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Accountability to Affected People (AAP) 

Rachel Maher – AAP Focal Point, OCHA IASB / IASC Secretariat
8 March 2022



Key elements for driving collective AAP

A collective AAP approach will succeed, or fail, depending on:

1. The level and quality of the support from the response leadership;
2. Where AAP sits within the coordination architecture and how inclusive that architecture is of

affected communities, local organisations and local leadership;
3. The range of common services that operational partners can provide and scale, as needed;
4. Access to quality financing.

CONTEXT MATTERS: A collective AAP approach must recognise and build upon existing structures,
and it must be adapted to meet the needs of communities as expressed in specific the response.



AAP as a priority area – global & regional initiatives 

1. Workshops on Collective AAP & Action Plans, in ‘champion’ countries led by HCs (2022)

2. IASC Collective AAP tools and guidance – ongoing through IASC AAP Taskforce (2022)

3. Good practices and lessons learnt in AAP, compilation (March 2022)

4. CERF/CBPF improvement of guidance and templates and global and country level
(ongoing)

5. Interagency roster of technical capacity in AAP and community engagement (TBD)

6. IASC Principals Statement reaffirming commitments on AAP (March 2022)



Global coordination: Rachel Maher rachel.maher@un.org

Asia Pacific - ROAP: Husni husni.husni@un.org

mailto:Rachel.maher@un.org
mailto:usni.husni@un.org


IASC PSEAH 
External Review 

2021 Presentation to 
regional AAP and 
PSEA group
8 March 2022



Approach

Audience and Purpose*

Scope broad and additional ‘themes’ added. Impact on depth.

Focus remained on IASC members and collective IASC delivery

Document Review

Key Informant Interviews *(53/80/26)

Network Meetings

Validation Field Visit

Several rounds of comments and fact checking*

Collective working with AAP 



Findings 
• PSEA Network model only recently consistently 

applied/supported
• Fragmented and ad hoc mechanisms for 

resourcing
• Prioritisation 
• ‘Fragile’. Networks. 2-year ambition challenging
• Coordinator - still a new skill set. Fundraising a 

burden
• Challenge of ensuring FPs can support inter-

agency activity
• Challenges of ensuring contextualisation



Findings continued
• Mixed views from PSEA Coordinators on support 

from leadership
• HCs aware
• Some cynicism from Coordinators on depth
• Little traction with cluster/sector leadership



Findings continued
• Shared understanding and application of VCA 

required
• Consistent challenge re provision of GBV 

services
• Challenges of operationalising inter-agency 

CBCM consistent
• Technical Support

• Positive feedback on training 
• Clear need for guidance to be further 

streamlined – field led
• Clear need for technical priorities to be 

field led
• Clear need for improved monitoring –

not more reporting



Conclusions

• Foundations established, pilots 
conducted, commitments 
endorsed.

• Retain IASC strategic outcomes and 
commitments. 

• Streamline guidance

• Move from one year to 5-year 
planning and establish targets

• Secure predictable funding

• Monitor progress – not through 
reporting and reporting but by real 
time monitoring in high-risk 
contexts

• IASC commitments and models 
need to work for all members

• Produce evidence that IASC 
approach and models lead to 
change and should be mandatory 
in every humanitarian context



Recommendations for 
IASC Principals
1. Increase trust that staff and affected communities have in 
the transparency and accountability of the IASC members and 
humanitarian partners. (i)

2. Commission and endorse a five-year Programme of Action 
on PSEAH to demonstrate progress over time. (ii)

and

3. Delegate responsibility for crafting a road map to deliver the 
five-year IASC Programme of Action on PSEAH. (iii) 

4 Decide how to strengthen IASC monitoring and 
implementation. (iv)



Recommendations for 
IASC Principals

5. Commit to working together against a clear timeline 
to address barriers to timely, accountable and 
transparent investigations into reports  

6. Establish a funding mechanism to deploy inter-
agency PSEA Network Coordinators and sustainably 
establish up to 15 PSEA Networks in high-risk contexts.  

7 Regularise the PSEA Network Coordinator post, 
deployment mechanism, and evaluation. 

8. Share learning and experience amongst IASC 
members. 





Regional priorities 2022



Status of continency planning in the Asia Pacific region



PSEA

R E G I O N A L  A A P / P S E A  
W O R K I N G  G R O U P  
M E E T I N G  Q 1



The state of the Art.
COUNTRY DEDICATED PSEA 

COORDINATOR
ACTIVE PSEA STEERING 

COMMITTEE
ACTIVE PSEA 

NETWORK
2021/2022 WORKPLAN INTER-AGENCY SEA 

REPORTING SOPSs

INTER-AGENCY 
INFORMATION SHARING 

PROTOCOL

ACTIVE INTER-AGENCY  SEA 
REPORTING CHANNELS

GBV REFERRAL PATHWAY AND/OR  GBV SERVICE 
MAPPING INCLUDED IN THE SOPs

NUMBER OF SEA COMPLAINTS RECEIVED in 2022

AFGHANISTAN NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES 0

BANGLADESH NO NO YES YES NO NO NO Not disclosed in the network

BHUTAN NO YES NO YES YES YES YES YES 0

CAMBODIA NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO 0

CHINA NO YES

COXBAZAR YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES
Data can be shared with pre-authorized enties only following 

ISP

DPRK NO NO NO YES NO NO NO 0

INDIA NO YES YES YES YES NO NO YES unknown

INDONESIA YES NO NO YES YES NO NO 0

IRAN NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO 0

JAPAN NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

MALDIVES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 0

MONGOLIA NO NO YES YES NO NO NO 0

MYANMAR YES YES YES YES YES YES YES ISP prevents sharing info

NEPAL YES NO YES YES NO NO NO NO 0

PAKISTAN YES NO YES YES YES YES YES 0

PHILIPPINES YES NO YES YES YES YES NO YES 0

PNG YES YES YES YES NO NO YES 0

SRI LANKA NO NO YES NO NO NO NO NO unknown

THAILAND NO NO YES YES NO NO NO YES 0

VIETNAM NO



Strategic 
Objectives 
Implementation

Blended Learning Program Concept 
Note finalized and presented but 
unsuccessful fund raising.

PSEA In Development Task Team 
created and TORs under discussion. A 
budget presented to DCO for the 
PSEA in development  Guidelines 
presentation workshop in September.  
No answer to date.



Updates from Countries

• New Coordinators in Philippines and Indonesia

• UNCT discussions in Vietnam

• Resignation of PSEA Coordinator in Myanmar  (replaced )

• Resignation of PSEA Coordinator in Afghanistan (position vacant)

• Departure of PSEA Coordinator in Bangladesh (position vacant)



Discussion on Priorities for 2022

Scan the QR code below

Or go to Menti.com and 
enter 7399 5452



AAP CE in Myanmar 

Annie Ingram
Interagency AAP CE Specialist

OCHA Myanmar 



2021-22 EXPANDED GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE 
Pre February 2021 – focus on Rakhine, Northern Shan, Kachin  



PIN AND FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS
Pre-2021 vs 2021-22



Interagency Myanmar language AAP training 

• Short term AAP training consultant + IT 

consultant funded through UNFPA/MHF

• OCHA AAP global team provided core 

English training slides

• Approximately  160 

people trained 

• All participants 

from local NGOs 

and CSOs

• Over 850 EOIs 

received 



Training slides



Facilitator’s Handbook



Translated videos
AAP Playlist on MIMU YouTube



Glossary 



CHS Quality and Accountability 
Tying in previous work



CLEAR FILING OF MATERIALS FOR 
INTERAGENCY USE  



KEY LEARNINGS 

• Drawing on advice from colleagues who 

have rolled out similar training (in Myanmar 

PSEA colleagues had learned a lot from 

their experience rolling out training to local 

orgs).

• Offering mobile phone data to participants.

• Files are very large – finding where they can 

be stored as they can’t be emailed. Where 

they’re filed important for who will access 

them as well.  

• Not all translators will be familiar with AAP 

terminology – bilingual glossary very 

helpful. 

• Model of using global resource but 

adapting it for local use worked well.

• Explaining to people why it’s important 

to have an interagency training rather 

than existing agency’s training.

• Local training organisations who could 

continue to be contracted to deliver.

• Which platforms work best for local 

colleagues to access and have ability 

for simultaneous interpretation – in 

Myanmar, that’s Zoom. 



Thank you! 



DIVERSE SOGIESC
'REVERSE’ PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Regional AAP and PSEA Group
8 March 2022

www.edgeeffect.org



DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org

• Developed with financial support of Australia Aid as part 
of the Not In Kansas Anymore project. 

• Part of a series of tools being developed by Edge Effect 
to support humanitarian (and development) 
organizations to address the rights, needs and strengths 
of people with diverse SOGIESC (aka LGBTIQ+ people).

• These tools take a social-norms-based approach rather 
than an identity-based approach.

• These tools all reference Edge Effect’s Diverse SOGIESC 
Continuum.

• The Diverse SOGIESC ‘Reverse’ Partner Appraisal Tool is 
in DRAFT and we are seeking feedback before finalization.

DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ 
PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL 
For Assessing the Diverse SOGIESC Capacity of 
International Humanitarian and Development Organizations

USER GUIDE

?



DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org

• HETERONORMATIVITY: The assumption that all people are or should be heterosexual (as their 
sexual orientation). Heteronormativity underpins discrimination against or exclusion of people who 
are gay, lesbian, bisexual or other sexualities. 

• CISNORMATIVITY: The assumption that all people are cisgender (that their gender matches their 
sex assigned at birth). Cisnormativity underpins discrimination against or exclusion of transgender 
people. 

• GENDER BINARISM: The assumption that all people identify as one of two genders, women or men. 
Gender Binarism underpins discrimination against or exclusion of people who are gender non-
binary, and works in tandem with heteronormativity. 

• ENDOSEXISM: The assumption that all people’s physical sex characteristics align with the medical or 
societal expectations of male or female bodies. Endosexism underpins discrimination against or 
exclusion of people who are intersex. 
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DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org

• Improving diverse 
SOGIESC inclusion 
requires deeper 
engagement with 
diverse SOGIESC 
CSOs and RHOs.

• It also requires 
‘traditional’ 
humanitarian 
organizations to 
review and revise their 
policies, frameworks, 
tools, ways of working 
… i.e. everything. 



DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org

Eleven pages and 150 
questions later, we sat 

exhausted, having 
survived only 

through copious
volumes of coffee and 

a mutual sense of 
humour.



DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org

• Partner appraisals sit uncomfortably within debates 
about accountability, localization, and decolonization.

• The appraisal process is fundamentally about ‘upward’ 
accountability to donors, even if the stated intention is to 
ensure program quality for those who participate in 
programs. Does compliance = compliant?

• Organizations and people who are ‘downstream’ do not 
get to ask questions about the capacity of ‘upstream’ 
organizations to fulfill their roles, to deliver programs of 
value or to manage risk.

• What if we reversed it? What if diverse SOGIESC CSO’s 
were the ones asking the questions?

DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ 
PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL 
For Assessing the Diverse SOGIESC Capacity of 
International Humanitarian and Development Organizations

USER GUIDE

?



DIVERSE SOGIESC ‘REVERSE’ PARTNER APPRAISAL TOOL

Asia and Pacific AAP and PSEAH WG | 22 March 2022
www.edgeeffect.org
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intersectionality is productive, i.e. two characteristics 
experienced together lead to a separate and distinct 
set of issues.  Whatever is meant by intersectional, 
it is easier to write the word in documents than to 
implement it within programs. The worst case scenario 
is that mentions of intersectionality are used as a way 
of pretending to be more inclusive, without actually 
doing very much.  Intersectionality can be an important 
way to include people with diverse SOGIESC, who may 
also have other relevant characteristics, e.g. be a person 
with a disability, or from an ethnic group, or be an 
indigenous person, or many other aspects of people. Aid 
organizations that score well for this question will be 
able to show how they operationalize an intersectional 
approach, they will be able to show how diversity of 
SOGIESC is included in that approach, and how other 
characteristics are also included in the approach.

Question 14:  Does the!aid organization 
work in ‘intersectional’ ways, what does 
that mean to the aid organization, and 
does it include people with diverse 
SOGIESC or with other characteristics 
such as people with disabilities.

The term ‘intersectionality’ is common in the aid sector. 
However it seems to mean different things to different 
organizations and people. For some, intersectionality 
is additive, i.e. it involves people with more than one 
characteristic that results in discrimination. For others 

lesbians, bisexual women and other women with diverse 
SOGIESC are women, so too gay men, bisexual men, trans 
men and other men and boys with diverse SOGIESC 
are still men and boys. Their experiences of being men 
and boys may be significantly different to other men 
and boys, while also having other aspects in common. 
Programs that address gender more broadly could and 
should also take into consideration the lived experience 
of people with diverse and non-binary genders. Evidence 
of diverse SOGIESC inclusion in broader gender 
programs can come from policies, strategies, tools and 
the design and implementation of specific programs.

“This is essential. Many “This is essential. Many 
times [they] missed lesbian, times [they] missed lesbian, 
bisexual, trans, intersex and bisexual, trans, intersex and 
queer women while focusing queer women while focusing 
women and girls. They have women and girls. They have 
to mention women and to mention women and 
girls in all their diversity girls in all their diversity 
which also include lesbian, which also include lesbian, 
bisexual, trans , intersex bisexual, trans , intersex 
and queer women. This has and queer women. This has 
to be spelled out in their to be spelled out in their 
documents” (CSO input).documents” (CSO input).

“Intersectionality should not “Intersectionality should not 
be a buzzword. It has to be be a buzzword. It has to be 
clear what intersectionality clear what intersectionality 
means. Some times INGOs means. Some times INGOs 
put the word minority and put the word minority and 
disadvantage group and while disadvantage group and while 
they define these they missed they define these they missed 
diverse SOGIESC. We want to diverse SOGIESC. We want to 
be clearly mentioned, rather be clearly mentioned, rather 
than [using] these kind of than [using] these kind of 
confusing terms which can confusing terms which can 
leave us behind” (CSO input).leave us behind” (CSO input).
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As data continues to grow in importance, aid 
organizations face increased responsibilities to collect 
and manage that data. People with diverse SOGIESC 
face both exclusions and protection risks with regard 
to aid organization data collection, storage and usage. 
In many cases data collection overlooks people with 
diverse SOGIESC and their needs, as collection processes 
are not inclusive or because aid organizations have 
not yet worked out how to include people with diverse 
SOGIESC safely. If people with diverse SOGIESC and 
their needs are not reflected in data, it is less likely that 
program designs will include those people or address 
their needs. Wherever possible aid organizations 
should provide options that facilitate participation of 
people with diverse SOGIESC without putting them at 
risk through unnecessary data collection or through 
designs that require data sharing (e.g. financial and 
telecommunications registration systems that may be 
part of cash programs). However if data is collected, it 
needs to be treated with great care.  Release of data 
about people with diverse SOGIESC to third-parties 
could result in significant safety issues or discrimination. 
Aid organizations need digital data policies and 
procedures on rationale for collecting data, secure 
storage, usage by the organization and sharing with 
other organizations only according to informed consent, 
disposal of data and related topics. Aid organizations also 
need to use caution in participating in digital identity and 
management systems that use biometrics (which could 
be used to track or ‘out’ people with diverse SOGIESC) 
and algorithms (that may exclude people with diverse 
SOGIESC based on normative assumptions embedded 
into coding). 

“Digital data safety is equally “Digital data safety is equally 
important as it is physical important as it is physical 
safety and security. There safety and security. There 
should be a policy on who should be a policy on who 
controls such data , who can controls such data , who can 
access that data, what type access that data, what type 
or level of data privacy and or level of data privacy and 
coding is required” (CSO coding is required” (CSO 
input).!input).!

QUESTION GROUP THREE:
GENDER AND INTERSECTIONALITY
Note: This group of questions is included because when 
diversity of SOGIESC is addressed by aid organizations, 
it is often through gender programming. However other 
thematic areas should also include SOGIESC diversity!

Question 12:  If the!aid organization has 
projects that focus on women and girls, 
how do they include lesbian, bisexual, 
trans, intersex and queer women and 
girls in those programs?

There is a tendency within many aid organizations to 
treat diverse SOGIESC or ‘LGBTIQ+’ issues as a separate 
‘box’ of issues. Of course many people with diverse 
SOGIESC are women and girls: lesbians are usually 
women or girls, bisexual women and girls are women and 
girls, trans women and girls are women and girls ... So 
why not include women and girls with diverse SOGIESC in 
women and girls focused programs? This could be done, 
just as aid organizations might include women and girls 
with disabilities in women and girls programs, or people 
who happen to have other characteristics.  Evidence 
of integration could come from policy statements and 
program strategies or from analysis and design tools that 
have been adapted to ensure that the rights, needs and 
strengths of women and girls with diverse SOGIESC are 
addressed. Program designs, evaluations and any tracking 
data could also show if women and girls programs are 
diverse SOGIESC inclusive.

Question 13:  If the!aid organization has 
gender projects that include men and 
boys, how do they include men and boys 
with diverse SOGIESC and people with 
other genders?

Some aid organizations have gender programs that 
include men and boys. Sometimes this is on the basis 
that the dynamics between men and boys and women 
and girls need to be addressed within programs that 
address discrimination and violence experienced by 
women and girls, and at other times programs may 
address specific issues faced by men and boys. Just as 
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Question 10: Does the aid organization 
have a plan for what happens to diverse 
SOGIESC participants after the project 
has finished, such that!participants will 
be safe and feel respected?

During a partnership brokering process that involved 
Edge Effect, an INGO and a diverse SOGIESC CSO, that 
CSO commented to the INGO (paraphrased) “If we do 
this project and introduce your organization to people 
with diverse SOGIESC in this area, that means we are 
taking on a responsibility to those people for the rest of 
our lives. What about you?” Aid organizations are part of 
a system that uses relatively short-term projects (rarely 
more than three years long, often shorter) to contribute 
to medium-to-long term goals. The duration of the relief 
phase of humanitarian responses is often shorter again, 
though some projects may transition into longer recovery 
and preparedness phases. However the challenges faced 
by people with diverse SOGIESC in pre-emergency life 
and during/after crises are often deeply-rooted, and 
unlikely to be addressed fully by short-term projects. By 
joining projects, people with diverse SOGIESC may also 
make themselves more visible, which may increase risks 
to those people once projects have closed out. Transition 
plans are sometimes part of INGO close-outs, but often 
there is little that INGOs can genuinely promise, given 
that the funding will stop and their staff may leave the 
area or refocus on other projects. Transition plans may 
be more likely to succeed when built into project designs 
from day one and when those plans are designed with 
deep involvement of community members and with a 
clear understanding of the risks that those people are 
willing to take. While still imperfect, some such form of 
transition planning is essential. Aid organizations that 
score well for this question will be able to demonstrate 
(among other things) a) how they have managed 
transitions for other projects, and b) their awareness of 
specific issues for project close-out and transition for 
people with diverse SOGIESC in that area.

Question 11: Does the aid organization 
have robust data collection, storage 
and usage policy and procedures, to 
ensure people with diverse SOGIESC 
are included when they should be, and 
any data held is secure and used only 
according to consent given?!

Question 9: Does the aid organization 
involve diverse SOGIESC CSOs or 
people with diverse SOGIESC in needs 
assessments, design of programs and in 
ongoing decision-making?

This question focuses on the call for aid organizations 
to adhere to the principle of ‘nothing about us without 
us’. Past research and consultations for this tool revealed 
that many diverse SOGIESC CSOs feel that they and 
their community members are not adequately consulted 
in the needs assessment and program design phases of 
projects. Proposal processes can be even more limiting, 
with CSOs asked to sign-on at short notice and with 
limited time to make informed decisions. Where diverse 
SOGIESC CSOs are included from the start, they may 
be left implementing activities that are sub-optimal and 
with too little funding. At other times aid organizations 
‘add-on’ people with diverse SOGIESC during a project 
after they realize that people with diverse SOGIESC 
have issues that need to be addressed through their 
projects - however coming late in the day, such ‘add-ons’ 
are not always well-integrated or sufficiently funded. 
Some diverse SOGIESC CSOs also report having little 
opportunity to influence project decision-making, being 
seen as activity implementers rather than genuine 
partners. Aid organizations that score well for this 
question will have already shown how they approach 
partnership processes, but can also provide examples 
of inclusive design and decision-making processes from 
other projects, and make commitments to inclusion that 
can be assessed through the partnership process at 
different points in the project progression. 

“[Training for programs staff] “[Training for programs staff] 
is essential because LGBTIQ+ is essential because LGBTIQ+ 
people’s needs are diverse people’s needs are diverse 
and different, for example the and different, for example the 
shelter needs of a transgender shelter needs of a transgender 
person is difficult from the person is difficult from the 
shelter needs of an Intersex shelter needs of an Intersex 
person” (CSO input).person” (CSO input).
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The questions in this guide reflect five years of Edge 
Effect experience working with aid organizations, diverse 
SOGIESC CSOs and people with diverse SOGIESC. Many 
of the issues raised through these questions follow 
from previous Edge Effect research on inclusion of 
diverse SOGIESC CSOs within the architecture of the 
humanitarian system, especially the report The Only Way 
Is Up (Edge Effect 2021). A range of diverse SOGIESC 
CSOs were also consulted about the relative importance 
of the issues raised in questions considered for inclusion.

QUESTION GUIDE

Question 1: Does the aid organization 
have a diverse SOGIESC programs 
strategy (policy or position statement) 
that guides design, implementation and 
evaluation of programs to ensure that 
rights, needs and strengths of people 
with diverse SOGIESC are met?

with external specialists including diverse SOGIESC 
organizations. 

By articulating the evidence, establishing objectives 
and offering guidance on ways of working, the strategy 
helps move from general commitments to actual activity.  
It provides staff with greater confidence that the 
organization is genuinely committed and provides them 
with lines of argument if challenged. Having a strategy 
also elevates diverse SOGIESC beyond occasional ‘pilot 
projects’ and makes it clear that diverse SOGIESC is 
a must-have, not a maybe-if-we-still-have-time-and 
money-and-energy-which-we-probably-will-not. Having 
a specific strategy for diversity of SOGIESC is also 
important. The underlying dynamics of discrimination, 
violence and exclusion experienced by people with 
diverse SOGIESC are specific, they require specific 
approaches to programming, and involve specific 
protection and risk-mitigation measures. Having a 
specific strategy also reduces the likelihood that diverse 
SOGIESC inclusion will be a case of ‘add queers and 
stir’.  Good strategies will show evidence of collaborative 
development with community organizations. They should 
also contain measurable or assessable objectives, and 
include mechanisms for review. 

Aid organizations routinely establish strategies in key 
thematic and cross-cutting areas of programming. 
Strategies often include a summary of evidence for why 
a strategy is needed, it may establish objectives within 
that area, and may offer guidance on appropriate ways of 
working in that area, amongst other things. By creating a 
strategy for that area the organization sends an internal 
message to staff it is a priority for funding and design 
of projects. Having a strategy may also lead to periodic 
evaluations of programming to assess whether the 
strategy is being realized. Strategies also send a message 
externally, informing stakeholders and supporters that 
this area is a priority for the organization and that maybe 
should be for others too.  

Creating a diverse SOGIESC programs strategy is an 
important learning process for an aid organization. It 
involves  recognizing that people with diverse SOGIESC 
have rights, needs and strengths that need to be 
addressed in aid programs. It also requires recognition 
that these rights, needs and strengths are unlikely to be 
addressed through the programs that generally engage 
the community, or through general inclusion strategies. 
This process could itself involve training, engagement 

QUESTION GROUP ONE: 
STRATEGY & COMMITMENT

“We recognise that although “We recognise that although 
an INGO will want to an INGO will want to 
partner with us as an LBQ+ partner with us as an LBQ+ 
organization, staff members in organization, staff members in 
that INGO may not be an allies that INGO may not be an allies 
or maybe homophobic, leading or maybe homophobic, leading 
them to do or say things that them to do or say things that 
maybe harmful or derogatory maybe harmful or derogatory 
to our community. However, a to our community. However, a 
written strategy will serve to written strategy will serve to 
curtail this” (CSO input).curtail this” (CSO input).
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Question 4: Does the aid organization 
have examples of how it has worked with 
diverse SOGIESC CSOs and communities 
in other projects or countries? What 
conclusions can be drawn from these?

As the saying goes, the proof of the pudding is in the 
eating. By providing examples of previous projects that 
engaged people with diverse SOGIESC, aid organizations 
can demonstrate that their strategies and intention 
are backed up by actions. The aid organization may be 
able to provide examples of what they think went well 
in those projects, as well as what they have learned 
from activities that did not go as planned or that had 
unintended consequences. Not every aid organization will 
have past performance that is directly related to people 
with diverse SOGIESC: every aid organization starts 
somewhere. However they may have examples from 
work with other marginalized groups that can provide 
comparable insights.

QUESTION GROUP TWO: 
PROGRAM QUALITY & TRACKING

Question 3: Has the aid organization 
integrated diversity of SOGIESC into 
strategies (policies or statements) 
that guide design, implementation and 
evaluation of programs in other thematic 
or cross-cutting areas? 

In addition to a specific diverse SOGIESC strategy, it is 
important for aid organizations to include references 
to diversity of SOGIESC in other thematic and cross-
cutting programs strategies. People with diverse 
SOGIESC are whole people, whose needs span the full 
range of aid organization programs. Not everyone in 
an organization has time to review all documents, and 
including references in other documents can be a useful 
reminder, especially when mentions in other strategies 
are consistent with and link to guidance in the specific 
diverse SOGIESC strategy. Including diverse SOGIESC 
references in other documents is also a way of avoiding 
the pitfall of treating diverse SOGIESC as a something 
that is done by other people or that is an optional add-on 
for programs. 

Question 2: What level of enduring 
commitment is the aid organization 
willing and able to make to the diverse 
SOGIESC CSO (and diverse SOGIESC 
community members)?

Consultations with CSOs (and research conducted by 
Edge Effect in past projects) highlighted the need for 
aid organizations to make enduring commitments to 
diverse SOGIESC CSOs and community members.  One 
factor that contributes to an enduring relationship 
is core funding and capacity strengthening support 
for diverse SOGIESC CSOs that goes beyond funding 
provided for the completion of specific activities. Many 
CSOs (not just diverse SOGIESC CSOs) struggle to 
maintain operations given the reluctance of many 
donors and aid organizations to fund core costs. For 
diverse SOGIESC CSOs those core costs often involve 
safety and security capacity building, as well as the 
many operational costs and organizational development 
costs incurred in creating and maintaining community-
based organizations.  Another factor is whether aid 
organizations are willing and able to stand by diverse 
SOGIESC CSOs and communities, even when it is not 
comfortable to do so. Many diverse SOGIESC CSOs 
are involved in various forms of advocacy and activism 
on a range of legal and policy issues, and may attract 
negative views from some governments, institutions, 
aid organization partners and staff, and community 
members. There is some concern that aid organizations 
will be ‘fair-weather friends’, that is, partners when the 
local conditions are suitable and when winning funding 
requires local partners. But, if storm clouds brew in 
the form of pressure to stop activities or if the aid 
organization feels other programs may be jeopardized 
by loss of relationships or loss of access, that those 
aid organizations will end partnerships with diverse 
SOGIESC partners. Such fears may be unfounded. 
However many aid organizations are yet to fully 
embrace diversity of SOGIESC within their rights-based 
approaches to development. Aid organizations that 
score well on this questions will be able to articulate an 
organizational vision that includes people with diverse 
SOGIESC as people as deserving of support as any 
others, will be honest about the challenges they see and 
how they manage organizational risk, and ideally would 
have examples of how they have negotiated challenging 
situations in ways that did not involve throwing anyone 
under the bus. 
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Question 5: Does the aid organization 
have references from diverse SOGIESC 
CSOs (or CSO within other marginalized 
groups) that it has worked with in the 
past? What views are expressed in these? 

There are often multiple perspectives on what went well 
- or less well - on aid sector projects. In addition to the 
views of humanitarian and development organizations 
(Question 3), the views of marginalized people or 
previous CSO partners may provide insights relevant 
for this appraisal. Not every aid organization will 
have references for projects with CSOs within diverse 
SOGIESC communities. References from past projects 
may be more or less relevant to the work anticipated 
through the partnership, and less flattering references 
may need to be viewed through a lens of what the aid 
organization has learned. As with any form of reference, 
aid organizations are likely to offer references from past 
relationships and projects that went well, rather than 
those that had more problems. CSOs involved in this 
appraisal process will need to assess the relevance and 
reliability of references provided. 

Question 6: Has the aid organization 
adapted its program-focused tools to 
be safe and relevant for programs that 
engage people with diverse SOGIESC?

Aid organizations usually have ‘tools’ that they use to 
guide specific kinds of work, or that are used in the 
implementation of programs. Examples include needs 
assessment and other data gathering tools, gender 
analysis tools, community engagement tools, evaluation 
tools, training curricula and exercises and many more. 
There are many ways in which these tools may be 
heteronormative, cisnormative, assume the gender binary 
or be endo-sexist.  The language of these tools may 
exclude people outside of the gender binary, options for 
expressing gender may not include non-binary options, 
tools that involve ‘households’ or ‘families’ may make 
assumptions that exclude families based around same-
sex relationships or chosen families, and many, many 
other ways in which diversity of SOGIESC is not reflected. 
Organizations that score well here will have reviewed 
a wide range of tools, and will have gone further than 
merely adding the  acronym LGBTIQ+ to documents. 

Question 7: Does the aid organization 
provide detailed programs-focused 
diverse SOGIESC inclusion training for 
programs sta!?

In the absence of training it is unlikely that staff of aid 
organizations will prioritize diverse SOGIESC inclusion 
or design and implement safe and effective programs 
that include people with diverse SOGIESC. Many staff of 
aid organizations, especially those outside of protection 
or gender programs, have no specific knowledge of 
the issues facing people with diverse SOGIESC that 
could and should be addressed through aid programs 
in different thematic areas. Edge Effect’s engagement 
with aid organization staff often reveals that lack of 
awareness, but also a lack of confidence amongst staff 
who would like to be more inclusive of people with 
diverse SOGIESC. Fears of causing offence, or of causing 
harm, are common. Training for programs should go 
well beyond general awareness training on ‘LGBTIQ+’. It 
should focus on all aspects of the program cycle, should 
include consideration of issues affecting programs in 
specific thematic areas, and should include community 
engagement, risk and safety topics. 

Question 8: Does the aid organization 
track SOGIESC inclusion through a 
gender/age/diversity marker tool or 
disaggregation of program funding?

Many aid organizations use some form of ‘marker tool’ 
to assess whether their programs meet stated goals of 
including women and girls, and sometimes these tools 
extend to tracking the inclusion of other marginalized 
groups including people with disabilities or people of 
different ages. Some aid organizations have their own 
tool and use the data in-house. Some donors require 
reporting against a donor-designed tool, and this data 
is often aggregated and may be integrated into public 
tracking tools.  Few of these tools specifically include 
diversity of SOGIESC. There is also a trend toward 
tracking how much funding is spent on inclusion of 
specific marginalized groups (and by country and other 
metrics) as a measure of intention and accountability. 
Again, this tracking rarely includes diversity of SOGIESC. 
As a result, many organizations are likely to score 
lower for this question. Those organizations that have 
implemented one or more forms of tracking will shine.
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track SOGIESC inclusion through a 
gender/age/diversity marker tool or 
disaggregation of program funding?

Many aid organizations use some form of ‘marker tool’ 
to assess whether their programs meet stated goals of 
including women and girls, and sometimes these tools 
extend to tracking the inclusion of other marginalized 
groups including people with disabilities or people of 
different ages. Some aid organizations have their own 
tool and use the data in-house. Some donors require 
reporting against a donor-designed tool, and this data 
is often aggregated and may be integrated into public 
tracking tools.  Few of these tools specifically include 
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tracking how much funding is spent on inclusion of 
specific marginalized groups (and by country and other 
metrics) as a measure of intention and accountability. 
Again, this tracking rarely includes diversity of SOGIESC. 
As a result, many organizations are likely to score 
lower for this question. Those organizations that have 
implemented one or more forms of tracking will shine.
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Question 10: Does the aid organization 
have a plan for what happens to diverse 
SOGIESC participants after the project 
has finished, such that!participants will 
be safe and feel respected?

During a partnership brokering process that involved 
Edge Effect, an INGO and a diverse SOGIESC CSO, that 
CSO commented to the INGO (paraphrased) “If we do 
this project and introduce your organization to people 
with diverse SOGIESC in this area, that means we are 
taking on a responsibility to those people for the rest of 
our lives. What about you?” Aid organizations are part of 
a system that uses relatively short-term projects (rarely 
more than three years long, often shorter) to contribute 
to medium-to-long term goals. The duration of the relief 
phase of humanitarian responses is often shorter again, 
though some projects may transition into longer recovery 
and preparedness phases. However the challenges faced 
by people with diverse SOGIESC in pre-emergency life 
and during/after crises are often deeply-rooted, and 
unlikely to be addressed fully by short-term projects. By 
joining projects, people with diverse SOGIESC may also 
make themselves more visible, which may increase risks 
to those people once projects have closed out. Transition 
plans are sometimes part of INGO close-outs, but often 
there is little that INGOs can genuinely promise, given 
that the funding will stop and their staff may leave the 
area or refocus on other projects. Transition plans may 
be more likely to succeed when built into project designs 
from day one and when those plans are designed with 
deep involvement of community members and with a 
clear understanding of the risks that those people are 
willing to take. While still imperfect, some such form of 
transition planning is essential. Aid organizations that 
score well for this question will be able to demonstrate 
(among other things) a) how they have managed 
transitions for other projects, and b) their awareness of 
specific issues for project close-out and transition for 
people with diverse SOGIESC in that area.

Question 11: Does the aid organization 
have robust data collection, storage 
and usage policy and procedures, to 
ensure people with diverse SOGIESC 
are included when they should be, and 
any data held is secure and used only 
according to consent given?!

Question 9: Does the aid organization 
involve diverse SOGIESC CSOs or 
people with diverse SOGIESC in needs 
assessments, design of programs and in 
ongoing decision-making?

This question focuses on the call for aid organizations 
to adhere to the principle of ‘nothing about us without 
us’. Past research and consultations for this tool revealed 
that many diverse SOGIESC CSOs feel that they and 
their community members are not adequately consulted 
in the needs assessment and program design phases of 
projects. Proposal processes can be even more limiting, 
with CSOs asked to sign-on at short notice and with 
limited time to make informed decisions. Where diverse 
SOGIESC CSOs are included from the start, they may 
be left implementing activities that are sub-optimal and 
with too little funding. At other times aid organizations 
‘add-on’ people with diverse SOGIESC during a project 
after they realize that people with diverse SOGIESC 
have issues that need to be addressed through their 
projects - however coming late in the day, such ‘add-ons’ 
are not always well-integrated or sufficiently funded. 
Some diverse SOGIESC CSOs also report having little 
opportunity to influence project decision-making, being 
seen as activity implementers rather than genuine 
partners. Aid organizations that score well for this 
question will have already shown how they approach 
partnership processes, but can also provide examples 
of inclusive design and decision-making processes from 
other projects, and make commitments to inclusion that 
can be assessed through the partnership process at 
different points in the project progression. 

“[Training for programs staff] “[Training for programs staff] 
is essential because LGBTIQ+ is essential because LGBTIQ+ 
people’s needs are diverse people’s needs are diverse 
and different, for example the and different, for example the 
shelter needs of a transgender shelter needs of a transgender 
person is difficult from the person is difficult from the 
shelter needs of an Intersex shelter needs of an Intersex 
person” (CSO input).person” (CSO input).
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As data continues to grow in importance, aid 
organizations face increased responsibilities to collect 
and manage that data. People with diverse SOGIESC 
face both exclusions and protection risks with regard 
to aid organization data collection, storage and usage. 
In many cases data collection overlooks people with 
diverse SOGIESC and their needs, as collection processes 
are not inclusive or because aid organizations have 
not yet worked out how to include people with diverse 
SOGIESC safely. If people with diverse SOGIESC and 
their needs are not reflected in data, it is less likely that 
program designs will include those people or address 
their needs. Wherever possible aid organizations 
should provide options that facilitate participation of 
people with diverse SOGIESC without putting them at 
risk through unnecessary data collection or through 
designs that require data sharing (e.g. financial and 
telecommunications registration systems that may be 
part of cash programs). However if data is collected, it 
needs to be treated with great care.  Release of data 
about people with diverse SOGIESC to third-parties 
could result in significant safety issues or discrimination. 
Aid organizations need digital data policies and 
procedures on rationale for collecting data, secure 
storage, usage by the organization and sharing with 
other organizations only according to informed consent, 
disposal of data and related topics. Aid organizations also 
need to use caution in participating in digital identity and 
management systems that use biometrics (which could 
be used to track or ‘out’ people with diverse SOGIESC) 
and algorithms (that may exclude people with diverse 
SOGIESC based on normative assumptions embedded 
into coding). 

“Digital data safety is equally “Digital data safety is equally 
important as it is physical important as it is physical 
safety and security. There safety and security. There 
should be a policy on who should be a policy on who 
controls such data , who can controls such data , who can 
access that data, what type access that data, what type 
or level of data privacy and or level of data privacy and 
coding is required” (CSO coding is required” (CSO 
input).!input).!

QUESTION GROUP THREE:
GENDER AND INTERSECTIONALITY
Note: This group of questions is included because when 
diversity of SOGIESC is addressed by aid organizations, 
it is often through gender programming. However other 
thematic areas should also include SOGIESC diversity!

Question 12:  If the!aid organization has 
projects that focus on women and girls, 
how do they include lesbian, bisexual, 
trans, intersex and queer women and 
girls in those programs?

There is a tendency within many aid organizations to 
treat diverse SOGIESC or ‘LGBTIQ+’ issues as a separate 
‘box’ of issues. Of course many people with diverse 
SOGIESC are women and girls: lesbians are usually 
women or girls, bisexual women and girls are women and 
girls, trans women and girls are women and girls ... So 
why not include women and girls with diverse SOGIESC in 
women and girls focused programs? This could be done, 
just as aid organizations might include women and girls 
with disabilities in women and girls programs, or people 
who happen to have other characteristics.  Evidence 
of integration could come from policy statements and 
program strategies or from analysis and design tools that 
have been adapted to ensure that the rights, needs and 
strengths of women and girls with diverse SOGIESC are 
addressed. Program designs, evaluations and any tracking 
data could also show if women and girls programs are 
diverse SOGIESC inclusive.

Question 13:  If the!aid organization has 
gender projects that include men and 
boys, how do they include men and boys 
with diverse SOGIESC and people with 
other genders?

Some aid organizations have gender programs that 
include men and boys. Sometimes this is on the basis 
that the dynamics between men and boys and women 
and girls need to be addressed within programs that 
address discrimination and violence experienced by 
women and girls, and at other times programs may 
address specific issues faced by men and boys. Just as 
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Question 16: How has the aid organization  
included diverse SOGIESC within its 
Prevention of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse 
and Harassment (PSEAH) policy?

Most aid organizations have policies and processes 
that guard against their staff committing acts of 
sexual exploitation, abuse or harassment, and that 
seek to ensure that any acts are reported and have 
consequences. In several cases within aid organizations, 
staff have taken advantage of their power and positions 
to lure or threaten project participants, and to commit 
acts of sexual exploitation, abuse or harassment. 
People with diverse SOGIESC are amongst the project 
participants who are more vulnerable to aid workers who 

Question 17: Does the aid organization  
non-discrimination policy specifically 
include sexual orientation, gender 
identity and expression, and sex 
characteristics? How does the aid 
organization encourage compliance and 
monitor/address breaches?

Codes of conduct and other policy commitments to 
non-discrimination sometimes include lists of specific 
characteristics that are protected (i.e. that cannot be 
used as grounds for discrimination). Those lists may be 
longer or shorter, and sometimes use a ‘catch-all’ such 
as ‘and other vulnerable groups’. Given that people with 
diverse SOGIESC have faced discrimination, violence 
and exclusion, and given that this has not always been 
recognized or addressed, anti-discrimination policies 
should specifically include gender identity, gender 
expression, sex characteristics and sexual orientation. 
Merely mentioning those characteristics or adding 
the acronym LGBTIQ+ is likely to be insufficient. Aid 
organizations could take steps such as messages from 
leadership, establishing pride networks, providing staff 
training (see also question 14), complaints procedures, 
or other measures to encourage and require compliance 
with non-discrimination.  

Question 18: Does the aid organization 
provide!basic SOGIESC awareness 
training for all of its sta"? 

Most aid organizations provide training to staff when 
they join the organization, such as training on gender 
equality policy and procedures. These are courses 
(online self-paced or facilitated workshops) that all 

QUESTION GROUP FOUR: NON-
DISCRIMINATION & PROTECTION  
 
Question 15: How has the aid organization 
revised its child protection policy and 
procedures to address risks for children 
with diverse SOGIESC (people <18)?

Most aid organizations have a child protection policy, 
specific processes for reporting and protection 
of children, specific expectations for staff (and 
consequences for breaches) and will provide training 
within their organizations and with project partners. 
Many people with diverse SOGIESC are aware of this 
diversity when they are children, and many experience 
discrimination, violence and exclusion in family 
homes, in local communities, at schools, in sport and 
in other contexts. Edge Effect experience is that few 
aid organizations have child protection policies and 
procedures that recognize these specific risks faced by 
children with diverse SOGIESC. Further, steps within 
these policies and procedures (such as seeking parental 
consent if children with diverse SOGIESC are not 
‘out’ to their parents or have family who discriminate 
against them) may put children with diverse SOGIESC 
at further risk. Aid organizations that score well on this 
question will be able to show that they are aware of the 
additional challenges that their child protection policies 
and procedures need to address, and will have revised 
guidance and training accordingly. 

abuse their power and positions. People with diverse 
SOGIESC may be reluctant to report (fearing secondary 
discrimination) and may not be taken seriously if they 
do report. Younger people with diverse SOGIESC may be 
groomed by aid workers who show them attention and 
support that they do not always receive from others, and 
may also feel they cannot report if they are not out to 
family members or at risk of further harm. For these and 
related reasons PSEAH policies and procedures should 
be inclusive of people with diverse SOGIESC, whether 
victim/survivors or perpetrators. 
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have human resources! policies (eg 
recruitment, promotion, benefits, 
mobility etc) that ensure!sta" with 
diverse SOGIESC in headquarters o#ces 
and within country programs (including 
locally-engaged sta") have equal 
opportunities?

Historically, people with diverse SOGIESC have 
experienced discrimination when seeking jobs and 
promotions and they have not always had access to the 
benefits that heterosexual staff have. A recent survey 
of aid sector staff with diverse SOGIESC found that 
many hide their SOGIESC for fear that it would limit 
their opportunities for deployment to offices around 
the world. How an organization treats its own staff with 
diverse SOGIESC provides some measure of how they 
treat other people with diverse SOGIESC. Measures 
that aid organizations take should apply to all of their 
staff, whether employed in headquarters office or in 
offices in countries where projects are implemented. 
Having a diverse workforce is one factor in building 
diverse programs! for example, employing a transgender 
staff member on a programs team may assist the 
implementation of programs through easier community 
engagement with transgender community members. 
Their presence on staff also sends a message internally 
and externally. Aid organizations may operate in some 
contexts where stigma against people with diverse 
SOGIESC is high, and where aspects of being a person 
with diverse SOGIESC are criminalized. While overt steps 
may not always be possible (or wanted by people with 
diverse SOGIESC), aid organizations should seek to go as 
far as reasonably possible and safe, rather than assume 
that nothing is possible.

Question 20: Does the aid organization 
have a complaints or feedback process 
that participants with diverse SOGIESC 
would feel safe using if there is a 
problem or incident during the project?

People with diverse SOGIESC may not feel comfortable 
using feedback or complaints processes, if those processes 
a) require them to self-identify or risk outing them b) if 
the processes may result in potential for discrimination or 
c) if they have little confidence that issues will be resolved.
If people with diverse SOGIESC avoid feedback or 
complaints processes, the issues that they are concerned 
about may continue or worsen. Aid organizations should 
ensure that feedback or complaints processes are 
anonymous, that processes for assessing and acting upon 
feedback or complaints are transparent and accountable, 
and that staff involved have appropriate training on diverse 
SOGIESC issues.

staff are required to complete, with the aim of building 
a workplace in which all people feel a sense of belonging 
and in which actions contrary to that are identified and 
addressed. Diversity of SOGIESC is not always within 
the standard set of ‘onboarding’ courses. Organizations 
that do include diversity of SOGIESC as a specific module 
are making a statement about their organization and its 
values. Sometimes non-programs staff may visit or be in 
contact with programs staff and partners, for example 
finance staff who may visit for training or compliance 
purposes, or communications staff who write about 
projects. 
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and ensure it is entered as a number (e.g. 6 not six). 
There is also a space for notes, which may be useful 
for the collaborative sense-making process. 

There is guidance on scoring in the Scoring Tool, 
which related to the Question Guides in this 
document. After each question is scored, move on 
to the next tab. The results tab is filled out using 
formulas. If the aid organization has completed the 
scoring separately on their own sheet, their scores will 
need to be manually transcribed into the table for aid 
organization scores in the results tab. The combined 
scores and graphing of the score against the diverse 
SOGIESC continuum are also automated, and should 
look similar to the image below.

As noted earlier, the raw score is important, but 
not as important as the discussion that follows. For 
this discussion the aid organization and the diverse 

SOGIESC CSO may also choose to use the services 
of an independent facilitator, or agree upon ground 
rules for discussion. The discussions could lead to 
commitments on behalf of the aid organization to 
address gaps or it could note areas of strength that 
may be of value for the project. Some issues raised 
may be outside of the control of aid organization 
staff assigned to a specific project, however this 
process could be used to justify requests within the 
organization to address issues. Some of these issues 
may also take time for an aid organization to address, 
perhaps longer than the project duration. Short-term 
and local-relevant interim steps could be discussed, 
but the diverse SOGIESC CSO will also need to make 
an assessment of whether those gaps are too large to 
proceed, or if they can be mitigated. If the partnership 
and project goes ahead, ideally, the process would be 
revisited and, if necessary the appraisal repeated, as 
part of an ongoing partnership process. 

.
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This may include safer space agreements, location 
and timing, mutual commitments to generosity of 
spirit in the appraisal, assurances of no repercussions 
for the CSO, and other ground rules that participants 
agree will create a positive environment.

While the appraisal can be completed by the two 
organizations, the presence of an independent and 
trusted facilitator could help establish a positive 
environment, address any tensions that arise, and 
assist in sense-making and agreement of next steps. 
This could be a partnership facilitator as noted above.

While the appraisal can be completed by the two 
organizations, the presence of an independent and 
trusted facilitator could help establish a positive 
environment, address any tensions that arise, and 
assist in sense-making and agreement of next steps.

This tool can be used in isolation, but is probably 
better embedded within a partnership process, 
facilitated by a partnerships specialist and with 
su!cient time for the process to unfold. Other 
appraisals and discussions may also be part of that 
process.

Aid organization sta" may need to source 
information from other departments or o!ces. The 
CSO may believe some questions are more important 
than others, past experiences that are relevant, or 
local context that they wish to highlight.

To provide adequate time for discussion of each 
question, sharing of information, and scoring, the 
appraisal is likely to take at least half-a-day. Rather 
than rushing, allocate a full day, and then you may 
get some time back!

Sense-making is best done as a collaborative 
process, however one or both organizations may 
wish to review the results before coming together 
again. The CSO could seek commitments from the 
aid organization to address gaps (before or during 
a partnership) and strengths can also be recognized 
as starting points for strong projects.

Some changes will take time and may be 
scheduled over a project, or involve other parts of 
organizations. Partnership health checks over the 
course of a project could be used as opportunities 
to track progress, address challenges and adjust.

DOING THE APPRAISAL

Flow Chart Suggestions
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International Humanitarian and Development Organizations

USER GUIDE

?
• Thanks to the DFAT Humanitarian, 

NGOs and Partnerships Division

mailto:emilydwyer@edgeeffect.org
http://www.edgeeffect.org/


THANK YOU

Visit us at www.edgeeffect.org

Or use our 42 Degrees resource hub at www.42d.org



AOB



THANK YOU

For further information please contact:
Husni: husni.husni@un.org

Maria Scicchitano: maria.scicchitano@un.org

mailto:husni.husni@un.org
mailto:maria.scicchitano@un.org

