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Glossary

BGS

British Geological Survey: The UK national geosciangemisationfocusing on
publicgood geoscience for government, and research to understand earth
environmental processedsa the UK and internationally

BIPAD Building Information Rtform Against Disaster, Nepal

CAT Catastrophe

CBO Community Based Organisations

CBS Central Bureau of Statistics, Nepal

CDO Chief District Officer

CEA CostEffectiveness Balysis

COSTECH Commission for Science and Technology, Tanzania

CP Communication Product

DDMC District Disaster Management Committee

DFD Department for International Development

DHM Department of Hydrology and Metrology, Nepal

DMA Disaster Management Agency, Tanzania

DMD Disaster Management Department: Primdinister's Office of Tanzani
focused on disaster risk

DMG Department of Mines and Geology, Nepal

DPNet Disaster Preparedness Networklepal

DRM Disaster Rsk Management

DRR Disaster Risk Reduction

DRRM Disaster Risk Reduction and Management

DuDBC Department of Urban Development and Building Construction, Nepal

EQ Evaluation Question

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Fathom Provides innovative flood modelling and analytics, based on extensive
risk research

FGD Focus Group Discussion

GBP Great British Pounds (£)

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GEM Global Earthquake Model: Neprofit organisation focused on the pursuit
earthquake resilience worldwide

GFDRR Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery

GoN Government of Nepal
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GoT Government of Tanzania

GST Geological Survey of Tanzania

HOT Humanitarian OpenStreetMap Team: A globalpoafit organisation the use
collaborative technology to create OSM maps for areas affected by disas

ICIMOD International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development

IDF Insurance Development Forum

IIAG Insurance Industry Advisory Group

ImageCat International risk management innovation company supporting the globa
and catastrophe management needs of timsurance industry, governmen
and NGOs

IPP International Partnership Programme

Kl Key Informant Interview

KP Knowledge Product

KPI Key Performance Indicator

LDC Least Developed Country

LDMC Local Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Committee

M&E Monitoring & Evaluation

METEOR Modelling Exposure Through Earth Observation Routines

MEWRI Ministry of Energy, Water Resources and Irrigation, Nepal

MoFAGA Ministry of Federal Affairs and General Administration, Nepal

MoHA Ministry of Home Affaird\epal

NAST National Academy of Science and Technology, Nepal

NBS National Bureau of Statistics, Tanzania

NCDRRM National Council for Disaster Risk Reduction and Management, Nepal

NDRRMA National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Authority, Nepal

NEOC National Emergency Operation Centre, Nepal

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

NPC National Planning Commission, Nepal

NPR Nepalese Rupee

NRA National Reconstruction Authority, Nepal

NSET National Society for Earthquake Technololypn-governmental organisatiof
working on reducing earthquake risk in Nepal and abroad

ODA Official Development Aid

OPM Oxford Policy Management Limited: Organisation focused on sustaif

project design and implementation for reducing social aadonomic
disadvantage in lovincome countries
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PDMC Provincial Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Committee
PEA Political Econolic Analysis

PM Project Manager

QA Quality Assurance

QM Quarterly Meeting

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

TADMAC Tanzania Disaster Management Committee

TMA Tanzania Meteorological Academy

ToC Theory of Change

TRCS Tanzania Red Cross Society

TU Tribhuvan University, Nepal

TURP Tanzania Urban Resilience Project

UDOM University of Dodoma

UDSM University of Dar eSalaam

UKSA United Kingdom Space Agency

UN United Nations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNHCR United Nations Humanitarian High Commissioner for Refugees
UNICEF United Nations Children's Emergency Fund
UNISDR United Nations Office foDisaster Risk Reduction
USAID United States Agency for International Development
WB World Bank

WFP World Food Programme

WHO World Health Organisation

WP Work Package (of the METEOR project)

WP2 Work Package 2M&E Activities

YIlLabs Youth InnovatiorLabs, Nepal
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Executive Summary

METEORModelling Exposure Through Earth Observation Routines) is a project led by the British
Geological Survey (BGS) with six consortium partners who bring acateghnical skillsexperience

and networkgo contribute to the project impact of reduced human and economic tolls of geohazard
in Nepal and Tanzaniblational partners are the National Society for Earthquake Technology (NSET)
in Nepal, and the Disastéfanagement Department (DMD) within the Office of the Prime Minister in
Tanzania. The project will deliver detailedgilding exposurelata to these two governments, together
with national hazard footprintdor specific geohazargdssulnerability data modelshat map the
interaction of multiple hazardsand open protocols describing the stapsed to produce the datasets
These productsan be used by governments to inform policies, plans and practice relating to Disaster
Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM)ss detaile@xposuredata will be made available for all
other Official Development Aid (ODA) countrieften alsoreferred toasLeast Developed Countries
(LDCs)

This document gives the results of data analysis carried out as part afithiee evaluation of the
project carried out by Oxford Policy Managemé®iPM) It has been prepared with input from all
consortium partners and support from Caribou Space (the provider of Monitoring and Evaluation
(M&E) services to the funder, the UK Space AgefidSA)nternational Partnership Programme
(IPP)).

Theobjectivesof the midline are to test sustainability, relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. Insights
are also sought into the edevelopment aspects of the data models.

The methodology combined aipht-touch process evaluation which involved talking to key staff in

mostof the consortium partners, a formative evaluation using case studies for Tanzania and Nepal as
well as a global case study. For the last study, Key Informant Interviews (KlI)awéd out with
representatives from the METEOR Advisory Board. The methodologghapsedby the unusual

nature of the pace of delivery for the projectwhh2 a i 1 S@ RSt AGSNI o6t SaQ RdzS
end of the project An addendum will be produced in July 2020 once more stakeholders have seen
project outputs.

In terms of the project meeting midline targets, the table belsmmmarises progresasing a Red,
Amber, Green (RAG) caodification. It should be noted that onlgahndicators withmidline targets
are included in the summaryhe targets include some set by the M&E team to assess progjrtss
half-way stageAlsq OC denotes outcome targets and OP relate to outputs.

Indicator Data Midline target Achieved
source

Qualitative indicator: progress Klls in Relevant government stakeholders
towards use of project outputs by Nepal and Tanzania and Nepal provideprompted,
the governments of Nepal anc Tanzania  appropriate and realistic use cases fol

Tanzania to inform their DRR/DRN METEOR outputs to support the
decisionmaking and practice DRR/DRM decisiemaking and practice Tanzania:
Partially
achieved
OC Feedback fromrelevant Ministry Klls in Relevant Ministries in Tanzania and Nej
1.2 (or decisionmaker) on the Nepal and offer to host METEOR datasets ¢
usefulness of the project outputs Tanzania  official/governmentled platforms.
for improving their national Tanzania:
DRR/DRM (KPI 1) Partially
achieved




Indicator Data Midline target Achieved
source

Qualitative  indicator: progress Klls & FGLC "Other endusers" in Tanzania and Nepal
towards use of prOJect outputs by in  Nepal provideunprompted, appropriate and
G20 KS Nra §NERE 6 O/ only, realisticuse cases for METEOR outputs t
development partners, private Project support their DRR/DRM decisionaking
sector, academia) in Nepal ani monitoring and practice

. : . Tanzania:
Tan_zr_:mla tokl_nform theerF_{R/DRM data Partially
decisionmaking and practice achieved

OC Qualitative indicator: Feedback Klls Advisory Board members have confiden

3.1 from the global community (e.g. that METEOR outputs:
UNICEF, UNISDR, WB, GFDRR 1. Can strengthen the discipline around ti
respect of usefulness of projec development of exposure and risk data
outputs (KPI 4) 2. Will be put at use by their ow
organisations
OC Number of dissemination nodes Klls 0

3.3 where METEOR KPs and datast

are available to be accessed
OP  Number of professionals trained ir Monitoring 0
1.2 Nepal and Tanzania (disaggregatir data

males and females)
OP  Percentage of Nepalese an Monitoring 100%
2.1a Tanzanian territory covered by data

Level 2 exposure data
OP Percentage of Nepalese an Monitoring 50%
2.1b Tanzanian territory covered by data

Level 2 multihazard data
OP  Workplan on track to achieve Monitoring No major delays are foreseen in deliveril

3.1 completion within deadline data the protocols
OP  Number of communication Monitoring 7 (14 cumulatively)
5.2 products shared data

OP Number of conferences o1 Monitoring 3 (5 cumulatively)
5.3  workshops hosted or attended by data
consortium members

While progress is on track in Nepal, there are some challenges specific to Tanzania that are hindering
progress, further explored below.

In terms of thefindings, the consortium members reported good cooperation, excellent coordination
by the project manger and appreciation of the regular meetings, in particular thosle in Tanzania

and Nepalin building relationships and effectivene3$ie project works well at codeveloping outputs
building partnershipsengendering ownershigt benefits fromconsotium membershavingworked
together before, and thededicated M&E partneladds value. The project is on track to meet
milestones. However, there is room for improvement in the areas of bringing together the
workstreams to give a cohesive overview, havinghared understanding of the critical path of
activities, and involving mofedifferent stakeholders. Ensuring capacity development remains a
challenge that will be crucial to the success of the project. The project has already dedicated resources
to strengthening links, attending key events and holding specific training segsidaszaniaOverall

the relevance and effectivenesaere assessed as high, with METEOR providing new levels of detail
in classifying building attributes, and the high levels t@dnsparency delivered through €o
development and publishing data on open platforniglobal public goodsas one respondent termed

it. Thisresonates wellwith the global trend towardsopen access and there are major funders
interested in funding potendl new, similar products.

N



A more detailedupdate of the context in Nepal concludes that disasters (including exceptional
monsoon rains, floods, landslides and tornadoes) continue to be significant and challenging. The
governance of the DRRM sector was updatedhsy2019 revision to the DRRM Act but remains
complex and multlayered through the deoncentrated levels of government withlack of clarity in
resourcing and monitoring mechanisms. However, the visual demonstratibesme of the initial
METEOR outputdarified a lot of the complexity for stakeholders in Novemb@t9, creating more
confidence in project delivery to add value to DRRM in Nepal. A list was made of the potential users
and uses of the data with other organisations offering to host the METEOR data on their psetls
below Country case study finding€hallenges in Nepal include coordinating multiple actors in this
dynamic and complex environmergnsuring high quality involvement of local expertgechnical
aspects of the datasets and models, and ensuring local stakeholders are left with the capacity and
confidence to use the data after the project is complete. A planned, pyogdct Advisory Committee
should go some way to addressing these issue

In contrast,Tanzanids less focused on technical aspects of the project and more focusexisoming

L2t AOASE NP AYyF2N¥YSR o0& KAIK ljdatAade RFEGF FyR
related disasters and a complex, md#tyered égislative framework for Disaster Management,
outlined in the 2015 Act which has not yet been fully implemented. The DMD coordinates, formulate
policies and plans related to DRM, reporting to thanzania Disaster Management Committee
(TADMAG)which is made up othe relevantPermanent Secretaries. There are also projects under
implementation (e.g.Tanzania Urban Resilience Programme Radnani Hurigoroject) with clear
logical links with the role of the DMD, and with the METEOR prdjestieve, there are barriers in

the payment system that inhibit smooth operation of the financial aspects of ME@RD®Rerefore

the full participation of DMD as a partner. For example, there has been no DMD representative at
meetings outside of Tanzania. Thé&salso confusion over the necessity of accreditation of the project
with a local parastatathe Tanzania Commission for Science and Technodsgg result, while there

is appetite for METEOR outputs and DMD senior officials were satisfied with thetpngieagement

and consortium makeup, thelis alsaa desire to deepen the relationship to ensure sustainability. This
includes increasing engagement with the National Disaster Management Platform. Despite the
limitations, an initial list of uses of METE@Rputs was identified; see belowCountry case study
findings

In drawingconclusionsfrom the midline, it is clear that the project is on track, waknaged and
communications aretrong and appropriate. The challenge of fostering ownership of METEOR outputs
in Nepal and Tanzania has been facilitated by a physical presence in both coamigi¢ise value of
visualisation of the outputs through demonstrations with government and -government
stakeholders in Nepal has been proved. In both countries these gains need to be embedded with
targeted capacity development. There is potential to ioy® codevelopment aspects in future
technical development processes, even if it is to clarify expectations on both andkesllow for
further feedback to be provided

These conclusions lead t&ix main recommendationgor ensuring national stakeholdersise
METEOR productso prioritise the main users and uses to build sustainability; increasing engagement
with influential local stakeholdersxthampions) and policymakers; if the need for accreditation is
confirmed, obtain itusetraining strategically test products in specific DRRM activities; aisé the

endline to assess achievements, and a legacy evaluation to assess whether outcomes and impact have
been achieved.

In terms of the outcome relating to theider global DRR community, the recommendatis are to
increase enthusiasm by live demonstrations of the products with the Advisory Board and then more
widely at international events. Targeting governments in other vulnerable ODA countries is also a




priority, using the advantage of established r@aships to demonstrate the added value of METEOR
products.However, strategies for engaging any kind of stakeholders, both in Tanzania and Nepal and
globally, will need to be revised pending the restrictions in travel and social distancing due to the
global pandemic of Covid9.




1. Introduction

1.1. METEORYroject Summary
Tablel: METEOR Project Summary

Title Modelling Exposure Through Earth Observation Routines (METEORpaSEM
Exposure, Nepal and Tanzania

Starting Date  (08/02/2018

Duration 36 months

Partners Consortium: The British Geological Survey (BGS) (Lead), ImageCat, The Hum

OpenStreetMap Team (HOT), Oxford Policy Management Limited (OR&Eloba
Earthquake Model (GEM) Foundatidrgthom

International PartnersNational Society for Earthquake Technology (NSE€pal,
The Disaster Management DepartmébtMD)¢ Tanzania

Target Countriesb SLI- € YR ¢FyT FyAl F2N af SOSt HE N

T2N at S@St mé REGI

IPP Project

IPPC2_07_BGS_METEOR

Project Lead

British Geological Survey (BGS)

M&E Lead

Oxford Policy Management Limited (OPM)

1.2. Project Overview

At present, there is a poor understanding of population exposure in sOfficial Development

Assistance@DA countries,which causes major challenges when making Disaster Risk Management

decisions. METEOR (Modelling Exposure Through Earth Observation Routines) takehangfepn
the application of Earth Observation exposure data by developing and delivering more adeueds

of population exposure to natural hazarddETEOR is delivering calibrated exposure data for Nepal
and Tanzania, pludLevellé exposure for the remaining Least developed Countries (LDCs) ODA

countries. Moreover, we are: (i) developing and delivgrnational hazard footprints for Nepal and

Tanzania; (i) producing new vulnerability data for the impacts of hazards on exposure; and (iii)

characterising how mulhazards interact impact upon exposuré.K S
consistent data to gowaments, town planners and insurance providers will promote welfare and
economic development and better enable them to respond to the hazards when they do occur.

METEOR isoT dzy RSR G KNR dzAK G(KS a$02yR XuKSAYdteinatiang &

LINE GA&A2Y

27

27T

Partnership Programm@PP) which uses space expertise to deliver innovative solutions to real world
problems across the globe. The funding helps to build sustainable development while building
effective partnerships that can lead to growth opportunéif®r British companies.

1.3. Project Objectives

METEOR aims to formulate an innovative methodology of creating exposure data through the use of
EQbased imagery to identify development patterns throughout a country. Stratified sampling

technique harnessing traditional land use interpretation methodsdified to characterise building
patterns, can be combined with EO anefigld building characteristics to capture the distribution of

building types. The associated protocols and standards will be developed for broad application to ODA

G
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countries and wilbe tested and validated for both Nepal and Tanzania to assure they dog-fit
purpose.

Detailed building data collected on the ground for the cities of Kathmandu (Nepal) and Dar es Salaam
(Tanzania) will be used to compare and validate the EO generafesne datasets. Objectives of

the project look to: deliver exposure data for 47 of the least developed ODA countries, including Nepal
and Tanzania; create hazard footprints for the specific countries; create open protocol; to develop
critical exposure imdrmation from EO data; and capacityilding of local decision makers to apply

data and assess hazard exposure. The eight work packages (WP) that make up the METEOR project
are outlined below in sectiof.4.

1.4. Work Packages

Outlined below are the eight work packages that make up the METEOR pricabteZ). These are

led by various partners, with a brief description of what each of the work packages cover provided in
Table2. BGS is leading WP.6: Multiple Hazard impact, which focuses on the multiple hazard impacts
on exposure and how they may be addressed in disaster risk management by a range of stakeholders.

Table2: Overview of METER Work Packages

Work Title Lead Overview
Package
WP.1 Project Management| BGS Project management, meetings with UKSA, quarterly

reporting and the provision of feedback on project
deliverables and direction across primary stakeholders.

WP.2 Monitoring and OPM Monitoring and evaluation of the project and its impact, us
Evaluation a theory of change approach to assess whether the
associated activities are leading to the desired outcome.

WP.3 EO Data for Exposur| ImageCat | EObased data foexposure development, methods and
Development protocols of segmenting/classifying building patterns for
stratified sampling of building characteristics.

WP.4 Inputs and Validationf HOT Collect exposure data in Kathmandu and Dar es Salaam t
help validate and calibratthe data derived from the
classification of building patterns from H@sed imagery.

WP.5 Vulnerability and GEM Investigate how assumptions, limitations, scale and accura
Uncertainty of exposure data, as well as decisions in data developmer
processéad to modelled uncertainty.

WP.6 Multiple Hazard BGS Multiple hazard impacts on exposure and how they may b
Impact addressed in disaster risk management by a range of
stakeholders.

WP.7 Knowledge Sharing | GEM Disseminate to the wider space addvelopment sectors
through dedicated welportals and use of the Challenge Fu
open databases.

WP.8 Sustainability and ImageCat | Sustainability and capaciyuilding, with the launch of the
CapacityBuilding databases for Nepal and Tanzania while workitity in-
country experts.




1.5. About this document

This report has been prepared by Oxford Policy Management as Lead Partner torihiering and
EvaluationM&E) work package. It has been prepared following a process of data collection that took
place betwea October 2019 and January 2020. The Midline report provides a formal assessment of
interim progress towards targets. It assesses if the project is on track to achieve its outcomes and
impacts. It informs implementation as it allows management to idewtifgnges needed in the project
delivery, or M&E approach, to achieve results. As it is apwidt in the project delivery, it focuses on
progress towards outputs and outcomas impacts are not likely to have materialised yet. The report
has been prepareavith the collaboration and input from all the consortium partners, amith
supportfrom CaribouSpace(UKSA IPP M&E provider). It builds on the work done on the baseline
report and it follows the general provisions included in the M&E Plan.

1.6. Midline objetives

The main objectives of the midline evaluation assesig progresstowards intended resultsand
providing operational insights focusing on:

- Sustainability, particularly with the global humanitarian community, the insurance industry, and
the Govenments of the other Least Developed Countries (LDCs)

- Relevanceof METEOR products in Nepal, Tanzania and globally

- Efficiency and effectivenessf project activities and consortium management

- Providinginsights to improve the calevelopmentaspectsof the METEOR project in the two
target countries, acknowledging that the focus is different, i.e. more technical for NfelEicae
policy-oriented for DMD

- (Linked to the previous point) Better understangdthe political economyin Tanzanidao improve
the engagerant of local stakeholders in the project

1.7. Structure of thislocument

The sections below are structured as follows: Section 2 describes the key components and
methodology of the midline evaluation; Section 3 provides a summary of the progress tagiatet

the project logical framework (also called logframe); Section 4 presents the key updates and findings
identified by the midline evaluation; Section 5 draws some conclusions derived from the midline
findings and discussed the key risks to the prajestistainability Section 6summarises the key
recommendations for both the project implementation and the M&E activitied will follow.




2. Methodology of the midline

2.1.Overview
In order to achieve thebjectives of the midline evaluatigits key componets include:

i. Lighttouch process evaluationit is the general understanding of the consortium partners
and the Client (UKSA) that the management and technical implementation of the project has
been running smoothly with the right level of internal commuation happening. Therefore,
the process evaluation aspects of the midlare light-touch.

ii.  Formative evaluationThe project has an unusual timeline, with key outputs being completed
towards the end of the project life. Moreover, there are aspects of eagsmt with the
national project partners that require serious attention and improvement. Therefore, the
focus of the midlingés on questions around relevance and sustainability, and ensuring an up
to-date andthorough understanding of the institutional ceext and factors in the political
economy unerpinning the project success.

iii.  Secondary data on the number of outputs achievembmpiled by BGS.

2.2. Lighttouch Process Evaluation

The aimhere wago understand how the consortiurinas beernworking together and éw this can be
improved efficiently. To do so, wead one conversation/interview via Skype with each consortium
partner of about an hour. Below is a list of the people intenge\il able3) and the specific questions
are included in appendix (Secti@h

Table3: Pegle interviewed for the midline process evaluation

Consortium Partner

1 BGS Kay Smith, Colm Jordan, Ankiénson
2 GEM Paul Henshaywitor Silva

3 NSET Sharad WagleéSuman Pradhan

4 ImageCat Charlie Huyck, Shubharoop Ghosh
5 DMD CharlesMsangi

2.3. Formative Evaluation

Following the same approach undertaken for the baseline evaluation, the formative aspects of the
midline evaluation have been divided intioree case studies: a national case study for each of the

two target countries of the poject, i.e. Nepal and Tanzania; aadylobal case studpertainingto
a9¢9hwQa 3It20Ftft FYoAlGA2ya (2 AyFfdsSyOS GKS 5ww:
humanitarian community, the insurance industry and other KdD@rnments.

2.3.1Global Case Study

As there are no final METEOR products availpéiéo the broader public of global stakeholders, for

the midlinewe carried outkey Informantinterviews (Kllswith some of the representatives of the
METEOR Advisory Boaratho should have been kepp-to-date with the latest developments and
draft output releases of the project. The key objective of the midline global case study is therefore to
have a checln of the relevance and sustainability of the METEOR products as they are currently
planned fa the global humanitarian community, in accordance with the project Theory of Change (see
Outcome 3 irFigurel).

Originally, we had planned to intervieseveral members of thesurance Industry Advisory Group
(HAG) butit wasdecided thatthis would havebeenneither fair nor productive at this poinas we




understand they have not been able to see any draft output Ketvertheless, we have discussed
internally, in coordination with the IIAG chair StuBraseifrom the World Banlkand the Global Facility

for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDé&d)decided for an orderly engagement of the insurance
industry stakeholders through the IIAG. The idesthat at the next IIAG meetindield inMarch
2020, thememberswere presented in detail the initial METEOR outputs, in order to raise interest in
and receive their feedback on themhiswill be followed by additional bilateral contacts. The M&E
team will follow the subsequent engagement with the IIAG clogelyrief synthesis addendum to this
midline evaluation report will be then producexthd separately discussed with the team to
appropriately adapt according to its findings

An additional group of potential global users of METEOR products are LDC Governments other than
Tanzania and Nepal. This is because the project will release exposure data, protocols and other
outputs relevant to dILDCs. Therefore, the midline evaluatigathers some primary data on the
relevance and sustainability aspects of the METEOR outputs for LDC Governnidtas consulting

with the other METEOR partners, the M&E team decided that the most efficient wiayetview a

sample of LDC Government representatives would be to attend the Understanding Risk Conference
(1822 May 2020, Singapore)As the conference will occur after the official deadline for the
submission of the Midline Report (February 2020),addendum to the report with the findings and
recommendations based on tirgerviews of the LDC officiaisll be submitted in June/July 2020.

Table4 provides a list oftie people wehave targeted for the midlinglobalcasestudy, although, as
reported above, at this date we have not interviewed stakeholders from the IIAG and LDC
governments

Table4: Stakeholders targeted for the midline globakestudy

METEOR Advisory Board

1 UNDRR Adam Rowland Fysh
2 World Bank & GFDRR Stuart Fraser

3 DFID lan Coady

METEOR Insurance Industry Advisory Group*

4 Hamilton Re Hanna Ali

5 Lloyds Emma Watkins

6 Aon/Impact Forecasting Sarka Cerna

7 Scor Junaid Seria

8 AIR Worldwide Luis Sousa

9 Corelogic William Forde

Least Developed Countries Governments*

10- LDC Government Representatives Representatives from-50 LDC Governments, to be
14/19 identified.

*Not yet interviewed athe moment of writing the main midline evaluation report.

2.3.2Country Case Studies

The incountry activities for the midline evaluation were highly focused on investigating three crucial
factors underpinning the impact of METEOR:

1 Key aspects related to theelevance and sustainability of the METEOR outputs and outcomes,
with a focus on the concrete uses of the METEOR products in DRRM policy and practice in
Tanzania and Nepal

1At the moment of writing the world is undergoing an international health emergency for the spreading of the-C@vid
virus.Cases are presents in East and Southeast Asia, including Singapore, and some events have been cancelled or postponed
globally. At this point, it is unclear whether the Understanding Risk Conference will take place. The M&E team will identify
alternative wgs of contacting relevant stakeholders in other LDCs. The METEOR consortium has a wide international
network and we are confident that we will be able to rely on that to communicate with relevant LDC representatives.




1 The current and likely future political economy context of DRRM in Tanzania ant Nepa
1 Concrete ways to involve key Tanzanian and Nepalese stakeholders indegetopment of
the METEOR outputs (amfluence theoutcomes).

In order to investigate these key elements, we differentiated our approach in Nepal and Tanzania to
take intoaccount the known difference and current state of play of the project in each country. For
instance, while the level of engagement and participation in the project had been so far higher in
Nepal than in Tanzania, it was also true that the nature and ésteof the two national project
partners was different, i.e. more technical for NSET and moliégal and strategic for DMD.

Data gathered for the midline national case studies helped us assess the current status of the following
qualitative logframe inttators: Outcome Indicators 1.1, 1.2 and 2.1 (see Se8jion

Below we explain our approach.

Nepal

A Political Economy Analysis(PEAhas already been carried out fdlepal at baseline. OPM Nepal
refreshedthis to ensure its continuing relevance. This involved an update on the national political,
institutional and economic context related to DRRM (see Sedtidrd).

In addition to thePEAupdate, the team worked closely with NSET and interviewed other key national
DRRM stakeholders in Nepal &ssess the relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness of the co
development aspects of thtMETEOR project in Nepdihis involved a-2veek mission to Kathmandu,

as follows:

1 Week 1¢ Focus Group DiscussidfiGDwith NSET anthe International Centre for Integrated
Mountain DevelopmentICIMOD on the cedevelopment of METEOR producéscompany
BGS and adding relevant questions in meeting relevant governgtakeholdergsee list of
meetings inTableb).

1 Week 2¢ AttendingQuarterly Meeting QM) 6 of METEORNd facilitate plenary discussions
at two stakeholder workshogporganised by METEOR to present the project and its preliminary
outputs to respectively DRR¥klevant policy/decisionmakers and technical officials.

Table5: Stakeholdersterviewedfor the midline Nepal case study

National Society for Earthquak&echnology NSET Igl;t(ze/rprqect KIl and FGD

International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development§IMOD iINGO KIl and FGD
Extra questions

Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) Government added to BGS
meeting

Department of Hydrology and/etrology (DHM) Government Ditto

National Planning Commission (NPC) Government Ditto

Department of Urban Development and Building Construction .

(DUDBC) Government Ditto

Nepal Academy of Science and Technology (NAST) Academia Ditto

Institute of Engineering, Tribhuvan University (TU) Academia Ditto

Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA) Government Ditto

Ministry of Federal Affairs and General Administration (MoFAGA) Government Ditto

Department of Mines and Geology (DMG) Government Ditto
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Tanzania

Understanding the politics of DRRM, and the ways in which the rdageb factors play out in
influencing incentives and barriers to change is vital to the success of the project. The technical
products of datasets and protocols, knowledge and skills,bgilfiltered through institutional and
individual motivations and behaviours that can ensure success or failure in achieving impact. The best
quality technical products are not sufficient to deliver change: there needs to be an environment
where there is ppetite for the products and willingness to change behaviour such that better
information and analyses translate through into better policies and decisions that maikierence

in lives of citizens.

At the midline point, there had beetoncerning signs forelatively poor engagement of DMD and
other Tanzanian DRRM stakeholders in the projdébr example, this lack of engagement manifested
through the absence of any DMD representative from every QM occurred so far, with the exception
of the QM4 held in Dags Salaam; or the difficulty in getting inputs and statistics for project activities
(e.g. on national direct economic loss figures from past relevant hazards).

Sronger participation inand ownership gfthe projectby Tanzanian stakeholders had beeerrsby

the consortium partners as a major concern for the impact and sustainability of METEOR. Therefore,
a PEAof DRRM in Tanzania, with particular attention to METEOR:@nintry partner, DMDwas
carried out For this,OPM Tanzaniavas involvedo conducta highly targeted study of the concrete
barriers that have objectively slowed down the involvement of DMD in thdes@lopment aspects

of the project and come out with possible &y points for overcoming them.

The study was conducted primarily througbatdjtative interviews starting with a FGD with the three
senior disaster coordinators at the DMD to discuss barriers and ways of imptogirggagement of
DMDwith METEOR:urtherKlls were conducted with other government stakeholders and the donor
community. Table6 provides the list of stakeholders interviewed and consulted during the midline
evaluation.

Table6: Stakeholdergterviewedfor the midlineTanzaniecase study

Institution/Organisation Organisation Type Interview type

DMD Government / project partner Klls and FGD

Vicet NSaARSy (i Qa hT¥AO Government Kl

Geological Survey of Tanzania (GST) Government Kl

Department for International Development Donor Kl

(DFID)

Tanzania Meteorological Agency (TMA) Government Kl

National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) Autonomous public office Brief consultation on the

registration requirements for NBS
and whether METEOfeds to be
registered.

The key questions during the FGD with DMD were structured along the following themes (see
Section7.2for the specific questions):

91 Projectpartner engagementvith other consortium partners
1 Engagement of METEOR with stakeholders in Tanzania
9 Sustainabilityand relevance of METEOR outputs

1 Updates on policies and a¢h DRM actives ountry

For the Klls with other government stakeholders, thenteprepared some guiding questions informed

by previous interviews with the stakeholders conducted during the baseline evaluation. The
guestionnaire for the different Klls had the following common themes with a focus on relevance and
sustainability:

11



1
T
T

1
T

What the interviewee does related to DRRM
Overlaps between their role and DMD and nature of engagement with DMD

Understanding the structure of the organisation and théhouse capacity and with whom
METEOR might be able to engage

What the main interests in anases for METEOR outputs are
How to bestensure uptake of METEOR outputs

An enquiry was also made at the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) offideddma todetermine
if METEOR needs to be registered with NBS.

A key challenge during the interviews whsding the continuity between baseline and midline
interviews because of staff turnover as in some of the institutions (such as the VPO and the GST) staff
interviewed and engaged during the baseline activities no longer worked in these institutions. As a
result, some of the interviews had to introduce METEOR again before getting thedwueydf the

midline evaluation.
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3. Progress against logframe indicators

To give an indication of progress in thject implementation along its Theory of Char{eC)see
Figurel), this section provides an update at midline on those logframe indicatorshizna¢ a 2020
(i.e. mdline) target.

Figurel. Theory of Change of the METEOR project

Impact: Policies, plans, and practice are better informed by Disaster Risk Reduction

and Management, particularly di imation

private sectors, and civil society and as a consequence modelled human and
economic tolls of geohazard in Tanzania and Nepal are reduced

terloss

, across public and

See logframe for

assumptions

—

>~

Qutcome 1: The governments of
Tanzania and Nepal utilise project
outputs in DRR/DRM planning
and practice

Qutcome 2: Other end-users (civil
society, private sector, academia)
in Tanzania and Nepal use project
outputs in DRR/DRM decision-
making and practice

Outecome 3: METEOR outputs.
are used and adepted by the
wider DRR community globally

See logframe for

assumptions

/

See logfiame for

Qutput 1: Enhanced
skills and knowledge in
the use of DRR/DRM

Qutput 2: Open accessto
Level 2 national scale
exposure, (multi-)hazard

QOutput 3: Protocols for
capturing and
communicating

Qutput 4: Open accessto
Level 1 exposure data for

Qutput 5: Communication
products shared (Policy papers,
training materials, publications,

protocols and EO- and vulnerability datasets exposure data 47 LDCs conference presentations, case
based datasets for Nepal and Tanzania uncertainty delivered studies efc.)
t i 7 f F

I

WP 3:E

WP 1: Project Management
Exposul

including Advisory Panel Meetings

0-based Data for
re Development

WP 5: Vulnerability and

Uncertainty | I WP 7: Knowledge Sharing

WP 2: M&E Activities

L

WP 4: In-situ Inputs and
Validation

| | WP 6: Multiple Hazard Impact |

WP 8: Sustainability and Capacity
Building

Table7 provides aquick assessment of the progress against the midline targéthe logframe
indicators. Below we then providerther details on the results achievdyy the METEOR project to
date against each midline targeRlease notice that reasonable midline targets for the numerous
qualitative indicators have been established by the M&E Team in preparing this report, as they had

not been clearly defined before.

Table7: Summary of progress against midline targets of logframakicators

Indicator Data source | Midline target Achieved
(Yes/No/PartlaIIy)

Internal
model

IM1 Modelled reduction of
deaths, missing persons ani
directly affected persons
attributed to disasters

Total modelled direct avoided
economic loss attributed to
disasters in  Nepal anc
Tanzania (in GBP £)

Mainstreaming use of robust
DRR data to systematicall
inform policy changes

Qualitative indicator:
progress towards use of
project outputs by the

Internal
model

IM3 Klls

FGDs

ocC
1.1

Klls in
and

Tanzania

and

Nepal Relevant
stakeholders
Nepal

in Tanzania ar
provide unprompted,

government
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#i# Indicator Data source | Midline target Achieved
(Yes/No/Partially)

ocC
1.2

ocC
21

ocC
8l

ocC
3.2

ocC
3.3

OP
1.1

OP
1.2

OoP

1.3

OoP
1.4

OP
2.1a

OoP
2.1b

OoP
3.1

governments of Nepal and
Tanzania to inform their
DRR/DRM  decisiomaking
and practice

Feedback from relevant
Ministry (or decisionmaker)
on the usefulness of the
project outputs for improving
their national DRR/DRM (KP
1)

Qualitative indicator:
progress towards use of
LINR 2 SO 2 dzii L
enddza S NA ¢ 6 OA
development partners,

private sector, academia) ir
Nepal and Tanzania to inforrr
their DRR/DRM decision
making and practice

Qualitative indicator:
Feedback from the globa
community (e.g. UNICEF
UNISDR, WB, GFDRR)
respect of usefulness of
project outputs (KPI 4)

Qualitative indicator:
Progress towards creating
insurance products informed
by METEOR data and/o
protocols

Number of dissemination
nodes where METEOR KI
and datasets are available tc
be accessed

Percentage of professionals
trained reporting increased
knowledge on the training
topic

Number of professionals
trained in Nepal and Tanzanit
(disaggregating males anc
females)

Number of organisations that
had representatives trained
in Nepal and Tanzania
Percentage  of targeted
organisations that had at
least two people trained
Percentage of Nepalese an
Tanzanian territory covered
by Level 2 exposure data
Percentage of Nepalese an
Tanzanian territory covered
by Level 2 multhazard data
Workplan ontrack to achieve
completion within deadline

Klls in Nepal
and
Tanzania

Klls & FGD ir
Nepal only,
Prgect
monitoring
data

Klls

Klls

Klls

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

Monitoring
data

appropriate and realistic use
cases for METEOR outputs
support their DRR/DRM decisioi
making and practice

Relevant Ministries in Tanzani
and Nepal offer to host METEC
datasets on official/government
led platforms.

Tanzania: Partially
achieved

Tanzania: Partially
achieved

"Other endusers" in Tanzania
and Nepal provideinprompted,
appropriate andrealisticuse
cases for METEOR outputs to
support their DRR/DRM decision
making and practice

Tanzania: Partially
achieved

Advisory Board members hav
confidence that METEOR output
1. Can strengthen the disciplin
around the development of
exposure and risk data

2. Will be put at use by their owi
organisations
The Insurance Industry Advisol
Groupmembers have confidenct
that METEOR outputs can k
useful to create new insuranc
products in developing countries
0

N/A

N/A

N/A

100%

50%

No major delays are foreseen i
delivering the protocols
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Indicator Data source | Midline target Achieved
(Yes/No/PartlaIIy)

Percentage of approachec Klls
3.2 users reporting satisfaction
with  METEOR  protocols
(disaggregating males anc
females)
OP  Number of Levell datasets Monitoring 0
4.1 for LDCs uploaded on onlin¢ data
platforms
OP  Policy paper on the use o Monitoring 0
5.1 nationalscale exposure date data
for insurance and others
OP  Number of communication Monitoring 7 (14 cumulatively)
5.2 products shared data
OP  Number of conferences or Monitoring 3 (5 cumulatively)
5.3  workshops hosted or data
attended by consortium
members

0
0

3.1. Output Indicators
The output indicators which have midlitergets are related to:

9 Output 2 (Open access to Level 2 national scale haitard exposure datasets of Nepal and
Tanzania)

Output 3 (Protocols for capturing and communicating exposure data uncertainty delivered)

Output 5 (Communication products sharePs- Policy papers, training materials,
publications, conference presentations, case studies etc.))

Output 1, which relates to training, and Output 4, which refers to the delivery of Level 1 exposure data
for all LDC countries, are due to be deliveredinty the last year of the project and therefore they
have no midline targets.

3.1.1O0utput 2

The delivery of the Level 2 national scale mtiiilizard exposure datasets in Nepal and Tanzania has
proceeded as plannednitial exposure datasets have been completed ioth Tanzania and Nepal
(Output Indicator 2.1aand KPI 2a.l In terms of multhazard data,nitial versions of all hazard
footprints covered by the project have been produced, i.e. flood, earthquake, and landslide hazard
footprints in Nepal and floodearthquake, and volcanic eruptions in TanzaMareover, an initial
multi-hazard model, combining all single hazard footprints produced, have been prepared for
Tanzania. In Nepal, the multazard model has not been completed yet, as local experts aiewang

a second version of the landslide hazard footprint. As Output Indicator 2.1b (KPI 2a.2) speaks about
GLISNOSyGF3S 2F GSNNA&K2NE NB2RENBR>Z0&S[ OO Ft OR y ¥ dzR &
Tanzania and 0% of territory for Nepltinging the result achieved to 50% of the final target, which

is where the workplan forecasted the project would be at midligéditionally; it is to be noted that,

since the presence of volcanoes on the Tanzanian territory is patchy, the coverage ofydortor
volcanic hazard will only be provided for the relevant portions of territory that are actually subject to
volcanic hazard.

3.1.20utput 3

While speaking with ImageCat, which is the METEOR partner responsible for exposure data and
protocols, they mentionedhere are not major delays in the delivery of their woflherefore,we
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assume theprotocols for capturing and communicating exposure data uncertaiatil be delivered
as scheduledThis achieves the midline target of Output Indicator 3The next stepwvill be to work
towards the endline targetfor the Output 3 indications, i.e.:

1 Knowledge of the protocols has been transferred to the right stakeholders in Tanzania and
Nepal (Output Indicator 3.1)

1 75% of approached users report satisfaction with the MER Eprotocols (Output Indicator
3.2).

3.1.30utput 5

Of the three indicators of Output 5, only Indicators 5.2 and 5.3 were due to produce some results by
midline. Output Indicator 5.2looked at the number of communication products (e.g. policy papers,
trainingmaterials, publications, conference presentations, case studies etc.) produced and shared. By
the end of the project year 2 {7February 2020)14 communication products have been shareg

listed below by type of document and date

1. BLOG (28 November 2018urning UK aid into sustainable space projects
(https://www.devex.com/news/sponsored/turninmk-aid-into-sustainablespaceprojects
93895

2. BLOG (3 il 2019): An approach to field data collection in Kathmandu
(https://www.hotosm.org/updates/anrapproachto-field-data-collectionrin-kathmandu)

3. BLOG (27 Jen2019): Collecting building data sets for exposure data in Tanzania
(https://www.hotosm.org/updates/collectinebuilding-data-setsfor-exposuredata-in-
tanzania))

4. DOCUMENT (31 August 2018)port Existing Data into OSM Report Number: WP4.1/P
(https://meteor-
project.org/documents/METEOR M4.1P Importsknrg Data into OSM.pyf

5. CONFERENCE PRESENTAT8X®eBember 2018): METEOR: Modelling Exposure through
Earth Observation Routines. Proceedings of the National EO Conference, Birmingham.

6. DOCUMENT (1 December 20M8%pping of Exposure Report Number: WER.
(https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR M4.2P_EO_ Mapping_of Exposure.pdf

7. CONFERENCE PRESNTATIEIM OQ€cember 2018): Addressing the disaster risk réaiuc
needs of end users in emerging countries using Earth Observation (EO) data and innovative
NA&]l LINRBRdzOG& & LI NI 2F (GKS daz2RStfAy3a 9ELIR:
6a9¢9hwoé LINR2SOG® !' D! Clff aSSiAy3ad {Fy CNI
(https://agu.confex.com/agu/fm19/meetingapp.cgi/Paper/608342

8. CONFERENCE PRESENTATIQH DEzember 2018): Modelling Exposure Through Earth
Observation Routines (METEOR) for Developing Countries: limgyeasilability and access
to more robust risk information. AGU Fall Meeting. Abstract #NHE2B

9. DOCUMENT (6 February 20I3posure Data Classification, Metadata Population and
Confidence Assessment Report Number: M3.2h§://meteor-
project.org/documents/METEOR_M3.2P_Exposure_Data_Classification Metadata Populati
on_and_Confidence_Assessment)df

10. DOCUMENT (11 February 20 ptocols for Crowkbourcing Regional Exposure Data

Report Number: M4.3/Phtps://meteor-
project.org/doaments/METEOR M4.3P Protocols for Crowd

Sourcing_Regional Exposure Data) pdf
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https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M3.2P_Exposure_Data_Classification_Metadata_Population_and_Confidence_Assessment.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.3P_Protocols_for_Crowd-Sourcing_Regional_Exposure_Data.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.3P_Protocols_for_Crowd-Sourcing_Regional_Exposure_Data.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.3P_Protocols_for_Crowd-Sourcing_Regional_Exposure_Data.pdf

11. CONFERENCE PRESENTATION (April 2019): METEOR: Modelling Exposure through Earth
Observation Routines to aid sustainable development. Geophysical Research Abstract, Vol
21, EGU 20197990

12. DOCUMENT (1 August 2018)jound Data Collection Using Protocols Kathmandu, Nepal
Report Number: 4.4/Phtps://meteor-
project.ag/documents/METEOR _M4.4P_Ground Data Collection_Using Protocols | Kath

mandu.pd)

13. DOCUMENT (31 May 201®honitoring & Evaluation Plan Report Number: M2.2/P
(https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR _M2.2P_Monitoring_Evaluation Plan.pdf

14. CONFERENCE PRESENTATIGNDEember): METEOR: Constructing methodologies for
multi-hazard impacts on exposure in developing nations. AGU Fall Meeting. San Francisco.
https://agu.confex.com/agu/fm19/meetingapp.cgi/Paper/583006

The logframe targets for Output 5.2 had not been set at the moment of writing this report. As the
production of communication products appears to be satisfactory, we have retrospectively assigned
the targets for 2019 and 2020 as the same number of communication products actually produced,
i.e. 7 each yearAfter discussing with the consortium partners, we have decided to set the endline
target for Output 5.2 to 5 communication products. The target vgclothan previous years because

of the global pandemic of Covil® thathas broken out in early 2020. Because of that, many of the
international conferences and events planned until the summer of 2020 have been already cancelled
or postponed.Furthermore,there is high uncertainty on whether a second wave of infections might
break out in the Fall of 2020 too; a risk that needs to be considéreid.is highly likely to affect the
ability of the team to present at conferencékherefore, we believe that atget of 5 communication
products is both ambitious and realistic.

According to the target oOutput Indicator 5.3 the consortium members had to have hosted or
attended 5 conferences or workshops by the midline deadliffeR@bruary 2020)The target have
been exceeded as the conferences or workshops hosted or attended (presenting) have®een

1. EVENT (December 2019): American Geophysical Union [2019/(meteor-
project.org/docunents/AGU _iPosterSessions.pdf

2. WORKSHOP (November 208gkeholder workshop for technical officials in Nepal
3. WORKSHOP (November 2019): Stakeholder workshop for-paiogrs in Nepal

4. EVENT (293 September 2019): HOT Summit and State of the Map 20d&(/meteor-
project.org/documents/2019
09%20 %20HOT%20Summit%20%20 _%20METEOR%20Prpject.pdf

5. EVENT (227 May 2019): ESA Living Planet Sympo&b® (ttps:/meteor-
project.org/documents/METEOR _poster LPS May 201P.pdf

6. EVENT (12 April 2019): EGU General Assembly 2@18<://meteor-
project.org/documents/METEOR_EGU19 ColmJordan.pdf

7. EVENT (204 December 2018): American Geophysical Union 2818s(//meteor-
project.org/documents/AGU_METEOR_GHOSH_1212)8.pdf

8. EVENT (5 December 2018): GEM2018 Global Earthquake Model: Working together to assess

risk (ttps://meteor-
project.org/documents/METEOR_poster Pavia November 201amdlhttps://meteor-

project.org/documents/poster GEM meeting v7.pdf
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https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.4P_Ground_Data_Collection_Using_Protocols_I_Kathmandu.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.4P_Ground_Data_Collection_Using_Protocols_I_Kathmandu.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M4.4P_Ground_Data_Collection_Using_Protocols_I_Kathmandu.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_M2.2P_Monitoring_Evaluation_Plan.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/AGU_iPosterSessions.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/AGU_iPosterSessions.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/2019-09%20_%20HOT%20Summit%20%20__%20METEOR%20Project.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/2019-09%20_%20HOT%20Summit%20%20__%20METEOR%20Project.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/2019-09%20_%20HOT%20Summit%20%20__%20METEOR%20Project.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_poster_LPS_May_2019.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_poster_LPS_May_2019.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_EGU19_ColmJordan.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_EGU19_ColmJordan.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/AGU_METEOR_GHOSH_121218.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/AGU_METEOR_GHOSH_121218.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_poster_Pavia_November_2018.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_poster_Pavia_November_2018.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/poster_GEM_meeting_v7.pdf
https://meteor-project.org/documents/poster_GEM_meeting_v7.pdf

9. EVENT ( September 2018): UK National Earth Obaton Conference 2018
(https://meteor-project.org/documents/METEOR_poster UKNEOC 2018.pdf

Similarly to what considered for Output Indicator 5dBRe to the likely reductiof conferences and

events heldn 2020 and 2021 because of the consequences of the outbreak of-Co\dtter

internal deliberation within the METEOR consortium, we have decided to set the target for 2021 of
Output Indicator 5.3t 5conferencesorworké 2 LJA ¢ KSNB a9¢9hwQa FTAYRAY3IA
Indeedunderd y 2 NI £ ¢ O2yRAGA2Yy &S | adomaidlyiaAalt AyONBI 3
year of the project would have been expected, but the possible strong limitations in personal
contacts at the glbal level for the remainder duration of the project implementation makes a slight
increase to be more realistic.

3.2. Outcome Indicators

The delivery of the final METEOR products and the capacity building / knowledge transfer activities
are planned to happen teards the end of the projecTherefore the Outcomes at the midline point
were not expected to have been achievétkvertheless, through the evaluation activities, we were
able to test the achievement of some intermediate outcomes, which give an indicatiorhether

the project is on the right path to achieve the final outconiesble8 illustrates the intermediate

and final outcome targets we have developechds to be noted that the endline targets have not

yet been discussed with the rest of the consortium and will bee $hbject of discussion at the next
Annual Learning Event.

Table8Y aARfAyS YR Sym;\yé GFNBSGa 2F a9¢9hwQ&d hdzi02YS LyRAOI

Qualitative indicator: progress  Relevant government stakeholder:« 1. Relevant government

1.1 towards use of projecbutputs in Tanzania and Nepal provide stakeholders in Tanzania and Nep
by the governments of Nepal unprompted, appropriate and confirm their intention to use
and Tanzania to inform their realistic use cases for METEOR  METEOR outputs to support
DRR/DRM decisiomaking and  outputs to support their DRR/DR  specific DRR/DRM assessments,
practice decisionmaking and practice technical studies, policies or
strategies.

2. Between Outcome Indicator 1.1
andOutcome Indicator 2.1, erd
users in Tanzania and Nepal have
used the METEOR outputs in at
least 1 DRRM activity per country.
OC  Feedback from relevant Ministry Relevant Ministries in Tanzania ar METEOR datasets are hosted on

1.2  (or decisiormaker) on the Nepal offer to host METEOR official/governmentled platforms
usefulness of the project datasets on official/government in Tanzania and Nepal.
outputs for improving their led platforms.

national DRR/DRM (KPI 1)
OC  Qualitative indicator: progress  "Other endusers" in Tanzania and 1."Other endusers" in Tanzania
2.1  towards use of project outputs  Nepal provide unprompted, and Nepal confirm their intention
08 a2 i8488BNBY RO ( appropriate and realistic use cases to use METEOR outputs to suppol
society, development partners, for METEOR outputs to support  specific DRR/DRM assessments,

private sector, academia) in their DRR/DRM decisiemaking technical and/orscientific studies,
Nepal and Tanzania to inform and practice strategies or inform their support
their DRR/DRM decisiomaking to the government's DRR/DRM
and practice efforts.

2. Between Outcome Indicator 1.1
and Outcome Indicator 2.1, end
users in Tanzania and Nepal have
used the METEOR outputs in at
least 1 DRRM activity per country.
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Qualitative indicator: Feedback Advisory Board members have There is evidence that the
3.1 from the global community (e.g. confidence that METEOR outputs: organisations on the METEOR
UNICEF, UNISDR, WB, GFDRR 1. Can strengthen the discipline  Advisory Board are going to use tt
respect of usefulness of project around the deelopment of METEOR outputs in supporting
outputs (KPI 4) exposure and risk data DRRM activities in developing
2. Will be put at use by their own countries
organisations
OC  Qualitative indicator: Progress  The Insurance Industry Advisory  Insurance companies are engagec

3.2  towards creating insurance Group members have confidence in creating new insurance products
products informed by METEOR that METEOR outputs can be usel
data and/or protocols to create new insurance products
in developing coutnies
oC Number of dissemination nodes 0 6 nodes in total of which 1 global,
3.3  where METEOR KPs and datas Tanzanian and 1 Nepalese

are available to be accessed

3.2.10utcomes 1 and 2

The only difference betwee®utcomes 1 and 2 arend-users they target: Outcome dims for the
METEOR outputs to be puito use to inform DRRM activities and decisioaking in Tanzania and
Nepal by the governmentwhile Outcome 2 targetsother enduserg that are not part of the
government- defined aghe civil society, development partners, private sectamdacademia

In order to be considered to be on a likely path to achieve those outcomes, the project at midline
should have demonstrated two ma@glements:

1. Relevant stakeholders (governmental and non) in both Nepal and Tanzania should have
provided unprompted, appropriateand realistic use cases for METEOR outputs inform
their decisionmaking and practice

2. Relevant Ministries in both Tanzania addpal should have offered to host METEOR datasets
on those official or governmeded platforms that they use to get the data and evidence to
make their DRRM decisions.

The evidence that we have collected shows how the project has objectively met the ingdl
outcome targets for Nepal, but it is struggling to meet those same targets in Tanzania

In Nepal following activities in country to show the initial data to and get feedback from local
stakeholders (governmental and non), the project was indeed abtedeive some clear indications

of specific DRRM activities that could be supported by METEOR outputs, and relevant Ministries (e.g.
MoHA,CBS) have offered to host METEOR datasets on their portals. More details on the achievements
and the likely reasonfr them are given in the following sections.

In Tanzaniafor a series of reasons that are explained in the following sections, the indications of
potential uses for the METEOR outputs have remaatédK S t S@St 2afd, at thi® poiatA 0 A £ A G
besides theoptionsof hosting METEOR dasatson global platforms, there is no clear idea of which
Tanzanian platform can be used to make the METEORadeéssibléor use inofficial DRRM decisien

making. In fact, there isven someuncertainty on whetherTranzanian government and scientific
institutions will beallowedto reference METEOR data without a formal accreditation of the project

by the Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology (COSTECH).

3.2.20utcome 3

The Outcome 3 looks #te use of the METEOR outputs by global DRRM actors outside Tanzania and
Nepal. As explained in Secti@i3.1, in the preparation of this report we have only inteewed
members of the METEOR Advisory Board as a proxy of organisations of the global humanitarian and
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DRRM community. The insurance industry and other LDC governments will be the subject of further
addenda.

The midline target that we have set for the Outoe Indicator 3.1 that covers the global humanitarian
community foresees that Advisory Board members have confidence that METEOR outputs:

1. Can strengthen the discipline around the development of exposure and risk data
2. Will be putto use by their own organisans.

The evidence collected through interviews of some Advisory Board members confirms that the
project has achieved the midline targetn fact,the interviews confirmed that they have confidence

in the robustness of the METEOR data and there are gty ¢hances that their organisations will
utilise them to support their DRRM activities in developing countries. More details are provided in
Sectiord.2.

Furthermore Outcome Indicator 3.3 looks at the accessibility of METEOR outputs by counting the

GydzYoSNI 2F RAZaASYAYlLiGA2Y y2RSa 4KSNB ad9¢9hw Yt a

G2 0SS I 00SaaSRéd 5dz§ G2 GKS LINB enflidditargetSwhcids NE
having METEOR outputs on 6 nodes/ platforms in total of which 1 global, 1 Tanzanian and 1 Nepalese
Despite thatthe project has already uploadedome ofits initial outputs for Nepat on the Building
Information Platform Against Disaster (BIPAGttp://bipad.gov.np/) (see example irFigure?2),

which is used by the federal governmerihis is a remarkable achievement which goes beyond what

the Outcome Indicator 3.3 target for the project midline.

Figure2. Screenshot of visualization of METEOR Seismic Hazard data for Nepal on BIPAD
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Sourcehttps://bipad.gov.np/riskinfo/#/hazard

2 At the moment of writing, on the BIPAD the following METEOR datasets for Nepal are available online: METEOR Seismic
Hazard PGA 0.1 and PGA 0.02, and METEOR Flood Hazard between 5 and 1000 years occurrences.
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4. Midline Findings

4.1. Process evaluation

The data for the lightouch midline process evaluatiomvere collected through online interviews of
ten people from fivepartnersof the METEOR consortium (s€able3). All interviews followed the
same questions whichfoc8sR 2y GKNBS YI Ay | aLS0ia 2F ag9¢9hwQa

1 The internal consortium management, communication, and functioning
f ¢KS STFF2NIa (2 F2a0SN) I320SNYYSyiQa 26y SNEKALJ
1 The ability of building external partnerships and synergies with otheatives.

The summary of the findings and common themes from the interviews is presented below.
4.1.1Internal management, communication, and functioning

The main part of the interviews were directed at testing the internal processes and communication in
the consortium. In particular, three main areagre touchedupon: 1) the way the consortium has
been managed and how the group of partners has been wgrkind communicating together; 2)
whether the consortium has the right partners and whether their roles and responsibilities have been
properly assigned; and 3) whether there were significant delays in delivery milestones and how to
avoid such delays in tHature.

Consortium management and communication

As a whole, the overwhelming impression received by the partners is that the consortium has been
working very well together and Kay Smith, METEOR Project Manége from BGS, has been doing

I & T yaddasdna ©spaddent put itPeople noted that the fact that several of the partner
organisations had worked together befofiee. BGS, ImageCat, GEM, HOT, and N®pEH smooth

the technicalcollaborationand keep the discussions in meetings about phecesses, results and
future plans open and constructive.

In terms of helpful processes, most partners interviewed pointed out how meeting in person every
guarter at theQuarterly Meetings (QMs) has been extremely helpfalmake the point on where the

projectis and coordinate future tasks in an orderly manner. Having QMs in Tanzania and Nepal also
was highly appreciaed by the interviewees, as they recognised it helped the project to be closer to

the needs of the beneficiaries and raigaject awarenes with national stakeholders. Thaonthly
catchupcalld NN yaSR o0& GKS tazx |fiK2dAK o6SAy3a aldz O
been reported to be especially useful to set up side conversations on specific tasks among the relevant
subset ofpartners. Generallyinterviewees seemed happy with the scope and number of meetings

and calls and they usually took a realistic approach to recognise that METEOR is not the only project
GKS GSIFY Aa ¢2NJ Ay Igeing the iR bainseSRcontnBricationfafdPdject NB  a
STF2NI &€ o

Concerningkey delays in the delivery of milestones, the partners interviewed did not report any

major ones.Only fewsmall delays of up to 6 weeks were reported and mostly due to the limited
availability ofstaff.

One of the things that some have described as something that could be improved is the overall
coordination among the Work Packages. Indeed, a couple of people felt thex@mwéof disconnect
0SG6SSy | f fwhelelySoulhbivéeach partneorking on their own deliverable and, even

if the workis often done in collaboration with others,is difficult to follow when other tasks will be
performed and by whom. Again, partners have underscored that the PM is doing a great job in
adirecting the orchestra, but ideally there should be a way to facilitate the overview of the project by
everyone.
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Another issue related to the overall coordination is the ondetter identifying the critical pathof

tasks The main example of this issue is relatedhe exposure dataset. Although originally it was
planned to be delivered almost at the end of the project, there has been some pressure on ImageCat
to deliver the exposure dataset much sooner, because it is a crucial input in the vulnedaiditgnd
because it is probably the most innovative output of the project and it is important to gauge interest
from potential users. In hindsight, the original work plan should hprabably set to have the
exposure dataset to be delivered earlidmnother exampleof issues with the delivery plan could be

the request of having a Sustainability Plan before being able to show draft outputs to the potential
users or customersndeed, it is objectively a challenge to forecast the-bugindexpectations of the
insurarce industry for instance before letting them see concrete examples of what the project will
deliver.We understand that the timing for providing the Sustainability Plan has mainly been set by the
52y 2NRNa& NBIdANBYSYy(Gasz NI (KiS BIspécKid lgssor forSthe tUKSA. 42 L
Furthermore, it is to be noted how the PM, at the beginning of the project, has indeed gone through
the output delivery time and path dependencies among tasks with parametperhaps some of the
issues reported above @l have been picked up at that point.

The main challenges reported in terms of the internal functioning of the consortium heokeably
been those related to the cRS @St 2 LIYSy (G 2F a9¢9hwQa 2dzillzia &A-
effective communicationvith the Tanzanian partners.

METEOR has been set up as a project with high standarcsdeveloping the METEOR outputgth

local organisations to maximise their ownership and, therefore, their uptake of the outputs
themselves. The fact that METEOR $etssome ambitious goals in this regard is well expressed by the
g2NRa 2F |y AYGSNWBASHSS 46K2 &l AR ihKlisthe fiksptimeé £ f (G K &
| see so much focus on €S @FSt 2LIYSyiéd IS gSyiG 2y aéfraya (K
LI NI ASaé o

The general view is thab-development and communication in general worked better in Nepla&n
TanzaniaThere are several reasons this, mostof which¢ the point of view of the local partners

are further explained in the reggtive Country Case Studies (see Sec#@?). According to the
interviewees, the factthat NSET is a moréechnicak partner than DMDand that several METEOR

partners had previously worked with NSHIEfinitely helped in getting quickeesponses and closer

technical collaboration in Nepal. Nevertheless, the general understanding was that the main issues for

the engagement of the Tanzanian counterparts in the project activities werérthecial barriers in

being able tomakepaymentsto the DMDfor project costsThe importance of the payment issue has

been verified by the PEA undertaken for the Cou@ase Study (see Sectiar.?. On the msitive

side a2YS 2F GKS LIS2LX S AcbifidenBih heBEGR' effayfsRaSshle the NBE R (]
FAYLIYOALT A&adzSa aminteniiewes also acknowclFagvilbean takda liniequal

measure by the DMD and the UK&Awell

Morethan2 yS LISNE2Y | f a2 LRAYGSR 2dzi K2g 5a5 | yR i
Sy3dalr3aSR ¢6KSy 6S 6SNB Ay ¢yl |y pHysical prasentelngsBeer y S A
very important, YR 4SS LINROI 6f & dzy RS NE a tihkslxst poit i refatédto I
another question the process evaluation questionnaire included, that is whétleeight consortium

partners were chosen to deliver the project and whether responsibilities were well defined and
distributed. The response received highlighted how generally people felt the international partners
were the right ones and their respondities were appropriate, whereasost of the interviewees
(including the ones from the local partners) wondered whether having additional local organisations

in Tanzania and Nepal within the consortium would have brought about benefits for the co
development and local ownership aspectdhis would encourage greater representation from both
government and non government partnersideed, people from the BGS also acknowledged the
importance of working with a broader spectrum of national organisations andgmbiut that: a) the

2
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proposal for an extension to include the Geological Survey of Tanzania (GST) was unfortunately
unsuccessful; b) METEOR has actively involved other stakeholders beside the official partners in both
countries, including ICIMOD in Nepaldathe University of Dar es Salaam and the World Bank / DFID
Tanzania Urban Resilience Project (TURP) in Tanzania.

Finally, without hopefully sound too partisan, more than one interviewee reported that they felt
having a dedicated partner for Monitoring ahEvaluation (M&E), such as OPM, had been helpdul

keep the Theory of Change in mind and keep thinking about how to move from outputs to outcomes
and impact.

412C2a0SNAYy 3T F20SNYYSYyiQa 26ySNBEBKALI 2F a9¢9h\

The interviewees from the METEOR consortiuatenasked what steps they tdiad been taken to
ensure ownership of the project process and outcomes within government counterparts. This aspect
is relevant to both the effectiveness and sustainability of the project. The section below distinguishes
between general points and countigpecific ones.

In general termspeople felt the government ownership aspects wegivenclose consideration by

the consortium In particular,several specifidactors were highlighted. Firsthhaving concrete

samples ofoutputs to show and get feedback oiave proven to help raising the interest of
government counterparts, as evidenced in Nepal (see Seétidd). There is the expéation that

once sample datasets will be presented stakeholders in Tanzania, the level of interest and
subsequently engagement will go up t@econdlyéhl @A y 3 | LIK @ & ihtvd couniNgS & Sy OS ¢
was also mentioned as an important factor to foster local ownership. References were done of both

local partners (including HOT and OPM, which both have offices in both countries), and of the
participation to local events (e.g. tHénderstanding Risk Tanzahiand direct meetings/workshops

with government representatives:inally,capacity building and knowledge transfevas something

highlighted as a crucial task that the project hadiget righ€ in order to support local ownershipf

the outputs. Someone pointed out how the User Requirement Documents from Tanzanian and Nepal
YySSR (2 0S dz2AJRFGSR FYyR OGNBFGSR a af A@SThR2 OdzYSy
was inline with a reiterated area that is the need of tailoritige scope and types of capacity building

activities to the needs of the national stakeholders, especially considering that NSET is a technical
organisation, while DMD is a political one with the main mandate of coordination of more technical
stakeholdersPartners felt it will be important to work with both NSET and DMD to tailor the training
packages for the two countries.

Concerning Nepal, generally the interviewed partners felt confident that the project was on the right
path to obtain a good level of gvernment ownership of the METEOR outpufBhe positive factors
reported were: a) the successful efforts by NSET to identify the key national usdekarte lead in
their engagement withthe project;b) the offers received by owners of key natiop#tforms (e.g.
YILabs/MoHA first and foremost) to host the METEOR outpats c) the establishment of a METEOR
Advisory Committee in Nepal to include pivotal DRRM governmental stakehdldhexse factors have
also come out during the National Case StafiMepal (see Sectidh3.2). In terms of challengesne
reported the fact that thefederalist change of the form of governmersfter the project was won,
implied the importance of sulmational DRRM authorities for the project unexpectedly grew. Despite
a request for a budget extension to widen the scope of the project to thenstional level was
unsuccessful, the consortium has been lookanhgvays to at least influence the use of METEOR data
at the local level by involving the Ministry of Federal Affairs and General Administration (MoFAGA)

Thechallenges to achieve a strong bdyy | YR 2y SNB KAL) 2F GKS LINB2SO
biggerin TanzaniaThis is the subject of the Country Case Study included in S@cBdhIn addition

to the financial/payment issuesalready mentionedefforts to fixthem are ongoing, the fact thatno

draft outputs have been shown to local stakeholders to datenpartiallyaccount for the differences
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in governmentngagement. At this point, it appears that the-development of METEOR outputs in
Tanzania wasied to the involvement of HORamani Huriadoing an the ground validation of the
exposure data. Countrgpecific hazard data, such as the volcanic and flooding hazard footprints would
benefit from thedivet involvement of Tanzanian experts, but lack of capaaitgt engagement did

not make it possible, with the consequence of having those outputs to be mainly based on the
literature. The team has so far put extra effort to broaden the government engagement in the
country, such asattendingkey events (e.g. Understanding Risk Tanzania), where DMD were present
and other key stakeholders such as World Bank and DFID had leadership roles. Morecdlay, a 5
training session iDar es Salaarhas been plannetty HOT and BG&8r March and it will faus on
aspects around the generation of primary data for exposure and hazard assessment purposes in
conjunction with Earth Observation data. DMD will be the main target of the traiantjother
national stakeholders (e.g. GST, TMA, acadewilbpe involved in a stakeholder workshop, similar

to the one held in November in Nep&linally, it has to be underscored thihe government response

so far has not been negligible eitheespecially showing to be keen to have ownership of the project
implementation process (e.g. by making sure they were involved in conversations with local
stakeholders) and suggesting ways to improve the project engagement with Tanzanian institutions
(e.g. through the National Disaster Management Platform (see Se2iioB).

4.1.3Building external partnerships and synergies

Finally, the process evaluation sought to test how well the METEOR team has been collaborating with

other development Y A G A+ 0 A @Sa (2 adzldlI2 NI GKS adzadGlFAyFoAf Al

The interviewees generally felt the team have been putting decisive efforts to build external
partnerships and synergies with other initiative§ he main examples providedea

f Using theAdvisory Boardry SY6o SNE (2 RA&AaSYAYyIF (S ag9¢9hwQa
link to initiatives of their organisationfor sustainability beyond the project e.g. the World
Bank geoportals, addressing/reporting against UN SDGs.

9 Setting up arinsurance Industry Advisory Group (IIA@)th key links to the Advisory Board
as well (e.g. througBtuart Fraseand its links to the Insurance Development Forum (IDF)).

§ Trying totap into broader funding streamsi dzO K | &Parf&@dhips@ai Developnméss
64dz00S&aaFdz tev (G2 SELIYR a9¢9hwQa O LI Ord e

1 In Tanzaniathe key initiatives targeted arRamani Huriaand the World Bank/DFID funded
TURPIncluding itResilience Academyitiative.

1 In Nepal by working longerm with NSET to use them asonduit to build synergies with
other initiatives, e.g. the Building Information Platform Against Disaster of the Youth

LYy2@FGA2y [Foa o,L[l0oad0 FYyR az2l! 3 ¢@iNg2NNRGQ3

of local organisations and authorities.

4.2. Globalstudy

¢tKS aDf 20l f {GdzReé¢ 27F dskoma indicatiBns biylite re®ewdhce dddi A 2 y

sustainability potential of the METEOR outputs for the target stakeholders outside Tanzania and
Nepal. The three main categories of global stakeholders targeted by the project are: the global
humanitarian communitythe insurance industryand other LDC governments. In Sectif.1 we

have illustrated our plans for gathering the feedback of members of the insurance industoghend
LDCs.The outcomes of those interactions will be included in taddendato this main report.
Therefore,this section only presents thdindings of the interviews with three members of the

3https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-205191/transactions
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METEOR Advisory Boarthken as a proxy of relevant stakeholders of the global humanitarian
community.

4.2.1.Midline findings from the METEOR Advisory Board

The interviewees, coming from DFID, the World Bam# the UNDRR, were provided with the same
list of questions. Two of them have responded in writing to the questisile one was interviewed

on the phone. The questiorfecusedon three main areas to be tested: iheir familiarity with the
METEOR outgs as a proxy of the levelf communication and engagement experienced;tl2®
relevance of METEOR outputs to their work and the DRRM work in their organeatido a certain
SEGSYyid GKS LRGSYGALFt F2NI BKtEe susiiBaBildyfitteAMEBE@R O S & &
outputs after the end of the project.

Level of communication and engagement

¢ KS AyidSNIAS g Sé&vafamifid® a& you vith tBeRMETEOR project and the outputs it
supposed to deliver? Have you seen any draft dafp & Bhé kedson fothese questionsvas
twofold: on the one hand, to provide a hint of their interest in the project and its outputs; and on the
other hand, we wanted to verify how much they had been kept up to date about and involved in the
project by the BGS and the rest of the METEOR consortium.

The answers revealed thatl of the respondents felt comfortablevith their level of familiarity with

the intended project outputs and what it seeks to achievé&hey all seemed to have some direct

interaction with the project activities: one person reported attending two Quarterly Meetings in

person and Advisory Board meetings; another one had read and commented ohJdB 2SO0 Q&
GF2dzy RFGA2y I f R20dzySyidaltdAz2yé Ay OBayedpddcipatedih 2y & A
Advisory Board meetings and is working closely with the project team to liaise them with the insurance
industry.

At the same time, though,tdhe time of the interviews (January and early February 2Q20)ly one

out of three had seerany draft outputand the feeling given was that they were not aware that draft
outputs were ready to be viewe&or instance, someone expressed the interest of reviewing the draft
protocols producd, but he did not know when theyauld havebecome availale. As they all showed
interest in taking a look at the demos as soon as they were raadlyeviewing outputshe METEOR
team might be missing an opportunity to receive someeljnand precious feedbacland wider
promotion by the Advisory Board.

Relevance and effectiveness

In order to test the relevance of the METEOR outputs and, to a certain extent, the effectiveness of the
project, the intervieweswere askedl) dBased on what you know of the project and the draft outputs

you might have seen, d you think the METEOR products can strengthen the discipline around the
RSOSt2LIYSy (i 2F SELRA&AdINBE | y&dXNK &) 2R t Ak ST Ee R BY
organisation would use the open source/access METEOR products in the future? Fdr what?

The response received was overwhelmingly positiv&@he range of the possibility of their
2NBFYA&lLGA2Yy dzaAy3 GKS a9¢9hw LINRPRAzOGA ¢Syl TFNB
2 LJLJ2 NJi dAhis shaws thdt the project is targeting the righternational users and it is on the

path of achieving its Outcome3 G € S+ ad F2NJ 0 KS LJ]2 NIcardspondirg G KS a
of the globalhumanitarian and international development communitpterviewees also showed

appreciation for the tyge of outputs and the methodology used by METEQ®®RY factors highlighted

4¢KS hdzi®2YS o Ay (KS METEGRAMPuULs2rE usedkahdyadaptedNuls theRviider DRR community
globall @ 2 AGKAY (KS diameSaNd NegakbBRR candaiinityArdie8ant ¢o- METEOR, we include the global
humanitarian community, the international scientific/research community, the insurance industry, DRR practitioners in the
private sector and civil society, and other LDC governments.
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were: a)The fact that METEOR is addressing two main weaknesses of the risk managemerthaector

showed growing interest by the international community, namelygarous disciplineof assessing

exposure and the multhazard aspects of disaster risbne person told us that the level of detail in

Of raaAfTerayd o0dAftRAY3I FGGENROdziSEa Ay a9¢9hw SELRA
through my work with geospatial data in @St 2 LJA y3 O2 dzfandydedcydused v 0 ¢ K S
developing and publishing all the protocalsvhich was considered a real added value of the METEOR

project compared to other ones. Publishing the protocols was reported to be important for: better
understandthe robustness and limitations of the outputs; allow the expansion of the research to
AYLINR @S GKS 2dzi Lzl as NI &K S Ndorivetsiatipn withigowedinmeytdon T NB Y ¢
gKI G Aa YSSRSRk 3 LEAThé@d@nmiimentiNBudliShthé dats opnily and freely

GKAOK gAff YIS GKS a9¢9hw 2dzildzia 06S02YS a3t 20l

Interest was also raised for the sharing of any lessons coming from the capacity building activities
METEOR will undertake in Tanzania and Nepal.

The key limitatios identified¢ which are known to the METEOR consortigrhave been mainly
related to the limitations in availability and robustness of the input data from Tanzania and Nepal.
Nevertheless, the availability of open protocols will make it easier to beewhthose limitations
when the METEOR outputs are used in risdeasments and decisionaking.

Sustainability
Finally, interviewees were askedquestionrelated to the potential of sustainability of the project:
oHow likely do you think your organisai would pay to use or expand the METEOR products in the

A = 7

FdzidzNB 6Sd3a3d Ay 2GKSNI O02dzy iNASE 2N LINP2SOGa0OK C?2

Theresponse was unanimous in saying thahe of the three organisations, DFID, UNDRR, and the

World Bank, would be likely to pay tdlirectly access the METEOR producthis point was well

SELX FAYSR o6& 2yS AYyGiSNBASHsSSY a¢KS 3It20lt GNBYR
no shortage of expensive proprietary risk information available on the market from consultancies,
insurance firms and other services, and [my organisation] has not felt limited by the growing ocean of
FNBES:Z 2Ly FyR | 00SaaArofsS az2diNOSaé¢d LYRSSR:I (KS
has been a factor of excitement and added value fe¢ METEOR outputs and the answer is not
surprising.

However when the question was rephrased to match the rmmmmercial character of the
stakeholders interviewed, the response was different. The question was rephrased as fotimms:

likely do you thinkyour organisation would fund work to expand (in terms of countries beyond
¢CHLyTFYAF FYR bSLIE 2N FRRAGAZ2YIFE KFTIFNR& 2NJ &A YA
Both DFICand the World Bank interviewees have explained that they see a higHiliaed that their

organisations would pay for more work in other countries, depending the availability of specific
fundingstreams¢ KS | b5ww NBLINBaSy Gl G§ABS SELX I Aybioh GKFG
a2 LINPOLlIOf & séé@hdfparlyINBE RUMK 2 BKSEY GKSNB | NBE YIye gl ¢
I'S +tfaz2 | RRSR (KIF G a!shatisnihat déed not hava & QaxtisularlyNdelrisk 2 N2 |
data ¢ though we have in the past. Our focus is now more on convening and connecting good risk
information to users seeking to make good flsl/ T 2 N¥ SR RSOAAA2Yy A& ®§
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4.3.Nepal findings
4.3.1 Country context update

Baseline summary

Nepal is a mountainous, laddcked country that sits in a seismically active zone and experiences
frequent extreme events due to\ariety of natural and mamade hazardsThesdnclude fire heat

and cold waves factored by various phenomena like damaging windstorms, intense rainfall,
thunderstorns (lightning), and rapid, unplanned infrastructure and urlzation, and lack of
awareness at different levels. The countryaiso exposed to a broad range of natural hazards,
including many of those of interest to METEGRch agarthquakes, landslides, and floods.

Recent disasters include the 2015 Gorkha earddguof 7.6 magnitude, which resulted in780
fatalities, over 22,300 injuries, and an estimated USD 7 billion in damages and.|bss2817,
monsoonal rainfall triggered largecale flooding and landslides in southern Nepal, affecting
agricultural landand infrastructure, where an estimated 11.5 million people were affected

In 2015, Nepal adopted a new ConstitutioMs the fundamental law and policy framework for
managing government, the Constitution of Nepal introduced a federal system of governmtént
shared sovereignty and exercise of state power at the federal, provincial, and local levels. Within this
framework, disaster management responsibility is entrusted to all levels of government.

From a legal and regulatory perspective, in the fastyears, the governance around DRRM in Nepal
has made great progress with the adoption of several important laws and policies. The key legal
document is the 201 Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act (DRRM Ruwt) DRRM Act
broadens the scope from digas response and recovery to also include disaster risk reduction and
preparedness. It outlines a mutier institutional structure of DRRM for the federal, provincial, district
and local governments. In addition, the government of Nepal recently enddingedational Disaster

Risk Reduction Poliend the National Strategic Action Plan for Disaster Risk Reduction-203d

The National Disaster Risk Reduction Policy describes how Nepal contributes to sustainable
development through developing a safe, atlae and climate resilient nation. The National Strategic
Action Plan focuses on improving disaster resttuction and appropriatéinancing arrangements for
post-disaster response.

In terms of key DRRM stakeholders in the country to be engaged by theE®HEProjectiigure3
updates the list of relevant government stakeholders identified during the basdtinaddition to
government stakeholders there are numerous dimpment partners, NGOs, academic institutions

and private sector organisations operating in Nepal that are focused on disaster risk management and
reduction issuesTheones that the baseline evaluation identified as priority stakeholders for METEOR
are: DFID, the United Nations Humanitarian High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID), NSET, ICIMOD, PracticabAdtdisaster
Preparedness NetworlNepal (DPNeNepal).

5NPC (2015b)Nepal Earthquake 2015: Post Disaster Needs Assessment: Key Bralidg&athmandu: National Planning
Commission, Government of Nepal.

6 Asian Development Bank (2018). The Enabling Environment for Disaster Risk Financing in Nepgl D&ounostic
Assessment. Unpublished draft

7SeeANNEX 4f the Baseline Evaluation Repéot more details are parts that related to DRRM
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Figure3: Key DRRM government stakeholders in Nepal
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Evolving risk context

In 2019, disasters have been a major issue for government core business. The monsoon, which started
10 days later than average, led to destruction around the country inJuligl More than 100 people

were killed, and 100others went missing following laniiides and flooding triggered by continuous
monsoon rain across the country. The Ministry of Energy, Water Resources and Irrigation (MEWRI)
estimated in NPR2.1122 billion (~GBP14 millior) the repair costs from damages to irrigation
infrastructures by flods and landslides in July and Aug2@19 Nepal also faced an unprecedented
windstorm in April, 2019. The tornado type of cyclone in southern Nepal killed 28 people, injured 668
and damaged 200 houses of which 869 houses were fully damaged.

Governancef disaster risk managemenpdate

The DRRM Act 2017 was revised in 2019. The DRRM Act 2017 (amended pu0aBjhe top of

the DARM governance a muklstakeholder National Council for Disaster Risk Reduction and
Management (NCDRRMaired by the Prime MinisteReporting to this head council is tBxecutive
Committeewhich is chaired by the Minister of Home Affairs and whose members include line ministry
secretaries (civil servants as opposed to elected officials), developmeneps NGOs, Community
Based Organisations (CBOs) and other organisations that work in DRRM. Finally, sitting underneath
the Executive Committee, the DRRM értates dDisaster Risk Reduction and Management Authority
(NDRRMAJo coordinate DRRM activieacross Nepalhe NDRRMY' | y I 3S& (G KS | dzii K2 NXR
financial resourcesttfet NA YS a A y A & i S NXthe CBniral Cadamifiehl Re@edAUR) dng/ R
approves plans and policies prepared by #athority. The sources for both of these funds are
resouces allocated by government, donations from the publiinternational donor funding.

With regards to NDRRMA, the amended act envisiorisneember recommendation committee
chaired bythe Secretary of thinistry of Home Affairs (MBIA for the appointmen of the NDRRMA
Chief Executive Office€CEQ, whose tenure i$ yearsIn December 2019 the Cabinet has appointed
the CEO of NDRRMA.

8¢2 Ldzi AG Ay LISNELISOGAOSSE bSLIfQa D5t AY Hnmy gofthe 9D.t HH
flooding and landslides of July 2019 is about 0.64% of that.

Page?28



The roles and responsibilities of NCDRRM, RMDRand Executive Committee is outlinedHigures.

Figured: Roles & Responsibilities at Federal Level

National Council for Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (NCDRR

wApproving plans and policies made for national disaster management

wProviding direction to the Executive Committee and the National Disaster Reduction and
Management Authority (NDRRMA)

wGiving policy guidance to province and local level disaster management committees

wManaging financial resources required for disaster management

wEvaluating activities done for disaster management

Executive Committee

wSubmitting national plans and policies to the council for approval and implement the approved
ones

wlmplementing policies and programs related to disaster risk reduction, disaster response,
rehabilitation and mitigation

wDetermining the roles of public, private and rgovernment organisations on disaster
management

wDetermining the roles and responsibilities of the concerned ministries, departments and other
institutions regarding disaster management

National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Authority (NDRRMA)

wProviding technical support to the NCDRRM in order to formulate policies, guidelines, plans,
strategies and standards for disaster management activities

wCategorising disasters based on DRRM Act, international conventions signed by the Nepal
government

wWorking as a resource centre for disaster reduction and management

wStudying and conducting research on the causes and mitigation of disasters

wForming a search and rescue team at national, province and local levels to increase their capacity
to handle disasters

wMobilising security forces, search and rescue teams and creating awareness about disaster
management

Source: 2019 Amendment of the Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act 2017

The Act has also creat@dovincial Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Csgheaiired by Chief
Ministers (with 15 max members) as well d&rovincialand Local Disaster Risk Reduction and
ManagementCommittees (PDM€and LDME) chaired by the Minister of Interior d?rovincesand

Local Governmertteads respectively. The plan and policies of these committees will also be approved
by the National and Provinci@buncils.

Furthemore, the Act has envisioned for Bistrict Disaster Risk Reduction and Management
Committeesled bythe Chief District Officear(CDO currentyaF SRSNI f 3I2 SNy YSy d Qa
unit). Province, District and Local Disaster Risk Reduction and Manageéfoemhittees are
empowered to create disaster funds (which can receive money from government, thie @und

donors (ipon receiving the agreement of thdinistry of Finance). In addition, the Act has defined
prominent roles for local communities, donors, international organisatemd othersin DRRMThe

2019 amendment ofthe DRRM Act 2017 has provisazh that Province Disaster Management
Committees can mobiliseDistrict Disaster Management Committees (DDMG) and make funds
available for them. However, the provincial committees are not incesaiivio mobilise DDMC, as

there is no formal (legal) mechamsto communicate directly with CDOs.

The roles and responsibilities of province, district and local level is outlirféidune5, while Figure6

9 P. Nepal; N. R. Khanal; and B. P. Pangali Sharma / The Geographical Journal of Nepai240l20181
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presents the current architecture of the DRRM governance of Nepal

Figure5: Roles and responsibilities of Province, District & Local Diddatergement Committeé8

Province Disaster Management Committee (PDMC)

wlmplementing disaster related mediuterm and shoriterm policies, plans and programmes at
province level

rescue activities
wManaging drinking water, food, clothes and medicines in disaster affected areas
wReplacement of people from unsafe to safe areas during disasters

wFacilitating and coordinating activities for the effectiveness of LDMC preparedness activities
wCoordinating with national, provincial and local level to ensure the effectiveness of search and

District Disaster Management Committee (DDMC)

province committee
wPreparing and implementing district Disaster Response Plan
wMobilising the district emergency operation centre
wConducting search and rescue works in the affected areas
wManaging of drinking water, food, clothes and medicines in disaster affected areas
wKeeping intact security forces
wCoordinating of national and international assistance during disaster
wKeeping the information flowing about disasters

wlmplementing policies, plans and programmes approved by the council, executive committee and

Local Disaster Management Committee (LDMC)

wDesigning and implementing local disaster management plan
wAllocating budget for disaster reduction

management activities
wlmplementing building codes and standards/guidelines
wForming disaster preparedness committees at ward and community level
wManaging rescue and relief in affected areas

wCoordinating public, private, NGOs, local volunteers and social mobilisers to conduct disaster

Source: 2019 Amendment of the Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act 2017

10 P, Nepal; N. R. Khanal; and B. P. Pangali Sharma / The Geographicabddlepal \VVol. 11:-P4, 2018
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Figure6: Disaster risk reduction and management governance architecture of Nepal
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The amendment of the DRRMct 2017 attempts to standardise and coordinate plans of all
government, by stating that the provincial and local government can formulatevey based on the

DRRM Act. However, provincial and local government are not obligated to follow the DRRMidétct, wh

Ad I FSRSNIf Ol Ly FFHOGX GKSNB Aa | LINBOSRSYy(
decision of transferring staff on the basis oflays formulated based on federal acts as illegal, stating

that by-laws should be based on acts that ga&ssed by the parliament (or council) of the respective

government level.

Source: Authors

One of the key gaps in theRRM Acis that it does not define specific monitoring mechanisms of
DRRM activities and deploymeat resources, particularly in religfid distribution. The monitoring
mechanisms and indicators aftaid out inthe strategic action plan. For example, therevbdeen
many cases of misuse of relief materials and ¢asll also incidences of victims not getting re&iaf

as plannedFor instance, liere hasbeen complaintson the postdisaster need assessment othe
2015earthquake, which was revised in 2017 asstill under revisiorby the National Reconstruction
Authority (NRA). Many donors have commissioned international agencies to monitor relief and
reconstruction particularlyof the 2015earthquake andhe floods of 2017.

There is also ambiguity the DRRMcoordination amongdhe three layes of governments and their
ministries, departments and stdivision offices. Td opacity in inter-agency coordiation poses
technical and practical challenges dudtte imprecisiorof the working scope of the committees and
the governancéayerresponsibldor developng public amenities at economical costhich will affect
preparedness, response and relief delivery.

Box1 provides some extra evidence of the issues of the functioning of the DRRM system in Nepal
taken froma PEA carried out by OPM focusing on kgevernmental coordination in the response
and relief to windstorm disasters in Bara and Parsa.
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