster risk reduction. The
tsunami threat must be considered in a
multi-hazard context, and similarly,
EWS must be developed in an overall
disaster
management/development
context. In the preliminary stage,
however, it is more realistic and
practical for the Fund to promote an
overall multi-hazard approach by
focusing on a few natural hazards
common to and more prevalent in the
region, i.e., tropical cyclones and floods
as well as tsunami.

We agree. At the recent meeting of the
Advisory Council, ESCAP and the key
donors agreed to consider a proposal to
broaden the scope of the Fund for a
focus on overall disaster risk reduction.
Even at present, the agreed Fund Policy
states that “As the principles of disaster
preparedness and prevention can be
applied to relatively low frequency
events such as tsunamis but also to other
natural disasters, a multi-hazard scope
of projects will be considered”, and most
of the approved projects are not
tsunami-specific.

3. It is recommended that the Fund
Advisory Council determine a Strategic
Vision
and
commission
the
development of a Strategic Plan for the
Fund as soon as possible. The Strategic
Vision should be reviewed biennially
and updated as required to ensure it
remains relevant to the evolving needs
of the Region. The Strategic Plan should
be completed by mid-2009, and then
reviewed and updated biennially to

We agree the Fund’s vision should be
reviewed, updated, and possibly
refined. The Fund’s strategic vision is
currently reflected in the Fund
Objectives and Policy. At present, the
vision provides for support to a broad
range of activities in support of end-toend tsunami warning arrangements
without limiting proposals to a narrow
area of priority that the Fund has
selected. Developing a Strategic Plan
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PMD
Submit a formal
proposal to the
key donors to
broaden the
scope of the Fund
for a focus on
overall disaster
risk reduction
and rename the
Fund as an
“ESCAP MultiDonor Trust
Fund on
Tsunami, Disaster
and Climate
Preparedness”
(through revised
Terms and
Conditions of the
Fund).
PMD
Propose the
Advisory Council
review the
strategic vision of
the Fund and
consider
development of a
Strategic Plan.
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Done
(October
2008).

January
2009

ensure it remains relevant to and
addresses changes in regional priorities
that are consistent with achieving the
Strategic Vision.

4. It is recommended that the review
and appraisal process be extended to
provide a ‘fast-track’ process to cater for
small grant proposals by individual
countries and NGOs, and that ESCAP
actively promote this modality to
eligible countries and agencies. Clear
guidelines, including a clear definition
of “small grant proposal”, are needed to
ensure that this facility is provided and
administered on a fair and equitable
basis.

5. It is recommended that ESCAP
Evaluative Review – Final Report

may have a number of advantages, as
described in the report, but may also
have implications on Fund management
costs and may limit the range of
activities the Fund can support. This
should
be
carefully
considered.
Whatever approach the Fund adopts for
its strategic vision, we agree it should be
communicated
consistently
to
stakeholders (see recommendation 7).
This proposal should be considered
carefully by the Fund’s Advisory
Council, based on its strategic vision for
the Fund. At present, the Fund has not
been set up primarily with small grants
in mind. A reduction in the average
proposal size would almost certainly
have cost implications. As an extreme
example, an average proposal size of
US$ 10,000 would result in a portfolio of
1,300 projects, whereas the Fund
provides only for a single Programme
Officer to provide monitoring and
evaluation oversight of the portfolio.
Funding decisions are currently made at
biannual Advisory Council meetings
with ESCAP and the key donors, so a
fast track process would also require a
greater frequency of meetings, a
“remote”
decision-making
process,
and/or a delegation of authority to the
Fund Secretariat for certain proposals.
We agree. In the past, ESCAP has

Raise this issue
with the Fund’s
Advisory
Council, as part
of discussions on
the Fund’s
strategic vision.

PMD

January
2009

Raise this issue

PMD

January
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explore ways in which it can assist low
capacity countries to develop quality
proposals consistent with the aims and
objectives of the Strategic Plan.

6. It is recommended that the
composition of the Inter-Divisional Task
Force have a broader representation of
UN agencies. Instead of solely consisting
of ESCAP representatives, a more
appropriate model would be one
representative each from ESCAP
(Chair), UNDP and ISDR, with
Evaluative Review – Final Report

organized technical assistance (in
partnership with UNDP) to countries
that have submitted proposals that the
Advisory Council has expressed interest
to fund, subject to revisions. Capacity
development in project design and
implementation for priority groups of
stakeholders could be considered. Since
this may be needed on a relatively large
scale to have an impact on national
capacities, this should be considered
carefully as part of development of an
overall Strategic Plan for the Fund.
Another alternative may be to promote
further
synergies
with
other
organizations
that
are providing
capacity
building
in
project
implementation
and
proposal
development. Yet another alternative,
which is already being adopted by
certain projects supported by the Fund,
is joint submission of proposals by
national governments and international
organizations; this approach could be
further encouraged.
We agree that other UN agencies should
be represented in the Task Force. To
continue to take advantage of ESCAP’s
multi-disciplinary expertise in relevant
areas such as social affairs and
environment, we feel the Task Force
should continue to include several
representatives from ESCAP.

2009

with the Fund’s
Advisory
Council, as part
of discussions on
the Fund’s
Strategic Plan.

Seek agreement
by the Fund’s
Advisory Council
on a new
composition for
the Task Force
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PMD

January
2009

secretariat support provided by ESCAP
PMD.
7. It is recommended that ESCAP
commission
development
and
implementation of a Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy
and
Communication Plan to ensure that it is
more proactive and consistent in how it
engages with stakeholders and manages
their expectations, particularly local
communities in disaster-prone areas.
The Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
and Communication Plan should clearly
define who the Fund stakeholders are,
how ESCAP engages with them, and
what information ESCAP should be
communicating to them and when. The
Plan should be reviewed and updated
annually.
8. It is recommended that ESCAP
consider convening a summit of key
stakeholders of the Fund (current and
potential partners and beneficiaries) to
address their perceptions and to
establish a mandate for action and
change.

Evaluative Review – Final Report

We agree. A draft Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy
and
Communication Plan is currently under
preparation and will be submitted to the
Advisory Council for consideration. It
should be continuously reviewed and
updated as required (e.g., in response to
a change in the Fund name/Terms and
Conditions, and other changes in
communications priorities).

Develop
Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy and
Communication
Plan

PMD

January
2009

We agree that ESCAP should address
stakeholder
perceptions
through
development and implementation of a
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and
Communication
Plan
(see
recommendation 7 above), including
reporting on the Fund to annual sessions
of the Economic and Social Commission
for Asia and the Pacific, and
presentations on the Fund in other highlevel bodies. Through taking advantage
of the above opportunities, we feel that a
dedicated summit on the Fund may not
be necessary.

In addition to the
ongoing
reporting to
annual ESCAP
sessions, present
the Fund at a
high-level
meeting of key
stakeholders in
2009, if consistent
with the Fund’s
Communication
Plan.

PMD

December
2009
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9. It is recommended that ESCAP
consult with low capacity countries and
obtain their input into how the
guidelines and templates could be
improved. ESCAP may wish to consider
the suggestions provided by the
Consultant in section 3.4.5 and Annex F
of this Report as a starting point.

10. It is strongly recommended that, in
initiating any new fundraising activities,
ESCAP give urgent consideration to the
feedback obtained from consultations
with stakeholders during the Review
process.

11. It is recommended that the Mapping
Study be updated annually and that its
scope be widened to provide visibility of
what other work is being done
internationally
on
tsunami
early
Evaluative Review – Final Report

ESCAP agrees that regular feedback
from stakeholders, including low
capacity countries, should be sought on
the Fund documents and how they can
be improved. The guidelines will be
revised in line with suggestions
provided in section 3.4.5, although the
revision will need to be consistent with
documents such as the Fund Policy and
Eligibility Criteria that have been
approved by the Advisory Council.
In addition to review of guidelines and
templates, we note that further
assistance to governments and other
implementing partners in the substance
of designing and developing projects
should
be
considered
(see
recommendations 5 and 6 above).
We agree. The feedback should be
addressed in the Fund’s Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy
and
Communication Plan and taken into
account in new fundraising activities.

We agree. Periodic updating of the
Mapping Study, taking into account
new
developments,
was
always
envisaged by ESCAP. Updates will
provide visibility of work that is being

Seek feedback
from low capacity
countries on how
Fund documents
can be improved
on an ongoing
basis, and within
the framework of
the next Fund
evaluation.

PMD

Ongoing

Incorporate
feedback from
stakeholders in
the Fund
Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy and
Communication
Plan.
Update the
Mapping Study
periodically.
Increase the
multi-hazard

PMD

January
2009

PMD

June 2009
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warning systems and their integration done by a range of actors on early
into an all-hazards approach.
warning
systems
(e.g.,
Standard
Operating Procedures). The first update
will also increase the focus of the
mapping study on “multi-hazard”
issues like institutional arrangements for
disaster risk reduction, as well as the
“last mile” (community preparedness
and response).
12. It is recommended that the Mapping We feel this is within the purview of
Intergovernmental
Study address the need for a global UNESCO’s
Commission
(IOC),
network design of seismic and sea level Oceanographic
gauges to support a regional TEWS in which coordinates the establishment of
tsunami early warning systems in the
the Indian Ocean.
respective ocean basins.
13. It is recommended that the approved
set
performance
indicators
for
Sustainability be made available on the
Fund’s website as part of the Guideline
information for completing the Grant
Application Form.

14. It is recommended that the approved
set performance indicators for Measures
to Address Adverse Impacts be made
available on the Fund’s website as part
of the Guideline information for
completing the Grant Application Form

Evaluative Review – Final Report

ESCAP agrees that the guidelines on
completing the grant application form
should be updated based on input
provided in the evaluative review (e.g.,
suggestions in section 3.4.5, and the set
performance indicators developed in
Annex F of this review). The update will
include
additional
guidance
on
sustainability.
ESCAP agrees that the guidelines on
completing the grant application form
should be updated based on input
provided in the evaluative review (e.g.,
suggestions in section 3.4.5, and the set
performance indicators developed in
Annex F of this review). The update will
include additional guidance on how

focus of the Study
and provide
visibility of work
being done by a
range of actors.

PMD
ESCAP will take
up the matter
with IOCUNESCO in the
context of the
Mapping Study
update.
PMD
Incorporate
additional
guidance on
sustainability in
the guidelines for
completing the
grants application
form.
Incorporate
additional
guidance on
addressing
adverse impacts
in the guidelines
for completing
the grants
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PMD

November
2008

February
2009

February
2009

projects can plan for and address application form.
environmental,
social
and
other
potential impacts of their projects.
Incorporate
15. It is recommended that Annex B We agree.
Annex B
(unpopulated) form the basis of a
(unpopulated)
template for future Fund and project
within the Fund
evaluations and that it be incorporated
Monitoring and
within the Fund M&E Framework.
Evaluation
Framework
16. It is recommended that Annex B We agree, although given the scope of Use Annex B
(populated) from the 2008 Evaluative the present evaluative review, we feel it (populated) as a
Review form a performance baseline may not be necessary to conduct another baseline for the
against which the 2009 triennial comprehensive Fund evaluation until next Fund
2010. Subsequent evaluations will also evaluation.
evaluation is conducted.
assess the continued relevance of the
recommendations from this 2008
evaluation.
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PMD

January
2009

PMD

2010

1.
1.1

INTRODUCTION
Background

The United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP)
established the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements
in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia (hereinafter referred to as “the Fund”), in 2005,
following the destructive Indian Ocean tsunami that occurred on 26 December 2004. To date
the Fund has received contributions of approximately USD12.5 million, including USD10
million from the Government of Thailand and USD2.5 million from the Government of
Sweden as well as contributions from the Governments of Nepal and Turkey. The Fund is
administered by ESCAP and covers ESCAP member countries of the Indian Ocean and
South-East Asia, from Iran to Indonesia.
The Fund contributes to the overall United Nations response to the development of a regional
tsunami early warning system (TEWS) and disaster preparedness capabilities by narrowing
the capacity gaps in the region and ensuring development of an integrated regional early
warning capability based on adequate resources. The Fund is demand-driven and works on
the basis of competitive rounds of funding in which proposals are received and reviewed by a
technical appraisal Task Force.
The main decision making body of the Fund is an Advisory Council, consisting of
representatives from ESCAP and the Fund’s key donors. The Fund is also managed in close
partnership with other United Nations organizations, which appraise new proposals, attend
Advisory Council meetings as observers, and participated in developing a Mapping Study on
Gaps and Unmet Needs in Tsunami Early Warning Systems 2 . As of 31 December 2007,
approximately USD5.5 million of the Fund’s resources had been programmed for activities
carried out by five organizations.
Through these projects, the Fund is supporting key areas such as development of tsunami
advisory services, warning dissemination at the regional and national levels, and capacity
building in Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and related tools. Activities implemented
by grants recipients in 2007 included installation and upgrading of sea level stations in
South-East Asia, preparations for a regional tsunami warning centre, and training-of-trainers
activities on community based hazard mapping.
Commission resolution 62/7 of 12 April 2006 requested the Executive Secretary to ensure
that the Fund was administered efficiently, effectively and transparently, in accordance with
the Fund's terms and conditions and objectives. In December 2007, the Fund's Advisory
Council adopted a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Framework 3 that builds upon the
principles and follows the guidance available in existing M&E frameworks within the United
Nations. Among other things, the M&E Framework provides for an annual evaluation of the
Fund.
ESCAP has retained a consultant, Mr Philip Hall 4 , to conduct an evaluative review of the
Fund in 2008 (hereinafter referred to as “the Review”).
2

This report is available on the Trust Fund’s Web site at www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp
UNESCAP Monitoring & Evaluation Framework for the Multi-Donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami
Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, 17 December 2007.
4
Mr. Hall is a Visiting Professor at the Pacific Centre for Environment and Sustainable Development (PACESD), Faculty of Islands and Oceans, at The University of the South Pacific, Suva, Fiji Islands, and has
experience working with the Australian Tsunami Warning System Project.
3
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1.2

Purpose

Regular evaluative reviews of the Fund are essential in order to measure and assess the
performance of the Fund overall as well as individual projects supported by the Fund, to learn
from findings and experiences, and to decide on what actions to take to achieve better results.
The findings of the Review will be used by ESCAP to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Fund.
1.3

Objective

The objective is for the consultant, in consultation with ESCAP, to carry out a three-week
desk evaluation of the Fund to identify recommendations for improvement in the Fund in the
areas identified in the Review Terms of Reference (ToR), a copy of which is provided at
Annex A.
1.4

Outputs

The outputs of the Review, as required by the ToR, are:
1. Refined Terms of Reference and methodology for the evaluation, draft survey
questionnaire(s) submitted to ESCAP by 31 March 2008 for approval.
2. Draft Review report submitted to ESCAP by 14 May 2008 for review and comment.
3. Final Review report (addressing comments received from ESCAP), submitted to
ESCAP by 20 June 2008 for acceptance.
1.5

Scope

The scope of the Review consists predominantly of a questionnaire survey and desk review,
together with bilateral meetings with selected stakeholders in the Fund (in particular, donors
and national governments). These activities fall into five main components as specified in
the ToR:
1. Development of a work plan for the Review, including further development of the
M&E methodology as well as specific qualitative and quantitative indicators against
which the substantive and administrative performance of the Fund could be monitored
and evaluated.
2. Design of a questionnaire, which could be transmitted to partners and stakeholders of
the Fund to seek their comments on the performance of the Fund and their views on
how this could be improved.
3. Consultation with key stakeholders.
4. Conduct an independent evaluative review of the Fund, addressing the following
areas and providing recommendations for improvement;
a.

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s governance structure;

b.

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s process for review and appraisal of
proposals;

c.

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s administration and management;

d.

Stakeholder perceptions on the performance of the Fund;

e.

Usability and completeness of the Fund’s guidelines and templates;

f.

Effectiveness of fundraising efforts conducted;

Evaluative Review – Final Report
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g.

Quality of Fund reports produced, in particular the Mapping Study on Gaps and
Unmet Needs in Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems;

h.

Effectiveness of the Fund’s Partnership arrangements;

i.

Effectiveness of the Fund’s sustainability measures; and

j.

Adequacy of measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social and
environmental impacts), as well as gender mainstreaming.

5. Development of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators for a
comprehensive the review of the Fund to be carried out in 2009.
The strategy adopted to address these components and the evaluation questions are presented
in Section 2, Methodology.
1.6

Target Audience

The findings of the Review will be shared with Advisory Council members, and may be
disseminated to other stakeholders.
1.7

Governance

The Review was conducted in accordance with the ToR by the consultant under the
supervision of the Chief, Technical Cooperation Section, Programme Management Division
(PMD), ESCAP, and under the direct supervision of the Programme Officer for the Tsunami
Regional Trust Fund.
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2.

METHODOLOGY

The following factors were considered in determining an appropriate methodology for
undertaking the Review:
1. The scope of the Review (as mentioned in Section 1) consists predominantly of a
questionnaire survey and desk review, together with bilateral meetings with selected
stakeholders in the Fund;
2. The scope activities fall into five main components as specified in the ToR;
3. The timeframe allowed for the consultant to conduct the Review, also as specified in
the ToR, was three weeks work over a period of three months (i.e. 25 March to 30
June 2008);
4. The first deliverables (a refined ToR and methodology for the evaluation, and a draft
survey questionnaire) was due to be submitted to ESCAP one week after
commencement of the Review (i.e. by 31 March 2008);
5. Recipients of the questionnaire would be asked to provide responses by 9 May 2008;
6. Consultations with key stakeholders were scheduled to be held in Bangkok, Thailand,
in the week 5 – 9 May 2008; and
7. The second deliverable (a Draft Review Report) was due to be submitted to ESCAP
by 14 May 2008.
The methodology adopted for the Review was, therefore, to address each component
independently and simultaneously, and to draw the findings of the components together in the
Conclusions and Recommendations of the Draft Review Report. This strategy also
recognised that each component might require a different approach to achieve its contribution
to the overarching objective of the Review. The approach taken for each component is
explained in following sub-sections.
2.1

Component 1 – Development of a Review Work Plan and Indicators

“Development of a work plan for the Review, including further development of the M&E
methodology as well as specific qualitative and quantitative indicators against which the
substantive and administrative performance of the Fund could be monitored and evaluated.”
2.1.1

Focus

The Review must focus on the overall Fund and how its activities and the project initiatives it
sponsors contribute to the development and implementation of end-to-end tsunami early
warning capabilities in the ESCAP member countries, and how these capabilities contribute
to the development and operation of an overall Indian Ocean Tsunami Warning and
Mitigation System (IOTWS). While it is vitally important that these capabilities are
sustainable in the medium to long term, it is equally important that the performance
indicators against which these capabilities are measured are realistic and practical for the
current time.
While there is considerable emphasis being placed on the scientific and technical (upstream)
capabilities of tsunami early warning systems to detect and monitor an event, and issue the
warning as quickly as possible after confirming an event, it is also important to develop the
non-scientific and non-technical (downstream) capabilities required to deal with the event.
Community awareness, preparedness and the ability for disaster and emergency managers to
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manage the response to an event (whether a warning has been issued or not) are as equally
important in an effective end-to-end early warning capability as the ability of scientists to
detect and monitor an event.
2.1.2

Approach

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Review were refined through consultation between the
Consultant and the ESCAP Programme Officer for the Fund. The ToR, a copy of which is
provided at Annex A, specified the work plan for the Review in terms of scope,
methodology, deliverables and milestones.
The scope of the work plan was designed to cover all the facets of the Fund while
contributing to the further development of the M&E methodology. The work plan, therefore,
would address:
1. Development of specific qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators against
which the substantive and administrative performance of the Fund could be monitored
and evaluated, both for this Review and for a comprehensive review of the Fund to be
conducted in 2009.
2. Views of stakeholders on the performance of the Fund and their views on how this
could be improved.
3. Assessment of the overall efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund in key areas
(including governance, administration and management, access, processing of
proposals, stakeholder engagement, promotion and fund raising, and reporting) with
recommendations on how these could be improved.
In defining the scope of the work plan, ESCAP took into account the limited time available
for the Review to be conducted, and that ESCAP intended that a comprehensive review of the
Fund be carried out in 2009. The methodology adopted, therefore, was to survey target
recipients by email in parallel with developing the qualitative and quantitative targets and
indicators, then conduct the desk review and bilateral meetings in Bangkok with selected
stakeholders (in particular, donors and national governments).
The work plan was implemented to achieve the following deliverables and milestones:
1. Refined ToR and draft survey questionnaire submitted to ESCAP by 31 March 2008.
2. Questionnaire transmitted by ESCAP to target recipients by 9 April 2008.
3. Qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators developed by 5 May 2008.
4. Bilateral meetings held in Bangkok from 5–9 May 2008.
5. Questionnaire responses due 9 May 2008.
6. Draft Review report submitted to ESCAP by 14 May 2008.
7. Final Review report submitted to ESCAP by 20 June 2008.
To monitor and evaluate the substantive and administrative performance of the Fund, targets
and indicators needed to be developed for each activity of the five components of the Review
and each activity of the 10 areas of the Independent Review (component 4). Each component
and area must be considered in the extent to which that activity (and its parts) contributes to
the performance of the Fund in achieving its objective, and whether that contribution can be
measured (i.e. quantitative) or not (i.e. qualitative).
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If the activity (or parts of the activity) can be measured, then tangible metrics and
performance targets can be defined. If the activity (or parts of the activity) cannot be
measured, then a primary objective outcome must be defined for that part against which
performance indicators can then be determined to define the levels of “success” toward
achievement of the desired outcome. To effectively monitor and evaluate performance of an
activity, it is important to break the activity down into as many logical parts as possible,
whether the parts are qualitative or quantitative.
This approach has been used to develop the performance targets and indicators against the
requirements of Components 1 and 5. The targets and indicators developed are presented in
Annex B and their use is discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.5.
2.2

Component 2 – Stakeholder Questionnaire

“Design of a questionnaire, which could be transmitted to partners and stakeholders of the
Fund to seek their comments on the performance of the Fund and their views on how this
could be improved.”
2.2.1

Focus

The questionnaire focussed on the three fundamental questions of the M&E process:
1. Are we doing the right thing?
2. Are we doing it right? and
3. Are there better ways of achieving the expected results?
2.2.2

Approach

A questionnaire was developed and transmitted to Government stakeholders of the Fund,
including ESCAP member States and Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development / Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) members with
representation in Bangkok, to seek their comments on the performance of the Fund and their
views on how this could be improved. The questionnaire consisted of nine questions (six
general and three optional) designed to obtain constructive comment and feedback so that the
information provided in response could be used, in the context of the Fund’s M&E
Framework, in determining ways to improve management of the Fund.
In commissioning the questionnaire and determining its target audience, ESCAP took into
account that many of the countries and international agencies to whom the questionnaire
would be sent may not have detailed operational knowledge of the Fund or activities it
supports. The majority of questions, therefore, address areas that any country or agency
receiving the questionnaire should be qualified to offer a constructive response; these
questions form the “General” section of the questionnaire. Those questions addressing areas
that require a more detailed knowledge of the Fund form the “Optional” section of the
questionnaire. While all recipients of the questionnaire were invited to offer responses to the
Optional questions, it was expected that only the Fund partners and primary stakeholders
would do so.
Responses to the questionnaire were requested by 9 May 2008, by email sent directly to the
consultant (Mr Hall at philip@faerberhall.com) and the Programme Officer, ESCAP (Mr
Charles Davies at daviesc@un.org).
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A copy of the questionnaire is included at Annex D and a listing of the stakeholders to whom
the questionnaire was sent is included at Annex E. The results of the questionnaire are
presented and discussed in Section 3.2.
2.3

Component 3 – Consultation with Key Stakeholders

“Consultation with key stakeholders.”
2.3.1

Focus

The methodology adopted for arranging and conducting consultations with key stakeholders
was to first recognise that the Fund has received contributions of approximately USD12.5
million through the Government of Thailand, through the Government of Sweden, and other
donors (Nepal and Turkey). Secondly, it was important that the Review recognised that the
other key stakeholders of the Fund include ESCAP member states (see Table 1) and IOTWS
partners. Thirdly, the Review approach must recognise that ESCAP is the United Nations’
regional development arm in Asia and the Pacific, and in the context of its work programme,
ESCAP promotes regional coordination and cooperation in areas such as natural disaster
management. Therefore, other key stakeholders that needed to be consulted include those
United Nations agencies, international aid donors and non government organizations (NGOs)
actively involved in disaster risk reduction and response in Asia and the Pacific.
Australia
Bangladesh
Brunei Darussalam
Cambodia
China
India
Indonesia

Islamic Republic of Iran
Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Malaysia
Maldives
Myanmar
Pakistan
Philippines

Singapore
Sri Lanka
Thailand
Timor-Leste
Viet Nam

Table 1: ESCAP Indian Ocean and South East Asian Countries
2.3.2

Approach

The Consultant visited Bangkok in the week 5–9 May 2008 and, with ESCAP assistance,
conducted a series of bilateral meetings with selected stakeholders in the Fund, including
partners, donors, international aid and disaster management agencies, national governments
and select UN agencies. A list of interviewees and the interview schedule is provided at
Annex C. The findings arising out of the consultations with key stakeholders are presented
and discussed in Section 3, Findings and Annex B.
2.4

Component 4 – Independent Evaluative Review

“Conduct an independent evaluative review of the Fund, addressing the following areas and
providing recommendations for improvement;
a. Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s governance structure;
b. Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s process for review and appraisal of
proposals;
c. Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s administration and management;
d. Stakeholder perceptions on the performance of the Fund;
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e. Usability and completeness of the Fund’s guidelines and templates;
f. Effectiveness of fundraising efforts conducted;
g. Quality of Fund reports produced, in particular the Mapping Study on Gaps and
Unmet Needs in Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems;
h. Effectiveness of the Fund’s Partnership arrangements;
i. Effectiveness of the Fund’s sustainability measures; and
j. Adequacy of measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social and
environmental impacts), as well as gender mainstreaming.”
2.4.1

Focus

The Fund was established in 2005 after the Phuket Ministerial Conference on Tsunami Early
Warning Arrangements. The Fund received the contributions from Thailand and Sweden in
November and December 2005 respectively, and the first project funds were advanced to
implementing organizations in August 2006.
At its fifth meeting in December 2007, the Fund’s Advisory Council adopted an M&E
Framework that aims to provide a consistent approach to monitoring and evaluation of
individual projects, as well as Fund-level evaluation. The first Fund-level evaluation is an
independent desk evaluative review to be carried out in 2008. The findings of the evaluative
review will be used by ESCAP to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund. The
findings of the Evaluative Review will be shared with Advisory Council members, and may
be disseminated to other stakeholders.
Evaluation is defined in the M&E Framework as “a selective exercise to determine the
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, (impact) and sustainability of either the Tsunami Trust
Fund as a whole (programme evaluation) or particular projects (project evaluation).
Evaluation is used to improve the quality of the fund’s future work.”
Therefore, as in the Stakeholder Questionnaire, the Independent Evaluation Review also
focussed on the three fundamental questions of the M&E process:
1. Are we doing the right thing?
2. Are we doing it right? and
3. Are there better ways of achieving the expected results?
2.4.2

Approach

The primary objective of the Independent Evaluation Review was to assess the performance
of the Fund by conducting a desk review of the established policies, processes and practices
and the results achieved by the Fund thus far. The Consultant conducted an audit of the
Funds activities against its governance and management framework. To achieve this, the
Consultant reviewed key Fund documents (see Annex G), interviewed ESCAP program
management personnel and took into consideration the comments of stakeholders from the
interviews held in Bangkok during the week 5-9 May 2008.
The following criteria were adopted from the M&E framework and applied in conducting the
Independent Evaluative Review of the Fund in the 10 areas specified above.
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1. Relevance: The consistency of the Fund’s impact and outcome in relation to the
unmet needs of the IOTWS 5 system at both regional and national levels at the Fund
level, as well as outputs and results in comparison to what was expected from the
Fund by its key stakeholders;
2. Efficiency: The use of human and financial resources in the best possible way to
achieve results, and measures taken to improve implementation and maximize impact
with limited resources;
3. Effectiveness: The extent to which the expected objective/outcome have been
achieved as listed in the policy criteria at the Fund level;
4. Impact: Changes and effects, positive and negative, planned and unforeseen, that
have resulted from the Fund with respect to the target groups and other affected
stakeholders; and
5. Sustainability: Likelihood that the positive effects of the Fund or project will
continue after their implementation has been completed.
Performance targets and indicators developed under Component 1 (see Section 2.1) were
applied against their respective area. The findings and recommendations against these targets
and indicators are presented in Annex B and discussed in Section 3.4.
2.5

Component 5 – Review 2009

“Development of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators for a comprehensive the
review of the Fund to be carried out in 2009.”
2.5.1

Focus

The M&E Framework adopted by the Fund’s Advisory Council provides for a
comprehensive evaluation of the Fund to be carried out every three years. As considerable
resources, planning and consultations are needed, once every three years was envisioned as a
reasonable periodicity. The “Triennial Evaluations” are to be independent evaluations
conducted by external consultants managed by ESCAP. The first triennial evaluation is to be
carried out in 2009.
2.5.2

Approach

The set of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators developed for Component 1 (see
Section 2.1 and Annex B) are considered to be an appropriate benchmark on which to
conduct the triennial evaluation in 2009. The findings and recommendations from the 2008
Evaluative Review will set a performance baseline for the Fund, and the triennial evaluation
will then be able to determine the Fund’s performance in addressing the recommendations,
progress in implementing agreed recommendations, and assessing the impact of implemented
recommendations against the 2008 Evaluation baseline.
The set of targets and indicators in Annex B are by no means definitive. As a template,
Annex B should be managed as a living document and form part of the M&E Framework; it
should be reviewed and maintained on a regular basis to ensure that it remains current and
consistent with the Fund ToR and other policy and strategic documents.
5

In this case, relevant documents such as ESCAP’s Mapping Study on Regional Unmet Needs and Gaps on
TEWS as well as IOC’s Implementation Plan for the IOTWS provide useful benchmarks of relevance and
overall progress, in relation to the existing baselines on current status and areas that need to be addressed to fill
gaps.
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3.

RESULTS, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

This section presents the results, analysis and findings of the Review in the areas defined
within the strategic objective. Each area is addressed in terms of: the focus for improvement;
the primary M&E key performance indicators (KPIs); and the findings of the Review,
drawing on the interviews with stakeholders (which were based on the stakeholder
questionnaire) and the independent evaluative review conducted by the consultant. For each
area, recommendations are offered as to how the Fund may be improved.
3.1

Component 1 – Development of a Review Work Plan and Indicators

“Development of a work plan for the Review, including further development of the M&E
methodology as well as specific qualitative and quantitative indicators against which the
substantive and administrative performance of the Fund could be monitored and evaluated.”
KPI:
Targets and indicators enable the substantive and administrative performance
of the Fund to be effectively monitored and evaluated.
Results:
A comprehensive set of qualitative and quantitative performance targets and
indicators are presented in Annex B.
Analysis:
The results, analysis, findings and recommendations for all areas of this
Review are presented against the full set of qualitative and quantitative performance targets
and indicators in Annex B.
3.2

Component 2 – Stakeholder Questionnaire

“Design of a questionnaire, which could be transmitted to partners and stakeholders of the
Fund to seek their comments on the performance of the Fund and their views on how this
could be improved.”
KPI:

At least 25% of the countries approached provide a response.

Results:
As at midnight 9 May 2008 no responses had been received by ESCAP or the
Consultant. A detailed response from Bangladesh addressing questions 1 to 6 was received
by ESCAP PMD on 15 May 2008.
Analysis:
ESCAP PMD communicated the questionnaire by email on 10 April 2008 to
140 recipients representing 45 countries as summarised in Table 2 below. A copy of the
questionnaire is included at Annex D and a listing of the stakeholders to whom the
questionnaire was sent is included at Annex E.
GROUP

No. of Countries

No. of Recipients

ESCAP Member Countries
with Embassies based in Bangkok

34

128
(inc. Thailand 44)

OECD DAC Countries based in Bangkok
[UN Member Countries (non-ESCAP Members)
and Non-UN Member Countries]

11

12

TOTAL

45

140

Table 2: Stakeholder Questionnaire – Country Groups and Recipients.
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Responses to the questionnaire were requested by 9 May 2008, by email sent directly to the
consultant (Mr Hall at philip@faerberhall.com) and the Programme Officer, ESCAP (Mr
Charles Davies at daviesc@un.org).
That no responses were received by the requested date, and only one response has been
received since 6 , indicates that the mechanism of using questionnaires communicated by email
to solicit stakeholder comment may require follow-up action to increase the response rate.
Stakeholder feedback is a critical element in the M&E process and the benefits far out-weigh
the management and administrative effort required to obtain it.
The quality of the response received from Bangladesh reinforces the premise that the current
Stakeholder Questionnaire activity will provide valuable feedback that will help ESCAP
improve the way it governs and manages the Fund.
Recommendation(s):
1.

It is recommended that the Stakeholder Questionnaire activity for this Review be
progressed through to its intended completion. Since responses were received only from
one country (Bangladesh) out of 45 countries, ESCAP PMD should contact the target
recipients again in an attempt to increase the response rate. The results and analysis of
the Stakeholder Questionnaire responses should then be documented as an addendum to
the Evaluative Review 2008 Report.

3.3

Component 3 – Consultation with Key Stakeholders

“Consultation with key stakeholders.”
KPI:

Stakeholders willingly engage and provide open and constructive feedback.

Results:
The Consultant conducted interviews in Bangkok during the week 5-9 May
2008 with stakeholders representing nine countries, four UN agencies and one NGO. The
Programme of Interviews arranged by ESCAP PMD is provided at Annex C. The
Programme Officer, ESCAP (Mr Charles Davies) accompanied the Consultant for the
country interviews with Cambodia and Turkey.
The interviews were generally conducted in semi-structured format, using the nine questions
in the Stakeholder Questionnaire as the main guide for discussion. All stakeholders
interviewed willingly engaged in open and often spirited discussion, thus providing valuable
input into the Evaluative Review process.
Analysis:
While there was widespread acknowledgement by stakeholders that the Fund
is being well governed and managed by ESCAP, the interviews highlighted several areas of
common concern among stakeholders:

6

(1)

Most interviewees felt the general perception within the region is that the Fund is
a short term funding mechanism focussed primarily on supporting development of
the upstream capabilities of a regional tsunami EWS rather than development of
national downstream capabilities that integrate tsunami early warning into a multihazard approach. Interviewees believe this is one of the main reasons why the
Fund has not attracted many project proposals or new donors.

(2)

A strategic vision and plan for the Fund is urgently needed. Interviewees were
unanimous in their view that a long term strategy needs to be developed and

Response provided by Bangladesh following the interview held with the Ambassador on 7 May 2008.
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actively promoted if the Fund is to attract new donors, or additional funding from
existing donors.
(3)

More emphasis needs to be placed on developing the downstream capabilities that
are fundamental to achieving community resilience. Interviewees recognise this
means that the Fund ToR may need changing to allow countries to put forward
project proposals that have a national rather than regional focus. This would also
allow lower capacity countries to access the Fund, even if only to obtain funding
that enables them to develop project proposals for submission to other donors.

(4)

The scope of the Fund is too narrow and needs to be broadened. All interviewees
believe the Fund should place more emphasis on developing capabilities that
underpin an all-hazards approach to Early Warning Systems (EWS) rather than
focusing on tsunami. Many interviewees felt that the tsunami tag was outdated
and possibly a deterrent to attracting project proposals as well as new funding.

(5)

Access to the Fund is too limited and needs to be expanded. Many interviewees
expressed concern that restricting access to the Fund to ESCAP member countries
is not in the spirit of the Phuket Ministerial Declaration and the Paris Declaration,
and that the Fund should be opened to all UN member countries in the Indian
Ocean and Southeast Asia, including African countries. Many interviewees felt
that opening the Fund up to the African countries would also attract new donors.

These concerns and other outputs from the consultations with stakeholders are covered in the
Independent Evaluative Review section.
Recommendation(s):
2.

It is recommended that the long term strategy of the Fund be focussed on overall disaster
risk reduction. The tsunami threat must be considered in a multi-hazard context, and
similarly, EWS must be developed in an overall disaster management/development
context. In the preliminary stage, however, it is more realistic and practical for the Fund
to promote an overall multi-hazard approach by focussing on a few natural hazards
common to and more prevalent in the region, i.e., tropical cyclones and floods as well as
tsunami.

3.4

Component 4 – Independent Evaluative Review

“Conduct an independent evaluative review of the Fund, addressing the following areas and
providing recommendations for improvement.
The primary purpose of the Independent Evaluative Review was to determine the relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the Fund. The findings from the
Independent Evaluative Review, together with the findings from the consultations with
stakeholders, will provide valuable input into the Fund’s strategic planning and decisionmaking process. ESCAP, informed by these findings, will be well positioned to improve
future programmes, and accountability to Advisory Council, ESCAP member states
especially in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, and UN Secretariat at large.
3.4.1

Governance Structure

Currently, there are three representatives on the Fund’s Advisory Council: one from ESCAP,
one from the Government of Thailand and one from the Government of Sweden. Five UN
organizations participate as observers: the International Strategy for Disaster reduction
(ISDR), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the Intergovernmental
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Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (IOC-UNESCO), the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
(OCHA) and the World Meteorological Organization (WMO).
Focus:

The efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s governance structure.

KPI:
Key stakeholders are confident that the Fund is being governed in accordance
with UN standards and guidelines, and as such, the integrity of the Fund stands up against
international scrutiny.
Three of the 14 interviewees said that they were
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
not in a position to comment, or declined to offer a comment. It is apparent from the
countries that did comment that there is general confusion among stakeholders between the
meaning of ‘governance’ and ‘administration’. Comments that relate to the management of
the Fund are covered in Section 3.4.3.
While some stakeholders questioned whether ESCAP was the right vehicle for managing the
Fund, based on varying degrees of uncertainty as to how the Fund fits within ESCAPs’
Terms of Reference, it is widely recognised and accepted among stakeholders that ESCAP –
as a UN agency – is a very good mechanism for facilitating governance of the Fund. Overall,
stakeholders expressed the view that they were “comfortable with UN governance of the
Fund”, and that “ESCAP is doing a good job at governing the Fund”.
The common concern among stakeholders, however, that there needs to be a clear strategic
vision for the Fund, highlights an area where the governance structure of the Fund needs to
be reconsidered. While the Fund is governed within a policy framework, the policy needs to
be translated into a strategic vision that recognises and addresses current perceptions in the
region that the Fund is outdated (i.e. tsunami not a current priority for regional countries), too
narrow in scope (i.e. tsunami focus and restricted to ESCAP member countries), difficult to
access (i.e. project proposal process too complicated for smaller less capable countries), and
has a finite life of possibly two or three more years.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: The lack of strategic vision raises a fundamental
question on what is the expectation of the Fund partners in regard to governance of the Fund;
is governance about accountability to stakeholders?; or does governance also extend to
determining the strategic direction? It is a defining point that, without exception, all
stakeholders interviewed were clear that they expected the Fund’s governing body to be
proactive in defining and guiding the strategic direction for the Fund.
The Fund Advisory Council, therefore, needs to define the strategic vision for the Fund that
addresses the issues and perceptions mentioned above, and commission the development of a
strategic plan that lays out the roadmap on how the vision is to be achieved.
In order to successfully define a strategic vision that inspires commitment, and to develop
and implement a strategic plan for the Fund that supports that vision, the Fund Advisory
Council needs to invite participation of key stakeholders whose collaborative expertise
covers the end-to-end multi-hazard environment. The strategic vision and plan also needs to
be developed in consultation with the broader stakeholder community so that it receives the
support critical to its implementation and success.
While a strategic vision enables stakeholders to stay focussed on the long term objective, a
strategic plan that is updated and published biennially with a projection of targets to be
achieved in, say the next five years (e.g. a rolling Five Year Strategic Plan), will provide
stakeholders with a facility to deal with immediate issues while being able to target medium
and long range problems with a high degree of certainty. This approach, together with other
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initiatives that the Fund Advisory Council can implement, should attract greater donor
participation and encourage countries and agencies to submit proposals.
From a governance perspective, the strategic plan is the mechanism that integrates the Fund
Policy with the Eligibility Criteria, Terms and Conditions and other documents – it is the
mechanism through which the Fund Policy is ‘operationalised’. It is the Consultant’s view
that the administrative investment to the Fund to put this mechanism in place will be
marginal compared to the benefits gained by the people of the region, both in terms of
increased stakeholder participation and the quantity and quality of projects funded.
Recommendation(s):
3.

It is recommended that the Fund Advisory Council determine a Strategic Vision and
commission the development of a Strategic Plan for the Fund as soon as possible. The
Strategic Vision should be reviewed biennially and updated as required to ensure it
remains relevant to the evolving needs of the Region. The Strategic Plan should be
completed by mid-2009, and then reviewed and updated biennially to ensure it remains
relevant to and addresses changes in regional priorities that are consistent with achieving
the Strategic Vision.

3.4.2

Review and Appraisal Process

Focus:
The efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s process for review and
appraisal of proposals.
KPI:
Stakeholders consider the proposal process to be easy to access, expedient and
fair in its outcomes.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
While there is general agreement at the technical
level that the process of filtering proposals is efficient, stakeholders are unanimous in their
view that the existing qualification criteria and proposal format does not cater for low
capacity countries. A number of low capacity countries (e.g. Maldives, Laos, Cambodia,
Viet Nam, Myanmar etc.) have received assistance from agencies such as the Asian Disaster
Preparedness Center (ADPC), UNDP and OCHA to develop and put forward proposals, but
even these have had limited success. While some proposals may not have been accepted by
ESCAP on the grounds that they were not technically sound, the prevailing perception among
stakeholders is that proposals have not been accepted because the proposals were nationally
focussed rather than regionally focussed. Hence, there is strong support among stakeholders
that this limitation be removed, especially when more focus needs to be placed on developing
national downstream capabilities.
Stakeholders also suggest that the current review and appraisal process is not flexible or
dynamic; the two common concerns expressed were:
(1)

The process is too long, has a high overhead, and is too onerous for most
countries. There has to be a simpler way with clearer guidelines (without being
too generic) so that it is easier for low capacity countries to access the Fund.
While stakeholders highlighted this as an issue, they did not offer suggestions as
to how the process could be improved.

(2)

The complexity of the application and appraisal process needs to be reviewed in
the way funds can be made available to smaller cross-culture groups. Again,
while stakeholders highlighted this as an issue, they did not offer suggestions as to
how the process could be improved.

Evaluative Review – Final Report

Page 29 of 48

Overall, stakeholder comments in this area were negative but not substantiated. They do,
however, highlight a number of questions that need to be addressed as part of enhancing the
Fund’s M&E Framework; questions that ESCAP are already wrestling with. For instance:
How long is too long? What is the overhead at present for countries submitting proposals?
What should it be? Are there any specific suggestions for improving it?
In addition, one interviewee expressed the need for a broader representation of stakeholders
on the Review and Appraisal Task Force. Instead of only consisting of representatives from
ESCAP, the interviewee suggests a more appropriate model would be one representative each
from ESCAP (Chair), UNDP and ISDR, with secretariat support provided by ESCAP PMD.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: To be effective, the appraisal process must not
only be impartial and fair, but it must also be flexible and dynamic to ensure that the Fund
remains as relevant to the need as possible. There are several modalities available to
countries to mobilise project proposals, and ESCAP provides countries with guidance and
advice on those modalities. However, ESCAP could still assist in a number of ways without
weakening the Fund’s review and appraisal process to accommodate “thin” proposals. For
example, the Fund could encourage submissions from low capacity countries for seed
funding to assist them develop project proposals for submission to other donors. ESCAP
could consider making available small grants for NGO’s to assist low capacity countries
develop and submit project proposals, and promote opportunities for local NGO’s to translate
proposals into English.
Small grant proposals can already be considered by the process, although ESCAP concedes
that the Fund was not really set up with these in mind. While it can be argued that
encouraging more small grant proposals may increase transaction and Fund management
costs, such proposals are – by definition – low value proposals and generally not technically
complex; they should incur less review and appraisal overhead compared to larger projects.
Small grant proposals, therefore, warrant design and implementation of a ‘fast-track’ path
through the review and appraisal process; a fast-track path that should be complemented with
an appropriate level of financial delegation. For example, a low capacity country submits to
the Fund a small grant proposal for USD15,000 to engage an NGO to prepare a proposal for a
USD1 million project that will design and install a network of warning sirens in a heavily
populated coastal province. The main proposal is targeted at an international aid donor that
has expressed interest in funding the project, providing the country with a window of
opportunity that requires a one-two month turnaround from submission to funds being made
available. The Fund review and appraisal process, in its current form, does not provide this
level of flexibility or dynamics.
In addition, a common view expressed by stakeholders was that ESCAP could work more
proactively with member countries, particularly the less capable countries, to enhance their
ability to develop and submit sound proposals. While this view could be more a symptom of
inadequate stakeholder engagement, it could also be a sign of widespread ignorance of the
application, review and appraisal process.
Irrespective, there are many ways in which ESCAP could facilitate such assistance without
compromising its role as independent appraiser and funding provider. For example, ESCAP
could seek approval from the Fund Advisory Council for an ‘investment’ allocation from the
Fund to run a training workshop for country and NGO representatives on how to develop and
submit a quality proposal, in much the same way the Australian Agency for International
Development (AusAID) did in 2007 for South Pacific countries and NGOs looking to secure
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funding for climate change vulnerability and adaptation projects. Such initiatives will foster
better stakeholder engagement and act to better educate stakeholders on the process.
If a fast-track process is to be implemented, or if assistance is to be provided to certain
organizations in developing proposals, clear guidelines (including a clear definition of what
constitutes a "small grant proposal") will be needed to ensure that these facilities and services
are provided and administered on a fair and equitable basis.
Finally, the composition of the Inter-Divisional Task Force could be strengthened
significantly by having a broader representation of UN agencies whose combined expertise
covers the end-to-end multi-hazard environment. The suggestion by one stakeholder that,
instead of three ESCAP representatives on the Task Force, there be one representative each
from ESCAP (Chair), UNDP and ISDR, with secretariat support provided by ESCAP PMD,
is fully supported.
Recommendation(s):
4.

It is recommended that the review and appraisal process be extended to provide a ‘fasttrack’ process to cater for small grant proposals by individual countries and NGOs, and
that ESCAP actively promote this modality to eligible countries and agencies. Clear
guidelines, including a clear definition of "small grant proposal", are needed to ensure
that this facility is provided and administered on a fair and equitable basis.

5.

It is recommended that ESCAP explore ways in which it can assist low capacity
countries to develop quality proposals consistent with the aims and objectives of the
Strategic Plan.

6.

It is recommended that composition of the Inter-Divisional Task Force have a broader
representation of UN agencies. Instead of solely consisting of ESCAP representatives, a
more appropriate model would be one representative each from ESCAP (Chair), UNDP,
ISDR with secretariat support provided by ESCAP PMD.

3.4.3

Administration and Management

The efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s administration and
Focus:
management.
KPI:
Key stakeholders are confident that the Fund is being managed professionally
and in accordance with UN standards and guidelines.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
Ten of the 14 interviewees said that they were
not in a position to comment, or declined to offer a comment. Those that did offer a
comment felt that ESCAP is “doing a good job at managing the Fund”. Sweden in particular
commented that it is “pleasantly surprised at how well ESCAP is managing the Fund”, and
indicated that while it will be providing additional funding, it is willing to consider making
further contributions once a strategic plan for the Fund has been developed and agreed.
Turkey said that it “sees UN management of the Fund like a letter of reference”, referring to
their high level of confidence in terms of transparency, accountability and credibility that
comes with the thoroughness of UN administration and management.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: ESCAP convenes the ESCAP/WMO Typhoon
Committee, the ESCAP/WMO Panel on Tropical Cyclones, and operates in a multi-hazard
framework. Therefore, ESCAP is placed well to promote and leverage a multi-hazard
approach. However, ESCAP gives the impression that it is managing the Fund from an
administrative perspective rather than a business perspective. A primary reason for this
impression, is that ESCAP does not have a formal strategy or plan in place that defines who
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the Fund stakeholders are, how ESCAP engages with them (proactively and consistently) and
what information ESCAP should be communicating to them and when. A Stakeholder
Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan will enable ESCAP to ensure that it is more
proactive in how it engages with stakeholders and manages their expectations, particularly
local communities in disaster-prone areas.
The absence of a stakeholder management strategy explains in part the clear message
received in interviews with stakeholders that ESCAP could be more proactive in engaging
with the Funds partners and broader stakeholder community (particularly low capacity)
countries on a more regular basis. Aggressively promoting the Fund in a multi-hazard
framework within the context of an engagement and communication strategy would also
address perceptions among stakeholders that ESCAP is managing the Fund for regional
tsunami EWS initiatives only.
Recommendation(s):
7.

It is recommended that ESCAP commission development and implementation of a
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan to ensure that it is more
proactive and consistent in how it engages with stakeholders and manages their
expectations, particularly local communities in disaster-prone areas. The Stakeholder
Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan should clearly define who the Fund
stakeholders are, how ESCAP engages with them, and what information ESCAP should
be communicating to them and when. The Plan should be reviewed and updated
annually.

3.4.4

Stakeholder Perceptions

Focus:

The perception of stakeholders on the performance of the Fund.

KPI:
objectives.

Stakeholders consider that the Fund is of value and is meeting its intended

Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
The primary expectation of stakeholders is that
the Fund makes a real contribution to mitigating the risk of regional communities to natural
hazard events, including tsunami. There is, however, mixed perceptions among stakeholders
on how well the Fund is performing against that expectation.
Stakeholders are generally in agreement on their major concerns with the Fund:
(1)

The limitations of the Fund are considered to be inhibiting its ability to attract new
donors or donor funding. New donors might be attracted if the Fund was
expanded to include all countries in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia,
including African countries, and promoted an all-hazards approach to EWS.

(2)

More emphasis needs to be placed on development of regional and national
disaster management capabilities that support an integrated all-hazards approach
to early warning, including the tsunami threat, rather than development of tsunami
early capabilities as the primary focus.

(3)

The Fund should be regarded within the context of the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness and focus on the merits of multilateral (in addition to bilateral)
funding channels for development assistance.

(4)

The Fund should focus more on supporting downstream initiatives rather than
upstream initiatives. Greater priority needs to be given to developing downstream
capabilities, particularly in getting the warning messages, for all hazards, to the
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household. This means talking a bottom-up approach to improving national
disaster management capabilities. These are considered more important in the
present and also not as big a problem in terms of achieving sustainability as with
upstream capabilities (i.e. scientific and technology systems).
(5)

The Fund is not the only source of possible funding countries and agencies should
consider. It may be useful for the Fund to raise awareness of other funding
mechanisms, and provide seed funding to countries and agencies for less costly
investment activities such as project definition, concept development and pilot
implementation. This information could be included in the application guidelines
and the general information section on the Fund website.

(6)

The focus needs to move away from supporting the establishment of regional
upstream (i.e. technical) capabilities to addressing the development of strategic
national downstream capabilities (i.e. community resilience). Projects are not
expensive at the downstream/community level.

(7)

The Fund needs to place more emphasis on a multi-hazard approach to developing
EWS and less emphasis on EWS for tsunami.

(8)

There needs to be better distribution of funds to a broader range of organizations
applying for projects designed to retain more historical knowledge, integrating
indigenous/traditional knowledge with modern knowledge, etc.

One stakeholder sees a need to revisit the Phuket Declaration because member countries and
implementing partners have lost visibility of its purpose. The stakeholder argues that this is
evidenced by the Fund being restricted to ESCAP member countries only.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: As at the end of 2007, the Fund had conducted
three rounds of funding and received 36 proposals from various regional, sub-regional and
national organizations. The first round of funding was conducted in August 2006, attracting
24 proposals at a total value of USD29.62m. However, the number and total value of
proposals has declined sharply in subsequent rounds 7 . The fourth round of funding closed on
15 February 2008. Five proposals were received of which three have been approved at a total
value of USD2.98m 8 .
Table 3 presents a summary of the total number and value of proposals submitted against the
total number of proposals and value approved. Table 4 presents a summary of approved
project proposals across Funding Rounds.
Funding Round

Proposals
Submitted

17 August 2006
15 April 2007
31 August 2007
15 February 2008
TOTAL

24
9
4
5
42

Total Value
Requested
(USDm)
29.62
8.03
6.16
9.62
USD53.43m

Proposals
Approved
6
1
1
3
11

Total Value
Approved
(USDm)
4.26
1.21
0.80
2.98
USD9.25m

Proposal
Approval
Rate
25.00%
11.11%
25.00%
60.00%
26.19%

7

2007 Annual Report of the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia (January – December 2007), dated 25 March 2008.
8
Email: Mr. Charles Davies (ESCAP) to Mr. Hall on 6 June 2008.
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Table 3: Fund Proposal Summary – Requested versus Approved.
Table 3 shows that while the number of proposals submitted to the Fund declined sharply
after the first funding round and appear to be stabilising at around five proposals per round,
there is evidence that proposals are becoming more aligned and to the quality required by the
application criteria.
Value
(USD)
TTF01
323,902
TTF02
2,899,943
TTF03
84,000
TTF04
444,730
TTF05
246,549
TTF06
260,000
TTF07
1,211,766
TTF08
800,000
TTF09/10/11
2,980,000
TOTAL $9,250,890
Project

Funding Round Approvals (USD)
Aug 2006
Apr 2007
Aug 2007
Feb 2008
323,902
2,899,943
84,000
444,730
246,549
260,000
1,211,766
800,000
2,980,000
$4,259,124
$1,211,766
$800,000
$2,980,000

Table 4: Fund Proposal Summary - Approved Projects.
It is noted from the Fund’s 2007 Annual Report that projects TTF05 (UNDP-Maldives) and
TTF06 (DMC-Sri Lanka) are focussed on building national capacity for warning
dissemination (i.e. downstream capabilities). That these projects have successfully traversed
through the Fund’s application, review and appraisal process is in stark contrast to the current
overall perception of stakeholders (as recorded above) that the process does not adequately
cater for these types of proposals. This indicates that ESCAP has not been successful in
communicating to the wider stakeholder community the outcomes of the Funding Round
process, particularly in promoting the virtues of proposals that have been approved by the
Fund as examples of the Fund’s agenda.
The current perceptions of stakeholders regarding the Fund, therefore, reinforces the earlier
recommendation at Section 3.4.3 that ESCAP commission development and implementation
of a Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan. As an initial step, ESCAP
should consider convening a summit of key stakeholders of the Fund (current and potential
partners and beneficiaries) as early as possible to address their perceptions and to establish a
mandate for action and change.
Recommendation(s):
8.

It is recommended that ESCAP consider convening a summit of key stakeholders of the
Fund (current and potential partners and beneficiaries) to address their perceptions and to
establish a mandate for action and change.

3.4.5
Focus:

Usability of Guidelines and Templates
The usability and completeness of the Fund’s guidelines and templates.

KPI:
Countries and agencies seeking to submit project proposals consider the
Fund’s guidelines and templates easy to understand and use.
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Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
A number of country stakeholders expressed the
general view that the current guidelines and templates need to be clearer so that it is easier for
low capacity countries to access the Fund. This issue is closely linked with the review and
appraisal process and the common view expressed by stakeholders that ESCAP should
consider assisting member countries, particularly the less capable countries, to enhance their
ability to develop and submit sound proposals. As with stakeholder comments on the review
and appraisal process, stakeholders did not highlight specific areas or provide examples of
where the guidelines and templates were not clear, or suggest how they could be improved.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: The benchmark for the usability of guidelines
and templates must be set at the least capable country eligible to access the Fund.
A review of the Eligibility Criteria, Guidelines for Completing the Grants Application Form
and the Grant Application Form template 9 revealed a number of inconsistencies and
highlighted a number of areas where these documents could be improved.
(1)

Eligibility Criteria. The link on the website, labelled “Eligibility Criteria”, takes
viewers to the document titled “Eligibility criteria for organizations to apply for
Trust Fund resources.” These criteria are repeated in the guidelines document,
which also contains (but are not highlighted) eligibility criteria for applications
(i.e. Only projects covering ESCAP Indian Ocean and South-East Asian countries
(from Iran to Indonesia) are eligible to receive support from the Trust Fund, and
the stipulation that project implementation timeframes are limited to a maximum
of two years). This information should be included in the Eligibility Criteria
document.

(2)

Guidelines for Completing the Grants Application Form. This document needs to
be updated to remove inconsistencies between it and the Grant Application Form
and to make it more “user friendly”. The Guidelines document should include in
each section the exact wording used in the Application Form followed by the
guidance relevant to that section. Low capacity countries find it easier to
understand concepts and requirements when they are explained with descriptors
and analogues they can relate to and identify with. The guidance, therefore,
should be supported by one or two simple examples wherever possible. This will
make the document longer but will greatly enhance its value to the user.
An edited copy of the Guidelines document containing a number of suggested
changes is provided at Annex F. For example:
a. Part A (Overview) can be improved as shown in Annex F to provide clearer
direction.
b. Part B (Capacity building needs) is a rewording of the question in the
Application Form and does not provide any guidance to the applicant. It also
does not mention the Mapping Study, which is specifically referenced on the
Application Form.
c. Part C (Problem identification and project design) provides basic guidance.
d. Part D (Target group) is a rewording of the question in the Application Form
and does not provide any guidance to the applicant. It is also a repeat of the
information requested in Part A, point 5.
e. Part E (Overall strategy) provides basic guidance.

9

Available on the Fund website at http://www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index_02.asp#apply
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f. Part F (Results framework) is a complex topic which most low capacity
countries will find arduous and have difficulty in providing a quality response.
The wording needs to be simplified and examples should be provided.
g. Part G (Internal Capacity of Submitting Organization) provides basic guidance
but could be worded better.
h. Part H (Contribution to regional coordination and cooperation) should be
supported by one or two examples.
i. Part I (Knowledge Management Strategy); the guidance provided adds
unnecessary complexity to a simple question.
j. Part J (Sustainability) should be supported by a definition of “sustainability”
and one or two simple examples.
k. Part K (Gender); the question is too broad in its wording and too narrow and
negative in its guidance. Natural hazards impact men and women differently
for a wide range of reasons, and some influential people in these countries
may not see these differences as “inequalities” but cultural and social realities;
this is the challenge. While it is important that the proposal address how the
planned outcomes may impact the traditional roles of men and women in the
community, it is also important that the proposal show how gender has been
addressed in the project design and implementation. For example, does the
submitting organization have a gender policy, and is that policy consistent
with the UN’s guiding principles on gender? What efforts has the submitting
organization taken to ensure the appropriate level of gender representation and
participation on the project team and in capacity building activities?
l. Part L (Partnership Approach) should be supported by one or two examples.
m. Part M (Counterpart Contributions) provides basic guidance but could be
worded better. Some clearer guidance on expectations needs to be given, even
if these may be waived by the Fund under certain circumstances. What if the
submitting organization is an NGO acting on behalf of several countries?
How significant is “significant counterpart resources”? At what level does
“favourably considered” become “acceptable”?
What qualifies as an
acceptable “in kind” contribution? etc.
n. Part N (Activity Work Plan). The only reference to Part N on the Application
Form is in the remark at the very end of the form after the Annexes. The note
needs to be in its logical place immediately following Part M. It also provides
more budgetary information against major milestones rather than being an
Activity Work plan per se.
o. Part O (Proposed Financial Needs Schedule). The only reference to Part O on
the Application Form is in the remark at the very end of the form after the
Annexes. The note needs to be in its logical place immediately following Part
M (and N). The format of the schedule is so simple that it should be included
as a table in the Guideline document and on the Application Form rather than
as separate worksheet in the excel workbook where it could easily be missed.
p. Part P: Annexes: The Guideline document does not mention the requirement
(per the comment box on the Application Form) to “Please annex a copy of
your organizational charter/statutes and the most recent annual report, unless
ESCAP already has these on file.”
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(3)

Grant Application Form. The comment boxes should be removed and a note
included above Part A to advise prospective applicants to refer to the Guidelines
document for assistance in filling out the form.

(4)

Address details for enquiries and where completed application forms are to be
forwarded should be provided on the Eligibility Criteria, Guidelines for
Completing the Grants Application Form and the Grant Application Form
template.

Recommendation(s):
9.

It is recommended that ESCAP consult with low capacity countries and obtain their input
into how the guidelines and templates could be improved. ESCAP may wish to consider
the suggestions provided by the Consultant in section 3.4.5 and Annex F of this Report
as a starting point.

3.4.6
Focus:

Fundraising Efforts
The effectiveness of fundraising efforts conducted.

KPI:
Fund raising efforts meet agreed targets in attracting new donors and/or new
funding from existing donors.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
ESCAP advised that a number of potential
donors have expressed some initial interest in the Fund, but their contributions never
materialized. In contrast, Nepal decided to become involved in the Fund as a show of
international “solidarity”. Turkey is also now a funding partner, having contributed
USD100k to the Fund in April. Turkey is not affected by tsunami but other natural hazards,
primarily earthquakes, and wants to be involved in the international development of disaster
risk management and EWS initiatives, including the Fund.
The Governments of Thailand and Sweden expressed their disappointment that other donors
have not come forward, are looking to ESCAP to use its convening powers to actively
promote the Fund internationally. Sweden indicated that, while it will be providing some
additional funding, it is willing to consider making a larger contribution once a strategic plan
for the Fund has been developed and agreed.
Many stakeholders indicated their willingness to champion their country’s participation in the
Fund, both as a potential partner and a potential beneficiary, but listed a number of
constraints to participating that included the following:
(1)

Stakeholders were focusing their efforts on tsunami early warning through other
channels, and are more inclined to contribute through agency representation on
existing bodies such as IOC/ICG and participation in that fora.

(2)

Stakeholders are inclined to contribute through bilateral rather than multilateral
initiatives where the demand comes direct to the donor from the beneficiary
country (or through an NGO acting on behalf of the beneficiary country) rather
than through a UN secretariat or agency such as ESCAP.

(3)

Scope needs to be broadened to address EWS in an all-hazards context and
particular emphasis was placed on developing disaster management downstream
capabilities.

(4)

More focus needs to be placed on disaster management cooperation in the region
rather than scientific cooperation.
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(5)

Need answers from ESCAP to some of the broader questions, such as Vision,
Strategy, Mandate, Benefit, etc. Expanding the Fund into other Indian Ocean
countries (including the African states) and the Pacific would be well received.

(6)

Need to see what steps ESCAP takes to address current perceptions in the region
that the Fund is outdated (the name “Tsunami Trust Fund” is a turn-off), difficult
to access, has a finite life of only a few years, and that the focus on tsunami is too
narrow (the scope of the Fund needs to be broader).

(7)

Currently preoccupied with other disasters, such as the food crisis, cyclones and
flooding and therefore were not in a position to contribute to the Fund at this
stage.

(8)

Some other stakeholders have adopted a “watch and see” position, looking at what
other countries are contributing.

Overall, stakeholders did not rule out the possibility of contributing to the Fund in the future,
but ESCAP would need to demonstrate that the Fund is working and is of value before asking
for contributions, especially tied contributions.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: Following the initial contributions to the Fund
from the Governments of Thailand and Sweden in 2005, only two additional contributions
has been received (USD2,000 from the Government of Nepal and USD100,000 from the
Government of Turkey). The 2007 Annual Report mentions in section 6 (Lessons learned)
that “many additional potential donors are aware of the Fund but have not been willing to
commit funding to it”. The Report proposes that ESCAP should address this by “obtaining
further information to ascertain the interest of potential donors and better understand their
constraints and concerns, if any, e.g., through a Fund evaluation.”
Recommendation 2 of the 2007 Annual Report is that ESCAP organize a donor roundtable or
pledging meeting in the second half of 2008. ESCAP and its donor partners have only a
limited window of opportunity to attract new donors to the Fund; therefore, any future
fundraising initiative, especially the proposed donor roundtable, must be well-informed and
address the key issues and perceptions identified by stakeholders.
The Consultant strongly recommends that, in embarking on new fundraising activities,
ESCAP must give urgent and serious consideration to the feedback obtained from
consultations with stakeholders during the course of this Evaluative Review.
Recommendation(s):
10. It is strongly recommended that, in initiating any new fundraising activities, ESCAP give
urgent consideration to the feedback obtained from consultations with stakeholders
during the Review process.
3.4.7

Quality of Reports

Focus:
The quality of Fund reports produced, in particular the Mapping Study on
Gaps and Unmet Needs in Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems.
KPI:
Reports make a useful contribution to the development of stakeholder
knowledge and understanding of the topic. In regard to the Mapping Study report, the report
addresses the development status of integrating tsunami early warning into an all hazards
emergency management framework and identifies the benchmark and targets against which
gaps and unmet needs are determined.
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Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
The overall stakeholder consensus was that the
reports produced by the Fund are useful resources. The Mapping Study report in particular
makes a useful contribution to the discussion on tsunami warning capabilities in the region.
It is generally regarded as a useful “snap shot” that needs to be updated annually.
Stakeholders who were more familiar with the Mapping Study also agreed with the identified
need to incorporate TEWS into an all-hazards approach.
Turkey was confident that the Mapping Study report and other documents available on the
Fund website were considered in deciding to become a donor to the Fund.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: A stakeholder (Mapping Study) workshop was
held on 4 April 2007 in Bangkok in which approximately 40 participants representing 17
organizations were consulted for their views on where the gaps are for a minimum EWS. A
range of valuable technical and process-related comments were obtained (refer to the August
2007 Mapping Study report 10 ).
The Consultant agrees with stakeholders that the Mapping Study makes a useful contribution
to the discussion on tsunami warning capabilities in the region. However, it is noted that the
most important Gap and Unmet Need, which is not reported in the Mapping Study, is that –
in reality – there is no global TEWS “plan” and, therefore, no global network design of
seismic and sea level gauges to support development of a regional TEWS in the Indian
Ocean. Coordinated and effective tsunami early warning must be an international objective,
and therefore seismic and sea level gauge network designs need a global approach supported
by regional implementation; otherwise the uncoordinated development of detection and
monitoring networks leads to “imbalanced” capacity geographically and less than optimum
use of resources. IOC-UNESCO has the responsibility to facilitate this work.
The report also does not cover work done (or being done) by some of the major players,
suggesting that the Mapping Study process lacked the capacity to generate updated or new
information. For example:
(1)

How are other countries funding TEWS projects and operations?

(2)

Humanitarian funds v commercial investment through loans (e.g. the Government
of Maldives and France) for the funding of sirens.

(3)

Donor collaboration on TEWS project design definition and funding priorities.

(4)

Coastal mapping is a desired end state, but not necessary to do early assessments.
Better use could be made of local knowledge for initial assessments and estimates
for basic design.

(5)

Is the urgency for the development of SOPs really appreciated? SOPs are crucial
to success as they define roles and responsibilities as well as processes. It has
been demonstrated that better internal / external cooperation comes come from the
development of SOPs.

(6)

The need to place a greater focus on incorporating local and traditional knowledge
in the evaluation of risk and development of appropriate early warning strategies
and capabilities at the local community level.

In summary, the Mapping Study report reflects that the development of EWS capacities is
still heavily focused on science and technology, internationally each country is progressing
10

The report is available on the Trust Fund’s Web site at www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp
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(or not) to their own agenda, and in most countries the integration of TEWS into an allhazards / multi-hazard framework is not occurring quick enough (or not at all).
Recommendation(s):
11. It is recommended that the Mapping Study be updated annually and that its scope be
widened to provide visibility of what other work is being done internationally on tsunami
EWS and their integration into an all-hazards approach.
12. It is recommended that the Mapping Study address the need for a global network design
of seismic and sea level gauges to support a regional TEWS in the Indian Ocean.
3.4.8
Focus:

Partnership Arrangements
The effectiveness of the Fund’s Partnership arrangements.

The Fund’s partners actively participate in and contribute to the Fund
KPI:
operations and promote overall coordination of effort through the diversity of partner
expertise.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
Stakeholders did not offer specific comments
regarding the Fund’s partnership arrangements.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: The Fund is a resource mechanism that works
within the international framework of the IOTWS, coordinated by the IOC, to narrow the
capacity gaps in the region through the building and enhancing of tsunami early warning
capacities in accordance with the needs of Indian Ocean and South-East Asian countries.
The Fund, therefore, builds on partnerships with many stakeholders, including regional
countries and agencies within and outside the United Nations.
Partnerships, with both public and private entities, are critical to ensuring sustainability and
ownership of the project, avoiding duplication of similar efforts, fostering synergies with
other relevant projects, mobilizing resources, and promoting overall coordination of efforts.
The Fund is successfully working with partners through established relationships and
processes to carry out multidimensional technical appraisal of proposals and coordinate with
the international tsunami early warning and disaster management community. However, as
evidenced in other sections of this Review, the Fund has not been as successful in working
with partners to raise awareness of the Fund, encourage submission of relevant proposals or
attract new donors. As evidenced in other sections of the Report, this is primarily due to the
Fund partners looking to ESCAP to take the lead in these areas, while ESCAP has expected
its partners would be more proactive in promoting the Fund.
The partnership arrangements will benefit from defining the strategic direction of the Fund
and development and implementation of a stakeholder engagement and communications plan.
Recommendation(s): Covered by recommendations dealing with governance, administration
and management, stakeholder perceptions and fundraising.
3.4.9
Focus:

Sustainability Measures
The effectiveness of the Fund’s sustainability measures.

The positive effects of projects funded by the Fund continue after their
KPI:
implementation has been completed.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
Stakeholders look to the Task Force and the
Advisory Council, as the two entities charged with assessing and approving project
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proposals, to be mindful in their deliberations of the long term sustainability of projects and
to ensure linkages with other funding sources are fully explored.
Stakeholders also share a common view that sustainability is achieved through focusing on
the downstream issues and promote capacity building initiatives that contribute to the
development of community resilience to hazard events.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: The Guidelines for Completing the Grant
Application Form is the primary mechanism for communicating sustainability requirements
and expectations to organizations seeking to submit project proposals. The proposal
eligibility criteria and application requirements ensure that projects financed through the
Fund have a strong component of sustainability built into their design. Building linkages
with existing institutions, developing local skills and resource bases, and having a demanddriven approach to meeting regional needs all contribute to project sustainability.
As mentioned in section 3.4 5 (Usability of Guidelines and Templates), Part J (Sustainability)
could be improved by including a definition of “sustainability” and one or two simple
examples to help submitting organizations better understand the Fund’s objectives and
expectations in this area. It would also be beneficial for submitting organizations – and Fund
stakeholders – if the set of M&E performance indicators for sustainability were also made
available on the Fund’s website as part of the guidance material.
TTF01: ADPC (USD323,902)
Installation/upgrading of four sea level stations in Myanmar, Philippines and Viet Nam (2)
and associated training and technical support.
TTF02: ADPC (USD2,899,943)
Development of a regional tsunami early warning centre, installation of broadband seismic
stations, and capacity building in tools such as Concept of Operations (CONOPS), Tsunami
Alert Rapid Notification System (TARNS), Incident Command System (ICS) and Coastal
Community Resilience (CCR).
TTF03: ADRC (USD84,000)
Training of trainers in community-based hazard mapping in India and Bangladesh.
TTF04: IOC-UNESCO (USD444,730)
Capacity building in SOPs in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, with specific focus on
Myanmar, Pakistan, Philippines and Viet Nam.
TTF05: UNDP-Maldives (USD246,549)
Measures to strengthen national and local capacities for early warning, including
dissemination, preparedness and response, focusing on Gaafu Dhaalu and Dhaalu atolls.
TTF06: DMC Sri Lanka (USD260,000)
Strengthening disaster communications, focusing on Galle and Hambantota districts.
TTF07: ADPC (USD1,211,766)
Development of a database of pre-computed tsunami simulations that is integrated into the
warning system developed under project TTF-02. Work with recipient organizations on
procedures for tsunami forecasting and graphical presentation for tsunami watches.
Table 5: Approved Projects as of 31 December 2007.
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Table 5 lists the seven projects that have been accepted and approved for funding from the
Fund as of 31 December 2007 11 ; one project (TTF03) has been completed. The other six
projects are in various stages of implementation. It is therefore too early to determine if the
sustainability measures designed into these projects have been successfully implemented and
are having the desired impact.
Recommendation(s):
13. It is recommended that the approved set of performance indicators for Sustainability be
made available on the Fund’s website as part of the Guideline information for
completing the Grant Application Form.
3.4.10 Adequacy to Address Adverse Impacts
The adequacy of measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social
Focus:
and environmental impacts), as well as gender mainstreaming.
KPI:
The Fund ToR, application guidelines and the review and appraisal process
provide adequate measures that address gender mainstreaming and potential adverse impacts
of natural hazard events.
Findings – Stakeholder Consultations:
Stakeholders did not offer specific comments
regarding the adequacy of Fund measures to address potentially adverse impacts.
Findings – Independent Evaluative Review: The Guidelines document does not provide
submitting organizations with any guidance on the broader issue of providing adequate
measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social and environmental impacts), as
well as gender mainstreaming. Part K (Gender) does provide some limited guidance but is
focussed on gender inequalities: “Tsunamis and other natural hazards affect men and women
differently, and addressing these inequalities is a UN priority. Proposals are stronger when
they have a clear strategy to address these inequalities, based on sound information on the
effects of hazards on men and women.”
The issue of adequate measures to address potential adverse impacts is of course much
broader than gender-based issues. It is important that submitting organizations also consider
in their proposals the potential impact on target groups and other affected stakeholders of
foreseen and unforeseen changes and effects, positive and negative that may result from their
project. In order for submitting organizations to adequately address this area, the Fund needs
to provide clear guidance on what its own objectives and expectations. Part K either needs to
be expanded to provide guidance on the broader issue, or a new part should be included in the
Guidelines to address Potential Adverse Impacts.
Irrespective of the approach, the Guidelines document should include a definition of “adverse
impact” and provide several examples to help submitting organizations better understand the
Fund’s objectives and expectations in this area. As for Sustainability, it would also be
beneficial for submitting organizations – and Fund stakeholders – if the set of M&E
performance indicators for adverse impacts were also made available on the Fund’s website
as part of the guidance material. Indicators should support a balanced approach, focussing on
the procedure for identifying potential adverse impacts as well as the substance of how these
are actually dealt with by the project.
This is a challenging area because of the diversity of local cultures and demographic and
geographic conditions across the countries and regions the Fund covers, and effective work in
11

From the Fund’s 2007 Annual Report.
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this area will require the cooperative involvement of the Fund’s partners through existing
partnership arrangements.
With respect to gender mainstreaming, the Fund can show leadership by addressing gender
inequalities through active promotion of gender equality. As mentioned in section 3.4.5 Part
K, while it is important that proposals address how the planned outcomes may impact the
traditional roles of men and women in the community, it is also important that proposals
show how gender has been addressed in the project design and implementation.
These issues are addressed in determining a recommended set of performance indicators for
Measures to Address Adverse Impacts, which are included within Annex B.
Recommendation(s):
14. It is recommended that the approved set of performance indicators for Measures to
Address Adverse Impacts be made available on the Fund’s website as part of the
Guideline information for completing the Grant Application Form.
3.5

Component 5 – Review 2009

“Development of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators for a comprehensive
review of the Fund to be carried out in 2009.”
KPI:
Targets and indicators enable the substantive and administrative performance
of the Fund to be effectively assessed within the context of a comprehensive triennial
evaluation.
Findings:
A comprehensive set of qualitative and quantitative performance targets and
indicators has been developed and are presented in Annex B. The targets and indicators have
been validated through their use in the 2008 Evaluative Review. The results, analysis,
findings and recommendations for all areas of this Review are presented against the full set of
qualitative and quantitative performance targets and indicators in Annex B.
Recommendation(s):
15. It is recommended that Annex B (unpopulated) form the basis of a template for future
Fund and project evaluations and that it be incorporated within the Fund M&E
Framework.
16. It is recommended that Annex B (populated) from the 2008 Evaluative Review form a
performance baseline against which the 2009 triennial evaluation is be conducted.
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4.

CONCLUSIONS

The Evaluative Review 2008 has been conducted in accordance with the Review ToR at
Annex A.
Stakeholder feedback is a critical element in the M&E process, and the benefits far out-weigh
the management and administrative effort required to obtain it. The mechanism of using
questionnaires communicated by email to solicit stakeholder comment requires the
investment of at least some follow-up action to increase the response rate. While the
Stakeholder Questionnaire was poorly subscribed during the period of the Evaluative
Review, it did provide a logical framework for the consultations with stakeholders. As a
result, valuable input was received from the in-person interviews conducted by the
consultant.
The stakeholder consultations and independent desk review determined that:
(1)

There is widespread acknowledgement by stakeholders that the Fund is being well
governed and managed by ESCAP.

(2)

The overall stakeholder consensus is that the reports produced by the Fund are useful
resources, and that the Mapping Study report in particular makes a useful contribution
to the discussion on tsunami warning capabilities in the region.

(3)

The Fund is successfully working with partners through established relationships and
processes to carry out multidimensional technical appraisal of proposals and
coordinate with the international tsunami early warning and disaster management
community.

The Review, however, identified two central issues that require early attention if the Fund is
to achieve its program objectives and meet the expectations of its partners and key
stakeholders. These are:
(1)

The Fund suffers from the lack of a strategic direction. Fund partners and
stakeholders are content with current the governance, management and administrative
arrangements of the Fund. The present perception of stakeholders, however, is that
the Fund is outdated and suffers from the lack of a strategic direction, which they
consider is a primary reason why the Fund has not attracted new major donors.
Stakeholders are united in the view that the tsunami threat must be considered in a
multi-hazard context, and similarly, EWS has to be developed in an overall disaster
management/development context. A strategic vision supporting that view needs to
be defined and a strategic plan developed to promote and achieve that vision.
Stakeholders are looking to ESCAP to take the lead in determining the strategic
direction for the Fund and then to proactively manage the Fund in that direction.
Therefore, ESCAP must engage with partners and stakeholders to obtain a general
consensus, commitment and a mandate.

(2)

The Fund suffers from the absence of a stakeholder engagement strategy. ESCAP
needs to be more proactive and consistent in how it engages with stakeholders and
manages their expectations. The root cause of most, if not all, of the issues identified
by the Review in relation to the proposal review and appraisal process, administration
and management, stakeholder perceptions on performance of the Fund, usability of
guidelines and templates, fundraising efforts, quality of reports and partnership
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arrangements, etc. is the absence of an effective stakeholder engagement and
communication strategy.
The lack of a strategic direction and the absence of an effective stakeholder engagement
strategy indicate that ESCAP has adopted an administration focus rather than a business
focus in its management of the Fund. ESCAP has in place good governance, M&E and fiscal
accountability arrangements for the Fund, which are all important administrative functions.
What appears not to be in place, however, are the business functions that drive aggressive
“operationalisation” of the Fund Policy. This explains, in part, current perceptions in the
region such as the Fund is outdated, is too narrow in scope, difficult to access, and has a
finite life of only a few more years.
A set of recommendations are presented in Section 5 that will enable ESCAP to address these
and related issues.
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5.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This section provides a consolidated list of the 16 recommendations proposed in Section 3,
Findings.
The Evaluative Review 2008 recommends that:
1. It is recommended that the Stakeholder Questionnaire activity for this Review be
progressed through to its intended completion. Since responses were received only from
one country (Bangladesh) out of 45 countries, ESCAP PMD should contact the target
recipients again in an attempt to increase the response rate. The results and analysis of
the Stakeholder Questionnaire responses should then be documented as an addendum to
the Evaluative Review 2008 Report.
2. It is recommended that the long term strategy of the Fund be focussed on overall disaster
risk reduction. The tsunami threat must be considered in a multi-hazard context, and
similarly, EWS must be developed in an overall disaster management/development
context. In the preliminary stage, however, it is more realistic and practical for the Fund
to promote an overall multi-hazard approach by focussing on a few natural hazards
common to and more prevalent in the region, i.e., tropical cyclones and floods as well as
tsunami.
3. It is recommended that the Fund Advisory Council determine a Strategic Vision and
commission the development of a Strategic Plan for the Fund as soon as possible. The
Strategic Vision should be reviewed biennially and updated as required to ensure it
remains relevant to the evolving needs of the Region. The Strategic Plan should be
completed by mid-2009, and then reviewed and updated biennially to ensure it remains
relevant to and addresses changes in regional priorities that are consistent with achieving
the Strategic Vision.
4. It is recommended that the review and appraisal process be extended to provide a ‘fasttrack’ process to cater for small grant proposals by individual countries and NGOs, and
that ESCAP actively promote this modality to eligible countries and agencies. Clear
guidelines, including a clear definition of "small grant proposal", are needed to ensure
that this facility is provided and administered on a fair and equitable basis.
5. It is recommended that ESCAP explore ways in which it can assist low capacity countries
to develop quality proposals consistent with the aims and objectives of the Strategic Plan.
6. It is recommended that composition of the Inter-Divisional Task Force have a broader
representation of UN agencies. Instead of solely consisting of ESCAP representatives, a
more appropriate model would be one representative each from ESCAP (Chair), UNDP,
ISDR with secretariat support provided by ESCAP PMD.
7. It is recommended that ESCAP commission development and implementation of a
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan to ensure that it is more
proactive and consistent in how it engages with stakeholders and manages their
expectations, particularly local communities in disaster-prone areas. The Stakeholder
Engagement Strategy and Communication Plan should clearly define who the Fund
stakeholders are, how ESCAP engages with them, and what information ESCAP should
be communicating to them and when. The Plan should be reviewed and updated
annually.
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8. It is recommended that ESCAP consider convening a summit of key stakeholders of the
Fund (current and potential partners and beneficiaries) to address their perceptions and to
establish a mandate for action and change.
9. It is recommended that ESCAP consult with low capacity countries and obtain their input
into how the guidelines and templates could be improved. ESCAP may wish to consider
the suggestions provided by the Consultant in section 3.4.5 and Annex F of this Report as
a starting point.
10. It is strongly recommended that, in initiating any new fundraising activities, ESCAP give
urgent consideration to the feedback obtained from consultations with stakeholders
during the Review process.
11. It is recommended that the Mapping Study be updated annually and that its scope be
widened to provide visibility of what other work is being done internationally on tsunami
EWS and their integration into an all-hazards approach.
12. It is recommended that the Mapping Study address the need for a global network design
of seismic and sea level gauges to support a regional TEWS in the Indian Ocean.
13. It is recommended that the approved set performance indicators for Sustainability be
made available on the Fund’s website as part of the Guideline information for completing
the Grant Application Form.
14. It is recommended that the approved set performance indicators for Measures to Address
Adverse Impacts be made available on the Fund’s website as part of the Guideline
information for completing the Grant Application Form.
15. It is recommended that Annex B (unpopulated) form the basis of a template for future
Fund and project evaluations and that it be incorporated within the Fund M&E
Framework.
16. It is recommended that Annex B (populated) from the 2008 Evaluative Review form a
performance baseline against which the 2009 triennial evaluation is be conducted.
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UNESCAP

Terms of Reference -- For consultants/individual contractors
Name:

Contract #:

1. Background
Following the destructive 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, in 2005 the United Nations Economic and Social
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) set up a Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early
Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia (the “Trust Fund” or “Regional Tsunami Trust
Fund”), and serves as its administrator. Contributions were received from the Governments of Thailand (US$ 10
million) and Sweden (US$ 2.5 million). The Fund covers ESCAP member countries of the Indian Ocean and
South-East Asia, from Iran to Indonesia.
The main decision making body of the Fund is an Advisory Council, including representatives of ESCAP and the
Governments of Sweden and Thailand. The Fund is also managed in close partnership with other United Nations
organizations, which carry out appraisals of new proposals, attend Advisory Council meetings as observers, and
participated in developing a Mapping Study on Gaps and Unmet Needs in Tsunami Early Warning Systems
(available on the Trust Fund’s Web site www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp). As of end 2007, roughly US$
5.5 million of the Trust Fund’s resources had been programmed for activities of five organizations.
At its fifth meeting in December 2007, the Trust Fund’s Advisory Council adopted a Monitoring and Evaluation
Framework that aims to provide a consistent approach to monitoring and evaluation of individual projects, as well
as Fund-level evaluation. The first Fund-level evaluation is an independent desk evaluative review to be carried
out in 2008. The findings of the evaluative review will be used by ESCAP to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Trust Fund. The findings of the Evaluative Review will be shared with Advisory Council
members, and may be disseminated to other stakeholders.
2. Objectives
The consultant will, in consultation with ESCAP, carry out a three-week desk evaluation (evaluative review) of the
Tsunami Regional Trust Fund. The scope of the evaluative review will include:
1.

Development of a work plan for the evaluative review, including further development of the Monitoring
and Evaluation methodology as well as specific qualitative and quantitative indicators against which the
substantive and administrative performance of the Trust Fund could be monitored and evaluated.

2.

Design of a questionnaire (or questionnaires), which could be transmitted to partners and stakeholders of
the Tsunami Regional Trust Fund to seek their comments on the performance of the Trust Fund and their
views on how this could be improved.

3.

Consultation with key stakeholders.

4.

Conduct an independent evaluative review of the Trust Fund, addressing the following areas and
providing recommendations for improvement;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s governance structure;
Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s process for review and appraisal of proposals;
Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s administration and management;
Stakeholder perceptions on the performance of the Fund;
Usability and completeness of the Fund’s guidelines and templates;
Effectiveness of fundraising efforts conducted;
Quality of Fund reports produced, in particular the Mapping Study on Gaps and Unmet Needs in
Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems;
Effectiveness of the Fund’s Partnership arrangements;
Effectiveness of the Fund’s sustainability measures;
Adequacy of measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social and environmental
impacts), as well as gender mainstreaming.

Development of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators, for a comprehensive the review of the
Trust Fund to be carried out in 2009.

The consultant will work under the supervision of the Chief, Technical Cooperation Section, Programme
Management Division (PMD), ESCAP, and under the direct supervision of the Programme Officer for the Tsunami
Regional Trust Fund.
3. Outputs from the work assignment (must be tangible and measurable)
Outputs:
1. Refined Terms of Reference and methodology for the evaluation, draft survey
questionnaire(s) submitted to ESCAP for approval.
2. Draft evaluation report submitted to ESCAP for review and comment.
3. Final evaluation report (addressing comments received from ESCAP), submitted to
ESCAP for acceptance.

Delivery Date:
31 March 08
14 May 08
20 June 2008

How are the outputs to be delivered? The evaluation would consist predominantly of a questionnaire survey
and desk review, together with bilateral meetings with selected stakeholders in the Fund (e.g., donors and national
governments). If necessary, the final outputs can be submitted to ESCAP through email and file transfer and the
Internet.
Specify performance indicators for evaluation of outputs: (1) Timeliness of the submission, (2)
Quality of the evaluation methodology, documentation, report and recommendations.
4. Duration of contract
From: 25 March 2008 to 30 June 2008.
with an actual work period of 3 select only one=>
Days
Weeks
Months
5. Details of travel if any:
Arranged by ESCAP
Included in fee (must complete request for self ticket)
Itinerary: Travel to Bangkok for one week for meetings with ESCAP and Trust Fund
stakeholders would be necessary if the consultant is not based in Bangkok. If
so, travel costs would be included in the total consultancy fee.
7. Terms of payment
Lump Sum
By Phase
Payment of US$ 7,500 according to the following schedule:
(If payment is to be made in phases, enter schedule and condition for each payment)
1. US$ 5,000 on submission of the first draft of the update of the evaluation report and related documentation.
2. US$ 2,500 on satisfactory revision of the report.
3. If travel is required this would be included in the total consultancy fee and would be paid additional to the US$
7,500.
ESCAP/2005/ASD/HRMS/consultant/ver.1

ANNEX B – TSUNAMI TRUST FUND PERFORMANCE TARGETS AND INDICATORS
Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Component 1 – Development of a Review Work Plan and Indicators
“Development of a work plan for the Review, including further development of the M&E methodology as well as specific qualitative and quantitative indicators against
which the substantive and administrative performance of the Fund could be monitored and evaluated.”
1.

The Work Plan covers all the
areas to be reviewed.

The scope of the work plan is
designed to cover all the
facets of the Fund while
contributing to the further
development of the M&E
methodology.

The Terms of Reference
(ToR) specified the work plan
for the Review in terms of
scope, methodology,
deliverables and milestones.

The Work Plan was refined
through consultation between
the Consultant and the
ESCAP Programme Officer
for the Fund.

None.

2.

The Work Plan is structured
in a logical framework.

The structure of the Work
Plan is acceptable to ESCAP.

The Work Plan was structured
in the format provided by
ESCAP.

The structure advised by
ESCAP was suitable for the
ToR and Work Plan.

None.

3.

Work Plan is written in plain
language, is free of jargon,
and is easy to follow.

Non-specialists find the Work
Plan easy to read and
understand.

The Work Plan was easy to
read and understand.

The Work Plan was
developed in consultation
with ESCAP.

None.

4.

Work Plan proposes a sound
methodology to complete the
work.

Provide guidance to the
Consultant on how the
Review is to be conducted
and in what timeframe.

The Work Plan proposed the
Review consist of a
stakeholder questionnaire, an
independent desk review, and
stakeholder consultations.

The methodology proposed in
the Work Plan provided a
comprehensive coverage of all
the areas to be reviewed.

None.

5.

The Work Plan contributes to
the further development of the
Fund M&E Framework.

The Fund M&E Framework is
enhanced.

Indicators and Targets
developed under the Work
Plan address areas of the
M&E Framework not
previously covered.

If an activity can be
measured, then tangible
metrics and performance
targets can be defined. If an
activity cannot be measured,
then an objective outcome
must be defined for that part
against which performance
indicators can then be
determined to define the
levels of “success” toward
achievement of the desired
outcome.

None.
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

6.

Targets and indicators enable
the substantive and
administrative performance of
the Fund to be effectively
monitored and evaluated.

Development of specific
qualitative and quantitative
targets and indicators against
which the substantive and
administrative performance of
the Fund could be monitored
and evaluated, both for this
Review and for a
comprehensive review of the
Fund to be conducted in 2009.

Targets and indicators were
developed for each activity of
the five components of the
Review and each activity of
the 10 areas of the
Independent Review.

To effectively monitor and
evaluate performance of an
activity, it is important to
break the activity down into
as many logical parts as
possible, whether the parts are
qualitative or quantitative.

Three weeks (including the
week in Bangkok) for the
Consultant to complete the
work in accordance with the
following deliverable and
milestone schedule:
1. Refined ToR and draft
survey questionnaire
submitted to ESCAP by
31 March 2008.
2. Questionnaire transmitted
by ESCAP to target
recipients by 9 April
2008.
3. Qualitative and
quantitative targets and
indicators developed by 5
May 2008.

In defining the scope of the
work plan, ESCAP took into
account the limited time
available for the Review to be
conducted, and that ESCAP
intend that a comprehensive
review of the Fund be carried
out in 2009.

7.

Work Plan specifies an
achievable timeframe to
complete the work and deliver
the required outcomes.

Annex B

The targets and indicators
developed are presented in
this Annex B.

The three weeks (15 days)
allowed for the Consultant to
complete the Review against
the scope of the work plan
was inadequate.

Recommendation
None.

Each component and area was
considered in the extent to
which that activity (and its
parts) contributes to the
performance of the Fund in
achieving its objective, and
whether that contribution can
be measured (i.e. quantitative)
or not (i.e. qualitative).
The methodology adopted,
was to survey target recipients
by email in parallel with
developing the qualitative and
quantitative targets and
indicators, then conduct the
desk review and bilateral
meetings in Bangkok with
selected stakeholders (in
particular, donors and national
governments).
Being the first annual review,
the scope needed to be wide
and searching in order to
achieve a useful result. This
took considerably more time
than the three weeks (15 days)
allowed for the Consultant to
conduct the Review and
prepare a comprehensive
Report.

That the Consultant be
allowed at least an additional
five days to prepare and
submit the draft Report and to
incorporate ESCAP
comments and submit the
final Report, noting that this
may take several iterations.
A suggested timeframe is:
1.

Preparatory work and
read in (5 days).

2.

Bangkok visit (5 days).

3.

Draft Review Report (8
days).

4.

Finalise Report (2 days).
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Item
7.
cont.

Indicator
Continued

Target
4.

5.
6.

7.

8.

Spare

9.

Spare

10.

Spare

Annex B

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Bilateral meetings held in
Bangkok from 5–9 May
2008.
Questionnaire responses
due 9 May 2008.
Draft Review report
submitted to ESCAP by
14 May 2008.
Final Review report
submitted to ESCAP by
20 June 2008.
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Component 2 – Stakeholder Questionnaire
“Design of a questionnaire, which could be transmitted to partners and stakeholders of the Fund to seek their comments on the performance of the Fund and their
views on how this could be improved.”
1.

2.

3.

Presentation and format is
professional and commands
the respect of recipients.

Questionnaire explains
purpose and objectives, and
provides guidance to the
recipient on how to complete
and submit.

Responses to the
questionnaire provide useful
information.

To obtain comments from
select stakeholders on the
performance of the Fund and
their views on how this could
be improved.

Information provided in
covering email as well as in
the Introduction section of the
questionnaire.
Responses were requested by
9 May 2008, by email sent
directly to the Consultant and
the ESCAP Programme
Officer.

ESCAP is able to use the
information gained to
improve the way it governs
and manages the Fund.

The questionnaire was
transmitted to Government
stakeholders of the Fund,
including ESCAP member
States and OECD/DAC
members with representation
in Bangkok.

ESCAP PMD communicated
the questionnaire by email on
10 April 2008 to 140
recipients representing 45
countries.
The covering email provided
an introduction of the Fund,
an explanation on the purpose
of the questionnaire, time and
address details for responses,
and a copy of the Fund
brochure.
No responses were received
by the requested date, and
only Bangladesh has provided
a response since.
The response from
Bangladesh provides useful
information.

Annex B

Stakeholders acknowledged
the questionnaire as an
important activity conducted
by ESCAP in its efforts to
improve management of the
Fund.

None.

A copy of the questionnaire is
included at Annex D and a
listing of the stakeholders to
whom the questionnaire was
sent is included at Annex E.
In commissioning the
questionnaire and determining
its target audience, ESCAP
took into account that many
of the countries and
international agencies to
whom the questionnaire
would be sent may not have
detailed operational
knowledge of the Fund or
activities it supports.

None.

The quality of the Bangladesh
response reinforces that the
Stakeholder Questionnaire
activity will provide valuable
feedback that will help
ESCAP improve the way it
governs and manages the
Fund.

None.

Page 4 of 27

Item
4.

5.

6.

Indicator
Questionnaire is written in
plain language and is easy to
follow and understand.

Each question focuses only on
one thought, activity or issue;
is clear and concise and
unambiguous in meaning; and
encourages a considered
response.

Questionnaire is not onerous
and encourages recipient
participation.

Target

Finding

Analysis

The questionnaire consists of
no more than 10 questions.

The questionnaire consisted
of nine questions (six general
and three optional) designed
to obtain constructive
comment and feedback so that
the information provided in
response could be used, in the
context of the Fund’s M&E
Framework, in determining
ways to improve management
of the Fund.

The majority of questions
address areas that any country
or agency receiving the
questionnaire should be
qualified to offer a
constructive response; these
questions form the “General”
section of the questionnaire.

Recipients provide an
appropriate response against
each question.
While all recipients of the
questionnaire were invited to
offer responses to the
Optional questions, it was
expected that only the Fund
partners and primary
stakeholders would do so.
At least 25% of the countries
approached provide a
response.

No responses were received
by the requested date, and
only one response has been
received since (Bangladesh).
Bangladesh provided a
response to the six General
questions only (as expected).

ESCAP PMD communicated
the questionnaire by email on
10 April 2008 to 140
recipients representing 45
countries.
No responses were received
by the requested date, and
only one response has been
received since.

7.

Recommendation
None.

Those questions addressing
areas that require a more
detailed knowledge of the
Fund form the “Optional”
section of the questionnaire.
The quality of the response
received from Bangladesh
indicates that the structure and
format of the questions is
appropriate for the target
audience.

None.

Lack of response indicates
that the mechanism of using
questionnaires communicated
by email to solicit stakeholder
comment may require followup action to increase the
response rate. Stakeholder
feedback is a critical element
in the M&E process and the
benefits far out-weigh the
management and
administrative effort required
to obtain it.

1.

That the Stakeholder
Questionnaire activity for
this Review be
progressed through to its
intended completion. To
increase the response
rate, ESCAP PMD
should make at least one
follow-up attempt with
target recipients.

Spare

Annex B
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Item

Indicator

8.

Spare

9.

Spare

10.

Spare

Annex B

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Component 3 – Consultation with Key Stakeholders
“Consultation with key stakeholders.”
1.

Stakeholders consulted have a
vested interest in the Fund.

All key stakeholders are
consulted.

Interviews were conducted in
Bangkok with stakeholders
representing 9 countries, 4
UN agencies and one NGO.

Key stakeholders include the
Fund partners Thailand,
Sweden, Nepal and Turkey;
ESCAP member states and
IOTWS partners; and UN
agencies, international aid
donors and NGOs actively
involved in disaster risk
reduction and response in
Asia and the Pacific.

None.

2.

Consultation arrangements
provide for adequate time for
quality discussion and
engagement.

To hold meeting consultations
with as many stakeholder
representatives as can be
accommodated within the
week 5-9 May 2008, allowing
one hour minimum per
consultation.

Interviews were conducted in
Bangkok during the week 5-9
May 2008 with stakeholders
representing 9 countries, 4
UN agencies and one NGO.

The programme of interviews
enabled a significant crosssection of quality stakeholders
to be consulted in a very short
timeframe.

None.

The Programme of Interviews
arranged by ESCAP PMD is
provided at Annex C.

Most interviews went longer
than expected.

Established protocols were
followed in arranging the
appointments.

These ensured stakeholders
understood the aims and
objectives of the consultation
and were able to contribute to
a meaningful discussion.

3.

Stakeholder is briefed on
purpose and scope of
consultation at time of
requesting appointment.

All stakeholders interviewed
are appropriate and have been
adequately informed.

None.

It also ensured stakeholders
understood the objectives of
the Fund, even if they had
little prior knowledge of the
Fund and its activities.
4.

Stakeholder willingly engages
in open discussion.

Annex B

All stakeholders offer views
on the performance of the
Fund and how this could be
improved.

All stakeholders interviewed
willingly engaged in open and
often spirited discussion, thus
providing valuable input into
the Review process.

The interviews were generally
conducted in semi-structured
format, using the 9 questions
in the Questionnaire as the
main guide for discussion.

None.
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Item

Indicator

Target

5.

Consultation is considered to
have been of value to both
parties.

Stakeholder offers supporting
examples or suggestions to
address identified issues.

Finding
There was widespread
acknowledgement by
stakeholders that the Fund is
being well governed and
managed by ESCAP.
The interviews highlighted
several areas of common
concern among stakeholders.

6.

Spare

7.

Spare

8.

Spare

9.

Spare

10.

Spare

Annex B

Analysis
These concerns are:
•

The Fund is a short term
funding mechanism
focussed primarily on
supporting development
of the upstream IOTWS
capabilities.

•

A strategic vision and
plan for the Fund is
urgently needed.

•

More emphasis needs to
be placed on developing
the downstream
capabilities that are
fundamental to achieving
community resilience.

•

The scope of the Fund is
too narrow and needs to
be broadened.

•

Access to the Fund is too
limited and needs to be
expanded.

Recommendation
2.

That the Fund Advisory
Council determines a
strategic vision for the
Fund as soon as possible.
The strategic vision
should be reviewed
annually and updated as
required.

3.

That the Fund focuses on
overall disaster risk
reduction. The tsunami
threat must be considered
in a multi-hazard context,
and similarly, EWS has
to be developed in an
overall disaster
management/
development context.

Page 8 of 27

Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Component 4 – Independent Evaluative Review
“Conduct an independent evaluative review of the Fund, addressing the following areas and providing recommendations for improvement.”
4.1

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s governance structure.

1.

The integrity of the Fund
stands up against international
scrutiny.

The Fund is being governed
in accordance with UN
standards and guidelines.

Three of the 14 interviewees
said that they were not in a
position to comment, or
declined to offer a comment.

It is apparent from the
countries that did comment
that there is general confusion
among stakeholders between
the meaning of ‘governance’
and ‘administration’.

None – addressed in other
recommendations.

2.

Stakeholder perception on
how well the Fund is being
governed.

All stakeholders are confident
and satisfied with how the
Fund is being governed.

It is widely recognised and
accepted among stakeholders
that ESCAP – as a UN agency
– is a very good mechanism
for facilitating governance of
the Fund. Overall,
stakeholders expressed the
view that they were
“comfortable with UN
governance of the Fund”, and
that “ESCAP is doing a good
job at governing the Fund.”

The common concern among
stakeholders, however, is that
there needs to be a clear
strategic vision for the Fund.
This highlights an area where
the governance structure of
the Fund needs to be
reconsidered. While the Fund
is governed within a policy
framework, the policy needs
to be translated into a
strategic vision that
recognises and addresses
current perceptions in the
region that the Fund is
outdated (i.e. tsunami not a
current priority for regional
countries), too narrow in
scope (i.e. tsunami focus and
restricted to ESCAP member
countries), difficult to access
(i.e. project proposal process
too complicated for smaller
less capable countries), and
has a finite life of possibly
two or three more years.

See Recommendation 4.

Annex B
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Item
3.

Indicator
The overall efficiency and
effectiveness of the Fund.

Target
Defined for each of the key
areas (including governance,
administration and
management, access,
processing of proposals,
stakeholder engagement,
promotion, and fund raising
and reporting).

Finding
Overall, the Fund is being
governed efficiently but is
lacking in its effectiveness.
All stakeholders interviewed
were clear that they expected
the Fund’s governing body to
be proactive in defining and
guiding the strategic direction
for the Fund.

Analysis

Recommendation

The Fund Advisory Council,
needs to define the strategic
vision for the Fund that
addresses the issues and
perceptions mentioned the
key stakeholders, and
commission the development
of a strategic plan that lays
out the roadmap on how the
vision is to be achieved.

4.

It is recommended that
the Fund Advisory
Council define and
endorse a strategic vision
for the Fund and
commission the
development of a
Strategic Plan, to be
completed by the end of
2008. The Strategic Plan
should be reviewed and
updated annually.

4.

Spare

5.

Spare

4.2

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s process for review and appraisal of proposals.

1.

Receipt of a Proposal is
formally acknowledged to the
proposal sponsor within an
established timeframe.

100% of proposals are
formally acknowledged by
email within 3 business days.

All proposals received to date
have been acknowledged
within the appropriate
timeframe.

Process is effective.

None.

2.

Process for reviewing and
appraising the proposal is
communicated to the proposal
sponsor in the email formal
acknowledging receipt.

100% of acknowledgements
advise the process for review
and appraisal.

A standard proforma is used
to provide this advice to
proposal sponsors.

Process is effective.

None.

3.

Proposals are reviewed and
appraised by a qualified
panel.

All proposals are reviewed
and appraised by a qualified
panel.

Proposals are reviewed and
appraised by members of the
Task Force.

Process is effective.

None.

4.

Proposals are reviewed and
appraised within an
established timeframe.

All proposals are reviewed
within the established
timeframes.

The review and appraisal
process is well-administered.

There is general agreement at
the technical level that the
process of filtering proposals
is efficient.

None.

Annex B

Results of the review and
appraisal process and “next
steps” (if successful) are
formally communicated to the
proposal sponsor within the
established timeframe.
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Item

Indicator

5.

Review and appraisal process
leads to clear accept / reject
outcome.

Target
All proposals have a clear
accept or reject outcome.

Finding
Proposals are reviewed and
appraised against established
evaluation criteria that are
consistent with the Fund’s
aims and objectives.
The process provides for
proposals to be resubmitted
following consideration of the
results from the first round.
The process provides for
consultation with sponsors
against established guidelines
(i.e. to seek and consider
points of clarification; to
further develop a conceptually
good idea that is poorly
presented, etc.).

6.

The Fund remains as relevant
to the need as possible.

The appraisal process is
impartial and fair, and also
flexible and dynamic.

A common view expressed by
stakeholders was that ESCAP
could work more proactively
with member countries,
particularly the less capable
countries, to enhance their
ability to develop and submit
sound proposals.
Small grant proposals can
already be considered by the
process, although ESCAP
concede that the Fund was not
really set up with these in
mind.

Analysis
Process is effective.

Recommendation
None.

Several proposals have been
referred back to the sponsor
for additional information and
resubmit before a clear accept
/ reject decision could be
made.
If declined, proposal sponsors
have been provided with
constructive feedback and
suggestions of alternate
avenues for funding that
sponsors might explore.

There are many ways in
which ESCAP could facilitate
such assistance without
compromising their role as
independent appraiser and
funding provider.
Small grant proposals warrant
design and implementation of
a ‘fast-track’ path through the
review and appraisal process;
a fast-track path that should
be complemented with an
appropriate level of financial
delegation.

5.

That the review and
appraisal process be
extended to provide a
‘fast-track’ process to
cater for small grant
proposals by individual
countries and NGOs, and
that ESCAP actively
promote this modality to
eligible countries and
agencies.

Such initiatives will foster
better stakeholder engagement
and act to better educate
stakeholders on the process.

Annex B
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

7.

Stakeholder perceptions of the
review and appraisal process.

All stakeholders consider the
proposal process to be easy to
access, expedient and fair in
its outcomes.

Stakeholders are unanimous
in their view that the existing
qualification criteria and
proposal format does not cater
for low capacity countries.
Stakeholders also suggest that
the current review and
appraisal process is not
flexible or dynamic. While
stakeholders highlighted this
as an issue, they did not offer
suggestions as to how the
process could be improved.
One interviewee expressed the
need for a broader
representation of stakeholders
on the Review and Appraisal
Task Force.

8.

Spare

9.

Spare

10.

Spare

4.3

Efficiency and effectiveness of the Fund’s administration and management.

1.

The Fund is being managed
professionally.

Annex B

All key stakeholders are
confident that the Fund is
being managed professionally
and in accordance with UN
standards and guidelines.

Ten of the 14 interviewees
said that they were not in a
position to comment, or
declined to offer a comment.
Those that did offer a
comment felt that ESCAP is
“doing a good job at
managing the Fund”.

Analysis
The two common concerns
expressed were:
•

The process is too long,
has a high overhead, and
is too onerous for most
countries.

•

The complexity of the
application and appraisal
process needs to be
reviewed in the way
funds can be made
available to smaller
cross-culture groups.

Recommendation
6.

That ESCAP explore
ways in which it can
assist low capacity
countries to develop
quality proposals
consistent with the aims
and objectives of the
Strategic Plan.

7.

That composition of the
Inter-Divisional Task
Force has a broader
representation of UN
agencies.

Instead of 3 representatives
from ESCAP, the interviewee
suggests a more appropriate
model would be one
representative each from
ESCAP (Chair), UNDP and
ISDR, with secretariat support
provided by ESCAP PMD.

Sweden commented that it is
“pleasantly surprised at how
well ESCAP is managing the
Fund”. Turkey said that it
“sees UN management of the
Fund like a letter of
reference”, referring to their
high level of confidence.

None.
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Item

Indicator

Target

2.

The Fund is being managed to
a Strategic Plan.

Strategic plan is in place and
objectives are being achieved.

Finding
ESCAP gives the impression
that it is managing the Fund
from an “administrative”
perspective rather than a
“business perspective”.
Sweden indicated that while it
will be providing additional
funding, it is willing to
consider making further
contributions once a strategic
plan for the Fund has been
developed and agreed.

3.

Spare

4.

Spare

5.

Spare

4.4

Stakeholder perceptions on the performance of the Fund.

1.

Stakeholders value the Fund.

All stakeholders consider that
the Fund is of value and is
meeting its intended
objectives.

The primary expectation of
stakeholders is that the Fund
makes a real contribution to
mitigating the risk of regional
communities to natural hazard
events, including tsunami.
There is, however, mixed
perceptions among
stakeholders on how well the
Fund is performing against
that expectation.

Annex B

Analysis

Recommendation

A primary reason for this
impression, is that ESCAP
does not have a formal
strategy or plan in place that
defines who the Funds
stakeholders are, how ESCAP
engages with them
(proactively and consistently)
and what information ESCAP
should be communicating to
them and when.

8.

That ESCAP commission
development and
implementation of a
Stakeholder Engagement
Strategy and
Communication Plan to
ensure that it is more
proactive and consistent
in how it engages with
stakeholders and manages
their expectations.

Stakeholders are generally in
agreement on their major
concerns with the Fund:

9.

It is recommended that
ESCAP consider
convening a summit of
key stakeholders to
address stakeholder
perceptions and to
establish a mandate for
action and change.

•

The limitations of the
Fund are considered to be
inhibiting its ability to
attract new donors or
donor funding.

•

More emphasis needs to
be placed on
development of regional
and national disaster
management capabilities
that support an integrated
all-hazards approach to
early warning.
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Item
1.
Cont.

Indicator

Target

Finding
One stakeholder sees a need
to revisit the Phuket
Declaration because member
countries and implementing
partners have lost visibility of
its purpose. The stakeholder
argues that this is evidenced
by the Fund being restricted
to ESCAP member countries
only.

•

The Fund should be
regarded within the
context of the Paris
Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness and focus
on the merits of
multilateral (in addition
to bilateral) funding
channels for development
assistance.

The current perceptions of
stakeholders regarding the
Fund indicates that ESCAP
has not been successful in
communicating to the wider
stakeholder community the
outcomes of the Funding
Round process, particularly in
promoting the virtues of
proposals that have been
approved by the Fund as
examples of the Fund’s
agenda.

•

The Fund should focus
more on supporting
downstream initiatives
rather than upstream
initiatives.

•

The Fund is not the only
source of possible
funding countries and
agencies should consider.

•

The focus needs to move
away from supporting the
establishment of regional
upstream (i.e. technical)
capabilities to addressing
the development of
strategic national
downstream capabilities
(i.e. community
resilience).

•

The Fund needs to place
more emphasis on a
multi-hazard approach to
developing EWS and less
emphasis on EWS for
tsunami.

This reinforces the earlier
recommendation (8) that
ESCAP commission
development and
implementation of a
Stakeholder Engagement
Strategy and Communication
Plan.
As an initial step, ESCAP
should consider convening a
summit of key stakeholders as
early as possible to address
stakeholder perceptions and to
establish a mandate for action
and change.
Annex B

Analysis

Recommendation
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis
•

1.
Cont.

2.

Spare

3.

Spare

4.

Spare

5.

Spare

4.5

Usability and completeness of the Fund’s guidelines and templates.

1.

Guidelines for the submission
of proposals provide clear and
unambiguous information on
the Fund’s aims and
objectives, proposal
evaluation criteria and the
proposal review and appraisal
process.

Annex B

Countries and agencies
seeking to submit project
proposals consider the Fund’s
guidelines and templates easy
to understand and use.

A number of country
stakeholders expressed the
general view that the current
guidelines and templates need
to be clearer so that it is easier
for low capacity countries to
access the Fund.
As with stakeholder
comments on the review and
appraisal process,
stakeholders did not highlight
specific areas or provide
examples of where the
guidelines and templates
where not clear, or suggest
how they could be improved.

Recommendation

There needs to be better
distribution of funds to a
broader range of
organizations applying
for projects designed to
retain more historical
knowledge, integrating
indigenous/traditional
knowledge with modern
knowledge, etc.

This issue is closely linked
with the review and appraisal
process and the common view
expressed by stakeholders that
ESCAP should consider
assisting member countries,
particularly the less capable
countries, to enhance their
ability to develop and submit
sound proposals.

See Recommendation 10.
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

2.

Proposals are completed and
submitted in accordance with
the Guidelines.

All proposals received have
been correctly completed and
submitted in accordance with
the guidelines.

All submitting organizations
have consulted the guidelines
in preparing their proposals.

A review of the Eligibility
Criteria, Guidelines for
Completing the Grants
Application Form and the
Grant Application Form
template revealed a number of
inconsistencies and
highlighted a number of areas
where these documents could
be improved.

10. It is recommended that
ESCAP consult with low
capacity countries and
obtain their input into
how the guidelines and
templates could be
improved. ESCAP may
wish to consider the
suggestions provided by
the Consultant in section
3.4.5 and Annex F of this
Report as a starting point.

All Proposals received are
appropriate to the Fund’s aims
and objectives.

Not all proposals have been
completed or submitted in
accordance with the
Guidelines.

All Proposals are submitted in
the preferred / required
format.

See the Evaluative Review
2008 Report, Section 3.4.5
and Annex F for details.

All Proposals contain
sufficient information for
them to be adequately
reviewed and appraised.
3.

The existence of guidelines
for the submission of
proposals is widely
communicated and promoted
to ESCAP member countries
and eligible agencies.

Guidelines for the submission
of proposals are available on
the Fund’s website and in
other relevant media.

4.

Spare

5.

Spare

4.6

Effectiveness of fundraising efforts conducted.

1.

Fund raising strategies are
effective.

Fund raising efforts meet
agreed targets in attracting
new donors and/or new
funding from existing donors.

Guidelines for the submission
of proposals are available on
the Fund’s website.

Knowledge of the Fund’s
website and where to find the
Guidelines would be
enhanced by more proactive
promotion of the Fund.

None – addressed in other
recommendations.

ESCAP does not appear to
have a formally defined fund
raising strategy or any fund
raising targets.

Many stakeholders indicated
their willingness to champion
their country’s participation in
the Fund, both as a potential
partner and a potential
beneficiary, but listed a
number of constraints to
participating.

11. It is strongly
recommended that, in
initiating any new
fundraising activities,
ESCAP give urgent
consideration to the
feedback obtained from
consultations with
stakeholders during the
Review process.

The 2007 Annual Report
mentions in section 6
(Lessons learned) that “many
additional potential donors are
aware of the Fund but have
not been willing to commit
funding to it”.
Annex B
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Item

Indicator

Target

1.
Cont.

Finding

Analysis

The Governments of Thailand
and Sweden expressed their
disappointment that other
donors have not come
forward, are looking to
ESCAP to use its convening
powers to actively promote
the Fund internationally.

Overall, stakeholders did not
rule out the possibility of
contributing to the Fund in the
future, but ESCAP would
need to demonstrate that the
Fund is working and is of
value before asking for
contributions, especially tied
contributions.

Sweden indicated that, while
it will be providing some
additional funding, it is
willing to consider making a
larger contribution once a
strategic plan for the Fund has
been developed and agreed.

Recommendation

2.

Spare

3.

Spare

4.7

Quality of Fund reports produced, in particular the Mapping Study on Gaps and Unmet Needs in Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems.

1.

Fund reports contribute to the
development of stakeholder
knowledge and understanding
of the topic and issues.

2.

Fund reports present a logical
and balanced discussion of the
topic rather than promote a
personal point of view.

Annex B

All stakeholders find the Fund
reports useful.

Fund reports cover the scope
defined in the report ToR.

The overall stakeholder
consensus was that the reports
produced by the Fund are
useful resources.

Reports are written in a clear
and easy to understand style,
free of jargon and scientific
and technical terminology.

Turkey was confident that the
Mapping Study report and
other documents available on
the Fund website were
considered in deciding to
become a donor to the Fund.

Where scientific and technical
terminology is necessary or
appropriate in a report, such
terminology must be
accompanied by a simple
explanation that enables nonscientific and non-technical
readers to understand the
message being conveyed.

The overall stakeholder
consensus was that the reports
produced by the Fund are
useful resources.

The report review and
approval process is effective.

None.

None.
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

3.

Spare

4.

Spare

5.

Spare

6.

In regard to the Mapping Study report:

6.1

The Mapping Study report is
being widely used as
reference document.

The majority of stakeholders
find the Mapping Study
Report useful.

The Mapping Study report
makes a useful contribution to
the discussion on tsunami
warning capabilities in the
region. It is generally
regarded as a useful “snap
shot” that needs to be updated
annually.

Stakeholders who were more
familiar with the Mapping
Study also agreed with the
identified need to incorporate
TEWS into an all-hazards
approach.

12. That the Mapping Study
be updated annually and
that its scope be widened
to provide visibility of
what other work is being
done internationally on
tsunami EWS and their
integration into an allhazards approach.

6.2

Gaps and unmet needs have
been identified and their
status is being tracked.

The report provides an
assessment of the status of
integrating tsunami early
warning into an all hazards
emergency management
framework.

The report addresses the
identification and
development status of nonscientific and non-technical
capabilities for detecting and
responding to a tsunami
event.

In summary, the Mapping
Study report reflects that the
development of EWS
capacities is still heavily
focused on science and
technology, internationally
each country is progressing
(or not) to their own agenda,
and in most countries the
integration of TEWS into an
all-hazards / multi-hazard
framework is not occurring
quick enough (or not at all).

See Recommendations 12 &
13.

The report provides an
assessment whether carried
over gaps and unmet needs
from previous mapping
studies are still valid in the
current year.

Annex B
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Item
6.3

Indicator
Bench marks and targets for
gaps and unmet needs.

Target
The bench marks and targets
for which gaps and unmet
needs have been determined
are being applied.

Finding
Not evident in the Mapping
Study report.

The report provides an
assessment on whether the
bench mark and targets are
still valid as a basis for
identifying gaps and unmet
needs.

6.4

Development status of
seismic and sea level
detection and monitoring
capabilities.

Annex B

The report addresses the
development status of seismic
and sea level detection and
monitoring capabilities, their
collaborative interaction and
their operational
effectiveness.

Not evident in the Mapping
Study report.
The most important Gap and
Unmet Need, which is not
reported in the Mapping
Study, is that – in reality –
there is no global TEWS
“plan” and, therefore, no
global network design of
seismic and sea level gauges
to support development of a
regional TEWS in the Indian
Ocean.

Analysis
The report does not cover
work done (or being done) by
some of the major players,
suggesting that the Mapping
Study process lacks the
capacity to generate updated
or new information. For
example:
•

How are other countries
funding TEWS projects
and operations?

•

Humanitarian funds v
commercial investment
through loans (e.g. the
Government of Maldives
and France) for the
funding of sirens.

•

Donor collaboration on
TEWS project design
definition and funding
priorities.

Coordinated and effective
tsunami early warning must
be an international objective,
and therefore seismic and sea
level gauge network designs
need a global approach
supported by regional
implementation; otherwise the
uncoordinated development of
detection and monitoring
networks leads to
“imbalanced” capacity
geographically and less than
optimum use of resources.

Recommendation
See Recommendation 12.

13. That the Mapping Study
address the need for a
global network design of
seismic and sea level
gauges to support
development of a
regional TEWS in the
Indian Ocean.
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Item
6.5

6.6

6.7

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Development status and
integrity of data collection,
validation, application and
sharing arrangements and
capabilities.

The report addresses the
development status and
integrity of data collection,
validation, application and
sharing arrangements and
capabilities, and how these
are contributing to the
operational effectiveness of
early warning systems.

Not evident in the Mapping
Study report.

To be addressed.

Development status of
community awareness and
preparedness capabilities.

The report addresses the
development status of
community awareness and
preparedness capabilities and
the extent to which these are
being integrated with local
and traditional knowledge to
provide an effective early
warning response capability.

Not evident in the Mapping
Study report.

To be addressed:

Development status of
warning dissemination
capabilities.

The report addresses the
development status of
warning dissemination
capabilities, the roles and
responsibilities of agencies
involved in issuing and
disseminating the warning,
and the collaborative
interaction with those
responsible for coordinating
and managing responses to
the warning.

Not evident in the Mapping
Study report.

To be addressed.

6.8

Spare

6.9

Spare

Annex B

•

•

•

Recommendation
See Recommendation 12.

Coastal mapping is a
desired end state, but not
necessary to do early
assessments. Better use
could be made of local
knowledge for initial
assessments and
estimates for basic
design.
See Recommendation 12.

The need to place a
greater focus on
incorporating local and
traditional knowledge in
the evaluation of risk and
development of
appropriate early warning
strategies and capabilities
at the local community
level.
See Recommendation 12.

Is the urgency for the
development of SOPs
really appreciated? SOPs
are crucial to success as
they define roles and
responsibilities as well as
processes. It has been
demonstrated that better
internal / external
cooperation comes come
from the development of
SOPs.
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Item

Indicator

Target

6.10

Spare

4.8

Effectiveness of the Fund’s Partnership arrangements.

1.

Partners actively participate in
and contribute to the Fund
operations.

The Fund’s partners actively
participate in and contribute
to the Fund operations and
promote overall coordination
of effort through the diversity
of partner expertise.

Finding

Stakeholders did not offer
specific comments regarding
the Fund’s partnership
arrangements.
The Fund is successfully
working with partners through
established relationships and
processes to carry out
multidimensional technical
appraisal of proposals and
coordinate with the
international tsunami early
warning and disaster
management community.
The Fund has not been as
successful in working with
partners to raise awareness of
the Fund, encourage
submission of proposals or
attract new donors.

2.

Spare

3.

Spare

4.9

Effectiveness of the Fund’s sustainability measures.

1.

The positive effects of
projects funded by the Fund
continue after their
implementation has been
completed.

Annex B

Relative to funded proposals.

Stakeholders look to the Task
Force and the Advisory
Council, as the two entities
charged with assessing and
approving project proposals,
to be mindful in their
deliberations of the long term
sustainability of projects and
to ensure linkages with other
funding sources are explored.

Analysis

Recommendation

As evidenced in other sections
of the Report, this is primarily
due to the Fund partners
looking to ESCAP to take the
lead in these areas, while
ESCAP has expected its
partners would be more
proactive in promoting the
Fund.

Covered by recommendations
dealing with governance,
administration and
management, stakeholder
perceptions and fundraising.

The partnership arrangements
will benefit from defining the
strategic direction of the Fund
and development and
implementation of a
stakeholder engagement and
communications strategy.

Stakeholders also share a
common view that
sustainability is achieved
through focusing on the
downstream issues and
promote capacity building
initiatives that contribute to
the development of
community resilience to
hazard events.

See recommendation 14.
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Item
2.

Indicator
The extent to which
sustainability is built into the
project design.

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

All projects financed through
the Fund have a strong
component of sustainability
built into their design.

The Guidelines for
Completing the Grant
Application Form is the
primary mechanism for
communicating sustainability
requirements and expectations
to organizations seeking to
submit project proposals.

The proposal eligibility
criteria and application
requirements ensure that
projects financed through the
Fund have a strong
component of sustainability
built into their design.

14. That the approved set
performance indicators
for Sustainability be
made available on the
Fund’s website as part of
the Guideline information
for completing the Grant
Application Form.

Of the seven projects that
have been accepted and
approved for funding from the
Fund as of 31 December
2007; one project (TTF03)
has been completed. The
other six projects are in
various stages of
implementation. It is
therefore too early to
determine if the sustainability
measures designed into these
projects have been
successfully implemented and
are having the desired impact.

Guidelines, Part J
(Sustainability) could be
improved by including a
definition of “sustainability”
and one or two simple
examples to help submitting
organizations better
understand the Fund’s
objectives and expectations in
this area. It would also be
beneficial for submitting
organizations – and Fund
stakeholders – if the set of
M&E performance indicators
for sustainability were also
made available on the Fund’s
website as part of the
guidance material.

3.

The extent to which project
measures build linkages with
existing institutions.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 14.

4.

The extent to which project
measures develop local skills
and resource bases.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 14.

5.

The extent to which project
measures have a demanddriven approach to meeting
regional needs.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 14.

6.

Spare

7.
Spare
Annex B
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Item
4.10
1.

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Adequacy of measures to address potentially adverse impacts (e.g., social and environmental impacts), as well as gender mainstreaming.
The Fund ToR, application
guidelines and the review and
appraisal process provide
adequate guidance to
submitting organisations on
acceptable measures that
address gender mainstreaming
and potential adverse impacts
of natural hazard events.

All project proposals present
adequate measures that
address gender mainstreaming
and potential adverse impacts
of natural hazard events.

Stakeholders did not offer
specific comments regarding
the adequacy of Fund
measures to address
potentially adverse impacts.
The Guidelines document
does not provide submitting
organizations with any
guidance on the broader issue
of providing adequate
measures to address
potentially adverse impacts
(e.g., social and
environmental impacts), as
well as gender mainstreaming.
The Guidelines document
should include a definition of
“adverse impact” and provide
several examples to help
submitting organizations
better understand the Fund’s
objectives and expectations in
this area.
Indicators should support a
balanced approach, focussing
on the procedure for
identifying potential adverse
impacts as well as the
substance of how these are
actually dealt with by the
project.

Annex B

Guidelines, Part K (Gender)
does provide some limited
guidance but is focussed on
gender inequalities.
The issue of adequate
measures to address potential
adverse impacts is much
broader than gender-based
issues. It is important that
submitting organizations also
consider in their proposals the
potential impact on target
groups and other affected
stakeholders of foreseen and
unforeseen changes and
effects, positive and negative
that may result from their
project. In order for
submitting organizations to
adequately address this area,
the Fund needs to provide
clear guidance on what its
own objectives and
expectations.

15. That the approved set
performance indicators
for Measures to Address
Adverse Impacts be made
available on the Fund’s
website as part of the
Guideline information for
completing the Grant
Application Form.

It would be beneficial for
submitting organizations –
and Fund stakeholders – if the
set of M&E performance
indicators for adverse impacts
were also made available on
the Fund’s website as part of
the guidance material.

Page 23 of 27

Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis
The Fund can show leadership
by addressing gender
inequalities through active
promotion of gender equality.
While it is important that
proposals address how the
planned outcomes may impact
the traditional roles of men
and women in the community,
it is also important that
proposals show how gender
has been addressed in the
project design and
implementation.

Recommendation

2.

The extent to which project
measures address gender
inequalities and gender
mainstreaming.

To be determined.

Part K (Gender) either needs
to be expanded to provide
guidance on the broader issue,
or a new part should be
included in the Guidelines to
address Potential Adverse
Impacts.

3.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on coastal degradation.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

4.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on farming and livestock.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

5.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on water and sanitation.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

6.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on food preparation and
storage.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

7.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on gender roles in the
community.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

8.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on cultural harmony.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

Annex B

See recommendation 15.
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

9.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on cultural values and
customs.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

10.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on local industry and
commerce (e.g. tourism).

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

11.

The extent to which project
measures address the impact
on local government, law and
order.

To be determined.

Suggested indicator.

See recommendation 15.

12.

Spare

Annex B
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

Component 5 – Review 2009
“Development of qualitative and quantitative targets and indicators for a comprehensive the review of the Fund to be carried out in 2009.”
1.

The trend in new funds and
new donors.

The Advisory Council to set a
target for attracting new funds
and donors.

The extent to which the Fund
has been successful in
attracting new funding and
new donors.

A negative trend means that
the Fund is loosing support
and not attracting donors or
donor funding.

None.

A positive trend is that donors
see the Fund is of value and
worth supporting.
2.

3.

The reputation of the Fund in
the region.

The trend in new proposals
being submitted to the Fund
and how many of these are
approved.

The Fund is regarded by
stakeholders to be making a
important contribution to the
development, implementation
and operation of effective
tsunami preparedness
capabilities and the IOTWS.

Stakeholder perception of the
value of the Fund.

The Advisory Council to set a
target for attracting quality
proposals.

The extent to which the Fund
is attracting quality proposals.

Has the standing of the Fund
improved or declined in the
view of stakeholders?

None.

What events and/or activities
are influencing that perception
and what can ESCAP do to
address these?
Has the number of proposals
increased or decreased?

None.

Has the proportion of
proposals being approved
increased or decreased?
What is driving these trends?

4.

The impact project outcomes
have on early warning
capabilities in the region.

Desired outcomes of
approved proposals.
(Must be consistent with Fund
aims and objectives.)

Post- implementation and
Mapping Study reviews to be
conducted to assess impact of
project outcomes.

What impact (if any) have
project outcomes had?

None.

Have the project outcomes
achieved the desired impact?
What lessons can be learnt
from the outcomes of each
project implemented?

Annex B
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Item

Indicator

Target

Finding

Analysis

Recommendation

5.

The substantive and
administrative performance of
the Fund can be effectively
assessed within the context of
a comprehensive triennial
evaluation.

To have a suite of M&E
performance indicators and
targets that ESCAP can select
from to conduct focussed
reviews and performance
analysis.

A comprehensive set of
qualitative and quantitative
performance targets and
indicators has been developed
and are presented in this
Annex B.

The targets and indicators
have been validated through
their use in the 2008
Evaluative Review. The
results, analysis, findings and
recommendations for all areas
of this Review are presented
against the full set of
qualitative and quantitative
performance targets and
indicators in this Annex B.

16. That Annex B
(unpopulated) form the
basis of a template for
future Fund and project
evaluations and that it be
incorporated within the
Fund M&E Framework.

The set is not finite and
should be added to as lessons
are learnt from each Review.

6.

Spare

7.

Spare

8.

Spare

9.

Spare

10.

Spare

Annex B

17. That Annex B
(populated) from the
2008 Evaluative Review
form a performance
baseline against which
the 2009 triennial
evaluation is conducted.
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Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia

Evaluative Review 2008 Report
Annex C: Programme of Interviews (Bangkok, 5-9 May, 2008)
for Mr. Philip Hall
Consultant for Evaluative Review of Tsunami Trust Fund
Monday, 5 May 2008
0900 – 0945

Ms. Nescha Teckle
Team Leader / Advisor – Regional Crisis Prevention and
Recovery, United Nations Development Program (UNDP

1000 – 1100

Mr. Ouk Sophoin
Counsellor and Deputy Permanent Representative to ESCAP
Royal Embassy of Cambodia

1330 – 1430

Mr. German Velasquez
Senior Regional Officer, United Nations International Strategy
for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR)

1500 – 1520

Mr. Terje Skavdal
Head, Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
(OCHA)

Tuesday, 6 May 2008
0800 – 0900

Ms. Lolita Bildan
Project Manager, Climate Risk Management
Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC)

1100 – 1200

Ms. Brontë Moules
Minister and Permanent Representative to ESCAP
Australian Embassy

1400 – 1500

Ms. Nana Yuliana
Second Secretary and Alternate Permanent Representative to
ESCAP Indonesia
Embassy of the Republic of Indonesia

1600 – 1700

Mr. Chakarin Chayabongse
Deputy Director-General
Department of International Organizations
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Government of Thailand

1730 – 1815

Ms. Nanda Krairiksh
Chief, Programme Management Division (PMD)
UNESCAP
and
Mr. René Bastiaans
Chief, Technical Cooperation Section, PMD, UNESCAP
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Wednesday, 7 May 2008
0900 – 1000

H.E. Mr. Mustafa Kamal
Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary and Permanent
Representative to ESCAP
Embassy of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh

1130 – 1300

Mr. A.R. Subbiah
Director, Climate Risk Management
Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC)

1400 – 1500

Mr. Christer Holtsberg
Minister
Director of Swedish Environmental Secretariat for Asia
(SENSA) and the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency (SIDA)
Embassy of Sweden

Thursday, 8 May 2008
0815 – 0915

Mr. René Bastiaans
Chief, Technical Cooperation Section, PMD, UNESCAP

1000 – 1100

Mr. Niyazi Evren Akyol
First Secretary and Deputy Permanent Representative to
ESCAP
Embassy of the Republic of Turkey

1600 – 1700

Mr. Sanny R. Jegillos
Regional Programme Coordinator – Capacity Building for
Sustainable Recovery & Risk Reduction in Tsunami Affected
Countries, UNDP

Friday, 9 May 2008
0900 – 1000

1030 – 1130

Ms Voralak Kosakul
Senior Programme Officer, Development Section
Embassy of Denmark
Mr. Arjun Kant Mainali
Minister-Counsellor and Deputy Permanent Representative to
ESCAP
Embassy of Nepal
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United Nations
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP)

Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on
Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the
Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia

Evaluative Review 2008
Stakeholder Questionnaire

Please complete electronically and email by 9 May 2008 to Mr Philip Hall <philip@faerberhall.com>
and Mr Charles Davies, Programme Officer, ESCAP <daviesc@un.org>.

Name of country:
Contact point:

1 PURPOSE
This questionnaire is an important input to the 2008 Evaluative Review of the Multi-Donor Voluntary
Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and South-east Asia
(hereinafter the “Fund”). It seeks to gain constructive comment and feedback from Fund stakeholders.
The information will be used, in the context of the Fund’s Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, to
improve management of the Fund.
2 BACKGROUND
The United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP) established the
Fund in 2005, following the destructive Indian Ocean tsunami that occurred on 26 December 2004. To
date the Fund has received contributions of approximately US$ 12.5 million, including US$ 10 million
from the Government of Thailand and US$ 2.5 million from the Government of Sweden. The Fund is
administered by ESCAP and covers ESCAP member countries of the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia,
from Iran to Indonesia.
The Fund contributes to the overall United Nations response to the development of a regional tsunami
early warning system (TEWS) and disaster preparedness capabilities by narrowing the capacity gaps in
the region and ensuring development of an integrated regional early warning system based on adequate
resources. The Fund is demand-driven and works on the basis of competitive rounds of funding, in
which proposals are received and reviewed by various appraisal bodies.
The main decision making body of the Fund is an Advisory Council, consisting of representatives from
ESCAP and the Fund’s key donors. The Fund is also managed in close partnership with other United
Nations organizations, which appraise new proposals, attend Advisory Council meetings as observers,
and participated in developing a Mapping Study on Gaps and Unmet Needs in Tsunami Early Warning
Systems1. As of 31 December 2007, approximately US$ 5.5 million of the Fund’s resources had been
programmed for activities carried out by five organizations.
Through these projects, the Fund is supporting key areas such as development of tsunami advisory
services, warning dissemination at the regional and national levels, and capacity building in Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) and related tools. Activities implemented by grants recipients in 2007
included installation and upgrading of sea level stations in South-East Asia, preparations for a regional
tsunami warning centre, and training-of-trainers activities on community based hazard mapping.
At its fifth meeting in December 2007, the Fund’s Advisory Council adopted an M&E Framework aiming
to provide a consistent approach to monitoring and evaluation of individual projects, as well as Fundlevel evaluation. The M&E Framework builds upon the principles and follows the guidance available in
existing M&E frameworks within the United Nations. Regular evaluative reviews of the Fund are
essential in order to measure and assess the performance of the Fund overall as well as individual
projects supported by the Fund, to learn from findings and experiences, and to decide on what actions to
take to achieve better results.

1

This report is available on the Trust Fund’s Web site at www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp.

1

GENERAL QUESTIONS
It is suggested that you consult the Fund’s Web site at www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index.asp in
responding to the following questions.
Q1

What are your government’s overall thoughts on the Fund?

Q2

To what degree is your government aware of the Fund? Would you have any suggestions of how
the Fund could be better promoted?

Q3

What, in your opinion, are the major issues yet to be addressed, both regionally and nationally, in
the provision of an effective Indian Ocean tsunami warning system? Does the Mapping Study on
Gaps and Unmet Needs in Regional Tsunami Early Warning Systems in the Indian Ocean and
South East Asia (http://www.unescap.org/pmd/documents/TSU-MappingStudy-100807.pdf)
correctly identify those issues?

Q4

How would you rate the quality of reports produced by the Trust Fund, in particular the
Mapping Study and other information available on the Fund’s Web site
(http://www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_index_02.asp)?

Q5

Have you considered, or would you consider, becoming a funding partner of Fund? Please
provide supporting comments.

Q6

How does this Fund compare to other multi-donor funds that your government is familiar with?

2

OPTIONAL QUESTIONS (for stakeholders that are familiar with Fund operations)
Q7

Is
the
current
scope
of
Fund
activities
and
expected
results
(http://www.unescap.org/pmd/tsunami_06_projects/tsunami_06_projects.asp) consistent with
the expectations of your country or agency? Please provide supporting comments.

Q8

What is your view on the efficiency of the Fund’s management?2 How could it be improved?

Q9

What is your view in regard to the efficiency and effectiveness3 of the Fund’s governance
structure and the Fund’s process for review and appraisal of proposals? How would you
propose that these areas of the Fund be improved?

End of Questionnaire: Thank you.

Efficiency is the use of human and financial resources in the best possible way to achieve results, and
measures taken to improve implementation and maximize impact with limited resources.
2

Effectiveness is the extent to which the expected objective/outcome has been achieved as listed in the
policy criteria at the Fund level, and the results framework at the project level.
3

3

Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia

Evaluative Review 2008 Report
Annex E: List of Survey Questionnaire Recipients
No.

Countries

E-mail

ESCAP member countries with Embassies based in Bangkok
1.
Australia
bronte.moules@DFAT.gov.au
jodie.rogers@dfat.gov.au
radklao.tiamaithai@dfat.gov.au
2.

Bangladesh

m_ahaque1964@yahoo.com
ecowingbdem@clickta.com
ritamoin@yahoo.com
eakubali54@yahoo.com

3.

Bhutan

bht_emb_bkk@yahoo.com
ugcho67@yahoo.com
gyedor@yahoo.com
dawzam@gmail.com

4.

Brunei Darussalam

kbnbd_bkk@yahoo.com
hairani.tajuddin@mfa.gov.bn

5.

Cambodia

ouksophoin@lycos.com

6.

China

escap@mfa.gov.cn
pu_xiaojun@mfa.gov.cn

7.

kcndprkebsy@yahoo.com

8.

Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea
France

9.

India

eoi_escap@hotmail.com
counsellor.bangkok@mea.gov.in
amb.bangkok@mea.gov.in
dcm.bangkok@mea.gov.in

10.

Indonesia

buwongso@yahoo.com
toro.purbo@yahoo.com
nana.yuliana@deplu.go.id
maryani07@gmail.com

11.

Islamic Republic of Iran

smaeils@yahoo.com
info@iranembassy.or.th

maurice.siveton@diplomatie.gouv.fr
isabelle.miscot@diplomatie.gouv.fr
dylan.gelard@diplomatie.gouv.fr
mathilde.burnouf@diplomatie.gouv.fr
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12.

Japan

jun.niimi@mofa.go.jp
jiro.usui@mofa.go.jp
naoyasu.murayama@eoj.or.th
maiko.tamagawa@mofa.go.jp
maiko.tamagawa@eoj.or.th

13.

Kazakhstan

mail@kazembassythailand.org

14.

Lao People’s Democratic
Republic

sabaidee@bkklaoembassy.com
kvongsay@yahoo.com

15.

Malaysia

trade@samart.co.th
umardin@kln.gov.my
shamsul@agri.moa.my
malbangkok@kln.gov.my

16.

Mongolia

oyuv@yahoo.com
mongemb@loxinfo.co.th

17.

Myanmar

umyintsoe@gmail.com
kyawt_khaing@yahoo.com
marlar_th@yahoo.com

18.

Nepal

nepembbk@asiaaccess.net.th

19.

Netherlands

ban@minbuza.nl
ban-cdp@minbuza.nl
peter.keulers@minbuza.nl

20.

New Zealand

nzembbkk@loxinfo.co.th
chawee.paenghom@mfat.govt.nz
jeerajit.ariyasakul@mfat.govt.nz
Lynn.DeSilva@mfat.govt.nz

21.

Pakistan

pakthaitrade@hotmail.com
parepbnk@truemail.co.th

22.

Philippines

ccjose_99@yahoo.com
santos@philembassy-bangkok.net
inquiry@philembassy-bangkok.net
bangkokpe@dfa.gov.ph

23.

Republic of Korea

godnr54@naver.com
yjhahn55@hanmail.net
ljpeace@moct.go.kr
kimkn@mohw.go.kr
jepark92@mofat.go.kr
hjjung02@mofat.go.kr
anjo0317@hanmail.net
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24.

Russian Federation

pomni2002@yahoo.com
sirot@list.ru
arch-angel@inbox.ru

25.

Singapore

Jason_Tan@mfa.gov.sg

26.

Sri Lanka

slemb@ksc.th.com
desilvaswp@yahoo.com

27.

Thailand

vipawann@mfa.go.th
chakaric@mfa.go.th
ittiporn@mfa.go.th
surasaksuparat@hotmail.com
somsaktr@mfa.go.th
pirawata@hotmail.com
sethapank@mfa.go.th
thanopp@mfa.go.th
khanittham@mfa.go.th
sirithonw@mfa.go.th
nareetas@mfa.go.th
pornnikak@mfa.go.th
thanthidaw@mfa.go.th
maratee@mfa.go.th
p_pitchy@hotmail.com
pornpromp@mfa.go.th
roongrukc@mfa.go.th
vudhisitv@mfa.go.th
sasitornw@mfa.go.th
foreign@moac.go.th
poonsrik@dtn.go.th
chod@eppo.go.th
pataravadee@oie.go.th
thitipornu@yahoo.com
pthitayanun@yahoo.com
ajalanan@health2.moph.go.th
kasadhana@yahoo.com
sadhana@health2.moph.go.th
rosenimanee@most.go.th
khunprach@gmail.com
jisaya.p@mot.go.th
c.suwannee@gmail.com
thanomsi@gistda.or.th
skaoja@gistda.or.th
kwunny@nso.go.th
suja@nso.go.th
ampan_p@mnre.go.th
asdaporn@gmail.com
wacharee.p@gmail.com
porntipa@most.go.th
tarnroma19@gmail.com
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27.
Thailand
(cont.) (continued)

rungthip@mictmail.com
rungthip@mict.go.th
somruedR@bot.or.th

28.

Turkey

tcturkbe@cscoms.com

29.

United Kingdom

laura.carr@fco.gov.uk

30.

United States of America

beckja@state.gov
StonerJH@state.gov

31.

Uzbekistan

ankhor@uzbinbkk.org

32.

Viet Nam

vbich1963@yahoo.com

33.

*Fiji (based in Malaysia)

fhckl@pd.jaring.my
vani_samuwai@yahoo.com

34.

*Maldives (based in Maldives)

iocd@foreign.gov.mv

OECD DAC Countries based in Bangkok
[United Nations Member Countries (non-ESCAP members)]
35.
Belgium
Bangkok@diplobel.be
36.

Canada

Sent through Ms. Angkana, Tel: 02 646-4376
angkana.rukveeradhama@international.gc.ca

37.

Denmark

bkkamb@um.dk

38.

Germany

wi@german-embassy.or.th
wi-2@bangk.diplo.de

39.

Hungary

Mission.bgk@kum.hu

40.

Italy

Ambasciata.bangkok@esteri.it

41.

Mexico

mexthai@loxinfo.co.th

42.

Portugal

portemb@loxinfo.co.th

43.

Spain

Emilio.demiguel@mae.es

44.

Sweden

Christer.holtsberg@foreign.ministry.se

45.

Switzerland

Ban.vertretung@eda.admin.ch
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This document was prepared by the UNESCAP secretariat

Guidelines for Completing the Grant Application Form
Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami
Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian
Ocean and Southeast Asia

UNITED NATIONS
ESCAP

1. Introduction
This document is designed to assist eligible organizations wishing to submit
proposals to the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia. It provides guidance on
how each section of the grant application form is to be completed
Only projects covering ESCAP Indian Ocean and South-East Asian countries
(from Iran to Indonesia) are eligible to receive support from the Trust Fund.
2. Background Information
This section presents background information on the objectives of the Trust
Fund. It also presents the eligibility criteria organizations are required to meet
before their applications can be considered.
2.1 Objectives of the Trust Fund
1.
The primary objective of the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on
Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia is
to ensure a comprehensive and coordinated approach to building and enhancing
tsunami early warning capacities in accordance with the needs of the Indian
Ocean and Southeast Asian countries. The Trust Fund will contribute to
narrowing the capacity gaps in the region through supporting the development
of an integrated multi-hazard regional early warning system based on adequate
resources and comprising a network of collaborative centres.
2.
The Trust Fund will support the following in the context of a multi-hazard
approach, taking into account paragraph 3 below:
a.
Activities that contribute to the establishment of a comprehensive
end-to-end regional tsunami early warning system.
b.
The work of sub-regional and regional disaster risk mitigation
and response centres.
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c.

The work of national disaster management centres.

3.
Primary responsibility for establishing and maintaining effective national
early warning arrangements rests with the respective national governments in
the region. It is envisaged that sub-regional and regional centres would serve as
focal points for establishing, enhancing and maintaining the necessary capacities
in terms of technologies, organizations and expertise. Subject to availability of
funding, the Tsunami Regional Trust Fund may support projects designed to
supplement national resources in areas in which national centres do not have
adequate capacity.
2.2 Eligibility Criteria for Submitting Organizations
Organizations must meet the following criteria to be eligible to submit proposals
to the Trust Fund:
(1) Must be a not-for-profit regional, sub-regional or national centre;
(2) Be mandated to carry out and coordinate activities related to tsunami

early warning arrangements in their country, the Indian Ocean or
Southeast Asia;
(3) Possess adequate institutional capacity to carry out or expand into such
areas of activity;
(4) Have a clear policy and commitment to work towards linking tsunami

early warning with other national early warning systems;
(5) Have an established network, or be working toward establishing a
network, of national early warning systems to support integration of
tsunami early warning into subregional or regional capabilities;
(6) Have good linkages with key global organizations working on tsunami

and multi-hazard early warning systems, such as IOC and WMO.

3. Guidelines
This section contains guidelines to assist organizations to properly complete the
grant application form.
3.1 General Guidelines
The following guidelines are common to all sections of the grant application
form:
•
•

A separate grant application form should be filled out for each proposal
that is being submitted (i.e. one proposal per application form).
Responses in each of the sections/subsections in the grant application
form (with the exception of Parts A and N) should be limited to half a
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•

page or less. Responses that are longer than half a page (and deemed
necessary as part of the response) should be provided in the “Annex”
section under Part P.
Evidence supporting the response to a question may be mentioned in the
response, but the evidence itself should be provided as an Annex.
Evidence includes such items as letters of endorsement, results of hazard
and vulnerability mapping, capacity needs assessments, progress reports
of relevant past/current projects, workshop/seminar reports, and
technical data (if relevant).

3.2 Specific Guidelines
The following guidelines are specific to their respective section of the grant
application form:
•

Part A. Overview:
o 1. Organization submitting the Proposal: The name of the
organization submitting the proposal must be clearly stated.
Acronyms must be spelled out.
o 2. Focal point in organization and relevant contact point: The
name of the person nominated as the primary point of contact in
the organization for this application must be provided, together
with his/her contact information (address, telephone, fax, and
email) .
o 3. Project title: The title of the project must be clearly stated.
Acronyms must be spelled out. Please also include this title where
it says “Grant Proposal Name” in the header of the Grant
Application Form. Acronyms are allowed in the Form header.
o 4. Beneficiary countries: Please list the names of countries that will
benefit from the project. Note that only projects covering ESCAP
Indian Ocean and South-East Asian countries (from Iran to
Indonesia) are eligible to receive support from the Trust Fund.
o 5. Target group / specific locations: The target group is the group
of people whose capacity the project will build. Please list the
target groups and/or specific locations (i.e. state, province, village
names) that are expected to benefit from the project. Please provide
as much detail as possible.
o 6. Timeframe:
The timeframe for project implementation,
including expected starting date and expected end date, must be
indicated. Note that the maximum acceptable timeframe is two
years.
o 7. Total budget (US$) and breakdown of funds: The total budget
estimate (in US$) for the project must be stated, comprising an
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aggregate of expected Trust Fund resources, proposing
organisation/country counterpart contributions and other cofinancing. A breakdown of each of these sources of funds and
exact amounts (to the extent possible) must also be clearly stated.
o Executive Summary: Please provide a brief description (no more
than 10-12 lines over one or two paragraphs) of the project
proposal, summarizing the problem to be addressed, project
strategy, the target group, proposed activities and expected impact.
It is important to note that proposed project activities must focus on
addressing and filling capacity gaps in existing arrangements for
developing an early warning system for tsunami and other
hazards: which capacities will be developed, why these are being
targeted, how the project will build these capacities, and how they
will be used.
•

Part B: Capacity building needs: Please state:
o The specific capacity building need that the project will address.
This can involve a variety of institutional, technical, system-wide
and/or other types of capacity building.
o The current status of the need.
This will baseline what
past/existing efforts to build capacity in the areas relevant to the
project have achieved.
o How the project will fill specific areas in capacity building that are
unique and not being currently addressed, particularly in the
context of contributing to national, sub-regional, and regional
cooperation.

The Form states:
What specific institutional, technical, system-wide or other capacity building needs, as
identified in the Mapping Study (http://www.unescap.org/pmd/documents/TSUMappingStudy-100807.pdf), does this project intend to address? What has already
been done or is ongoing to address these needs? What capacity niche will the project fill
that is not currently being fulfilled?

•

Part C: Problem identification and project design: The questions in this
component seek to basically identify the core problem in regard to the
relevant capacity need(s) that the project will address and the assessment
process and methodology used. The submitting organization should also
identify the relevant entities (organizations and/or individuals) that were
consulted, as well as the reasons for consulting with them.

The Form states:
How was the problem identified and the project designed?
Which entities
(organizations and/or individuals) were consulted? For each organization, briefly
explain the process and reasons for consultation.
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•

Part D: Target group: Please identify the specific group which will be
targeted for capacity building within the scope of the project.

The Form states: Briefly describe the group of persons whose capacity the project aims
to build (“target group”).

•

Part E: Overall strategy: The overall project strategy that is envisioned to
address the capacity needs outlined in Part B should be outlined. Specific
techniques and mechanisms to successfully implement the project should
be described.
As projects are expected to follow a results-based
approach, details should be provided on how the overall strategy will
contribute to the expected outcome rather than just on inputs or process
alone. A brief explanation should also be included on other strategy
options that were considered, why those will not be used, and why the
chosen strategy is the best option for implementation.

The Form states: What is the overall strategy of the project in addressing the problem
referred to in Section B? Which other options were considered and rejected (explain
why)?

•

Part F: Results framework: This Part addresses various components of
implementation, achievements, impacts and means to measure the impact
of the project, reflecting a clear beginning to end process for the project.
Note: All projects will be expected to include performance indicators as
part of the monitoring and evaluation framework during the
implementation and post-implementation contexts. Each of the 3
components below in the results framework should include relevant,
realistic and quantifiable indicators.
o i. List of expected capacities: The submitting organization should
describe the expected capacities that will be developed as a result of the
project activities (and not simply repeat Part B). Performance
indicators that measure the list of expected capacities in
quantifiable terms should also be included in this section.
o ii. Project activities: This question seeks to identify the specific
activities that will be undertaken to achieve the desired capacity
building of the target groups. Performance indicators, that
quantifiably measure the presence and extent of these activities,
should also be indicated.
o iii. Use of developed capacity: The submitting organization
should describe how the resulting developed capacity of target
groups will be employed, and specifically for what purpose(s).
Performance indicators that quantifiably measure the effectiveness
of developed capacity should be clearly listed.
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The Form states:
Results Framework: Please fill out the questions below and include performance
indicators under each questions.
i.

List the capacities you expect this project to develop among members of the target
group.

ii.

What are the specific activities that will be undertaken in this project to develop the
capacities indicated above?

iii. How do you expect the target group will use the capacity that will be developed under
this project?

•

Part G: Internal Capacity of Submitting Organization: The purpose of
the Trust Fund is to finance projects that build capacity of target groups.
The submitting organization should view the grant as a resource to build
capacity of regional, national and local actors to develop the early warning
system. While it is reasonable to expect that the submitting organisation
may need to be strengthened to implement the project, this should be seen
as part of the process to strengthen the capacity of external target groups, not as
an end in itself to strengthen the internal capacity of the submitting organization.

The Form states:
What is the internal capacity of the organization submitting this proposal to undertake
activities and achieve expected deliverables?

•

Part H: Contribution to regional coordination and cooperation: The
overall niche and comparative advantage of this Trust Fund is to
contribute to regional coordination and cooperation amongst host
governments, donor agencies, and implementing agencies to establish an
early warning system (EWS) for tsunamis and other natural hazards in the
Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia. Each submitting organization should
keep these concepts and developments in mind and consequently outline
how the proposed project will contribute to regional coordination and
cooperation. Linkages in EWS development between sub-regional,
national and local levels that could play a unique role in developing a
regional scheme for EWS should be outlined.

The Form states:
How will the project contribute to regional coordination and/or cooperation towards the
establishment and functioning of a regional early warning system for tsunamis and
other hazards in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia region?

•

Part I: Knowledge Management Strategy: The focus of this component
is on the method for collecting, codifying and disseminating knowledge
that will emanate from the project on both process and substance-oriented
issues. Each of these aspects should be considered in the project
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implementation strategy and accordingly outlined here so that lessons
and experiences can be shared with other partners.
The Form states:
How will lessons, results and experiences from the project be collected and

disseminated?
•

Part J: Sustainability: Any activities that are financed through the Fund
have a strong component of sustainability built into the project design.
Building linkages with existing institutions, developing local skills and
resource bases, and having a demand-driven approach to meeting
regional needs may contribute to project sustainability. The submitting
organization should concretely list the steps that will be taken to ensure
that the project not only meets its objectives within project duration, but
that any follow-up actions could be undertaken after project termination.

The Form states:
How will sustainability beyond project end be ensured?

•

Park K: Gender: The impact of tsunamis and other natural hazards affect
men and women differently, and addressing these inequalities is a UN
priority. Proposals are stronger when they have a clear strategy to address
these inequalities, based on sound information on the effects of hazards on
men and women.

The Form states:
How will the project address gender inequalities?

•

Part L: Partnership Approach: Partnerships, with both public and private
entities, are critical to ensuring sustainability and ownership of the
project, avoiding duplication of similar efforts, fostering synergies with
other relevant projects, mobilizing resources, and promoting overall
coordination of efforts. The submitting organization should clearly
outline the partnership strategy that will be employed in the
implementation of this project, including a list of potential partners that
will be targeted, their concrete roles (operational, guidance, etc.),
approach to be used to work with them, and expected achievements.

The Form states:
What partners at the regional, national and (as appropriate) local levels will be
involved in the implementation of the project, and what would the specific role of
each partner be?

•

Part M: Counterpart Contributions: Counterpart contributions will help
to convey a sense of internal capacity and commitment to the project on
the part of the submitting organization. An indication of significant
counterpart resources will be favorably considered during the project
review process. This section should indicate both in-kind and cash
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contributions that the submitting organization will be making towards the
implementation of the project.
The Form states:
What are the expected counterpart contributions (in-kind and cash) from your
organization towards this project?

•

Part N: Activity Work Plan: The Activity Work Plan should be used to
indicate the activities that will be carried out, relevant time frame for
implementation of activities, and sources of funds. Further details on each
are as follows:
o Activity: Each main activity, as well as respective sub-activities,
should be outlined with clear action-oriented language.
o Time Frame: Starting and end dates should be indicated for each
activity.
o Sources of funds: The last 3 columns should respectively indicate
(from left to right) the contribution that is expected from the
UNESCAP-administered Regional Tsunami Trust Fund, the
contribution that the submitting organization will make towards
the project, as well as any third party co-financing. Aggregate
amounts as well as breakdowns of how each of the contributions
will be used should be indicated to the extent that details are
available. The use of funds may consist of any/all (as relevant) of
the following categories:
 Staff: indicate whether staff will be national or international,
rate/day (or other timeframe), and total expected costs.
 Travel: indicate destination and timing if possible, as well as
breakdown of estimated transport costs.
 Hosting
workshop/seminar:
indicate
where
the
workshops/seminar will be held, for what purpose, and any
other relevant information (i.e. approximate date and
duration of the workshop/seminar and costs for venue and
AV equipment rental, facilitator, food and refreshments,
stationery and miscellaneous items).
 Equipment: The type of equipment, estimated costs for the
equipment purchase/rental, installation and maintenance
should all be clearly indicated.

The Form states (after P):
Remarks: Please prepare sections “N. Activity Work Plan “and “O. Proposed financial
needs schedule” using the Excel Forms provided in the separate file, “Activity Work
Plan”.
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•

Part O: Proposed Financial Needs Schedule: This table should be used to
clearly indicate the financial needs including schedule of payments. An
advance payment is agreeable but must be limited to the amount of funds
necessary to be prepaid to undertake the initial activities. Subsequent
payment(s) will be made on a cost reimbursement basis, upon the
successful delivery of agreed outputs or activities.

The Form states (after P):
Remarks: Please prepare sections “N. Activity Work Plan “and “O. Proposed financial
needs schedule” using the Excel Forms provided in the separate file, “Activity Work
Plan”.

•

Part P: Annexes: This section should be used to insert any supporting
documentation, evidence or further details for any of the components of
the grant template. Please limit the number of annexes to only relevant
documents, and include the appropriate cross-referencing in the main
body of the proposed document. At the start of this section, a short table
of contents should be provided indicating the annex number and title for
each annex. Of course, the Annexes themselves should be attached.

The Form states:
Annexes (Supporting Documentation): Please provide first a table of contents outlining
the number and title of each Annex followed by the Annexes.
Sample Table of Contents
Annex Number
1
2
etc

Annex Name
National Needs Assessment Report for Coastal Zone Protection in
Maldives
Minutes of National Train-the-Trainers Workshop on community
response to mitigating impacts from coastal zone hazards
etc

Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia

Evaluative Review 2008 Report
Annex G: List of Documents Reviewed

1. Phuket Ministerial Declaration on Regional Cooperation on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements, Phuket, Thailand, 29 January 2005
2. Terms and Conditions of the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early
Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, unreferenced and
undated (provided by Mr. Charles Davies).
3. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia Advisory Council First regular meeting, Résumé of
Discussions, 19 January 2006.
4. ESCAP; Resumé of the Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the Regional Tsunami
Trust Fund No. 2006/1, 23 February 2006.
5. ESCAP; Summary of UNESCAP Inter-Divisional Task Force Review of ADPC Proposal,
2nd Meeting of the Task Force, 27 March 2006.
6. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia Advisory Council, Second regular meeting, Résumé
of Discussions, 28 March 2006.
7. ESCAP, Resolution 62/7, Strengthening regional cooperation and coordination of early
warning system arrangements for tsunamis through the Multi-Donor Voluntary Trust
Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia,
5th Meeting, 12 April 2006.
8. ESCAP; Eligibility criteria for organizations to apply for Trust Fund resources, 17 May
2006.
9. ESCAP; Resumé of the 3rd Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the UNESCAP
Tsunami Regional Trust Fund, 21 September 2006.
10. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia Advisory Council, Third regular meeting, Résumé of
Discussions, 25 October 2006.
11. ESCAP; Resumé of the meeting between the Inter-Divisional Task Force of the ESCAP
Tsunami Regional Trust Fund and ADPC, 14 March 2007.
12. ESCAP; Resumé of the 5th Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the UNESCAP
Tsunami Regional Trust Fund, 26 April 2007.
13. ESCAP; Resumé of the 6th Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the ESCAP Tsunami
Regional Trust Fund, 10 May 2007
14. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements In
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia 4th Meeting of the Advisory Council Minutes, 15
June 2007.
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15. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia - Draft Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, 2
August 2007
16. Chow Kok Kee; Report on Regional Unmet Needs and Recommendations: Tsunami Early
Warning Systems (TEWS) in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia, August 2007.
17. ESCAP; Resumé of the 7th Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the ESCAP Tsunami
Regional Trust Fund; 4 October 2007
18. ESCAP, Guidelines for Completing the Grant Application Form (version 5), November
2007.
19. ESCAP; Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements In
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia 5th Meeting of the Advisory Council Minutes, 17
December 2007.
20. ESCAP; 2007 Annual Report, Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early
Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia (January – December
2007), 25 March 2008
21. ESCAP; Brochure on the Multi-donor Voluntary Trust Fund on Tsunami Early Warning
Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia.
22. ESCAP; Activity Work Plan (accompanying the Grant Application Form), unreferenced
and undated.
23. ESCAP; Resumé of the 8th Inter-Divisional Task Force Meeting of the ESCAP Tsunami
Regional Trust Fund, 13 March 2008.
24. ESCAP, Grant Application Form, March 2008.
25. Document and Information Pack, 4th Round for ESCAP Tsunami Regional Trust Fund,
prepared for the Consultant by Mr. Charles Davies and Ms Sujitra Samngamnoi, 8 May
2008.
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