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EVALUATION OF THE UN ‘WORKING AS ONE’ IN THE TSUNAMI RECOVERY PROGRAMME
Executive Summary

This is an evaluation of the UN’s joint Recovery Operation following the Indian Ocean Tsunami on December 26th 2004. The report is in two parts. . The first part of the evaluation reviews the experience of UNTRS in running a joint recovery operation. The second part reviews the programme results in relation to the key questions of the TOR, with the main focus being on such  issues as relevance, value-added, policy influence, and efficiency and timeliness. 

The original decision by the UN Resident Co-ordinator to set up a joint operation to lead the UN’s involvement in recovery was positive and far-sighted, and is in line with the overall strategic direction the UN is taking internationally. The concept of a single UN Team for Recovery Support (UNTRS) pre-dated the global efforts towards UN Reform, and its senior staff had a sense of being pioneers. The Recovery Framework included 11 mostly joint projects, with a lead UN Agency identified for each. The UNTRS has spent about $46 million over the last three years, almost 60% of which has been spent by UNICEF. 

Though very well conceived and generally well supported in India, it has proved challenging for the UNTRS to operationalize the concept of ‘working as one’. First, UNICEF had already a long-established presence in South India, and has had an office in Chennai for the last 12 years, and this meant that there were always two substantial UN Offices (the UNTRS and UNICEF) involved in the Tsunami Recovery operation. 

While many of the agencies welcomed the opportunity to look at their technical work in a broader context, they also found that it was challenging to bring together different approaches, organisational objectives, ways of working, financial and reporting systems. A  key lesson is the need for more consistent messages from the HQ of the different UN agencies about what ‘working ‘as one’ entails in practice. Thus for many programmes there was a double layer of planning, with Work Plans, budgets, and Log frames having  to be approved both by the individual agency and by UNTRS. Working as one also requires more alignment of administrative systems, including changes in the appraisal system so that staff feel their careers are rewarded for supporting joint operations. 

Co-operation between the UN and World Bank in this recovery operation has been spasmodic, mainly for reasons outside UNTRS’ control. Given the strong differences in organizational culture between the UN, WB, and ADB, greater collaboration may only be possible if there is far stronger support for it  from the Headquarters level and from the IASC   

After a promising start, the UN joint operation appears to have lost momentum between March 2005 and early 2006. This was the period when key programme decisions were being made both by the government and NGOs, and the delay may have weakened UNTRS ability to influence the State Government’s recovery policy in Tamil Nadu, specifically in relation to shelter and environmnental issues.  Insofar as lack of clarity about funding exacerbated the delay, we suggest  that UNDP, where it cannot draw on the CERF,needs to negotiate with its donors ‘standby agreements’ in order to ensure greater initial funding for the early phase for any future Recovery Strategy. There is also a need both for UNDG and individual UN Agencies to negotiate with donors to discourage funding which is tightly tied to individual projects. 

In relation to co-ordination between sectors the evaluation finds that though great efforts were made to improve the situation, in UNTRS there has been an insufficient linkage between the different sectors, and more could have been done  to mainstream issues like environmental considerations and DRM into other sectors. 

Regarding implementation, the evaluation asks whether in a joint operation the UN should just let the different agencies implement programmes as best they can, or whether it should exert a greater degree of critical financial, monitoring, pace and impact oversight.  

The report raises the issue of whether all UN agencies which are represented in the country should expect to be represented in a disaster recovery operation, or whether inclusion should be more based on some objective criteria, including the relevance of the agency’s  particular expertise.   

As regards the preferred mode of operation we question whether the UN’s comparative advantage really lies in project implementation, especially in the South Indian context where there is a wealth of other implementing agencies  We suggest that the UNTRS might have considered working  more directly through the State Government, at least in Tamil Nadu, as a way of fostering  greater government ownership of its programme and increasing its policy influence. 

Any future operation similar to UNTRS requires a far more robust and autonomous monitoring function, capable of reviewing strategies and commissioning more ‘real time’ evaluations.  This kind of work is best undertaken by staff with previous UN M & E experience. 

The Case Study of the UNTRS concludes with a range of recommendations. These focus on the need for the IASC to make UNDP’s role in co-ordinating recovery work more explicit; on the need for an earlier appointment of a Senior Co-ordinator for any future Recovery Programme; and the need for this Co-ordinator to be given stronger technical support from experienced UN staff and local civil society actors where available rather than relying on new recruits, however talented they may be.  There are further recommendations about the need for more harmonization of administrative, salary, and IT systems across the different UN agencies, and a greater commitment to institute simple but common planning,  monitoring and reporting systems in any future joint UN recovery operation. In order to reduce delays UNDP as the administrative agent and its respective donors need to streamline approval processes.  Also the report recommends that all UN agencies encourage donors to support the overall operation, and not earmark their donations to specific projects when the UN is responding as one. 
PART 2: 
This part of the evaluation aims to assess the results of the different programmes run by the UNTRS.  In respect of efficiency and timeliness, after a promising start, the recruitment delays already noted may have reduced the impact UNTRS could have over the reconstruction process, especially in relation to shelter and environmental issues, but less in respect of health and education. 
In relation to relevance it was highly relevant to try to both rebuild and strengthen the health infrastructures in the affected regions.  There was far less funding available for environmental programmes, and greater integration of environmental considerations into other sectors only started at a rather late stage of the operation.  In livelihoods the fisheries programme is seen as highly relevant, but the evaluation team was less certain about the relevance of the skills training programme

In relation to policy influence, UNTRS was right not to get directly involved in shelter construction, but rather focused its efforts and resources on influencing shelter policy by publishing and revising shelter guidelines. These guidelines helped ensure that there would be no forced relocation of people away from the coastal belt. There was equally some policy influence both at state and central level in relation to the issue of social inclusion of the most vulnerable people in the recovery process. The UNTRS was also able to expand disaster preparedness in many of the coastal districts in South  India, and its work has led to increased capacity for DRM at both district and state level. 
Given its strong position in the affected states, and the amounts of money at its disposal, UNICEF was able to have a positive policy influence in its own sectors, including for instance in the promotion of Activity Based Learning, child protection, and the Integrated Management of Neonatal and Childhood Illnesses. The WHO sponsored Psychosocial Support Programme has utilized both community volunteers and the work force of the  Department of Social Welfare. While interventions in HIV/AIDS and trafficking have had positive impacts at the policy level, UNTRS has collectively been less successful in relation to the difficult issues of environmental sanitation. 

In relation to value-added there has been a positive contribution in the sectors of health and education, with the investment in Activity Based Learning and new equipment for health centres for improved neonatal care. UNTRS has been able to bring different agencies together to achieve  a new approach for Psycho-social support. In relation to DRM the UNTRS has contributed to making shelter and fisheries sector policies more hazard-sensitive at state level but it has yet to enable health, education, infrastructure and other sectors to become more conscious of disaster hazards.  The added value of the environment dimensions of UNTRS’s work is yet to be fully realized, as because of the delays in start up many of the environmental programmes are yet to be completed and indeed may end prematurely before achieving key planned outcomes or ensuring sustainability of impacts, ..  

As regards Social & Economic Vulnerability the major contribution of the UNTRS in relation to reducing vulnerability has been to reduce shelter related vulnerabilities by making shelter safer in many locations and with many organizations. Its work in relation to DRM has helped increase awareness of vulnerability issues across the administration, and the evaluation also found a greater awareness about child rights and a greater involvement of children in relation to community issues. The DRM programmes could have had a greater impact on vulnerability if there had been more ‘joined up’ thinking in introducing DRM into all the UNTRS programmes including livelihoods and education as well as with civil society. There is a need for UNTRS to promote a broader risk transfer programme, that could include insurance coverage for communities, livelihoods, and assets, and a need for more  coordination of, and integration between, the different vulnerability mapping exercises, as there is a danger of duplication in these activities:  
In relation to Building Back Better  and overall Impact the initiatives in relation to child rights, and improved education and health (and especially HIV/AIDS)  services in Tamil Nadu, together with the UN’s investment in fisheries,  appear to have been rather more successful than other initiatives.  This is of course not surprising given both that UNICEF was already well established in South India long before the Tsunami, and also given that almost half the UNTRS funding went into social sectors and far less (about 11%) into livelihoods and the environment.  In addition, the ILO Alternative Livelihood Project (ALP) was delayed and the team was unable to assess its impact. There is though clear evidence of improvement in the nutritional status of children in the Tsunami areas, and much of this improvement can be attributed to improved equipment and staff training in anganwadi centres. 

As regards the use of ICT, the evaluation acknowledges the potential it offers in risk assessment, relief, and recovery operations, but it is concerned about whether ICT solutions can be successfully maintained at district and community levels, especially within the current government structure. The evaluation recommends that UNTRS should prepare a complete inventory of these different databases and the agencies promoting them, bring these agencies together, and identify ways in which information could be more effectively shared and used between the different agencies.   

UNTRS has made a good start in defining what an inclusive recovery may look like, and highlighting this issue in its advocacy work, in favour of the most vulnerable people in society, especially widows. UNTRS has been strongly committed to broadening the diversities and promoting inclusiveness in DRM, shelter, livelihood, and other sectors of recovery.
As regards sustainability, UNTRS is very aware of this issue, and many of the initiatives in health, nutrition, HIV/AIDS, and child rights will be continued, and there is continued funding from other sources for DRM.  The picture in relation to the different resource centres which UNTRS has supported at state and district level is mixed, but both the NCRC and TNTRC should continue after UNTRS phases out. 

In relation to partnerships, one weakness was reported to be a lack of MOUs with State Governments, especially in relation to environmental work.  From a learning perspective  UNTRS needs to document for itself what has worked in its  partnership with the state government, and where they could have achieved more. Greater partnership with the civil society, beyond TNTRC and NCRC would have helped.
In relation to capacity building, in general there is such strong capacity, both in Government and civil society, in South India that it is not realistic to expect the UNTRS to have been able to build much new capacity within the relatively short time frame it has been operating. However there is clear evidence of capacity building in relation both to NGOs (with many receiving training in trafficking, HIV/AIDS, and psycho-social support) and more directly at the community level, for instance in the Kalanjiam community radio project.  
This part of the report concludes with specific recommendations for each sector. 
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Map 1: Distribution of Tsunami Affected Regions in India (2004) 
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Introduction 

On 26 December 2004, an Earthquake in the sea off Aceh in Indonesia caused a devastating Tsunami which affected the entire Indian Ocean region, including approximately 2260 Kms of coastline of India and the entire Andamans and Nicobar Islands. The death toll in India alone was estimated at 12,405 people, but about 2.79 million were directly or indirectly affected, while 647,599 people were displaced from their homes, and about 100,000 homes were damaged or destroyed..

In spite of the scale of the disaster and the unprecedented international response, India decided not to put out a formal international appeal. However, at the request of Government of India, a joint assessment of damages and rehabilitation and reconstruction needs was undertaken by the  ADB, the UN and the WB from February 1st – 15th 2005. This was followed in March 2005 by a UN Mission which prepared a more detailed Recovery Framework building on the report of the Joint Assessment Mission. The UN Recovery framework came up with a number of Guiding Principles, to which we refer in the report, and the evaluation tries to assess the extent to which the overall Tsunami Recovery operation of the UN has remained consistent with these principles over the last 3 years.

The first part of the evaluation reviews the experience of the UN in ‘Working as One’ in its Tsunami Recovery Programme, since this was a far-sighted experiment which pre-dates much of the efforts made towards UN Reform of the last three years. Part 2 then reviews the outcomes of the different recovery programmes supported by the UNTRS. As the original TOR (attached as Appendix 1) were very broad  the evaluation focuses on some key issues which were discussed and agreed at the outset of the evaluation, These issues include the relevance and effectiveness of respective programmes, the  value added by the UNTRS; the extent to which UNTRS was able to influence government policies in the Tsunami areas, the efficiency and timeliness of the operation, and the extent to which UNTRS has been able to ‘Build Back Better’. 

Methodology

The evaluation was carried out from January 21 to February 9 2008. It began with an extensive review of UNTRS documents including the Recovery Framework, the sectoral annual workplans and both the 2-year & 3-year Reports produced by UNTRS. At the start of field work the evaluation team met the UNTRS office team in Chennai as well as members of the Steering Committee, and Government of Tamil Nadu to discuss the scope of the evaluation and finalise an Inception Note. This was a very important part of the evaluation process, as the Evaluation Team always felt the original TOR were too broad and ambitious  Therefore in this Note (attached as Appendix 2) the original questions in the TOR were adapted into a smaller number of critical questions which the whole team tried to address as appropriate to the different sectors. Once UNTRS accepted this Inception Note, this, and not the original TOR became the basis for the evaluation and for this report. 
The evaluation team was requested to focus more on DRM as it was being spread to new areas in South India and was gaining national policy attention. As the outputs and achievements of the DRM are well documented the evaluation team was asked to focus on areas for improvement. 
Though all team members collected evaluation data and evidence for all 11 UN activities, members were all asked to focus on specific programmes appropriate to their expertise. P. Subramaniyam focused on health, nutrition, HIV/ AIDS, and Psychosocial support issues. R. Akila focused on education, child protection, and livelihoods, Mihir R. Bhatt focused on housing, water and sanitation, and disaster management and ICT, Hugh Goyder focused on  joint programming and UN coordination. Mihir Bhatt and Mr. Hugh Goyder focused on NGO and government coordination. Dr. Sultana Bashir focused on environment, and all team members gave attention to gender, social equity, community mobilization, partnership, and co-ordination issues.  

The evaluation team used the findings of the initial literature review and discussions with UNTRS staff to design and develop questions for key stakeholders at all levels based on the core questions contained in the Inception Note. The team held a large number of interviews with government staff both at state and district level, with NGO representatives, and with community leaders tsunami survivors, and other community members. Where appropriate these individual meetings were supplemented with focus group discussions. The evaluation team benefited considerably from the support of Tamil and Malayalam speaking research assistants, Mr. Manoj and Ms. Crycilda Meyne. 

Some of the methods used to gather information included the following: 
· Rapid appraisal  -  consulting key documents, meeting a cross-section of key personnel , and visiting core areas of concern in the field, in close consultation with UNTRS.
· Multi-disciplinary approach with scope for triangulation to avoid bias in  findings –  with 2 or more evaluation team members in certain meetings, and a  coverage of a cross-section of community members in order to gain a wider range of views
· Field visits for assessing  beneficiaries views, and for on-the-spot observation of timeliness, impact and sustainability of outcomes

· Semi-structured open ended interviews, using the key questions in the Inception Note as the base guideline (Questions presented as Appendix to the report)

Though the team divided into smaller groups, in order to cover the wide range of sectors and projects, half way through the evaluation they also met again in Velankanni, Nagapattinam district,  Tamil Nadu to share notes and exchange findings, and to revise the remaining schedule. On reaching Chennai after the field work the evaluation team convened in order to prepare a presentation of initial findings to the UNTRS staff.  Following our return from the field we were also asked at short notice to make a presentation to a number of external stakeholders, including representatives of the Government of Tamil Nadu and two donors.  After these  presentations the team met the individual members of the UNTRS team in Chennai to further validate findings and discuss recommendations. 

For the assessment of the institutional issues involved in the UN ‘Working as One’ in Tsunami recovery the Team Leader traveled to Delhi and had a wide range of meetings with UNDP staff, as well as staff from ILO, UNFPA, and WHO. In addition he held phone interviews with senior staff from UNDP, FAO, ILO, and UNICEF who had been involved in the co-ordination of UNTRS but who had recently left India.

The TOR suggested that the evaluation should first look at the results of the 11 different programmes that made up the UNTRS, and then produce a case study of ‘the UN as One’. The approach we decided to adopt was to make this evaluation of the ‘UN as One’ the first part of the evaluation, and to document the programme results in the second part.  This is because the structure of the UNTRS, and the strengths and weaknesses both of this structure and of the individual agencies involved, greatly affected these results. As issues of efficiency and timeliness turned out to be very important in the case study of the UN ‘Working as One’ these are reviewed in general in Part 1, and in respect of particular sectors in Part 2.  Part 1 also includes broader recommendations for the UN System arising from the case study.

A minor difficulty encountered by the Evaluation Team has been whether to aggregate all the different UN operations as UNTRS, or to refer to agencies by name. The initial feedback to the first draft on this issue was divided, with some reviewers suggesting little or no reference to individual agencies, but others wanting more reference to them.  The practice we have followed is to make greater reference to UNTRS, but also to refer to an agency by name where this makes better sense.   

Limitations

As with any such evaluation of this scope the exercise faced a number of limitations. Initially it was hoped that, given the three-year time scale, much of the key data would have already been synthesized in a series of sectoral or project –level evaluations. This was indeed what was envisaged in the UNTRS ‘ ‘Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Plan’ (IMEP).
 This plan envisaged a series of annual evaluations, joint evaluations, and sector evaluations. Had this IMEP been followed it would have been possible to undertake this evaluation as a kind of ‘meta-evaluation’ which we believe would have achieved a different quality of analysis, as this overall evaluation would then have been a synthesis of these previous evaluations, triangulated with discussions with key stakeholders. But while there was a huge number of documents to review, and a few specific evaluations on particular issues, in general we found few evaluations that could really be used, there was insufficient monitoring or evaluation data at the individual sector or overall programme level generally. This was particularly the case in respect of data based on impact-level indicators as opposed to process indicators that measure completion of activities and delivery of products such as reports or training – an issue to which we return in the recommendations.  
Secondly, as regards the logistics, the team received full co-operation from UNTRS staff, but this was the first such full multi-sectoral evaluation UNTRS had faced and we believe that the amount of planning and preparation required for an evaluation of this scope in a relatively short timeframe was underestimated.  For example, there could have been more efficient and effective use of the Evaluation Team’s time, if key field visits and interviews had been planned further in advance. In addition, the evaluation took place just as senior staff were leaving the UNTRS Chennai office, and just after some staff had already left. 

Additionally, many of UNTRS’ key contacts in the State Government of Tamil Nadu were no longer in the same positions, although we were still able to meet some of them and discuss their Tsunami recovery experience.

The scope of the evaluation and the breadth of the TOR meant that we were not able to go into great detail in relation to any one sector particularly given the relatively short time frame (20 days) of the evaluation mission for a programme of this size.  However, those team members who focused on fewer sectors were able to evaluate their sectors in greater depth than those who had to cover several sectors. While the overall allocation of tasks between team members fairly reflected the priority sectors in terms of expenditure (e.g. with individual specialists for health and education, we have found it impossible to do full justice to UNTRS’s work in ICT and shelter.

In general, in the absence of a full range of project level evaluations, we felt that there were some unrealistic expectations of what a multi-sectoral evaluation like this could cover, especially given the double focus on ‘the UN As One, and the performance of different programmes. 
 

A further constraint faced by this evaluation was the different rate of implementation of different programmes.  While some are long since completed; and outcomes can be documented, others are still continuing and it was more difficult to evaluate outcomes and impact.  For such programmes, we have attempted to evaluate outcomes and impacts to date including a general assessment of the implications of UNTRS’s work ending later this year, including issues which UNTRS staff and partners need to monitor carefully in the final months of the joint programme in order to maximize added value and enhance sustainability of programme impacts and results.  However the evaluation team fully accepts that there are several programmes for which it is premature to make strong statements about outcomes and impact, and in these cases, the report simply indicates issues which UNTRS staff and partners need to monitor carefully in the final months of the joint programme (and in future responses).

As regards any inherent biases in this report, the evaluation team included experts in disaster risk reduction, environment, health, education, & child protection, as well as emergency recovery and co-ordination. We would not claim to be free of bias, but feel the team was drawn from sufficiently diverse backgrounds and disciplines to support an objective evaluation process. The data and findings were shared and discussed by the team to address bias, and extensive comments were received after debriefing and on an early draft of this report, which have informed this final draft.   

There remain some problems of attribution. Both Tamil Nadu and Kerala have relatively active and interventionist state governments, with a good record especially in the sectors of health and education. Even without the Tsunami one would have expected continued progress in some of these sectors, and there is insufficient evidence to attribute all this progress to the Tsunami Recovery programme. However, as the report makes clear, the evaluation found  that the Tsunami did indeed provide the opportunity for further improvements in health, education, HIV/AIDS, DRM, and psychosocial services, which would not have happened otherwise.  In all sectors the extra funding both from the UNTRS and other agencies have both given greater impetus to what were already positive trends, as well as making possible a number of new initiatives, especially in relation to Early Warning, Fisheries and Shelter which are documented in this evaluation.  Given these difficulties of attribution, this report merges the questions in the TOR regarding impact with the related question of ‘Building Back Better’ as we found considerable overlap between these two issues.  
A further limitation was the area covered by this evaluation. The team spent most of its time in Tamil Nadu, with shorter inputs in the Tsunami-affected coastal areas in the south of Kerala and none in Andhra Pradesh. UNICEF had an important programme in the Andaman & Nicobar Islands, but it was decided that the evaluation team would not visit there. This meant that the evaluation team was also not able to review disaster preparedness levels of these islands, which are at India’s highest risk level of facing another tsunami, cyclones and heavy rains.  

PART 1: The UN Tsunami Recovery Programme – The UN ‘As One’? 
1.1 The Origins of the Concept

The original decision by the UN Resident Co-ordinator to set up a joint operation to lead the UN’s involvement in recovery was positive and far-sighted, and is in line with the overall strategic direction the UN is taking internationally. 

Even though this evaluation documents, as it is required to do, some of the difficulties faced by the joint UN operation, we believe the alternative (with different UN agencies trying to run their own individual programmes) would have been far less effective.  Although there had been no formal request for international assistance from the GOI for the relief phase, the Resident Co-ordinator proposed a joint UN Agency response to the GOI at an early stage, and in response, on January 12 2005,  the GOI formally requested the UN for assistance in recovery & reconstruction, & ‘enhanced assistance in developing disaster prevention & management systems’.  The request letter from the GOI further stated that ‘we understand UNDP will co-ordinate the efforts of all UN bodies in this effort. 

The reconstruction agenda was well articulated in two reports produced in March 2005 – the first the result of the Joint Assessment Mission undertaken by the World Bank, UNICEF, and the ADB;  and the second the UN’s own Recovery Framework, which was formally approved by the Central Ministry of Finance. The evaluation team believes that both these reports, combined with the GOI’s request to UNDP for recovery assistance,  provided an excellent policy and operational basis for a timely, relevant, and effective recovery operation.  The recovery framework included clear principles, summarized in the box below, and it argued that during the transition to recovery ‘the protection of the most vulnerable segments of the displaced population and the improvement of their living conditions in temporary shelters over the coming months deserve special attention. In this context, there is a need for designing an adaptive reconstruction process that promotes reduction of vulnerability in the medium and long term, increases resilience to the specific local multi-hazards, and inserts itself in the larger district, state and national development strategies. In this sense, this disaster is an opportunity to upscale and accelerate the development process, and reduce existing vulnerabilities and risks’
.
Guiding Principles for Sustainable Recovery and Risk Management

Key guiding principles:

Nationally and local driven recovery

Short-term rehabilitation must not hinge on long-term reconstruction packages.

An adequate balance between governance and participation

Respect for cultural diversity and specificities

Seek greater equity in access rights and the distribution of productive assets.

Transparent and effective monitoring of the recovery process

Cross-cutting issues:

In moving from post-disaster relief to recovery:

Protecting the most vulnerable

Making temporary shelters more liveable

In restoration of livelihoods and upgrading of infrastructure:

Getting people back to work

Restoring and upgrading infrastructure and services wherever possible.

Making recovery inclusive and broad based

Securing livelihoods with greater value-addition

Maximizing the use of local procurement in recovery efforts

In prospective risk reduction:

A healthy environment for long term security and sustainability

Prospective risk management for a multi-hazard context

Organizing communities to respond to emergency situations

The concept of a single UN Team for Recovery Support (UNTRS) was far sighted as it pre-dated the global efforts towards UN Reform, and its senior staff had a sense of being pioneers. The Recovery Framework included 11 mostly joint projects, with a lead UN Agency identified for each. The structure involved a Tsunami Steering Committee in Delhi, with a joint UNTRS Office in Chennai. Originally this office was based in the UNICEF office, and was initially run by UNDP staff temporarily assigned to Tamil Nadu between January and March 2005.  UNDP has acted throughout as the ‘administrative agent’ for the UNTRS, pooling funding both from 6 different UN agencies (UNDP, ILO, FAO, and a part of WHO, UNICEF and UNFPA funding) and a wide variety of other donors. All this was done for the first time in India, and is worth documenting in order to support any similar type of response in the future.

In the Recovery Framework,  agency management was well structured around thematic and programme areas, In each area there is a lead agency, and other participating agencies. In each activity there was a cluster lead agency providing clarity, leadership, and accountability to the UN agencies. The lead agency has the responsibility of coordinating with the partners, and government and other agencies. The lead agency was also empowered with facilitating cross-cutting issues, and assessing and ensuring timeliness of financing, programme needs, and outcomes. Each lead agency was responsible for addressing social equity issues as a cross-cutting theme in the recovery area. The evaluation team sees the design of this framework as an achievement, and a model that could possibly be replicated elsewhere.  

In addition we understand that in the immediate aftermath of the Tsunami there were some requests from NGOs for UNDP to assist the State Government in Tamil Nadu to co-ordinate the huge number of NGOs wanting to be involved in the Tsunami response. However at the time it was unable to make a prompt response to these requests, as it had no co-ordination ‘package’ to offer.
 The most successful example of a District level co-ordination initiative following the Tsunami was the NCRC in Nagapattinam District. This emerged from civil society and NGO leaders who were able to bring with them relevant experience of co-ordination from the 2001 Bhuj Earthquake, but it was then strongly supported by the UNTRS, which tried to replicate the NCRC approach by establishing both other District level Co-ordination Centres and the State-level TNTRC, which are discussed in Part 2.   
1.2 The implementation of the ‘UN as One’ Concept
Implementing the UN Recovery Framework ‘as one’ proved to be a real challenge for a number of reasons. First, UNICEF had already a long-established presence in South India, and has had an office in Chennai for the last 12 years. For its long term programmes in relation to health and education it has its own agreements with most of the State Governments in India. Also, it is unlike other UN agencies in that it has a strong capacity both to undertake immediate relief in emergencies, and to raise funds for these interventions. With its strong track record, and abundant funding, it could perhaps have been considered a possible lead agency for the UNTRP. However in early 2005 UNICEF’s Chennai office was already working to full capacity, and it soon became difficult for all the UNTRS UN agencies to  share the same premises.   

The ability of different UN agencies to support the UNTRS seemed to be influenced by two factors – first their personal interest in working jointly, and secondly the amount of authority they had from their HQ to enter into this kind of arrangement. Even though each agency experienced some difficulties with working jointly, the UN representatives involved in the UNTRS Steering Committee found this joint working a positive learning experience. This learning though, was of two kinds. First, some of the agencies welcomed the opportunity to look at their technical work in a broader context, and to learn much more about other sectors.  Secondly the same agencies also found that it was challenging to bring together different approaches, ways of working, financial and reporting systems.  In general it may have been easier for senior UN staff, who had worked collaboratively with other UN agencies in other countries to support the idea of ‘working as one’ than for those staff for whom this was an entirely new concept. 
Generally it was the smaller UN agencies (ILO, FAO, UNFPA, and WHO) which had the most to gain from the UNTRS, as they only have agreements at the Central level and often have a limited ability to implement programmes at the State level.  Through UNTRS these agencies were able to make a greater contribution to the Tsunami recovery effort than if they had each tried to work separately. 

It is clear that great efforts were made by senior staff at the Delhi level to make the joint Recovery programme work, and that without this high level support the UNTRS would never have got off the ground.  However a useful lesson from UNTRS’ experience is that UN agencies are still very divergent in their organizational cultures, and management, financial, and IT systems. We believe that future progress on the ‘UN Working as One’, at least in respect of recovery operations like these,  may be seriously constrained unless these divergencies are addressed as a matter of priority at all levels. For instance one UN agency, UNIDO was unable to participate as it required any funding to be sent via its HQ in Vienna, from which they would deduct a substantial management charge (about 12%). In the case of ILO and FAO, strong personal interest from the Representatives ensured that these agencies co-operated fully with the UNTRS. In general it was easier for senior UN staff, who had worked collaboratively with other UN agencies in other countries to support the idea of ‘working as one’ than for those staff for whom this was an entirely new concept. 
What seems to have been missing in 2005-6, when the UNTRS was being set up, was any strong message from the HQ of the different UN agencies about what ‘working ‘as one’ entailed in practice. The more money raised by an agency for Tsunami recovery, the greater the pressure on staff for a relatively rapid disbursement process; and these pressures were most acute just when the UNTRS was starting in the first half of 2005. UNICEF for instance, had by far the greatest level of funding, and some of its staff, while supportive of the idea of a joint response, felt that UNTRS was simply too slow and cumbersome. The Chennai office also found it had a dual reporting line – to UNTRS and to its Country Office in Delhi.
 Additionally, it is essential that all staff in such joint ventures are fully aware of the global UN reform process and understand the importance of their own role in contributing to this important goal. 

1.3. Planning and Reporting issues

For most programmes supported by UNTRS there was a double layer of planning, with Annual Work Plans, budgets, and Log frames having to be approved both the individual agency and by UNTRS. This was time consuming and inconvenient for the staff but the extra costs in terms of staff time must be offset against the benefits of the UN working together. 

While the largest donors like DFID were very considerate and flexible where it came to reporting requirements, there were some donors, specifically the National Committees to UNICEF and the America India Foundation which were more demanding, with the AIF demanding an individual agreement contract with each local partner.
As regards reporting, even though many donors are very supportive of the UN ‘Working as One’, very few reports to donors by individual agencies even refer to the UNTRS.
 These reports seem to be based on a fallacy that donors only want to hear about the response of the particular agency to which they have donated funds. There is though a strong case for a joint operation like UNTRS to have a single planning and reporting system, to which individual agencies commit themselves at the outset of the operation. It would also be far better if all donors to the UNTRS had received a common set of reports, which should have been supplemented by reports to individual donors only when that agency demanded such a report. 

We recommend that the IASC should work both with the Directors and Executive Boards of all the UN Agencies likely to be involved in similar joint recovery operations in future, and with the key donors, to ensure that a common planning and reporting system can be implemented as a matter of course in any future joint recovery programme.  We also recommend that the IASC (and possibly also UNDG) should work with the senior resource mobilization staff in different UN agencies to produce an ‘Induction Pack’ for new donors. This should explain the advantages to be gained by the UN working as one, and advocate that donors (and especially new donors)  to joint UN operations request joint, rather than agency specific, reports 
Working as one also requires alignment of administrative systems, including major changes in the appraisal system of each agency: at present staff appraisals in some agencies do not always recognize the amount of time and effort a staff member may have committed to helping support a joint operation. Additionally, it is essential that all staff in such joint ventures are fully aware of the global UN reform process and understand the importance of their own role in contributing to this important goal.  Thus a key lesson from the UNTRS experience is that if the UN is to work as one effectively, particularly in a disaster situation (including recovery) there must be relatively intense activity at all levels (at HQ, in Regional Offices, and in Country and State Offices) and in all Divisions, including Communications, Procurement, Finance, Administration & HR, to agree the modalities for all such operations well in advance. The aim should be for a common set of procedures to be agreed in principle, and documented, so that any a similar operation to UNTRS in the future can be set up more smoothly.   

1.4 Co-operation with the World Bank and Asia Development Bank

The Joint Assessment undertaken by the UN, ADB and the WB in February 2005 had considerable potential, as it did outline a coordinated means by which the international community could work after a major disaster such as the tsunami. Following this assessment UNTRS maintained some links with the ADB (which has an office in the same building) but experienced difficulties in maintaining close links with both agencies through the recovery phase. UNTRS was always positive about the need for continuing collaboration between the UN, ADB, and WB, and led an important ‘stock taking exercise’ in 2006, in which all these agencies, and the State Government of Tamil Nadu, were involved. In addition two years after the Tsunami the UNTRS coordinated the production of a joint report on the recovery efforts of all three agencies, and the World Bank did take up the Early Warning system initiated by UNTRS may use it in other coastal states. Also in the fisheries sector there is close co-operation between UN, WB and the TN Government in the FIMSUL project.
 However in other respects co-operation between these agencies has not been maintained consistently throughout the last three years as both the ADB and World Bank have focused on implementation of their recovery programmes.  Both agencies had far more funding available than UNTRS: the ADB had $194.8 million allocated to shelter, infrastructure (especially the reconstruction of harbours) and livelihoods while the World Bank allocated $465 million, $390 million of which has been committed to housing, with most of the balance going to livelihoods. However both donors have found it difficult to disburse these amounts within the original time scales. 

The useful lesson that emerges from this is simply the difficulty of maintaining close collaboration between major donors over the full period of a recovery programme. Both those staff implementing recovery programmes, and the staff managing them either from a Regional or Head Office, need greater clarity on what degree of collaboration it is feasible to expect between these donors throughout this process, and a greater shared understanding of the possible benefits of such collaboration. The main opportunities, which were only partially taken up, would have been a more continuous sharing of ideas between these major donors. The challenge was to maintain and increase co-operation between these major donors on the key issues of shelter and livelihoods, as well as increasing collaboration both on advocacy work, social equity and environmental sustainability.  Given the strong differences in organizational culture between the UN, WB, and ADB, such collaboration may only come if there is far stronger support from the Headquarters level and periodic engagement from the Headquarters level and from the IASC to foster such closer inter-agency co-operation.   

1.5 Timeliness & Efficiency of the UNTRS.

Once the staff sent to Chennai on temporary assignments left in March 2005, both UNDP and the Steering Committee tended to underestimate the management challenge facing the UNTRS, and it took a long time to appoint a staff member of sufficient experience to provide the level of strategic leadership that was required. As a result, in spite of a promising start, the UN joint operation appears to have lost momentum between March 2005 and early 2006. This was the period when key programme decisions were being made both by the  government and NGOs  There appear to have been a number of reasons for this lost momentum. First UNDP was involved in negotiations with UNICEF (which was interested, and had the funding) to assign a senior staff member to lead UNTRS, and this whole process took too long.

Some delays were also caused by a lack of funds and delays in finalising contracts with donors, though we found disagreement within UNTRS about whether funding delays were ever a serious constraint in implementation in 2005-6: there were also many cases where UNTRS was able to move funds between programme areas as well as raising additional funds to respond to changing programmatic needs.

However, bearing in mind that funding was far less of a constraint for UNTRS than for most recovery operations, in order to reduce any possible delays caused by funding uncertainties, we recommend that UNDP, where it cannot draw on the CERF, should urgently seek to negotiate with its donors ‘standby agreements’ in order to ensure greater initial funding for the early phase for any future Recovery Strategy. These funds should be allocated in the first instance to key activities like co-ordination, detailed assessment work and related research, assisting governments with the particular challenges associated with the recovery operation, and setting up any future joint UN Recovery Operation. The amounts of money required for these purposes are in fact quite modest, and we recommend that the UNDP should in the first instance approach the increasing number of donors like DFID which are committed to the UN ‘Working as One’.  
A further reason for the slow rate of implementation at the start was that UNTRS became entangled in its own procedures. One example is that it can take up to a year for the UNDP to open a new bank account. Recruitment was also problematic: UNDP encouraged its Delhi staff to apply for the UNTRS positions in Chennai, but no one did so, perhaps because of the short-term nature of the posts and having to relocate. Other UN Agencies were reluctant to release staff to the UNTRS office, and by the rather late stage when the UNTRS was recruiting, it was more difficult to fill some of the more specialised posts. UNDP salaries are also lower than those paid by other UN agencies and even those paid by some of the INGOs, and in a fast growing economy like that of Chennai, appeared uncompetitive, especially given the short term nature of the UN contracts.  As a result the UNTRS has found it hard to recruit and retain for key posts – especially in the key sectors of livelihoods, and M & E,. The UN also focused on hiring individuals and so far as we know, did not explore the possibility of having institutional MoUs which would have enabled it to commission more training, monitoring, research and evaluation services from local institutions in South India.

This slow start was also a significant constraint on the UNTRS’ ability to influence the State Government’s policy in Tamil Nadu. While ‘recovery’ is a long term process, in all the Tsunami-affected countries, governments tended to make key decisions about both the desired outcomes and process of the recovery at an  early stage. As in the case of other emergencies, it was probably in the first few months after the Tsunami that governments were under the most pressure, and most open to outside advice,  In the assessment of the evaluation the relatively late start by UNTRS impacted less on sectors like health and education in which UNICEF was already well established, but it did result in some missed opportunities (referred to in section 2.0 below )  for influencing the recovery process during 2005, for example with respect to shelter policy, environment, and  social exclusion. While FAO found ways to catch up with this delay, mainly though close coordination with the government and civil society initiatives the start of ILO’s livelihood projects was delayed. 

The delays experienced by ILO’s Alternative Livelihood Project (up to 6 months in the case of one component) in negotiating with donors and UNTRS and getting funding disbursed, suggest that any future similar operation needs to give greater priority to resolving these bottlenecks at an early stage.  
1.6 Co-ordination between sectors 

The UN Recovery Framework enlisted 11 areas of interventions, essentially UN agency projects, which included health and nutrition, education, child protection, psychosocial support, water and sanitation, disaster risk management, livelihood restoration, aid coordination and ICT, environment and HIV/AIDS. This project list would probably have been broadly similar for each agency even if there had not been a joint response.  There was some useful overlap between agencies working within one sector – for instance in relation to HIV/AIDS, education, and health, but in general each project was implemented in isolation. As a result, impact remained scattered both at policy and grassroots levels, although significant steps were made to better integrate the work of different sectors after the arrival of a full-time coordinator in March 2006. 
The activity initiated in March 2006 involved harmonising activities across sectors, partners, and locations. This  was a major task but the resulting  revised framework was more coordinated and realistic than the previous proposal.  The UNTRS team members found these planning activities useful and the log frames for DRM and livelihoods, in addition to shelter sector evolved over period of time and the process of evolution is worth recording for such future interventions as they tried to strike a balance between original intentions and changed realities on the ground. 

However while there was a joint recovery framework the log frames remained individual sector and UN agency specific. Overall the coordination remained, at best, bifurcated between UNICEF and others, and management specific to individual agencies. 
UNTRS encouraged its member agencies to work with each other especially in the stock taking exercise of September 2006, and there was also collaboration between shelter, environment and fisheries following this meeting.  As a result DRM came somewhat closer to ICT and the shelter sector, including sanitation, and FAO and ILO came closer in their livelihood work through 6-monthly livelihoods coordination meetings lead by ILO.. HowNonetheless Howo we felt that more efforts to fuse the projects on the ground, across communities or in content would have made a big difference in the overall joint impact of UNTRS - although we acknowledge the challenges involved in achieving such integration given how the programme had been planned by different agencies.  
The UNTRS team was aware of this gap and discussed it with the evaluation team after the presentation of the inception report. For example, DRM is a national initiative, taken by Government of India with the support from several key donors including EC, USAID, and DFID.  After the Tsunami DRM was extended to coastal districts, and later  to all districts. In the Recovery Framework UNDP continued to take the lead  and UNICEF was the only UN agency participating. This is puzzling in view of the fact that DRM needs to be a cross-cutting, interagency  initiative, and it is not clear what efforts were made by UNICEF and other UN agencies to define their roles in DRM in terms of their own thematic programmes and in terms of their operational areas. A good example in this regard is the ‘safety at sea’ initiative by SIFFS for the risks faced by the fishermen at sea supported initially by ECHO and later by FAO.  A similar initiative was under discussion to integrate environmental mapping with DRM vulnerability mapping with a local partner, FERAL, and the evaluation team felt that other UN agencies could have done more to incorporate DRM in their respective work and areas. Hardly any UN agency other than UNDP mentions DRM in its reports or other literature, and within UNTRS DRM tended to be perceived as a UNDP initiative.  The TNTRC was aware of this and in several useful sessions, promoted elements of DRM in livelihood, equity, shelter and preparedness discussions.  
Further, UNDP did indeed make several successful efforts through the TNTRC to reach out to the partners and initiate appropriate relationships with the Government of Tamil Nadu, the National Disaster Management Authority in Delhi, and other agencies. This effort could have been consolidated by forming a small group of UN partners to take DRM further.  UNDP had access to national expertise on DRM in Delhi and other states, as well as regional and global expertise through its regional office in Bangkok, and its BCPR in Geneva, as well as through the UN network generally. However the evaluation team found it difficult to estimate the extent to which UNDP utilized all this expertise and with what result. DRM staff themselves felt that the UNTRS as a whole could have done more ‘mainstream’ DRM across the whole programme, rather than treating it as just another project. 

Similarly, livelihood was left to ILO and to an extent FAO and was not fully integrated within the other sectors, though  ILO organized some sector coordination meetings involving FAO, UNDP and other interested agencies.  
One example where a more integrated approach would have been helpful was in shelter where UNTRS could possibly have done more to advocate for greater use of local labour in house construction and for improved working conditions and wages of a large number of construction labourers. This issue was discussed with Habitat in Kerala, Vivekanda Kendra, and Auroville Earth Institute, all three UNTRS shelter partners, and also with NCRC and Auroville Coastal Development Centre.  The conclusion of these discussions was that with UN’s reputation and links with the state government, far more local labour could have been used in the affected areas, thus keeping wages in the community. Also UNTRS could have done more advocacy to promote improved working conditions on the ground for the thousands of men and women rebuilding tsunami affected areas.  As the project officer involved in these decisions had left, the evaluation team could not investigate this issue in any depth. 

The issue of integrating DRM in livelihoods was discussed with KRDA and AMA, both ILO partners; with ADB; and SIFFS, DHAN and FERAL, all three FAO partners by the evaluation team.  Reducing risks faced by livelihood recovery—covering incomes, assets, and skills—was an area where more integration within UNTRS would have added value to recovery.  

There are currently a few cross-sectoral initiatives underway between environment and fisheries, environment and shelter and environment and disaster risk management. But the likely impacts and sustainability of these initiatives, which are only getting into full swing in the final year of UNTRS are clearly at risk, given the scheduled end of UNTRS in September 2008 and the likely departure of key staff as soon as new jobs are found.

 1.7  Strategy and overall prioritisation 

A key point about the UN working ‘as one’ in a disaster recovery situation is that a joint operation should help focus attention on those sectors of greatest need. Over a 3-year recovery period, needs change quite rapidly, especially where there is a strong inflow of funds, active State Governments and a plethora of NGOs and other actors, as in South India. Thus it would have been helpful to re-visit the Recovery Strategy in late 2005, to review the relevance of UNTRS’ response, and to check whether all the interventions were still meeting priority needs. We understand that UNTRS decided not to revisit the recovery framework but rather to focus on the preparation of Logical Frameworks  and annual workplans for the individual programmes.

UNTRS also led a ‘stocktaking initiative’ in September 2006. This was seen as a useful exercise both by the Government of Tamil Nadu, the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank, who all participated. For the WB and ADB the main benefit was to alert them to the need to make their future projects better targeted, and the same meeting also brought out the need for far greater involvement by NGOs in DRM issues. The report from this meeting provides useful information on the status of different programmes at the time and the key recommendations that came out of the meeting for each sector. The report might have been further strengthened by greater analysis of the overall programme, including documentation of the proposed changes in strategic direction in relation to the original UN recovery framework and why these were needed, e.g because of the delays and/or changes in circumstances and/or needs. Alternatively, this could have been produced as a separate short internal document, which could have helped to provide an updated strategic framework for the programme as a whole. 

Whilst acknowledging the value of this kind of once off exercise, there is still a decision to be made in this kind of joint operation about whether the UN should just let the different agencies implement programmes as best they can, or whether it should exert some degree of strategic oversight based on its global links, links with the local authorities, partnership with local civil society and access to funds useful for rapid research, study and advocacy.  In the case of the UNTRS the evaluation’s conclusion was that a more robust ‘oversight’ role, backed up by stronger M & E, as discussed below, would have been helpful to ensure greater integration between programmes as well as to better mainstream cross-cutting issues.  

A further lesson from the UNTRS is whether it should have tried  to accommodate so many different UN agencies. The larger the number of members in a joint operation, the more complex the management can become.  When the UN works ‘as one’  in a country programme as being experimented now in Pakistan and Vietnam, it has no choice but to involve all the UN Agencies already in the country. In the case of a recovery operation, like the Tsunami, there is a case for limiting the number of agencies to those which can add real value to the overall response.  Depending on the nature of the emergency, there may be a case for the UN to be more selective about which agency already in the country it invites, and to be open to the idea of bringing in a specialist agency to contribute to a joint response if it has particular experience to offer: for instance in responding to a disaster with immense environmental implications like the Tsunami there might have been some case for inviting UNEP to assist in the recovery phase, at least at the level of technical and policy guidance, bearing in mind their mandate and comparative advantages within the UN system. There should not be a presumption that all the UN agencies already represented in a country will have something to contribute to a recovery programme, and there may be a trade-off between an inclusive approach and effectiveness. 

If the UN was prepared to consider a more selective approach to future recovery operations it might need to define some criteria to decide which agencies should be involved. The criteria we would suggest would include:

· Field presence and previous knowledge of the affected area predating the disaster.

· Sectoral need – ideally defined jointly by the Government concerned and the UN 

· Relevant expertise of UN agency in proposed area of sectoral engagement

· Previous experience in recovery operations

· Previous experience of working with other UN agencies 

Also the exact combination of agencies the UN should mobilise for a recovery operation will vary, depending on the nature of the emergency, the capacity of the host government, and the funding available, but a more strategic approach, which involves mobilising a smaller number of agencies, perhaps using the suggested criteria above, may be worth considering in future. A similar selective approach is recommended with respect to the choice of ‘lead agencies’ in the different sectors, as ideally the chosen lead agency needs a broad understanding of, and experience in,  the sector which it is meant to be leading. This  is different from an agency simply funding a single project within a broader recovery programme.   

A further issue related to strategy is the preferred Mode of Operation for the UN in Recovery operations. One lesson from the UNTRS is the need for the UN as a whole to think carefully about what type of operation is likely to be most effective. In some countries where the government is relatively weak and  there is a lack of strong NGOs operating, there may be a need for the UN to become involved in project management. Given the strong state and district administration and the large number of NGOs of all types in South India, the UNTRS never had a comparative advantage in this role. The UNTRS could however have worked  more directly through the State Government, at least in Tamil Nadu, and this could have been a way of fostering  greater government ownership of its programme. However we concluded that the Government of Tamil Nadu was not entirely consistent in its response to all the major donors (the UN, ADB, and the WB). The reality is probably that the GoTN faced conflicting pressures, with some Departments welcoming the external funding and collaboration, while others being far more cautious. Even so the UN as a whole needs to become better equipped to deal with the pressures of being driven into project management activities in order to meet the requirements of a minority of its donors. 

1.8 Monitoring and Evaluation 
The evaluation team found that UNTRS tended to focus on annual work plans where the focus was on activities and outputs rather than broader impacts or ‘results’. In 2006, with the arrival of the Coordinator, great efforts were made to prepare logical frameworks, but it was difficult for the team to establish the extent to which these were used consistently for later monitoring, especially for those programmes where there were changes of staff. 

 In general this evaluation found that UNTRS does not appear to have given sufficient priority to the M & E function. This function was limited to individual projects in the programme but did not involve more fundamental review of different teams, budgets, operations, or strategies. This was reflected in the fact that it did not deploy staff with strong previous M & E experience in UN agencies but relied instead on recruitment of new staff for this very difficult role. 

In an operation like UNTRS there is a need for a robust monitoring function focused on the achievement of impacts and outcomes (as well as activities and outputs), and able to point out promptly deviations between actual and planned outcomes. It is unrealistic to expect newly-recruited staff to take on such a role. A stronger M & E function would have been extremely valuable to the Steering Committee in supplying regular information about the performance of different UNTRS programmes, and allowing earlier corrective action. 

However the original intention was that the UNTRS would be a short,  sharp intervention, and the monitoring tools that may have been appropriate for a 1-2 year programme were probably not adequate for what has become a 4-year programme. 
1.9 Recommendations from the UNTRS experience
1. OCHA now has clear responsibilities within the UN system for co-ordinating the immediate relief response, and UNDG has clear guidelines for long term development programmes, but UNDP’s mandate in relation to the co-ordination of recovery programmes  is far less clear. We recommend that UNDG should make UNDP’s lead role in the co-ordination of recovery operations more explicit, and should ensure that the detailed implications of this role are fully worked out and accepted by all other UN agencies.  

2. In any recovery operation of a similar scale to that of the Tsunami, once a decision is made to establish a joint UN Recovery Programme, the first step must be for UNDP (assuming it is the lead agency) to identify a senior Co-ordinator as early as possible.  This suggests that in the case of a sudden impact disaster like the Tsunami, recruitment to this post would need to start as soon as possible, with a view to mobilising the Co-ordinator within the first 3-4 months. Ideally this Co-ordinator should be involved in drawing up or fine-tuning the Recovery Strategy, as he/she will have to implement this, and if at all possible this same person should see the operation through to completion. This recommendation is consistent with the decision made by UNDP since the Tsunami to build in a greater ‘surge capacity’ so that more senior and experienced staff can be deployed quickly to lead disaster recovery activities. But while this new arrangement may help fill gaps, it needs to be linked with a more robust capacity within UNDP and other UN agencies to identify and retain senior staff for the whole period of the recovery process
3. Depending on the nature of the disaster, and the overall capacities of other key actors, and government requests, UNDP needs to mobilise experienced technical support for its senior Co-ordinator as soon as possible.  In the case of India, a combination of national expertise (with people with operational experience of similar disasters in the country) with some international expertise, should be considered.
4. While recovery needs will vary, UNDP (or the designated lead agency) should set a timescale of no more than 2 years for the recovery phase (or roughly 30 months from the date of the disaster itself.).  All activities should then be planned against this approximate exit date, and as far as possible issues of sustainability of activities beyond this date should be considered at the earliest possible stage.  .  
5. UNDP, UNICEF, and other UN agencies  should maintain an active and preferably joint, register of senior staff/consultants with relevant expertise in the management of recovery programmes and joint UN operations. In India it is vital that this register includes senior Indian nationals with relevant skills and experience as it is not clear whether UNTRS really made the best use of the considerable national capacity that exists in India.  
6. Any future joint operation like the UNTRS needs to have a single planning and reporting system, to which individual agencies commit themselves at the outset of the operation
7. In order to avoid some of the technical and procedural difficulties that made the management of the UNTRS more difficult, we recommend that both at HQ levels and in India, senior Operations staff of the major UN agencies should , before the next major disaster strikes, form a Task force to build on the very useful experience of the UNTRS to agree how they can jointly streamline their procedures in order to allow speedy management action in relation to the following: 
· resource mobilisation
· recruitment of staff/ consultants.-
· agreeing a common salary system      
· procurement systems-
· financial systems, including arrangements to set up appropriate bank accounts for the operation
· guidance for donors (eg stressing the need for unearmarked funding)
· Common but simple planning and reporting systems  including a robust joint M&E system that measures overall impact and progress in relation to the original agreed plan or vision, at the sectoral and overall programme level.
8. Funding: To reduce any possible delays caused by funding uncertainties, we recommend that UNDP, or whichever is the lead agency,  where it cannot draw on the CERF, should urgently seek to negotiate with its donors ‘standby agreements’ in order to ensure greater initial funding for the early phase for any future Recovery Strategy. Once a Recovery Strategy is in place, both UN Agencies and their donors should be encouraged to pool funding as much as possible. This will allow the operation the maximum flexibility and relevance.  We recommend all UN agencies take up this issue with its key donors at the highest possible level, bearing in mind the broader trends towards more pooled funding in the whole aid system.

9. Scope of work: As argued above, in any future recovery operation we would recommend a more cautious selection process of the UN agencies to be included, based on the initial needs assessment and agreed criteria.     Related to this, in any future joint operation we recommend the UN should limit itself to a smaller number of priority sectors in which the UN has a comparative advantage
10.  More comprehensive, systematic, and integrated M&E: Robust M & E mechanisms are critical to any future joint UN recovery operations, and should be built into the design of any similar operation in the future. The function should be led by an experienced UN M & E Officer, and should involve both programme monitoring, and the commissioning of some  ‘Real Time’ evaluations of different programmes  (probably at least annually) involving outside consultants to review both individual projects and the wider programme. Systems also need to be in place to ensure that feedback from M&E is then used to adapt the programme in a transparent and clearly documented fashion in response to changes in circumstance, needs and other factors A final programme evaluation should take place while key staff are still in place.
 In general this function needs to be given a far higher priority than was the case with UNTRS. 

PART 2: Evaluation of the UN’s Response to the Tsunami
Introduction

This part of the evaluations aims to assess ‘the extent of contribution of Tsunami programmes carried out by the UN [as outlined in the  outcomes of the recovery framework and  logframes] towards sustainable recovery, reconstruction, reduction of vulnerabilities, and the application of human rights principles’.
In the Inception Note we agreed to address 14 major questions in  the TOR, and in addition to make some overall comments about the relevance of the different interventions. It should be noted that we found abundant evidence in answer to some questions, but far less in relation to others; and this is reflected in the length of the sections that follow.

2.0 Timeliness and Efficiency 
In relation to efficiency, the evaluation found it difficult to collect evidence, as there are no real benchmarks for the efficiency of this kind of recovery operation. Clearly, UNTRS was a far more efficient way of working than a number of different UN agencies trying to run their own programmes, though it is not clear how many individual UN agencies apart from UNICEF and UNDP would have set up their own recovery programmes had UNTRS not come into being. As regards the proportion of UNTRS funds that went on overheads, this was clearly higher in those sectors where expenditure was relatively less, but specialized staff were still required. In Part 1 we suggested that the UN should aim to use more experienced staff in this kind of operation, which might mean some increase in staff costs in any similar operation in the future.  Thus we do not see this kind of ratio as a helpful measure of efficiency. 

As already noted in Part 1, the timeliness of UNTRS was a greater issue than  efficiency as such. For instance immediately after the tsunami WHO initiated a dialogue with the state health departments of affected states and started interventions very rapidly: for example the planning of the PSS programme was started within three days. To coordinate the health related relief and recovery activities efficiently with the government under the framework of the UN recovery team, a WHO coordination unit was established in Jan 2005 in Chennai, within the Directorate of Public Health, Government of TamilNadu. However, in the implementation of PSS, there has been delay in getting the trainings organized in different parts of the states. The learning is that such trained community level workers should be made available in all communities, as part of disaster preparedness, so that they could be called upon in the event of a disaster
The UN Recovery Framework had identified some key opportunities to influence certain aspects of the recovery and reconstruction process, in particular the development of: social and environmental criteria for relocation site selection and for reconstruction;  guidelines for removal and disposal of rubble, debris and other waste; and temporary-shelter Community Environmental Management Plans (CEMPs). These were to have been developed and adapted to each relief shelter site to provide basic guidance on the proper management and maintenance of sanitary infrastructure, including the management of household waste, along with guidelines on access and use of natural resources, including monitoring of drinking water quality. However, delays in start up and differences in the timing of the recruitment of staff heading up various sectoral programmes impacted intersectoral coordination and as far as we know UNTRS itself was not involved in developing criteria for siting new housing or developing CEMPs.

Given the delays in the construction of new permanent houses, there was still opportunity to influence reconstruction despite the start up delays of this component.
 However, the timing of activities may have further reduced such opportunities. For example, important state-of-the-art type briefs designed to influence and guide policy such as the ‘Recommendations for Sanitation in Tsunami Housing Sites for Coastal Communities’ and the ‘Recommendations for Municipal Solid Waste Management in Tsunami Housing Sites for Coastal Communities’ were produced in 2007, with additional policy briefs planned for 2008. While potentially useful for future disaster situations, it is unclear how these will now influence the reconstruction process, especially as UNTRS is expected to phase out in September 2008. Additionally, as the rapid environmental assessments only started in mid-2006, these could not serve the purpose for which they were originally intended in the Recovery Framework, namely,  to identify the locations and communities most in need of assistance and to help prioritize environmental issues that needed to be addressed during the recovery phase.

Across the different sectors the evaluation team concluded that the delays in the start of UNTRS did make the planning and effective integration and coordination of related sectors more difficult, as well as reducing the time available for implementation.  

2.1 Relevance

In relation to recovery, the Tsunami had the most major visible impact on livelihoods, shelter, and the coastal environment. Its impact on health and nutrition, though not as much visible as damage to physical infrastructure, did in fact, run deep with long-term implications. The tsunami-triggered illnesses, malnutrition, trauma and abuse increased the vulnerability of the affected population, particularly women and children and these needed to be squarely addressed in order to complete the recovery process. Accordingly, the interventions of the UNTRS have focused upon reducing neo-natal morbidity and mortality, clinical management of malnutrition-triggered infections, improved disease surveillance and rapid action to prevent outbreak of diseases. In addition much-needed psycho-social support was provided  to traumatized children and others on a continuing basis, and attention has been given to other consequent vulnerabilities such as trafficking, sexual abuse, etc., paying particular attention to their possible HIV infection linkages and their wider public health implications

The health care system is a critical determinant of survival in aftermath of a disaster, and the stronger the health care system of a population the easier it is to absorb shocks of disasters and to protect against future threats. Therefore it was highly relevant to try to both rebuild and strengthen the health infrastructures in the affected regions; and the major relevant interventions here included the strengthening of the public health surveillance system, the implementation of Integrated Management of Neonatal and Child hood Illness(IMNCI), imparting Psychosocial Support (PSS) to the tsunami victims, strengthening nutritional services, imparting training to nurses in managing health conditions in emergency, building capacity of health personnel in Adolescent Friendly Health Service (AFHS), and providing equipment to health facililities.  
More research seems warranted to understand whether the Tsunami caused  any changes in infection transmission patterns and the resultant changes in the morbidity patterns in the affected areas, both physical and psychological. 

As the Recovery framework of March 2005 indicated, Health and Education suffered the least damages and losses in terms of physical infrastructure (2.2%) in comparison to all other sectors. There has been no such quantification of losses due to epidemiology-triggered morbidities or losses due to psycho-somatic illnesses, which have long-term impact.  Even so UNICEF, sensing such losses, was able to mobilize the largest share of funds for recovery, and its sectors (health, education, and child nutrition) have accounted for just under half of the total UN Tsunami Recovery Expenditure of $44 million. Initially there were undoubtedly significant levels of trauma and an increased risk of abuse amongst the survivors, particularly women and children, but these needs had both evolved, and been partially met, by the time the UNTRS started in 2005-6. There were though continuing risks in relation to child protection and abuse due to the poor living conditions in the temporary shelters. 

In this context UNICEF, with the close co-operation of the State Government in Tamil Nadu, has focused on creating a protective environment for children, with a strong emphasis on child participation, strengthening the quality of primary education and protecting the overall social and psychological environment of children in the post-tsunami phase. This focus is seen as critical in restoring, upgrading and thus accelerating the human development process in each affected district.

In relation to the environment both the Joint Assessment Report of March 2005 and the UN Recovery Framework recognized the importance of mainstreaming environmental considerations into both short-term relief and longer-term recovery strategies and programmes across all sectors, and the Recovery Framework further reaffirmed that a “healthy environment” was essential for “long term security and sustainability”.  Thus there was an emphasis on better land use planning and environmental management of coastal areas, and it was recognized that reconstruction, unless carefully managed, could also have adverse environmental impacts, given both the impacts of the temporary shelters, as well as those of new permanent housing sites in terms of waste management, sanitation and ground water contamination, and pressure on the local natural resource base. The potential impact of increased numbers of mechanized fishing boats and improved fishing equipment on already depressed fish stocks was another source of concern. Yet despite the laudable and highly desirable goal of trying to ensure “environmentally sustainable rehabilitation and reconstruction” in the tsunami-affected areas, the budget for this component of UNTRS was a mere $1.5 million (with only $1.4 million raised in the end.) This in itself would have mattered less if environmental considerations had been effectively mainstreamed into other key sectors, as originally envisaged in the ADB/UN/WB report and the UN Recovery Framework. This, unfortunately, did not begin to happen until relatively late in the day partly because of delays in recruitment and officers covering different sectors being hired at different times. Prior to that, each agency went about the projects it was implementing in a sector-specific manner

The UNTRS intervention related to fisheries, which involved a combination of research and technical support was highly relevant. On the basis of discussions with SIFFS in Kerala and Tamil Nadu, the Government of Tamil Nadu Fisheries Secretary and Government of Kerala Fisheries (Tsunami) Commissioner, the evaluation team found there was a high level of sense of ownership of the project, including its next phase with the World Bank called FIMSUL which aims to provide both economic and ecological gains for both tsunami-affected and other communities. The community was developing the project with technical inputs from FAO and legal guidelines from the Government of Tamil Nadu.  The FAO-SIFFS engagement was reaching out to up to 1000 community leaders in Tamil Nadu and 500 leaders in Kerala, and the project also  received inputs from central and national scientific institutions in its design. 
What is unusual is the establishment of a  unique tripartite (SIFFS-FAO/WB-GoTN) partnership over the next 3 years, covering both Tamil Nadu and Kerala.  FAO’s work with DHAN, a leading micro-finance and livelihood movement in South India is also expanding  from an initial pilot project. Discussions with DHAN team in Thalankudi, Cuddalore, and women workers helped develop a scheme to reduce fisheries-related business vulnerability for 288 women that can be upscaled to 2000 in months once the model is ready. Similar, another UNTRS project is working on the community ownership of sacwade groves, with the aim of encouraging what is being called “green growth”. This is one of the unique examples of economic and ecological regeneration in tsunami recovery in South India. 

While FAO had considerable expertise in the fishery sector, it was deemed appropriate for ILO to fill the gap by going into the alternative livelihoods. The ILO-funded intervention involved providing training to people to start their own business was worked out to a high degree of detail. To start with ILO took the wise decision not to work in the crowded fisheries sector but to work with  some previously  excluded occupational groups of 3000 women and youth of 20 partners groups in 50 tsunami affected areas of Kanyakumari and Kollam.   The plan was to increase their income by the end of 2008, and ILO focused on training 2000 SHG women with group management and business skills. It also hoped to increase the the provision of skills training for alternative livelihoods through better coordination among partner organizations.  What is not clear is the extent to which ILO’s  past experience of disaster recovery was incorporated in this design. 
The ILO intervention, based on a model used in many other countries,  is a combined strategy of skills training and entrepreneurship training to promote alternative employment either in wage or self employment, with the training based on local labour market needs This is followed by intensive post-training posting and marketing support, and the post-Tsunami programme aims to reach1941 beneficiaries in Kanyakumari, 1435 in Kollam, and 1760 people for starting their own business.  After 3 years up to 720 trainees are yet to receive their training and for 1200 or so training is still continuing – which is seen as too slow by ILO’s  partners.  ILO has high performance standards for its partners and 30% of the final payment will be made only after 80% of the skills trainees are gainfully employed and 45% of entrepreneurship trainees have started their own business.  Quilon Social Service Society, Kerala Rural Development Agency, and Mata Amritanandmayi Math trained 292 beneficiaries from four panchayats and 117 are reported to be engaged in gainful employment such as mushroom cultivation, and three-wheeler driving.  From December 2007 to June 2008 the project plans to train 1143 beneficiaries of five partner organizations and further proposals for training 160 trainees from two trade unions,  AITUC and BMS, are under consideration. 
The evaluation team wondered how relevant this initiative was in terms of its scale, its influence, its partnerships or its timing. For example, is training up to 4000 women and youth over three years in new or alternative skills relevant when other NGOs such as DHAN and SNEHA and SIFFS were reaching out with livelihood support across the coast?   Is the establishment of a project advisory committee at district level the most appropriate level of engagement for a UN agency when other UNTRS member agencies were influencing National Disaster Management Authority or World Bank or Asian Development Bank decisions?  The evaluation team’s assessment was that the partners identified for this programme could have run this initiative faster, more cost effectively, and with more widespread impact without the hands-on and continuous involvement of the UNTRS, but we would like to see this issue assessed in detail in a final evaluation once the whole project is complete. 
DRM was clearly a highly relevant programme but, on the basis of discussions with the task force members in the demonstration villages, interviews with the district collector and secretariat officials in Chennai and Thiruvanandapuram, and a review of a few village maps or plans we felt  it could have been even more relevant if it had been able to take up more village specific risks and hazards such as the impact of nearby industries, the sea wall issue discussed above,   or issues related to the intrusion of the sea into low lying coastal areas and its epidemiological implications. At village level individual efforts were made, for instance in one DRM village in Cuddalore where the local community located the hazards maps  in the school library and made them accessible to the children and those who come to read the newspapers.  These maps were reviewed and used.  But these local efforts were not consolidated through reviews, monitoring reports, or reformulation at state level to make DRM more relevant to recovery in the communities.

In relation to shelter the UN decided not to build houses but, as one NGO leader said,  “The UN provided the space where shelter issues could be discussed.”    

The Government of Tamil Nadu found the UN involvement in relation to shelter relevant and useful “as it brought the Bhuj and Orissa experience to our decision making process” and “helped accelerate the formation of guidelines”.  The State Government also felt the TNTRC discussion on shelter was useful as it allowed reflection on issues of social exclusion and gender in a neutral environment.  

2.2 Policy Influence
One of the major expected impacts of the UNTRS was that it would influence the response of the State Governments concerned, and encourage them to ‘build back better’, especially with respect to shelter and sustainable development.  and the environment. To what extent is there evidence that it was able to exert such an influence? 

In relation to shelter the UN was able to influence the shelter policies of the Government of Tamil Nadu with draft shelter guidelines, revised guidelines, and final shelter guidelines over a two-year period. In these guidelines the UN drew upon national experience from the 2001 Gujarat earthquake recovery and the 1999 Orissa Cyclone recovery. The UN did this policy influence work directly, by holding meetings with the Government of Tamil Nadu and sharing drafts, as well as by bringing in other key players such as NCRC and key international NGOs such as Save the Children and Oxfam. UN efforts gave legitimacy to shelter processes that did not shift communities away from the coast. 

Of particular significance was the work commissioned by UNTRS on the Coastal Regulation Zone Notification in March 2005, which led to the revision of a GoTN order that initially did not allow reconstruction of houses damaged in the 0-500m from the HTL on the grounds that such houses were anyway illegal and that people living in this zone should be relocated to reduce their vulnerability. The revised order ensured that there would be no forcible relocation of coastal populations in the 0-500 m zone and also that NGOs would be allowed to assist with the reconstruction of tsunami-damaged houses within the 0-500 m zone.
 This was a major contribution to both policy and social equity within the recovery process

In relation to livelihoods we found that there has been considerable policy influence on State Government policies from all the work in fisheries, including initiatives on harbour management, studies on  financial services and Livelihood enhancement to the Fisheries sector, and the FIMSUL project.  On other issues we could find less evidence of policy influence, as ILO implemented projects directly rather than trying to influence shelter, construction, migration, or relocation policies. We have already mentioned the  missed opportunity for UN in campaigning for minimum wages for construction labour above. ILO did establish Project Advisory Committee in two districts in Kerala and engaged respective line departments of the Government of Kerala.  Similarly, ILO’s ALP Tools are now applied in the Indian context, under strict standards and quality control, which has assisted partner organizations to use the tool.  The Methodology and Supporting Manuals are now field tested in Kerala and may be of use in other coastal communities under a national programme.
The UN took up issues of social Inclusion at various levels in the recovery process and was able to move it to the possible highest levels in India, with the National Disaster Management Authority and Planning Commission, in the form of a national workshop on Disaster Risk Reduction and Social Inclusion.

As already noted UNICEF was already well established, and with the resources it was able to bring to the recovery process, it was able to have a positive policy influence. For instance in education, it was able to support Activity Based Learning in government model schools across the state, and not just tsunami-affected districts,  through design of training materials, supply of furniture and critical school supplies. As a result ABL has been accepted as a successful methodology for qualitative primary education in Tamil Nadu, and ABL has become State Policy from the academic year 2007-08. 
Equally in Child Protection, UNICEF’s support in Kerala for the congregation of `Bala Panchayats’ has helped to highlight a model of child participation in local self-governments. Although `Bala Sabhas’ at the village level have been functioning for sometime, the timely support for congregating them at the panchayat and district level has highlighted the significance of the role of children in governance issues both in Kerala and as a replicable model elsewhere. While child-friendly governance has become State policy in Kerala, the concept has been initiated in Tamil Nadu as well, and a district specific action plan to improve standards of institutional care and overall strengthening of the Juvenile Justice system has been drawn up.

In Health and Nutrition UNICEF has used the funding raised for tsunami recovery to implement a full-fledged programme of Integrated Management of Neonatal and Childhood Illnesses (IMNCI), which is perceived by the Health and Nutrition Departments of the State Government at all levels as encouraging this approach to become the State policy in Tamil Nadu.  The Evaluation Team was able to observe the increased capacities in the field level functionaries of health and nutrition departments and particularly the fact that deliveries and neo-natal care were being handled competently at the Primary Health Centres (PHCs) themselves.
  This has been supported by the supply of relevant equipment, and the Government have issued orders to implement the programme of Basic Emergency Obstetric Newborn Care (BEMONC) in 385 PHCs in the state, though this is not a direct-tsunami-related initiative.

Similarly, WHO has sponsored the introduction of pre-service IMNCI training in the Medical Colleges in Tamilnadu. This has been done in collaboration with the Directorate of Reproductive and Child Health and the Institute of Child Health (ICH) in Chennai. The ICH has ensured that these initiatives are incorporated in the regular training of VHNs as well. 

In relation to nursing, the ability of nurses to respond to emergencies has been  strengthened in tsunami affected districts. WHO in collaboration with the Indian Nursing Council (INC) had initiated and supported the capacity building of the nursing profession in relation to nursing care during emergency, in all three states and the topic of  ‘health action in crisis and emergency’ has now been incorporated into the nursing curriculum. Additionally, INC has developed a one year diploma on nursing in disaster situations.  
In relation to Psycho-Social Support WHO, UNICEF, USAID and UNDP have all supported psycho-social support interventions in collaboration with the Department of Social Welfare and NGOs. While WHO has provided technical inputs for the intervention, NIMHANS and SCARF have provided technical back-stopping for training of trainers. UNDP has coordinated the intervention. The training provided to Community Link Workers (CLWs) such as the Anganwadi Workers (AWWs) is seen by the Departments of Social Welfare at all levels as a significant contribution to recovery operations, because the Department continues to deal with the orphaned children even after the initial trauma and right through their stay at the orphanages, which is fairly long. 

The PSS programme has harnessed the existing community resources and utilized the work force of the  Department of Social Welfare, which has the primary mandate of social protection. This  Department has now been able to institutionalize the use of trained CLW’s with expertise in PSS. The Union Government have also taken note of this approach and the National Disaster Management Authority is coming out with a set of guidelines for PSS and Mental Health in disasters. The Tamil Nadu model is extensively used in these guidelines. 

HIV/AIDS The UNICEF sponsored Tsunami HIV interventions are seen by the Tamilnadu State AIDS Control Society (TNSACS) as an opportunity that has provided the much needed information on HIV/AIDS in the temporary shelters. The counseling given on HIV to high risk behaviour groups (triggered largely by extra money made available under relief and recovery operations) involving adolescents has influenced possibilities of upscaling the initiative over the entire state. In particular, in view of TNSACS,  the management of the  PPTCT Programme has been improved by the appointment of a Consultant for Prevention of Parent to Child Transmission (PPTCT), and the appointment of District Project Managers (DPMs) to support the District Collector throughout the state.  The TNSACS sees the above two interventions as  positive influences which have helped in decentralizing monitoring and management of PPTCT Programme, and they have now been mainstreamed with Government support.

UNTRS members including UNDP and UNICEF have collaborated on UNICEF, addressing the problem of people’s continued vulnerability during the recovery phase, especially in relation to increased risks to HIV/AIDS and the dangers posed by increased trafficking. Similarly, the opportunity of sensitizing the judiciary on the human rights issues involved and the establishment of a Legal Aid Cell are seen as positive contributions to influencing government policy. UNTRS has also supported the State Government in work with PLWHAs in temporary shelters, advocacy on legal help, advocacy to police and campaign for stigma elimination, and these activities are seen as definite contributions to state policy.

The advocacy programme with the Police supported by UNTRS through TANSACS is seen as a model for future replication at the national level as takes a unique approach of using the high risk community to train the police. A work place policy for the police is also in progress by TANSACS, and UNTRS has set up legal aid centres with TANSACS in 5 districts for People living with HIV,  and guidelines for the rights of PLWHA’s  have been developed and have been endorsed by the Chief Justice of TN. This initiative has been completely owned by the government and is being replicated in other districts in TN with their own funds. Another important initiative of UNDP is the training of village level watchdog committees in Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh. Also policy guidelines have been developed for both states on the committees roles and responsibilities

Policy influence in relation to Environmental Issues: While policy briefs have been produced in 2007 on Municipal Solid Waste Management and on Sanitation, the extent of uptake and use of these policy briefs is unclear as this has not been monitored or documented by UNTRS and such an assessment was beyond the scope of this evaluation. However, the team observed considerable refuse and human waste along all the beaches visited as well as garbage and litter around new settlements. Information from interviews also suggested that there were both cultural and technical reasons limiting the uptake of various types of toilets by the target communities. Quantification of the extent of the problem was also beyond the scope of this evaluation. 
 

A further 8 policy notes/guidelines are planned, covering various topics, which UNTRS believes can serve as inputs to better coastal zone management and planning. 
  However, topics that are not covered which could be particularly useful, include: guidelines for environmentally-friendly construction of houses and related infrastructure and a discussion paper on the ‘pros and cons’ of sea walls and other types of soft and hard coastal defences, including some of the options that are being tested by UNTRS, such as restoration of coastal sand dunes and natural vegetation. The importance of identifying socially and environmentally appropriate solutions to coastal protection were clearly highlighted in the JAM report and the UN Recovery Framework, including their relevance to DRM (see section on “Risks Inherent in Reconstruction and Resettlement” in the UN Recovery Framework).
 Given this and some of the controversies over different types of coastal defences, it might have been useful to have the UN serve as a neutral provider of information on this issue through an analysis of the global experiences of coastal defences based on the available secondary information. 
DRM: The tsunami clearly raised the whole profile of DRM, and UNTRS has contributed to this process. DRM is one of the largest ever national DRR project conceived by any developing country.  The national programme had gained momentum and visibility and recognition from which DRM by UNTRS benefited.  DRM has contributed to making shelter and fisheries sector policies more hazard-sensitive at state level but it has yet to enable health, education, infrastructure and other sectors to become more conscious of disaster hazards.  While appreciating DRM, leading NGOs in Pondicherry and Kerala with decades of advocacy experience pointed out that they would have helped the UN promote the Disaster Management Act if they had been clearer about what exactly UNTRS wanted to do beyond DRM project activities. The stock taking exercise represented the closest that the UN came to this possibility. 
The evaluation team found a range of field evidence that could be used to influence state and government policy on DRM. For example DRM issues that could influence policy include making last-mile early warning systems effective; and better use of data on hazard and vulnerability across the coast; Although there is limited capacity  within UNTRS to consolidate this evidence and carry out such advocacy, UNTRS did encourage the emergence of TNTRC which did take up these issues.  With greater operational flexibility and autonomy the TNTRC team could have been more effective.  UNTRS did lobby to take up the Early Warning Pilot project at state and later national level and now the World Bank is taking up this pilot in all coastal states.  

2.3. Value Added

As already indicated, in Education UNICEF has been able to use Tsunami funds  to add value to the work of different departments concerned with education, including Sarva Siksha Abhiyan, Department of Social Defense, Department of Social Welfare, Directorate of Teacher Education Research and Training (DTERT),  Nehru Yuva Kendra and a number of NGOs. Both NGOs with a prior history of working with children in the region and also those which only came in  after the tsunami agree that their partnership with UNICEF has given them a clear child-focus to their work for the post-recovery phase . 

Also the database prepared on the situation of vulnerable children helped to ensure that the needs of these children are included in all child protection initiatives by all different agencies. Although the ABL was a pre-tsunami initiative adapted from the Rishi valley model by Chennai Corporation, the timely support of UNICEF to ABL is widely seen as having improved the quality of primary education in Tamil Nadu., and it has been supported by other aspects of the Quality Education Package (QEP) were introduced post-tsunami like the provision of standardized furniture to seat children, supplies of innovative teaching-learning materials and technical support to teacher training on child centered and participatory teaching methods.. There is evidence that not only physical attendance but also reading abilities of children in class 1 to 4 have improved, although structured research findings are as yet forthcoming. In terms of attribution it is only fair to point out that over 3 years some progress would have been made on these issues even without the extra funding from the Tsunami, but this funding has both increased the momentum and encouraged a number of useful new initiatives.  

Getting the QEP in place has been an added value to the educational system of Tamil Nadu, more so as it has also covered the crucial aspects of water and sanitation. In the recovery phase, school sanitation committees have been formed involving children across the affected districts, and water and sanitation facilities have also largely improved in the affected schools. UNICEF has provided training on health and hygiene management such as hand-washing habit, toilet use etc in schools. In many districts of Tamil Nadu, incinerators for safe disposal of sanitary napkins have been constructed, but some more schools in the affected districts are in need of this initiative.   

As regards child rights the growth of children’s clubs have opened up more opportunities to discuss these with children, while adults are becoming more aware of these issues through the child protection committees and village watchdog committees.  For example in Manakkudy panchayat near Kovalam in Kanyakumari, the Panchayat President demonstrated that the capacity building workshops which addressed VAOs (village administrative officers), government officials of different departments, Anganwadi workers, Police personnel, and all other key functionaries at the community level as an effective input that has brought a common understanding of child protection in his area. He showed that petitions that came from children had been given top priority for implementation during the last few months. It is not clear as to how many more affected areas have shown such successful outcomes, but a good beginning seems to have been made in some villages in Kanyakumari and Cuddalore.

Measures towards a progressive child-friendly Juvenile Justice (JJ) System were initiated and these are being followed by the governments in Tamil Nadu and Kerala., with the outcome of district action plans to improve standards of institutional care and overall strengthening of the JJ system. Capacity building on child protection has facilitated strengthening of a protective environment across the board, although some more inputs are needed because changing attitudes could be a long-drawn process.

Mandatory structures initiated through Government Orders addressing every village in the state such as the formation of Village Watchdog Committees and Child Protection Committees have been revamped to engage in children’s development issues. One UN partner, Voluntary Health Association of Kanyakumari (VHAK), said that although both these governmental mandatory structures and also its own community groups had  existed even before tsunami, the introduction of the child rights component in the recovery initiative has still had a strong impact. 

In health and nutrition 80 Primary Health Centres have been supplied with state-of-the-art new born care equipment. Additional support has been provided to three PHCs for 24-Hours basic emergency obstetric and new born care, largely in the form of capacity building and provision of equipment. As part of this initiative, Mobile Health Units fully equipped to deal with management of sick new borns and pregnant mothers en route to higher referral institutions have been provided to these PHCs, and should make a significant contribution to bringing down neo-natal deaths. This point has to be appreciated against the background of more than 50% of all infant deaths in the State being accounted for by neonatal deaths. Thus it has a high potential of upscaling at the state level. 

However, the other side of this is that unless there is an efficient maintenance mechanism in place, the future operational efficiency of the equipment may face the same set of problems as faced by the Cold Chain System in the early days of its establishment.

A large quantity of IEC materials have been supplied by UNICEF and WHO which is a very definite value addition to the entire process of behaviour change communication. However, it would be worthwhile to add some reliable mechanism of measuring behaviour changes in respect of crucial messages relating to areas such as ante-natal care, neo-natal and post-natal care and Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF).   

Psycho-Social Support: The expertise sourced from such institutions as NIMHANS of Bangalore, SCARF of Chennai and the Manonmaniyam Sundaranar University of Tirunelveli is seen by the State Government as a significant value added to improving upon the normal response mechanism of the state agencies to trauma caused by disasters, particularly in the recovery phase. 

UNTRS as the lead group has been able to bring together the various partners and initiate a new paradigm for PSS. Locally relevant expertise has been mobilized in a short time and programmes appropriate to the local needs have been developed. This has been a major contribution of UNTRS.


In relation to HIV/AIDS the inputs provided by UNDP and UNICEF are seen by TNSACS as providing a fresh emphasis on what needs to be done in a crisis situation and the lessons will be incorporated in any future disaster recovery programmes. Similarly the interventions such as the Home Study and Watch Dog Committees sponsored by UNTRS are seen by the Social Defence Department as providing useful guidelines for building awareness on trafficking issues, awareness on child rights and training and ensuring community level participation in preventing trafficking in future crises. The awareness building and training of trainers of PLWHAs who in turn sensitize the police personnel have been registered formally by TNSACS as community training resources, and are seen  by TANSACS as being especially helpful. 

Water and Sanitation: Common toilets and garbage clearance works particularly in semi-urban areas are dogged by problems of delayed transfer of notified areas to the municipal authorities to enable them to take over maintenance. These delays increase the risks of infection and resultant morbidities. 

Value added by DRM activities: The UNTRS has added value to the implementation of DRM in the tsunami recovery areas and sectors, but its impact has been uneven, and rather too scattered. Throughout the recovery process UNTRS has raised awareness on the fact that natural disasters are widespread and frequent in coastal areas and cause great loss of life and income community level and loss of economic growth at state level.  The UNTRS has also added value by making all involved aware that a lot can be done by the communities and the final responsibility is that of the state to protect citizens against disaster risks.  The local administration is now aware of DRM terms and definitions, and is now more aware about how to respond to disasters. However, so far, DRM has yet to be firmly incorporated in the whole reconstruction agenda of the government. 

One problem is that DRM is better understood at local or community level in terms of hazards, risks, and vulnerability to disasters.  Mitigation, preparedness, and prevention are much less well understood. Even so the UN’s work with NCRC and SIFF in fisheries has increased awareness about “safety at sea”, and the fisheries sector intervention has systematically institutionalized recovery into the development process.

The UN’s work in the fisheries sector has contributed to the ongoing debate on economic and ecological fishing, especially in relation to the issues of the declines in fish catches and over-fishing.  UNTRS has commissioned two strategic studies by local and international  consultants about the prospects of reducing the mechanized fishing fleet and also diversification of small scale fishing sector into deeper water tuna long lining. Other studies are on financial services to fisheries sector and livelihoods enhancement in fisheries. The fisheries intervention has added value to work done in a vast geographic area but so far has had a limited impact on plans for the expansion of ports and harbours except for a stakeholder-based harbour management initiative.
The main value-added of the environment work of the UNTRS to the recovery process so far has been the revision of the GoTN order on reconstruction within the 0-500 m zone, referred to above. In other respects, the delayed start up has reduced the extent of potential value addition. While it is recognized that at the time of the evaluation, the environment programme still had between 7 and 10 months before it was to end, it had nevertheless been under implementation for more than two years by then.
  

There is also more that could be relatively easily done in terms of adding value through the work of the Post-Tsunami Environment Initiative (PTEI), such as ensuring that relevant outputs are widely disseminated to key stakeholders in an accessible manner, with an emphasis on influencing both post-tsunami reconstruction and coastal environmental management policy.  A case in point is the urgent need to disseminate the findings of the preliminary assessments conducted during Phase I of the PTEI in 2006 and to publish the report and executive summary that were produced in early 2007 in some form – ideally in different forms for different audiences.
 Unfortunately, the delay in publishing this information means that it has become less topical and there is also an increasingly limited opportunity for UNTRS to actively use the report to engage key actors in better coastal zone management since the programme will come to an end soon.  
Another example relevant to value addition relates to the ATREE critique of the  Swaminathan Committee Report, which was commissioned under the PTEI. Unlike ATREE’s earlier report which was so well-received, this second report soon became a major source of controversy and was never published as UNTRS believed it would be counterproductive to do so. It was beyond the scope of this evaluation to examine this particular issue in any depth. However, the relevant sections of the UN may like to consider the experiences of other international agencies such as Ford Foundation, DFID, USAID and others (including UN agencies elsewhere in India or in other countries) in bringing difficult, potentially controversial subjects into the public domain for further discussion and debate, sometimes by publishing them with a disclaimer. Over time, this has often helped to gradually bring about broader acceptance for new approaches and effect positive changes in policy and practice. 
There remains potential for further value addition through the planned outputs of the PTEI, which, however, remain to be completed, such as the development of protocols for sand dune restoration and for restoration of Tropical Dry Evergreen Forest (TDEF) development. The full impacts of more recent efforts at cross-sectoral collaboration with fisheries, shelter and DRM also remain to be seen. Some of the value of these outputs will depend partly on how they are promoted and utilized by the UN to bring about better integrated coastal zone management (ICZM), a key development objective to which the PTEI aims to contribute. This would also require closer collaboration with the other major actors on ICZM than currently exists, including different sections of government, and in particular the World Bank who are supporting the government in ICZM planning in Tamil Nadu and other Indian states. There are key differences in the approach between the UN and the World Bank, and the UN has much to contribute, if it can demonstrate both the cost-effectiveness and the greater social and environmental benefits that would arise from different coastal defence strategies that are currently being tested through the PTEI.  Additionally, a greatly strengthened communication and ‘advocacy’ strategy would be needed to promote the uptake and replication of any innovative ‘pro-poor’ and ‘pro-environment’ approaches that could serve as an alternative, or complement, to more traditional coastal engineering solutions

2.4. Social & Economic Vulnerability

The UNTRS has worked mainly through partner organisations. Its major contribution in relation to reducing vulnerability has been to reduce shelter related vulnerabilities by making shelter safer in many locations and with many organizations.

As a result of the Tsunami Recovery Programme a large numbers of teachers, panchayat members, police personnel, government officials, community level workers, and others have become more aware of vulnerability issues related to disaster. The life-skills training for children through youth volunteers from the affected community itself has addressed issues like out of school, child labour, child trafficking, child sexual abuse, health hazards and HIV. This is evident from interactions between the evaluation team and children and young volunteers who were previously engaged in the programme which has now been wound up. 

Across the affected districts, children are found to use different strategies like petitioning, submitting memoranda, child parliament resolutions, lobbying with parents, teachers and others on their rights, etc and have proved quite successful in influencing decision-making at the local level. In some places, children’s groups have begun to operate to monitor child rights within the community. We heard anecdotal evidence that greater children’s participation may be helping prevention of child marriages, reduction in the incidence of child labour and of school dropouts in many villages in the coastal regions, but we have not been able to verify these reports. We know that children’s clubs have helped bring children together at a time of vulnerability, but the sustainability of this intervention is unclear as their activities can only be continued with external   funding. There is a need for these initiatives to be further integrated into regular programming, so that these child-focused programmes  do not fade away in time. 

In health, nutrition and social welfare it is more difficult to attribute much reduction in vulnerability to the UNTRS as the Government of Tamilnadu have for long been following a policy of reducing social and economic vulnerability of the disadvantaged groups of population, such as the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled Tribes, etc. 

The question of vulnerability in this context is related to reaching people living in difficult-to-reach areas. Such groups have been covered by providing the services of volunteers trained and supported by UNICEF in order to assist the anganwadi workers ensure that the ICDS programme benefits areas within a community which would otherwise not have been covered.  While this has been a helpful contribution by UNICEF, with the closing down of this programme, the gains already achieved may be lost if the Government do not sustain this useful input.   

The PSS programme support has helped the beneficiaries not only to recover from the disaster, but has also encouraged them to avail support from other social welfare and governmental schemes like livelihood support, and housing etc 

The health and education interventions of the  UNTRS in India have generally been able to reduce the social and economic vulnerability of the affected population by reducing their health, nutrition and psycho-social vulnerabilities, and have successfully built productive partnerships with governmental agencies and  NGOs. However, some weaknesses remain in relation to the maintenance of health equipment, as some of the equipment supplied under IMNCI initiative are not in working condition, and there is a need for an efficient maintenance mechanism . Also while a  large quantity of IEC materials have been supplied by UNICEF and WHO there is a need for some reliable mechanism of measuring behaviour changes in respect of issues such as ante-natal care, neo-natal and post-natal care and Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF).   

In sanitation the sustainability of ECOSAN toilets will very much depend upon the availability of a trained group of maintenance people at convenient levels as was earlier done for the maintenance of hand pumps. However the evaluation team observed in a number of different locations that the common toilets and garbage clearance particularly in semi-urban areas are dogged by problems of delayed transfer of notified areas to the municipal authorities to enable them to take over maintenance. Such time lag poses threats of infection and resultant morbidities, and requires greater advocacy by UNICEF. 

Reducing Vulnerability through Disaster Risk Mitigation
DRM was the UN’s main effort to reduce vulnerability. Long term and detailed efforts at state and district level were made by UNTRS to mainstream DRM and covered a range of districts and coastal communities, but our field visits suggested that more could be done to build more awareness of psychosocial issues in DRM.  The Government of Kerala was appreciative of the DRM content and process, and was eager to link its village planning exercise with the vulnerability mapping exercises undertaken under the DRM programme. Similarly Kerala NGOs, many of them UNTRS partners, found the DRM design and plans meaningful and relevant and offered to join in spreading it in Kerala.

In shelter and habitat vulnerability has been addressed by the UNTRS’ encouragement of safer building construction methods by  masons, by promoting safer building technology demonstration units, and by publishing shelter guidelines which put a strong emphasis on safety measures and advice on retrofitting.  

However probably more could have been done by the UNTRS to promote a broader risk transfer programme, that could include insurance coverage for communities, livelihoods, and assets.
  In fact in Tamil Nadu, UNTRS has enough experience, and TNTRC has enough insights from NGOs to design “inclusive DRM” that directly focuses on women, dalits, moinorities, and casual labour.  In addition UNDP could have made more use of partner feedback in relation to ongoing DRM efforts in order to make DRM more effective. For example, Habitat and Vivekananda Centre in Kerala would have helped enhance shelter and site risk reduction measures in DRM, including safer building construction. However these attempts to promote greater involvement of DRM by NGOs have faced several constraints – especially the very limited scope of operation of NGOs, and their uneven coverage of the extensive coastal areas.  
There remains a danger that DRM will stay as a government initiative, separate from yet parallel to other civil society initiatives of building disaster preparedness in communities.  These initiatives include those by international NGOs, local NGOs, and UNESCO (which is reported to be involved in early warning but has not been part of UNTRS). This, as we argue below, may have serious implications for the sustainability of DRM interventions. 

In Pondicherry,  as a result of the construction of breakwaters and groynes to the north to protect the harbour, there  has been major erosion over a 6 month period The immediate consequences appear to be both increased vulnerability of houses in the area as they are now even closer to the sea;  and  increased hardship to local fishermen, who have to haul their boats in and out of water on a very steep slope.  Some fishers actually moor their fishing boats out to sea instead, using smaller craft to get between the mainland their boats. However, they run the risk of losing their boats altogether in a storm as a result. Equally in coastal villages near Cuddalore people told the evaluation team that while they had initially asked for a sea wall, they now felt that it was the wrong decision, as when seas were rough their boats were being smashed against the sea walls. Ongoing DRM mapping can pick up these issues and address them. 

Another issue raised is the lack of coordination and integration between different vulnerability mapping exercises, with the danger of duplication in these activities:  further such mapping efforts are now planned by the World Bank under its ETRP Project.  FERAL, a leading environment and GIS NGO in South India is conducting 60 village mapping exercises and initially hoped to link up with the DRM programme but initially it found such convergence was almost impossible. Now FERAL has been requested to work in collaboration with the DRM State Nodal Agency in AP, and  when the evaluation team met FERAL discussions to coordinate efforts between various mapping were under way. 
2.5 Building Back Better and the Impact of UNTRS

While the idea of BBB is very attractive, the evaluation team also felt it needed to be used with care. Thus it is possible to see this just in terms of better buildings, especially houses and schools, and in improvements to the quality of the health and education system.  But in terms of people’s lives BBB cannot be said to have taken place unless people’s opportunity to earn livelihoods has been improved. In the coastal regions, the on-going decline in fish stocks due to over-fishing is clearly having a negative effect on the livelihoods of people in fishing communities. Therefore projects like the FAO projects in fisheries, and ILO’s projects in livelihoods can better be seen as ‘preventing things getting worse’ rather than BBB. In this evaluation we take ‘BBB’ to mean ensuring that all recovery programmes have a positive, and sustainable impact on people’s lives and livelihoods. 
A number of programme initiatives by UN agencies aimed at `Building  Back Better’ (BBB) are not directly related to tsunami, but were in a sense ‘tsunami-inspired’ programmes begun with a view to improve health and education, with the majority of beneficiaries coming from areas not directly affected by the Tsunami.  To the evaluation team the initiatives in relation to child rights, and improved education and health (and especially HIV/AIDS) services in Tamil Nadu, together with the investment in fisheries,  appear to have been rather more successful, than other initiatives. This is of course not surprising given both that UNICEF was already well established in South India long before the Tsunami, and also given that almost half the UNTRS funding went into social sectors rather than sectors like livelihoods and the environment.  

Thus in child protection, there are now improved services such as psycho-social care through school-based counseling, and greater prevention of trafficking and child abuse. through community based child centres. In the health sector, the tsunami recovery operations have been able to build back better via IMNCI and IYCF initiatives. A lot of equipment support has been provided to support and sustain these initiatives, which were otherwise not available. 


The only evidence to the contrary was that team saw a badly damaged Health Sub Centre building in Periyakuppam village (Cuddalore District), which has not been rebuilt, and in some cases there is a need for better maintenance arrangements for some of the equipment supplied by UNICEF.

As for the nutrition sector the best evidence of improvement is that, compared to the baseline at the immediate post-tsunami period, there has been a 30% improvement in the nutritional status of children. Much of this improvement can be attributed to improved equipment and staff training for all the 19,600 anganwadi centres in the tsunami affected areas. This equipment has included furniture, cooking utensils, play materials, and Salter weighing scales, plus Growth Charts and flip books on family care practices. There have also been improvements in the weighing efficiency and enrolment efficiency in the nutrition centres in the tsunami affected districts

As regards the PSS programme, the specific contribution has been the creation of a new model which is based in the community, run by community volunteers and is sustainable. As regards trafficking and HIV/AIDS, before the tsunami, TNSACS never viewed  trafficking as an issue to be dealt with under the HIV/AIDS control programme. It  now links up more closely with the Judiciary on trafficking issues.  The experience so gained has informed the formulation of international guidelines on reducing vulnerability in these areas. 
It is harder to find evidence of UNTRS influencing BBB in relation to environmental issues, since the amounts of  funding it spent were very small, and much of this funding went into research studies and small demonstration projects, not all of which have been effectively followed up. The UNTRS have tried to demonstrate how it is possible to retrofit houses and settlements that have been poorly planned or designed with respect to environmental factors (drainage, sanitation, ground water, waste management) – but this is still in process, with few readily visible major results as yet. Also there is no strategy in place for scaling up and replicating this approach. Hopefully there will be more impacts by the time the programme ends later in 2008. 

This evaluation found that in respect of DRM district officials throughout the coastal districts are far more aware of disaster risks and vulnerabilities far more now than three years ago..   The DRM activities at district level have improved the focus on the process and not only on the final maps or plans. Not only risk reduction but methods of reducing risk are becoming well known in the administration, and the evaluation team met more village-level, district, and departmental  officials in Tamil Nadu who have internalized community based DRM. The DRM activities in planning at the village level have also improved clarity of goals, scope, coverage etc. as each plan is written up and copied.  The DRM activity can become stronger and more effective by focusing on establishing more partnerships and the integration of different activities, There is still plenty to be done in that there is still a large number of local formal and informal community institutions which need to be reached with DRM efforts in each district.  Local water management systems for tanks that reduce flood and drought risk can be further incorporated in DRM efforts, and there is still scope for strengthening the links between the District Collectorate and the community
The evaluation team had useful discussions both with UNTRS staff and partners  on the use of ICT and GIS in UNTRS and to what degree it helped in building back better.  Many partners welcomed the use of ICT and GIS in the recovery programme.   FAREL had, in fact found an excellent way of combining both, GIS and participatory local mapping, however FAREL did not have a large or central role to play in GIS and other related activities.  GIS can help reduce the time spent on recovery planning, and monitoring but the village hazard maps are neither GIS-based nor available through ICT tools on a single computer location for use or updating. .  The NCRC work on GIS, partially funded by UNTRS, has been a useful experiment but has not been fully followed through. 

One conclusion was that in ICT projects  the work load was almost always underestimated by the UNTRS staff and partners involved.   They always took longer than planned, and we found that the closer one goes to the communities, the more inadequate are the software, hardware, and related facilities.  The evaluation team also found that when these facilities were available, say in monitoring of DRM mock drills, more time was spent on the data compilation and less time was given to finding out what all this data means.  It was difficult to point out what decisions were significantly different due to location specific data  or access to large databases. Also the different databases cannot “talk” to each other so that a range of valuable field data was not comparable or linked. 

UNTRS could play a valuable role in its final months if it could work with the Government of Tamil Nadu to prepare an inventory of these different databases and the agencies promoting them, bring these agencies together, and identify ways in which information could be more effectively shared between these different agencies.   

A full review of the Tamil Nadu Disaster Management System (TNDMS) was beyond the scope of this evaluation, but in general our conclusion is that UNTRS needs to be more cautious in its promotion of ICT solutions in recovery operations. There is a danger that such systems become a relatively costly ‘end’ in themselves, rather than being seen as a tool to improve future recovery operations. There remain considerable issues about the extent to which the State Government will really prioritize the development of such systems once UNTRS phases out; and there are many unresolved issues regarding the long term management and maintenance of such systems, especially at district level where it is very difficult to attract the right level of staff and power supplies are often intermittent. 
The UN has been prepared to innovate with new approaches to DRM, and a good example  is the Community Radio/Media station at Vizhindhamavadi is run by volunteers selected from the community and trained in programme production; the station is linked to the SHG’s promoted by DHAN foundation and has a management structure consisting of the community members from the village and nearby hamlets. Though initially supported by DHAN and financially supported by UNDP, the station was handed over to the community, and should, once it secures a broadcasting license, be able to disseminate early warning information

The project approach has meant that UNTRS’ work in skills training may have impacts at a local level, and has helped particular beneficiaries, it gave insufficient attention to the  infrastructure that generates incomes, links markets, builds skills and so on.  While the TNTRC did try to get difficult issues of Worker’s Rights out into the open, the UNTRS was not able to take these economic, political, and cultural rights forward to ensure that they either impacted on the recovery agenda of the governments of the four states or to the  investment agenda of the international financial institutions.  

The fisheries sector interventions by UNTRS did, directly, address issues of port and harbour infrastructure, including landing sites and processing sheds. In contrast its skills training gave insufficient attention to the need for assets so that people could make good use of the training. However the training is not yet finished and it is intended that the trainees receive sufficient resources to purchase raw material and tools.

2.6 Inclusiveness and Coverage  

This section addresses three closely related questions. 

a) In the tsunami recovery programme, who has been left out and why?

In relation to DRM the UNTRS has made efforts to ensure that the recovery has been as inclusive as possible.   It has had an experienced staff member working on this issue and she has been very active in organizing publications, workshops and events to promote inclusiveness in all programmes. While in the UNTRS team there has been a high level of awareness on who is being left out and why,   its ability to make an impact was sometimes restricted by fears that UNTRS might be seen as  “too political”, or exceeding its mandate. Even so the UNTRS has made many efforts to include as wide a range of individuals and institutions as possible.  The evaluation team was struck with the commitment of UNTRS team to broadening the diversities and promoting inclusiveness in DRM, shelter, livelihood, and other sectors of recovery.  The team has realized that promoting inclusion is a long term goal and can not be left as an ‘add-on’ in the remaining or future response.  SIFFS, DHAN, KRDA, Habitat and Auroville all underlined the need to do more in making future responses directly focused on excluded and poor.

 b) How conscious has UNTRS been about existing social and economic disparities in the affected population, and what steps have been taken to reduce these disparities.  
The answers to this question very much overlap with the issue of inclusiveness discussed above. Its awareness about inequalities in the Tsunami-affected population took some time to emerge, but UNTRS did try to keep these issues on the agenda. For instance efforts were made, revived, and results achieved in covering women in various DRM, livelihood, and even shelter activities.  The coverage of women increased with time.  The focus on children in shelter, livelihood, and DRM activity was limited and never really improved as education was an ongoing and separate activity.

However, coverage of younger people in DRM activities and older people in shelter activities increased over time.  Special efforts were made to cover disabled population in both, DRM activities and subject matter.  There was an attempt to cover some minority groups including HIV/AIDS affected individuals, in livelihood, shelter and DRM activities.

The coverage of community level initiatives by the fishermen panchayat, elected panchayat, and civil society organisations in DRM activities was evident but less than the coverage of government and administrative initiatives.  Good coverage of livelihood initiatives by in-land boat owners or catamaran owners was achieved in the fisheries sector. In livelihoods the evaluation team’s initial conclusion was that, despite the strong emphasis of the ALP on the most vulnerable sections of the population, in practice the coverage of educated and literate population tended to be greater than it was in relation to more illiterate and vulnerable people, and we recommend that ILO continues to monitor this important issue.  DRM measures are clearly designed to cover the whole population. 
Civil society groups feel that the UNTRS had far more coverage of individuals involved in policy making, influencing, and regulation but less coverage of individuals interested in holding the public process and public authorities accountable.  TNTRC, and to a greater degree NCRC, discussed and promoted accountability and advocacy issues. 

c) To what extent have UNTRS-funded projects been able to assist directly-affected, indirectly-affected, or people unaffected by the Tsunami? 

We found this a very difficult question. Some programmes, especially in health, education, and child protection, deliberately aimed to assist the Tsunami-affected districts, rather than just those directly or indirectly affected by the Tsunami, though most of the health interventions and PSS have directly assisted the tsunami victims as well. The essence of the ‘Build Back Better’ ideal discussed above is that recovery should benefit the entire society, and not just those directly or indirectly affected by the Tsunami. This has been an unusual situation in that there have been sufficient resources coming into all the Tsunami-affected countries to enable the benefits to be spread far beyond the population immediately affected; and there is no evidence that the Tsunami survivors have suffered in any way from the fact that Tsunami funding has been used to support more general recovery and development initiatives in their areas.  Where UNTRS has been helpful is in showing that in the  issues of social exclusion are of far greater long term importance than whether or not all beneficiaries of the recovery effort were directly affected by the Tsunami. 
2.7 Sustainability

Before discussing  the overall sustainability of the UNTRS it is worth stressing the need for realistic expectations. In theory the aim of a recovery programme should be to help people regain their homes and livelihoods within the shortest possible timescale.  If that aim is achieved then it would be wrong to criticize the UNTRS for not doing more to promote sustainability. However it has become more of an issue where the programme has gone into new initiatives that are often aimed more at development than strictly ‘recovery’ and thereby set up enhanced expectations that funding will be continued once UNTRS withdraws. At the institutional level there is no reason why all the organisations which are set up as part of a recovery operation should be sustained beyond this recovery phase unless there is very strong support from key stakeholders. 
In 2007 UNTRS was very aware about the problem of sustainability, especially in relation to handing over of activities to government. This will be easier in some sectors than others.  For instance DRM activities should be sustained as the Government of India  and National Disaster Management Authority are allocating resources to cover more districts through planned expenditure as well as the World Bank cyclone project.   It is not clear to the evaluation team if the level of financing is adequate to sustain DRM in districts, or if sufficient staff is available both for the new districts and for the districts where DRM is already implemented.  Staff turnover is DRM tends to be high, which can have a negative impact on  sustainability.

In health, the IMNCI initiative will be maintained as a policy decision has already been taken by the Government to upscale this intervention over the entire state of Tamilnadu under the National Rural Health Mission. The IYCF was already a UNICEF sponsored programme that was strengthened under the tsunami recovery process. This has also been integrated in to the on-going health and nutrition interventions for capacity building to nutrition and health workers in the state. 

In relation to the PSS, 5931 trained community level workers are now available, 2813 in Tamil Nadu, of which 2335 are in the field. They constitute a permanent community asset ensuring sustainability of the programme, ready to face any future crisis,  and the personnel continue to be available for the District and State authorities to draw upon.  Similarly, the PSS programme continues to be operational in the orphanages under the Social Welfare Department where many tsunami victims (mostly children and women) are still living.
In AFHS and Nursing Care during Disaster, more than 600 health personnel in Nagapatinam and Thiruvarur have been trained on AFHS. They constitute an asset ensuring friendly services to young people. Apart from this, 706 faculty members from different nursing schools and colleges of TamilNadu, Pondicherry and Kerala have been trained as master trainers in nursing care during disasters. These are sustainable initiatives.  

In relation to HIV/AIDS Legal Aid Clinics under HIV, the appointment of a Consultant for PPTCT, and the appointment of DPMs to support the District Collector are initiatives that have been upscaled at the state level. In relation to trafficking: the sensitization of judiciary and police personnel, and work done by NGOs for PLWHAs (people living with HIV/AIDS) and village level Watch Dog Committees can all be sustained beyond the recovery phase of the interventions.  

The capacity building of various stakeholders across the board on child rights awareness is a positive contribution, and training community level workers and volunteers as counselors, peer educators and life-skills trainers should prove reliable and sustainable. It is hoped that even after the programme has been wound up, children can still access the key resource-providers in the community.

The functioning of structures like children’s clubs is continuing, as other donors have taken over from where UNICEF left. There is evidence from all the three affected districts that children have been recognized as social actors who can make positive contributions to the local community. However while the clubs continue to engage children where the concerned partner had relevant experience,  in other areas the children’s clubs continue as mere `tuition centres’ for children, for want of innovative resource inputs. 

Certain interventions like Bridge Course centres were meant to be one-time recovery intervention, and care was taken that NGOs do not create parallel or alternative systems of schooling. Further technical support to government, etc may still be needed to hold on and probably replicate some of the success stories evidenced in the recovery process.

In relation to the environment most of the work under the PTEI is likely to continue because the main implementing partners are already engaged in related work and committed to continue working on issues relating to sustainable coastal and marine management even after the PTEI ends formally. This was a key criteria for selecting the partners in the first place. However, the partners in all cases will need to find additional funding to complete the work and achieve all the outputs that were originally envisaged for a three-year programme. Furthermore, as most of the partners are relatively small non-governmental organizations that are associated primarily with natural and social science research, they have limited ability to influence government policy. Indeed, one of the added values that the partner agencies perceived in working with the UN, was the belief that the UN is in a much stronger position to communicate directly with government and to influence policy on coastal environmental management. UNTRS has said that they will a) support partners to identify and raise additional sources of funding and b) try to support the work in other ways through the UNDP Delhi Environment & Energy programme.
In water and sanitation, while ECOSAN toilets are valued the sustainability of this system will very much depend upon the availability of a trained group of maintenance people at convenient levels as was done earlier for the maintenance of hand pumps.
In relation to co-ordination, UNTRS aimed to establish resource centres in each Tsunami-affected district to encourage stronger co-ordination between NGOs and government at the district level. By the time of this evaluation the resource centres in Cuddalore district had already closed, but the Nagapattinam resource centre, the NCRC was flourishing. The NCRC has strong local roots, and is now very much accepted as a leading player in NGO co-ordination and advocacy in Nagapattinam District. Its sustainability is not really in question provided both the current leadership and donor interest can be maintained. .  
The future of the state level in Tamil Nadu resource centre, the TNTRC is more uncertain as its support base was originally from the INGOs and the UNTRS,  and all these agencies are now winding down their activities in TN.  At the time of the evaluation TNTRC was hoping for some state government funding, raising questions about how independent it would be able to be in future. An additional constraint is that its Co-ordinator is on a UNDP salary scale, which other donors may be unwilling to pay once UNTRS phases out. Thus there are currently uncertainties both about whether TNTRC will survive at all, or if it does, how independent it will remain. 
2.8 Participation: 
This section addresses the question in what respects have local people and local authorities felt able to influence the recovery process?  In general this question goes beyond the scope of this evaluation, as it refers to the whole Tsunami recovery operation in South India, in which UNTRS only played a part.  

In health & education the local Panchayat Raj Institution members have been involved in the formation of and active participation in the Village Health and Sanitation Committees. Similarly, several of them have also been trained as Community Link Workers. NGO participation has been high, especially in training volunteers provided to anaganwadi centres in the tsunami affected areas (e.g., CREED in Sirkali) and in the  trafficking and HIV programmes, (e.g., SFDRT in Puducherry and Avvai-NYK in Nagapattinam) 

Under PSS, local people are the CLWs. Local authorities like DSWOs have been the leaders of the programmes. There have been some very interesting cases of direct DSWO participation in the recovery process (e.g., the case the Nagapattinam ex-DSWO, who has informally adopted some orphaned children). Despite the presence of local level UNICEF-extenders, there is some sporadic evidence of lack of frequent mutual discussion between decision-makers in UNICEF and the partners in the field on key issues. For example, some partners felt that they were not included at all stages of planning and implementation. 

In relation to the environment, the PTEI occupied a very specialized niche within the UNTRS and it was therefore not conceptualized or designed in a particularly participatory fashion. One small component that is undertaken in a very participatory fashion is the pilot work on restoration of Tropical Dry Evergreen Forest by FERAL. Indeed, this work would not be possible without the participation of local communities as it is being undertaken on community land. The same is likely to be true of the sand dune restoration work, but this was not assessed during the evaluation. There has perhaps been greater scope for participation by local people and local authorities in cross-cutting environmental issues, particularly in relation to fisheries management and shelter, for example the work on co-management of Palk Bay and the retrofitting of permanent houses and settlements to address design and environmental problems such as drainage, sanitation and waste management. 
While the design and implementation of the PTEI has been largely a ‘top down’ process, there are important elements that would have enhanced local participation and increased the ability to make informed choices – for example through the NGO networking work of both the PTEI and by NCRC, which includes increasing local awareness and understanding of a range of recovery-related issues, including their legal rights for example on the CRZ Notification.  Ultimately, of course, the purpose of this work is to increase participation in informed decision-making on management of the coastal environment at all levels.
 2.9: The Quality of partnerships: 

To what extent has UNTRS been able to build productive partnerships with Government agencies, NGOs, and the private sector? 

In health and nutrition UNICEF in particular already had strong partnerships in the affected States, and the Tsunami was an opportunity to further strengthen such partnerships.  The PSS programme involved an unusual number of partners in addition to NGO partners, including schools of social work, major national and international NGOs, and District Social Welfare Officers of the Government of Tamilnadu, along with doctors in public and private sector.. Similarly, the Peer Educators Training Programme in HIV is seen as such a productive partnership between the donors, Government agencies, NGOs and Networks of PLWHAs, and WHO had strong partnership with a wide range of State-level organizations. The private sector has been brought in for delivery of health and nutrition services such as immunization coverage, advocacy for behaviour change in the area of HIV control, and public-private partnership in the areas of providing common utilities such as water and sanitation. The participation of the private sector for providing the multi-media content for the training of trainers is another such example.     
Interviews with government partners suggested that some kind of formal engagement of the government in the oversight or implementation of the UNTRS programme, or at least components of it, would have greatly increased government ownership and buy-in. Apparently, UNTRS did offer to place staff within the government but these offers were not taken up. It is also possible that government partners, as also UNTRS, have realized this with hindsight.
While clearly UNTRS did not have the financial resources of the ADB or the World Bank, money is not the only factor influencing partnerships with government. UNTRS did have vastly more dedicated staff available to deploy in Chennai and in the field than either ADB or World Bank. A key question for further consideration by UNTRS as part of its own assessments as the programme winds down is on what worked, what didn’t and what could have been done better in terms of the partnership with government. 
Other NGOs working on environmental issues in the tsunami-affected areas reported attending meetings organized by UNTRS on environmental issues, but that the engagement did not really extend much beyond that. However, this seemed to be a systemic issue extending beyond UNTRS - as none of the NGOs interviewed (or UNTRS) seem to have an in depth understanding of what anyone else is doing, be it other NGOs, World Bank or ADB’s tsunami programmes, or even government, unless there was already some personal link. 
In general while UNTRS reached out to a range of partners including trade unions, religious institutions, universities, and the media in addition to NGOs and government authorities the rationale for selecting them was not always clear.  Any future operation should include a summary  analysis table documenting the different UNTRS partners in terms of professional disciplines, type of organisations, scale and location of operation, duration of existence, and experience in risk reduction or recovery work.

UNTRS made a good effort to support TNTRC and NCRC to work with a wide range of organisations often fragmented along professional or sectoral lines, and sometimes reluctant to hold dialogue when views do not match..  

In the shelter sector at least two partners lacked basic accounting system, and needed UNTRS inputs in organizing and recording accounts.  For these agencies the UNTRS inputs were well appreciated. But more generally there appears to have been only limited substantive or technical engagement with them by UNTRS in terms of technical feedback on their work. Instead most of the feedback and interactions centred on fulfilling UN procedures and requirements. On the UN side, however, there was a feeling that the partners were too focused on research and that too very narrowly (i.e. mainly ecological research) and that they did not fully appreciate or buy into the UN’s development goals especially in relation to the recovery process. In future, perhaps such misunderstandings could be avoided or better managed if expectations are clarified from the outset and if there is more substantive engagement with partners, and in particular more opportunity for dialogue and debate
.
2.10: Capacity building 
What capacity has been built or supported by UNTRS, especially in civil society? 
In general there is such strong capacity, both in Government and civil society, in South India that it is not realistic to expect the UNTRS to have been able to build much capacity. Even so UNTRS has been relatively successful in recognising the strength of local NGOs like the NCRC and SIFFS, and building their capacity. In the case of the South Indian Federation of Fishermen’s Societies (SIFFS), UNTRS was able to assist with accounting systems, and encouraging a stronger emphasis on the issue of safety at sea.  The great advantage of these organisations is that they will continue to function long after UNTRS withdraws. 

In health NGOs have benefited from capacity building by the UNTRS, but some NGOs running balwadis in Nagapattinam District have not been included for this kind of capacity building mainly because they are not part of the ICDS System. It would have been better if they could have also been included in such capacity building programmes as have been made available to the anganwadi workers and other community link workers. 
Under trafficking and HIV, capacity building has been provided to 22 NGOs in 3 states, focusing mainly on awareness building, repatriation and re-integration. Similarly sensitization has been provided for legal professionals and the judiciary as well police personnel. Networks of PLWHAs have also been provided with such capacity building training.  
The health NGOs need capacity building in assessing the post-tsunami damage with reference to a pre-tsunami baseline. For instance an environment-cum-epidemiological survey could have been carried out using pre-tsunami baseline data from whatever records are available (such as OP records or other studies) and comparing the post-tsunami scenario with that. That might have provided a better basis for structuring a much-better focused tsunami recovery health team. This is a distinct and desirable future need. A similar approach for Disease Surveillance and Disease Control Priorities Plan in the tsunami hit areas appears warranted.
In relation to the environment the only major area in which capacity may have been developed would be in the form of greater public awareness and understanding of the CRZ notification and individual rights, as well as on some aspects of environmental management, notably sanitation, drainage, groundwater, etc particularly through the work of CAG through its partner local NGOs, as well as through some of UNICEF’s work  – but this is something that is almost impossible to assess and equally impossible to attribute solely to the activities of UNTRS. 

3.Recommendations for UNTRS
DRM:

· Review its project planning methods, tools, and processes to make sure that DRR is introduced at project design stage in each cluster sector and agency.

· Follow up on its work on inclusive DRR and open a desk to prepare for inclusive response and mitigation between disasters.

· Though the UNTRS was not directly involved in community level DRR (except DRM at village level) it should review, document, and make available such local tsunami and other inclusive initiatives as part of its exit strategy.

· UNTRS should make accelerated efforts to address the lack of economic and financial measures for DRR in tsunami recovery, especially as an input to the larger upcoming World Bank project..

· UNTRS should rapidly mobilise existing environment sector partners to undertake studies of potential disasters  such as coastal flooding, drought, and pollution as an input to the national initiatives of National Disaster Management Authority.
ICT

· Given the large amount of information about disaster vulnerability now being collected and stored in different databases, UNTRS should work with the Government of Tamil Nadu to prepare an inventory of these different databases and the agencies promoting them, bring these agencies together, and identify ways in which information could be more effectively shared between these different agencies.   
Health: 
· As noted above the health NGOs need capacity building in assessing the post-tsunami damage with reference to a pre-tsunami baseline. For instance an environment-cum-epidemiological survey could be carried out using pre-tsunami baseline data from whatever records are available (such as OP records or other studies) and comparing the post-tsunami scenario with that. That might provide a better basis for prioritizing health interventions in future recovery operations. 

· The training of volunteers and posting them to anganwadi centres has been found to be a very useful nutrition and health intervention to reach the unreached sections of population. It is strongly recommended that the State Government may consider continuing and upscaling this intervention state-wide such that there could be a better focused attention on 0-3 years and 3-6 years age groups of children, which could result in better preparedness for any future disaster. 

· There is a need for strengthening the referral system for the systematic referral of weight losses noticed in the anganwadi centre children and to train the Medical Officers in the referral centres in clinical management of malnutrition in a systematic manner. This step will further strengthen the management of infections in children in the recovery phase in a much better manner than now. 

· There is a felt need to extend the very important and useful IMNCI training to all the nursing staff concerned with mother and child care so as to further strengthen the recovery system. This could be considered for support under NRHM programme or the Health Systems Project.   
· We recommend more research on the epidemiology of HIV/AIDS transmission in the context of the tsunami and possible increases in trafficking.  

Environment

In general Environment should not be treated as a stand alone sector but more as a cross-cutting issue, and one that engages many more departments than just the Forest & Environment Departments. Our specific recommendations are: 

· Arrange for Phase I report to be edited and published as a technical report without further delay including the Executive Summary
· Obtain additional technical guidance to determine what information in the Phase I report can be used for policy influence or further important areas of work on sustainable livelihoods, sustainable environmental management and DRM, and to determine the best way of communicating key information  to different target groups. UNTRS could further add value to the report by better linking it with relevant work by other agencies, which may have taken place over the past year such as the work of Green Coast, World Bank and others. 
· Further strengthen UNTRS’s engagement with the policy debate on coastal zone regulation and management by building more pro-actively on UNTRS’s work to date, in particular using the information in relation to areas of particular concern to the UN such as social equity, gender, poverty reduction, vulnerability reduction, and sustainable environmental management.
· Take stock again to assess how to maximize impacts and sustainable results in the time remaining, perhaps through greater prioritization and focus and better synthesis and analysis of existing information. 
· Develop explicit strategies with a linked monitoring plan for every policy note or guideline that is developed to show how these are a) integrated as appropriate with other sectoral interventions; and b) will disseminated and promoted by UNTRS to encurage uptake and application. 
· Ensure that the remaining work of the partners under the PTEI is better guided with a view to influencing policy, and broader uptake of useful practices and models for wider replicaiton, as well as for helping develop greater awareness and capacity for improved coastal management. This would for example ensure that M&E includes documentation of key information that could subsequently used for ‘advocacy’ and policy influence. A specific example, would be starting to think now, how the more scientific/technical protocols being developed by the implementing NGO partners can be effectively promoted, and scaled up for replication by government.
· Ensure that UNTRS adds the value to the work of the partners by bringing together other key players and partners and synthesizing and integrating PTEI findings with that of other relevant partners, including The WWF/Wetlands International/Green Coast Programme, the MS Swaminathan Foundation on mangrove restoration, and also any relevant work being done under the World Bank ETRP and ADB TEAP.
· Put in place more analytical and systematic documentation of the key results of the PTEI, and how these have met recovery needs and/or ‘built back better’, with a particular focus on the cross-cutting areas of work – ie shelter, DRM, fisheries, health & sanitation
· Develop a clear exit strategy to particularly address issues relating to sustainability of positive results and enhancing government and community ownership of these as appropriate. 
· Share and discuss exit strategy with all relevant partners, including implementing partners.
· Undertake a final evaluation to assess the impacts of the PTEI after its operational completion.
General

UNTRS should commission a special and separate evaluation of UNICEF’s  work in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, including shelter and risk reduction measures.
Given the slow implementation of the ILO Enterprise Development programme and the need to review its long term impact, we recommend that UNDP should commission a project evaluation at an agreed date once the training is completed.  
Appendix 1: Inception Note 

January 2008
Introduction

This evaluation has two major purposes – (i)an evaluation of UN tsunami programme results in each of the eleven sector areas of the recovery framework and (ii) a case study of the UN’s approach of  ‘delivering as one’ . This part of the evaluation will focus in particular on both the process and outcomes of this strategy of joint programming.

In terms of the first, and major, part of the evaluation, in assessing the very varied activities of six different UN agencies, the key challenge will be to assess the exact ‘value added’ by their programmes. As is well known, the Tsunami response in India was very well funded, and in broad terms it has been competently managed by the State Government of Tamil Nadu. In addition the UN’s contribution at $43 million was quite modest in relation to that of the ADB, World Bank, and both national and international NGOs.
  This evaluation will therefore need to address the question of the ‘additionality’ of the UN agencies, and whether this additionality was significantly enhanced by the UN ‘working as one’.  With this focus I suggest our evaluation has the potential to contribute to wider policy formulation within both UNDP and other UN agencies about what their best role should be in relation to disaster recovery in countries like India with increasingly dynamic economies and relatively strong governments.    

Methodology.  In order for this evaluation to achieve its objectives, we will need to focus on a carefully selected number of issues, and avoid lengthy repetition in relation to  issues that have already been well documented. As the team is relatively large, and the TOR very broad,  the team will need to split up from any early stage, and we will need to work with a common set of evaluation questions. After initial discussions with UNTRS staff we have agreed on the following generic questions, which team members adapt and supplement as they prepare for the evaluation of their specific sectors:

1. Relevance: how crucial to the overall Tsunami recovery process was the intervention in different sectors

2. Policy influencing: How successful has the UNTRS been in influencing the policies of the Government of Tamil Nadu, and their partners?

3. Value added: What value has the UNTRS been able to add to the overall tsunami recovery operation (e.g in relation to funds, or learning from other major reconstruction programmes)?

4. Effectiveness: to what extent has the UNTRS and its partners been able to reduce social and economic vulnerability? 

5. Effectiveness What evidence is there that the Tsunami recovery operation as been able to ‘build back better’. If so what has been the specific contribution of UNTRS to this process? 

6. Inclusiveness & Coverage: (a)In the tsunami recovery programme, who has been left out and why?

7. (b)How conscious has UNTRS been about existing social and economic disparities in the affected population, and what steps have been taken to reduce these disparities.  

8. (c) To what extent have UNTRS-funded projects been able to assist directly-affected, indirectly-affected, or people unaffected by the Tsunami? 

9. Efficiency (a)How timely has the intervention of UNTRS been? Where were delays experienced and what have been the impact of any such delays on its effectiveness?  

10. Impact: Following the Tsunami, are those both directly and indirectly affected, better off, worse off, or in much the same economic situation as before? 

11. Sustainability: What programme interventions will be continued even after UN funding has been withdrawn.? 

12. Participation: In what respects have local people and local authorities felt able to influence the recovery process?   

13.  Quality of partnerships: To what extent has UNTRS been able to build productive partnerships with Government agencies, NGOs, and the private sector? 

14. What capacity has been built or supported by UNTRS, especially in civil society? 

Most of the remaining questions (QQ 32-58 in the TOR)   will be addressed in the study of UN Joint programming which will focus on how successful UN agencies have been in trying to ‘work as one’. This success will be judged from the perspective of different stakeholders, especially the UNTRS staff, staff at different levels in UN agencies, and the UNTRS’ Government and NGO partners.  While this study will review internal co-ordination within the UN system, all team members will also need to assess how effective the UN has been in external Aid Co-ordination in their different sectors, and whether duplication of effort between different actors has been avoided.

In each sector the evaluation team aims to make a distinction between programmes aimed specifically at assisting people directly affected by the Tsunami, as against programmes which made use of Tsunami funds for a wide range of different interventions both in, and beyond,  the affected districts.   
Evaluation tools: 

1. Identification & analysis of relevant secondary data- especially other evaluation reports. 

2. Use of log frames prepared by UNTRS as a way of assessing anticipated outputs, outcomes and indicators proposed for performance measurement 

3. Interviews with key stakeholders at all levels.
4. Field visits, including direct observation of reconstructed communities, supplemented by informal discussions with community members. We must get a good insight into how different ‘beneficiaries’ view the recovery process of the last 3 years but we need to be aware that in some of the Tsunami areas people may be weary of answering the same questions to missions like ours, and we need to be imaginative in identifing and talking to key informants – eg local leaders & NGO activists.

5.  Data analysis: Throughout the evaluation team members will informally feed back information to each other and try to review field notes on a daily basis. We will aim to have a more structured feedback session on Feb 7 where we can try to get an overview of our initial findings, identify areas where we need either more data, or validation of initial findings, and prepare our feedback.   

6. Feedback. The team will provide the Steering Committee with an initial presentation of its findings at a meeting on Friday February 8. 

7. Reporting. Team members will be asked to submit a report on the UN’s performance in the Tsunami recovery operation in the particular sectors they have been allocated. These reports will summarize the team members’ findings in relation to 1-4 above and include answers to all the key evaluation questions for each of their sectors.  The Team Leader will synthesise these sectoral reports into a single Executive Summary with Recommendations.  Reports should use the same question numbers as above. 

Appendix 2- Statistical Data 
United Nations Recovery Framework

	
	Thematic Area
	Lead UN Agency
	Participating UN Agency

	1
	Psychosocial Support and Child protection
	UNICEF
	WHO, UNFPA,

UNDP

	2
	Reintegration to address Trafficking and HIV/AIDS -

Prevention and Care
	UNDP 
	UNICEF

	3
	Health and Nutrition 
	UNICEF
	WHO, UNFPA

	4
	Education
	UNICEF
	

	5
	Rebuilding Livelihoods
	ILO
	FAO, UNDP

	6
	Shelter and Habitat Development 
	UNDP
	

	7
	Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene
	UNICEF
	WHO

	8
	Healthy Environment for Long Term Sustainability 
	UNDP
	

	9
	Capacity Building for Disaster Risk Management (DRM)
	UNDP
	UNESCO, UNICEF

	10
	Policy Support, Coordination and Knowledge Networking
	UNDP
	


Financial resources for the recovery programmes (in US$)

	Agencies
	Funds 

mobilized


	Funds being  mobilized
	Total
	% share by 

UN Agency

	UNICEF
	27,380,000
	0
	27,380,000
	59

	UNDP
	9,425,000
	5,000,000
	14,425,000
	31

	ILO
	1,400,000
	0
	1,400,000
	3

	UNFPA
	80,000
	0
	80,000
	.017

	FAO
	1,000,000
	0
	1,000,000
	2

	WHO
	1,757,661
	0
	1,757,661
	4

	Not allocated to Agencies
	450,000
	0
	450,000
	1

	TOTAL
	41,492,661
	5,000,000
	46,492,661
	100


Distribution of Funds Allocated for Tsunami Recovery in India: 2005-2008 in US$

	Sector
	Funds Allocated by 

United Nations (In US$)
	%

	Shelter, Water, and Sanitation
	5,305,254
	11.9

	Health and Nutrition
	10,330,490
	23.1

	Psychological Support
	668,103
	1.5

	HIV/AIDS and Trafficking
	2,264,652
	4.9

	Child Protection
	2,463,178
	5.4

	Education
	8,512,148
	23.0

	Restoring Livelihood
	3,716,728
	8.3

	Environment
	1,407,280
	3.1

	Disaster Risk Management
	6,155,176
	13.7

	Policy, ICT, and Coordination
	1,992,898
	4.5

	Social Equity
	361,853
	0.8

	Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evaluation
	1,336,313
	2.9

	Grand Total
	44,514,073
	100


House Construction in Affected states as of September 2007:

	
	Andhra Pradesh
	Kerala
	Tamil Nadu*
	Andaman Nicobar
	Puducherry

	Phase I

	Total Number of Houses Taken up
	481
	5,222
	53,323
	9,797
	7,567

	Completed
	284
	4,933
	31,376
	N/A
	2,302

	In Various Stages of Construction
	197
	289
	21,947
	7,966
	2,222

	Phase II

	Total Number of Houses Taken up
	-
	10,860
	55,000
	
	


Only Tamil Nadu figures reflect November 2007 status
Shelter & Habitat Development

	District
	Taken up
	Completed
	Handed over
	Balance 

(under various stages)

	Chennai
	3592
	2200
	-----
	392

	Cuddalore
	2323
	758
	407
	1158

	Kancheepuram
	4242
	----
	96
	4146

	Kanniyakumari
	2521
	934
	494
	1093

	Nagapattinam
	17461
	603
	475
	16383

	Thoothukudi 
	781
	-----
	-----
	781

	Tirunelveli
	1778
	4
	-----
	1774

	Tiruvallur
	468
	468
	-----
	-----

	Villupuram
	1880
	317
	-----
	1563

	
	35046
	5284
	1472
	28290
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Appendix 3 – Itineraries  & List of People Met
1.
Itinerary of P. Subramaniyam, 

	Date
	Activity

	17.01.08

-27.01.08
	Chennai: Meetings with UNTRS staff; UNICEF, Director of Social Welfare, TNSACS, TNTRS,    

ICDS Directorate

Director of Public Health & Preventive Medicine

Director, Institute of Child Health and staff

TTK Alcohol De-Addiction Centre, Chennai

	27.01.08
	Dep: Chennai and arrive Puducherry 

	28.01.08
	Field Visits in Cuddalore District:

District Collector

Deputy Director (Health)

PHC, Vadalur

Addl. PHC, Venkadampettai

HSC, Periyakuppam

AWC, Periyakuppam

Interaction with community and Panchayat President of Periyakuppam

	29.01.08
	Visit to SFDRT (NGO) in Puducherry

District Social Welfare Office, Cuddalore

District Nutrition Project Office, Cuddalore

Dep: Puducherry and arrive Nagapattinam 

	30.01.08
	Meeting with ex-DSWO, Nagapattinam

Visited the Govt. Hospital, Nagapattinam-including VCTC

Meeting with the District Nutrition Project Officer, Nagapattinam

Visited Anaganwadi Centre, Akkaraipettai

La Salle Kadalisai Balwadi (NGO)

Interacted with community at Velankanni Village

Ex-Councillor

Visited ECOSAN in Kameswaram

Visited Chinnavizhunthamavadi village

Visited NGO, ‘Kalanjiam’

Discussions with members of traditional panchayat at Velankanni

	31.01.08
	Visited DD (Health) office – discussions

Visited AVVAI (NGO) and discussions 

Meeting with Peer Educators

Visited PHC, Tirupoondi

Visited HSC, Kameswaram

Visited AWC, Teruthur, Velankanni Block

Full Team Meeting

	01.02.08
	Team Meeting

Discussions with the NCRC Team, Nagapattinam

Visited SNEHA (NGO) run Children Activity centre in Keechankuppam

Visited Child Protection Centre in Akkaraipettai

Discussed with the President, Panchayat

Discussions with VHN of Akkaraipettai

	02.02.08
	Departure from Nagapattinam

Arrive: Sirkali

Visited the Christian Medical College Vellore - Tsunami Relief and Rehabilitation Service. 

ICCW, Tamilnadu office in Cuddalore 

Visited Enikkaranthottam Children’s Parliament

District Coordinator of NYK, Cuddalore 

Visited the LEAD (NGO) sponsored Meena Club in Sangolikuppam village

	03.02.08
	Visited the RUSEC (NGO) Project in Nanamedu Village in Cuddalore Block – Youth Club – PSS work via Entertainment Programmes

Visited Subauppalavadi Village in Cuddalore Block and met the Children’s Group – PSS Work via Entertainment Programmes

	04.02.08
	Visited Health Management Development Institute (HMDI) in Villupuram – discussions with the Principal and senior staff – interacted with AWW trainees regarding the IMNCI training

Visited the Saraswathy Matriculation School in Villupuram and met the PSS Programmes’s Entertainment Trainer Dr. Velu Saravanan of ‘Aazhi’ of Puducherry and had discussions on the programme

CREED (NGO) in Chidambaram 

	05.02.08
	Departure from Puducherry in the FN and arrive Chennai 

	06.02.08
	Discussions in UNDP Office Chennai – with different programme coordinators – 

prepared draft sector report

	07.02.08
	Meeting with UNICEF Chennai. 

	15.02.08
	Sudha Gooty of UNTRS Office, Chennai 

	16.02.08 to 18.02.08
	Report Writing Work Continued

	19.02.08
	RCH Directorate 

	20.02.08
	Commisionerate of Social Defence 




Itinerary and List of People Met

(R. Akila)

Chennai

23.01.2008 

Meetings at UNTRS office + with Mr. Saji Thomas, ex-Assistant Project Officer, Child Protection, Unicef, Chennai

24.01.2008 

1. Ms. Pramila Manoharan, Assistant Project Officer, Education, Unicef

2. Ms.Princess Buela, Unicef Extender, Education and Child Protection, for Kanyakumari

3. Mr. J. Radhakrishnan, Ex-District Collector, Nagappattinam, (presently Additional Secretary to Government, Finance, Govt of Tamil Nadu)

Trivandrum, Kerala

25.01.08

4.  Mr. Jagjivan, Project Officer, Kudumbashree, Govt of Kerala

5.  Mr. Krishnakumar, Project Officer, Kudumbashree (over phone)

Kanyakumari

25.01.08

6. Mr. Gilbert, Assistant District Project Officer, Sarva Siksha Abhiyan (SSA), Nagercoil 

7. Ms. Jebastin Mary Indra, District coordinator, Activity Based Learning (ABL), SSA,

 Nagercoil

8. Ms. D. Renisha and Ms. Mary Premila, Coordinators, Integrated  Education for the  Disabled, SSA, Nagercoil

9. Mr. Pushparaj along with community workers and animators of Voluntary Health        

Association of Kanyakumari (VHAK),   Kanyakumari

Field Visit with VHAK  to Melamanakkudy village, Kanyakumari – Meetings with 

Children and Child Protection Committee Members

Kanyakumari

26.01.08

Field visit to Keelamanakkudy Government Middle School (damaged and rebuilt with tsunami funds);  

Field visit to Punitha Anthoniyar Government Middle School, Kovalam (district level children’s parliament congregation from 16 panchayats and all the affected 33 villages)

10. Mr.  John Rose, Panchayat President, and also head of the Village Watchdog Committee, Manakkudy Panchayat, Kanyakumari

11. Ms.S.A.Jhansi, 1st Ward Councillor, Manakkudy Panchayat, Kanyakumari

12. Mr. Jeevadas and Mr. Sathyanesan, District Coordinators, SSA, Nagercoil

13. Mr. Xavier, Project Manager and Prof. Pandian, Consultant, Stella Maris Institute of Development Studies (SMIDS),  Kanyakumari (For Livelihoods)

Field Visit to Kovalam with  SMIDS to Lace-making and Embriodery Skill training Centre – Meeting with some women trainees (For Livelihoods)

14. Ms. Bala, Executive Director, CCD, Shell Artefacts Skill Training Centre, Kanyakumari (For Livelihoods)

27.01.08 – Travel back from Kanyakumari to Chennai

Chennai

28.01.08

15. Ms. Uma Maheshwari, Director, Elementary Education, Govt. of Tamil Nadu

29.01.08 – Travel from Chennai to Nagappattinam

Nagappatinam

30.01.08

16. Mr Joe Velu, Director, and Mr. Raja, Coordinator, People’s Development Association (PDA), Velankanni

Field visit with PDA to Vallampallam village and Vaanavanmahadevi village

17. Mr. Rajagopal, PA to CEO, Education Department, Govt of Tamil Nadu, Nagai 

18. Mr. Senguttuvan, Project Coordinator, Tanjavur Multipurpose Service Society (TMSS), Nagai

Nagappatinam

31.01.08

19. Mr. Sathyanarayanan, Supervisor, Rural Women’s Social Economic Centre (RUWSEC) and Field Coordinator for Nehru Yuva Kendra (NYK) volunteers for life-skills training, Nagai

Field Visit to Seruthur Government High School (tsunami affected and rebuilt) and Meetings with Head mistress, Teachers, Parent-Teacher-Association members and Fishermen Panchayat Leader.

Field Visit  (for Health) to Primary Health Centre in Tiruppoondi, and to Primary Health Sub-centre in Mamandur(?)

20. Mr. Bharat, District Coordinator, NYK, Nagai

Field Visit  with RUWSEC-NYK to Akkaraipettai village

Nagappatinam

01. 02. 08

21. Ms. Annie and other staff of NCRC, Nagai

22. Mr. Jerald, CEO, Child Secretariat, Nagai

23. Mr. Thiruvengadam and 4 Block Resource Teachers, SSA, Nagai

24. Mr. Jawahar, District Elementary Education Officer and 3 Assistant Education officers, Govt of Tamil Nadu, Nagai

Field Visit  with SSA to Nagore Government Primary School

Field Visit   with TMSS to a child development centre in a permanent shelter in Nagai town

Cuddalore

02.02.08

25. Ms. Kamu, District Coordinator, Indian Council for Child Welfare (ICCW), Cuddalore

26. Mr. Mani, District Coordinator, NYK, Cuddalore

Field Visit with League for Education and Development (LEAD) for `Meena Clubs’, and with ICCW for `Children’s Clubs’ in Aenikkarathottam village – Meetings with children and community level workers

Cuddalore

03.02.08

Field Visit with RUWSEC – NYK to Naanamedu village and Subhauppalavady village, Cudalore block

Chennai

From 03.02.08 Report writing in Chennai 
06.02.08

27. Mr. Kutralingam, Secretary, Education, Govt. of Tamil Nadu

07.02.08

28. Mr. Thomas George, Head, Unicef, Chennai

29. Mr. M.P. Vijayakumar, State Project Director, SSA, Tamil Nadu

08.02.08

Presentations

Meetings over phone after this:

30. Ms.Anuradha, TNTRC, Chennai

31. Ms. Nisha Ninan, Unicef Extender, Child Protection, Cuddalore

32. Ms. Radha, Director, LEAD, Trichy for Meena Clubs, Cuddalore

33. Ms. Kaliammal, Project Director, Dept of Social Defense, Govt. of Tamil Nadu

34. Ms. Pramila Manoharan, Assistant Project Officer, Education, Unicef

* * * * *

2. Akila: List of People Met
	Dr. Vijayalakshmi
	Programme Analyst,

Monitoring & Evaluation
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Mr. Prasad Garimalla
	Operations Head
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Mr. Himanshu Pradhan
	Liaison Officer
	WHO
	Chennai

	Ms. Sudha Gooty
	Project Officer (HIV/AIDS)
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Mr. Didier Trebucq
	Team Leader
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Mr. Pieter Bult
	Deputy Country Director
	UNDP, New Delhi
	Chennai

	Dr. Krishna Belbase 
	Sr. Evaluation Specialist, Evaluation Office
	UNICEF, New York
	Chennai

	Mr. C. V. Shankar
	Commissioner
	TNTRS
	Chennai

	Mrs. Leena Nair
	Secretary in charge of Fisheries Development
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Kavita Venkataraman
	National Consultant & Cluster Assistant (NCD & MH)
	WHO, New Delhi
	Chennai

	Ms. Shachi Grover
	Programme Officer (Population & Development)
	UNFPA, New Delhi
	Chennai

	Mr. Sajji Thomas
	Executive
	UNICEF, New Delhi
	Chennai

	Dr. Rama 
	Social Equity
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Dr. Devashish Dutta
	Project Officer (HIV/AIDS)
	UNICEF
	Chennai

	Mr. Manivasan
	Director, Social Welfare Department 
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Ms. Kokila
	Assistant Director of Social Welfare
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Subramonia Iyer
	Consultant
	UNICEF
	Chennai

	Ms. Supriya Sahu
	Project Director, TNSACS
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Ms. Divya
	
	UNDP
	Chennai

	Mr. S. Muthiah
	Joint Coordinator, Communication

ICDS Project
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Ms. Sharadha
	Assistant Director, Training,

ICDS Project
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Ms. Valliammal
	Assistant Director, Administration,

ICDS Project
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Padmanabhan
	Director of Public Health and Preventive Medicine
	Govt. of Tamlinadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Saradha Suresh
	Director and Superintendent,

Institute of Child Health
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. P. Ramachandran
	Professor, Institute of Child Health
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Ravichandran
	Professor, Institute of Child Health
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Tirumagal
	Professor,

TTK Alcohol De-Addiction Centre
	TTK Hospital
	Chennai

	Mr. Rajendra Ratnoo
	District Collector, Cuddalore
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Cuddalore

	Dr. Meera
	Deputy Director (Health)

Cuddalore
	Govt. of Tamilandu
	Cuddalore

	Dr. Ramakrishnan
	Medical Officer,

PHC, Vadalur
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Vadalur

	Dr. Lakshmi 
	Medical Officer,

Addl. PHC, Venkadampettai
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Venkadampettai

	Dr. Ravichander
	President,

Panchayat,

Periyakuppam
	Panchayati Raj Institution – Elected Body
	Periyakuppam

	Mrs. Shyamala Ashok
	Society for Development Research and Training (SFDRT)
	NGO
	Puducherry

	Mr. Vijayakumar
	Superintendent,

District Social Welfare Office,

Cuddalore
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Cuddalore

	Mrs. Maria Roselyn Daniel
	District Communication Officer,

ICDS Project

Cuddalore
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Cuddalore

	Mrs. Suryakala
	Project Officer (Mahalir Thittam) and ex-DSWO, Nagapattinam
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Nagapattinam

	Dr. Mannarmannan


	Superintendent

Govt. Hospital,

Nagapattinam
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. K. Sakthivel
	Counsellor

VCTC

Govt. Hospital

Nagapattinam
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Nagapattinam

	Mrs. Anbazhagi
	District Project Nutrition Officer,

Nagapattinam
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Nagapattinam

	Ms. Jothi
	Worker,

La Salle Kadalisai

Balwadi

Akkaraipettai
	NGO
	Akkaraipettai, Nagapattinam

	Mrs. Zamrood
	Community Volunteer

Velankanni Village
	Community Volunteer
	Velankanni

	Mr. G. Stalin
	Ex-Councillor

Velankanni
	Community Leader
	Velankanni

	Panchayat Members
	Panchayat

Kameswaram
	Panchayat members
	Kameswaram

	Ms. Meena
	Worker

KALANJIAM

Vizhunthamavadi
	NGO
	Vizhunthamavadi

	Mr. M. Kalyanasundaram
	Member, Traditional Panchayat

Velankanni
	Community Leader
	Velankanni

	R. Elumalai
	Member, Traditional Panchayat,

Velankanni
	Community Leader
	Velankanni

	Mr. Ramadass
	Assistant Director (Health)

District Health Office,

Nagapattinam
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. M. Krishnakumar
	Secretary

Avvai Village Welfare Society

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. Ramaswamy
	Trainer

UNICEF

Avvai VW Society

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. Ramkumar
	Trainer

UNICEF

Avvai VW Society

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Peer Educators
	Avvai VW Society/NYK
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Dr. Vetrichelvi
	Medical Officer,

Tirupoondi PHC

Nagapattinam District
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Tirupoondi

	Mrs. V. Chandra
	Village Health Nurse

Health Sub Centre

Kameswaram

Nagapattinam District
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Kameswaram

	Ms. S. Rajeswari
	Anganwadi Worker

Anganwadi Centre

Teruthur 

Velankanni Block
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Teruthur

	Ms. S. Anandavalli
	Supervisor, ICDS

Velankanni Block
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Teruthur

	Mrs. Neelayadakshi
	Village Health Nurse,

Teruthur

Velankanni Block
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Teruthur

	Ms. Anne George
	NCRC

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. S. Jerald
	CEO

Child Secretariat

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. Chandramohan
	NCRC

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Mr. Satish
	NCRC

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Ms. Priya
	NCRC

Nagapattinam
	NGO
	Nagapattinam

	Dr. Thaisin
	Team Leader

Christian Medical College Tsunami Relief and Rehabilitation Service,

Sirkali
	Private Medical Research Institution
	Sirkali

	Mr. Dandapani
	Team Member,

CMC Team
	-do-
	-do-

	Mr. Victor
	Cluster-in-Charge

CMC Team
	-do-
	-do-

	Ms. Selvi
	-do-
	-do-
	-do-

	Ms. Vembu
	Team Member
	-do-
	-do-

	Dr. Anne
	Medical Officer
	-do-
	-do-

	Dr. Harris
	Medical Officer
	-do-
	-do-

	Dr. Saravanan
	Psychological Support Unit
	-do-
	-do-

	Dr. Satyajit
	Team member
	-do-
	-do-

	Ms. Shirley
	-do-
	-do-
	-do-

	Ms. Kamu
	Project Officer,

ICCW, Cuddalore
	NGO
	Cuddalore

	Ms. Jayapradha
	Volunteer,

ICCW 

Children’s Parliament

Enikkaranthottam
	NGO
	Enikkaranthottam

	Mr. Mani
	District Coordinator

NYK

Cuddalore
	Govt. of India
	Cuddalore

	Meena Club Children and Volunteers
	Sangolikuppam
	NGO
	Sangolikuppam

	Ms. E. Yasodha
	Supervisor

RUSEC Project

Nanamedu Village, Cuddalore Block
	NGO
	Nanamedu Village

	Mr. Pushparaj
	Ex-NYK Volunteer &

Now member of Youth Club
	Community Volunteer
	-do-

	Ms. Saranya
	Volunteer
	-do-
	-do-

	Mr. Mohandas
	Volunteer
	-do-
	-do-

	Mr. Lenin
	Volunteer

NYK
	-do-
	-do-

	Children
	Children’s Group

Subauppalavadi,

Cuddalore Block
	Community Group
	Subauppalavadi

	Dr. Chitra
	Principal,

Health Management Development Institute

Villupuram
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Villupuram

	Dr. Keerthanadevi
	Medical Officer 

PHC, Thumbur – Trainer
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Villupuram

	Dr. Velu Saravanan
	Entertainer for Trauma Care

‘Aazhi’

Puducherry
	NGO
	Villupuram

	Mr. Nagarajan
	Principal

Saraswathy Matriculation School,

Villupuram
	Private Educational Institution
	Villupuram

	Mr. Nadanasabapathy
	Chief Executive

CREED

Chidambaram
	NGO
	Chidambaram

	Mr. John
	Executive

CREED

Chidambaram
	NGO
	Chidambaram

	Mr. Thomas George
	Officer-in-Charge

UNICEF

Chennai
	UN Agency
	Chennai

	Ms. Uma Krishnamurthy
	Executive

UNICEF

Chennai
	UN Agency
	Chennai

	Mr. Devarajan
	Executive

UNICEF

Chennai
	-do-
	-do-

	Mr. Benjamin
	Executive

ILO
	-do-
	Chennai

	Ms. Nalini
	Executive,

TNTRS
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Kulandaiswamy
	Joint Director

Directorate of Public Health
	Govt. of Tamilnade
	Chennai

	Mr. A. Sankar
	Member 

Teacher Recruitment Board
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Dr. Prabhu Clement Devadas
	Technical Consultant – NRHM,

Directorate of RCH
	Go. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai

	Mrs. Kaliammal
	Office of the Commissioner of Social Defence
	Govt. of Tamilnadu
	Chennai


Hugh Goyder

Itinerary: 

January 20: Arrive Chennai


 21: Meetings with Steering Committee, UNTRS 

       22-25:  Meetings with Government of Tamil Nadu, ADB, UNTRS

       26-31:  Field visits, Nagapattinam & Cuddalore District     

February 01: Nagapattinam


   02: Chennai

         03-06:  Delhi – meetings with Steering Committee & UNDP

         07-08:  Chennai – Final meetings & debriefing

              09:  Departure. 
 

List of people met –
(in addition to UNTRS staff in Chennai, and joint meetings & field visits with other team members) 

Government of Tamil Nadu

C V Sankar – Special Officer, Tsunami Recovery

Dr J. Radhakrishnan – Additional Secretary, Finance (Previously Collector, Nagapattinam)

Mr Shambhu Kallolikar – Commissioner of Fisheries

Mr Farooqi – Industries Secretary (previously Relief Commissioner) 

Other agencies

Anil Das – ADB

Deepak Singh – ADB 

UNDP Delhi: 

Maxine Olson

G. Padmanabhan

Jerome Sauvage

Pieter Bult

Eva van Beek

WHO

Dr  Cherian Varghese

Dr Rajesh Mehta

A.K Sengupta

P. Francis

ILO
Dr. Akiko Sakamoto, & Anandan Menon

UNICEF

Barbara Atherley (by phone)

George Thomas

Krishna Belbase – UNICEF Tsunami Evaluation Office.

UNFPA

Sachi Grover

Others:

NCRC – Nagapattinam- Annie George & colleagues 

Shyamala Ashok – SFRDT – Pondicherry

V. Naguveer Prakash – Kalanjiam Community Radio

M. Krishnakumar – Avvai Village Welfare Society, Nagapattinam

Anthony - South Indian Fishermen’s Society (SIFFS)

Vivekananda 

Dr Mihir Bhatt - Itinerary 

	Mon 21 Jan 08 

-24 Jan
	With rest of team in Chennai

	Fri 25 Jan 08
	Meeting fisheries officers, in land and tsunami, Habitat Technology Group and officials, Trivandrum.

	Sat 26 Jan 08
	Meet AMA, other partners and ILO team, Trivendrum

	Sun 27 Jan 08
	Trivendrum: meet Kanyakumari partners, stella, CCD and others.

	Mon 28 Jan 08
	Meet government officials and review material. Meet Didier of UNTRS & SIFFs. Travel from Trivendrum to Chennai

	Tue 29 Jan 08
	Meet GoTN, Health and Hygine. Review material, discussion with UNV, and set up meetings and schedules.  Discuss progress with Dr. Vijayalaxmi.  Visit Cuddalore area, meet Collector, visit EoU.Pondicherry



	Wed 30 Jan 08
	Visit Auro Earth Technologies, Pondicherry

	Thu 31 Jan 08
	Visit Velankanni and Nagapattinam

	Fri 01 Feb 08

-03 Feb
	Visit around  site visits and also discuss progress with the team and the team leader.  Revise the schedule and partner list and balance of data collection: Velankanni and visit sites with the team leader, including SNEHA and cover gender, allied fisheries, child right, DRR, and shelter in the field: Pondicherry. 

Site visits in Pondicherry area including FAREL



	Mon 04 Feb –

Wed 06 Feb
	Away

	Thu 07 Feb 08

-11 Feb 
	Chennai: with rest of team 

	Mon 11 Feb 08
	Chennai to Ahmedabad


Other interventions of WHO which have added value include: 





strengthening epidemiological surveillance and laboratory support, and an Integrated Disease Surveillance cell (IDSP) in the 12 most affected tsunami districts in TamilNadu. 





Supporting  training on Adolescent Friendly Health Services (AFHS) to the health personnel. 





Supporting IMNCI training and the development of IMNCI guidelines for basic health workers and volunteers to be used in disaster situations to manage sick infants and children. These guidelines have subsequently been used in other parts of India. (including in the 2005 Jammu and Kashmir Earthquake) 





WHO training module on infant feeding in emergency has been adapted to Indian setting and the training module for health care providers on IYCF in Emergency Situations has been developed and piloted in tsunami affected districts. 





Two manuals on “Water and Environmental Sanitation for Disaster Management” and “Guidelines for Health Care Waste Management” have been adapted for the Tsunami affected areas.





The following are examples of  ‘building back better’ in the health sector. 





The Nagapatiinam District Hospital has physically been built back better with new buildings, equipment, furniture and drugs.


The Vitamin A supplementation programme in the recovery phase has increased by 7% in tsunami districts 


There has been an increase of 30% in the number of deliveries conducted at the PHCs in the tsunami districts, and  a 45% increase in inpatients in the PHCs has been reported in the tsunami districts


The vaccination programme against Japanese Encephalitis (JE) has been able to train 2000 health staff in three high risk districts and vaccinate 2.4 million children against Japanese Eencephalitis (JE)


90% of post-natal mothers in Nagapattinam district receive three post-natal visits within 10 days from a trained IMNCI worker


Capacity building has been provided for five training centres for providing training to health and nutrition workers in IMNCI


Three model PHCs have been set up and neonatal emergency vehicles provided


There has also been a reduction by 20% in Early Neonatal Mortality in the tsunami districts – a remarkable achievement


Adolescence friendly health service (AFHS) has been introduced into the  public health system, especially in Nagapattinam and Thiruvarur districts. 








� See Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Plan: UNTRS (July 2007). 


� An individual specialist for environment was also included in the team selected by UNTRS, but for fewer days than the other specialists given that the formal environmental component comprised a relatively small part  of UNTRS’s programme in terms of expenditure.


� A further issue is the uneven quality of evaluations undertaken, and no standardized format :e.g many reports do not have an Executive Summary. 


� See the ‘UN as One’ Report (2006) - � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/events/panel/resources/pdfs/HLP-SWC-FinalReport.pdf" ��www.un.org/events/panel/resources/pdfs/HLP-SWC-FinalReport.pdf�). 


	





� This is based on discussions with UNDP staff: these requests do not appear to have been documented.


� Based on discussions with senior UNICEF staff serving in Chennai in 2005-6.  


� For example, WHO’a publication about its Tsunami Response – The Tsunami Experience  (June 2006) does refer to the UNTRS but there in no such reference in UNICEF’s joint publication with the Government of Tamil Nadu –Building Back Better for Children (September 2006)


� The recent UNDP evaluation of the impact of Results Based Management approaches is highly relevant here. (UNDP Evaluation Office – 2008)


� We understand that the Collector of Nagapattinam has developed Temporary Shelter Community Shelter Management Plans, which was accepted by the Government for future disasters. The Government is also emphasizing the importance of Sphere Standards for sanitation.  This is a positive outcome, however, the chronology of events, and UNTRS’s role in them is unclear.  As we have not see these plans, we also do not know what they cover, nor do we know to what extent these have been implemented.


� For example, the Environment Project Officer was hired in end 2005 and Phase I of the PTEI did not start until the second quarter of 2006. 


� See Statement on the CRZ Notification and Post-Tsunami Rehabilitation in Tamil Nadu  (Government of Tamil Nadu- March 2005) 


� Observed at Tirupoondi PHC in Nagapattinam District).


� This section refers primarily to the policy work undertaken by the UNTRS Environment Programme. It is not intended to suggest that there was no improvement in sanitation as a result of the work undertaken by UNICEF.


� The following policy notes/guidelines are planned for the tsunami-affected coast: 1) Aquaculture; 2) Tourism; 3) Special Economic Zones; 4) Urban development & its impacts on the coast; 5) locating industries; 6) Conserving Protected Areas (stet); 7) Sanitation; 8) Solid waste management in post-tsunami housing; 9) Building sustainable communities through strengthening community spaces; and 10) understanding and guiding settlement patterns in post-tsunami housing.


� For example, the report states in this section: “Sector specialists in infrastructure and environment of the needs assessment mission have discussed the issue of coastal protection and weighed options based on information available during such a short mission. It is clear that the construction of a 600 km long seawall along the Coromandel Coast is an extremely costly measure which could generate more problems than it solves.” and goes on to suggest various soft alternatives.


.


� The programme was slated to end in September 2008 at the time of the evaluation but UNTRS was hopeful that it might be possible to extend some components by a few months to at least the end of the year. Effective start of implementation of the programme is dated from when an Environment Programme Officer was recruited in late 2005.


� Report on ecological and social impact assessments post-tsunami in mainland India (unpublished)


� Based on discussions with Christian Aid and Action Aid. 


� One example was a Spengler BP apparatus supplied to the HSC at Kameswaram (Nagapattinam District) which was found to be not working. 


� We will include the relevant figures in the evaluation report. 


� Tsunami, India - Three Years After: A Report by the United Nations Page # 11


� Country Status Report, UN Tsunami Recovery India April 2006 Page # 02


� Tsunami, India - Three Years After: A Report by the United Nations Page # 17


� Tsunami, India - Three Years After: A Report by the United Nations Page # 19


� Country Status Report, UN Tsunami Recovery India April 2006 Page # 04
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Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

Funds Allocated by United Nations: 2005 - 2008 (In US$)

10,330,490 (Health and Nutrition)

8,512,148 (Education)

6,155,176 (Disaster Risk Management)

5,305,254 (Shelter, Water, and Sanitation)

3,716,728 (Restoring Livelihood)

2,463,178 (Child Protection)
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1,407,280 (Environment)
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Sheet1

		Agencies		Funds mobilized

		UNICEF		27,380,000

		UNDP		9,425,000

		WHO		1,757,661

		ILO		1,400,000

		FAO		1,000,000

		Not allocated to Agencies		450,000

		UNFPA		80,000

		Sector		Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

		Health and Nutrition		10,330,490

		Education		8,512,148

		Disaster Risk Management		6,155,176

		Shelter, Water, and Sanitation		5,305,254

		Restoring Livelihood		3,716,728

		Child Protection		2,463,178

		HIV/AIDS and Trafficking		2,264,652

		Policy, ICT, and Coordination		1,992,898

		Environment		1,407,280

		Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evaluation		1,336,313

		Psychological Support		668,103

		Social Equity		361,853

		Detail		Amount (Rs. in crore)

		Assistance to Fishermen		1007.56

		Permanent Housing		650.00

		Relief and Response		233.33

		Infrastructure		161.15

		Sustenance Allowance		118.80

		Temporary Shelters		90.00

		Relief Employment		54.00

		Agriculture and Animal Husbandry		32.35
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Funds mobilized

Financial resources for the recovery programmes (in US$)

1,757,661 (WHO)

9,425,000 (UNDP)

27,380,000 (UNICEF)

1,400,000 (ILO)

1,000,000 (FAO)

450,000 (Not Alloted to Agencies)

80,000 (UNFPA)



Sheet2

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

668,103 (Psychological Support)

361,853 (Social Equity)

1,336,313 (Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evalution)

1,407,280 (Environment)

1,992,898 (Policy, ICT, and Coordination)

2,264,652 (HIV/AIDS and Trafficking)

2,463,178 (Child Protection)

3,716,728 (Restoring Livelihood)

5,305,254 (Shelter, Water, and Sanitation)

6,155,176 (Disaster Risk Management)

8,512,148 (Education)

10,330,490 (Health and Nutrition)
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Amount (Rs. in crore)

Assistance Granted to Tamil Nadu under the Rajiv Gandhi Special Package for Rehabilitation of Tsunami Affected Areas (Rs. In Crores)

32.35 (Agriculture and Animal Husbandry)

54.00 (Relief Employment)

90.00 (Temporary Shelters)

118.80 (Sustenance Allowance)

161.15 (Infrastructure)

233.33 
(Relief and Response)

650.00 
(Permanent Housing)

1007.56 (Assistance to Fishermen)
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		Agencies		Funds mobilized

		UNICEF		27,380,000

		UNDP		9,425,000

		WHO		1,757,661

		ILO		1,400,000

		FAO		1,000,000

		Not allocated to Agencies		450,000

		UNFPA		80,000

		Sector		Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

		Health and Nutrition		10,330,490

		Education		8,512,148

		Disaster Risk Management		6,155,176

		Shelter, Water, and Sanitation		5,305,254

		Restoring Livelihood		3,716,728

		Child Protection		2,463,178

		HIV/AIDS and Trafficking		2,264,652

		Policy, ICT, and Coordination		1,992,898

		Environment		1,407,280

		Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evaluation		1,336,313

		Psychological Support		668,103

		Social Equity		361,853

		Detail		Amount (Rs. in crore)

		Assistance to Fishermen		1007.56

		Permanent Housing		650.00

		Relief and Response		233.33

		Infrastructure		161.15

		Sustenance Allowance		118.80

		Temporary Shelters		90.00

		Relief Employment		54.00

		Agriculture and Animal Husbandry		32.35

		Number of Affected states as of September 2007

				Andhra Pradesh		Kerala		Tamil Nadu*		Andaman Nicobar		Puducherry

		Phase I: Total Houses Taken up		481		5,222		53,323		9,797		7,567

		Phase I: Completed		284		4,933		31,376		N/A		2,302

		Phase I: In Various Stages of Construction		197		289		21,947		7,966		2,222

		Phase II: Total Houses Taken up		-		10,860		55,000		-		-

		* Only Tamil Nadu figures reflect November 2007 status

		Shelter & Habitat Development as of March 2006

		District		Taken up		Completed		Handed over		Balance (under various stages)

		Chennai		3592		2200		0		1392

		Cuddalore		2323		758		407		1158

		Kancheepuram		4242		0		96		4146

		Kanniyakumari		2521		934		494		1093

		Nagapattinam		17461		603		475		16383

		Thoothukudi		781		0		0		781

		Tirunelveli		1778		4		0		1774

		Tiruvallur		468		468		0		0

		Villupuram		1880		317		0		1563

				35046		5284		1472		28290
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Funds mobilized

Financial resources for the recovery programmes (in US$)

1,757,661 (WHO)

9,425,000 (UNDP)

27,380,000 (UNICEF)

1,400,000 (ILO)

1,000,000 (FAO)

450,000 (Not Alloted to Agencies)

80,000 (UNFPA)
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		Health and Nutrition

		Education

		Disaster Risk Management

		Shelter, Water, and Sanitation

		Restoring Livelihood

		Child Protection

		HIV/AIDS and Trafficking

		Policy, ICT, and Coordination

		Environment

		Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evaluation

		Psychological Support

		Social Equity



Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

668,103 (Psychological Support)

361,853 (Social Equity)

1,336,313 (Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evalution)

1,407,280 (Environment)

1,992,898 (Policy, ICT, and Coordination)

2,264,652 (HIV/AIDS and Trafficking)

2,463,178 (Child Protection)

3,716,728 (Restoring Livelihood)

5,305,254 (Shelter, Water, and Sanitation)

6,155,176 (Disaster Risk Management)

8,512,148 (Education)

10,330,490 (Health and Nutrition)

10330490

8512148

6155176
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		Assistance to Fishermen

		Permanent Housing

		Relief and Response

		Infrastructure

		Sustenance Allowance

		Temporary Shelters

		Relief Employment

		Agriculture and Animal Husbandry



Amount (Rs. in crore)

Assistance Granted to Tamil Nadu under the Rajiv Gandhi Special Package for Rehabilitation of Tsunami Affected Areas (Rs. In Crores)

32.35 (Agriculture and Animal Husbandry)

54.00 (Relief Employment)

90.00 (Temporary Shelters)

118.80 (Sustenance Allowance)

161.15 (Infrastructure)

233.33 
(Relief and Response)

650.00 
(Permanent Housing)

1007.56 (Assistance to Fishermen)

1007.56

650

233.33

161.15

118.8

90

54

32.35
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Andhra Pradesh

Kerala

Tamil Nadu*

Andaman Nicobar

Puducherry

Status of House Construction
*Tamil Nadu reflects November 2007 status

Number of Houses

Number of Affected States as of September 2007
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Taken up

Completed

Handed over

Balance (under various stages)

Districts

Status of Shelter Development

Shelter and Habitat Development in Tamil Nadu as of March 2006
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Funds mobilized

Financial resources for the recovery programmes (in US$)
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		Agencies		Funds mobilized

		UNICEF		27,380,000

		UNDP		9,425,000

		WHO		1,757,661

		ILO		1,400,000

		FAO		1,000,000

		Not allocated to Agencies		450,000

		UNFPA		80,000

		Sector		Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

		Health and Nutrition		10,330,490

		Education		8,512,148

		Disaster Risk Management		6,155,176

		Shelter, Water, and Sanitation		5,305,254

		Restoring Livelihood		3,716,728

		Child Protection		2,463,178

		HIV/AIDS and Trafficking		2,264,652

		Policy, ICT, and Coordination		1,992,898

		Environment		1,407,280

		Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evaluation		1,336,313

		Psychological Support		668,103

		Social Equity		361,853

		Detail		Amount (Rs. in crore)

		Assistance to Fishermen		1007.56

		Permanent Housing		650.00

		Relief and Response		233.33

		Infrastructure		161.15

		Sustenance Allowance		118.80

		Temporary Shelters		90.00

		Relief Employment		54.00

		Agriculture and Animal Husbandry		32.35
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Financial resources for the recovery programmes (in US$)
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Funds Allocated by United Nations (In US$)

668,103 (Psychological Support)

361,853 (Social Equity)

1,336,313 (Coordination, Communication, and Monitoring and Evalution)

1,407,280 (Environment)

1,992,898 (Policy, ICT, and Coordination)

2,264,652 (HIV/AIDS and Trafficking)

2,463,178 (Child Protection)

3,716,728 (Restoring Livelihood)

5,305,254 (Shelter, Water, and Sanitation)

6,155,176 (Disaster Risk Management)

8,512,148 (Education)

10,330,490 (Health and Nutrition)
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Amount (Rs. in crore)

Assistance Granted to Tamil Nadu under the Rajiv Gandhi Special Package for Rehabilitation of Tsunami Affected Areas (Rs. In Crores)

32.35 (Agriculture and Animal Husbandry)

54.00 (Relief Employment)

90.00 (Temporary Shelters)

118.80 (Sustenance Allowance)

161.15 (Infrastructure)

233.33 
(Relief and Response)

650.00 
(Permanent Housing)

1007.56 (Assistance to Fishermen)



		





		






