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ABSTRACT

The International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) is committed to developing the capabilities of
its Member States through its capacity-building program, which includes various activities such as
training courses, seminars, workshops, technical assistance, high-level visits, and technical visits.
However, no clear Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) method has been implemented to assess the
impacts of delivered capacity-building activities.

This study has the following objectives:
a) Compare different M&E methods used in a number of international organizations:
+ the World Meteorological Organization (WMO)
* the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
+ the International Maritime Organization (IMO)
+ the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC)
b) Find an appropriate M&E method for the IHO capacity-building program

Based on the comparative online research undertaken in this study, most organizations employ a
results-based management approach using questionnaires and interviews. Implementing
questionnaires and interviews is not feasible in the case of the IHO since it requires significant
resources. However, impact assessment based on NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Reports, C-55,
RENC reports, the IHO CB student database, and a clear map of financial distribution can help
identify the countries and participants with the most need for IHO CB assistance, and identify
countries where technical visits are most needed.



1 INTRODUCTION

For decades, the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) has helped build the capacities of
its Member States (MS) and other States in the field of hydrography through the various activities of
its dedicated capacity-building (CB) program. Such activities include training courses, seminars,
workshops, technical assistance, high-level visits, and technical visits.

However, no clear monitoring and evaluation (M&E) method has been established to assess the
impacts, effectiveness, or value for the money of these activities, creating difficulties in terms of
implementing a feedback process for improving future capacity-building activities. M&E is an
essential component of program life-cycle management. It is crucial for any type of
capacity-building activity to be periodically monitored and evaluated to “estimate the usefulness of
interventions and create the basis in improving future capacity-building activities” (IOC, 2012). As
such, the main objective of this study is to compare the M&E methods of different international
organizations and identify an appropriate M&E method for the [HO CB Program.

2 MATERIALS AND METHODS
2.1 Online research

Thorough online research was conducted on the websites of selected international organizations,
including the WMO, IMO, TAEA, and 10C, to collect information on the M&E methods used in
their capacity-building programs. These organizations were selected because the IHO works in a
close network with them.

2.2 Interviews via e-mail

E-mails were sent to the contact people in charge of capacity-building programs in each
organization to obtain additional M&E information and documents, especially in cases where
organizational websites lacked adequate or detailed information about M&E methods.

2.3 Face-to-face interviews

To obtain more detailed information about the IAEA’s capacity-building programs and M&E
methods, face-to-face interviews were conducted with two directors of the IAEA’s Environmental
Laboratories: Mr. Michail Angelidis, director of the Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory, and
Ms. Tolanda Osvath, director of the Radiometrics Laboratory.

3 RESULTS
The following sections (3.1-3.5) present detailed information on the capacity-building programs
and M&E methods of the WMO, IAEA, IMO, and IOC.

3.1 WMO
3.1.1 Overall structure of capacity building in the WMO

Results-based management (RBM) is used as a management strategy in the WMO’s M&E
method. RBM is a project life-cycle approach with phases for planning, implementation, monitoring,
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Fig. 1: Structure of capacity building in the WMO (based on the WMO’s strategic plan,
2012-2015)
and evaluation. It aims to achieve a set of expected results through specific monitoring tasks. Once a
project is completed, monitoring and evaluation provide feedback and lessons for making decisions
about future activities (UNDG, 2010).

In the WMO Strategic Plan 20122015, five strategic thrusts are developed under the
organization’s mission and vision. Eight expected results (ERs) are developed that correspond to the
five strategic thrusts (Figure 1).

ERs are monitored and evaluated based on information collected through questionnaires from the
National Meteorological and Hydrological Services (NMHSs) of its Member States. A number of
key outcomes (KOs) are defined under each expected result, along with related key performance
indicators (KPIs). KOs describe the short- or medium-term effects of the accomplished deliverables
or outputs of a capacity-building activity in relation to achieving the expected result. Some metrics
used to measure the achievement of an expected result are quantitative while others are qualitative
(WMO, 2012). For each KPI, a baseline and target are calculated to annually monitor the progress
and achievement of each activity. The baseline is a value calculated based on results obtained from
the questionnaires; it serves as a benchmark for measuring the progress of project performance. The
target is the desired level of performance to be achieved by the end of the financial period. Capacity
building is covered by Strategic Thrust 3 and Expected Result 6. There are four KOs, and KO 6.3 is
the target for building human-resource capacity (Figure 2).

3.1.2 Monitoring materials
Each year, the same questionnaire is sent to MSs to obtain information on the progress and
achievement of KPIs, and the results are reported in Survey on Impacts of Achieved Results on
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Figure 2: Key outcomes and key performance indicators for Expected Result 6 (created based on Ex
pected Result 6 document)
Members. Other materials used to check whether activities are implemented on time and how
budgets are spent on each activity include the Progress on Deliverables report, delivered every six
months, and the Mid-term Monitoring and Performance Evaluation Report, delivered biennially.

3.1.3 Evaluation process using a baseline and target

Questionnaires are sent to the NMHSs of each MS to collect information on KOs. A baseline is
calculated for each KPI based on the questionnaire results obtained from respondents during the first
year of the program. A target is then set using baseline + y = target, where y is a change that is
experienced. In KPI 6.3.2 (see Figure 3 for details), for example, respondents are asked to rate from
1 (very low) to 5 (very high) the value for the money they receive from the WMO Fellowship
Program. The number of respondents who gave ratings of 4 (high) and 5 (very high) is summed to
obtain the baseline (Figure 3). The calculation method for a change that is experienced is unclear due
to a lack of information in the WMO Monitoring and Evaluation Guide, 2012.

3.21AEA
3.2.1 Capacity building in the IAEA

There are two types of capacity-building programs in the IAEA: the Technical Cooperation
Program (TCP) organized by the secretariat general of the organization and independent
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Fig. 3: Calculation method for baseline and target (KPI 6.3.2)

capacity-building activities organized by individual Environmental Laboratories. The TCP’s mission
is to help Member States build capacity for the safe, peaceful, and secure use of nuclear technology
in support of sustainable socioeconomic development. RBM is used as a core strategy for M&E by
the TCP. Independent capacity-building activities in Environmental Laboratories aim to educate and
train people in MSs through training courses, analytical technique development, production of
reference materials, and worldwide interlaboratory comparisons (see Appendix for details on each
activity).

3.2.2 Monitoring and evaluation methods

RBM is the core management method for M&E by the TCP (see Figure 4). The Logical
Framework Approach is a methodology adapted and used by the TCP in its M&E cycle to structure
a project design through a detailed analysis of various elements, including overall objective, outcome,
outputs, and activities (see Appendix for the Logical Framework Matrix). The M&E Matrix (see
Appendix) is then developed based on the Logical Framework Matrix to outline concrete steps for
the monitoring process by providing information on what, how, when, and who.

Each activity of TCP is monitored and evaluated through the following tools and mechanisms:

Project progress assessment report (PPAR)

Field monitoring mission and self-evaluation

The PPAR is used during the project to ascertain the progress being made toward the expected
result. Counterparts are required to submit this report to the TC Department. The purpose of a field
monitoring mission is to visit a project on site to assess its ongoing performance. Self-evaluation is a

self-reflection process in which trainees or institutions assess the quality, relevance, efficiency,

5



effectiveness, and sustainability of a project. The collected information is used to improve the next
TC programming cycle (IAEA, 2013).
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Fig. 4: M&E process of TCP activity (created based on TCP M&E Guidelines, 2013)

3.2.3 Worldwide interlaboratory comparisons

A key point identified in the interviews is that the Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory
(MESL) and the Radiometrics Laboratory (REL) implement worldwide interlaboratory
comparisons. This is a capacity-building evaluation activity that compares the analysis capabilities
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Figure 5: Comparison of analytical capabilities in worldwide interlaboratory comparisons (IAEA, 2012)



of different laboratories worldwide. The MESL and REL send out samples of marine contaminants
to laboratories in each MS, and they are invited to analyze the given samples. The results obtained
from the analyses are compared with reference values to determine the competence of laboratories
and staff that have received training under the relevant CB schemes. In addition, these results are
published and disseminated. Based on the comparison of all results, MSs can compare their current
technical levels against others in the world and identify areas for improvement (see Figure 5).

3.3IMO
3.3.1 Capacity building

The Integrated Technical Cooperation Program (ITCP) is the IMO’s primary organ for capacity
building. Its mission is to help countries build human and institutional capacities for effective,
uniform compliance with IMO instruments.

3.3.2 Monitoring and evaluation

On-the-spot evaluations, ex-post evaluations, internal and external audits, and Impact Assessment
Exercises are the M&E methods used for ITCP activities. The evaluation is implemented through an
Impact Assessment Exercise (IAE) report, which is conducted every four years by an external
consultant team. In an IAE, questionnaires and interviews are used to collect necessary
information on the impacts of capacity-building activities from MSs. Questions are divided into four
categories as follows:

1. Relevance: an index to evaluate the match between beneficiary needs assessment and
objectives

2. Effectiveness: an index to evaluate the match between outputs and results

3. Outcome: an index to evaluate the match between results and impact

4. Sustainability: an index to evaluate the match between needs assessment and impact

Evaluation is performed according to these four categories.

The IMO hires an external independent consultant team to conduct the IAE. The recommendation
section of the IAE proposes incorporating a Logical Framework Approach—a tool used in RBM to
plan the design logic of a project—into the M&E process for the 2016 TAE. In this way, the baseline,
targets, and key performance indicators will be considered and integrated in the future IAE,
commencing in 2016 (see Figure 6).

3.410C
3.4.1 Capacity-building programs

The I0C conducts a number of capacity-building programs, including short web-based training
courses and workshops offered through OceanTeacher and the Global Ocean Observing System
(GOOS) program as well as the Tsunami and Ocean Science Program. These programs offer short
training courses to the government staff of MSs.



3.4.2 Monitoring and evaluation method

The TOC integrates RBM into its M&E mechanism. The following descriptive performance
indicators are developed at the operational project/intervention level based on Guidelines on Best
Practices in Capacity Building in I0C in 2005:

* Project/activity plan: Approved implementation plans with clear objectives, performance
indicators, benefit statements, action steps’key milestones, deadlines, and resource
requirements are used to guide each capacity-building project/activity.

+ Capture and publication of outputs/results: An evaluation of each capacity-building
project/activity is completed by the project/activity leader and is evaluated by the regional
governing body/program leader.

* Technology/capacity transfer: Evaluation reports clearly indicate the extent to which
technology has been transferred and/or what capacity has been created as a result of the
completed project/activity.

* Participant/beneficiary audit and evaluation: Each participant in an IOC project/activity
completes an evaluation of the process, the content, and the service orientation of the key
players involved; these evaluations are reviewed by the regional governing body/program
leader.

(I0C, 2005)

4 DISCUSSION
4.1 Differences between organizational capacity-building programs

Online research on the capacity-building programs of different international organizations
suggests that the delivery programs of the [HO and those of other organizations are not that different.
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Fig. 6: M&E feedback process for ITCP activity recommended for next IAE (TCP M&E Guidelines, 2013)
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One exception is the worldwide interlaboratory comparison studies organized by I[AEA’s
Environmental Laboratories. Most organizations conduct capacity-building activities for Member
States, such as training courses, seminars, workshops, and technical assistance. Therefore, the M&E
methods used by other organizations can be adapted to monitor and evaluate [HO CB Programs.

4.2 Overall organizational comparison of M&E methods

Figure 7 outlines the information collected through online research on the M&E methods of the
four selected international organizations (WMO, IMO, IAEA, and IOC) and compares it with the
current situation of the IHO. Most organizations were found to implement M&E using an RBM
approach that involves administering questionnaires and interviews to trainees to qualitatively and
quantitatively evaluate the effects of capacity-building activities.

However, the use of M&E methods is relatively new for most of the organizations reviewed in
this study. The I0C’s website, for example, states that the organization is “in the process of
developing indicators for measuring performance of its capacity development interventions.”

In the interviews conducted at the Environmental Laboratory of the IAEA, Mr. Angelidis said that
because of multiple interlinked factors, it is difficult to measure the direct impacts of
capacity-building programs using a single performance indicator.

The WMO’s Survey on Impacts of Achieved Results on Members showed changes in the key
performance indicators from 2012 to 2013, meaning the organization is still in the process of
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Fig. 7. Organizational comparison of M&E method

consolidating its key performance indicators.

4.3 Feasibility of questionnaires and interviews
Using questionnaires and interviews could be a way to monitor and evaluate the IHO CB Program.



However, developing and implementing a set of questionnaires and conducting interviews will not
only incur financial costs but also affect human resources and time allocation. The process might
also be constrained by the need to solicit and follow up with each respondent in the M&E process.
As noted earlier, the IMO hires an external consultant team to create a comprehensive impact
assessment report for its capacity-building programs. In addition, the size of the IMO is very
different from that of the IHO, which means it has more funds and resources available for M&E
efforts. As such, using questionnaires and interviews might not be currently feasible for the IHO,
though it could be possible in the future. Thus, there is a need to find another way to monitor and
evaluate [HO CB Programs.

5 RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Assessing impact using achievement during the three phases of IHO CB development as a
monitoring process
The IAEA’s Environmental Laboratories’ worldwide interlaboratory comparison process shows
that an impact assessment of the current status/needs of each MS can serve as a milestone process for
monitoring and evaluating the success of and continuing need for capacity-building programs.
Regarding the THO, a similar periodic assessment of the status and needs of MSs in the
hydrographic context could be used to identify both progress and the need for further capacity
building. The three phases of CB development could be used as an impact assessment model for
monitoring and evaluating I[HO CB Programs. The three phases of IHO CB development are as
follows:

Phase 1: Collecting and circulating nautical information
Phase 2: Creating hydrographic surveying capability
Phase 3: Creating chart production capability

NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Reports and ITHO Publication C-55 — Status of Surveying and
Charting Worldwide, which are the reports and documents currently published on the IHO’s website,
together with the implementation of the RENC report, could be used as impact assessment tools for
each phase of [HO CB development.

5.1.1 NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Report & C-55/Marine Safety Information
NAVAREAs are geographical sea areas established to coordinate the transmission of radio
navigational warnings. Twenty-one Navigational Areas and one subarea with 19 different
organizations acting as regional coordinators are responsible for harmonizing nautical information in
their areas. The NAVAREA Marine Safety Information (MSI) Self-Assessment Report is an annual
assessment submitted by regional coordinators that reports on the delivery mechanisms for marine
safety navigational warnings in a given NAVAREA. An annual MSI Self-Assessment report
submitted on a country-by-country basis could be used to assess the status of MSs and non-MSs
during Phase 1 of THO CB development. NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Reports should
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therefore be collected annually and submitted by all regional NAVAREA coordinators to the
World-Wide Navigational Warning Service Sub-Committee (WWNW-SC) to enable such
assessments to be made.

C-55 is an IHO publication that presents information on the status of hydrographic surveying,
nautical charting, and the provision of maritime safety information (MSI) on a country-by-country
basis. The MSI statistics contained in C-55 could also be used as a performance indicator regarding
the status of Phase 1 CB in both MSs and non-MSs. However, the data is currently updated on a
voluntary basis, and some data is therefore incomplete or absent for certain countries. There is a need
to find ways to improve this reporting mechanism in order to better monitor the success of Phase 1
CB Programs.

5.1.2 C-55/hydrographic survey coverage

C-55 data on the status of hydrographic survey coverage could be used as a performance indicator
for Phase 2 CB by monitoring the achievement of successful hydrographic surveys in individual
countries. However, this data is updated voluntarily by MSs, and some of the data is not up-to-date.
If MSs annually updated the numbers/percentages for surveyed areas (e.g., 0-200 Adequate, 0-200
Re-survey, 0-200 No survey, etc.), this data could be used to monitor trends in progress and
achievement for each MS (Figure 8). This could also help the IHB identify countries with the most
need for capacity-building programs.

For example:

5.1.3 RENC reports
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Fig. 8: Imaginary trend of 0-200 adequate surveyed areas

According to the IHO’s website, a RENC (Regional Electronic Navigational Chart Coordinating
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Center) is a not-for-profit organization that is controlled by Member States who distribute their
ENCs through that RENC. RENCs ensure that all the ENCs they handle are consistent. The
development and implementation of an annual RENC report, which reports the percentage/amount
of ENC coverage in each country’s area of responsibility, could be a performance indicator for Phase
3 of IHO CB development.

5.1.4 Student database

A student database, available on the IHO’s website, contains basic information about the trainees
who have completed CB training courses. Several training courses implement post-evaluation
questionnaires asking for information on certification status and up-to-date student job posts, but not
all CB courses require trainees to complete questionnaires. Thorough implementation of
post-evaluation questionnaires in all training courses would help to monitor and evaluate the benefits
of IHO CB Programs (see Figure 9).

5.1.5 CB funding distributions

Student Database

# Country Date Duration Event Venue Res. Student Gender  Certification Job posts

1 AUS  Mar3,2012 33days ENC  AS  CBSC Stephany  F cars  Canograp

2 UK  Mar3,2012 33days ENC UK IMO Tom M CATB ca':“;g’ap

3 JP Sep1,2012 365 days Hydrogr ;¢ IMO Sachiko F CATA Hydrograp
aphy her

Figure 9: Student database with certification status and job posts

The Capacity-Building Fund provides support for the main types of capacity-building activities,
including technical assistance, training and education, financial assistance for participation in IHO
events, and start-up funding for the hydrographic elements of projects. It could be useful to tabulate
annual funding by country to identify the regional expenditures spent in each [HO CB Program.

5.2 Benefits of impact assessment for the IHO

Annually updated NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Reports, C-55 hydrographic survey
coverage, RENC reports, the student database, and funding distributions could serve as the major
components of an impact assessment process for [HO CB Programs. This impact assessment would
help
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1. to identify the real needs of each MS regarding the types of training courses required; this would
facilitate the effective planning and implementation of targeted CB activities, especially the effective

selection of training courses

2. MSs who plan to apply for CB training courses identify the status of their hydrographical
capability based on a standardized international approach, which is represented in terms of the three
phases of IHO CB development

3. the IHO determine the status of each coastal State and identify cases where more information is
needed to make a better assessment; such countries are likely to have significantly less developed
hydrographic capabilities and thus have the greatest need for technical visits

5.3 List of recommendations
To achieve these benefits, the [HO needs to take the following actions:

1. Send a proposal to the WWNW-SC asking that each NAVAREA regional coordinator submit
NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Reports on a country basis instead of only providing composite
data; the number of NAVAREA warnings and the delivery mechanisms of marine safety
navigational warnings from each country should be reported annually

2. Ask each MS to submit annual data on both hydrographic survey coverage and marine safety
information contained in C-55 through circular letters; recommend that Regional Hydrographic
Commissions (RHCs) ask non-MSs to submit this information annually

3. Recommend that the RENC ask its members to submit an annual report on the amount of ENC
data coverage and its quality (CATZOC)

4. Ask all graduates of CB training courses to provide annual status updates regarding certification
and job positions through an online post-evaluation questionnaire; if response rates are low, the IHB
should send requests to the relevant hydrographic offices to which the graduates belong, and if this
produces no response, the IHO secretariat could send a letter to the national hydrographer of the
country

5. Ask the Capacity-Building Sub-Committee (CBSC) to modify existing annual reporting
requirements for the CB Fund to include a breakdown of expenditures on a country-by-country and
activity-type basis, as well as a composite value

6. Generate a GIS-based map showing the status of each MS based on the three phases of CB
development and publish the map on the IHO’s website
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Typical Logical Framework Matrix for TC Projects (IAEA, 2013)
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Implementation
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Project Context

M&E Matrix Framework for ITCP activity
(created based on M&E Matrix in Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines, 2013)

Interview with Mr. Angelidis,
Director of Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory, IAEA

Date: 01/30/2015
Venue: the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA),
Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory
Participants: Mr. Michail ANGELIDIS, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE

An interview was conducted on January 30, 2015, with Mr. Angelidis, director of the Marine
Environmental Studies Laboratory of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The findings of the

interview are presented below.

The Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory (MESL) has four distinct capacity-building
programs: training courses, analytical methodology development, interlaboratory comparisons, and
reference materials productions.

Training courses

Every year, the MESL organizes training courses for scientists and other experts in Member States,
especially in the Mediterranean and Gulf regions, to help them gain analytical capacities in trace
elements and organic compounds. The number of trainees depends on the budget, but about 15 to 20
usually participate every year. The duration of the training varies depending on the type of course.
The funding/budget comes from participating Member States.
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Analytical technique development

The MESL develops analytical techniques for Member States (MS)—especially for less developed
countries that do not have basic analytical methodologies or guidelines—to provide standard
procedures. Several optimal methods with different budgets and different levels of analytical
technique are drafted to fit the needs of each country. One example is the “Guidelines for monitoring
the quality of coastal recreational and shellfish areas.”

Interlaboratory comparisons

The MESL conducts worldwide interlaboratory comparisons to test the analytical capabilities of
each laboratory. The MESL sends out samples of marine contaminants to each laboratory for
analysis. The obtained results are compared with reference values to determine the competence of
laboratories, and the results are published and disseminated. This process enables MSs to see their
current technical levels in the global context and identify areas for improvement.

Production of reference materials

The MESL produces marine reference materials in cooperation with global laboratories. They send
the same samples that are to be used as reference materials to a number of labs, who are assured by
interlab comparisons, and determine the assigned value for the reference materials by calculating the
mean value of all analyzed data.

Mr. Angelidis said one of the significant challenges of capacity building is measuring the abilities of
trainees after the training has been completed. It is difficult to evaluate the effects of each
trainee/project because many different variables are interlinked, including the priorities and political
decisions of each country. However, interlaboratory comparisons can provide metrics by showing
each MS’s current level of data quality assurance and what its targets should be.
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Interview with Ms. Iolanda Osvath
Director of the Radiometrics Laboratory, IAEA

Date: 02/03/2015

Venue: the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA),
Radiometrics Laboratory

Farticipants: Ms. lolanda OSVATH, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE

The Radiometrics Laboratory (RML) coordinates a unique capacity-building program called
ALMERA (Analytical Laboratories for the Measurement of Environmental Radioactivity) in
collaboration with other laboratories, including the IAEA’s Terrestrial Environment Laboratory. A
total of 149 laboratories in 84 Member States participate in ALMERA international network
activities, which include the development of rapid analytical procedures, targeted proficiency tests to
help laboratories improve their performance, etc. PIs (performance indicators) are established for
each activity to measure the impact of ALMERA activities.

The RML also coordinates a number of hands-on activities with external budgets (e.g., in
cooperation with Argonne National Laboratory in the United States). In the capacity-building
activities conducted in cooperation with Argonne National Laboratory, trainees/participants are
asked to score the content of presentation/training activities every day through online surveys to see
which courses/activities were important and useful for them.

Midterm Presentation of Internship to the IHB
Date: 02/06/2015
Venue: International Hydrographic Bureau (IHB)

In the Chart Room
Participants: Robert WARD, Mustafa IPTES, Gilles BESSERO, Yves GUILLAM, Alberto COSTA
NEVES, Isabelle ROSSI, Mary-Paz MURO, Anthony PHARAOH, Daniel MENINI, Dan COSTIN,
Pascale BOUZANQUET, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE
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Commenters
PRES:

ADCS:

DCoord:

ADCC:

Comments
Did you find any good examples where they are successfully
providing a feedback process from the previous CB program
cycle? Even if they say in the report that they are creating
feedback for the next CB program cycle, what’s actually
happening is that they are not doing that. They usually just start
planning all over again from scratch because their budget changes
every year. They cannot do exactly the same thing over and over.
I liked the idea of worldwide interlaboratory comparisons. We
can conduct a similar activity in the IHO by asking Member
States to create a number of survey charts in areas where they are
missing. It will be an interesting thing to do.
It is good to understand what kinds of monitoring and evaluation
methods have been put in place for capacity-building programs in
the other international organizations. But, as you know, in the
IHB, we have limited resources in terms of our staff, capabilities,
and budget. So, it is important to think about what we can do with
these resources. A monitoring and evaluation system has to be
feasible given these limited resources. Also, we are trying to
monitor and evaluate our CB Programs, but we do not get enough
responses from MSs. The IMO is a very big organization with
more than 100 MS countries, but we, with about 20 staff,
sometimes get complaints, and things do not go as well as we
expected.
He made a good point. The IMO is a good example. The Impact
Assessment Exercise is performed by an external team consisting
of consultants, analysts, and others who know about the process
of M&E. The IMO hires them to complete everything. They have
a big budget, but we don’t.
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25
EEOKEERERS (IHO) X, b —=v 27 a—2R, kv 3IF— U—=rrav 7 Hifirs sy A,

BURHIT, Bz Ex v e 74 - EVT 4 v I kA 70 75 A& CHEMEED
REAM EICHEBML TWwab, LaL, 0o OEEINEINRBEICE 2 2882/ T sE=5) v 7 Kk
OEHIi (Monitoring and Evaluation: M&E) FIEDKZICHEZI N TRV, 22T, AL v ¥ —
vy 7 TR a) OB TIThbnTw s A\MBR 70 77 Loe =8 v 7 ROGHITFEZ %
NZNIHRE U b)Hr7- 53l /716 %2 THO ICRET % L) FhHITI bz, BT, SRIER
&L 7EEREEITH %,

The World Meteorological Organization (WMO): fH 55 iRy

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA): [EFEE 1115

The International Maritime Organization (IMO): [E&iHFEERY

The Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC): BN EFRE S

FSHBE DY = 7Y 4 P ABEEE O TUT S 2 HIRHEORE, £ BTy v r— oA v
FEa—%HOIEREH Y X} (Results-Based Management: RBM) & \» 9 FiE23H
SENTWVBE I ENTghot, 7V — A v ¥ Ea2—%hhE L TiTbNs RBM 2E77 5121%
% DYV —ADIE L 72 5729, THO TIEHHENTIE W LA I N, LrL, +2N) 7HITE
2E#HL X — 1 (NAVAREA Marine Safety Information Self-Assessment Report), C-55, RENC

HELMBE T — % R— 2 RBEOHIBIN AR % E2 WA VX7 b TR AX Y MT9H T LT,
[HO ¥ ¥ R 74 BT v 7 7ur 7L kb e LTwaEE X OMEELZRET 5 2 &0
TE 2L EHIT, EMFRb DELEZRET A L bAREE & D,

=11
1. 855

I[HO ClE, bL—=v 7V a—RA k3IF— T—2rvay 7 7Ry A, BUFEHR., i
B EX YR T 4 - BT 4 I b A T 0 7T L U O BEE S R E O K T B
KB 2HAOMEEZEILCE R, L, 2067077 5008 23, ERNRIR % i
5 M&E FIEIERZHELINTES T, FEROX ¥ 0T 4 - ELT 4 7707 705285l To
{ ECHEBER 74— N 7 2RTIENTETORVDODEIRTH S, M&E 1270776074
THAINRRPAY FICBWLWTHBELRBEED O EODTHS, EDXF ¥ NP T4 - ELT4 770
77 LB THEMNRE=8 Y v I ROGTHEOERIZ, 7077 L20EMEZHE L. ko7
077 L%8ET 5 ETORBEELDOICEHETHS, ZITRA VY —v oy 7, o FEERHEE
TITONTOLZAMER 70 77 LDE=S ) v 7 ROGHIEIFE % 2 2 U ET U, 57z 25Tl
FHik% THO ICRET % £ wI EnHWTfrbik,

2. MRlEFE

21 4V —xv NRAE

HDOEBIEEICB W TF v v T4 - EALTF 4 v 7a s s M HesnTwv b M&E TEOER
ZINET 2 70, FHERIEBITH 5 WMO, IMO, IAEA, IOC DY = 7% A P Z WA v ¥ —Fv
FHEZITo 7, o OEBIX, THO EEELMD Y235 5 &\ ) Hlip 6 #RS N,
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22 1V E1—RE

A V& —%y FHETHE SN > ERPAHEZ SISO AMBE R 71 7 7 L1435 105H
Mz & DIERINELZIT> 7, £ IAEAICE VT, IHB F 7 4 R LA U @IS BRESIE TS A -
TED., President Mr. Robert Ward 342D 7 4 L 7 ¥ —CTd % Mr. David Osborn & %1 &
WTH-7I e, 2ODOREMNEFRDT 4L 7% —Tdhs Ms. loland Osvath (Radiometrics
Laboratory) & Mr. Michail Angelidis (Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory)iZ%f L Cia#%z
AV I Ea—%{To7, A VI E2—Tlk, FERENATTIDN TR AMER 7077 Lo
TR, ZNH6DEZSY Y v I RTHETFEIC O W TERM L 72,

3. BER
PIF (3.1-3.5) I, A v —%v b B LA VI E 2 —fiH 6156 N O M&E T1E0
ZRT,
3.1 WMO
BT TWMO IERIFZFv /NI T - EILT v v 2iEE

CHRIAY MIEO O EOTH HFEREH R AV F (RBM) L) 770 —F B M&E & LT
MAwshnTtnz, RBM &, TGl T, "=V v 7, THl, L) 4207 = — A0 6H
BMINTw370 7538734794 NT7 70 —FThHb, MEDE=SFV VI YA ZEL T, ¥
e N 5H5H (Expected Results: ERs) ZiEH T2 I E2HWE LTS, 70774071715
L. BV IBIOIHIIIC X o TEONL 74— FRNy 2035807075 LW % LCHE
Fe# %2 1729 (UNDG, 2010),

T'WMO klgEHE 2012-2015; TiE, fliED I v a v LY a VKL E 1172 5 O DHREE H 2

s’§} World Meteorological Organization %
Y S Working together in weather, climate and water |
Capacity Building in WMO

* Result-based Management

Capacity
Building

WMO mission & vision

5 Strategic Thrusts (2012-2015

2. Advancing
Science &
Technology

| 3. Strengthening 4. Building 5. Strengthening
| Capacity Building partnerships governance

8 ﬂxpected Results

ER1 ER2 ER3 | ER4 | ER5 ER6 ER7 ER8

1TWMO BITSX ¥ /80 T4 « ELT 4 v 7 DRI
(WMO &G 2012-2015 % 23512 /EK)
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DT H5NTW 5, 2o 5 OOMIEHED Ficid, Bl 2 8 DD ERs 5 E I N TV 5%, ERs
k. FIMEEOEZARE L OKEEH (National Meteorological and Hydrological Services:
NMHSs) ZWRE LTV 7r— 2o NEINZERE D LITE=Y Y VI ROGFHET I N T3,
72, ZNEND ERIZH L T, key outcomes (KOs) % key performance indicator (KPIs)
DREINT S, KOs i, ZNENDF ¥ XL T4 - BT 4 77075 L TEEI NI IR
Lo THEAHINLFIND 2 CITHFIINEZIERZ TR L Tw 5, HFRFINEHERZHET 2 DI,
BB LXORNEDL SDEEOHV 601 (WMO, 2012), % D71 7 F L ORE 2RI
BRZMS 720, KPIs ICIEZNZNR—AT7A VY =7 v FBREINTV S, R—A T4 VIF,
TYr— oo RE D LICERS, Yuar e FoERRNEZ S OOy Fe—7
ELTORREZ RS, =7 v M, SFHORKHETIOERRIND EEE L WEINE /87
A= VALRNERLTVS, ¥ X80 T4 - T4 Y IREIEHEE3 B X ER6 ICX5TH
N=ZNTWV5%,ER6IZIF4 DD KOs 23H D, ZDOHTH KO6.3 BAMERE INTW3 (X2),

Expected Result 6

Enhanced capabilities of NMHSs, particularly in developing & least
developed countries, to fulfill their mandates

KO 6.1: Improvement
in visibility &
relevance of NMHSs

KO 6.2: improvement
in infrastructure &
operational facilities

KO 6.3: Education & training
development activities at

KO 6.4: Capacities of
NMHSs are enhanced

in national & regional of NMHSs national & regional levels through cooperation
development agenda
| |
KPI 6.3.1: # of institutions KPI 6.4.1
KPI6.1.1 KP16.2.1 providing education &

1
1

1

I

I

1

1

1

I

1

1

1

1

I

1

1

: training support for GFCS-
: related activities

i |
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

KPI'6.1.2

KPI 6.3.2: Degree of Member
satisfaction w/ RTC in use

KPI1 6.3.3: Degree to which

Members are getting value

for money from the WMO
Fellowship program

¥ 2: ER6 I2E 1} % KOs & & UV KPls
(ER6 OFEHF L b L ITIERR)

312 EZF VYT B LUOFHHEICAWS 58

KPIs ICE 1T 2 ERRICHRR 2R 2 72 0 HESMBREZ0NR E LT v/ — PR ENM S
NTEH., ZDfEHRIZ”Survey on Impacts of Achieved Results on Members” &> ) L R — I
ING, TR ILPTEBE)ICEBINT LI E) PR TEBEDL ) ICEPINTVEI2RLE
DIEHREHRET 5L R — M, 6 7 HBICHEE I 1TV 57 Progress on Deliverables” & {4112 52
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Jiti & 41T > 57 Mid-term Monitoring and Performance Evaluation Report’?3® %,

313 R=ZASA Py —=7v hZRWFHEFE

KOs IZBHT 2 ®Z2 INET 2720 FIMUEDEN RS E X OKEEEIC 7 > 7 — PRI E I 11
Twb, ZNZENDKPIDR—Z 574 F, 77— FRE» oG R2 b Lic7n 77 Lz 9E
TOIWDDEICEHNING, £/, =7 v PER—ZA 74 VI y (BEEL 22 o#E) 2R L7
BPICREIND, HlZIFKPI 6.3.2 (X3) Tlk, WMO Fellowship Program |21 L 7-fifff&2:
i3, 7077 L oRIFEROMifEZ 1 (ETHEW) 2256 5 (L THE) DA —)LTiHli§
259ICRKDENTZ, 4 (F) BLUS5 (ETHE) LML L RIEHEDOBDAEDHR—R 7
AVICREIND, £72. =7 v PEFR—ZAFA VIR L 222 G5 L7 b D L INTw 53,
T'WMO Monitoring and Evaluation Guide 2012 7> & 13#85# L 7= Z L O FEM 7 B 715 150 S
nTwkrot,

Calculation of Baseline/Target

KPI: 6.3.2: The degree to which Members are getting
value for money from the WMO Fellowship Programme

57. How would you rate the value your NMHS has been getting from the BaSEI ine
WMO Fellowship Programme (If applicable) during the past 2 years? //:> (2013_2015)

1] 200 301 s[4

1= very low; 5=very high

Rate 4 + Rate 5 = Baseline

44% + 27% =71%

Result of questionnaire, 2013 - ﬁ
100%
80%

oo% Target
(2015) //
22%

2% a% baseline +y = Target
y= change experienced

40%

20%

Percentage of respondents

0%
1 2 3 4 5

Rating (1= very low; 5=very high)
M3:R=Z2F7A4 vBLNY =7y F OREHTE

3.2 IAEA
321 IAEA IERIFZF v/ T 1 - EILTa VT

IAEA TlE, ¥ ¥ 8074 - ELTF4 v ICBWTC 2D 70 77 LHEHIN TV S, HER
J&iz & - TfTH 3 T> % Technical Cooperation Program (TCP) & FEREEHFZEHTIC X - TiThbi
TW3E70 775 ThH5, FgiEatba0FEIIC T, Zab O EMAE T IEMOIEHA»TE
LD EZZET L ENTCPDI Yy ayThd, TCPD M&E %179 12H 72> T, RBM 23
FEREE L THe N TW S, EERERAIICirbnTws 7a s 701k, FL—=V 70T
BOBRTE, BEEVIE DR, 7=V EFIA R Ay =987 b =W 7n s ook %@L TN
WHED M EZEKT 2 HINTITOILTw % (£ 787 7 L DFEIC DWW TIE Appendix # £ #),
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322 E=ZF YV VI BLUOFHEFE

TCP IZEWT RBM f, 274932 P AV FFELELTHesNTWS (K4%25H), 7ur5
LDTHA VEMET L0, 707 7L50H0, 7787y b, A7y b R, 7774 E
T4 R EOFMEEE2 ST Y — LTy AL 7L —L7—2 « 7 7u—F (LFA : Logical
Framework Approach) &9 FEB M&E O—BiE L THWHNTWDS, £/, ZOLFA%Z b L
7077 L= Y VT HICHT > TRELREARNGR ATy 72 HE N L 78 %2 M&E <
v 7 AL, HEDS, WO, ED XL T E T 2 D07k EDOFEAERSFE LD STV S (LFA
BLXUOM&E < Y v 7 2% Appendix % £H),

TCP O% 7' v 7' 7 LIEFIZ, Project Progress Assessment Report (PPAR: 7uy =7 +7u
L AFHliL A—=F), 74—V FE=¥ VY7 v ar (FMM : Field Monitoring Mission) %
X O Self-Evaluation (HCZHl) Ik > TEZF U v ROl ENTw 3,

PPAR (%, 7’07 7 WIS 2 BRI TIEFICHHDEA TV E 0 E ) D EHER T 27-9
777 LDBPTCEMINDG T RAA Y FRETH S, ZOREHIZ, 7077 L0HEYLHED
Technical Cooperation AT E 2 L L > Tw 3,

¢ ALY
M&E Process “Q%y‘y

IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency

* Results-Based Management

1. Planning & Design 2. Implementation 3. End Review

Lesson learned

X 4:TCP 7027 LIZEI}% M&E 7’1t A
FMM DO HIZ, FEEIC 710 75 AEHI T 3T W7z ETEIThO&K 71 775 L%
74—V A%MNITAZ ETHS, 7 Self-Evaluation I&, FL—=v 7227 -HEESP L
— =V U RFEML MBS 70 T LD A ) T4 T4, R, GRS X R TRe: &
HoilidT 2 70t AThH 5, NEINZTXRTOBRIZ7 + —F Ny 7 & LUEHI L, XD TCP
FA 7 NDOUEEIEPINT VS,

3.2.3 Worldwide Inter-laboratory Comparisons
T—ILRIAR - AV —FRTN)—L&TOTZ L
AV 2= holBELFEMD O L S L LT, Marine Environmental Studies

27



Laboratory (MESL) % Radiometrics Laboratory (RML) < Worldwide Inter-laboratory
Comparisons &9 7077 AWEMINTVDEENI) T ETHS, Znud, HAFOPFFEEZN
ZNDOMREN Z LT 2 L) iHili7a 77 L Th 5, FMBEOWIZEE X, IAEA BENIEHT)
5XS T DWHEERME DY > TV 2 0T 5 2 LaRkD o5, D SN T TOIHHER
D3IV TR & IS s T EIC X D . SR EDIHEEN DECREEEDSEHI S 115 & v o AL
A>TV D, £, INSLDFREREBETAHINS, X ) HUFFREIR, MOTE=E L
REAZH DML RUBE ZIMEL TH 002 HET 22 ENTES L b IUEERE RET
EMARELE D (K5 22,

Kernel Density Plot

Used hOpt = .512287895739917 Summary of results

035 Assigned value 6.55 mg kg’
i Robust standard deviation 1.4 mg kg”!
025 Target standard deviation (fitness for purpose) 0.82 mg kg'!
£ Number of participants 54
0.15
Number of methods 7
01
Salisfaclory:|Z |<2 66.7 %
0.05
o Questionable: 2<|z |<3 11.1 %
0 s ° . 2 = Unsatisfactory: |z [>3 222 %
3 l Z-score =[]
| I ———
1 S S S S S S S S S —p——————————— SRS = -H L
aononm]
£y R RSyt et T | B | |
) [ooIEeeE
2 I O O O O IO O I e e e e e e e e S e
3 =
4
IYPHYREIBE-NIYIBZLEEIEICB7B8EB8rB°RIBEINIIFTCRBORES"29285828
Laboratory codes

FIG. 11.18. Performance evaluation of reported results for Se in the IAEA-452 sample.

X5:7—=)IVFI7A4F Ay —587 b ) —=HiK7a 75 BT 5006607 ks 5

3.3IMO
331 IMO IEHIFZBFv/I\OT v - EILTa VT
IMO Tix, MUPEEDOAME XCHBEERZHWE LeX v N> T4 - ELT 4770774
(ITCP : Integrated Technical Cooperation Program) Z3#EfEZ 41T\ 3%,

332 EZH Y VI RUTHEF A
ITCP O M&E & L TEICHVLNT WS Y —)LE LT, ZDHDH (On-the-spot Evaluation) .
Fit4a Tl (Ex-post Evaluation), WifiE & OB, £ %7 FiHiiz 7 44 4 X (IAE : Impact
Assessment Exercises) 235015, ¥ v/8 T4 « ENNT 4 v B 2REAFMIE. B
AVHNE Y F—LICE S TAEICHIAE 2@ L TiTbh b, AMER7 1 7 J L OB OHT
CHERTERIE, MEEZNRE LTy r— A v P o -k TUNEINS, TV 77— i3
T T42Dh 73 —IZXFINTEY, §Hilidb A T3V —=BlifTbi 3,

1. 24 gD =—X7x A X b LHIN (objective) DHFHIGM:% G 3 2 HEEE

2. BHME: 777y b (output) EAER (result) DML % G 3 2 515
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3. R KSR (result) & A v %7 b (impact) DOHIIGHEZ B S 2 HElE
4. FinfREt: : = — X7k A AV P EA 87 b (impact) OMIGH: % G 5 Faf
IMO i3, BDav 4Ly v b F—L%EWIAE ZFEML T 5%, 2013 FICEMS 17z IAE T
X, 2016 FIZHEIETED IAE IZE T Logical Framework Approach ZiE AT 2 Z L 0MEE I
Tz, o TRERINITIZ, R=Z2F7A4 ¥ =7y P EXVOF =17 3 —< v AT %
TEEIND I LBEZoND (K6EM),

m Secondary Information
m Internal Oversight

H Interviews

mSurvey

. m Effectiveness
Data Gathering

‘\ ’l’l
Mechanism
‘ , m Outcomes
| /

m Relevance

m Logframe
Approach

ITCP ITcp
Activities %, MONITORING / Evaluation
Design % / Model m Sustainability

DESIGN o / EVALUATION

M&E
steps

X 6 : RAEFEICE W TEBAHEREIN TV A ITCP O M&E 71t 2

feedback

3.410C
34110CIKBIFZ2Fv/\¥FTa - EILTa>T

IOC TlX, Ocean Teacher IZ &> TSN TV 2HAA Y I v L —=v T a—APT -7
> av 7, GOOS (Global Ocean Observing System) 7'H 27 A, Tsunamiand Ocean Science
Program 2 EkA e X v "> T4 - ENT 4 v 7u I L2 BHL 0, SNoDE L —=
¥ 7 a— 2 NREOBINBIfRE ICRt S Tw 5,

342 EZH Y VTR LUTHIFE
IOC Tl&,WMO % IAEA L [[Ek . RBM 7 7’02 —F % M&E O—8t & L THWTWw %, TGuidelines
on Best Practices in Capacity Building in IOC in 2005 X % &, 87 # —2 ¥ A {EEIZK 70
PRI =Ry a v DL RLTHFEINDL EEINTN1D,
1. 7Pz 7 FoOgHH : £70Y 27 MIBWTHN, 74 —< v RIEE, IR, 77 =
ATy 7, HIREXOSNEE XN D) Y —APHE SN E TR ESEICT L 2 L,
2. 77Ty FRERONE £ 7uY 27 bOFHIIE 7R 27 P =¥ =2 X o TiThi,
£ 7. Z OISO ERIDL 70 75 L) —F = ko THEMI I NS,
3. Hiffi/ eI OBuE - FHliER I, TR 27 FRFEMEL LR ED L) REihBIE Sk
Dlp, FFED L) BN ZVHELEDBHICOF D 2IZ> 3D ERTHEND B,
4, WHEAEDERE L OEHE : I0C o 7nY 7 v 2MEiE 7y 27 ro 7k 2, AR, ¥
— LAY —DY—ERF )Ly F—2 a /IZOWTENEFNIHET 2 2 koo ins,
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NS O IR OER D 2\ F 7 ey 5 L) — 5 — it ko> TiHig N3,

4. ER
4.1 BEEICHBTZ2F /NI T a0 - ELT o 77075 LADEL

F 74 VIHBEORRD SMDEREETHEI N T Xy (T4 - BTy Ta s I A
X IAEA OBREMZEIT CITON TR 7=V 7 A K - A V=587 M) =K 7v 77 L%k
X, THO THEEINT WL 70/ 7L LIFLEAEEDLL VI LV h o7, 2TOEBICEWTE
L—=v 7 a—2A9k3it— V=2 ay 7 Eifiv RS REE VST AMER TR 7T 4
DIMEAENCREI N T L 2 EDHO P E o7, k> T LD EFEEEI CEMEI 11T 5 M&E 13,
IHO CB Program Z € =%V v 7' X OiHli§ 2 ET#EAEDH 5 &M Sz,

4.2 M&E LL&AE

M 712474 VAT TR NAHEED M&E FiEICOWTE & BIED IHO OFik & ik L
oo BTOBICELTT YT — A v P 2a—%M\7% RBM 7 702 —F £ \»9) T35 M&E D
—BRELTHOLNTED, K787 7 20ELZENE X CRMNICHHEL TWwW5 2 E230h o7,

HEFER: EPRIEBDLEE

IHO O AR @) X X X
wMo O RBM O o o pSsamind
TIA—
IAEA O RBM O O O /}(\:9 t“li
_ - N
IMO O RBM ESiiles) (> 71—
72—/
10C O RBM @) O O >FEa1—

RBM (Result-based management): {EREHIRT AT~

Key Performance Indicator: BiSERMRDESVER D EEMIRIEE
NR—=RS54>: Hiize I DRCEE LR DIE

=Gy b BRETDE

X 7 : M&E T30 L s

L2L, M&E FiEZHWT7a 77 L %25Hiid 5 2 L, FAENRE LIZEA EDEEIICE W
TEFICZS>TTONTETVELEW) ZEPHE RS, HlELTIOC DY = 744 FiTlE,
TX e X T4 - TARTY TRV MIBITE7 43— AZHET IHEIERLZHEBPITH S,
EBRSENTW5, F72, IAEA BREHFEE D MESL D7 4 L 7 ¥ —Mr. Angelidis 1%, #&i&NH 5
WIZBORINER 2 ED & 6 W 2 BRDEHEIHEAG > T0 bR, 7077 L0 RIFTHELZD L
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DRETODNT 4= VAR TH L DIFETHHL L ETH S EFHLTEDH, AMBEHE 71
77 5D M&E FHICE W TREMESSH 2 2 L 2B L7, £/, WMO THEM X 11T\ 2 3l
Wi 'Survey on Impacts of Achieved Results on Members Tld, 2012 & 2013 & TH
WHENTVRENT7 4 =2V ARRICEEN R INTW I &6, N7+ —v v AEEEZMHET 212
Wl TREBEBLTOIEIETH S 2 LMotz

4.3 RBM OEBM%

RBM Fi£1Z.IHO CB Program # E =%V VY 7B X OFHli T2 72 DI Z 20 EDDFETH %,
L2L.RBM DX IHIZT7 V77— FHKDIER, 4 v % €2 —D%E, MEHEDFEAE E% K DAM,
Rifd, 2 2 b 289 5 Tk,

¥7-, IHB & IMO T 4 A2 B >TE D, M&E I D 24T 288 AMiE IMO @
139 BEFICE W E VRS, TV r— oA v P Ea—%2 M/ RBM OB AILFERNICIZAIHED
b Lz, R CIEEEL v &I L 7z, X > T, IHO CB Program # € =% Y ¥ 7'E X Ol
TR BB 2RO BTN R SRV L3 o T,

5. 1€
5.1 “Three Phases of IHO CB Development’z WA /NI R 72X XV~

FERRIE - IEB O BRI AT CHIEI N TS A ¥ —F 87 MY =ik, FEODHTREI DB
REHUET 22 LN TEL LARICAMBER 70 7 7 2T 2 =—AbHET L2 L TE, £=
FV) v IBLNHEIZIT ) ICH > THER 7B ATHDL E\VWZ D,

IHO (2B T HFRRIC, KEETHIC I 1T 2 EORE DBURZ @ HIICEHEi§ 2 A > 37 F 7 & X
AV EFEHWEZEICE>T, FERONMEBER T 0 T 7 LD =— A% HHET 5 Z LA TH 5,
DI F 23" Three Phases of IHO CB Development” T %,

Phase 1: WiBEHRDOUEE LSBT 2880
Phase 2: KEGHIFRE S 2 K583 5 68
Phase 3: ##X, ENC Z{E T 317

F N PHifTE 2B #HR LY R — T (NAVAREA Marine Safety Information Self-Assessment
Report) 8 XN THO O = 7% A b TA I 4T\ % THO Publication C-55 (1A E 1T 2R E
X ORI DHLIR) . XU RENC Report (Regional Electronic Navigational Chart) % IHO CB
Development DZNZEND 7 = —A%ZiHliT 54 87 F 7R AAY DY —)LELTHWAEZ L
BTEDEEIOGND,

5.1.1 NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Report & & O C-55/i T 2B

NAVAREA (World-Wide Navigational Warning Service Area: tHFUIfTEHEEGXIK) & 13,
WifTEH%E 23 —74 2— b T 2D o NEEX S Th 5, 21 OFifTZY 7 & 1 ORINfTE
V7T 6nTE D 19 OflfE s o —7 4 2 —F — L LTZNnZhox) 7oL bk z
IO xEoafHzHoTw3, FL 7HITZEERL X — ME, &2 7B 2HifTL R
VATAEZOWTELEDRLA—FTH), F£LV 7O 2 —T 4 F—F —I12 X > TEIC— R
XN2, ZNFNET L OFITLEBIRS AT LICOWTE LD LR — b RZBEERT 2 2 & T
WHHEE X OEMEEOHTLEEHRS AT L2 0BRZTET S22 28 TE, k> T IHO CB
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Development O 7 = —2X 1 DFHlifEfE & L THWS Z 3 TE S EEZ S, JHUd, £ TCoHga
—T 42— —BZNZTNEEEL Tw AT ) 7HNOKED & BEHTLEHHRL X —F 2 IE L,
77—V F7 4 FHATERY 27 LY 7HRE%S (WWNW-SC : World-Wide Navigational Warning
Service Sub-Committee) IZf2HHT 2 2 EIC k> THEILE S,

C-55 (&, FHEOKEHELT Y 7 A =K WXERIRDL, & & O ELeFERs 2 7 L DBLRIC
DVTELDLT—FR—RATHb, C-55 TELDLNT M FERMEHRS AT LB T 515
i, IHEEE X CIEMBEEO 7 = — X1 (WEEHROIEE L AT 2880) Z2iHiid 587 x—< v
AERICED/S, Ll SOTFT—FIR—ZRBZENCL>TRI VI Y —THHIN TS0,
B> TUIT—IBREL T2 LA INH5, 72— R 1ILEIT25EOERZ EHINICE=S
VY73 500IE, ZOT—FRXR—RE T 2HERE AT L2 WUET 20EBH 5,

5.1.2 C-55/KEERIET ) 77 H/X—=FK

C-55 TEFLDOLNTOLLKEHELY 7AN—RIIE T 21EHRIZ. FEOD7 =z —X 2 OKEKEHIE
BT 20801) 23T 287 #—< v AL L THO L Z LA TH S, LorL, 2D
T=F bk, FEICL>TRIVZ Y —THHINTE D, PICBEHTEEVEROEEFNATY
%, ZnZnOMUEED, KEgHlET) 72 N—ROME (Bl £ 0-200m THoricfllEI T
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5.1.3 RENC Report

RENC (Regional Electronic Navigational Chart Coordinating Center : Hulsi & 71 XFHH £ >~
& —) x, IMREIC X > GEE I LT 2 IEEFIME . #ifrHET#X (ENC : Electronic
Navigational Chart) %Fifi L CT\»%, RENC &, RENC Zi# L CHAF SN2 TOEHXD—
BHWA2HIEL T3, ENC AN—%% F L ®7/ RENC L A — M 2 KEBHERET2 2T, 7=
— 23 (fflXl, ENC Z{FT 28871) 25T %87 # —~< Vv AEEICR DB S,

5.2 BRXNMEDO DT

52.1 MEET—HFR—X

[HO O = 7% A4 P TAIN T AiHEL T —4% X—2 (https:/ /www.iho.int/mtg_docs/
CB/CBM/StudentsDatabase.pdf) 1Zi&, AMBER 712 7 F LS L 7WHEA D HEARGR E &
HoNTwD, FiCiE, FL—=v 7N L HEEDTUE L 72 Bi%° 2 OB OB £ OE#R
ZINETZHNTHEEIHM 7 v 7 — b 2EBL TOB3 A AMBER 7R 7700550, &Co7mr s
LB TUTbNTW 3 bITTlER vy, RTOAMBR 7T 7 7 LB T I D &) LHEH T~
F=bEFEETEIEICEST, FNEFNDOTR T T LOEMMEEE=Y Y 7B L OFHIET 5 2 L2
T&2% (M9IZSHW),

REQ: EREMNREROAIT
(HEEESRE U BRE) I
EABRUNE EHSNTLRL, EEAENHE |

A
I \f 1

a5 s ; 2
[E3] Bft | #ARS J—-R%& RSP FEE] HeER R | B | FREE
280 [PNG 19-nov-12 26 |PNG National Hydrographic Capability Development |Australia [SWPHC Rhonda Amos F NA
281 |PNG 19-n0v-12 26 |PNG National Hydrographic Capability Development |Australia sweHC Patricia Logha F N/A
) Module 2 of the re UK Category B Programme
282 |Australia 09-juil-12 33 D. New Zealand CBSC Jemma Naismif ith F CATB IKEEME T
- a sing
} Module 2 of the re UK Category B Programme ; -
283 |Estonia 09-juil-12 33 D. New Zealand CBSC Dana Repina F CATB IkEEME T
- a sing
Module 2 of the re UK Category B Programme ] )
284 |Lat 09-juil-12 33 D New Zealand CBSC lize Driksne F CATB IkEEME L
- a sing
Module 2 of the re UK Category B Programme Mohammad Khairul Azhari Bin Abdul
285 |Malay: 09-juil-12 33 New Zealand casc ™ cate | emmmt
- Data Processing Razab
Module 2 of the re UK Category B Programme
286 |Papua New Gi 09-juil-12 33 New Zealand CBSC Rhonda Amos F CATB KRR
- sing
; Module 2 of the recognized UK Category B Programme - -
287 |Philippines 09-juil-12 33 New Zealand CBSC Marvin Espino ™M CATB IKEEMERT
- sing
288 [singapore 09-juil-12 33 " UK Category B Programme |\, 7ealand cBsc Carrie Siok Ang F caTB | Aasmmt
sing
289 |Viet Nam 09-juil-12 33 [Module2of UK Category B Programme |\, 7ealand cBsc Thanh Nguyen Trong ™M cATe | ksmmt
- sing
290 [New Zealand 09-juil-12 33 [Module2of UK Category B Programme |\ zealand cBsc Kristian Jones ™M caTe | smmt
291 |Barbados 14-mai-12 12 Mexico IMO George Kent Fergusson M ENCRARE
292 |Costa Rica 14-mai-12 12 Mexico IMO Diego Leal Obando ™M ENCRARE
293 |El Salvador 14-mai-12 12 Mexico IMO Luis Edgardo Herndndez R. ™M ENCRRE
294 |Grenad: 14-mai-12 12 Mexico IMO lan Aidan Noel ™M ENCRRE
295 |Haiti 14-mai-12 12 Mexico Mo Getho Bazelais ™ ENCRRE
296 |lamaica 14-mai-12 EE ot Mexico Mo Carol Gem Fisher-Gavin F ENCRISEE

ABRTIOD S ,HBIEBHENTOIH DN ETEE |

4 9 : WHEA: T — & X — 2 DUEED

5.2.2 F¥EMIEANERIR b DEE
XY NP T4 cELT4 777K (CBFund) &, Efi7s A7 PR L —= v 7200
ETARRA B IMER 70 77 LY R — 2Rl T3, Hillk 2 & o BRI & EHE 2 B
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27012k, BB 70l 00BEIT L ICHEMZ I A NONRTF— Y 2T 22 L HHE
W 7a A THBENVZ B,

53 41V K7 EAXY B LOCERNURAMTOMER

NAVAREA MIS Self-Assessment Report, C-55 ¥ & ' RENC Report Z W27z A v /37 F 7+
ARV b EWHEAZXWRE L - HEHFE S X OBANIR T2 FE T 2 2 LIk > TAMBR 71
77 L% bBELE LT IS HREIC 2 5 & L bIc, WHEA DY) 2Bk RE L & 5,

5.3.1 Recommendation

INSDRRZERT 272012, THO R TDOZ L 2FTT 200D 5,

1. NAVAREA D&Ml a2 —7 4 % —% —23E Z & D NAVAREA MSI Self-Assessment Report
ZAFERET 2 X 9. WWNW-SC ICR LIREEZ IR T 5,

2. MYEENCR L, C-55 Diff EZ2EHRS AT L8 X OKEHIERZY 7 A=K 27 —%
ZHERMT 5 X )ERT S, £/, MK ZERS (RHCs : Regional Hydrographic
Commissions) (ZIEMMHENCS L CTHBRIC, BEINLDT—F D% T 25 X 5 ICHERET %,

3. RENC OMYEIZE ENC DA NN—FE X 0 Z DOEEER (CATZOC : Category of Zone of
Confidence in Data) # % £ &7z L R—F#EH T2 X 912 RENC IZHERET 3,

4. MMEBER 70 77 LIS L 72 TOWHEEICHUTE L 7- B> 2 OB ORIkG R £ % &  $itk
BET VT — P RBELF Y IAVTHEEL, T DTy 7T — b EIT, TV —  ORER
MRV G 1 THEEDIRGE I N T E & MRE O KEEIC THB 23E#H 2 2K 2 055035 5,
ZNTHMRED AL, FEOKEHE LIS L TIHO FER/ICN LTIV 7 A N 2ED
WD 5,

5. ¥¥/8¥ T4 - ENNT 4 7Y TRES (CBSC : Capacity-Building Sub-Committee) (C
L., BUEH SN T2 CBFund D a X PRz Lo L R—FzdEL, Bl KO
v 77 Lo A NARZFEDL A= 2FRT 5 &) HEKRT 2,

6. HN¥ELS Three Phases of CB Development D & D 7 = — RIZ#E L T 50 %R L 72 GIS
R—2DMHFEHKZER L, THO O = 7% A + LICART 5,

6. HEE

KA vy =22y 715201541 H3 H~3 H8 HDO# 2 » HRElIcH 72 b | K ET 74 7
VADWHNA v =y S Tu s hE L TUrbive, N v —v ey 7R TS LMRIET
A4 T VALK TES B o, BUNRHIER L EBRIFARE I REiAE 2 IREL T b, KA v ¥
=y TRFEMTHICHLY, AFHAOBLIOEERHELSITEWTHOHEICYR—F LTI
A== NA F—=DINBH I APHEBDMREZIAZIZL D, IHB A ¥ v 7Dl 4., Z DI I
HIEW - FEEBRBEEBERED 4, ZLTERAL v ¥ —rv oy 7OMERBOTFEICE W TEBHEIC K> 7
FRRAR GRS R BA AR R KGEDTZE AT, TEB B O ARNESERR., WE7 74 7~
ADIANFFHENERTZ, F - REmEEE (HAMM) 7ar 748 LT, BHAZHBOAMIC
P R—F LTHOZMET 74 7 v AHESBE#H O LT,
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7. APPENDIX

Design Narrative : Means of 5
Elements Description Loz Verification Assumptions
Overall
Objective
Outcome
(Specific
Project
Objective)
1.
Output 2
utputs 3,
1.1
1.2
1.3
2.1
Activiti 22
ctivities 23
3.1
3.2
33

ITCPDET 7T 4 ET 4 ICHW S5 Logical Framework Approach (LFA)~ MY v 7 A

Performance Data
Narrative Indicators collection/ Responsibility Schedule/
Elements (baseline & for M&E tasks Timeframe
M&E tasks
target)

Overall
objective
Outcome

Output

Implementation
Arrangements

Project Context

LFA Z & LIT/E SN M&E X F U v 7 A
Mr. Angelidis £ DA Y F E 2 —
Director of the Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory, IAEA
HHEf : 201541 H 30 H
AT« EERE - JI8EEH, the Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory
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N4 * Mr. Michail ANGELIDIS, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE

20154 1 H 30 H. EFEEF/i#%Bd the Marine Environmental Studies Laboratory (MESL) @
TA4VL27 Y —Tdb% Mr. Michail ANGELIDISIZXN$ 24 v a—%=iTo, UFPBA P a—
PoRENTENETH B,

MESL Tlx, bL—=v 7 a—x SMFEORHIE, A ¥ =787 b =L, SEEYEDIER D
4ODFEICBIT S ANMER 70 7 7 L% %L T3,

FL—=v7a—2x

MESL Tl3f4E, IEE (R Eis) of e efMRIcoy L <, i ais
Yot hom E2HNE L L —ovy 7 a—2%2FEiL T3, SIARIEZ DEDREIC X
DELE DD, BEBEZ 15~20 A2 L T3, Efiix 70 7 7 20 L > TRE>Tw
%, BRIFENMEE» LD SN TS,

ST FEORTE

MESL T, MNE—RF IR & 72 2 0T TEPRIESR 7ML L T IS EE—ICxd %97
M PEDOIFEZITo TV 5, FEPRD S NUIHTHMIL NNV DRL Z{ED=—XITIBA S 72d, \»
CODDIMFIEDFFEIN TS, fflL LT, “Guidelines for monitoring the quality of coastal
recreational and shellfish areas”? %817 5415,

4 vy =787 b =ik

MESL Tl ZFREDO W2 M 5 - D MEEZ R E LA v ¥ —F K7 b Y —Hilgx EfE L
TWw3, ZHUd MESL 22 53X 510 T K MG RWE Y v 7V 2 BRI L. Z Dobiis o
5ZNFNDOMEEDIHEIEEZ KT 2 L) 7075 LIk >Tw5, FERIETXTAME
N5, SMUEEOSHTRENOBRZHET 2 L TERELZEHZICE>TVWS,

SEYIE DR

MESL TiZ, MRPOMIEE L1 L CTEHEMEDIER 27> T3, £ ¥ ¥ =787 bV =L
L DM DSE D EHE I N O DFREICHE Y > 720 LT &5, ahrfEo 1
ZEET 22 LICX > TRBHEZIVEL T 5,

MBI 70 77 bORELZFEDOOEDE LTHE T NLDIE, PL—=V TR THROSINED
BHZMET S LTH D, FEDOBOANITEICESEIEN 2 ik 4 R BEBEHICHAAE>TE D,
DEDVEDDIMEBR 70 7 7 LORNRZTHNT 2 Z Ll ETHREHELRI L THD, Ll 4V
F—I K7 M) WD X I B 7a s 7 L3EMEEOGTT—85 D7 Y 74 DBURZHET 2 2
EMTESBRED L) BIAMEBRICHZ AT REDPZRTIHE L 2 D%, ) & Mr. Angelidis
I2EET,
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Ms. Iolanda Osvath £ DA Y7 E 2 —

Director of the Radiometrics Laboratory, IAEA

HI : 20154E2 H3 H

5 - EBEE 7 718EY, Radiometrics Laboratory

2% : Ms. Iolanda OSVATH, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE

Radiomertics Laboratory (RML)Tld, Terrestrial Environment Laboratory % (U & & L 7zfth®
ifgE & a7 KL —3> a v L, ALMERA (Analytical Laboratories for the Measurement of
Environmental Radioactivity) &£ \»9) L=— 27 R AMER 70 7' L2 FEL T 5, dul o
BEOFE LR 2 E21Z 0D LT 5 ALMERA O 7’07 J AICid, 84 » E D4 149 OifffeEss
ZIML T3, ZNEND7 BT T LI2IE, ALMERA D707 7 LOWELZMET 587 4 —< v
2 DI (Pls : Performance Indicators) 2%i%E 11T\ 5,

RML Tlid, /MR ECTEREN 7077000 O0EL T\w%, 72X D Argonne National
Laboratory & DI TEMIN T AMERL 7077 LTlE, ZOHIKEMINZT0 T 7LD
LY T =2 a v RPHFEICODWTEIMEICA Y IA VTV r— b 2E TS5 LIck>T, £EDa
—ART VT A ET A DPENTHEHENTH 720 Z2iH it 2 A7 22 EAL TV,

BRI s

HIRF 1 201542 H6 H

Bt B R BT, e — FL— A

ZllI7#% . Robert WARD, Mustafa IPTES, Gilles BESSERO, Yves GUILLAM, Alberto COSTA
NEVES, Isabelle ROSSI, Mary-Paz MURO, Anthony PHARAOH, Daniel MENINI, Dan COSTIN,
Pascale BOUZANQUET, Satoshi YAMAO, Yulina HANE
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