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Executive Summary  

 

ESCAP implemented the project “Strengthening Capacity in Mitigating the Impact of the 

Financial Crisis and Sustaining Dynamic and Inclusive Development in Asia and the Pacific” 

with funding from the United Nations Development Account for a period of three years 

(2010-12). The main objective of the project was to assist member countries, especially the 

least developed countries (LDCs), by enhancing knowledge, capacity and skills of their policy 

makers to enable them to formulate and implement regionally coordinated macroeconomic 

policies; design coherent and effective regional architecture for financial cooperation; develop 

common regional positions to mitigate the adverse effects of the financial crisis; ensure fast 

economic recovery; and take preventive measures for possible reoccurrence of future crisis. In 

addition, the project also intended to assist member states of the region in consensus building 

through regional intergovernmental process to support a coordinated approach to regional 

crisis management in ensuring long-term inclusive and sustainable development.  

Based on a survey of various project-related documents and on-line questionnaires of those 

who participated in the project activities, this evaluation report concludes that the project’s 

objectives were largely achieved. In particular, the ministerial declaration on regional 

economic cooperation and integration, adopted by over 30 countries in Asia and the Pacific, is 

a concrete outcome of consensus building, and the agenda/work plan set out in the declaration 

ensures that the project’s impact will last beyond the project implementation period. Nine of 

ten respondents of evaluation questionnaires from various high-level policy dialogues also 

indicated that substantively and logistically, the meetings (project activities) were good if not 

excellent. They found the meetings relevant to their work, and found the knowledge and 

capacity gained from project activities useful. All together, policy makers and experts from 

more than 40 countries benefited from the project activities.  

At the same time, this report recognizes its limitations related to the relatively low response 

rate of those who participated in the project to evaluation questionnaires and limited follow-

up surveys which could have shed more light on the project’s impact.  

Most importantly, this report provides a set of recommendations for future consideration, 

including organizing follow up training workshops targeted specifically at policy makers from 

LDCs and incorporating the substantive outcomes of project activities into ESCAP’s overall 

analytical work, including in the flagship report, the Economic and Social Survey. Other 

recommendations are related to time management, communication, and evaluation and 

monitoring.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background of the Evaluation 

A series of global economic crisis including financial crisis and the unprecedented surge in 

food and fuel prices in 2008-2009, adversely affected not only the economies of the Asia-

Pacific region in terms of losses in incomes and jobs but also endangered the development 

gains of  the previous decade. While some countries in the region adjusted their 

macroeconomic policies to mitigate adverse effects of the crisis and witnessed sooner-than-

anticipated recovery, others, especially the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) continue to 

face difficulties because they lack capacity, information, and resources to develop and 

implement policies, strategies and programmes. Although the national governments continue 

to make efforts to address the challenges caused by global economic crisis, a regional effort 

was considered more appropriate to build the capacity of the member states, especially the 

LDCs, to enable them to design and implement policies for early recovery.  

It is against this backdrop that ESCAP implemented the project “Strengthening Capacity in 

Mitigating the Impact of the Financial Crisis and Sustaining Dynamic and Inclusive 

Development in Asia and the Pacific” with funding from the United Nations Development 

Account for a period of three years (2010-2012). The project aimed at enhancing the capacity 

of senior government officials and policy makers with special focus on LDCs in formulating 

and implementing a coherent set of regional responses to mitigating the impact of financial 

and economic crisis, ensuring fast economic recovery and improving the regions’ resiliency 

against future crisis. The project covered member countries of the Asia-Pacific region, 

including the LDCs, the landlocked developing countries (LLDCs) and small island 

developing states (SIDS). In line with the mandate given to ESCAP through various 

resolution of the commission, the Macroeconomic Policy and Development Division of the 

ESCAP Secretariat implemented the project in collaboration with the national and regional 

development agencies and institutions, including South Centre, Geneva, an intergovernmental 

organization of developing countries. In order to broaden the impact of its activities ESCAP 

also interacted with other development partners, including other United Nations entities.  

The main objective of the Project under evaluation has been to assist Member States amongst 

countries of Asia-Pacific region, especially LDCs, in mitigating the impact of the financial 

and economic crisis, ensuring fast recovery and sustaining dynamic and inclusive 

development, through the promotion of regional integration. The capacity building aspects of 

this Project had three broad thrusts. Firstly, the project intended to focus on increasing 

knowledge of national policy makers including those from LDCs, on ways to enhance 

regional coordination to macroeconomic policies, design coherent and effective regional 

architecture for financial cooperation, and to develop common regional positions to mitigate 

the adverse impact of the crisis.  
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Secondly, it intended to focus on increasing capacity and skills of national policy  makers, 

especially from LDCs, in formulating regionally coordinated macroeconomic policies; 

coherent and effective regional architecture for financial cooperation; and common regional 

positions to ensure fast recovery and take preventive measures for possible occurrence of 

future crisis.  

Finally, it intended to focus on enhancing consensus building among countries of the region 

through regional inter-governmental processes in support of a coordinated approach to 

regional crisis management to ensure long-term inclusive and sustainable development.  

In addition to its main objective, the project intended to initiate efforts towards regional 

macroeconomic policy coordination to enhance national efforts for recovery. In particular, the 

ESCAP through this project wanted to enhance the capacity of the member governments to 

coordinate their macroeconomic policies in the areas of trade, investment, exchange rates and 

foreign exchange reserves. Through this project, the ESCAP also intended to facilitate 

dialogue on regional financial architecture such as regional monetary fund, utilizing reserves 

for the development of region including establishing a regional infrastructure bank.  

Another key objective of this project has been to facilitate dialogue amongst the countries of 

the region to develop common regional positions on changes in international reserve system, 

and institutional mechanism, for monitoring, surveillance, governance including reform of 

international financial architecture.  

This project has additional distinguishing features, which need to be highlighted. Firstly, this 

project has given special attention to LDCs which suffer from serious gaps in terms of poor 

growth, weak policy environment, limited access to financial resources, and poor 

implementation capacity, resulting in slower-than-expected recovery and as such are at risk of 

missing the MDG targets by 2015. This project is expected to reduce these gaps by building 

their capacity. Secondly, this project has brought together a large number of policy makers 

and experts from the region to share their experiences in handling post-economic and 

financial crisis challenges. Sharing experiences has provided great learning opportunities to 

member State, especially the LDCs. Finally, this Project represents a response of ESCAP to 

assist the member countries in time of need, that sets it apart from other DA projects 

implemented so far in the region (See Project Document, PP.8). The terms of reference of the 

evaluation exercise is documented in Annex-1 

1.2 Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of this evaluation exercise is to determine whether the project has achieved its 

stated objectives/goals. In other words, whether the project has enhanced the knowledge, 

capacity and skills of the national policy makers of the member States and whether it has 

succeeded in building consensus for a regionally coordinated approach to addressing 

development challenges of the region. Furthermore, this evaluation exercise also assesses the 
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relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of the project results and put forward related 

recommendations for planning future interventions and derives lessons learnt from its 

implementation.  

In assessing the relevance of the project, the appropriateness of the results in terms of 

ESCAP’s priorities, Government’s development strategies and priorities, and requirements of 

member states, especially the LDCs are considered. In particular, the following questions are 

answered: 

i) Did the stakeholders find the results of the project useful? 

ii) How relevant were the concepts, methodologies, tools, resources and 

documents produced by the project for the concerned member states.  

In assessing the effectiveness of the results of the project, the evaluation exercise looked at as 

to how far these have resulted in changes in policy environment and made contributions 

towards policy making in participating member states. In particular.  

i) To what extent have the expected outcomes of the project been achieved? 

ii) How has the project benefited the participating member States? 

iii) What is the likelihood that the project will contribute to the objectives in the 

long run? 

In assessing the sustainability of the project results, the likelihood of the benefits of the 

project continuing in the future is examined. Specifically, the following questions are 

answered: 

i) To what extent can the results from the project be utilized by the participating 

member States without the further involvement of ESCAP? 

ii) To what extent are the results replicable? 

iii) To what extent has support from regional development institutions, other 

United Nations entities and national partners been obtained to take forward the 

results of the Project? 

The expected results of the Project are documented below: 

i) Increased knowledge of national policy makers including those from LDCs, on ways 

to enhance regional coordination of macroeconomic policies, design coherent and 

effective regional architecture for financial cooperation, and to develop common 

regional positions to mitigate the adverse impact of the crisis (EA1)  

ii) Increased capacity and skills of national policy makers, especially from LDCs, in 

formulating regionally coordinated macroeconomic policies, coherent and 

effective regional architecture for financial cooperation; and common regional 
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positions to ensure fast recovery and take preventive measures for possible 

occurrence of future crisis (EA2) 

iii) Enhanced consensus building among countries of the region through regional inter-

governmental processes in support of a coordinated approach to regional crisis 

management to ensure long-term inclusive and sustainable development (EA3)  

2. Methodology  

2.1. Description of Methodology  

The choice of methodology to evaluate the project results depend on the availability of time 

and space. Accordingly, the evaluation of this project is undertaken on the basis of desk 

review of the following materials: (1) relevant project documentation and related documents; 

(2) the outcome reports of various meetings (3) assessments received directly from the 

beneficiaries about the relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of the results of the project; 

(4) feedback received directly from the participants of various high level policy dialogues and 

meetings through questionnaires; and (5) responses to an online survey conducted by using 

the list of participants of these meetings. In addition, interviews were held with some of the 

delegates (high officials) of the Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation 

and Integration in Asia and the Pacific, held during December 17-20, 2013 in Bangkok
1
.  

Under the project, ESCAP organized five regional/sub-regional high-level policy dialogues 

and one Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration in Asia 

and the Pacific during December 17-20, 2013 and its two preparatory meetings, in 

collaboration with national and regional development partners and institutions
2
.  

                                                            
1  I attended the Expert Group Meeting during December 16-17, 2013 in Bangkok, took 

advantage of my presence there and asked questions from the few members of Pakistani and 

Bangladeshi delegations. 

2  These regional/sub regional high-level policy dialogues include 

i) “Asia-Pacific Economies after the Global Financial Crisis: Lessons Learnt, 

Challenges for Building Resilience, and issues for Global Reform”, 6-8 

September 2011 , Manila, Philippines 

ii) “Fourth South Asia Economic Summit (SAES IV): Global Recovery, New Risks and 

Sustainable Growth: Repositioning South Asia”, 22-23 October, 2011, Dhaka 

Bangladesh  

iii) “The Role of Macroeconomic Policy and Energy Security in Supporting Sustainable 

Development in the Pacific”, 8-9 October 2012, Nadi, Fiji.  

iv) Macroeconomic policies for sustainable growth with Equity in East Asia”, 15-17 

May, 2013 Yogyakarta, Indonesia 

v) “Macroeconomic Policies for sustainable and Resilience Growth in North and 

Central Asia”, 27-28 August 2013, Almaty, Kazakhstan.  
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The outcome reports of these high level policy dialogues and meetings provided vital 

information about accomplishment of objectives/goals as well as about the relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability of the project results. Questionnaire based feedback received 

directly from respondents comprising high ranking government officials including Governors 

of the Central Banks and Finance Ministers, provided useful information about the success or 

otherwise of the project under evaluation. Questionnaires of four high-level policy dialogue 

were examined with a total of 79 respondents out of 373 participants (or 21.2%), the results of 

which are discussed in Chapter 3. 

Questions were asked from the participants about the relevance of topics covered, relevance 

and quality of sessions, overall rating of high-level policy dialogue from the beneficiary 

perspective; the quality of background papers, experts/resource persons invited to educate the 

participants and the documentation provided during the meetings. The findings of the 

questionnaire-based survey results are evaluated and presented in Chapter 3 (See Annex II for 

questionnaires). In addition, the comments/feedbacks provided by the respondents helped 

immensely in evaluating the project outcomes. 

The Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration in Asia-

Pacific was held in Bangkok during 17-20 December, 2013 and was attended by 36 Countries. 

The delegates were asked to assess the relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of the 

Project results. They were also asked to suggest any further improvement in the effectiveness 

of the conference to achieve the objectives. The assessment received directly from the 

delegates provided critical inputs to the evaluation of the Project.  

In addition to the questionnaires-based responses, some delegates (high-level officials) of the 

Ministerial conference were interviewed by the evaluator during the meeting in Bangkok to 

gauge their views on the success or otherwise of the Project. Such interviews, though small in 

numbers, were found useful as the delegates reconfirmed their views which they expressed 

through questionnaire-based survey.  

2.2. Limitations of the Evaluation 

This evaluation exercise suffers from two limitations. Firstly, the exercise is completed in one 

month time. The limited time has prevented the evaluator to have meaningful interaction with 

stakeholders (national policy makers) including the participants due to very wide geographical 

coverage. Secondly, the number of response from participants to circulated questionnaires 

during the meetings to evaluate the relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of the project 

was at best satisfactory (21.2 percent responded to the questionnaires. However, when 

adjusted for Dhaka meeting as no questionnaires were filled, the response rate increased to 29 

percent). Attempts were made, however to overcome this limitation through online survey of 

the participants with some success because the participants may have changed their jobs or 

posted elsewhere as well as may have faced difficulties in recalling the events which took 
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place some one and half to two and a half years ago. Notwithstanding these limitations we 

believe that the information gathered through various documents including the Project 

document, outcome reports of various high level policy dialogue and meetings, assessment 

received directly from the participants either in writing or through questionnaire-based 

survey, and discussion with some delegates in Bangkok, are enough to evaluate the results of 

the Project with some degree of confidence. It goes without saying that more response could 

have given more confidence to the evaluator to assess the outcomes of the project. Effort 

should be made to get the feedbacks by the end of the meeting to enhance the quality of 

evaluation going forward.   

3. Findings  

3.1. General Assessment  

The main objective of the project under evaluation has been to assist Member States of the 

region, especially the LDCs, to mitigate the impact of the financial and economic crisis, 

ensure fast recovery and sustain dynamic and inclusive development, through the promotion 

of regional integration. There has been three expected accomplishments of the project. These 

include increasing knowledge, capacity and skills of the national policy makers, including 

those from LDCs and enhancing consensus building at the regional level in achieving the 

objective of the project. The project has also identified several indicators of achievements. 

These include increasing number of policy makers and government officials with enhanced 

knowledge, capacity and skills; i) to coordinate regional macroeconomic policy to effectively 

mitigate the impact of financial crisis; ii) to create conducive regional architecture for 

financial cooperation in the context of the global financial crisis; iii) to assess social impacts 

of the crisis and understand the need to develop transformative policy framework; iv) to 

identify the sources of funding for ensuring both short-term liquidity and long-term 

development; and v) to agree on common regional strategies to achieve inclusive and 

sustainable development.  

In order to achieve the objective of the project, ESCAP organized five regional/sub-regional 

high-level policy dialogues and one Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic 

Cooperation and Integration in Asia and the Pacific and its two preparatory meetings in 

collaboration with national and regional development partners and institutions.  

The results of the Project are discussed as follows. Firstly, some basic facts about regional 

distribution of participating countries as well as the structure of the participants are discussed. 

Secondly, the findings of the project in accordance with the evaluation criteria of relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability are presented and discussed. Thirdly, the outcomes of the 

project as seen through the questionnaire based survey, comments and on line survey are 

presented.  
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3.2. Basic Facts 

It is in this background that 43 countries in five different sub-regions participated and 

benefited from the Project (see Table 1 and Fig. 1). Thirteen countries from the Pacific Island 

Economies,  

Table 1: Number of Countries Benefitted Countries 

 

Region Number of Countries  

A. East and North East Asia 3 

B. South East Asia 10 

C. South Asia  8 

D. North and Central Asia 9 

E. Pacific Island Economies  13 

Total 43 

Fig. 1: Regional Distribution of  Benefitted 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

nine from North and Central Asia, eight from South Asia, ten from South East Asia and three 

from East and North East Asia participated in the Project. Relatively weaker economies in 

terms of knowledge, capacity and skills participated the most in line with the emphasis of the 

Project (see Table 2 for the list of the countries in respective sub-regions). 

A.    East and 

North East Asia

B.     South East 

Asia, 

C.     South Asia 
D.    North and 

Central Asia

E.     Pacific 

Island Economies 

, 
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Table 2: Participating Countries: Region-Wise 

 

Region Countries  

A. East and North East Asia  China, Republic of Korea, Japan (3)  

B. South East Asia Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao People’s Democratic 

Republic, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, 

Thailand, Timor-Leste, Vietnam (10) 

C. South Asia  Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, 

Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka (8) 

D. North and Central Asia  Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, 

Kyrgyzstan, Russian Federation, Tajikistan, 

Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan (9) 

E. Pacific Island Economies  Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, 

Micronesia (Federated States of), Nauru, Palau, Papa 

New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 

Vanuatu (13) 

Altogether 373 participants attended the five high-level policy dialogues, of which, 124 (or 33 

percent) were government officials including the Governors of Central Banks and Finance 

Ministers (the primary beneficiaries of the Project). The services of the international experts 

were acquired with a view to enhancing knowledge, capacity and skills of the national policy 

makers through presentations and discussion on complex issues. As such, 144 (39%) experts 

participated and contributed to achieving the objectives of the Project, followed by 85 (23%) 

international organizations, 16 (4%) diplomats and two each from the category of 

parliamentarian and others [(the secondary beneficiaries of the Project) (see Table 3 and Fig. 

2 for the structure of participants)].  

Table 3: Structure of Participants 

Participants Numbers 

Government Officials 124 (33%) 

Experts 144 (39%) 

International Organizations 85 (23%) 

Diplomats 16 (4%) 

Parliamentarians 02 (0.5%) 

Others 02 (0.5%) 

Total 373 (100%) 
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Note: Figures in Parentheses are the percentage shares of the participants. 
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3.3. Performance Assessment  

3.3.1. Relevance  

On the relevance of the project, two questions were asked. Firstly, whether the project was 

demand-driven and whether the participants found the results useful. Secondly, how relevant 

were concepts, methodologies, tools, resources and training materials (outcome reports, 

presentation of experts, project document etc.) provided under the project for the countries 

concerned.  

On the question of whether the project was demand driven, it is pointed out that following 

ESCAP’s regional meeting in 2009 on the global financial crisis, several countries including 

Bhutan and Cambodia requested for follow up meetings. The project thus started in 2011 with 

a focus on mitigating the impact of the crisis. As the project progressed, its scope was 

expanded in line with the different priorities of each sub-region. For instance, for the South 

East Asia meeting, Indonesia’s finance ministry proposed to add infrastructure development 

issues; for the Central Asia meeting, Kazakhstan’s central bank proposed that Basel III’s 

impact on Capital flows to developing countries also be addressed. In fact, to ensure 

relevance, meeting programmes were often prepared in consultation with the targeted 

beneficiaries. By the time of the project’s completion in 2013, the focus, had shifted largely to 

regional cooperation issues critical for the region’s resilience to future crises and sustained 

dynamism. This again was demand – driven, and in line with the 2012 commission resolution 

on regional economic integration.  

As far as resources are concerned, the project delivered all the planned activities within the 

allocated budget; in fact, around 16% of the budget was returned for redeployment to other 

Fig.2: Participating Beneficiaries 

Government 

Officials, 124

Experts, 144

International 

Organizations, 85

Diplomats, 16 Parliamentarians, 2Others, 2



13 
 

projects. This was possible because the project was implemented in partnership with national 

authorities and other development agencies. For instance, both the Philippines and the 

Indonesian central banks contributed to their respective meeting budgets, while the Pacific 

islands meeting was co-financed by ADB, UNDP and the Russian Federation.  

Human resources were also used efficiently in the sense that experts from ILO, UNCTAD, 

IMF, World Bank, ASEAN+3 Macroeconomic Research Office (AMRO) and other 

organizations were mobilized for substantive presentations (most of them were self-financed).  

The participants of the high-level policy dialogue found the results of the project highly useful 

and relevant to their work, particularly in enhancing their knowledge, capacity and skills. In 

response to questionnaires, some participants indicated that the meetings helped enhance their 

understanding on the quality of public expenditures and the need to improve tax-to-GDP 

ratios. Furthermore, the participants found the results of these meetings useful as well as 

relevant for policy design in their respective countries.  

For example, the policy makers of Fiji found the results of the project very useful and the 

issues discussed therein were very relevant to their work in National Planning of Fiji. They 

have used macroeconomic policy for development purpose, in particular for stimulating 

growth on sustained basis. They also carried out a follow up workshop in the country to share 

recommendations that emerged from high – level policy dialogue. They further pointed out 

that they will work with development partners and ESCAP to implement the 

recommendations, especially those concerned with increasing access to electricity and 

reducing energy costs.  

The policy makers from Bangladesh found the results of the meeting contributing to their 

understanding of the resilience of the Asia-Pacific region to the recent crisis as well as 

enhancing their capacities in dealing with current and future macroeconomic challenges. 

Some of the ideas that emerged from the dialogue have been absorbed by the policy makers of 

Bangladesh, particularly subsidies considered to be one of the hurdle to regional integration.  

The policy makers from Indonesia noted that they learnt a lot from high – level policy 

dialogue, which provided good inputs to policy design in their country. They found the 

presentation on the economies of Lao and Cambodia valuable as their government plan to 

expand their businesses in these two countries. They also found the recommendation on 

formulating fiscal framework to support inclusive and sustainable development highly useful.  

The policy makers of Kazakhstan found the recommendations provided during the regional 

infrastructure development session very useful for their future implementation in the country. 

Timor–Leste  found the recommendations from the Indonesian meeting very useful for 

macroeconomic policy design and implementation. They learnt from the experiences of other 

countries in designing macroeconomic policy and use them as reference to design and 

implement their own policies. Similarly, the policy makers from Nepal also benefitted from 
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the meeting as they learnt about the inside story of the European debt crisis from experienced 

resource persons, conducting monetary policy in a situation of food price inflation, and how 

to develop resilience from external shocks.  

In short, the participants found the results of high-level policy dialogue useful as well as 

relevant to their work. These results enhanced their knowledge, understanding, capacity and 

skills which will be useful for the design of macroeconomic policy in their respective 

countries. It is not so clear whether the results of the project will lead to the immediate 

changes in the macroeconomic policies of the participating countries because inputs from any 

conference do not immediately translate into policy changes. However, they percolate into 

policy discussion and eventually some ideas evolve into policies. It could therefore be 

inferred that nearly always something useful comes out when people meet in person and as 

such it is safe to argue that some positive changes did happen to the beneficiaries as a result of 

the project. It is equally important to understand that enhancing knowledge of the high-level 

policy makers have the potential multiplier effect, compared with training junior or mid-level 

officials.  

3.3.2. Effectiveness  

As to the effectiveness of the project’s results, the evaluation is based on the extent to which 

the project has contributed to the government policies in achieving the objectives of the 

project. An overwhelming majority of participants found various activities undertaken during 

the project life highly effective in improving macroeconomic management of their countries. 

Participants also found the project results useful because they contributed in enhancing 

knowledge and capacity of policy makers, and consensus building at the regional level. This 

is because the high-level policy dialogues and the Ministerial Conference had clear 

knowledge and consensus building components, as reflected through substantive 

presentations, discussions and outcome documents. Discussions on ways to enhance policy 

coordination at both regional and national levels were well-received and contributed to 

enhanced capacity to formulate coordinated policies, particularly, amongst planning and 

finance ministries and central banks. At the  same time, participants from LDCs indicated that 

these meetings helped them learn from other countries experiences.   

For example, Timor–Leste  used the experience of Vietnam to curtail inflation. Indonesia 

agreed with the forward looking macroeconomic policies, would spend more budgetary 

resources for building or strengthening physical and human infrastructure and would 

undertake measures to increase tax-to-GDP ratio. They are re-orienting their macroeconomic 

policies towards pro-poor policy mix and undertaking macroeconomic management and 

public financial management reform as recommended by high – level policy dialogue. To 

pursue pro-poor policy, Indonesia would improve financial access to support and develop 

SMEs.  
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Myanmar pursued a national comprehensive development plan supported by long-term, 

medium-term and short-term implementation plans in economic, social and financial sectors 

to achieve sustainable and equitable development. These policies would be adjusted in the 

light of the recommendations of the high-level policy dialogue. The policy makers from 

Kazakhstan pointed out that they would utilize fiscal space for human development. They 

also found the recommendations pertaining to regional infrastructure development useful and 

intend to implement them in their country.  

Through sharing of experiences and exchanging views, the high-level regional policy 

dialogue contributed immensely in enhancing capacities of the policy makers of Fiji in 

dealing with current and future macroeconomic policy challenges. Participants from 

Indonesia described the project results very timely as they enhanced the knowledge, capacity 

and skills of the policy makers to self – sustain the process through policy debate. Participants 

from Bangladesh found their capacity and knowledge increased to understand intra-regional 

trade and investment and intra-regional energy cooperation as a tool for energy security of 

individual countries in South Asia. In particular, it enhanced the knowledge of the policy 

makers in the areas of production of power and trade in energy and development of a regional 

grid. 

Participants from Indonesia and Kazakhstan acknowledged that the project enhanced their 

knowledge, understanding, capacity and skills about the developmental roles of 

macroeconomic policies, in particular, about the quality of expenditure and improving tax-to-

GDP ratio to mobilize more fiscal resources. Such policies are already under implementation 

in these two countries.  

In short, the project did enhance the knowledge, capacity and skills of the policy makers in 

improving macroeconomic management of their economies. They also used their enhanced 

understanding in formulating their macroeconomic policies ranging from energy to 

macroeconomic policies for inclusive and sustainable development to regional cooperation to 

controlling inflation.  

3.3.3. Sustainability  

On sustainability of the results of the project, almost all the respondents agreed that the 

project has not only played a critical role in enhancing the capacities, knowledge and skills of 

the national policy makers (relevance) but also enabled them to use their enhanced capacities 

in formulating their own macroeconomic policies (effectiveness). The project has benefited 

the countries through sharing of knowledge and experience from others, learning from 

outcome reports of various meetings and through the presentation of various experts on the 

design of macroeconomic policies. Therefore, the benefits of the project are likely to continue 

in the future because of the enhanced knowledge, understanding and skills of the national 

policy makers. It could also be argued that the high-level policy dialogues, although not 
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resulting in immediate policy changes in participating countries,  can have a long-term impact 

by fostering a culture of policy debate among national authorities. Involvement of a wide 

spectrum of stakeholders, including the private sector and civil society, are likely to contribute 

to the sustainability of the project results.  

One of the main objectives of the project has been  to assist member countries of the region to 

build consensus through a regional intergovernmental process for strengthening regional 

cooperation and integration (EA3). How far the project succeeded in building consensus for 

strengthening regional economic cooperation and integration will ensure the sustainability of  

the project results.  

The recently concluded Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation and 

Integration in Asia-Pacific (17-20 December 2013), through the Bangkok Declaration, 

reaffirmed the member States’ commitment to move further towards regional economic 

cooperation and integration. The Bangkok Declaration called for the establishment of four 

area-specific working groups, namely i) financial cooperation to closing infrastructure gaps 

and providing liquidity support; ii) developing seamless connectivity across the region in the 

areas of transport, energy and information and communications technology; iii) increasing 

economic and technical cooperation to address shared vulnerabilities and risks; and iv) most 

importantly, moving towards the formation of an integrated market in the region.  

The Bangkok Declaration is a major outcome of the Project under evaluation as it succeeded 

in securing political commitment from the member states for further strengthening regional 

economic cooperation and integration in the Asia-Pacific region. Through the Bangkok 

Declaration the member states have requested the Executive Secretary to accord high priority 

to regional economic cooperation and integration in the work of ESCAP and to support the 

work on the four areas specific expert working groups as mentioned above. It has also 

requested the Executive Secretary to convene a second ministerial Conference in 2015 where 

the concrete recommendations/action plan from four areas-specific exercise will be presented 

to bring the region even more closer. Hence the sustainability of the project results has been 

ensured through the adoption of the Bangkok Declaration as the member states will continue 

to work together in strengthening their economic ties and will continue to assist the LDCs in 

taking advantage of opportunities arising from regional cooperation.  

The major outcomes of the Ministerial Conference include:  

i) creating four area-specific expert working groups to take stock of regional efforts 

pertaining to economic cooperation and integration, to identifying gaps in those 

efforts, recommending concrete actions to make progress in each of the four areas, 

and submitting recommendations to intergovernmental open-ended preparatory 

meetings to be convened for the second Ministerial Conference on Regional 
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Economic Cooperation and Integration in Asia-Pacific region to take place in 

2015. 

ii) Assisting LDCs in taking advantage of opportunities arising from regional economic 

cooperation and integration, including, as appropriate, through support to enhance 

their capacities and through technical assistance (this has also been one of the 

major objectives of the project under evaluation).  

iii) Inviting member states, donor countries, multilateral financial institutions, United 

Nations system, other non-governmental organizations etc. for the implementation 

of the agenda for regional economic cooperation and integration.  

In short, the project has made some concrete advancement not only towards achieving its third 

objective (EA3) but also ensuring the sustainability of the project results. Going forward, two 

follow up actions could further enhance the sustainability of the project results. First, follow 

up training workshops could be organized for the LDCs officials on selected issues most 

relevant to them. Second, the knowledge and insights generated from these meetings could be 

reflected in ESCAP’s ongoing normative and analytical work such as the flagship report the 

Economic and Social Survey which has a wide readership. Policy makers and experts who 

participated in the project activities could also be invited to contribute to ESCAP seminars, 

policy briefs and working papers.  

3.3.4. Summary of Questionnaire – Based Survey  

The participants of the high-level policy dialogues provided their feedback through evaluation 

questionnaires. In all, 79 out of 373 (21.2%) participants responded through evaluation 

questionnaires in five high-level policy dialogues (see Table 4). None of the participants in 

Dhaka meeting responded through questionnaires
3
. Efforts should be made to get more 

response from the participants at the time of conference/meeting/workshop for a better 

evaluation.  

                                                            
3 However some of the participants from Dhaka meetings provided their feedbacks in writings through online 
survey. Their feedbacks are included in evaluation exercise.  
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Table: 4: Response of Questionnaire – Based Survey from Five High-Level 

Policy Dialogues 

Meetings Date and Place  Participants  Countries  Respons

es  

1. Asia-Pacific Economies after the 

Global Financial  Crisis: Lessons 

Learnt, Challenges for Building 

Resilience, and Issues for Global 

Reform 

6-8 September, 

2011 in Manila, 

Philippines  

87 18 13 

(14.9%) 

2. Fourth South Asia Economic 

Summit (SAES IV): Global 

Recovery, New Risks and 

Sustainable Growth: 

Repositioning South Asia  

22-23 October, 

2011 in Dhaka, 

Bangladesh  

101 8 Nil  

 

- 

3. The Role of Macroeconomic 

Policy and Energy Security in 

Supporting Sustainable 

Development in the Pacific 

8-9 October 2012 

in Nadi, Fiji 

51 13 19 

 

(37.3%) 

4. Macroeconomic Policies for 

Sustainable Growth with Equity 

in East Asia  

15-17 May, 2013 

in Yogyakarta, 

Indonesia  

59 13 33 

 

(55.9%) 

5. Macroeconomic Policies for 

Sustainable and Resilient Growth 

in North and Central Asia  

27-28 August, 

2012 in Almaty, 

Kazakhstan 

75 9 14 

 

(18.7%) 

  373 61* 79 

(21.2%) 

[29.0%] 

Note: Figures in parentheses represent response rate and figure in square bracket is response rate 

excluding Dhaka Meeting  

* Countries have been repeated 

On the question of how relevant the topics were for participants’ work, the combined result is 

documented in Table 5 (See Annex II for details). Sixty-four percent found them highly 

relevant and the remaining 36 percent found the topics to be relevant to their work. In other 

words, all the respondents found the topics to be relevant or highly relevant to their work.  
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Table 5: Relevance of Topics 

Overall, how relevant were the topics to your 

work  

Highly 

Relevant  

Relevant  Moderately 

Relevant  

42 24 0 

(64%) 36(%) - 

On the question of how well the meeting met its objectives, the combined result is presented 

in Table 6 (See Annex II for details). Forty-five percent of respondents indicated excellent 

while 39 percent described good while 10 percent found the meeting unsatisfactory and 6 

percent offered no comment. Here too, an overwhelming (84%) respondent found the meeting 

achieving the objective in the range of good to excellent. As regards documentation, 

facilitation, presentation and administrative arrangements of the meeting, participants views 

are presented in Table 7 (see Annex II for details) Forty Four percent participants found 

documentation as ‘excellent’, 48 percent found them ‘good’ and only 8 percent considered 

them ‘satisfactory’. Similarly, 50 percent participants found facilitation ‘excellent’, followed 

by 38 percent as ‘good’ and 12 percent found them ‘satisfactory’. 

Table 6: How well the meeting met its objectives 

How well do the meeting 

meet its objectives   

Excellent  Good  Satisfactory 

Fair 

Unsatisfactory  No 

Comment 

15 13 3 0 2 

(45%)* (39%) (10%)  (6%) 

* Total number of participants responded were 33 as this question was not asked in Indonesia 

meeting. 

While rating presentations, 41 percent participants judged them ‘excellent’, 50 percent found 

them ‘good’ and 8 percent thought they were ‘satisfactory’. Only 1 percent found the 

presentations ‘unsatisfactory’. Forty seven percent described administrative arrangements of 

the meetings ‘excellent’, 42 percent found them ‘good’ while 9 percent termed them 

‘satisfactory’. One participant found ‘unsatisfactory’. 
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Table 7: Results of the Question Asked 

Items  Excellent Good Satisfactory Unsatisfactory 

% % % % 

Programme and 

documentation  

44%(29) 48%(32) 8%(5) 0 

Facilitation  50%(33) 38%(25) 12%(8) 0 

Presentations 41%(27) 50%(33) 8%(5) 1%(1) 

Administrative Arrangement  47%(31) 42%(28) 9%(6) 1%(1) 

Thus, an overwhelming majority (88-92%) of the respondents found the documentation, 

facilitation, presentations and administrative arrangements of these meetings between ‘good’ 

to ‘excellent’, followed by 8-12 percent who found them ‘satisfactory’. The participants were 

also asked to rate the relevance, usefulness and quality of each session of the meetings. 

Almost all the participants found various session of all the meetings under evaluation to be 

between ‘relevant’ and ‘highly relevant’. They found each session to be interesting and 

relevant to their work.  

As in the case of five high-level policy dialogues, the participants of the Ministerial 

Conference were also asked to assess the outcomes of the project from the beneficiary 

perspective. In addition to the questionnaires-based responses, the participants also shared 

their views through descriptive responses as documented in the Bangkok Declaration. 

Representatives of 36 countries attended the Ministerial Conference.
4
 

As regards the agenda items reflecting the current issues regarding the pursuit of regional 

economic cooperation and integration in the Asia-Pacific region, almost 64 percent (14) 

participants ‘strongly agreed’, 32 percent (7) ‘agreed’ while the remaining 4 percent (1) 

‘remained neutral’. In other words, almost all the participants were of the opinion that the 

agenda items reflected the current issues regarding the pursuit of regional cooperation and 

integration (See Annex - IV for details).  

As regards the agenda items reflecting the needs and priorities of the member countries to 

benefit from regional cooperation and integration, 38 percent (8) ‘strongly agreed’, 57 percent 

(12) ‘agreed’ while 5 percent (1) ‘disagreed’ with this assessment. Here too, the 

                                                            
4 Afghanistan, Armenia, Australia, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, China, Democratic Peoples’ 

Republic of Korea, India, Indonesia, Iran(Islamic Republic of), Japan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Lao 

People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Mongolia, Myanmar, Nauru, 

Nepal, Niue, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, 

Samoa, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Tonga, Tuvalu and United States of America (36)  



21 
 

overwhelming majority of participants were of the opinion that they would benefit from 

regional cooperation (See Annex- IV for details).  

On the question of what could have been done to improve the relevance of the Conference, 

the answer ranged from ‘it is ok’ to ‘nothing special’. Participants also suggested that the 

‘Growing Together’ report could have been presented in attractive manner. Some participants 

suggested that separate meetings for LDCs, LLDCs and SID countries as a supplementary 

arrangement could have been useful.  

The participants also rated the different aspects of the conference. On the issue of whether the 

conference effectively facilitated a regional discussion on how to enhance regional economic 

cooperation and integration, 59 percent ‘strongly agreed’ with this assessment followed by 36 

percent ‘agreed’ and only 5 percent remained ‘neutral’. On the assessment that the conference 

effectively identified means to enhance regional economic cooperation, 45 percent 

respondents ‘strongly agreed’ followed by 41 percent ‘agreed’ and 14 percent remained 

‘neutral’. On the assessment that the conference successfully promoted dialogue on regional 

economic cooperation, 46 percent ‘strongly agreed’ with the assessment, equal number 

‘agreed’ with 8 percent remained ‘neutral’. Similarly, 57 percent and 55 percent of 

participants ‘strongly agreed’ with the assessment that the session effectively promoted a 

collaborative approach to discuss ways to enhance regional economic cooperation and that the 

documents were of high quality, concise and clearly stated the issues, respectively (See 

Annex- IV for details).  

On the question of what could have been done to improve the conference’s effectiveness, 

participants suggested that more time could have been given to each country to speak and 

clarify the information needed by ESCAP. Some suggested that the chair should more 

strongly move forward the agenda and push the discussion. Others suggested that the 

recommendations may be categorized separately for LDCs, LLDCs and SID countries 

because of their special problems. Yet another category of respondents complained that the 

relevant background documents were not shared in time.  Therefore, they did not get 

sufficient time to read. Availability of relevant documents in time would improve the 

effectiveness of the conference.  

The participants also rated the overall management of the conference. One-third ‘strongly 

agreed’ while two-third agreed with the assessment that the time available for discussion 

during the meeting was adequate. On the other hand, almost one-half of the participants 

‘strongly agreed’ while 32 to 41 percent ‘agreed’ with the assessment that the Secretariat 

communicated with member States effectively regarding the preparations for the session (see 

Annex IV for details).  

On the question of what could have been done to improve the efficiency of the organizational 

and servicing aspects of the session, participants suggested that the relevant documents could 
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have been made available well in advance so that one could have read the documents 

properly. The participants found the ESCAP staff to be very helpful as well.  

On the question of what could have been done to encourage higher and wider representation 

from member States at the session, participants suggested that direct correspondence with 

relevant Ministries with copies sent to diplomatic offices would help ensure wider 

representation from the member States. Others suggested that the secretariat should continue 

its efforts to promote regional economic cooperation.  

When the question was asked to what was the most successful feature of this session, 

respondents noted the adoption of Bangkok Declaration, active participation and commitment 

of the delegates, effective chairmanship, positive and encouraging approach of the Chair and 

organizer and guest lectures were the most successful features of this session.  

Finally, on the question of what was the least successful feature of this session, participants 

identified the absence of several member States, no press conference on the adoption of the 

Bangkok Declaration, miscommunication about the participation of  delegations, last minute 

additions and time management (See Annex - IV for details).  

In addition to the questionnaire-based responses, the representatives of the member states also 

shared their experiences and initiatives to advance regional economic cooperation and 

integration as documented in Bangkok Declaration. The representatives agreed that regional 

economic cooperation was critical for accelerating economic growth and reducing poverty 

and inequality. In this regard, there was a consensus among the representatives on the need to 

advance the agenda on regional economic cooperation and integration.  

Some representatives highlighted the importance of reducing tariff and non-tariff barriers in 

the region. Others noted that the difference in capacities among countries in the region is an 

important challenge in deepening regional cooperation (one of the objectives of the present 

project was to enhance capacity of the national policy makers especially those of LDCs). 

Representatives suggested that efforts to enhance capacity must continue by ESCAP. They 

also emphasized the importance of trade facilitation measures for regional economic 

integration and considered the adoption of Bangkok Declaration as an important milestone in 

this regard. Representatives also highlighted the need to strengthen connectivity in the areas 

of transport, energy and information technology. Some representatives noted that the 

financing of seamless connectivity in the region would be highly beneficial for bringing the 

region closer to each other. In this connection, they pointed to the accumulation of large 

financial resources in the region and the need to find ways to mobilize them effectively and 

efficiently in order to finance infrastructure projects in the region. They also emphasized the 

importance of regional cooperation in the area of food security.  

Finally, several representatives expressed their appreciation to the secretariat for its work in 

the area of regional economic cooperation and integration. The adoption of the Bangkok 
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Declaration is considered as an important milestone and a major achievement of the project. 

Some representatives also requested the secretariat to continue to assist the LDCs in building 

the capacity of their national policy makers through the area-specific expert group meetings.  

In addition to the rating, participants found the meetings highly useful as they received a good 

update on development in the region, they learned how other participating countries addressed 

the problems emanated from global financial crisis and they also learned about the quality of 

infrastructure in other countries. Participants from the central banks learn from the 

experiences of other central banks in managing inflationary pressures through monetary 

policy. Participants asked for the continuation of such high-level policy dialogues in the 

future covering new aspects of regional cooperation. They also suggested that the background 

papers needed further improvement and editing.  

4. Conclusions 

ESCAP implemented the project “Strengthening Capacity in Mitigating the Impact of the 

Financial Crisis and Sustaining Dynamic and Inclusive Development in Asia and the Pacific” 

with funding from the United Nations Development Account for a period of three years 

(2010-12). The main objective of the project has been to assist member countries, especially 

the LDCs by enhancing knowledge, capacity and skills of their policy makers to enable them 

to formulate and implement regionally coordinated macroeconomic policies; design coherent 

and effective regional architecture for financial cooperation; develop common regional 

positions to mitigate the adverse effects of the crisis; ensure fast economic recovery; and take 

preventive measures for possible reoccurrence of future crisis. In addition, the project also 

intended to assist member states of the region in consensus building through regional 

intergovernmental process to support a coordinated approach to regional crisis management in 

ensuring long-term inclusive and sustainable development.  

The intended primary beneficiaries of the project are policy makers from various countries in 

the region while the intended secondary beneficiaries are experts, private sector, media, 

NGOs, and civil society organizations involved in supporting activities for sustaining 

dynamism and inclusive development. 

A concerted effort has been made by ESCAP through this project to achieve the objectives. 

The Macroeconomic policy and Development Division of the ESCAP in collaboration with 

the national and regional development agencies and institutions including South Centre, 

Geneva implemented the project. In order to broaden the impact of its activities ESCAP also 

interacted with other development partners, including other United Nations entities. Under the 

project, ESCAP organized five regional/sub-regional high-level policy dialogues and one 

Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration in Bangkok.  
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With the help of various project documents, outcome reports of five high-level policy 

dialogues, the Bangkok Declaration of the Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic 

Cooperation and Integration, assessments received directly from the beneficiaries, feedback 

received directly from the participants of various high-level policy dialogues and meetings 

through questionnaires and on line survey by using the list of participants, the evaluation 

exercise has been carried out and led to the following observations.  

Firstly, the project appears to have made success in enhancing knowledge, capacity and skills 

of the national policy makers (primary beneficiaries) of the member states, especially those of 

LDCs (EA1 and EA2). The project under review is a demand – driven project as several 

member States requested the ESCAP to assist them in mitigating the impact of global 

financial crisis. To ensure relevance of the project results, ESCAP often prepared the meeting 

programmes in consultation with the targeted beneficiaries. One hundred and twenty four 

(124) national policy makers from 43 countries of five different sub-regions participated and 

benefited from the project in terms of enhanced knowledge, capacity and skills. This 

conclusion is reached on the assumption that the national policy makers must have gone 

through various outcome reports of the meetings, attended the presentation of various experts, 

interacted with fellow national policy makers of other countries, and absorbed ideas about the 

design of macroeconomic policies presented and discussed in the meetings. These activities 

must have contributed in enhancing the knowledge, capacity, skills and understanding of the 

national policy makers. The responded did acknowledge the success through their response to 

questionnaires, comments and online surveys. Furthermore, 249 secondary beneficiaries 

consisting of private sector, academics, former government officials, NGOs etc., 

representatives of international organizations, diplomats and parliamentarians from these 

countries also benefited from the project.  

It is not clear whether the results of the project would lead to the immediate changes in the 

macroeconomic policies of the participating countries because inputs from any conference do 

not immediately translate into policy changes. However, they percolate into policy discussion 

and eventually some ideas evolve into polices. Thus, it is safe to argue that some positive 

changes did happen to the beneficiaries as a result of the project.  

An overwhelming majority (88-92%) of participants found the documentation, facilitation, 

presentations and administrative arrangements between ‘good’ to ‘excellent’. Almost all the 

participants found the results of the project highly useful and relevant to their work, 

particularly in enhancing knowledge, understanding of policy and strategies and 

implementation of policies through the background papers of the various high-level policy 

dialogues. Participants learnt as to how the other participating countries addressed the 

challenges emanated from global financial crisis. Participants from central banks learn from 

the experiences of other central banks in managing inflationary pressures through monetary or 

other supply side policies.  
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As to the effectiveness of the project results, an overwhelming majority of participants 

benefitted from the project, the results of which have contributed to improving 

macroeconomic management of their countries. Participants also found the results of the 

project useful because they contributed in enhancing knowledge and capacity of policy 

makers as well as consensus building at the regional level. For example, several countries 

learnt from the experiences of others in designing monetary policy to address inflationary 

pressures; participants from LDCs informed that they have used macroeconomic policy for 

development purposes, particularly they used macro policy to stimulate growth on sustained 

basis. They even carried out a follow-up workshop in the country to share recommendations. 

Others found recommendations on energy highly useful and promised to implement them in 

their own country. Yet another group of participants agreed with the forward looking 

macroeconomic policies and promised to implement the same in their respective countries. In 

particular, they promised to spend more budgetary resources for strengthening the country’s 

physical infrastructure, spend more on education and health and to undertake measures to 

increase tax-to-GDP ratio. In short, the participants used the results of the project in 

policymaking ranging from energy to macroeconomic policies for inclusive and sustainable 

development to regional cooperation to controlling inflation.  

On sustainability of the results of the project, almost all the respondents stated that the 

project has not only played a critical role in enhancing the capacities, knowledge and skills of 

the national policy makers but also enabled them to use their enhanced capacities in 

formulating their macroeconomic policies. The project has benefited the countries through 

sharing of knowledge and experience from others, learning from the outcome reports of 

various meetings and listening to the presentation of various experts on the design of 

macroeconomic policies. Therefore, the benefits of the project are likely to continue in the 

future because of the enhanced knowledge, understanding and skills of the national policy 

makers. Involvement of a wide spectrum of stakeholders including secondary beneficiaries is 

also likely to contribute to the sustainability of the project results. 

One of the main objectives of the project has been to assist member countries of the region to 

build consensus through a regional intergovernmental process for strengthening regional 

economic cooperation and integration (EA3). Perhaps the most important outcome of the 

project has been the adoption of Bangkok Declaration at the end of the Ministerial Conference 

on Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration, held recently in Bangkok.  

The Bangkok Declaration has called for the establishment of four area-specific working 

groups to enhance financial cooperation in closing infrastructure gaps, improve connectivity 

across region in the areas of transport, energy and information technology, increase economic 

and technical cooperation to address shared vulnerabilities and risks, and move towards the 

formation of an integrated market in the region.  
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The Bangkok Declaration has succeeded in securing political commitment from the member 

states for further strengthening of regional economic cooperation and integration in the Asia-

Pacific region. Through the Bangkok Declaration, the member states have also requested the 

Executive Secretary to accord high priority to regional economic cooperation and integration 

in the work of ESCAP and to support the work on the four area-specific working groups. It 

has also requested the Executive Secretary to convene a second ministerial conference in 2015 

where the concrete recommendation/action plan from the four areas-specific exercise will be 

presented to bring the region even more closer. Hence, the sustainability of project results 

has been ensured through the adoption of Bangkok Declaration as member States will 

continue to work together in strengthening their economic ties and will continue to assist the 

LDCs in taking advantage of opportunities arising from regional cooperation. In short, the 

project has made some advancement not only towards achieving its third objective (EA3) but 

also ensuring the sustainability of the project results. 

While the project has covered much ground, there are still more to be done and more grounds 

to be covered to achieve the ultimate goals the ESCAP aimed to achieve with this project. 

Member countries, particularly the LDCs including Afghanistan, Myanmar, Cambodia etc. 

still face capacity constraints as their capacity to formulate regionally coordinated 

macroeconomic policies remain limited. Any stand-alone meetings on a particular topic or 

subject, particularly, those taking place in the LDCs, have limited value. These meetings can 

be made more result-oriented if there is a follow up meeting on the same subject or topic. This 

will not only be helpful for the national policy makers but will also help ESCAP in gauging 

the usefulness of such workshop/meeting through the level of discussion and participation. 

Furthermore, this will also help ESCAP in knowing whether the knowledge, understanding 

and skills of the national policy makers have improved.  It is, therefore, safe to suggest that 

although the project has made major contributions in enhancing knowledge, capacity and 

skills of the national policy makers in the region, additional efforts will be required to further 

enhance the capacity of the member states, particularly the LDCs.  

5. Recommendations  

a) Follow up Actions: Although the member states of the region, especially the 

LDCs found the results of the project useful in enhancing knowledge, capacity and 

skills of national policy makers and consensus building at the regional level, the 

capacity element, especially for the LDCs needs to be strengthened as they still 

face difficulties in formulating regionally coordinated macroeconomic policies.  

 It is recommended that two follow up actions can be taken to enhance the 

capacity of national policy makers as well as the sustainability of the project’s 

impact. First, follow up training workshops could be organized for LDCs 

officials on selected issues most relevant to them. Second, the knowledge and 
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insights generated from these meetings could be reflected in ESCAP’s ongoing 

work such as the flagship report the Economic and Social Survey which has a 

wide readership. Policy makers and experts who participated in the project 

could also be invited to contribute to ESCAP seminars, policy briefs and 

working papers.  

 The stand-alone meeting on a particular topic or subject, particularly those 

taking place in the LDCs, have limited value as such meeting may not reduce 

the knowledge/capacity gap. These meetings can be made more result-oriented 

if there is a follow up meeting on the same subject or topic.  

 The Ministerial conference through the Bangkok Declaration has requested the 

Executive Secretary to support the work of four area-specific expert working 

groups. It is recommended that ESCAP may consider this request and take 

further opportunity to assist member countries, especially the LDCs in building 

their capacity.  

 ESCAP may consider organizing more high-level policy dialogues in the areas 

of fiscal sustainability, integrated approach to energy security, ASEAN 

banking integration, food security and macroeconomic cost of Basel III 

requirements, as requested by some member states.  

b) Time Management: Time management was found to be a challenge in some 

meetings, as some participants indicated that there was insufficient time for open 

discussions.  

 Breakout sessions and other modalities (number of presentations may be 

reduced) may be considered in future meetings. 

c) Workshop Management: More focused meeting would most probably be more 

result-oriented. There is a need to avoid mixing different topics in one meeting. A 

case in point is the Fiji meeting where the Role of Macroeconomic Policy and 

energy security were discussed together. Some participants indicated that there 

was little linkage between these two topics.  

 ESCAP may like to take this into consideration while choosing the topic for 

the meeting.  

 Timely circulation of conference document would enhance the level and 

quality of discussion as the participants will have sufficient time to read the 

document before the meeting. At least the Executive Summary of the 

document may be sent to the participants before the meeting.  

 Conference proceedings could be published for wider dissemination of the 

results of the meetings. Or, at least, the documents of the conference could be 

provided to the participants electronically after the conference/meeting.  
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 Receiving timely the duly filled questionnaire – based survey and written 

comments are essential for evaluating the relevance, effectiveness and 

sustainability of project results. Additional efforts on the part of the organizer 

of the conference/workshop are required to get the feedback from the 

participants by the end of the meeting. 

 Uniformity in question must be maintained in each meeting. This will help the 

evaluation exercise 

 Questionnaires must be designed to get the response in line with relevance, 

effectiveness and sustainability of the project results.  

d) Ministerial Conference: ESCAP is likely to hold second ministerial conference in 

2015. To encourage higher and wider representation of the member states in 

commission’s meeting, ESCAP may send invitation directly to relevant ministries 

with copies of the invitations sent to their diplomatic offices in Bangkok.  

 ESCAP needs to improve its media communication as some participants 

lamented that there was no press conference on the adoption of Bangkok 

Declaration – a landmark achievement for ESCAP in fostering regional 

cooperation and integration. Some participants thought that ESCAP failed to 

showcase its success with rest of the world. 
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Annexure - I 

Terms of Reference (Contact No. 7048) 

Since 2011, ESCAP has been implementing the Development Account Project “Strengthening 

Capacity in Mitigating the Impact of the Financial Crisis and Sustaining Dynamic and Inclusive 

Development in Asia and the Pacific”. The objective, the expected accomplishments, and the 

main activities of the project are mentioned in the enclosed Project document. Beneficiaries were 

senior policy makers from ESCAP member countries, as well as experts, private sector and 

NGOs.  

I. The consultant will conduct an independent evaluation as part of the project 

implementation. In particular, the purpose of this evaluation is to determine whether the 

project achieved its goals and to access the relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of 

the project results in line with ESCAP Evaluation Guidelines. Based on an overall 

assessments of the project, the evaluation would also put forward concrete 

recommendations for planning future interventions.  

II. The consultant will conduct an independent evaluation, reviewing the operations and 

outputs of the project in relations to the expected outcomes/objectives set out in the 

project document and deriving concrete detailed recommendations for similar future 

intervention. In particular, the consultant will: 

a. Collect and analyze relevant information, including through e-mail and/or phone 

survey and interviews.  

b. Assess whether the project outcomes are consistent with the Logical Framework 

and indictors listed in the project; and  

c. Design and Report on Additional indicators of performance. 

III. The main activities for assessment would include: 

a. Five Regional/sub-regional meetings held in Manila (September 2011), Dhaka 

(October 2011), Nadi (October 2011), Yogyakarta (May 2013), and Almaty 

(August 2013); and  

b. Ministerial Conference on Regional Economic Cooperation and Integration in 

Asia and the Pacific, 17-20 December 2013, and its two preparatory meetings.  



IV. Methodology would include: 

a. Desk review of relevant documentation; and  

b. Web or e-mail survey of project stakeholders/beneficiaries and follow-up phone 

interview, as necessary  

V. Submit a detailed outline of the evaluation report, including a preliminary desk review of 

available documentation on the project and its activities. Documents as listed in Annex 

will be made available to the Consultant. The outline should also include a proposed 

evaluation methodology and survey/interview instrument explaining how project 

stakeholders will participate in the evaluation (January 3, 2014) 

VI. Submit a draft evaluation report, together with an audio (or video) recorded 15-17 

minutes/PowerPoint presentation highlighting the main findings and recommendations of 

the evaluation. The consultant should then submit a revised final report based on 

comments from ESCAP Secretariat (February 10, 2014) 

VII. The Report will be delivered in a written form as on MS Word attachment through e-

mail.  
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Survey: 2013-MCREI

Value Count Percent %

Not Applicable 0 0.0%

Strongly agree 14 63.6%

Agree 7 31.8%

Neutral 1 4.6%

Disagree 0 0.0%

Strongly disagree 0 0.0%

Statistics

Total Responses 22

Sum 101.0

Avg. 4.6

StdDev 0.6

Max 5.0

Summary Report - Auto Run

1. The agenda items reflected the current issues regarding the pursuit of regional economic
cooperation and integration in the Asian and Pacific region.

1. The agenda items reflected the current issues regarding the pursuit of
regional economic cooperation and integration in the Asian and Pacific region.

Strongly agree 63.6%

Agree 31.8%

Neutral 4.6%

2. The agenda items reflected the needs and priorities of my country/territory
to benefit from regional economic cooperation and integration in Asia and the

Pacific.

Strongly agree 38.1%

Agree 57.1%

Disagree 4.8%



Value Count Percent %

Strongly agree 8 38.1%

Agree 12 57.1%

Neutral 0 0.0%

Disagree 1 4.8%

Strongly disagree 0 0.0%

Statistics

Total Responses 21

Sum 90.0

Avg. 4.3

StdDev 0.7

Max 5.0

2. The agenda items reflected the needs and priorities of my country/territory to benefit from
regional economic cooperation and integration in Asia and the Pacific.

3. What could have been done to improve the relevance of the Conference, including side events, to the
needs and priorities of the Asia and Pacific region?

Count Response

1 It's ok.

1 Nothing special

1 The 'Growing Together' report could have been presented in attractive manner.

1 The organization, deliberation and service are wonderful.

1 Separate meetings for LDCs, LLDCs and Small Island Developing countries as a supplementary arrangement to
support and compliment in general discussions would be useful.

4. Please rate the following statements on a scale of 1 to 5

 
Strongly
agree

Agree NeutralDisagree
Strongly
disagree

Responses

The Conference effectively facilitated a regional discussion on how to
enhance regional economic cooperation and integration issues in Asia and

the Pacific.

59.1%
13

36.4%
8

4.5%
1

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

22

The Conference effectively identified means to enhance regional economic
cooperation and integration in Asia and the Pacific.

45.5%
10

40.9%
9

13.6%
3

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

22

The Conference successfully promoted dialogue on regional economic
cooperation and integration issues.

45.5%
10

45.5%
10

9.1%
2

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

22

The session effectively promoted a collaborative approach to discuss
ways to enhance regional economic cooperation and integration in Asia

and the Pacific.

57.1%
12

38.1%
8

4.8%
1

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

21

The session documents were of high quality, concise, and clearly state the
issues.

55.0%
11

30.0%
6

15.0%
3

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

20

5. What could have been done to improve the Conference’s effectiveness in achieving its mandate?

Count Response

1 Hope to give more time to each country to speak and clarify the information needed by ESCAP.

1 It's ok

1 The Chair should be strong in moving forward the agenda and pushing the discussion.

1 The senior and ministerial segments serve as important platforms for policy coordination.

1 Since the regional groupings (Developing member States, LDCs, LLDCs, Small Island Developing countries) have their
special problems. It would be more interesting and relevant to have recommendations categorized under each of the
headings. Some emphasis on science and technology areas would be useful.

1 Some relevant background documents were shared very late and close to the conference thereby no allowing sufficient
time to read.

1 For the conference's effectiveness in achieving its mandate, we just need to do review and monitoring for regional



economic cooperation and integration as reality.

6. Please rate the following statements on a scale of 1 to 5

 
Strongly
agree

Agree NeutralDisagree
Strongly
disagree

Responses

The time available for discussion (policy statements) during the meetings
was adequate.

33.3%
7

66.7%
14

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

21

The servicing by the secretariat was efficient and effective. 50.0%
11

40.9%
9

9.1%
2

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

22

The communications from the secretariat to the member States on the
preparations for the session were effective.

52.4%
11

38.1%
8

9.5%
2

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

21

The organization of two preparatory consultation meetings in August and
November to discuss the elements of the draft Ministerial Declaration

enabled the session to proceed efficiently.

50.0%
11

31.8%
7

18.2%
4

0.0%
0

0.0%
0

22

7. What could have been done to improve the efficiency of the organizational and servicing aspects of the
session?

Count Response

1 It's ok.

1 Making the documents well in advance to the member States would be good.

1 None

1 Nothing special.

1 Secretariat should clearly identify the main agenda and issues to be discussed.

1 The secretariat staff are very helpful.

1 The communication to members/participants was delayed to the extent that it gave little time for preparation.

8. What could have been done to encourage higher and wider representation from your delegation at this
session?

Count Response

1 Action plan to implement the Bkk Declaration would be necessary.

1 No need

1 The stability of Thailand.

1 Whatever is being done will need to continue in future as well.

1 Direct correspondence with relevant Ministries with copies to diplomatic offices would have helped ensure higher
representation.

9. What was the most successful feature of this session?

Count Response

1 Active participation and commitment of the delegates.

1 Adoption of Bkk Declaration

1 Chairmanship was excellent

1 Discussion on Bangkok declaration

1 Effective Chairmanship

1 Positive and encouraging approach of the Chair and orgnanizer.

1 The guest lectures were one of the most exciting parts of the conference.



Value Count Percent %

Afghanistan 0 0.0%

Albania 0 0.0%

Algeria 0 0.0%

Andorra 0 0.0%

Angola 0 0.0%

Antigua and Barbuda 0 0.0%

Argentina 0 0.0%

Armenia 0 0.0%

Australia 0 0.0%

Austria 0 0.0%

Azerbaijan 0 0.0%

Bahamas, The 0 0.0%

Bahrain 0 0.0%

Bangladesh 0 0.0%

Statistics

Total Responses 19

1 The leadership of the chairmanship

1 The sessionwas led by an able and experience chair.

1 It was very participatory and very quality papers on regional economic co-operation and integration in this region.

10. What was the least successful feature of this session?

Count Response

1 Absence of sevaral of member States.

1 Last minute additions

1 Nothing special.

1 Time managment

1 There should be a press conference on the adoption of the Bangkok declaration. This is to highlight the successful
conclusion of the first step towards economic cooperation and integration of Asia and the Pacific

1 Some miscommunication was happened about the participation of the delegation. In future it is necessary only to
contract the focal point of ESCAP respective countries while dealing with ESCAP matters.

11. Delegation (Country)

11. Delegation (Country)

Bhutan 15.8%

Burma 5.3%

Cambodia 5.3%

China 5.3%

Kazakhstan 5.3%

Kyrgyzstan 5.3%

Laos 5.3%

All Others 52.6%



Barbados 0 0.0%

Belarus 0 0.0%

Belgium 0 0.0%

Belize 0 0.0%

Benin 0 0.0%

Bhutan 3 15.8%

Bolivia 0 0.0%

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 0.0%

Botswana 0 0.0%

Brazil 0 0.0%

Brunei 0 0.0%

Bulgaria 0 0.0%

Burkina Faso 0 0.0%

Burma 1 5.3%

Burundi 0 0.0%

Cambodia 1 5.3%

Cameroon 0 0.0%

Canada 0 0.0%

Cape Verde 0 0.0%

Central African Republic 0 0.0%

Chad 0 0.0%

Chile 0 0.0%

China 1 5.3%

Colombia 0 0.0%

Comoros 0 0.0%

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0 0.0%

Congo, Republic of the 0 0.0%

Costa Rica 0 0.0%

Cote d'Ivoire 0 0.0%

Croatia 0 0.0%

Cuba 0 0.0%

Curacao 0 0.0%

Cyprus 0 0.0%

Czech Republic 0 0.0%

Denmark 0 0.0%

Djibouti 0 0.0%

Dominica 0 0.0%

Dominican Republic 0 0.0%

East Timor (see Timor-Leste) 0 0.0%

Ecuador 0 0.0%

Egypt 0 0.0%

El Salvador 0 0.0%

Equatorial Guinea 0 0.0%

Eritrea 0 0.0%

Estonia 0 0.0%

Ethiopia 0 0.0%

Fiji 0 0.0%

Finland 0 0.0%



France 0 0.0%

Gabon 0 0.0%

Gambia, The 0 0.0%

Georgia 0 0.0%

Germany 0 0.0%

Ghana 0 0.0%

Greece 0 0.0%

Grenada 0 0.0%

Guatemala 0 0.0%

Guinea 0 0.0%

Guinea-Bissau 0 0.0%

Guyana 0 0.0%

Haiti 0 0.0%

Holy See 0 0.0%

Honduras 0 0.0%

Hong Kong 0 0.0%

Hungary 0 0.0%

Iceland 0 0.0%

India 0 0.0%

Indonesia 0 0.0%

Iran 0 0.0%

Iraq 0 0.0%

Ireland 0 0.0%

Israel 0 0.0%

Italy 0 0.0%

Jamaica 0 0.0%

Japan 0 0.0%

Jordan 0 0.0%

Kazakhstan 1 5.3%

Kenya 0 0.0%

Kiribati 0 0.0%

Kosovo 0 0.0%

Kuwait 0 0.0%

Kyrgyzstan 1 5.3%

Laos 1 5.3%

Latvia 0 0.0%

Lebanon 0 0.0%

Lesotho 0 0.0%

Liberia 0 0.0%

Libya 0 0.0%

Liechtenstein 0 0.0%

Lithuania 0 0.0%

Luxembourg 0 0.0%

Macau 0 0.0%

Macedonia 0 0.0%

Madagascar 0 0.0%

Malawi 0 0.0%

Malaysia 5 26.3%



Maldives 1 5.3%

Mali 0 0.0%

Malta 0 0.0%

Marshall Islands 0 0.0%

Mauritania 0 0.0%

Mauritius 0 0.0%

Mexico 0 0.0%

Micronesia 0 0.0%

Moldova 0 0.0%

Monaco 0 0.0%

Mongolia 0 0.0%

Montenegro 0 0.0%

Morocco 0 0.0%

Mozambique 0 0.0%

Namibia 0 0.0%

Nauru 0 0.0%

Nepal 2 10.5%

Netherlands 0 0.0%

Netherlands Antilles 0 0.0%

New Zealand 0 0.0%

Nicaragua 0 0.0%

Niger 0 0.0%

Nigeria 0 0.0%

North Korea 0 0.0%

Norway 0 0.0%

Oman 0 0.0%

Pakistan 1 5.3%

Palau 0 0.0%

Palestinian Territories 0 0.0%

Panama 0 0.0%

Papua New Guinea 0 0.0%

Paraguay 0 0.0%

Peru 0 0.0%

Philippines 0 0.0%

Poland 0 0.0%

Portugal 0 0.0%

Qatar 0 0.0%

Romania 0 0.0%

Russia 1 5.3%

Rwanda 0 0.0%

Saint Kitts and Nevis 0 0.0%

Saint Lucia 0 0.0%

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0 0.0%

Samoa 0 0.0%

San Marino 0 0.0%

Sao Tome and Principe 0 0.0%

Saudi Arabia 0 0.0%

Senegal 0 0.0%



Serbia 0 0.0%

Seychelles 0 0.0%

Sierra Leone 0 0.0%

Singapore 0 0.0%

Slovakia 0 0.0%

Slovenia 0 0.0%

Solomon Islands 0 0.0%

Somalia 0 0.0%

South Africa 0 0.0%

South Korea 0 0.0%

South Sudan 0 0.0%

Spain 0 0.0%

Sri Lanka 0 0.0%

Sudan 0 0.0%

Suriname 0 0.0%

Swaziland 0 0.0%

Sweden 0 0.0%

Switzerland 0 0.0%

Syria 0 0.0%

Taiwan 0 0.0%

Tajikistan 0 0.0%

Tanzania 0 0.0%

Thailand 0 0.0%

Timor-Leste 0 0.0%

Togo 0 0.0%

Tonga 0 0.0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0 0.0%

Tunisia 0 0.0%

Turkey 0 0.0%

Turkmenistan 0 0.0%

Tuvalu 0 0.0%

Uganda 0 0.0%

Ukraine 0 0.0%

United Arab Emirates 0 0.0%

United Kingdom 0 0.0%

United States 0 0.0%

Uruguay 0 0.0%

Uzbekistan 0 0.0%

Vanuatu 0 0.0%

Venezuela 0 0.0%

Vietnam 0 0.0%

Yemen 0 0.0%

Zambia 0 0.0%

Zimbabwe 0 0.0%

12. Name



Count Response

1 Ahmed Ifthikhar

1 Aigerim Kuat

1 Bou Tharin

1 Datuk IR. Hamim Samuri

1 Dophu Tshering

1 Huru Rama Thever

1 Josephine Uranza

1 Mr. Wan Zakaria Wan Ibrahim

1 Ms. Tun Tun Nging

1 Nazim Latif

1 Rabindra k Shakya

1 Sonam Tshering Dorji

1 Truong Hong Tien

1 Xie Zhangwei

1 Yulig

13. Title

Count Response

1 Assistant Secretary, Ministry of Transport

1 Assistant to PR (First Secretary)

1 Chief Trade Officer

1 Commercial Counsellor

1 Deputy Head of Desk

1 Deputy Minister of International Trade and Industry

1 Deputy Secretary General of the NAC, MEF

1 Deputy Under Secretary

2 Director

1 Director-General

1 Head of Division

1 Joint Secretary

1 Regional Coordinator

1 Senior Policy and Planning Officer

1 Vice-Chair
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