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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction

This report summarizes the Inter-Agency Real Timal&ation (IA RTE) of the response to
Cyclone Nargis, which made landfall in Myanmar oMay 2008. This is the third in a series of an
IASC-mandated pilot to conduct IA RTEs in the aftath of major humanitarian disasters in order
to provide an overarching analysis of the inteoral community’s response and recommend
improvements for ongoing activities.

A four-person team conducted this IA RTE duringdDetr 2008. Information was gathered through
a document review, over 120 key informant intengewbserving cluster, IASC and UN Country
Team meetings, and a field visit to Bogalay Towpshbduring the field visit, 17 focus group
discussions were held in 10 villages in differeattp of the township. The IA RTE team also
interviewed agency staff in regional and globaldwperters in Bangkok, New York and Geneva.

Undertaking such an exercise in a complex operamgronment like Myanmar will invariably be
perceived as prone to politicisation. The IA RHarm’s objective was nevertheless to develop as
credible an account as possible taking into comatote the various constraints and biases that are
described in more detail in Annex #1. The teamsthakes responsibility for any errors or
misperceptions.

1.2 Summary of Key Findings

The IA RTE, like other joint evaluations, is bestited to capturing learning around how
humanitarian actors have been working together asskssing the collective outcomes of their
activities. While it was necessary for the IA RTéam to develop a good understanding of
emergency phase of the response, the bulk of #ma’seinvestigations and analysis focused on
priorities at the time of the field mission.

Evidence gathered during the 1A RTE, including duoeat reviews, interviews with some of the first
responders, focus group discussions in affectddgés, as well as available mortality, morbidity
and qualitative/quantitative assessment of assistanverage — points to a relatively good overall
humanitarian response to Nargis. However, thenatéynal community can only take limited credit
for this as it has been largely a national respolesk by national organizations, individuals and
national staff of international organizations.

Based on discussions with communities, agency teod observations, coverage of food, shelter,
health care and other vital sectors has been ex&nEhat is not to suggest the response was
perfect; assistance was not as timely as it shbalet been, geographic coverage was not always
consistent with need and commitments made by iddali agencies were not always honoured.
However, relative to what waesasonably possiblgiven the very real logistical, material and asces
constraints, the IA RTE team’s overall assessmest that the response has gone well.

Looking forward, three issues stand out as reqmiparticular focus moving into the next phase of
operations, namely community consultation, Disaftesk Reduction (DRR), and restorations of
livelihoods. This is in addition to improvementsdaordination structures and practices that could
facilitate a more effective response as it transgito recovery. The IA RTE also identified two
potential gaps in relief assistance. One of thesevere psychosocial stress in communities who
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have become acutely aware just how vulnerable #reyif another cyclone strikes. The second
residual relief need is potable water during thesgrason, which began in October.

1.2.1 Consultation and Capacity Building

The predominantly national nature of the resporasedneated both challenges and opportunities for
consultation and capacity building. Measured imgeof mortality, Cyclone Nargis was one of the
most severe cyclones in recorded global historgmf@unities and national staff were adamant that
Myanmar had never faced a disaster of this scallkvimg memory and, since very few of the
national responders had prior emergency experietiftme has been a steep learning curve,
particularly in planning and technical fields. Thmsludes staff of international agencies, sinceimu

of the response was (and continues to be) cartietyotheir national staff or national partners.

Numerous studies, such as the TEC, have identdiesl of the most common mistakes in post-
disaster planning as the lack of consultation i affected communities. To avoid repeating this
mistake in Myanmar improvements in the quality dretjuency of consultation will be required
during this transition stage. Based on interviewth wnternational agencies and in communities
along with reviews of agency assessments, it wakept/that outreach to national organizations and
affected communities needs to be further strengithen

1.2.2 Disaster Risk Reduction and Livelihoods

The disaster in the Ayeyarwady Delta was not jusydone, which is a natural event. The disaster
was the preventable deaths and damage due to afgmeparedness and disaster risk reduction
(DRR). As noted above, Myanmar had not experiercdsaster of this scale in living memory so it
is not surprising that preparedness was weak. VWioilemunities will be quicker to act when they
are warned of another cyclone, continued lack eparedness and DRR means that they remain
vulnerable both mentally and physically.

Cyclone Nargis has left behind frightened survivautely aware of their own vulnerability.
Agencies implementing psychosocial activities réploat, whereas the most frequent problem they
were dealing with until July was shock, this hasvrevolved into significant anxiety about the
prospect of another cyclone. Psychosocial sughad needs to be added to dry season water as one
of the two remaining priority relief needs for tiparticular response.

While FGD in communities confirm that beneficiariagpreciate the humanitarian aid they have
received, they are at the same time very cleartlieat priority is to return to self-sufficiency. any
potentially useful efforts and initiatives are amntly underway to promote livelihoods but the IA
RTE team’s analysis was that these discussionstirdgmented between different clusters and
working groups resulting in the lack of a cohergnategy. This lack of coherence is most visiltle a
the hub and village tract level where many agertajf semain involved in implementing relief
activities and appear to be unsure of next steps.

1.2.3 Coordination

Coordination involving international actors occutrat various levels, and included both standard
and “atypical” coordination mechanisms, of whicmateworthy example is the Tripartite Core

Group (TCG), an ad hoc coordinating body bringiogether senior representatives from the
Myanmar government, UN, and ASEAN to facilitate tamtarian operations. Based on interviews
of both national and international agencies aloritdp \& review of minutes, guidelines and tools,

coordination has been relatively good at the cétdvel.



While the cluster system was seen as relativelgcaffe at Yangon level, observations by the team,
document review and interviews highlighted weakessi terms of linking clusters with their
counterparts in the field, outreach to beneficedad inter-cluster planning and coordination.



1.3 Summary of Recommendations'

Consultations with communities

R.1. Senior program staff in international agencies &houprove consultation with affected
communities.

R.2. Agencies promoting the establishment of vékgyvel committees need to ensure that these
are mutually supportive with representative mentiiprand provide appropriate capacity
building.

Funding

R.3. Donors should make available adequate funfdiniivelinood activities for the response to
Cyclone Nargis and for appropriate internationahponents of a national DRR strategy.

Clusters

R.4. OCHA and the Inter Cluster Coordinator shdafdlitate discussions within each cluster to
clarify roles and responsibilities.

R.5. The HC should oversee a review and ratiortadizaf the current cluster system, using
desired outcomes at community level as the prirfaoys.

R.6. Discussions on livelihoods should be constdidigpossibly as a single cluster in support of
the PONREPP process.

R.7. Outreach from the clusters and the humanitar@enmunity should be reinforced while
reducing reliance on meetings as a primary cootidinanechanism.

Protection
R.8. The HC should revisit protection gaps and epgines should be revised accordingly.
Capacity Building

R.9. More international support is required foraafy building, of national staff in international
organizations, and of local partners.

Coordination
R.10. The Humanitarian Coordinator should overeeddrmation of a local IASC.

R.11. To better support recovery at community letred IASC should examine the feasibility of
assigning a lead agency for those village tractghvhave been most severely impacted.

R.12. OCHA should guide the adjustment and adaptati coordination systems that are better
suited to local actors.

! More detailed versions of these recommendatiomsyding brief “how to” guidance, is embedded ifevant sections
of the main report.
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R.13. Local Resource Centers, based on the mod&ngon, should be established at the hub
level, staffed with national NGO Liaison Officets,provide outreach, improve access to
information, strengthen hub-level coordination

Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR)

R.14. The international community should suppagtdevelopment of a national DRR strategy for
Myanmatr, facilitating learning and technical exprtas appropriate. This strategy should
have a robust community level component and imntegtigority given to community
consultations around DRR, not only to improve plagnbut to help alleviate widespread
psychosocial stress.

R.15. The Humanitarian Coordinator should take eyppate steps to ensure that all recovery
activities incorporate appropriate DRR componehts @mmunity level.

Livelihoods

R.16. Recovery of livelihoods, along with DRR, slibloe ac top priority over the coming months
and the HC should oversee a process of consolidaggrioritization and strengthening of
supporting monitoring and accountability systems.



2 Introduction

2.1 Context and Background

Cyclone Nargis struck Myanmar on 2 and 3 May 2008king landfall in the Ayeyarwady Division
and passing into Yangon Division before hitting tbemer capital, Yangon. With a wind speed of
up to 200 km/h the damage was the most severeiAykyarwady Delta region (hereafter referred
to as ‘the Delta’), where the effects of the exteewinds were compounded by storm surges that
reportedly exceeded five metres in some areasvastreported that some 2.4 million people were
severely affected by the cyclone, of a total 4.Tliom people living in the affected Townships.
According to the Post-Nargis Joint Assessment (POQNHe official death toll was 84,537, with
53,836 people missing and 19,359 injured. Cycloregld was the worst natural disaster in the
recorded history of Myanmar, and globally the thdethdliest storm ever recorded at a global [vel.

As an IA RTE, the focus of this exercise is on wigtappening at the present time, not on
immediate post-cyclone events. However, evidendbeged during the IA RTE, including from
document reviews, interviews with some of the fiegponders, focus group discussions in affected
villages, as well as a combination of existing ralitg, morbidity and qualitative/quantitative
assessment of assistance coverage — points t@tavedl good overall humanitarian response to
Nargis.

Coverage of food, shelter, health care and othaf sectors has been extensive, as is visible when
traveling through the Delta and from discussionthvaiffected populations. Assistance was not as
timely as it should have been, and commitmentsdividual agencies were not always honoured.
One example observed duringv@ho? What? Where?(WWW) coordination meeting observed by
the IA RTE team in Bogalay Township showed cledhlgt international assistance had primarily
targeted areas around urban centers in the norgpentnof the township which, although more
populated, were far less affected than areas fusihigth that had been hit with the full force of th
storm. Nevertheless, relative to what weasonably possiblgiven the very real logistical, material
and access constraints, the response has gone well.

It proved difficult, however, difficult to quantifyhe total response. During the initial weeks, this
was predominantly a national response involvingommnation of religious groups, NGOs and
CBOs (both existing and newly formed), the Myanrkeed Cross Society, the private sector,
spontaneously-formed civic groups and the GovermroéiMyanmar. The activities of such actors
are difficult to quantify within the present intational humanitarian system, an issue that was also
highlighted in recent studies from the tsunarBiome information was gathered by the Post-Nargis
Joint Assessment (PONJA) but the full extent of nlagional response, and support from regional
neighbours, will likely never be known.

Interviews and reports show that this national reffeas reinforced by international support from

bilateral sources, including substantial assistdrara within the region, international NGOs, United

Nations and international organizations. All efSosupplemented extremely robust community level
coping mechanisms.

The response has not been as efficient, organizedasdinated as it may have been, particularly in
the early weeks. This is to a large extent the lresuthe large number of organizations and

2 EM-DAT Emergency Events Database. Available vip:Htvww.emdat.be/Database/DisasterProfile/profiibp.
¥ TEC Thematic Study on Local Capacitidailable via http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org.
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individuals responding without any emergency exgee — but also to the very real logistical
difficulties of working in the affected areas, mostwhich were accessible only by air or boat (many
boats having been damaged or destroyed). Compugyniie problem was that field level
coordination was handicapped due to delays in gegidOCHA staff.

Although early international media reports implibdt the government was blocking aid to affected
populations, interviews and agency reports showed lbcal groups and even some international
organizations were able to access affected areasediately after the cyclone. For example, one
international NGO had 28 medical teams in soméhefrost affected areas of Labutta Township
within a few days after the cyclone. There werdaiely very real restrictions on access, but even
S0, those organizations already in the countryeat less risk-averse and were less constrained by
issues around national sovereignty reached affgeuipdlations soon after the cyclone. International
agencies were also quick to mobilizing funding,iveate the clusters, and mount a concerted
diplomatic effort that eventually resulted in, argoother things, the TCG and the air bridge in
Thailand that helped to expedite the delivery df ai

The government restrictions placed on internati@ggncies were not imposed because of cyclone
Nargis, but the effect was to limit the number mternational agencies and staff responding. It is
safe to assume that this factor decreased covefajtected areas and probably prolonged suffering
in some communities. Due to the relatively smaiinber of responders, the restrictions obliged
several organizations (both NGOs and UN) to take oelatively wide variety of sectoral activities,
going beyond the institutional technical expertideagencies. At the same time, the team saw no
evidence from agency reports/surveys or intervithas there has been any epidemic or increase in
acute malnutrition from pre-cyclone levels. Whileere were post-cyclone deaths, based on
interviews with responders who were among the érsvals in the Delta there was no evidence of a
massive second wave of preventable deaths as f@@diig many international media reports in early
May.

It is illuminating to draw further comparisons witte tsunami response in Aceh, which was flooded
with hundreds of international NGOs staffed maibly expatriates operating with private funds

raised from outside the country. Most of the aiorkers in Aceh had never worked in Indonesia
before the tsunami, had little emergency experi@mgelevant technical expertise. In Myanmar, due
to limited restrictions on access, these ‘fringggamizations were by and large not able to deploy.
Stakeholder interviews and reports indicated thaal organizations, local businesses, national
celebrities (musicians, actors, etc.), schoolsgmodps of private citizens had been able to mabiliz

significant amounts of private funds to complemfends that were being provided by the Myanmar
government and neighboring countries. This tegesl into a much more prominent role for local

actors than in Aceh, aided by the relatively goadeas to the Delta from the main commercial
center of Yangon.

The result was impressive. Although hardly anythed (primarily national) individuals, private
businesses, student groups, and local agencieonaisg had previous disaster management
experience, they spoke the local language, undetsttat constituted a culturally appropriate relief
item and knew how to interact with local authostiend communities. Findings of this IA RTE
mirrored those of the TEC which suggested that nobghe live-saving activities after cyclone
Nargis were carried out by national actors priothte arrival of international agencies, but thmsdi
national actors were not pushed aside by an infitpinternational agencies under pressure to
disburse funds quickly as was the case in Aceh.
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Procedures for obtaining visas and travel permitgen when they were later revised and
streamlined, meant that the vast majority of aidk@ss who did eventually enter the country were
either staff of agencies already present in Myanmarmpartnered with such agencies. Both
international members on the IA RTE team had beeolved in reviewing the response to the 2004
Indian Ocean tsunami, and it was clear that in @mpn there was a significantly higher level of
professionalism overall amongst international stafMyanmar. There is also a tangible sense of
self-discipline amongst international aid workergerviewed. These factors, along with the
impressive efforts of national actors describedvabwmontributed to a situation where, in the words
of one head of agencyaitl workers have behaved like real humanitarians

As impressive as this national effort was, it iwer¢éheless likely that a larger-scale response with
more experienced international organizations aaff wiould have significantly improved efficiency
and effectiveness. Interviews with national orgahons and national staff of international
organizations indicated that many lessons leaomh fearlier humanitarian responses were re-learned
after the cyclone, something that could potentidiigve been reduced if more experienced
emergency responders had been involved from treebut

This IA RTE is not recommending that host governt®eshould impose severe restrictions on
international aid workers whenever a large disasttétes, but somewhere between the responses to
cyclone Nargis and the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunasidibalance that provides adequate, and timely,
access to professional responders but does nottbpatoors to all. Such a balance is suggested by
development of theGuidelines for the Domestic Facilitation and Redida of International
Disaster Relief and Initial Recovery Assistare@rocess led by the IFRC:

» “If an affected State determines that a disastaagon exceeds national coping capacities, it
should seek international and/or regional assistém@address the needs of affected persons.

» Affected States have the sovereign right to co@at@inregulate and monitor, disaster relief
and recovery assistance provided by assisting saatar their territory, consistent with
international law.

Following the establishment of the TCG, the respdnsCyclone Nargis appears to fit well with this
guidance, albeit with some delay in their applmati However, a large scale international
humanitarian response was not possible in the @abks and, if not for the effective intervention
of ASEAN with UN support, the role of the interratal community would have been much
smaller. There was broad agreement amongst senternational staff interviewed that the
engagement of ASEAN with the Government had bedrcalrto the easing of restrictions and,
without their involvement, even UN engagement atttp level would have been insufficient.

A special meeting of ASEAN Foreign Ministers on WM&y and the ASEAN-UN International
Pledging Conference on 25 May led to an agreeneefarin the Tripartite Core Group to “act as

an ASEAN-led mechanism to facilitate trust, comft#eand cooperation between Myanmar and the
international community in the urgent humanitarieatief and recovery work after Cyclone Nargis
hit Myanmat.* The TCG is comprised of the Government of Myani@hrair), ASEAN and the
UN and, based on the teams own observations ansh@mmous agreement amongst international
staff interviewed, it has been invaluable in faating the humanitarian response to Cyclone Nargis,
particularly since it has helped to streamline gomeent interactions and decision-making down to
this single focal point.

* Post-Nargis Joint Assessmept 178.
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According to a recent ICG report, “@hmunication between the government and internakion
agencies has much improved. Visas and travel petwmitay are easier and faster to get than before.
Requirements for the launch of new aid projectsehasen eased. By and large, the authorities are
making efforts to facilitate aid, including allovgra substantial role for civil society

The experience of the RTE team was entirely cogrsiswith this observation. International team
members received both visas and travel permitsinvalhmatter of days and, once in the Delta, met
with authorities but had no restrictions placed their movements or whom they spoke to.
Interviews with international staff indicated thidis was consistent with their own experience,
although restrictions reportedly remain in placetimer parts of Myanmar.

2.2 Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation

In recent years, efforts have been increasinglgctidd towards improving humanitarian response
through learning and accountability. The Inter-Agge Real Time Evaluation (IA RTE) — endorsed

by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) WarkiGroup in March 2007 as a one year pilot,
and extended for an additional year until the beigig of 2009, is an important tool through which

such analysis may be conducted. In accordancetigthASC mandate, an IA RTE on the response
to Cyclone Nargis was proposed and received theerdrand support of the UN Country Team and
humanitarian community in Myanmar.

This IA RTE afforded the opportunity for the intational humanitarian community to reflect
collectively upon the systems in place, taking icbasideration the individual capacities of agesicie
on the ground, as well as their unique strengtlibsclallenges. It also provided an opportunity for
UN and non-UN actors within the international aigstem to assess their considerable efforts,
recognized and placed in the context of the oveealbonse.

The approach for this IA RTE differs in two impartavays from more “traditional” evaluations.

» Although RTEs are potentially most effective at dagly stages of a response when they can
have the greatest influence on the humanitarigmorese, the team approached this exercise
on the assumption that an IA RTE can also be éffedt times of programme transition.
While it was seen to be necessary for the 1A RTdmt¢o develop a good understanding of
emergency phase of the response, the primary faasson the “here and now” - i.e. the
current status of the recovery and rehabilitatibage. The IA RTE team began its work five
months after cyclone Nargis made landfall in Myanarad the focus of this IA RTE was to
guide the international humanitarian community iaking appropriate adjustments in their
activities related to cyclone Nargis over the sedoeg months to improve overall quality
and accountability, rather than only aiming to captiearning for use in future responses.

= Evaluations typically look a specific project orogram. The IA RTE is an interagency
exercise and, as with most other joint evaluatibgest suited to capturing learning around
how humanitarian actors have been coordinatinglbolating together and assessing the
collective outcomes of their activities. Whilegefnces may be made to individual agencies
in the report either for illustrative purposes ecause the team felt that there were particular
impacts on the broader response, the IA RTE isnded to support, rather than replace
evaluations and reviews commissioned by indivicaggncies, clusters, etc. to assess their
individual operational performance.

® Burma/Myanmar After Nargis: Time to Normalise Aiel&ion, Asia Report N°161 — 20 October 2008
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To illustrate the approach described in the fichpabove taking examples from the clusters, much
of the team’s attention was occupied by the stmecand functioning of coordination mechanisms

relating to early recovery and livelihoods sincéstlvas the primary focus of agencies and

communities at the time that the 1A RTE took plade. contrast, the reader will find much less

space devoted to the logistics cluster, which phhasg in August 2008 due to reduced demand and
improved accessibility. By the time the IA RTEnearrived in Myanmar, logistics was no longer a

high priority and any attempt to conduct a retrasipe analysis would have been very time-

consuming given that most of the key actors haghdly left Myanmar.

Following preliminary orientation and briefings Wew York, Geneva and Bangkok, the RTE team
spent three weeks in Myanmar, interviewing over k@9 informants from UN agencies, Myanmar
government, INGOs, local NGOs, CBOs, private seeiod donor representatives. They also
participated in nine cluster meetings both in Yangmd in Bogalay and held 17 focus group
discussions with communities in Bogalay Townshiplldwing the field visit two validation
workshops of initial findings were held in YangontlwNGOSs, one for international NGOs in
English and a second one for national NGOs in Myanlanguage. Revised findings were then
presented during separate validation sessionsthdtfUN Country Team, Cluster Leads, donors and
the local IASC. More details on the methodologgdisan be found in Annex #1.

A Terms of Reference (TOR Annex #4) that was basecharily on inputs by actors within
Myanmar — UN and NGO - guided the RTE. Within thfSR was a series of questions, eventually
distilled down to 18, which the RTE was asked taia®. By using a ‘humanitarian reform’ lens
these questions were grouped into three ‘themesowmtability, predictability and, coordination
and partnerships.

The TOR also called for a particular emphasis osessing beneficiary views on the overall

response, their level of engagement, and the netevaf the assistance provided in relation to their
perceived needs. The IA RTE team was also askedamine efforts by international agencies to
fulfill their accountability commitments towardsromunities

How the international community has performed edtegic planning in this humanitarian context —
both within and external to — the cluster systewnjritial response and early recovery programming
provided another focus of this RTE. Also includedswa review of the efforts undertaken to help
build national capacities to harness responseddtimanitarian crisis. Further, the RTE reviewed
how and to what extent local organizations haven beeolved in the response to date.

Predictability related questions included reviewitige effectiveness of the cluster system at
mobilization and setting direction, level of stigite planning, involvement of national entities,
information management, early recovery planning theceffect of access restrictions.

The RTE looked at the coordination mechanisms eyepla@uring this response at the field, country
and regional level. In addition to the overall gemal effectiveness of the cluster approach in
facilitating and supporting the joint humanitaria@sponse at country level, and on allowing
appropriate delivery of humanitarian assistancepbersis was also placed on providing a vision of
those coordination structures employed at the fieletl in lieu and/or in addition to the cluster
mechanism.

Coordination and partnerships issues to be revieimetlilded messaging by the humanitarian
community, atypical partnerships, ways in which thesters may be improved, the role of regional
clusters, and the quality of partnerships.
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3 Findings and Recommendations

3.1 Consultation

Reviews of agency reports as well as interviewagdncy staff and communities highlight some
significant efforts to consult communities regagliheir needs and priorities (e.g. the PONJA and
FAO household surveys). However, while there haeenbconsultations at the village level,
communication flows tend to be one-way (upwards Vittle or no feedback to communities. With
few exception$ there was little evidence during FGD with comntigsi that they were aware of
what agencies were planning to do with the inforamathey had collected from assessments or
indeed which organizations were planning longemtengagements.

In all 10 villages visited by the RTE team, commynmembers gave the impression that
interventions have predominantly focused almostuskeely on donations of goods, services or, in a
few instances, cash grants. While community memloéearly appreciated this assistance, a
frequent refrain in virtually every focus group wasge have nothing to do- i.e. they needed to
restore livelihoods.

One of the lines of questioning with communitiegplered various assessment methodologies
employed by international agencies. The IA RTHmeaas surprised to learn that none of the
villages they visited appeared to have previouesgpce of separate male and female focus groups
during assessments. This was a finding subsegueatidated by a number of international
agencies based in Bogalay, although it should bednitvat UNDP set up women’s committees prior
to the cyclone which they continued to consult. il/the IA RTE found that men and women FGD
shared views on most issues, important differemaae evident during livelihood discussions. This
is perhaps not so surprising given that the impadiamily and community structures in some areas
where there has been a high death toll — pringipgimen, children and the elderly. In general,
women tended prioritize small livestock and sme#ile marketing as livelihood opportunities.

In two villages, the IA RTE divided communities antcommittee” FGD instead of by gender.
Committees have been established by (usually) natemal NGOs or UN agencies in many
communities to help in the implementation of projactivities; two such committees had been
established in the villages visited by the IA RT#arh. One of these was a Food Management
Committee, which WFP requires cooperating parttergave in place as part of their agreement and
in this case was also used by the cooperating grattn facilitate NFI distributions. The other
committee had been set up by UNDP prior to theanglas part of their microfinance program.
While these committees did facilitate consultatianguickly became clear during FGD in both
villages that multiple committees have created gsioh and conflict in the village, which has
occasionally required the intervention of the hkBhk or village chairman to mediate disputes.

With few exceptions, committees described theie as facilitating implementation. Probing by the
IA RTE team yielded little evidence that they hagkib consulted on priorities, had been given any
delegated programme authority, received traininjame a clear understanding of their TOR. To the
team, the approach seemed almost like a ‘checkhgtative whereby an organization’s internal
accountability mechanism calls for creating a cotteaiso field staff do so - “check”. It is supposed
to have an odd number of members (although comenitiembers didn’'t know why) so it does,
“check”. It is supposed to have female memberd sioés, “check”. The IA RTE team of course

® An exception was WFP food aid deliveries where momity members said they were always given advantiee.
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only saw a small sample and other committees magobeerating and performing better in other
areas, but this was a consistent experience inillages visited by the team.

From FGD discussions and interviews with INGO st#ifiere was a sense that more effective
consultations with communities around vulnerabititiferia and cultural context could have resulted

in more efficient distributions. For example, soiN& O staff felt that a considerable amount of

time and effort had been expended on developingl fassistance targeting criteria that was

inconsistent with community traditions. Targetingteria is of course required to move beyond

general food distribution and there is little othaption for high unit value assistance such as
permanent shelter. Nevertheless, reflections loperating partner staff were that, since “targeted”
recipients mostly redistributed to other communitgmbers and relatives, attempts to enforce
targeting criteria during the early phases of theponse was not the best use of their time. The
general point emerging from this and other examigléisat, if assistance policies are developed in a
participatory manner, the additional time invested consultations can pay off in increased

efficiency.

In a global synthesis of fifteen post-disaster eaabns the World Bank the third most common
lesson identified (out of a total of 51) was thatén in the difficult circumstances of a disaster
response, beneficiary participation during the desiand implementation stages is essential to
success’. While the potential for beneficiary consultatimds to be more limited during the initial
phase of the response, the IA RTE team was sudptiséearn that the original design of the Post-
Nargis Recovery and Preparedness Plan (PONREPR)isx¢hat will develop plans for the next
two to three years of recovery activities contaihigle scope for beneficiary participation duritige
design phase.

311 Consultation Recommendations
R.1. Senior program staff in international agengbsuld improve consultation with affected
communities by:

" Ensuring voices of vulnerable groups are heardutiipfor example, promoting the
use of focus groups;

. Engaging communities in setting priorities and piag. This implies not just seeking
community views on their current needs, but alsirttuture needs and plans; and

. Establishing or refining systems for monitoring aarhes and impacts of

interventions, complaints/feedback mechanisms amdnaunication strategies that
includes providing feedback about agency plan®torounities®

R.2. Agencies promoting the establishment of vél&vel committees (e.g. WFP cooperating
partners, UNDP, national and international NGO®ydn& ensure that these are mutually
supportive with representative membership and piewippropriate capacity building so that
they are better able to engage in a substantive wily planning and monitoring
interventions. The Accountability and Learning Wack Group could be used as a resource
to pilot and disseminate good practice.

" Disaster Risk Management: Taking Lessons from Etialo, IEG Working Paper 2008/5.
8 Note that such improvements will be particulanyportant for wide-ranging activities such as thestPargis
Recovery and Preparedness Plan (PONREPP).
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3.2 Assessment

The Post-Nargis Joint Assessment (PONJA) was & ymdertaking of the TCG and included some
250 staff from the Government of Myanmar, ASEAN pigorted by the ADB and WB), UN
agencies and NGOs. It consisted of two parts, Edél Tract Assessment (VTA) and a Damage and
Loss Assessment. It was organized and implementedrelatively short time for such far-reaching
exercise. Agreement to conduct the exercise washesl at the 25 May pledging conference and
teams were in the field gathering data by 10 Jumth, the report released on 21 July. The PONJA
stands out not only as a good practice examplenofngeragency assessment with extensive
community consultations undertaken at a relatieglgly phase of the emergency, but also helped to
build trust between stakeholders (notably westdatdral donors and the Myanmar government) by
developing the basis for a common plan of action.

Other significant ongoing assessments include tHPARWAO Food and Crop Assessment and a
large-scale nutritional survey which should provadeomplete food security picture for the affected
areas. The Periodic Review of the PONJA should lariyi provide a useful update on overall
activities.

3.3 Funding

Based on interviews with key informants from ineg#fanal agencies and communities, sectoral
reports, observations and an analysis funding iatteinding for life-saving humanitarian activities
appeared to have been adequate. Neverthelessfowetled concerns exist amongst many
international agencies about the availability ohds for ongoing humanitarian needs and for
recovery in future. At the time of the IA RTE fievVisit, the bulk of the humanitarian funding was
scheduled to terminate either at the year or atetitk of the Flash Appeal period in April 2009.
Some additional humanitarian funding had been nza@éable (e.g. 30m AUD from AusAid) and
other donors were planning to make more availablg. ECHO, DFID), but key informants from
both INGOs and donors suggested that recovery fignaliay be quite limited.

One impact of this uncertainty has been that agsnare being cautious about their longer-term
planning, including human resources with most ING@sntaining a cadre of relief workers rather
than proceeding with recruitment of staff with mepecialized backgrounds in livelihood recovery
and DRR more relevant to the current context.
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Table 1 — Data from OCHA'’s Financial Tracking Systen against the Revised Flash Appeal

Original Revised Funding % Covered

Request Request
Agriculture 10,000,000 58,406,169 14,274,95 24%
Coordination and Support Services 52,883,( 41,690,925 40,167,12 96%
Economic Recovery and Infrastructlire 3,889,947 53,731,489 20,122,35 37%
Education 7,500,000 25,896,000 19,339,04 75%
Food 56,000,000 115,295,897 79,470,16 69%
Health 23,580,000 65,756,252 37,009,72 56%
Protection 4,390,000 16,848,700 8,651,31 51%
Safety and Security 209,97 476,282 0 0%
Sector Not Yet Specified ( 0 21,541,557 0%
Shelter and Non Food Items 20,300,C 45,694,699 26,259,68 57%
Water and Sanitation 8,785,1: 49,751,064 25,941,00 52%
Total 187,538,101 473,547,101 292,776,94 62%

As of 26 November 2008

Funding for emergency interventions is 50-70% efrévised request was seen to be adequate based
on assessments of outstanding relief-related ne€dat short term needs are largely met despite the
shortfall was judged to be largely due to the fiett the considerable contribution from local
resources, both in the form of community coping naeisms and assistance provided by national
actors, is not reflected in this data. Of concare under-funded clusters such as agriculture, a
critical component of livelihood recovery in the I2eidentified by this IA RTE as a priority focus
area. Apparently under-funded clusters such ahhead WASH may not represent a true picture
since a significant amount of funds ($26m USD) re@a@ unallocated at the time the IA RTE took
place. Much of these funds are allocated to Sae&hildren, which is active in both sectors.

It should be noted that both the US government thiedEuropean Union (through its Common
Positiort?) impose quite stringent restrictions on aid in Miysr. The US government restrictions
on assistance provided by UN Agencies such as UARPLO effectively bars them from activities
that could be interpreted as supporting the govermim Some examples of such barred activities
cited by key informants from these agencies indutisacher or midwife training or purchasing
seeds from a government owned seed bank.

As described above, two priority areas that stoat include DRR and support for livelihood
recovery. Given there has not been a disasterigfsttale in living memory in Myanmar, it is not
surprising that there was little preparedness at there is not a great deal of local expertise for
developing and implementing a DRR strategy. Ihi®RR that the international community appears
to have both a comparative advantage and a motgltdwassist. The government of Myanmar has
already requested assistance in this regard amougaactors have begun to participate. Community
disaster risk management plans are being drawn ngp teminings have started. DFID has
commissioned the Asian Disaster Preparedness CEx#?C) to conduct a hazard mapping and
risk assessment (see section #10 for additionainmdtion on DRR).

During the community FGD it was clear that benafigs remain grateful for the humanitarian
assistance they continue to receive. However, wierstioned about future needs the reply in

° This is the category listed in FTS although “EdRlgcovery” is listed in the revised Flash AppealNtyanmar.
19 For more information on the EU Common Position see
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/myanmadimdex.htm.



virtually all communities in the worst-affected asewas that they “have nothing to do” and a desire
for livelihood support in the form of agriculture fishing inputs, or capital to (re)start businesse

Time constraints precluded detailed investigatiots the CERF or Flash Appeal. From the handful

of interviews with UN and INGO staff where thessuss were raised it was clear that more remains
to be done in improving transparency and consaoltatind in educating NGOs regarding CERF and
Flash Appeal processes and objectives. For exaii@ss was still confusion amongst some senior
INGO staff about the difference between the CERfFaRlash Appeal.

331 Funding Recommendation
R.3. Donors should make available adequate funftingjvelihood activities for the response to
Cyclone Nargis and for appropriate internationahponents of a national DRR strategy.

3.4 Clusters

Based on interviews and document review, clustarsrangon were seen as useful in setting
direction, mobilizing resources and, particulamythe case of national staff, perceived as a useful
capacity building forum. “Predictability” playedubin various ways. A pre-existing in-country
IASC established the previous year helped enswiedhsters were established in Yangon almost
immediately after the cyclone hit. UNHCR playeds&ful interim role in leading the shelter cluster
until IFRC assumed leadership once they were abdieploy the necessary staff.

Another favorable comparison with the tsunami resgois that national agencies are relatively
well-represented at all cluster meetings, partitylat hub level, and most of the staff interviewed
(including from the private sector) found them vasgful learning opportunities.

Key informants were asked to rate clusters andribesthe features that they felt contributed to an
effective cluster. The health cluster was rankigtidst by virtually all respondents, and the pusiti
features they mentioned included:

=  Strategic level of discussion (i.e. not limitedriéormation sharing);

= Government participation;

» Development of useful technical tools and guideljne

» Effective meeting management, including effortengage local actors; and

» Co-chairing by UN and NGO. Co-chair arrangement pwesceived to limit potential
conflict of interest, reduce problems related teqtrent cluster lead turnover and the
shared workload afforded cluster leads the pogsiloif spending more time in the field.

There was widespread acknowledgement amongst laditnal and international key informants of
weak linkages between Yangon clusters with hubsnatidnal actors. Many staff in the hubs were
only partially aware of the planning processes gain at Yangon level. This was viewed by the 1A
RTE team as a contributory factor in limiting infieation flows to communities. Another example
of the weak linkage was a geographic prioritizatmnmore populated areas leaving some of the
worst affected areas underserved (described iftogegtl above).

Most cluster meetings in Yangon are conducted igliEim with no translation services available,
which some interviewees from national organisatiolasmed made them feel “unwelcome”. The
situation was observed to be much better at hudl ace verbal translation services are available.
Meetings observed by IA RTE members were all cotetlidn English, and translated from
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Myanmar to English when a participant spoke in tia¢ional language. Key informants from
international and national agencies did report Smhe cluster meetings are mainly conducted in
Myanmar language, and one cluster in Labutta Toypristthaired by a national NGO.

Most documents seen by the team, particularly slrafie produced only in English and few seem to
be translated. The team could find no evidence ®fstematic communication strategy for relaying
cluster decisions and outputs and there seemed #mlover reliance on the internet as a means of
dissemination. This was cited as a particular lerokby local organizations and almost all agency
staff based in the Delta.

At the time of the IA RTE visit there were 11 clerst and at least 28 technical working groups in
Yangon alone (see Annex #6 for more details). Afsarh a general sense amongst interviewees that
coordination equals meetings, inefficiencies wdrseoved in the fragmentation of discussions and
subsequent lack of coherence (livelihood and ptioetulnerability being two examples), changes
of strategic direction linked to turnover of clusteads, and over-emphasis in some of the clusters
on information-sharing.

The team’s analysis was that development and imgi¢ation of a coherent livelihood strategy was
hampered to some extent by being spread acrossnbemwf clusters and working groups. Flash
Appeals are based on clusters led by different @gerwith seemingly little incentive to develop
joint proposals. This situation appears to havateck an artificial division between early recovery
activities, agricultural and non-agricultural litedods. Added to this rather confusing livelihood
“mix” is the food cluster. INGO cooperating pamsi@and the team’s own observations suggested
that this functions not so much as a cluster aglaran food aid coordination mechanism. The IA
RTE team’s view was that a food cluster should é&lidg with broader food security issues, which
would include food aid (though this should not beeipreted as a recommendation to create yet
another cluster!).

While overall performance of clusters has beentivaly good, interviews with cluster leads and
cluster coordinator indicated that very few hadeireed more than an hour’s orientation on the role
they were expected to play, even though most werlapning this function for the first time. Five
months into the response, only one of the clugtadd interviewed seemed to be familiar with his
role of ‘provider of last resort’ and none of tHaster leads had led any kind of discussion tafglar
roles and responsibilities either within the clustdey were leading or with their counterpartghiea
field. One of the resulting gaps in all clusteraswdeficiencies in feedback/complaints systems.
Recommendations and complaints received by clustene usually forwarded to concerned
agencies, but there were no mechanisms in placenémitoring follow-up, except in cases where
agencies of the cluster leads were directly imptida

One of the biggest challenges has been the higiovar of cluster leads. In Yangon alone, there
have been at least 60 different cluster leads k@ivwlee beginning of May and the end of October.
Several cluster participants mentioned turnoveslaster leads as a problem, some claiming it made
coordination inefficient (e.g. new cluster leadsngoover the same ground) and sudden changes of
strategic direction depending on the skill set ok cluster lead. As noted above, this was redort

to happen less frequently with co-chaired clussamse there was only one instance when both co-
chairs departed simultaneously.

Minutes of the Cluster Heads meetings reviewedhaylA RTE team and interviews with cluster
heads indicated a focus on information-sharingaer@ are some issues which, in the opinion of the
IA RTE team, may warrant a more strategic appro&ete example of this is water during the dry
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season, which impacts a number of clusters andiagoups, notably WASH, shelter, health and
livelihoods. The WASH cluster developed a dry seawater strategy in early October and the
health cluster has started providing support, betteam’s judgment was that a coherent, cross-
cutting approach could help address this issue systematically.

Clusters were established in Bangkok during theiainiveeks of the response. As many
organizations deployed staff to Bangkok in antitigra of entering Myanmar, the regional center
became a coordination hub ‘in exile’.

Those interviewees who participated in these géremardination fora and cluster meetings all
indicated that they had been useful. A BangkoleaddGO worker likened regional clusters to
“wasps in a jd. However, the clusters in Bangkok were not ségnMyanmar-based key
informants as having a substantive role, with tbéable exception of the logistics cluster which
established and operated the air bridge. Othenthgemain benefit of these clusters was perceived
by participants as facilitating information flow caras a way of releasing pent-up energy of aid
workers waiting to be deployed to Myanmar.

34.1 Cluster Recommendations
R.4. OCHA and the Inter Cluster Coordinator shdaldlitate discussions within each cluster to
clarify roles and responsibilities. Some areasnlead to be addressed include:

" Cluster leads need to understand their accourtialidi ensuring effective cluster
coordination through their counterparts in each imuthe Delta, not only in Yangon.
More resources should be dedicated to supportidgraming hub level coordination,
including cluster leads spending more time in tbklf and

" Rather than merely forwarding recommendations/camfd from the field, clusters
need to improve their accountability systems s¢ tha@y can monitor whether they
have been acted upon and provide regular feedloattietr counterparts in the field
and communities.

R.5. The HC should oversee a review and rationtadizaof the current cluster system, using
desired outcomes at community level as the prirfaoys. Key areas for review include:

. DRR should be strategically integrated throughdusters. All cluster strategies
should incorporate contingency plans;

. Look for appropriate opportunities to incorporatetoi national systems (e.g.
education); and

" Start developing a phase-out strategy for clugiased on a mapping of coordination

mechanisms. It is useful to do this at this stagjace this will help to guide
approaches to coordination with more immediaterjpigs such as livelihood and
DRR.

R.6. Discussions on livelihoods should be constéidapossibly as a single cluster in support of
the PONREPP process. Ad hoc technical workingsaull still be required, but it will be
important that there is a focal point accountablgose role is to ensure that livelihood
recovery in the Delta is approached in a cohesttion;

R.7. Outreach from the clusters and the humanitac@ammunity should be reinforced while
reducing reliance on meetings as a primary cootidimamechanism. The HC should
designate OCHA to lead development of a commumnastrategy with clear feedback
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mechanisms incorporated and focus groups shouigsée more widely with national actors
and beneficiaries (gender specific when appropriautreach activities could be combined
with information-gathering for WWW data to help irope the reliability of data collected,

increase coverage and alleviate the workload dd-ased staff by reducing information
demands and providing more reliable and consispdatining data. Dissemination must
include wider availability of translated, hard cagiycuments.

3.5 Protection

A gap in this humanitarian response highlightedddyumber of UN and INGO staff both in
Myanmar and at a HQ level has been protectiomdetstandably so, since its link to rights makes it
a sensitive issue in Myanmar. When the clusterewstially established following Nargis it was
agreed that UNICEF would lead a Child Protectiamstdr, later expanded to include women, with
Save the Children agreed co-chair.

However, there were a number of protection conctraisfell outside the mandate of this group and
a Vulnerability Network was established, chairedtry Humanitarian Coordinator and supported by
a Senior Protection Officer deployed in August tiglo ProCap’. UNHCR is an occasional
participant. In reality, however, resources at heuel are extremely limited and meeting minutes
illustrate a distinct focus on child protection. thér issues, many which are not necessarily
politically sensitive (e.g. other vulnerable groupcumentation, access to land, displacement,
resettlement, etc.) are not being adequately asedes

Given the increasing trust that has been estalolighi#n authorities over the past six months it now
seems possible to revisit the issue of protectiotiviles and coordination. In this regard,
discussions related to establishing a full protecitluster, or a similar mechanism, and agencies
increasing protection capacity on the ground areeliy and useful and should be encouraged to
quickly resolve the future direction of protecti@ctivities. A culturally sensitive approach is
required, but what was good enough in May is ngéorsufficient.

351 Protection Recommendation

R.8. The HC should revisit protection gaps and epagnes should be revised accordingly. Any
future recruitment of a protection adviser shouitbnitize previous experience in natural
disaster recovery programmes.

3.6 Information Management

When Cyclone Nargis made landfall, the Myanmar dimiation Management Unit (MIMU) had only
recently recruited staff. MIMU was conceived basmd lessons learned during the Pakistan
earthquake response in 2005, where a lack of psthex in-country information management
capacity undermined the effectiveness of the PakiddlC (and the relief operation) as they
struggled over several months to create standbaadgline data and products useful for humanitarian
agencies.

According to regional and in-country IT staff, aynk Nargis provided the UN Myanmar with the
necessary resources to operationalize the conegeatr mnd (although some internal debates within

1 Unfortunately, the request to ProCap was for a hurights expert whereas a protection specialigh experience of
programming in natural disasters may have been os®tIl.
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OCHA on how to support MIMU caused some delay) MIM@s soon producing and disseminating
useful materials including maps, meeting minutés, e

At the time of the IA RTE visit to Myanmar, MIMU wsastill producing a range of products, many
of which were appreciated by agency staff, andfalhe clusters at Yangon level were supported by
information managers. However, many internaticaral national agencies expressed concerns that
the “who-what-where” (WWW) data was of only limitedlue as it often did not provide sufficient
detail for planning purposes and failed to diff¢iztie between an organization with a significant,
long-term presence and a one-off relief distributiaMany agency staff, particularly at hub level,
felt overburdened with constant information demawtide expressing doubts about the reliability
of data being produced. The IA RTE team obserliatid lack of credible data had both a negative
impact on efficiency since agencies tended to contheir own assessments rather than rely on
WWW data, and on coverage, as the data did notuadelg highlight the worst-affected areas in
Bogalay Township that remained underserved.

As with the clusters more generally, agency staffub level have not been adequately involved in
IM. Beyond the substantial investment of staffdiin gathering data the IA RTE team observed
little IM capacity at hub level. Information fromational organizations and non-traditional actors
(e.g. the private sector) appeared to be even hmoited.

3.7 Planning

Humanitarian strategic planning has not been pdatity strong during the Nargis response.
Interviewees indicated that this was hampered bgtthe lack of a completed contingency plan that
could have provided greater guidance on activiiied roles and also the high level of uncertainty
(e.g. about access) that prevailed during theainwtieeks. Planning that has occurred has mostly
been ‘stove piped’ within clusters, but not necelsaithin a coherent, holistic, view of what the
international community was trying to achieve ie Delta.

A contingency planning process had begun in Myanbtérwas still incomplete when Nargis hit,
but the process itself tangibly benefited a coatid response, with the creation of a regional and
in-country IASC as one striking example. PrioMNargis, both the regional IASC in Bangkok and
the IASC in Myanmar was viewed by INGOs as havingtéd utility (“more UN meetings”). But
there was broad acknowledgement amongst both UNIE@D interviewees that both IASC
mechanisms more than proved their value-added ancemergency response was required. The
fact that the mechanism was already establishedteand were pre-existing relationships facilitated
timely decision-making. Another example, alreadgdcabove, was the rapid appointment of cluster
leads.

3.8 Capacity Building

As described above, the response to Nargis hasgredominantly a local one. Civil society cannot
help but be strengthened through the hands-on iexper gained by literally thousands of national
volunteers and staff who, in most cases, are gettieir first opportunity to manage projects,
develop operational plans, and (one hopes) seeintineediate impact of their work. Some
international organizations have prioritized workidirectly with civil society groups at the village
level on humanitarian activities.
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Much has already been done for capacity buildingtbe IA RTE team observed many potential
opportunities that would benefit local agenciescl(iding private sector), national staff and
communities, notably in operational planning, aaivery and DRR. An interesting illustration of
this potential was the Sphere training provided/byngon-based staff from the Department of Social
Welfare (DSW) which was so well-received that DS¥guested the training be replicated at hub
level for its field staff.

With few exceptions, national staff (of both natbmand international organizations) interviewed
showed relatively little awareness of strategicnplag processes that were being discussed at
Yangon level or, more importantly, what the implioas were for their particular roles.

This appeared to the IA RTE team to be a refleatibtie cultural context to a some extent, but this
calls into question the appropriateness and long-tustainability of agency programs if field staff
who interact with communities have little undersliaug of agency strategies.

381 Capacity Building Recommendations

R.9. More international support is required foraafy building, of national staff in international
organizations, and of local partners. Immediateebien can be realized if experienced
international staff spend more time in the Deltaadvisory roles which would not only
allow more capacity building, but help better ursi@nd capacity building needs.

3.9 Early Recovery

Early recovery planning has been integrated interal planning through the establishment of a
network, whereby each cluster is provided with dickgted early recovery focal point. At the time of
the IA RTE, the Early Recovery Strategic Framewmnkained in draft form and did not seem to be
widely distributed or available on the MIMU websfii@ fact, almost all documents from the ER
cluster on the website were outdated). Most dtafh national and international agencies at the
hub level demonstrated little awareness of any wego strategy beyond “seeds and tools”
distribution type of activities. Broader recovasgues around food security, restoration of local
markets and small-scale infrastructure were rareptioned.

Capacity for early recovery planning and coordmathas been limited. While UNDP deserves
credit for deploying a team of early recovery spksis at an early stage of the response, it wad sh
term in nature. Interviews suggested that UNDRsnapts to build on this early mission were put
on hold when one of the early recovery advisorstbaoke redeployed during June to fill the role of
OCHA Head of Office as the post had not been fildl was an urgent priority. Since early July
early recovery coordination has relied solely or 8angon-based staff member within the Resident
Coordinator’s office, with no international fieldgsence. While additional funding and posts have
now been secured, recruitment processes arerggdiog.

UNDP was aided during the response by its pre-oglpresence in the Delta and, due to donor
restrictions, an atypical structure which resembtese an NGO than a UN agency with a large field
presence and employing community-based approaEhas interviews and IA RTE observations it
appeared that a significant amount of UNDP’s fiedgbacity was still being devoted to distributions,
despite an evident need for early recovery leaderahd the presence of other agencies which
seemed to be better equipped to handle such asivit
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3.10 Communications

Largely due to restricted access, public commuiunatby the international community in the early
days of the response was based on incomplete iafamm One result was that a number of
international organizations rang the alarm aboatttireat of a massive second wave of déaths
without a sufficient appreciation of the significanand effectiveness of the local response. The
media spotlight has long since moved onto othersngtaries, but another unfortunate result is that
the prevailing erroneous perception outside thenttgucontinues to be that survivors were not
receiving humanitarian aid although, as descrilbeve, it is now clear this was not the case.

One particular weakness of communications has Iteerack of visibility of local efforts. As
recommended in Aceh by the TEC studies, more prente@ to local efforts in public
communications would have been, and continues todeful. However, at this point it is not clear
that sufficient media interest still exists outsafeMyanmar to make such accounts newsworthy.

3.11 Partnerships

Once the IA RTE team had acquired a good understgrad the context, it was difficult to imagine
how international agencies could have mounted aamitarian response of such a scale in the
absence of ASEAN and the TCG. While a handful dérimational organizations were already
operating in the Delta within days, the sustainathé-scale response that unfolded required
significant changes in government policy and atet for which ASEAN'’s role, supported by the
UN and other agencies, was perceived by virtuallyirdernational stakeholders as critical in
bringing about this transformation .

From meeting minutes and interviews it is cleat the TCG continues to play a vital facilitation
role in maintaining humanitarian space, a role appted by all international agencies. Since its
establishment on 31 May, the TCG has emphasizesl fdwilitation role and has minimized
involvement in policy issues, an approach whicheaped to be one of the keys to its success. As
described above, the PONJA (and presumably thenipgoPeriodic Review) not only resulted in
useful assessment data, but had the effect ofgitrening relationships between the government,
ASEAN and international agencies.

While the TCG and PONJA process were effective w@tding bridges with the government,
international agencies have been facing a numbehnalfenges with building partnerships with local
organizations. Minutes from a national NGO “refiens” meeting held during October note that
coordination mechanisms set up by the internaticoaimunity are not meeting the objective of
working better together. Particular obstaclesutbdarticipation cited by local agencies includbd
use of English as the almost the sole way of conicating, facilitation style, meeting structures,
and the way agendas are established. A recommemd@rgeted at international agencies
challenged them to explore different ways of paitrgewith local groups and communities so that
local capacity can be supported and built withoakimg such heavy demands on their time. This
was consistent with a number of interviews of naloNGO staff who referred to the relatively
‘unfriendly’ cluster system, along with the opinidimat many national actors (particularly NGOs)
have been left out of important planning processes.

12 See, for example, the 10 may 2008 Reuters rebsatitked, ‘Slow Myanmar aid raises health risks for survivors
available via http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsfi@800sid/EVOD-7EHGQA?OpenDocument&rc=3&cc=mmr.
25



Another “atypical” partner that played a signifitanle during the humanitarian response was the
Myanmar business community. From interviews witlvgiie sector representatives, local agencies,
communities and observations by the IA RTE teamas evident that the business community in
Myanmar had spent significant amounts of their o@sources in providing humanitarian assistance.
Some companies started relief activities almost eatiately, even before the government requested
their support. Activities ranged from distributinglief items, to mobilizing their employees into
relief teams, to constructing shelters, to provisad logistic support to humanitarian operations
(including providing warehouse space and trandjporaid donated by international organizations at
no cost). Some companies have also committed nstieating cyclone shelters. As with local
agencies, the role of the private sector in theparse to Cyclone Nargis remains largely
undocumented and invisible outside of Myanmar.

Interviewees and reports indicate that activitiefooal businesses were coordinated to some extent
by the government, but remained mostly uncoordthatgh/by the international community with
some exceptions of NGOs and donors utilizing peveempanies for specific tasks (e.g. customs
clearance, transport and logistics). In future @®ecies it may be possible to utilize these
partnerships more effectively.

3.12 Coordination Structures

Coordination involving international actors occurrat various levels, and included both standard
and “atypical” coordination mechanisms, of whicle@xample is the Tripartite Core Group (TCG),
an ad hoc coordinating body that brings togetheiosdevels of Myanmar government, the UN, and
ASEAN to facilitate humanitarian operations in Delta. Based on interviews of both national and
international agencies along with a review of masutguidelines and tools, coordination has been
relatively good at the central level. There was nimaus praise from international agencies
regarding TCG achievements in opening humanitaspace, and similarly that Humanitarian
Coordinator had fulfilled his mandate extremelyeefively under challenging circumstances.

The NGO Liaison Officer position in Yangon combingiih the Local Resource Center (LRC) were
observed to perform a number of particularly uséfaktions including acting as a liaison between
international and national agencies, facilitatiragess to information and providing outreach to
national NGOs, capacity-building for local NGOsdaoroviding an alternative meeting space for
agencies. The IA RTE itself can be seen as a ssftdetest” of this model since in the absence of
these resources it would have very difficult to dnauch a substantive NGO involvement in the
process. The team’s assessment is that this npooldded the basis for similar outreach initiatives
at hub level.

The body best positioned to lead the internati@momhponent of planning and prioritization is the
local IASC. However, as currently constituted itrmeesembles a standard humanitarian briefing.
While this continues to be required it should beaidd by OCHA and include national
organizations. With the departure of the HumarataiCoordinator it is an opportune time to review
this mechanism and establish a truly strategicjcposetting IASC. This would require the
international NGOs, through their existing forumglect representatives to the IASC.

A hub-level LRC, with national NGO Liaison Officersould serve to ensure national actors are
better integrated into planning and coordinatioereises, assist with data collection to improve
national inputs to ongoing information managemprdyide capacity building services, and bring to
attention issues raised by national actors workimgide the traditional coordination structures.
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Findings on cluster coordination are detailed intida 16.8.

3.12.1 Coordination Recommendations

R.10. As is increasingly common practice in otheurdries, the Humanitarian Coordinator should
oversee the formation of a strategic, policy sgttiacal IASC which includes the UN
members of the global IASC, the IFRC and ICRC (@®laservers) and a small number of
elected NGO representatives;

R.11. To better support recovery at community letle IASC should examine the feasibility of
assigning a lead agency for those village tract&hvhave been most severely impacted, to
improve coverage and aid effectiveness. Lead agenmuld be UN agencies, INGOs or
national organizations and possess sufficient ¢gptacfulfill a lead role and plan to remain
for two to three years;

R.12. OCHA should guide the adjustment and adaptati coordination systems that are better
suited to local actors. This would include raisawareness amongst international agencies
about alternative coordination mechanisms commentployed within Myanmar. OCHA
should also support the development of outreachkesys that are designed not only to
improve communication and coordination with locg¢acies and communities, but also help
to improve the reliability and consistency of detdlection; and

R13. Local Resource Centers, based on the modéhaigon, should be established at the hub
level, staffed with national NGO Liaison Officetts, provide outreach, improve access to
information, strengthen hub-level coordination tigb working with their UN and ASEAN
counterparts. National NGO Liaison Officers shoo#dable to easily combine their outreach
activities with information collection to help imgwe the reliability of assessment and
WWW data.

3.13 Disaster Risk Reduction

While Cyclone Nargis was the worst disaster to hatreck Myanmar in living memory, the
Ayeyarwady division in the Delta is not actuallyetarea at greatest risk. As can be observed from
risk maps attached as an annex to this reportath@ of Myanmar most vulnerable to cyclones is
Rakhine State. There is also a significant seisiaicin different parts of the country and Myanmar
has high levels of disaster vulnerability.

Experience elsewhere in the region has repeateshodstrated that preparedness and disaster risk
reduction can significantly reduce vulnerabilitids noted in a recent ISDR press releaskarty
cyclone-prone countries, such as ... Bangladesh, mgkemented efficient early warning systems
that have reduced the death toll caused by cyclondsen there are comprehensive early warning
systems in place, starting from meteorological tedbgy all the way through to preparedness and
contingency plans, people can be effectively warmed have time to evacuate to safer places.
Bangladesh has a 48-hour early warning system acelthat allows people to evacuate to safe
cyclone shelters hours before any cyclone makedfddinThis has drastically reduced their death
tolls from cyclones - from 300,000 deaths from @yel Bhola in 1970, to 3,000 last November
during Cyclone Sidt*?

13 UN/ISDR 2008/05 Press Release 6 May 2008
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Communities know that Bangladesh is frequentlybyitcyclones and a question posed by the IA
RTE team during FGD was to think of three questitey would ask someone from that country if
they joined the discussion. Although posed in shigldifferent ways, the three questions were
otherwise identical in all seventeen FGD:HQw should | prepare for a cycloRe€2) What do | do
during a cyclong 3) What do | do afterwards to recoverWhile this eagerness to learn should be
viewed positively, it was clear that Cyclone Narjas made survivors acutely aware of their own
vulnerability. Agencies implementing psychosoaaelivities report that, whereas the most frequent
problem they were dealing with until July was shatks has now evolved into serious fear about
the prospect of another cyclone. Psychosocial@iipipus needs to be added to dry season water as
the two remaining priority relief needs for thigfpeular response.

However, the humanitarian imperative does not liinteere. DDR is an area for which the
international community needs to hold itself acdabte for ensuring that the relevant information,
lessons, and appropriate technical expertise issraadilable in Myanmar. This does not necessarily
imply funding for large-scale infrastructure prdgcbut it does mean that technical support,
particularly for community-based preparedness, mptayy and risk-reduction activities should be
given priority and resources made available. It wasouraging to observe that various processes
have already been set in motion. UNICEF has isa@ahe unit cost in its school construction
program to build cyclone-resistant schools andiNeis in the process of organizing cross-visits for
senior government officials. Some INGOs and thel Reoss are looking at promoting similar
cross-learning in communities and with national NGO

The PONREPP is correctly focusing on DRR and drificipated that a strategy appropriate to the
Myanmar context will emerge from that process, Whictturn can feed into a national strategy.

3.13.1 DRR Recommendations

R.14. The international community should suppogtdievelopment of a national DRR strategy for
Myanmar, facilitating learning and technical exsertas appropriate. This strategy should
have a robust community level component and imntedgiority given to community
consultations around DRR, not only to improve plagnbut to help alleviate widespread
psychosocial stress. Regional actors, includingghi®uring governments, ASEAN, the
ADPC, should be expected to continue to play aromant role; and

R.15. The Humanitarian Coordinator should take eppate steps to ensure that all recovery
activities incorporate appropriate DRR componerita @aommunity level. In practice this
will range from encouraging mangrove regeneratmprbtect against sea surge, to ensuring
adequate consultations are taking place in commesnit

3.14 Liveihoods

Based on focus group discussions it is clear tlyatone victims appreciate the humanitarian
assistance that has been provided. However whestigned about their future instead of focusing
on immediate needs, the most frequent reply byfrfamn both men and women, was/é have
nothing to d8. The Delta is a rich agricultural and fishing aresith many villagers describing
themselves as well off before Cyclone Nargis. Witbse to 100% asset depletion in the most
affected areas, the priority requirement is livetil support.
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Many local organizations, particularly those formgabntaneously for the cyclone response, and
private sector companies, have realized that pnogickelief assistance by itself is not enough. They
are now looking at ways to move past relief andagegn longer-term recovery activities.

As described in the Clusters section, planning iamalementation of livelihood related activities
was seen to be hampered by the fragmented natdreebfiood coordination in different clusters
and working groups The Periodic Review and PONRR®Eesses appear to offer the prospect of a
more coherent approach to livelihoods.

3.14.1 Livelihoods Recommendations

R.16. Recovery of livelihoods, along with DRR, shibbe a top priority over the coming months
and the HC should oversee a process of consolidatprioritization and strengthening of
supporting monitoring and accountability systemgédews:

" Consolidate the current fragmented planning andudsions taking place in various
clusters and working groups. A suitable startinghpmay be to define the desired
outcomes of the PONREPP from a community perspeetsva point of reference and
work backwards to help decide which groups showldtinue and which should be
phased out;

" Reprioritize use of capacities. For example, UN&M®uld phase-out their relief
distributions as soon as possible and focus tHérte on coordinating DRR and
early recovery efforts. NGOs who are continuiniiefefood and NFI distributions
should ensure that they are not monopolizing ressuthat would be better utilized
promoting livelihood recovery and DRR; and

" Support these efforts with consultations, outcomented monitoring and
accountability systems, and a robust two-way comoation strategy that is targeted
at communities and local actors in the Delta.

4 Conclusions

Despite initial fears during the beginning of Maly an extended humanitarian crisis within the
international community, much has been accomplishetesponding to Cyclone Nargis by both
national and international agencies when measuringgrms of humanitarian indicators such as
mortality and morbidity rates and coverage of aaaie. As most relief activities are phasing down,
this IA RTE has identified the two key remainingigeneeds as water during the dry season and
psychosocial support for communities through imprgVDRR and preparedness accompanied by
more systematic consultations. The current foqugransitioning to recovery activities needs to
have a particular focus on restoration of livelidleavhile significantly strengthening consultation
with and accountability to communities.

As the response has largely being implemented bipna staff or through national partners and
capacity building efforts are needed, particulatythe township level. National staff from both
international and national agencies have by angelalemonstrated an impressive eagerness and
ability to learn and international agencies thusthéo ensure that staff entrusted with capacity
building have the necessary skill sets to supfertrécovery process.

Cyclone Nargis left a human tragedy in its waké,this has been transformed into renewed hope as

survivors recover, thanks in no small part to aehbbgmanitarian effort by their compatriots, along
with significant support from international actorA. number of valuable lessons have been learned
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about the value of involving regional actors in famtarian operations and how the various pillars
of the humanitarian reform can function effectively
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Annex 1. Methodology

|A RTE Approach

In line with the TOR, the approach adopted for ##isRTE was guided by the United Nations
Evaluation Group (UNEG) standards and ALNAP quatity forma, albeit with certain limitations
since these were developed for more “traditionafdleations. Certain aspects of IA RTEs are
worth highlighting, including:

= Although RTEs are potentially most effective at #aly stages of a response when they can
have the greatest influence on the humanitariaporese, the IA RTE team approached this
exercise on the assumption that an IA RTE can aksceffective at times of programme
transition. While it was seen to be necessaryterteam to develop a good understanding of
emergency phase of the response, the primaryaitdiz focus was on the “here and now” - i.e.
the current status of the recovery and rehabiitegihase. The IA RTE team began its work five
months after cyclone Nargis made landfall in Myanarad the focus of this IA RTE was to help
guide the international humanitarian community imking appropriate adjustments in their
activities related to cyclone Nargis over the sedogg months to improve overall quality and
accountability, rather than only aiming to captig@ning for use in future responses.

» Evaluations typically look a specific project oogram. The IA RTE is an interagency exercise
and, as with most other joint evaluations, is b&sted to capturing learning around how
humanitarian actors have been coordinating/coliiuy together and assessing the collective
outcomes of their activities. While references rbaymade to individual agencies in the report
either for illustrative purposes or because thentélt that there were particular impacts on the
broader response, the IA RTE is intended to suppatihier than replace evaluations and reviews
commissioned by individual agencies, clusters, ¢tc.assess their individual operational
performances.

To illustrate the approach described in the fighpabove taking examples from the clusters, much
of the team’s attention was occupied by the strecand functioning of coordination mechanisms
relating to early recovery and livelihoods sincéstlvas the primary focus of agencies and
communities at the time that the 1A RTE took plade. contrast, the reader will find much less
space devoted to the logistics cluster, which pthasg in August 2008 due to reduced demand and
improved accessibility to the Delta. By the tinhe 1A RTE team arrived in Myanmar in October,
logistics was no longer a high priority and anyemipt to conduct a retrospective analysis would
have been very time-consuming given that most@kgy actors had already left Myanmar.

In line with guidance from the TOR and the in-coyrA RTE Advisory Group, this study focused

on the international humanitarian community (UNrages and international NGOs) with a caveat
that, given the dominant role played by nationall amagional actors in the aftermath of cyclone
Nargis, it would present a misleading picture ié tresults were not framed within the overall
response.

Evaluative Framework

There is currently no agreed evaluative frameword ASC-mandated IA RTEs and, as a result, 1A
RTEs in Mozambique and Pakistan each employed rdiffeapproaches. Related to this, the
Mozambique RTE has already drawn attention to dlok bf benchmarks for clusters which made it
more challenging to attempt to measure performardevertheless, a common point of reference



for both these IA RTEs has been the HumanitariaforiRe and this IA RTE also employed an
evaluative framework based on the 18 questionshén TOR grouped using three humanitarian
reform themes, namely:

Accountability: A major focus of the IA RTE was to assess the éffeness and outcome to date of
the humanitarian response, identifying its sucaass in delivering against stated objectives and
indicators, as well as how the obstacles unigufitoresponse were addressed. As required by the
TOR, particular emphasis was placed on elicitingdbieiary views on the overall response, their
level of engagement, and the relevance of thetassis provided vis-a-vis needs as perceived and/or
articulated by the recipient populations.

Predictability: How the international community has been at stratplanning in this humanitarian
context — both within and external to — the clustgstem, for initial response and early recovery
programming provided another focus of this IA RBE,well as the efforts undertaken to help build
national capacities to harness response to thehitarian crisis. However, the TOR also called for
a review of how local organizations were involvadhe response.

Coordination & Partnership: The IA RTE looked at the coordination mechanismgleged during
this response at the field, country and regionaklleIn addition to the overall operational
effectiveness of the cluster approach (including ble of the Global Clusters) in facilitating and
supporting the joint humanitarian response at aguetel, and on allowing appropriate delivery of
humanitarian assistance. Emphasis was also plaeegoroviding a vision of those coordination
structures employed at the field level in lieu @amdth addition to the cluster mechanism.

To guide their analysis, the team used a matrigagliregated by source (agency, community,
location, functional role, etc.), where specifiomation and evidence were either entered within
one of the 18 question categories or in additi@oddlmns that were added as necessary (DRR being
one example). The team also periodically reviewleel need for additional evidence against
standard evaluation criteria specified by the TOR.

Data Gathering

The IA RTE used a mixed method approach of keyrmémt interviews (KIl), focus group
discussions (FGD), document research, observatioordination meetings and field observations),
and workshops/debriefings once fieldwork had beempieted to validate initial findings and
recommendations. Additional Kil and FGD during fimal week the team in Myanmar were more
oriented towards validating findings through triategion using different sources and filling gaps in
data.

1. Orientation Preliminary research and orientation briefingdlew York, Geneva and Bangkok,

2. Key Informant InterviewsThe RTE team spent three weeks in Myanmar, intesaig over 120
key informants from UN agencies, government of Myan INGOs, local NGOs, CBOs, private
sector, and donor representatives. Before baginthie interviews, the objectives and approach of
the IA RTE were explained. Interviews were conddcin accordance with “Chatham House”
principles where details of interviews were notrsdaoutside the team and no quotations or
attributions appear in the report without the espreritten permission of the interviewee. Prior to
the field visit to Bogalay Township, the team usieel following standard line of questioning for KiI,
using probing questions to obtain additional detail
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a. Length and nature of experience of the interviemelglyanmar, along with a description of
their own role in the humanitarian response toayelNargis.

b. Identification of the key events or milestones valg to the humanitarian response and a
brief explanation of how they came about and wimgaict they had.

C. Things that should have been done differently.

d. Description and examples of beneficiary accountgbdystems that are in use or being
planned by the agency.

e. Coordination mechanisms they have been involvel,sit assessment (including a ranking)
of their usefulness and causal factors, recommeandator improvement.

f. How the interviewee felt how this IA RTE could b@shuseful in moving forward.

g. Any important questions not asked.

3. Observation: Members of the team participated in nine clusteetmgs and spent 8 days
traveling through different parts of Bogalay Towipstvhere they had an opportunity to observe the
extent of the impact of the cyclone and the stateavery of affected communities.

4. Focus Group DiscussionsA total of 17 focus group discussions were heldl® villages in
Bogalay Township (see itinerary map in annex). e Tiajority of these focus groups were separated
according to gender, except in two communities whdé&fGD were held with separate
groups/committees that had been set up at diffarer@s by UNDP and CARE to participate in
microfinance and distribution activities respedyve The team also held discussions with village
authorities and religious leaders. Given the tooastraints, the team had the option for the field
visits of either making relatively short visits éach of the affected townships, or spending over a
week visiting one township. Acting on the advid¢ehe in-country Advisory Group for the IA RTE,
the team opted to spend eight days in one of thadbips (Bogalay) to better understand how
communities in less- and more-affected areas had bapacted by the cyclone and the status of
their recovery. Following the field visit, two wdétion workshops of initial findings were held in
Yangon with NGOs, one for international NGOs in Esfgand a second one for national NGOSs in
Myanmar language. These workshops, along withtiadail Kl with agency staff and document
research helped in understanding the similaritresdifferences between Bogalay and other affected
townships in the Delta.

Usually in such time-limited activities, unless jpaeatory discussions have taken place with
communities (preferably someone with whom thera gre-existing trust relationship) evaluation
teams often need to spend considerable time expdpthe difference between a needs assessment
(easily the most frequent reason for a visit byeilgmers) and an evaluation — along with the
disheartening news that the evaluation team hasingoto offer in terms of assistance. In the
Myanmar context, however, the IA RTE’s team’s waevks aided considerably by the open and
constructive nature of the discussions with comitnesni

During all 17 FGD with communities, without exceptj it was enough to explain the objectives and
approach of the IA RTE and clarify that the teanuldooffer nothing in the way of assistance.
Moreover, even though this seemed to be the firet that communities visited by the 1A RTE team
had been split into male and female focus groupsthey willingly divided into groups with the
desired outcome, with both men and women enterirgctty into frank and informative
conversations.

Due to time constraints, the IA RTE team was preskwith the option of spending short periods in
each of the affected townships, or allocating ttméook more in-depth within a single township.

33



The advice from the in-country Advisory Group waschoose the latter option, given the markedly
different impacts and corresponding needs in dffeparts of each township. The team therefore
spent some eight days visiting different parts o§&8ay township (see map of the team’s itinerary in
Annex #3) With the benefit of hindsight, this proved to the correct choice since the degree of
devastation and nature of needs did indeed vanjifsigntly in different zones, something which
was not apparent at the “hub”. During subsequesrkshops, document review and Kils, the IA
RTE team was later able to validate that most efrtfain findings were applicable to other affected
townships.

Most of the FGD (14 out of 17) were divided by gendlthough in two villages separate FGD were
held with committees that had been set up by CAREWNDP in support of their respective project
activities. One of the gender-based FGD was iniikK@&haung, where a “model village” had been
constructed by a private company and housing akocan a needs basis. All the women in this
particular FGD were widows. Numbers in each FGbBgeal from four to approximately 35, but

mostly consisted of 6 — 12 individuals. While tleam contacted village and military authorities
upon their arrival in each village, authorities diot participate or observe the FGD.

Religious leaders (Head Monks) either observedastigipated in FGD in three villages. The team
saw no indication that their presence limited distons and indeed, as they had all played
significant roles during the initial response, theontributions were usually quite relevant. The
introductory portion of the FGD included acquiriag understanding of what “sub-groups” were
represented within each focus group (e.g. which bemof the group were farmers, fishermen,
etc.). A standard line of questioning was useB@Ds, using probing questions where appropriate
and taking care to avoid compromising the dignitz@mmunity members, especially in the most-
affected areas where many had lost close relatimddriends.

Description of personal experiences before, duaimg) after cyclone Nargis struck.

Damage loss assessment in the community (matedahaman).

Overall impact of the cyclone on livelihoods, fayrife, etc.

Description of assistance received — when firstikeg, quantities, frequency, from which

agency(ies), assessment/distribution methodologieslvement in

planning/implementing/monitoring distributions, ddack/complaints systems, usefulness

of assistance.

" Ranking of priority needs looking ahead over thet fiew months.

=  What would happen in the event of another cyclone?

" Since other communities, for example in Bangladeshfrequently hit by severe cyclones,
what would be three questions you would ask thetimei§ were here with us in the room?

=  Any other issues of importance that didn’t emergerd) the discussion.

Following the field visit, two workshops were hefdYangon — one for international NGOs and a
separate workshop for national NGOs (in Myanmaglege) — to validate initial findings and fill
key information gaps. Separate debriefing/valmasessions were then held for the Cluster Heads
(focusing on cluster-related issues), the UN Cagumam and the IASC in Yangon. These were
followed by debriefings for the regional IASC in Bgkok, in Geneva and New York for OCHA
staff and for the IASC.

Apart from ensuring a broad coverage of stakehsld@ncluding “non-traditional” actors),
triangulation was primarily done through developmand testing of hypotheses after the return of
the IA RTE team from the field visit to Bogalay. ubh of the final week in-country was used by the
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team to test these hypotheses through a combinaficlocument research, Klls, workshops with
NGOs and debriefings for the UN Country Team. Sgbsat triangulation/validation was done
through means of additional document research eedblack on an initial draft report.

Constraints and Limitations

One aspect the IA RTE team was asked to investigatethe impact of visa and other restrictions
on movements of international staff, and it wascgmated that some mention of this would appear
in this section as a constraint on the 1A RTE teeambvements. In the event, however, this was not
really a constraint. The two international membefrgshe IA RTE team received their visas and
travel permits within a matter of days and, onceBwgalay Township, the IA RTE team was
afforded the freedom to choose their own itineraagd speak with communities without the
presence of authorities.

International agency staff working in the delta fowned that the IA RTE team’s experience in the
Delta was fairly typical, demonstrating how humanén space has opened up. This appears only
to apply to the delta region since agency staffiomed that pre-Nargis restrictions on movements
remain in place for other parts of Myanmar. Indesne international staff who had not visited the
Delta since the TCG had been established initetlgressed disbelief at what the 1A RTE team had
been able to do.

While the work of the 1A RTE team was facilitateg the lack of restrictions on movement, the 1A
RTE was subject to a number of constraints anddiions, including:

»= Time constraints — almost by definition, IA RTEsddo balance rapid feedback with a need for
sufficient time to understand and analyze a complextext. As mentioned above, one such
“trade-off” in achieving such a balance was tha team only visited one of the affected
townships. In any event, the IA RTE team was ablehieck on similarities and differences with
the other affected townships during the two valaatworkshops with INGOs and national
NGOs.

= Only one of the four team members had substantiaf pvaluation experience. Although this
created some challenges, it was felt that the dityeiof skills and experience in the team
(management of humanitarian operations, healthcagthn, conflict resolution, evaluation,
private sector, etc.) helped to ensure that keyessvere effectively captured, perhaps most
notably from “non-traditional” actors such as thevate sector.

» The IA RTE is based upon the response in Myanmdrismainly targeted at UN agency and
INGO staff in the country. While there are almosttainly some “transferable” lessons relevant
to the global level humanitarian reform process, ttsults are intended to be useful first and
foremost for international humanitarian agencyfstaMyanmar.

» This IA RTE targeted international actors and aftezd to frame their contribution within an
overall response. However, because the natiorsglorse to cyclone Nargis was relatively
substantial, this is difficult to gauge with anygdee of accuracy given the scope and design of
this IA RTE.

= Apart from time constraints mentioned above, thewxe two other obstacles to document
research. Firstly, although in most cases stafinfinternational agencies provided internal
documents requested by the IA RTE team to enhaneeevidence base, there were some
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instances where staff felt that they lacked theessary authority to share documents. Secondly,
although the 1A RTE team left Myanmar with an exsigra selection of documents, the team had
anticipated being able to draw on the online ligtato fill any gaps. Unfortunately, the website
suffered a “catastrophic crash” just before thentdeft Myanmar and was only restored some
two weeks later. This meant that the time oridynallocated to additional data mining was
somewhat compressed, although the team was aldbt&in many key documents from other
sources.

A RTE Team Composition
The IA RTE Team consisted of four consultants, made internationals, one male national, and one
female national consultant.

Robert Turner Team leader for this IA RTE, has over a decadexgerience in humanitarian
operations, planning and coordination, most ofnitemergency and immediate post-emergency
settings. Working for the International Rescue Cottem in Burundi, Kosovo and Macedonia, Mr.
Turner designed and managed multi-sectoral progesnimcluding in shelter, water and sanitation,
community development, health and camp managembht. Turner also has significant experience
with the United Nations, specifically the Officerf@oordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)
and most recently the Department of Peacekeepingraflpns. In this capacity, he has been
involved in planning and coordinating large-scalenianitarian and recovery operations, including
in Afghanistan, Iraq, Kosovo and Rwanda, as weblast-term missions in several other countries,
including the tsunami response in Aceh. In Sudas, latest field posting, Mr. Turner was
responsible for planning and coordinating operatimiated to the return and reintegration of some
four million internally displaced. He is currentan independent consultant based in Washington,
D.C.

Jock M. BakerSenior Evaluator for the IA RTE, took a leaveab&ence from his current function

as CARE International’s Programme Quality & Accability Coordinator. Mr. Baker is a member

of the IA RTE Global Reference Group and has leganticipated in RTEs for CARE in Chad,

Darfur and Irag. Other external assignments ua#ert since Mr. Baker joined CARE in 2001

include participation in an OECD/DAC Peer Review WFP’s evaluation function, editor and

contributing author for the 2004 edition of the 8ph Handbook and Asian Development Bank
consultancies in Sri Lanka. Prior to joining CARMy. Baker worked for two years as an

independent consultant on humanitarian and podticoissues following a career spanning over
fifteen years with the United Nations including igasnents UNHCR, WFP, OCHA and UNDP.

During his time with the UN, Mr. Baker spent 6 y2am sub-Saharan Africa and 8 years in the
Asia/Pacific region (including a review of UNHCR lymar’'s returnee program). Mr. Baker holds
a BSc in Biological Sciences from the Universitykafinburgh and an MSc in Economics from the
London School of Economics & Political Science.

Dr. Zaw Myo Og national consultant (male), trained a medicaltaloand then business studies in
Thailand. He is currently a private businessmad,does periodic short-term assignments, including
with UNICEF in Myanmar. Both he and his family mieens were amongst the large numbers of
national first-responders following cyclone Nargis.

Naing Soe Ayenational consultant (female), took time out frporsuing her PhD at the University
of the Philippines where her graduate studies faomugonflict resolution. Prior to commencing
studies overseas, she trained and worked in theaéido field in different areas of Myanmar

4 http://myanmar.humanitarianinfo.org/Pages/home.asp
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Annex 2: Interviewlist

Date Name M/F Org Title Org Location
Type
24-Sep Rashid Khalikov M OCHA Director, OCHA New York UN New York
24-Sep Ivan Lupis M OCHA Desk Officer UN New York
24-Sep Ben Negus M OCHA  Consultant UN New York
25-Sep David Kaatrud M OCHA  Director, Coordination and UN New York
Response Division
26-Sep Andrei Kazakov M UNHCR Emerg TL (Yangon- 1st month) UN Geneva
26-Sep Pia Paguio F UNHCR Emerg TL (Yangon: months 2-3) UN Geneva
1-Oct  Sebastian Rhodes M OCHA  Civil Military Affairs Officer UN Bangkok
Stampa
3-Oct  Markus Werne M OCHA Deputy Regional Director UN Bangkok
1-Oct  Gwi-Yeop Son F UNDP Resident Coordinator UN Bangkok
1-Oct  Barbara Orlandini F UNDP UN Bangkok
2-Oct  Greg Duly M SC-UK  Regional Director NGO Bangkok
2-Oct  Nescha Teckle F UNDP Regional Crisis Prevention and UN Bangkok
Recovery Team
2-Oct  Richard Horsey M OCHA  Senior Advisor UN Bangkok
3-Oct  Guiseppe de M UNHCR Deputy Regional Representative UN Bangkok
Vincentis
3-Oct  Kyoko Yonezu F UNHCR  Senior Programme Officer UN Bangkok
3-Oct  Craig Williams M OCHA Information Management Officer UN Bangkok
5-Oct  Daniel Baker M UNFPA  Humanitarian Coordinatoa..i. UN Yangon
5-Oct  Chris Kaye M WFP Country Director UN Yangon
6-Oct  Sarah Gordon- F WFP Deputy Country Director UN Yangon
Gibson
6-Oct  Thierry Delbreuve M OCHA Head of Office UN Yangon
6-Oct  Representative M Private  Chairman Prv Yangon
Sector
6-Oct  Representative M Private  Director Relief Operations Prv Yangon
Sector
6-Oct  Representative M Private  Project Director Prv Yangon
Sector
6-Oct  Food Cluster meeting Yangon
6-Oct  UN Country Team Yangon
7-Oct  Health Cluster Yangon
7-Oct  Paul Sender M Merlin Country Director NGO Yangon
7-Oct  Edwin Salvador M WHO Health Cluster Coordinator UN Yangon
7-Oct  Panna Erasumus F Merlin Consultant NGO Yangon
7-Oct  Advisory Group meeting Yangon
7-Oct  Kerren Hedlund F ICVA NGO Liaison Officer NGO Yangon
7-Oct  Asis Das M MSF-H  Medical Coordinator NGO Yangon
8-Oct U Myint M none Retired Economist Indiv Yangon
8-Oct  Lianne Kuppens F OCHA  Cluster Coordinator UN Yangon
8-Oct  Katya Meineke F none Researcher Indiv Yangon
8-Oct  Liz Pender F UNFPA  Gender Advisor UN Yangon
8-Oct  Sanaka Samarasinha M UNDP Deputy Resident Representative UN Yangon

8-Oct  IASC meeting Yangon




8-Oct  Julie Belanger F RC/HC  Response Coordination Officer UN Yangon
office

9-Oct  Cluster Leads meeting Yangon

9-Oct  Ingeborg Moa F OCHA  Humanitarian Affairs Officer UN Yangon

9-Oct  Dan Collison M SC-UK  Emergency Programme Director NGO Yangon

9-Oct  Guy Cave M SC-UK  Director of Programmes NGO Yangon

9-Oct  Information Yangon
Management
Meeting

9-Oct  Rene Suter (FG & M FAO Agriculture Cluster Lead UN Yangon
ind

9-Oct Pra)sad SevekKari M UNICEF WASH Cluster Lead UN Yangon
FG

9-Oct ,(Aye)ThWin (FG) M UNICEF  Nutrition Cluster Lead UN Yangon

9-Oct Hannah Thompson F SC-UK  PCW Cluster Co-Lead NGO Yangon
FG

9-Oct \(Nilli)am Affif (FG) M WFP Food Cluster Lead UN Yangon

9-Oct  Shirley Long (FG) F SC-UK  Education Cluster Co-Lead NGO Yangon

9-Oct  IA Accountability M& NGO Yangon
Network F

9-Oct  Prof Dr Tha Hla M MRCS  President RC Yangon
Shwe

9-Oct  Dr. Hla Pe M MRCS Hon Secretary RC Yangon

9-Oct  Dr. Tun Myint M MRCS  EC (OM) RC Yangon

9-Oct  Col Khin Maung M MRCS  Executive Director RC Yangon
Hla (Ret)

9-Oct U Maung Maung M MRCS  Head of Disaster Mgmt Division RC Yangon
Khin

9-Oct  Bridget Gardner F IFRC Head of Delegation RC Yangon

9-Oct  Elisabeth Hughes F IFRC Operations Manager RC Yangon

9-Oct  Shihab Uddin M Action Program Coordinator NGO Yangon

Aid

9-Oct  Caroline Hotham F OXFAM  Cyclone Response Program Mgr  GNO Yangon

10-Oct Adelina Kamal F ASEAN Head of Office Regional Yangon

10-Oct Kyaw Thu M GOM Deputy Foreign Minister Govt Yangon

10-Oct Christophe Reltien M ECHO  Head of Office Donor Yangon
FG

10-Oct (Stagey Ballou (FG) F OFDA Donor Yangon

10-Oct Matthew Maguire M DFID Cyclone Recovery Coordinator Donor Yangon
FG

10-Oct (Silvi)a Facchinello F EC Programme Officer for Myanmar  Donor Yangon

10-Oct Marianne Jago (FG) F AUSAID Humanitarian Assistance Officer  Donor Yangon

10-Oct Elizabeth Mariscos F MIMU Information Management Officer UN Yangon

10-Oct Antonio Massella M OCHA  Humanitarian Affairs Officer UN Yangon

10-Oct Agriculture & Livelihoods Cluster meeting Bogele

10-Oct General Coordination Meeting Bogele

10-Oct Maung Sein M NCV Founder & Head LNGO Bogele

10-Oct Bryan Berenguer M GAA Program Manager INGO Bogele

10-Oct Tenzin Thinley M UNDP Early Recovery Manager UN Bogele

(International)
10-Oct U Ye Myint Tein M UNDP Early Recovery Manager UN Bogele

(National)
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10-Oct Staff M& ACF Various NGO Bogele
F
10-Oct Staff M&  Solidarites Various NGO Bogele
F
17-Oct Staff M& MSF Various NGO Bogalay
F Suisse
10-Oct Petra Weissova F Green  Project Coordinator NGO Yangon-based
Care
11-Oct Thida Aung F World WASH Coordinator NGO Bogele
Vision
12-Oct U Khin Maung Than M CDA Program Manager LNGO Kandon Kani
13-Oct Dr. Aye Naing M MOH Station Medical Officer Gowvt Kandon Kani
13-Oct Ko Kyaw Kyaw Oo M NCV Team Leader LNGO Kandon Kani
13-Oct Ko Soe Win Naing M NCV Team Member LNGO Kandon Kani
13-Oct Ma Yu Yu Aung F NCV Team Member LNGO Kandon Kani
13-Oct Dr. Aye Chan M MSF Medical Doctor NGO Thayaw
Maung Suisse Chaung
13-Oct Hla Myat Mon M MSF Nurse NGO Thayaw
Suisse Chaung
13-Oct  Aung Khine F MSF Counsellor NGO Thayaw
Suisse Chaung
14-Oct U Htun Aung M Govt Village Chairman Govt Kyain Chaung
Khaing Gwi
14-Oct Nathalie Salles F MSF Team Leader NGO Padegaw
Suisse
14-Oct Eric Dieudonne M MSF Logisitics Officer NGO Padegaw
Suisse
15-Oct Desma Maine F MSF Team Leader NGO Set San
Suisse
15-Oct  Staff M& CARE Various NGO Set San
F
16-Oct  Win Myint F IOM Field Coordinator 10 Bogalay
16-Oct Wai Wai New F Pact Team Leader LNGO Bogalay
Myanmar
17-Oct Haymanot Assefa M WFP Head of Sub Office UN Bogalay
17-Oct Ti Wai Khaung M WFP Programme Assistant UN Bogalay
17-Oct Moe Swe M WFP M&E Assistant UN Bogalay
17-Oct Kyaw Tint Maung M Loka Field Manager LNGO Bogalay
Ahlinn
17-Oct Su Mon Htay F UNHCR Field Assistant UN Bogalay
17-Oct Aye Naing M UNHCR  Field Assistant UN Bogalay
17-Oct Frederic Batt M Solidarites Logistician NGO Bogele
17-Oct  Josephine Masikini F MSF Health Coordinator NGO Bogalay
17-Oct Jerod Delved M ACF Food Aid Coordinator NGO Bogalay
17-Oct  Tun Tun Naing M Paungku Facilitator LNGO Bogalay
17-Oct Inter-Cluster meeting Bogalay
20-Oct Nay Win Maung M Myanmar Sectretary-General LNGO Yangon
Egress
20-Oct David Evans M Habitat  Acting Head of Agency UN Yangon
20-Oct Mariko Sato F Habitat  Coordinator UN Yangon
20-Oct  Advisory Group meeting Yangon
20-Oct Marc Rapoport M UNHCR  Senior Repatriation Officer UN Yangon
21-Oct INGO Validation Workshop Yangon
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21-Oct LNGO Validation Workshop Yangon
21-Oct  Robert Chua M SingaporeAmbassador Donor Yangon
Embassy
21-Oct  Vanessa Chan F Singapor®eputy Chief of Mission Donor Yangon
Embassy
21-Oct  Bishow Parajuli M UNDP Resident Coordinator UN Yangon
21-Oct  Monique Fienberg F UNDP Early Recovery Advis UN Yangon
22-Oct Tore Rose M UNDP PONREPP UN Yangon
22-Oct  Jens Nyland M UNDP PONREPP UN Yangon
22-Oct Camila Vega F UNDP PONREPP UN Yangon
22-Oct  Teis Chrisensen M IOM Project Coordinator 10 Yangon
22-Oct  Susanne Pedersen F HC Office Senior ProteCifficer UN Yangon
23-Oct  Cluster Leads Debrief Yangon
23-Oct  UNCT Debrief Yangon
23-Oct  Donors Debrief Yangon
23-Oct  IASC Debrief Yangon
24-Oct  Regional IASC Debrief Bangkok
24-Oct  Tony Craig M WFP Regional Emergency Advisor UN Bangkok
24-Oct  Eliane Provo Kiluit F OCHA Regional DisagR@sponse UN Bangkok
Advisor

29-Oct  Andrew Kirkwood M SC-UK Country Director NGO Yangon
2-Nov  Arjun Katoch M OCHA Chief, FCSS UN Geneva
3-Nov  Kasidis Rochanakor M OCHA Director, OCHA Geae UN Geneva
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Annex 3: Terms of Reference

INTER-AGENCY REAL TIME EVALUATION (IA RTE) OF RESPONSE TOCYCLONE NARGIS IN
MYANMAR

Terms of Reference

Introduction

In recent years, efforts have been increasinglgctitd towards improving the humanitarian
response through learning and accountability. [hker-Agency Real Time Evaluation (IA RTE) —

endorsed by the Inter-Agency Standing Committe&S@AWorking Group in March 2007 as a one
year pilot, and extended for an additional yearluhe beginning of 2009 — has proven one
important tool through which such analysis may tedticted.

In accordance with the IASC mandate, an IA RTElmnresponse to Cyclone Nargis was proposed
and has received the consent and support of th€blhtry Team and humanitarian community in
Myanmar. A preparatory mission was subsequentployed to engage actors in Yangon and
Bangkok in discussions to inform the developmerthaf Terms of Reference (ToR).

Background

Cyclone Nargis struck Myanmar on 2 and 3 May 200@king landfall in the Ayeyarwady
Division and passing into Yangon Division befor#ihg the former capital, Yangon. With a wind
speed of up to 200 km/h the damage was the mostes@v the Delta region, where the effects of
the extreme winds were compounded by a sizablenssurge. Some 2.4 million people are
believed to have been affected by the cyclone, wital 4.7 million people living in the affected
Townships. Official figures put the number deadnussing at more than 130,080. Cyclone
Nargis was the worst natural disaster in the hystdrMyanmar, and possibly the most devastating
cyclone to hit Asia since the cyclone that strueagadesh in 199%F,

International relief efforts began just after thersy hit. The people of Myanmar and the Myanmar
Red Cross Society immediately responded with asgst The United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) deployed five assessment tedimas did the Myanmar Red Cross Society (MRCS), with
the support of the ICR®, while the International Federation of Red Cross &ed Crescent
Societies (IFRC) in Yangon assessed damage inttheA number of NGOs, including Care, Save
the Children and Merlin, had existing operationghe country and utilized their positioning to
rapidly scale up and initiate provision of humanéa assistance in the most affected areas, as well
as Yangon. Additionally, the cluster coordinatroachanism was activated within a week.

A UN-NGO Flash Appeal for US $187 million was isduer Myanmar on 9 May, six days after
the cyclone, and was 96% funded vis-a-vis thatimeigarget before the 10 July revision. The latter
document draws upon information collected througkds assessments and operations to address
the complex mix of humanitarian and early recovezgds in a year-long response plan that appeals

5 OCHA Situation Report No. 339 June 2008

% Myanmar Revised Appeal: Cyclone Nargis Response 288 Consolidated Appedl0 July 2008. p. 1.
" yangon, Pathien and Bago.

8 yangon, Ayeyarwady, Bago East, Bago West, Monkagin.

41



for $481.8 million. While nearly 50% has been fadd few donors targeted early recovery
projects*®

On 25 May, A Tripartite Core Group (TCG), comprisefl high-level representatives of the
Government of Myanmar, ASEAN and the UN, was eshbt at a donor conference in Yangon to
oversee the coordination of relief assistance. s&gently, the interagency Post-Nargis Joint
Assessment (PONJA) process commenced, which rdsulie a common assessment of
humanitarian needs (Village Tract Assessment/VTAJ damage components (Damage and Loss
Assessment/DalLA) that was supported by the GovanhofeMyanmar, ASEAN and the UN.

Purpose

The humanitarian response to Cyclone Nargis wagueniin constraints and approach.
Characterized by uncertainty due to limits on as@sd communications, distinctive approaches
were employed for both coordination and operatidie response to date has been notable in the
regional solidarity shown by member states of ASEANd other neighbors. ASEAN was also a
key stakeholder which played a “bridging” role beem Myanmar and the international
community?® This IA RTE affords us the opportunity to reflemllectively as a humanitarian
community upon the systems in place, taking intasaderation the individual capacities of
agencies on the ground, as well as their uniqungths and challenges. Further, non UN actors
have expressed a desire to see their efforts isioiglg recognized and reflected in interagency
initiatives. The proposed IA RTE presents an oppoty to describe the operational and strategic
support needs of the humanitarian system as affdnteall four components of the humanitarian
reform, and to reflect upon the role of non UN &EtoThe real-time nature of the study would
allow for improvement of those interactionile the relief and rehabilitation efforts are ongoing.

Through an IA RTE, negotiations for and the managdnof a humanitarian operation will be
assessed, and feedback provided to both field eadduarters on a real-time basis. The IA RTE
will assess key challenges and needs on the grasndell as accountability, brining in an external
perspective, analytical capacity and knowledge ke point in the response. It will serve as a
means of evaluating the effectiveness of the respamterms of meeting target beneficiary needs,
including the variant needs associated with geratet age; the coordination and negotiation
process, and; particular remote management mechganis

The evaluation is intended to review current openat and provide real time feedback on the
factors and determinants of improved provisionidfand accountability to affected communities;
to serve as an input to the planning of recovery ahabilitation efforts; to provide real time

feedback on the effectiveness and relevance ofnatienal agencies efforts to facilitate the
humanitarian response; and to explore and suggesisumes that will help progress towards
organizational accountability. Envisaged are fiigdi and recommendations which will inform and
improve ongoing decision-making, and provide praiany feedback on results to date while at the
same time gaining lessons learned experiencesitioref activities.

Stakeholder Involvement
The evaluation team will engage beneficiary popoitet as well as staff from UN agencies,
international NGOs, national NGOs, government, @mor organizations. The team will

19 Summary note of 8 August 2008 meeting of World IBaNDP, OCHA and DOCO.
% Revised Appeal: Cyclone Nargis Response Plan 2008didated AppealL0 July 2008. p. 1.
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acknowledge the significant workload already bdspén country staff and endeavor to ensure that
any staff resource allocations to the evaluatioasv@nimized.

Interagency technical and policy support will bevpded through the IA RTE Interest Group and
operational support through UN agencies and INGOthe ground in Myanmar.

An IA RTE Reference Group in Myanmar, comprisedrgfresentatives from the humanitarian
community (i.e. UN, INGO, NGO) will assist in guidj the team while in Myanmar and facilitate

in-country participation. The evaluation team wileet with the in-country advisory group upon
arrival in country. This forum will serve as anpoptunity for parties to be briefed on emerging
issues in country, and those specific to the evw@mina The evaluation team will immediately

inform the reference group of any serious issuggarng the integrity or effectiveness of the
programme that they come across in their reseaftie reference group will have no authority to
direct the evaluation or to edit the report, bug #valuation team should take their views into
account, and provide sufficient explanation shahé&y select an alternate approach.

The team will report its findings to the UNCT andnmanitarian community (via the IASC) in
Myanmar and Bangkok, prior to leaving the regidPresentations in Geneva and New York will
follow within two weeks of the consultants’ retudrom the field mission.

Draft reports will be submitted within two weekstbe consultants’ return from the field mission,
upon which the UNCT and IA RTE Interest Group, Wit afforded 7 days to comment. The
document will subsequently be disseminated to &madidience for comment.

Specific areas and question® be addressed will include the following:

Accountability

At its core, the evaluation will put forth an assesnt of the effectiveness and outcome to date of
the humanitarian response, identifying its suceass in delivering against stated objectives and

indicators, as well as how the obstacles uniquiisoresponse were addressed. Emphasis will be
placed on eliciting beneficiary views on the ovkerakponse, their level of engagement, and the
relevance of the assistance provided vis a vissiaserceived and/or articulated by the recipient
populations. Further, those efforts are being ta#len to address accountability to beneficiary

communities and stakeholders will be identified.

Specific questions to be addressed may include:

= What is being done to maximize community engagefhekie the needs being addressed
those which have been identified as priority bydfgmary communities?

» What has been the effectiveness and outcome taéltte humanitarian response? How
successful has it been in delivering against stabgectives/indicators (as per cluster work
plans at the global and the country level)?

= How might the quality of assessment of needs, ppidation and planning inter- and intra-
sectorally be characterized?

=  Were funding flows sufficient in both quantity aticheliness to allow humanitarian actors
to operate effectively? Were lessons regardinguitetion and accountability in funding
allocations learnt from previous processes?

= What is the perception on the effectiveness ottiwdination mechanism by outside
actors, namely its effectiveness in addressings)dedel of engagement of outside actors,
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and whether it is something that can be built ugiod sustained once the emergency phase
concludes?
» What efforts are being undertaken to address acability to the beneficiary community?

Predictability

How the international community has been at strateig@nning in this humanitarian context — both

within and external to — the cluster system, faiahresponse and early recovery programming will
be a focus of the evaluation, as well as the effartdertaken to help build national capacities to
harness response to the humanitarian crisis. €&uyréhview will be afforded as to how and what
extent local organizations been involved in thepoese, and whether it likely to reflect a

strengthening over time of civil society. Emphasi$i be placed on what mechanisms are being
employed, or created, to ensure sustainability/eotadness of operations upon

withdrawal/departure of international staff. Futhan assessment of how effectively the early
recovery planning and implementation has been tiated into the humanitarian effort will be put

forth.

Specific questions to be addressed may include:

» How effective was the cluster coordination mechaniis facilitating mobilization and
setting the direction of the response? For thassers that have recently, or are in the
process of deactivation or hand over, is there @ogimtransition?

= How has the coordination structure helped to bdtdonal capacities to harness response to
the humanitarian crisis, both at the Yangon and fevels?

» What information is being collected by the clust@nsl how is it being collected (i.e. what
tools are being employed to collect and managenmition, and by whom)? How effective
where information flows within and among the vasdaocal and regional actors, including
the private sector?

» How has the international community been at stratglgnning in this humanitarian context
— both within and external to — the cluster system?

= Are there examples of unusual collaboration ancifeative partnerships at the local,
national and international level? How are ASEANM #me TCG facilitating the
humanitarian/early recovery endeavor?

= How have local organizations been involved in #sponse? s it likely to reflect a
strengthening over time of civil society? What mtisms are in place, or are in the
process of being put into place, to ensure sudidityiconnectedness of operations upon
withdrawal/departure of international staff?

» In the transition to early recovery, how have eaglyovery plans been integrated into the
humanitarian response?

» What has the been the affect of the restrictionseoruitment of and deployment of
international staff on operations, and what haenlkge the strategic implications of the
rapid scale up?

Coordination & Partnership

The evaluation will look at the coordination mecisams employed during this response at the field,
country, regional and global level, highlightingetmajor accomplishments and shortcomings. In
addition to the overall operational effectivenesshe cluster approach (including the role of the
Global Clusters) in facilitating and supporting jbext humanitarian response at country level, and
on allowing appropriate delivery of humanitariarsiatance. Emphasis will also be placed on
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providing a vision of those coordination structusraployed at the field level in lieu and/or in
addition to the cluster mechanism.
Specific questions to be addressed may include:
= How are communications and messaging being martagdte humanitarian community?
Is there a unified voice?
= How might the clusters and technical working grobpsationalized to allow for more
effective time management?
= What is the quality of partnerships, particulaig involvement of INGOs, NGOs, donors,
and the government, in planning, prioritizing, miadog resources and identifying needs?
= What is the role of the central cluster and rediemdities, especially when they are not
sitting in the affected area? What is the rolthatlocal level and how are they linked?

Methodology

The evaluation will be carried out through analyséwarious sources of information including

desk reviews; field visits; interviews with key ls¢dolders (such UN, I/NGOs, donors, beneficiary
communities and government) and through cross-atiid of data. Briefing workshops in Yangon

and Bangkok will serve as a mechanism to both besdk findings on a real-time basis, and further
validate information. While maintaining independenthe evaluation will seek the views of all

parties.

Compliance with United Nations Evaluation Groupnsi@&ds and ALNAP quality pro forma is
expected. The two documents are available fronwilesite of the OCHA Evaluation and Studies
Unit (http://ochaonline.un.org/ess).

Management Arrangements

The study will be managed by OCHA'’s Evaluation &tddies Section (ESS), Policy Development
and Studies Branch (PDSB), who will assign an eatedn manager to oversee the conduct of the
evaluation. His/her responsibilities are as foBow

» Provide necessary administrative, coordinationlagitical support to the team;

» Facilitate the team’s access to specific infornratio expertise necessary to perform the
assessment;

» Monitor and assess the quality of the evaluatiahitmprocess;

» Ensure that all stakeholders are kept informed,;

» Ensure sufficient engagement by UNCT on initiatifimgs prior to dissemination;

= When appropriate, recommend approval of final repor

= Disseminate final report;

» Help organize and design the final learning worksipresentations; and

» Facilitate management response to the final regradtsubsequent follow up.

He/she, working through OCHA and in partnershiphwidther UN agencies and NGOs in
Myanmar, will provide and/or coordinate logisticalipport to the evaluation team, assist in
gathering all relevant background information, s@t relevant appointments, and coordinate/
organize field visits for the team. Further, he/stith the assistance of actors in Myanmar will
endeavor to prepare communities in the field ireHart to ensure their understanding of the study
objectives.
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Duration of Evaluation and Tentative Work Plan

Description Duration
Desk Review 0.5 week
Meetings UN headquarters and Regional Office fanA%acific 1 week
Yangon and Ayeywaddy Delta region (team splitgrigage in 3 weeks

information collection through engagement of hurtearan
actors and beneficiary populations

Presentation of findings to UNCT in Myanmar, folledvby 1.5 weeks

humanitarian community in Yangon, Bangkok and NewvkY

Preparation of draft reports 1 week

Preparation of final reports 1 week
Approximate Tota 8 weeks

Competency and Expertise Requirements
The evaluation will employ the services of a tedmamsultants embodying the following
experience:

Proven senior-level experience and ability to plestrategic recommendations to key
stakeholders;

Good knowledge of strategic and operational managéwf humanitarian operations,
preferably in south east Asia; the ability to brovgboard national consultants(s) from
Myanmar / Thailand would be an asset;

Good knowledge of humanitarian system and its ne$éoincluding of UN agencies, IFRC,
NGOs, and local government disaster response stagcand systems;

Demonstrable experience in conducting evaluatidigimanitarian programmes and the
capacity to work collaboratively with multiple s&tholders and on a team;

Strong analytical skills and ability to clearly $lyasize and present findings, draw practical
conclusions and to prepare well-written reporta tmely manner;

Strong workshop facilitation skills;

Excellent writing and presentation skills in Englisind

Immediate availability for the period indicated.

Reporting Requirements and Deliverables

Inception report of no more than ten pages outlining methodologyp¢oemployed and
indicating clarity of understanding of the questicand issues to be addressed, context in
which the evaluation will be undertaken, and poditisensitivities;

A series of presentations of findinggo UNCT and humanitarian community in Yangon,
Bangkok, New York and Geneva;

A series ofshort evaluation briefing reports of no more than 2500 words each targeted
towards specific user communities, such as UNCT,ddBncies, INGOs and NGOs, which
present findings and recommendations relevant & dpecific user community. These
reports shall serve as stand alone documents,nfoemation from which may also be
included in the final report, but will allow for ess to easily access information most
relevant to their operations; and

A final evaluation report containing elements specified in the document andsrds for
evaluation (pp. 17 — 23) developed by the Unitedidda Evaluation Group (available at
http://ochaonline.un.org/esu). The report shalltamna short executive summary of no
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more than 2,000 words and a main text of no moaa tt6,000 words, both inclusive of
clear and concise recommendations. Annexes shiogldde a list of all individuals
interviewed, a bibliography, a description of metf® employed, a summary of survey
results (if applicable), and any other relevantemats.

The evaluation team is solely responsible for thalfproducts. While maintaining independence,
the team will adhere to professional standardslanguage, particularly that which may relate to
the protection of staff and operations. Addititpwahgencies at the country level and the IA RTE
IG will be consulted prior to the disseminationaofy products emanating from the evaluation.
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Annex 4. Inception Report

1. Objective and scope of the evaluation

1.1 Objective:

In recent years, efforts have been increasinglgctidd towards improving humanitarian response
through learning and accountability. The Inter-Agg Real Time Evaluation (IA RTE) — endorsed
by the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) WarkiGroup in March 2007 as a one year
pilot, and extended for an additional year unté theginning of 2009 — has proven one important
tool through which such analysis may be conductedaccordance with the IASC mandate, an IA
RTE on the response to Cyclone Nargis was propasddas received the consent and support of
the UN Country Team and humanitarian community yaimar.

The humanitarian response to Cyclone Nargis wagueniin constraints and approach.
Characterized by uncertainty due to limits on as@sd communications, distinctive approaches
were employed for both coordination and operatidie response to date has been notable in the
regional solidarity shown by member states of ASEANd other neighbors. ASEAN was also a
key stakeholder which played a “bridging” role beem Myanmar and the international
community?*

In a report to the IASC Working Group in March 20@8was stated that “IA RTEs provide a
unique framework for inter agency system-wide eatdun by reviewing the overall direction and
coordination of an emergency response rather thdy agency-specific aspects of it.” In this
regard, the value-added for this exercise is pilynairected towards those working towards a
common end inside Myanmar and should not be seemanagvaluation of agency specific
programmes or as a replacement for an agency’'deavning and accountability efforts.

This IA RTE affords us the opportunity to refledllectively as a humanitarian community upon
the systems in place, taking into considerationitidévidual capacities of agencies on the ground,
as well as their unique strengths and challengesther, non UN actors have expressed a desire to
see their efforts increasingly recognized and cgdi@ in interagency initiatives. The IA RTE
presents an opportunity to describe the operatiandlstrategic support needs of the humanitarian
system as affected by all four components of thadmnitarian reform, and to reflect upon the role
of non-UN actors. The real-time nature of the gtatiows for improvement of those interactions
while the relief and rehabilitation efforts are ongoing.

Through this IA RTE, negotiations for and the maragnt of a humanitarian operation will be

assessed, and feedback provided to both field aadduarters on a real-time basis. The IA RTE
will assess key challenges and needs on the grasndell as accountability, brining in an external
perspective, analytical capacity and knowledgdiatgoint in the response.

The evaluation is intended to review current openat and provide real time feedback on the
factors and determinants of improved provisionidfand accountability to affected communities;
to serve as an input to the planning of recovery ahabilitation efforts; to provide real time
feedback on the effectiveness and relevance ofnatienal agencies efforts to facilitate the
humanitarian response; and to explore and suggesisumes that will help progress towards
organizational accountability. Findings and recomdaions will inform and improve ongoing

L Revised Appeal: Cyclone Nargis Response Plan 2008didated AppealL0 July 2008. p. 1.
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decision-making, and provide preliminary feedback results to date, while at the same time
gaining lessons learned experiences for futureities.

1.2 Scope:
The evaluation will consider the following specificeas which contribute towards achievement of
this goal:

Accountability

At its core, the evaluation will put forth an assesnt of the effectiveness and outcome to date of
the humanitarian response, identifying its suceass in delivering against stated objectives and

indicators, as well as how the obstacles uniquiisoresponse were addressed. Emphasis will be
placed on eliciting beneficiary views on the ovkerakponse, their level of engagement, and the
relevance of the assistance provided vis a vissiasgerceived and/or articulated by the recipient
populations. Further, those efforts are being ta#len to address accountability to beneficiary

communities and stakeholders will be identified.

Predictability

How the international community has been at stratelgnning in this humanitarian context — both
within and external to — the cluster system, farahresponse and early recovery programming will
be a focus of the evaluation, as well as the effartdertaken to help build national capacities to
harness response to the humanitarian crisis. éurdhview will be afforded as to how and to what
extent local organizations been involved in thepoase, and whether it is likely to reflect a
strengthening over time of civil society. Emphasi$i be placed on what mechanisms are being
employed, or created, to ensure sustainability/eotedness of operations upon
withdrawal/departure of international staff. Futhan assessment of how effectively the early
recovery planning and implementation has been tiated into the humanitarian effort will be put
forth.

Coordination & Partnership

The evaluation will look at the coordination mecisams employed during this response at the field,
country, regional and global level, highlightingetmajor accomplishments and shortcomings. In
addition to the overall operational effectivene$she cluster approach (including the role of the
Global Clusters) in facilitating and supporting jbext humanitarian response at country level, and
on allowing appropriate delivery of humanitariarsiaance. Emphasis will also be placed on
providing a vision of those coordination structussaployed at the field level in lieu and/or in
addition to the cluster mechanism.

2. Methodology

The evaluation will provide detailed analysis, asseent and recommendations based on the
specific areas identified in scope of the evaluatiescribed above.

2.1 Methodological approach

The overall methodology will be based on both intkec and deductive approaches using
quantitative and qualitative data gathered fromagefully selected range of sources as indicated
below.

2.2 Data collection tools
The review will employ the normal range of socieiesce research methods employed in real-time
evaluation, namely:
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» Areview of relevant documents, both public aneinal,

* Focus group meetings with affected populations;

* Semi-structured and structured interviews, bottpénson and by telephone, with a range of
stakeholders The following tentative list is sudgds

2.3 Possible Interlocutors:

» UN Organizations and leadership: RC, HC a.i.,, OCMAP, UNHCR, UNDP, UNICEF,

FAO etc.

International NGOs: WVI, SC, Merlin, MSF-H, Carexi@m, IRC, IDE etc.

National NGOs: TBD

Government of Myanmar

Donor Governments: Singapore, USA, UK, China etc.

Regional Organizations: ASEAN

Beneficiaries: Focus groups and key informant inésvs (KIIs) in affected areas

2.4  Constraints and limitations

i) Travel within Myanmar, particularly in the deltagion, is extremely difficult and will limit the
number of locations to be visited.

i) The terms of reference and the situation in Ntyar is very complex. The RTE is looking only
at the efforts of the international community bull attempt to place them within the broader relief
context.

iii) Because of the timing of the evaluation mariyhe key participants in the relief effort havét le
the region.

Iv) RTEs are conducted quickly and feedback pravidea timely way. Under these conditions it is
not possible to go into a great amount of depthdetlop substantial evidence base.

v) The inter-agency nature of this RTE providesopportunity for a broader review of relief and
recovery issues is not intended to replace morailddt organization specific learning and
accountability efforts.

3. Issues to be studied

Table 1: Detailed Enquiry Areas/Lead Questions anddentification of potential Interlocutors
and Sources for data-gathering

Key Issue for
evaluation

Lead Questions/Detailed Enquiry areag Source/Technique for gathering

info.

1. Accountability | = What is being done to maximize Key informant interviews (KIlI

community engagement? Are the ne
being addressed those which have be
identified as priority by beneficiary
communities?

What has been the effectiveness and
outcome to date of the humanitarian

response? How successful has it bee

in delivering against stated

custh operational UN agencie

2@md NGOs. Focus Group (FG

discussions with beneficiaries
Document review of clustg
planning, KII with cluster lead
and participants.

N

U =

objectives/indicators (as per cluster | Review of assessment reports
work plans at the global and the countgnd planning documents. Kil
level)? with cluster leads and senipr
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Key Issue for
evaluation

Lead Questions/Detailed Enquiry areas

Source/Technique for gatherir
info.

g

How might the quality of assessment
needs, prioritization and planning inte
and intra-sectorally be characterized?
Were funding flows sufficient in both
guantity and timeliness to allow
humanitarian actors to operate
effectively? Were lessons regarding
consultation and accountability in
funding allocations learnt from
previous processes?

What is the perception on the
effectiveness of the coordination
mechanism by outside actors, namely
its effectiveness in addressing needs,
level of engagement of outside actors
and whether it is something that can |
built upon and sustained once the
emergency phase concludes?

What efforts are being undertaken to
address accountability to the
beneficiary community?

ofoordination staff.
rReview of FTS and other dat

KIl  with operational UN
agencies and NGOs in th
appeal.

Document review. KIl with
stakeholders (donor

government, regional entities)

De

Review  organization an
cluster accountability plans. K
with operational organization
FG with beneficiaries.

a.

ne

\*2)

- O

2

2. Predictability

How effective was the cluster
coordination mechanism in facilitating
mobilization and setting the direction

the response? For those clusters that

have recently, or are in the process o
deactivation or hand over, is there a
smooth transition?

How has the coordination structure
helped to build national capacities to
harness response to the humanitariar
crisis, both at the Yangon and field
levels?

What information is being collected by
the clusters and how is it being
collected (i.e. what tools are being
employed to collect and manage
information, and by whom)? How
effective where information flows
within and among the various local ar
regional actors, including the private
sector?

How has the international community
been at strategic planning in this
humanitarian context — both within an

KII with cluster leads and
participants and donors.
Of

f

1 UN and NGO national staff.
Government.

Document review of cluster
outputs. Cluster leads. Websi
(and website use).

d

Review planning documents.
dCluster leads, donors,

external to — the cluster system?

operational organizations.

te
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Key Issue for
evaluation

Lead Questions/Detailed Enquiry areas

Source/Technique for gatherir
info.

g

Are there examples of unusual
collaboration and/or creative
partnerships at the local, national and
international level? How are ASEAN
and the TCG facilitating the
humanitarian/early recovery endeavo
How have local organizations been
involved in the response? Is it likely t
reflect a strengthening over time of

civil society? What mechanisms are {rfNational NGOs, FG with

place, or are in the process of being [
into place, to ensure
sustainability/connectedness of
operations upon withdrawal/departure
of international staff?
In the transition to early recovery, hov
have early recovery plans been
integrated into the humanitarian
response?

What has the been the effect of the
restrictions on recruitment of and
deployment of international staff on
operations, and what have been/are t
strategic implications of the rapid sca
up?

TCG members, donors, privat
sector, operational

organizations.
[?

(@)

wieneficiaries, national staff of
UN and NGOs.

Cluster leads, UNDP, donors.

he
eOperational organizations.

D

3. Coordination
and Partnerships

How are communications and
messaging being managed by the
humanitarian community? Is there a
unified voice?

How might the clusters and technical
working groups be rationalized to allo
for more effective time management?
What is the quality of partnerships,
particularly the involvement of INGOs
NGOs, donors, and the government,
planning, prioritizing, mobilizing
resources and identifying needs?
What is the role of the central cluster
and regional entities, especially when
they are not sitting in the affected are
What is the role at the local level and
how are they linked?

PI staff, senior coordinators,
donors, FG beneficiaries.

Cluster leads and participants
W
Cluster leads, coordinators,

, NGO and local NGO manager
n

Regional coordinators, cluster

leads, hub coordinators.
a?
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4. Timetable

Date Activity
Sept 17 - 28 Consultant orientation, initial docaineview & finalization of TOR
Sept 28 - Oct 3| Travel to Bangkok. Interviews welgional offices.
Oct 4 -9 Interviews in Yangon and completion ataption report
Oct 10 - 20 Interviews and focus groups in affecteshs
Oct 21 - 23 Final interviews and workshops in YangDebrief/verification meetings wit
UNCT and IASC.
Oct 24 Debriefing in Bangkok
Nov 1. Fact checking of draft zero report
Nov 7/8 Debriefings Geneva and New York
Nov.7 Draft report for comment
14 November Final report submitted
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Annex 5: Current Clusters and Technical Working Groups

Health (WHO and Merlin)

Early Recovery/health systems (PONREPP);

SRH and HIV/AIDS;

Mental Health and Psychosocial support;

Malaria and Dengue and other Vector Borne Diseases.

Shelter (Habitat)
Disaster Preparedness and Response Education;
PONREPP.

WASH (UNICEF)

Dry Season Water Security;
Drilling Working Group;
PONREPP.

Protection of Children and Women(UNICEF and Save the Children)
Child Protection in Emergencies;

Women'’s Protection;

Mental Health and Psychosocial Support;

PONREPP

Agriculture (FAO)

Fisheries and Aquaculture;

Livestock and Animal Health;

Part of two PONREPP WGs (Livelihood and DRR).

Nutrition (UNICEF)

Therapeutic and Supplementary Feeding Programme;
Infant Feeding in Emergencies;

Nutrition Surveillance;

Part of health PONREPP WG.

Early Recovery (RC Office)

DRR;

Non-Agriculture Livelihoods;

Environment.

Food Assistance(WFP)

Education (UNICEF and Save the Children)

Telecommunications(WFP)
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