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Glossary of terms used
BIGRS

Bloomberg Initiative for Global Road Safety

GRSP

Global Road Safety Partnership

MPTF

Multi-Partner Trust Fund

NGOs

Non-governmental organizations

PUNOS

Participating UN Organizations

SDGs

Sustainable Development Goals

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNECE

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCAP

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific

UNESCO

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNESCWA

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia

UN-Habitat

United Nations Human Settlements Programme

UNICEF

United Nations Children’s Fund

UNRSF (or the Fund)

UN Road Safety Fund

WHO

World Health Organization
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Executive summary
In recognition of the importance of road safety to sustainable development goals and to operationalize
the Global Plan of Action for the first Decade of Action on Road Safety, the General Assembly adopted
resolution 70/260 in April 2016 requesting the Secretary-General to consider “establishing, from voluntary
contributions, a Road Safety Trust Fund.” Pursuant to this resolution, the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe (UNECE) was tasked with the establishment of such a fund in collaboration with
the Special Envoy for Road Safety and the World Health Organization. In September 2018, UNECE
Executive Committee approved project E316 “Secretariat to the UN Road Safety Trust Fund”, formalizing
a permanent structure, with a budget of $2,180,502 for 2 years. The Fund has received roughly US$ 20
million in pledges from 16 public and private sector donors since its launch in April 2018, exceeding its
short-term target of securing more than US$ 17 million by 2020. UNRSF currently funds projects lead by
11 UN organizations, all of which bring their various substantive expertise and geographical presence to
tackling road safety.
The governance structure of the Fund is composed of an Advisory Board, a Steering Committee, a
Secretariat and an Administrative Agent. The UNRSF is administered by the United Nations Multi-Partner
Trust Fund Office (MPTFO) which performs the Administrative Agent function. Currently, the Deputy
Executive Secretary of UNECE is the Acting Head of the UNRSF secretariat. The Acting Head is supported
by three staff members. As of October 2020, the UNRSF secretariat moved to the Office of the UNECE
Executive Secretary in order to elevate its reach and impact further.
The purpose of this independent evaluation was to review the extent to which the objectives and
outcomes of the “United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund (UNRSF) Secretariat” were achieved. The
evaluation was guided by the objectives, expected accomplishments, indicators of achievement and
activities as established in the project document. It covered the full implementation period between
October 2018 to December 2020. This was a strategic evaluation that focused on the work of the
secretariat of the UNRSF, and not each of these projects financed by UNRSF. However, an assessment of
portfolio of projects was explored with a view to assessing the overall performance of the secretariat.
METHODOLOGY
The evaluation utilized a mixed-method, inclusive and participatory approach to arrive at credible, reliable
and unbiased findings. During the inception phase, the evaluation reviewed and analyzed all Foundational
documents of the Fund, Governing body meeting documents and lists of decisions, Secretariat and project
materials, newsletters, brochures, videos, and other communications material, and UNRSF financial and
narrative annual reports were reviewed that could provide relevant evidence. The desk review of
documents helped the evaluation team put together a Theory of Change and results framework for the
field network. While the desk review of more than 300 documents provided a rich source of information
for this evaluation, most of the data for this evaluation was acquired through primary sources. Hence,
virtual field mission, key informant interviews, focus group discussion and stakeholder survey played a
critical role in triangulating information acquired from documents reviewed and analyzed. In total, 29 key
informant interviewees and 114 survey respondents participated in the consultation process. Additionally,
11 donors responded to a separate survey and the evaluation also observed the meeting of the Informal
Working Group on UNRSF Fundraising in November 2020, which was attended by 34 participants.
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FINDINGS
Relevance: The evaluation finds that objectives, outcomes and outputs of the UNRSF Secretariat are highly
relevant to the achievement of SDGs 3.6 and 11.2. Approximately 1.35 million people die each year as a
result of road traffic crashes. Another 20 and 50 million more people suffer non-fatal injuries, with many
incurring a disability as a result of their injury. Road traffic crashes are estimated to cost countries around
3% of their gross domestic product. 93% of the world's fatalities on the roads occur in low- and middleincome countries. Thus, the need for supporting Member States with respect with regard to road safety
is readily apparent. This was also affirmed in interviews with key informants, who agreed that road safety
agenda was a critical piece of sustainable development and that it needed focused attention of a Fund
like UNRSF. Based on the review of documents as well as discussions with stakeholders, the evaluation
finds clear evidence to suggest that the secretariat is pursuing objectives, outcomes and outputs that are
relevant to Fund’s vision, mission and strategies. Its work has so far used a mechanism for funding projects
on the basis of competitive grant proposals. The projects that have been funded were selected on the
basis of peer review and pertain to all five pillars underlying UNRSF’s strategy. Key informant interviews
also highlighted how the funded projects had helped them initiate or amplify the reach and extent of their
road safety work.
Effectiveness: UNRSF has demonstrated its potential for achieving expected outcomes. It’s a “proof of
concept” that can be developed further to scale up the operations with the help of a more focused
strategy. UNRSF approved five projects worth US$ 940,928 under the pilot call for proposals in 2018. Their
implementation in eight countries began in May 2019. Another ten projects were funded in the 2019 call.
The total investment in these projects is around US $4.9 million. While still early, some of these projects
reported achieving significant outcomes.
The adoption of environmental and safety standards for used vehicles by ECOWAS and the launch of NonMotorized Transport (NMT) strategies in Ethiopia and Zambia have been the highlight of accomplishments
in the formative years of UNRSF. In these cases, UNRSF amplified existing work being carried out by UNEP
and UN-HABITAT respectively that made it possible to deliver early results. In the first case, key informants
mentioned that UNEP had been working on this agenda for more than a decade, and that RSTF funding
provided them resources needed to boost public policy advocacy efforts. The implementation of these
standards is expected to lower emissions by as much as 80%, while making vehicles safer by up to 40%.
These examples provide ample evidence to show that with limited resources and within a short period of
time (curtailed further by the pandemic), UNRSF has demonstrated potential for achieving its expected
outcomes. This was further elaborated in stakeholder survey and interviews. Stakeholders were satisfied
its performance of the UNRSF, and by extension, of its secretariat. However, it was also evident that the
scale of challenge confronting UNRSF, if it is to help make a substantial contribution to UN’s road safety
agenda, is also not insignificant. As a brand-new entity, UNRSF is unsurprisingly not yet well-known to a
large number of its stakeholders. In fact, even among the stakeholders identified by the Fund, only a small
number of respondents reported to be familiar with the UNRSF and its work. The stakeholder survey and
key informant interviews both highlighted that the fund needed to significantly increase its visibility to
scale up its operations. Overall, the evaluation finds that the Fund has demonstrated its potential. To scale
up its operations, the secretariat needs to develop a more coherent strategy that not just identifies its
distinctive competitive advantages, but also increases its visibility and extend its reach (e.g., by playing a
key role in the organization of the global road safety conference2. to be held in 2022.
Coherence: The secretariat itself is a small office and coherent in its functioning. UNRSF, however, is a
new entity and still searching for its unique niche in the domain of road safety. From a demand-side
perspective, given the huge need for financial and technical assistance to make roads safer in LMI
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countries, multiple organizations can co-exist. However, from a supply-side perspective, it will be easier
for UNRSF to scale up if it can show its distinctive competitive advantages. While understanding of
UNRSF’s intent to spread projects across various pillars and geographic regions, the overarching efficacy
of such as approach was also questioned. In particular, incorporation of a pillar on infrastructure, which
requires investments that are far beyond UNRSF’s resource endowments, was also suggested as one of
challenges for developing a coherent strategy and work plan. Many stakeholders also suggested the need
for UNRSF to focus on higher level outcomes such as legislation and national strategies. To that end,
UNRSF was asked to focus on identifying gaps and coordinating and harmonizing the effort of various
international organizations operating in countries pivotal to achieving sustainable development goals or
those that require significant attention. While the evaluation finds merit in many of these ideas, these
require strategic discussions among UNRSF and its key stakeholders, including donors. Overall, the
evaluation finds that UNRSF has demonstrated its early potential, especially in the context of pandemic
that has upended normal operations worldwide. There is a significant scope to do much more.
Efficiency: UNRSF appears to be utilizing resources in an efficient manner, although pandemic and
recruitment delays have affected timely delivery of outcomes to an extent. In the assessment of
stakeholders consulted, UNRSF secretariat was efficient in its operations. This is also borne out by financial
data. Of the total expenditure of $1.22 million over 2019-20, 83% ($1.02 million) was on staffing costs.
Therefore, any discussion on efficiency of the secretariat has to primarily focus on efficiency in use of
human resources. The secretariat staffing information in approximate work-years shows that the
secretariat has been functioning with limited number of staff members. A relevant question to consider,
however, is whether resource use is minimized to the extent that it may be detrimental to the secretariat’s
effectiveness, i.e., achievement of its intended results. In particular, the evaluation finds the need for
promptly filling the vacancy of the secretariat head. While it is understandable that early stages of setting
up the Fund required extensive consultations, there may be a case now for reducing governance related
functions to focus more on the core fundraising and scaling up functions. Overall, within the limitation of
the ongoing pandemic that has delayed implementation of some projects the secretariat appears to be
utilizing its resources in an efficient and timely manner.
Impact and sustainability: As UNRSF is still in its inception phase, it is a bit premature to assess it impact
on road safety in low- and middle-income countries. At this stage, the evaluation can only provide some
indicative evidence on the likelihood of making an impact in due course. The lessons from the success
stories so far show that UNRSF has done well to build on the prior work undertaken by its partner agencies.
In case of UNEP in ECOWAS, UN-HABITAT in Ethiopia and UNDP in Zambia, these agencies had already
been involved in work relating to road safety. The funding provided by UNRSF helped these agencies
amplify their work. Given the solid institutional foundations underlying this work, it can reasonably be
expected that this work will eventually lead to safer roads. Importing safer used vehicles (UNEP) and
developing more effective non-motor transport strategies (UN-HABITAT and UNDP) will in all likelihood
contribute to road safety in these countries. Given the institutionalized (i.e., formal rules-based
agreements, legislations and treaties) nature of this work, these results are also likely to be sustainable to
some extent. Overall, the evaluation finds that it is highly likely that this work will contribute to road safety
impacts.
Human rights and gender equity: Human rights and gender equality appear to have been satisfactorily
addressed in the design and implementation of UNRSF’s work, however UNRSF should collect data against
specific indicators with regard to this dimension. For example, NMT strategy in Ethiopia draws attention
to the necessity of considering all residents, including women, children, and persons with disabilities, in
mobility plans and budgets. Similarly, UNICEF-implemented project in Paraguay and in the Philippines
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developed a sustainable model school showing that child responsive urban planning and engineering
interventions can reduce the number of children fatalities and injuries.
CONCLUSIONS
Evaluation found adequate evidence to conclude that the work of the UNRSF secretariat is highly relevant
to achieving various UN mandates and sustainable development goals on road safety. UNRSF has
demonstrated its “proof-of-concept” to deliver on its intended results. The prime examples for this are
the adoption of environmental and safety standards for used vehicles by ECOWAS and the launch of NonMotorized Transport (NMT) strategies in Ethiopia and Zambia. These success stories in the inception phase
provide evidence for the ability of UNRSF to deliver results. However, for these stories to not remain
isolated success stories, but to transform into impactful stories on road safety, UNRSF needs to take steps
now to lay the foundations for scalable operations in the near future.
The work of Special Envoy for Road Safety as its leading champion has been a key strength of the UNRSF.
His efforts have been the primary reason for the early fundraising success of UNRSF. The secretariat staff
has also demonstrated their expertise, enthusiasm and energy in furthering UNRSF’s road safety agenda.
However, for UNRSF to scale beyond this “seed funding”, UNRSF needs to involve a greater variety of
actors in fundraising, including its steering committee, advisory boards and additional “brand”
ambassadors/ champions. UNRSF would also benefit from filling the position of its fulltime head of the
secretariat and hiring additional fundraisers in supporting role.
While the secretariat has demonstrated the ability to deliver a high volume of activities with limited
financial and human resources, it is also clear that UNRSF needs to focus on developing a coherent
strategy and identity that can help it scale its operations. In the absence of a clear distinctive advantage
from other road safety funds such as World Bank’s GRSF, Bloomberg and FIA foundation, UNRSF will find
it difficult to scale its operations to match its ambitions. It should be further noted that meeting these
ambitious targets is critical for delivering on UN’s road safety and sustainable development agenda.
The evaluation concludes the need for the secretariat to revisit its dual governance system (steering
committee and advisory board) for its current state of operations. Dual governing bodies may be more
useful when UNRSF secretariat has reached a certain size and capacity. The secretariat has had to spend
a considerable time servicing these disparate governing bodies that potentially detracts from its core
functions including fundraising. This combined body will also have the added benefit of creating shared
understanding among disparate stakeholder groups ranging from UN agencies to private sector.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The evaluation recommends UNRSF and its stakeholders to consider following options for increasing the
effectiveness and efficiency of the secretariat in the context of its UN’s SDG and road safety agenda.
Recommendation 1: UNRSF needs to actively promote synergistic collaboration across various
participating UN agencies as the means to developing a distinctive competitive advantage.
•

Organize small strategy session/s with key stakeholders for discussing various strategic options
that can help UNRSF develop distinctive competitive advantages over other road safety funds.
Such an exercise should serve as the foundation for UNRSF’s strategy.

•

One possible option that UNRSF can consider is to promote synergistic collaboration among
participating UN agencies (PUNOS). Thus, for example, these PUNOS should be encouraged and
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incentivized to develop joint project proposals. Such an approach will not only leverage unique
expertise of participating UN agencies, but also help foster innovative solutions to intractable road
safety challenges facing many Member States.
•

Building on the success of these joint proposals, UNRSF should incentivize PUNOS to harmonize
their in-country programmes and plans. In such a scenario, UNRSF will play a bigger role in
coordinating the work of PUNOS.

•

In the medium to long run, UNRSF should consider developing a tight-knit PUNOS network on
road safety to foster high collaboration and impactful work.

Recommendation 2: UNRSF should consider “Fit-for-purpose” governance systems.
•

UNRSF should consider merging steering committee and advisory board both for reducing
governance-related workload on the secretariat and increased shared understanding among
various stakeholder groups.

•

UNRSF should consider involving the member of such a combined board in joint fundraising
efforts. Organizing joint events, participating in their governance and large public events and
encouraging them to spread the word about UNRSF and its road safety work are some of the steps
that can be undertaken to raise the profile and visibility of the Fund.

•

UNRSF should clearly discuss expectations and evaluate board members on pre-defined and
agreed metrics to evaluate their contributions to the Fund.

Recommendation 3: UNRSF should setup mechanisms for monitoring outcomes and impacts from the
projects.
•

Systematic RBM mechanisms: UNRSF Secretariat needs to establish systematic mechanisms and
tools for operationalizing a results-based monitoring and reporting systems. These mechanisms
should also collect data specific to gender and vulnerable populations dimensions.

•

UNRSF secretariat should play a bigger role in coordination on substantive functions across
various UN agencies, while simultaneously involving partner agencies in data collection and
reporting.

•

When a PUNOS network is operational, UNRSF should consider using the network for promoting
knowledge management/ organizational learning role of the secretariat, including for
documenting best practices and lessons learned in road safety. This should also include tools for
wider dissemination of these learning tools and results achieved.

Recommendation 4: UNRSF should pay greater attention to fundraising and scaling up its operations.
•

Scaling up should be the topmost priority of UNRSF. As soon as UNRSF has put in place the right
strategy, systems to develop collaborative solutions and demonstrate results, UNRSF secretariat
should ramp up its fundraising efforts. To this end, UNRSF may need to invest upfront in hiring
expert fundraisers with experience in raising funds from innovative sources.
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1. BACKGROUND
In recognition of the importance of road safety, United Nations (UN) Member States launched two
Decades of Action for Road Safety (2011-2020 and 2021-2030). Road safety is also recognized as important
in the United Nations’ 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which incorporates two explicit
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and associated targets (targets 3.6 and 11.2) on road safety. To
operationalize this Global Plan of Action for the first Decade of Action on Road Safety, the General
Assembly adopted resolution 70/260 in April 2016 requesting the Secretary-General to consider
“establishing, from voluntary contributions, a Road Safety Trust Fund.” Pursuant to this resolution, the
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) was tasked with the establishment of such a
fund in collaboration with the Special Envoy for Road Safety, and the World Health Organization.
The United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund (UNRSF or Fund) started operating immediately after its launch
in April 2018 with an interim Secretariat of volunteer staff from UNECE, UNECA, UNESCWA, UNESCAP and
the World Bank, through 10 August 2018. After which, it was serviced by UNECE Sustainable Transport
Division as its acting secretariat. In September 2018, UNECE Executive Committee approved project E316
“Secretariat to the UN Road Safety Trust Fund”, formalizing a permanent structure, with a budget of
$2,180,502 for 2 years. The Fund has received roughly US$ 18 million in pledges from 15 public and private
sector donors since its launch in April 2018, exceeding its short-term target of securing more than US$ 17
million by 2020. There are currently 11 participating UN organizations to the UNRSF, all of which bring
their various substantive expertise and geographical presence to tackling road safety.
Building on the experience of
the World Bank’s Global Road
Safety Facility, the Fund
supports
the
continued
implementation of the five
pillars of the Global Plan for the
Decade of Action for Road
Safety. As depicted in Chart 1,
the Fund uses five pillars as the
foundation for its work: Road
safety management, safe roads,
safe vehicles, safe users and
effective post-crash response.
This is elaborated further in the
results framework used for the
evaluation.

Chart 1. UNRSF’s Road safety
Intervention Pillars

Source: 2019 Annual report of the UNRSTF

As per the Fund’s TOR, the Secretariat is responsible for:
i.
Convening the Advisory Board and Steering Committee meetings, preparing the agendas and
communicating decisions/ recommendations,
ii.
Advising the Steering Committee on strategic priorities, programmatic and financial allocations,
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iii.
Providing logistical and operational support to the Steering Committee and the Advisory Board,
iv.
Elaborating and ensuring compliance of the Operations Manual of the Fund,
v.
Organizing calls for proposals and appraisal processes,
vi.
Consolidating annual and final narrative reports for submission to the Advisory Board and the
Steering Committee,
vii.
Conducting monitoring and evaluation and consolidate information in a result-based
management system,
viii.
Liaising with the Administrative Agent on administration of the Fund, and
ix.
Undertaking resource mobilization under the guidance and supervision of the Steering Committee
and the Advisory Board.
The governance structure of the Fund is composed of an Advisory Board, a Steering Committee, a
Secretariat and an Administrative Agent. The UNRSF is administered by the United Nations Multi-Partner
Trust Fund Office (MPTF Office) which performs the Administrative Agent function. Currently, the
activities of the UNRSF secretariat are being led by an Acting Head of Secretariat, who was appointed by
the Director of UNECE Sustainable Transport Division on a voluntary basis from the Division. The Acting
Head is supported by three staff (1 P4, 1 P3 and 1 GS). As of 1 October 2020, the UNRSF secretariat moved
to the Office of the UNECE Executive Secretary in order to elevate its reach and impact further.

2.

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

As per the terms of reference for this evaluation, the purpose of this evaluation was to review the extent
to which the objectives and activities of the “United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund (UNRSF) Secretariat”
were achieved. The evaluation was tasked with assessing the relevance, coherence, effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability, and impact of the project. In addition, the evaluation examined the attention
paid to human rights, gender and vulnerable populations. In doing so, it also examined the lessons
learned, challenges, unintended consequences and best practices that emerged during the
implementation of secretariat activities. Findings from the evaluation are expected to inform UNRSF’s
future strategies, structure and operations.
The evaluation was guided by the objectives, expected accomplishments, indicators of achievement and
activities as established in the project document. It covered the full implementation period between
October 2018 to December 2020. This was a strategic evaluation that focused on the work of the
secretariat of the UNRSF, and not each of these projects financed by UNRSF. While the evaluation mainly
examined the logistical and operational advice and support provided to the Advisory Board and the
Steering Committee, an assessment of portfolio of twelve funded projects as a whole was explored with
a view to assess the overall performance of the secretariat.1

3. METHODOLOGY
This evaluation followed a mixed-methods, inclusive and participatory approach with adequate
triangulation and counterfactuals to arrive at credible, reliable and unbiased findings. Using (a) UNEG
Norms and standards; (b) ECE Evaluation Policy; (c) OIOS protocol of evaluation during COVID-19, the
1

Fifteen projects have been selected for funding, but only twelve had been actual funded at the time of this
evaluation.
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evaluation utilized a mixture of primary and secondary sources of data. The primary data sources included,
among others, interviews with key stakeholders, focus group discussions, online surveys and direct
observations. Secondary data sources included all the documents and archival data available from UNRSF
and its stakeholders that are relevant to the work of UNRSF.

Chart 2. Evaluation methodology at a glance

Feb 2021

Dec- Feb

Nov 2020

The evaluation was conducted in four phases;
some of which ran concurrently: (1) inception;
(2) data collection; (3) data analysis; and (4)
reporting. The inception phase was
undertaken in November 2020, which
involved desk review of UNRSF documents. All
important documents, including Foundational
documents of the Fund, Governing body
meeting documents and lists of decisions,
Secretariat and project materials, newsletters,
brochures, videos, and other communications
material, and UNRSF financial and narrative
annual reports were reviewed and coded to
harvest outcome data. In total, more than 300
documents were reviewed. It aimed at
collecting concrete evidence on results that
could be used to develop hypotheses and
triangulate results data.

March 2021

This phase also enabled reframing of the
evaluation matrix, clarifying evaluation
questions, crafting of the evaluation approach
and methodology, and developing data
collection tools including instruments for key
stakeholder interviews and survey. Most
notably, it included a review of the UNRSF’s
logframe to clarify causal connections
between planned outputs, outcomes and
objectives. It was developed on the basis of
results framework included in the terms of
reference of the Fund, but it was revised
(Annex III) to more fully confirm with the
UNEG and OECD/DAC evaluation guidelines,
as well as to make it more evaluation friendly.
This reformulated logframe is also needed to
demonstrate linkages between various levels
of results. This revised logframe also helped
clarify performance indicators, data sources
and collection methods.

Report dissemination
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Finally, this phase also helped define the scope of the evaluation. To avoid duplication and better focus
on key issues of importance, the evaluation questions were revised. Annex IV provides an overview of
original and revised evaluation questions as well as the reason for change. Despite the reduction in the
number of questions, the evaluation fully captures all of the issues and their intent as mentioned in the
evaluation terms of reference.
The second phase of the evaluation began in December 2020. It involved content analysis of documents,
virtual consultations by way of key informant interviews (KIIs) and focus group discussions (FGDs), online
surveys, direct observations, and archival data sources (e.g., web analytics, road traffic and safety data,
etc.) as discussed below.
29 key informants (19M, 10F) spanning UNECE and UNRSF staff members, advisory board and steering
committee members, donors and partner agencies. These semi-structured interviews provided rich, indepth qualitative information on all aspects of the work of UNRSF. These interviews were conducted using
protocols that were tailored according to the role and involvement of the stakeholder(s) consulted. In
addition to common questions outlined in the protocols, the evaluation probed issues that emerged
during the interviews. Owing to current travel restrictions, all consultations were undertaken remotely.
One focus group discussion with staff was also undertaken to better understand the work, mission and
expected and actual results of UNRSF secretariat.
Online surveys: The evaluation developed an online survey to elicit feedback from UNRSF staff and
external stakeholders on the specific outcomes identified in the evaluation matrix. A stratified random
sample of 250 stakeholders was drawn, wherein the sample was stratified on the basis of gender, country
and stakeholder-type. The survey questionnaire is included in Annex VII. As depicted in Chart 3 above,
these respondents have been associated with UNRSF in a wide variety of roles. The evaluation also
piggybacked on a separate survey for donors that was already in the process of launch. 11 donors
responded to that survey. The result from this survey is used separately for triangulation purposes.
Direct observation: The evaluation (remotely) observed the meeting of the Informal Working Group on
UNRSF Fundraising in November 2020. This meeting was attended by 34 participants and the objectives
of the sessions were to understand the expectations of current donors and generate interest on new
innovative mechanisms and approaches.
Overall, the evaluation utilized a mixed-methods, inclusive, HRG-responsive and participatory approach
with adequate triangulation and counterfactuals to arrive at credible, reliable and unbiased findings.

3.1 Limitations to the evaluation
First, UNRSF is still in infancy in terms of its establishment and this evaluation is formative in nature.
Hence, the evaluation did not expect much concrete information in terms of actual outcomes and
(especially) impacts. Interviews with a wide range of potential partners and beneficiaries, survey and
systematically collected anecdotal evidence are used to develop as comprehensive a picture of the
interventions as possible. Second, ongoing pandemic led to cancelation of Geneva and any other possible
field missions. These missions were expected to provide robust triangulation, with the highest external
validity, on outcomes data collected from other sources. To mitigate this limitation, all data was collected
remotely following OIOS protocol mentioned earlier. The evaluation made every possible effort to engage
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the full array of stakeholders, including staff members, actual and potential partners, beneficiaries,
government officials, research institutions and nongovernmental organizations representatives.

Chart 3. Evaluation survey: Sample and respondents at a glance
Total respondents (N) = 114
(Invited=262, Link clicked=180, Response/invitation= 43.5%, Response/click: 63.3%)
M= 44%, F=23%; Undisclosed:33%
Average age= 47.3 years

Roles in which associated with UNRSF (N=114)
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Americas, 7.02%

Asia, 8.77%

4. FINDINGS
This section details the primary findings from the independent evaluation of the UNRSF secretariat. The
findings are discussed and grouped, as possible, by the following UNEG and OECD DAC criteria: Relevance
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability, coherence, and human rights and gender equality.2
For each of these criteria, findings are then organized by the research questions driving the evaluation.
While covering all the questions specified in the terms of reference, the focus is on those issues or topics
that are identified as salient from the triangulated data. This section also includes a summary of expected
and actual outcomes. At the heart of the evaluation is the achievement of outcomes (i.e., effectiveness)
as outlined in Annex III (Evaluation results framework).

4.1 Relevance
EQ1. To what extent are the objectives, outcomes and outputs of the UNRSF Secretariat relevant
to the Fund’s vision and mission, key stakeholders, including UNECE and partner agencies? To
what extent are these relevant to achieving the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals?
Ø The evaluation finds that objectives outcomes and outputs of the UNRSF Secretariat relevant to
the Fund’s vision and mission, key stakeholders, including UNECE and partner agencies. These
accomplishments are also highly relevant to the achievement of SDGs 3.6 and 11.2.
Relevance broadly pertains to the strategic fit achieved by the UNRSF in helping it deliver on its mandates.
The larger the fit between strategy and environment, the greater is the continued relevance of the
programmes and policies to the UNRSF and its key stakeholders, including Member States and
participating UN agencies.
According to World Health Organization, approximately 1.35 million people die each year as a result of
road traffic crashes More than half of all road traffic deaths are among vulnerable road users such as
pedestrians, cyclists, and motorcyclists. Road traffic injuries are the leading cause of death for children
and young adults aged 5-29 years. Another 20 and 50 million more people suffer non-fatal injuries, with
many incurring a disability as a result of their injury. Road traffic crashes are estimated to cost countries
around 3% of their gross domestic product. Further, WHO estimates that 93% of the world's fatalities on
the roads occur in low- and middle-income countries, even though these countries have approximately
60% of the world's vehicles. Further, 2018 global report on road safety noted that there had been no
reduction in number of road traffic deaths in low-income countries since 2013.
In this context, most countries now have established national road safety agencies, but a majority of
them still lack basic legislation such as on using helmets and child restraints (See Chart 20 in Annex IX).
Similarly,
Chart 4 below shows global trade in used vehicles and UNEP’s assessment on the quality of regulatory
regime on trade in such vehicles. As the chart shows, while global trade in used vehicles is extensive,
regulatory regimes in many developing countries, particularly in Africa, are rather weak. Similar
2

The evaluation questions from the terms of reference were clarified and reorganized to be more in alignment
with the UNEG standards. A mapping of questions between ToR and evaluation report is included in Annex V. Note
that some overlaps across findings across sections are inevitable.
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observations with regard to other pillars of UNRSF’s work, such as the fact that 88% of pedestrian and
86% of bike travels are on unsafe (1-2 stars rated) roads clearly indicate the need for taking road safety
challenge more seriously. Numerous UN conventions dating back to 1949 recognize the challenge of
promoting road safety (

Chart 5).
Chart 4. Global used vehicle trade and regulatory regimes

The Global Trade in Used Vehicles

Regulatory Regimes for Used Vehicles – UNEP assessment

Source: UNEP
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Chart 5. United Nations legal instruments (conventions) on road safety
The key United Nations road safety legal instruments are:
- 1949 Convention on Road Traffic
- 1968 Convention on Road Traffic
- 1968 Convention on Road Signs and Signals
- 1970 European Agreement concerning the Work of Crews of Vehicles engaged in International Road
Transport
- 1958 Agreement concerning the Adoption of Harmonized Technical United Nations Regulations for
Wheeled Vehicles, Equipment and Parts which can be Fitted and/or be Used on Wheeled Vehicles and the
Conditions for Reciprocal Recognition of Approvals Granted on the Basis of these United Nations
Regulations (Revision 3)
- 1997 Agreement concerning the Adoption of Uniform Conditions for Periodical Technical Inspections of
Wheeled Vehicles and the Reciprocal Recognition of Such Inspections
- 1998 Agreement concerning the Establishing of Global Technical Regulations for Wheeled Vehicles,
Equipment and Parts which can be fitted and / or be used on Wheeled Vehicles
- 1957 European Agreement concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road

Thus, the need for supporting member states with respect with regard to road safety is readily apparent.
Recognizing this problem, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development has set ambitious targets on
road safety: SDG target 3.6 aims to halve the number of global deaths and injuries from road traffic
accidents and SDG target 11.2 aimed to provide access to safe, affordable, accessible and sustainable
transport systems for all.
The need to address this challenge is also acknowledged in the UN’s Road Safety Strategy (2018), which
states that:
“As an international organization, the United Nations has a responsibility to live by the universal
goals it has set for the global community. It must establish an internal strategy across the United
Nations system to achieve these goals. Before the end of the Decade of Action on Road Safety in
2020, it is critical that the system embraces and develops a comprehensive and consistent
organizational response to road safety. It is also imperative that entities within the United Nations
system lead by example by reducing the number of road crashes and related losses incurred or
caused by United Nations personnel.”
Similarly, resolution 74/299 refers to the multiple dimensions of road safety including transport, urban
development and health, and calls for the UN System to work together to improve global road safety.
Lastly, the importance of scaling up efforts on road safety is also recognized in the UNECE programme
budget for 2020 (A/74/6 (Sect. 20)), which stated that:

“In furtherance of General Assembly resolution 72/271 on improving global road safety, an expansion of
the activities of ECE is foreseen to ensure effective support of United Nations Member States’ efforts on
the implementation of the objectives and goals of the Decade of Action for Road Safety and the road safetyrelated targets in the 2030 Agenda, as further detailed under subprogramme 2.”

This was also affirmed in interviews with key informants, who agreed that road safety agenda was a critical
piece of sustainable development and that it needed focused attention of a Fund like UNRSF that could
(a) bring together various international organizations, (b) coordinate the work of various agencies, and (c)
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use non-conventional means to raise funds to complement the efforts of the UN system. This is also
affirmed in the evaluation survey, which asked stakeholders to suggest potential roles that UNRSF could
play for contributing to sustainable road safety. As shown in Chart 6, survey respondents suggested a
variety of critical roles for UNRSF. Thus, evaluation finds UNRSF to be highly relevant to sustainable
development agenda of the UN.

Chart 6. UNRSF: Potential roles for the UNRSF
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Source: Evaluation survey
The next question, then, pertains to whether or not UNRSF’s secretariat is working towards the objectives,
outcomes and outputs relevant to its vision, mission and strategies. Based on the review of documents as
well as discussions with stakeholders, the evaluation finds clear evidence to suggest that the secretariat
is pursuing objectives, outcomes and outputs that are relevant to Fund’s vision, mission and strategies.
Its work has so far used a mechanism for funding projects on the basis of competitive grant proposals.
The projects that have been funded were selected on the basis of peer review and pertain to all five pillars
underlying UNRSF’s strategy. Key informant interviews also highlighted how the funded projects had
helped them initiate or amplify the reach and extent of their road safety work. These specific examples
are discussed in the effectiveness section. Overall, the evaluation finds the work of UNRSF secretariat
highly relevant.

4.2 Effectiveness
EQ2. How effective has the UNRSF secretariat been in achieving its outcomes and objectives as
outlined in its results framework? How did the secretariat respond to the anticipated and
unanticipated (e.g., COVID-19) challenges encountered in the process of implementation?
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Ø UNRSF has demonstrated its potential for achieving expected outcomes. It’s a “proof of concept”
that can be developed further to scale up the operations with the help of a more focused strategy.

The effectiveness questions examine the extent to which an intervention achieved, or is expected to
achieve, its objectives and outcomes. As UNRSF is still in its inception phase, this criterion really focuses
on the initial outcome-level results.
UNRSF approved five projects worth US$ 940,928 under the pilot call for proposals in 2018. Their
implementation in eight countries began in May 2019. Another ten projects were funded in the 2019 call.
The total investment in these projects is around US $4.9 million as shown below:3

Chart 7. UNRSF funded projects (2018-19)
# Submitter Call
1 ESCAP
2 WHO
3 WHO
4 UNICEF

5 UNHabitat
6 UNDP
7 UNEP

8 WHO

9 ECA

10 ECLAC
11 ESCAP
12 ESCWA

Project Name

Implementing Countries Duration
US$
Outcome
(Months) Approved
/Pillar
2018 Strengthening speed management in the Philippines
Philippines
12
Road safety
198,546 management
2018 Improving Road Traffic Fatality Data in Cote d'Ivoire and Cote d'Ivoire, Senegal
12
Road safety
Senegal
199,500 management
2018 Strengthening Legal Frameworks for Road Safety in
Egypt, Pakistan
12
Road safety
Countries
145,188 management
2018 Capacity development on child-responsive urban
Paraguay, Philippines,
12
Safe road
planning and sustainable urban transportation to
South Africa
197,694
enhance road safety
2018 Scaling Up Safe Street Designs in Ethiopia
Ethiopia
12
Safe road
200,000 user
2019 Safe Road Zambia - Creating cities for non-motorized
Zambia
36
Safe road
transportation users
450,000
2019 Safer and Cleaner Used Vehicles for Africa
Cameroon, Cote d'Ivoire, 24
Safe vehicle
Tunisia, Uganda, and
500,000
Democratic Republic of
Congo
2019 Strengthening national capacity for the coordinated
Azerbaijan
36
Effective
delivery of emergency medical services for victims of
500,000 post-crash
road traffic injuries
response
2019 Ten Step Plan for Safer Road Infrastructure
Tanzania
24
480,000 Safe road
Strengthen Road Safety Management for evidencebased intervention through reliable road crash data,
building capacity in research and monitoring evaluation
2019 Strengthening Road Traffic Enforcement
Speed Management in Argentina
2019 Improvement of Driver Licensing System
2019 Transformative Actions for Safe Motorcycles in Tunisia.
Reducing road deaths and injuries in Jordan through
increasing restraint use

Uganda

24

Brazil
Argentina
Lao People's Democratic
Republic
Tunisia

12
24
18

Jordan

18

Road safety
265,082 management
321,000 Safe user
300,000 Safe user
Safe user
570,000
Pending4
267,550 Safe user, safe
vehicle

While still early, some of these projects reported achieving significant outcomes. These outcomes are
summarized below and elaborated in subsequent pages. For more details on expected outcomes, refer to
the evaluation results matrix.

3
4

At the time of evaluation, the third call for proposals was still in progress.
ESCWA is still working out the implementation modality of this project.
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Chart 8. UNRSF: Expected and actual results
Expected outcomes
Pillar 1: Road safety management capacity
1.1 National, regional and local
governments/ institutions approve and
implement road safety plans that are in
line with the UNRSF recommendations.

Actual results
The most notable achievement in this respect was in Ethiopia, where
UN-Habitat led effort supported the development of the NonMotorized Transport (NMT) Strategy 2020-29, which contains a
budgeted implementation plan that will form the basis of further
discussions on national investments. This Strategy outlines measures
that the country will implement over the next ten years to improve
mobility and facilitate inclusive urbanization. The Government of
Ethiopia intends to invest in walking, cycling, and public transport
and manage private vehicle use. The Strategy emphasizes the
necessity of considering all residents, including women, children, and
persons with disabilities, in mobility plans and budgets.
In Pakistan, WHO is, similarly, facilitating the introduction of a road
safety legislation. In Paraguay, UNICEF supported the Ministry of
Housing and Urban Planning in issuing a memorandum for ensuring
that all future urban development projects are based on child rights
Similarly, in Zambia, UNDP supported development of 2019 NMT
Strategy that aims to improve access through sustainable transport
modes including walking, cycling, and public transport. The Strategy
envisions a safe road network for all road users and is consistent with
the United Nation’s Decade of Action for Road Safety.

1.2. Transposition of provisions of and
accession to the core road safety-related
United Nations legal instruments.
1.3. Establishment of road crash and
traffic data system by UNRSF-supported
governments/ institutions.

In the Philippines, ESCAP developed a project to reduce speed by
improving road user behavior. They provided best practice speed
enforcement training via Train the Trainer methodology to a core
group of national level police who then spread the training to Local
Transportation Office (LTO) district level in the Philippines to
promote a systematic approach to speed enforcement. UNECLAC
also implemented a speed management project in Argentina aimed
to seriously reduce fatalities and injuries in urban and rural roads of
the country. In Brazil, the ECLAC “Strengthening Road Traffic
Enforcement” project is contributing to the decrease of road traffic
deaths and injuries by means of technical assistance to support and
to strengthen ongoing road traffic enforcement activities enhancing
the capacity of a core group of traffic officers at the state level. The
outcome results from these projects are discussed below.
No results yet. WHO project in Pakistan and Egypt is expected to
contribute towards this outcome.

In the only project on data systems financed by UNRSF in the first
two cycles, WHO facilitated the establishment of multisectoral
national committees led by the National Data Coordinators in Côte
d’Ivoire and Senegal with the aim of improving data on road safety.
Pillar 2: Road infrastructure and broader transport networks:
2.1. Improved road safety conditions in
The project called “Ten Steps Plan for Safer Infrastructure in
supported countries/ regions/
Tanzania”, implemented by UNECA, will be the first country to use
jurisdictions.
the “Ten Steps approach.” It aims at reducing traffic fatalities and
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injuries in the country by building the institutional capacity to
improve infrastructure safety.

2.2. Reduction in use of private vehicles
for movement in UNRSF-supported
countries and jurisdictions.
Pillar 3: Enhanced safety of vehicles
3.1. National, regional and local
governments/ institutions establish and
implement international safety standards
for new and used vehicles as well as for
equipment used on vehicles.

Pillar 4: Improved behavior of road users
4.1. National, regional and local
governments/ institutions establish,
implement and enforce comprehensive
rules of the road.

4.2. Reduction in fatigued driving by
professional drivers in UNRSF-supported
countries.
4.3. Increase in proportion of drivers,
who obtained driving permit after
appropriate training and testing,

The Addis Ababa Transport Bureau (AATB) is in the process of
introducing a protected bike lane on the Lebu-Jemmo corridor.
Similarly, Ministry of Local Government in Zambia is currently
mapping traffic accident hotspots in Lusaka, which is expected to
result in safety and infrastructural improvements around 12 primary
schools by 2021. UNICEF developed a capacity in child-responsive
urban planning, with a particular focus on developing and improving
transportation systems by prioritizing non-motorized transport and
public transportation. Its outcomes remain to be seen.
Not applicable in this time period.

The project “Safer and cleaner used vehicles for Africa”,
implemented by UNEP, aims at regulating the export and import of
used vehicles in West and East Africa. It seeks to put in place
requirements to ensure that participating countries only receive
quality used vehicles, helping to save lives of car drivers/passengers
and other road users. It will bring together exporters, mainly from
the European Union, the United States of America and Japan, and
importing African countries, to agree to adhere to a minimum level
of UN regulations for used vehicles. Notably, 15 countries from
ECOWAS agreed to adopt new standards in 2020.
ESCAP carried out capacity development work in Philippines that
introduced more than 150 law enforcement officials to automatic
enforcement of speed limits. This stakeholder engagement program
involved a series of training workshops, which also raised awareness
among local government officials on issues of road safety, including
on improving legislation.
In Jordan, ESCWA developed a project to increase restraint use by
bridging the gaps in areas of the existing seat belt and restraint
regulatory framework in the country. They implemented another
project in to improve the behavior of motorcycle users in Tunisia
towards a better perception and understanding of the highway code
ESCAP’s project in Laos aims to improve the behavior of drivers to
drive safely through better training and testing in the process of
licensing and ensure competency of drivers when issuing driving
licenses. UNICEF trained almost 250 practitioners and stakeholders
in child-responsive urban planning in Paraguay, which is also
expected to result in better enforcement on rules of the road. No
outcomes in this regard can yet be reported.
Not applicable in this time period.
Not applicable in this time period. ESCAP project in Laos is expected
to contribute towards this outcome.
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including special training for carrying
dangerous goods and for transporting
children.
4.4. Increased awareness on road safety,
in particular, for vulnerable road users
including children in supported
countries/ jurisdictions.
Pillar 5: Improved Post-Crash Care
5.1. Reduced time interval between crash
and provision of first professional
emergency care in supported countries/
jurisdictions.

5.2. Increased access to rehabilitation for
traffic victims in supported countries/
jurisdictions.

As before, UNICEF trained around 250 stakeholders in childresponsive urban planning in Paraguay. Fiche Project in Zambia is
piloting safe road pedestrian crossing at Levy Mall. UNDP is
conducting a study to assess safety and infrastructural
improvements around 12 primary schools.
The WHO project to support the government in Azerbaijan has not
yet started. It is expected to improve national legislation to make
provisions for emergency care. By demonstrating what can be done
better, this project is aiming to improve emergency services.
UNECA is implementing a Road Crash Data System (RCDS) project in
Uganda to provide better and more reliable and sustained data of
crashes through improved collection, analysis and effective usage of
road safety data. The project also aims to assist in the development
of remedial measures as well as to evaluate the effectiveness of the
road safety programs. However, it is too early to observe any
outcomes yet.
Not applicable in this time period.

As encapsulated in the Chart above, UNRSF secretariat, through its funded projects, has made a
considerable progress in delivering on its expected outcomes. The adoption of environmental and safety
standards for used vehicles by ECOWAS and the launch of Non-Motorized Transport (NMT) strategies in
Ethiopia5 and Zambia have been the highlight of accomplishments in the formative years of UNRSF. In
these cases, UNRSF amplified existing work being carried out by UNEP and UN-HABITAT respectively that
made it possible to deliver early results. In the first case, key informants mentioned that UNEP had been
working on this agenda for more than a decade, and that RSTF funding provided them resources needed
to boost public policy advocacy efforts. The implementation of these standards is expected to lower
emissions by as much as 80%, while making vehicles safer by up to 40%.
In case of Zambia, UNDP reported that although walking constituted for nearly two-thirds of the total daily
urban movement, road networks had little or no space for pedestrians and cyclists, which relegated them
to the margins of the roads and exposed them to motorists. The project6 "Pedestrians first: creating
inclusive cities - Zambia 10 km project" aims to reduce fatalities among pedestrians and create safe,
inclusive and sustainable road conditions for pedestrians through multisectoral partnerships with the
private sector. The project, to be implemented over a three-year period (July 2019- July 2023), will support
the implementation of the national NMT Strategy by improving road safety for all NMT users including
pedestrians (including wheelchair and public transport users) and cyclists, in order to reduce fatalities and
disabilities among NMT users. It will also develop a resourcing framework for the Strategy
implementation, strengthen national and local institutional capacities (including partnerships across
5

See Chart 23, for example, that explicitly credits UNRSF for its support to the development on NMT strategy in
Ethiopia (Annex IX).

The project is implemented by UNDP, in partnership with the Zambian Ministry of Local Government,
Zambia Road Transport Safety Agency (RTSA)
6
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sectors and different stakeholders), raise awareness of the safety of NMT users through advocacy, prepare
cost-benefit analyses showing the economic savings related to NMT safety interventions, and conduct
institutional context analyses that explore the political and legal environments supporting or impeding
the NMT strategy implementation. It will be carried out in the capital city of Lusaka that has the highest
number of fatalities in Zambia.

Chart 9. Some prominent outcome examples

A road crossing in Lusaka before and after the works on the junction (Source: UNDP)

The proposed Lebu-Jemmo bike corridor in Ethiopia. UNRSF-supported UN-HABITAT project in collaboration
with the Addis Ababa Transport Bureau, Global Designing Cities Initiative, Bloomberg Initiative for Global Road
Safety, and Institute for Transportation and Development Policy. (Source: UN-HABITAT)

UNRST provided 450,000 USD in June 2020, which was followed by a steering committee held in
September 2020 with Zambian Ministry of Local Government, UNDP, Road Transport Safety Agency
(RTSA) and the University of Zambia (UNZA). A study was planned for November and December 2020 to
map out the most dangerous traffic accident hotspots in Lusaka. UNDP is currently supporting Road
Transport Safety Agency (RTSA) in Zambia to do an evaluation of school safety around 12 primary schools
in Lusaka and to make road infrastructural improvements to resolve dangerous situations according to
the IRAP methodology for school road safety. Next, a media campaign will be conducted to educate
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communities on the importance of school road safety. This will be followed by mobilization of resources
for road infrastructural developments, including from the private sector as part of their Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) to support the principle of livable cities and safer roads particularly around school
premises in Lusaka. This is similar to the work being carried out by UN-HABITAT in Ethiopia, where the
new NMT strategy outlines measures that the country will implement over the next ten years to improve
mobility and facilitate inclusive urbanization. The Government of Ethiopia plans to invest in walking,
cycling, and public transport and manage private vehicle use.
These examples provide ample evidence to show that with limited resources and within a short period of
time (curtailed further by the pandemic, which has delayed implementation of some projects), the Fund
has demonstrated potential for achieving its expected outcomes. This was further elaborated in
stakeholder survey and interviews. Stakeholders familiar with the work of UNRSF were reasonably
satisfied with the performance of the Fund, and by extension, its secretariat to date. Chart 10 tabulates
the ratings on various activities undertaken by the secretariat. Only those survey respondents, who were
familiar with the work of the UNRSF, were asked to rate key activities. As observed from the chart, these
respondents were reasonably satisfied, although there was some divergence in opinion (as revealed by
significant standard deviation). A very similar pattern is revealed in the ratings on UNRSF’s contribution
to key outcomes as per its results matrix.

Chart 10. Ratings on UNRSF activities

Source: Evaluation survey (N=43)
However, it was also evident that the scale of challenge confronting UNRSF, if it is to help make a
substantial contribution to UN’s road safety agenda, is also not insignificant. As a brand-new entity, UNRSF
is unsurprisingly not yet well-known to a large number of its stakeholders. In fact, even among the
stakeholders identified by the Fund, only a small number of respondents (38%) reported to be familiar
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with the UNRSF and its work (Chart 12).7 The stakeholder survey and key informant interviews both
highlighted that the fund needed to significantly increase its visibility to scale up its operations.
Survey respondents identified access to the entire UN system, potential to raise additional funds from
non-traditional sources, comprehensive/system-focused approach, and staff competence and dedication
as the strengths of the UNRSF. In interviews, though, comprehensive approach was generally identified
as a weakness. A majority of interviewees felt that given its current resource availability, the Fund was
overextending itself in an attempt to be comprehensive.

Chart 11. Ratings on contributions to key outcomes
Mean and Standard Deviation
0.00

Change in national, regional and local plans for road safety

7.26

Adoption of core road safety-related United Nations legal
instruments

7.23

Increase in roads that meet international standards on road safety

7.10

Implementation of international safety standards for new and used
vehicles

6.62

Number of governments/ institutions that run campaigns aimed at
safe use of roads

7.38

Improvement in road crash and traffic data systems

6.49

Reduction in use of private vehicles for movement

6.62

Increase in number of riders using helmets and other safety
equipment

6.90

Proportion of drivers, who obtained driving permit after appropriate
training and testing

6.62

Increase in awareness on road safety among targeted users

6.69

Increase in access to rehabilitation for traffic victims

6.54

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

7.00

8.00

9.00

10.00

11.00

Source: Evaluation survey (N=43)

Chart 12. Familiarity with the UNRSF

7

Stakeholders, who were not familiar with the work of UNRSF, were directly taken to the end of the survey.
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Source: Evaluation survey (N=114)

Chart 13. Strengths and weaknesses identified by the survey respondents

26

Source: Evaluation survey
This also indirectly emerges in the weaknesses listed by the survey respondents, who identified a lack of
coherent strategy, inadequate resources, burdensome processes (e.g., inter-agency differences in
procurement rules), and a lack of clear identity to be the main weaknesses of the Fund. These weaknesses
were corroborated in interviews. While UNRSF has many strategic documents such as Global Framework
Plan of Action, Funding Criteria and Priorities, Fundraising Strategy and Business Plan, in their assessment,
UNRSF’s strategy is still not clear. From this perspective, UNRSF needs to be more strategic in its approach,
including by focusing more on identifying its unique “identity” and “competitive advantages” in a
“crowded field.” These stakeholders suggested that being a UN organization is not enough of a “unique
selling proposition” and that the secretariat needs to develop a more distinctive identity.8 A delay in
recruitment of a fulltime head for the secretariat was commonly identified as a contributory factor for
many of these weaknesses. Some went even further to suggest that the secretariat should not just be
filling this position on priority, but also be led by a more senior person for a better interface with the
higher-level government officials of UN Member-States.
Overall, the evaluation finds that the Fund has demonstrated its potential. To scale up its operations, the
secretariat needs to develop a more coherent strategy that not just identifies the Fund’s distinctive
competitive advantages, but also increases its visibility and extend its reach. This is discussed further in
the recommendations section.

4.3 Coherence
EQ3. How coherent has been the design of UNRSF secretariat and its development interventions?
●

8

Some ideas in this regard are discussed in the scenario planning and recommendations section.
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Ø As a new entity, UNRSF, has demonstrated early promise, but it is yet to find its unique niche.
This question relates to the compatibility of the UNRSF’s intervention with other interventions on road
safety. It includes both internal coherence and external coherence. While the former addresses the
synergies and interlinkages between the interventions carried out by UNECE, the latter pertains to the
consistency of the UNRSF’s intervention with other actors’ interventions in the same context. The focus,
here, is on examining co-ordination, complementarities, value addition and harmonization to exploit
synergies among various interventions.
The secretariat itself is a small office and coherent in its functioning. UNRSF, however, is a new entity and
still searching for its unique niche (i.e., ‘product-market’ fit) in the domain of road safety. From a demandside perspective, given the huge need for financial and technical assistance to make roads safer in LMI
countries, multiple organizations can co-exist. However, from a supply-side perspective, it will be easier
for UNRSF to scale up if it can show its distinctive competitive advantages. Chart 25 provides an overview
of competitive landscape on road safety from the perspective of the UNRSF. As this self-assessment itself
indicates, these four main international organizations are providing similar services using a very similar
business model, which is based on competitive grant proposals.
Stakeholder interviews raised questions over using a grants-based approach.9 Such an approach was
suggested to be both inefficient (as considerable time is spent on preparing proposal that may not even
be funded) and non-strategic (funding projects based on their own merit, but without regard to the overall
strategic coherence and impact in any given country). While understanding of UNRSF’s intent to spread
projects across various pillars and geographic regions, the overarching efficacy of such as approach was
also questioned. In particular, incorporation of a pillar on infrastructure, which requires investments that
are far beyond UNRSF’s resource endowments, was also suggested as one of challenges for developing a
coherent strategy and work plan. Many stakeholders also suggested the need for UNRSF to focus on
higher level outcomes such as legislation and national strategies. To that end, UNRSF was asked to focus
on identifying gaps and coordinating and harmonizing the effort of various international organizations
operating in countries pivotal to achieving sustainable development goals or those that require significant
attention. While the evaluation finds merit in many of these ideas, these require strategic discussions
among UNRSF and its key stakeholders, including donors.
In terms of the relationship with its host UNECE, UNRSF was recently moved from the transport division
to the Executive Secretary’s office, which is expected to raise its profile as well as help with relationships
at higher levels with Member States and partner agencies. However, some concerns were expressed that
this might affect UNRSF’s ability to tap into “in-house” expertise. However, the evaluation finds that, on

9

Under the current approach, UNRSF invites proposal from PUNOS. Each agency is now allowed to submit up to
three proposals. In the 2020 call, UNRSF also allowed submission of a fourth proposal if it was one or more proposal
was submitted jointly with another agency. These proposals are then evaluated by peer road safety experts and the
best proposals are selected for grant funding. The present system is based on the lessons learned from the 2019 call
for proposal (UNRSTF/SC/2020(2)/1). The Call for Proposals does not focus on a programmatic theme or
geographical area, which allows the Fund to experiment with different approaches as well as diversify its portfolio.
On the flip side, it can make the approach less strategic and somewhat scattershot (as is also recognized in the
lessons learned document mentioned previously). Overall, it is clear that the Fund responded to the lessons learned
(e.g., limiting the number of proposals, their appraisal, who can submit, etc.), but the potential to be more strategic
still remains.
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balance, this is a right move for raising the visibility of the Fund, which is critical for scaling up its
operations going forward.
In terms of external partnerships, PUNOS were in general very satisfied with the collaboration between
UNRSF and their respective organizations.10 They were satisfied with communication, reporting and
support received from UNRSF, although some were a bit dissatisfied with bureaucratic processes involved
in inter-agency collaborations. Many of these process-related challenges emanated from the internal rules
and regulations of their own agencies, which sometimes delayed projects. More importantly, the most
critical value addition of UNRSF as mentioned in its 2019 annual report is: “The Fund’s unique value also
lies in the diverse and interconnected strengths and expertise of its 10 participating UN organizations.”
However, it is not evident that the potential of this uniqueness is being fully exploited at the moment. For
example, only one funded project11 involves more than one PUNOS (partly due to limited funding).
Resultingly, while these projects may have benefitted from discussions in the steering committee, the
potential to combine expertise towards collaborative work on ground has so far not materialized.
Chart 14 shows the governance structure of the Fund. As discussed in the next section, there is a
considerable overlap in both the composition and responsibilities of the two main governance organs, viz.
advisory board and steering committee. The need to separate advising and implementing roles in not
clearly made, especially for a Fund that is in its inception stage and relatively small. This has implications
not just for the coherence, but also for effectiveness and efficiency as the secretariat needs to spend a
considerable effort in servicing two separate governance organs.
This was also clear from discussions with the stakeholders at the board and steering committee, who
acknowledged the level of effort put in by the secretariat staff to service these governing bodies. It
emerged very clearly that the staff had to expend considerable effort in this regard. However, it was
recommended that the secretariat could scale back some of the elaborate paperwork prepared for the
meetings, and instead focus on involving these governing bodies in more visible roles such as at high-level
UN events.
Private sector donors also found the UN processes frustrating and were not certain of continuing support.
They found the bureaucracy required for engagement of representatives and stakeholders very
complicated and the processes for awarding grants not very “robust” or “transparent.” They also hoped
for seeing an increased impact and visibility of their contributions to road safety, which in their assessment
was affected by understaffing in terms of leadership, business developers, fundraisers and
communication experts. At the same time, with more effective engagement, they believed that UNRSF
could broaden its donor base: “There are no carmakers among donors, no insurance providers, no
infrastructure builder…. There is a great potential to scale up the work of UNRSF.” The evaluation concurs
with the assessment of these internal and external stakeholders with regard the need to engage a broader
range of donors in a more meaningful way. Overall, the evaluation finds that UNRSF has demonstrated
10

Note that resolution 74/299 (para. 33) calls for the World Health Organization and the United Nations regional
commissions, as well as other relevant United Nations agencies, to continue the activities aimed at supporting the
implementation of the road safety-related targets in the 2030 Agenda, while ensuring system-wide coherence. As
the Fund is still in its inception phase, it is in the process of setting up mechanisms needed to operationalize this
resolution. The secretariat has been recently moved to the office of executive secretary partly out of this intention.
The secretariat is yet to start the process of active liaising at the field level through regional commissions and UN
country teams. In fact, increasing this collaboration is one of the recommendations of this evaluation.
11
UNEP and UNECE are the participating organizations in the safer used vehicles project in Africa.
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its early potential, especially in the context of pandemic that has upended normal operations worldwide.
As outlined above, there is a significant scope to do much more.

Chart 14. UNRSF governance structure at a glance
The governance structure of the
Fund is composed of an Advisory
Board, a Steering Committee, a
Secretariat and an Administrative
Agent.
The Advisory Board meets on an
annual basis and provide strategic
direction to the Fund. The Advisory
Board also advises on criteria for
proposals,
monitoring
and
evaluation, on priorities for funding
projects, on the organizational
structure and consultations.

The Steering Committee implements the strategic direction
recommended by the Advisory Board, including the approval of projects
for funding. It is chaired by the head of a participating United Nations
organization, as external parties are not allowed to make funding
decisions.
The Steering Committee Members include United Nations Regional
Commissions (5 members), World Health Organization (1 member),
Other United Nations Agencies and Departments (1 member on a twoyear rotational basis from among DESA, UNHABITAT UNEP, UNDP,
UNICEF), Member State Donor (2 members), Private Sector Donor (2
members), Civil Society (1 member), and Chair of the Multilateral
Development Bank Working Group on Road Safety (1 member).

Advisory Board members include
United Nations Secretary-General’s
Special Envoy for Road Safety (1
member), Chair of the Global Forum
for Road Traffic Safety (WP.1) (1
member),
Member
States
Representing each of the United
Nations Regions (5 members)
selected by United Nations Regional
Commissions, Civil Society (2
members) recommended by the
Secretariat and selected by the
Advisory Board Chair, Research and
Academia Institutions (2 members)
recommended by the Secretariat and
selected by the Advisory Board
Chair, Member State donors (3
members), Private Sector donors (3
members), World Bank (1 member),
UNECE (1 member), World Health
Organization (1 member), and Chair
of the Steering Committee (1
member).

Source: UNRSF Terms of reference

4.4 Efficiency
EQ4. How timely and efficient (output/input) has UNRSF secretariat been in delivering its
intended outcomes and objectives?
Ø UNRSF appears to be utilizing resources in an efficient manner, although pandemic and
recruitment delays have affected timely delivery of outcomes to an extent.
Efficiency, the most basic economic measure of success, concerns ratio of outputs to inputs. It involves
conducting comparative social cost-benefit analysis of various strategic options for delivering programme
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outputs and outcomes. Thus, the evaluation considered criteria relating to timely delivery of outputs and
achievement of objectives, as well as alternative (i.e., counterfactual) scenarios, to determine the
efficiency with which resources and inputs were converted into outputs.
In the assessment of stakeholders consulted, UNRSF secretariat was efficient in its operations. This is also
borne by financial expenditure available from MPTFO.

Chart 15. Projects funded by the UNRSF and status (2018-2020)

Chart 15 provides the latest
financial
information
available from the MPTFO.
Note that this data may not
be up to date as various
agencies have time till April
to report their expenditure
for the previous year. At
least two projects (UNICEF
and UNESCAP) have been
completed at the time of
drafting this report and one
more
(UN-Habitat)
is
nearing its completion.13 In
general, however, delivery rates are on the lower side. This is partly due to slow start in getting off the
ground and partly due to the ongoing pandemic (Chart 15).
Organization Approved Net Funded Transfers Expenditure
Delivery
budget
Amount
rate
NGO/UNDP
0
0
0
0
0.00%
UNICEF
197694
197694
197694
66376.09
33.58%
UNHABITAT
200000
200000
200000
0
0.00%
UNEP
296700
296700
296700
0
0.00%
UNDP
450000
450000
450000
0
0.00%
ESCWA
584834
584834
584834
7134
1.22%
ECLAC
621000
621000
621000
0
0.00%
ECA
745082
745082
745082
0
0.00%
ESCAP
768546
768546
768546
111480.8
14.51%
WHO
844688
844688
844688
17437.06
2.06%
ECE
2645680
2645680
2645680
969962.5
36.66%
Source: Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office, Fact Sheet, Feb 28, 2021.12

Of the total expenditure of $1.22 million over 2019-20, 83% ($1.02 million) was on staffing costs, followed
by Project Support Costs (6%) and contractual services (6%). Therefore, any discussion on efficiency of the
secretariat has to primarily focus on efficiency in use of human resources.

Chart 16. Financial expenditure on the UNRSF secretariat

12

Expenditure by project and country is included in Chart 29.
These implementing agencies have reported the project to have been completed, but not yet reported the
expenditure to MPTFO.
13
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Chart 17. UNRSF secretariat staff time (work-years) at a glance
P-5
P-4
P-3
G-5
Consultants

2018
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2019
0.58
0.33
0.25
0.25
1.92

2020
0.00
1.17
0.67
1.00
1.53

Chart 17 shows that the secretariat has been functioning with

limited number (‘bare bone’) of staff members.14 This was partly
caused by delay in hiring the head of the secretariat, which has also
percolated down to other delays in getting the Fund off ground.

These data, as well as review of work plan15, indicate that the secretariat has organized twenty major
events and activities including seven meetings of steering committee and four meetings of the advisory
board in its short existence.16 Thus, the secretariat has kept very busy. A relevant question to consider
would be whether resource use is minimized to the extent that it may be detrimental to the secretariat’s
effectiveness, i.e., achievement of its intended results. In particular, the evaluation finds the need for
promptly filling the vacancy of the secretariat head. The secretariat has benefitted from the support
provided by the transport division at UNECE as well as that by the office of the Special Envoy on Road
Safety, however the need to strengthen its own capacity is also readily apparent.
Further, while it is understandable that early stages of setting up the Fund required extensive
consultations, there may be a case now for reducing governance related functions to focus more on the
core fundraising and scaling up functions.

14

For more specific details, refer to Chart 26 in Annex IX.
Chart 31 provides a list of major road safety events and activities. Also available here.
16
The secretariat has also leaned on UNECE, its host, for support, exclusively in 2018, but also in subsequent years.
The secretariat has also leveraged the Office of Special Envoy on Road Safety to manage with such low manpower,
however that is not sustainable in the long run.
15
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Overall, within the limitation of the ongoing pandemic that has delayed implementation of some projects
the secretariat appears to be utilizing its resources in an efficient and timely manner as indicated by the
quantity and quality of outputs produced by it.

4.5 Impact and sustainability
EQ5. To what extent did the UNRSF secretariat contribute to strengthening road safety in lowand middle-income countries?
EQ6. To what extent are the results achieved by UNRSF sustainable with or without further
stakeholder support?
Ø It is too early in the process to identify any long-term impacts or their sustainability, although it
the work is seen as effective and valuable by partners and beneficiaries. Their collaboration and
ownership could lead to sustainable results in the long run.
Impact refers to the achievement of objectives pertaining to long-term benefits to targeted beneficiaries,
including institutional, policy and social transformations. The sustainability-related questions focus on
both the long-term sustainability of the results achieved as a result of the Fund, including through its
project portfolio, as well as financial sustainability of the Fund itself. Even though sustainability is
essentially a process variable, it can be measured based on an analysis of how the Fund has delivered their
outcomes, its relationship with donors and beneficiaries, and how it is placed within their wider
organizational strategies and/or embedded in their organizational structure.
As UNRSF has recently come into existence, it is a bit premature to assess it impact on road safety in lowand middle-income countries. Impacts typically take a minimum of five years to be observable. At this
stage, the evaluation can only provide some indicative evidence on the likelihood of making an impact in
due course.
The lessons from the success stories so far show that UNRSF has done well to build on the prior work
undertaken by its partner agencies. In case of UNEP in ECOWAS, UN-HABITAT in Ethiopia and UNDP in
Zambia, these agencies had already been involved in work relating to road safety. The funding provided
by UNRSF helped these agencies amplify their work. Given the solid institutional foundations underlying
this work, it can reasonably be expected that this work will eventually lead to safer roads. Importing safer
used vehicles (UNEP) and developing more effective non-motor transport strategies (UN-HABITAT and
UNDP) will in all likelihood contribute to road safety in these countries. Given the institutionalized (i.e.,
formal rules-based agreements, legislations and treaties) nature of this work, these results are also likely
to be sustainable to some extent. These will, however, need to be followed up with comprehensive plans
that further build on these interventions (e.g., by developing capacity to enforce rules), which will require
investments that are significantly higher than currently possible.
In recognition of this challenge, UNRSF is exploring non-traditional sources of funding such as voluntary
contributions from cities, philanthropists, online auctions and retailers (“movism” initiative). All of these
ideas have potential, and their success will depend on the quality of execution. As it launches these
initiatives, UNRSF would do well to guard against private sector frustration, who are not familiar with
consensus-building processes of the UN that require longer timeframe and effort.
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UNRSF is also aware of the need to engage additional brand ambassadors/ champions to promote its work
as well as help with fund-raising17. However, evaluation finds that UNRSF could organize or participate in
more high-level events for not only promoting its work and garnering desired visibility for private donors,
but also for engaging Member State governments at senior-levels. Stakeholder consultations revealed
that high-level engagement and fundraising from Member States is one area, where UNRSF seems to have
not performed as well so far. Chart 27 in Annex IX lists contributions received till date. These consultations
also revealed the need for greater involvement of advisory board and steering committee members in
this regard.

“Road fatalities are still increasing despite decades of action. Seed funding is
needed to catalyze Member-State action on road safety. Too much money is
needed for any one organization to do much.”
“It’s a bit early to say that the Fund has made much difference, but the direction
is right. UNRSF needs to prove itself, then it can approach others for support.”
“Like anything else, nothing is absolutely sure. Depends on how it is run. If the
Fund cannot show results, it’ll shrink. It may survive for a few years, but it will
not be as planned.”
Source: Illustrative stakeholder comments
Other issues concerning sustainability of the results were already discussed in the effectiveness and
efficiency sections. These pertain to using projects-based funding model that do not adequately account
for Member States’ own national strategies or approach the problem from a holistic manner nationally
(although UNRSF’s portfolio appears comprehensive globally). Given paucity of resources, some
stakeholders suggested the need for the fund to focus exclusively on identifying gaps and coordination
role, however it is not clear that UNRSF can fundraise and sustain itself for such a limited role. As
suggested in the effectiveness section, UNRSF and its stakeholders may need to engage in strategic
discussions to explore the desirability of playing such a narrow role. The evaluation found weak shared
beliefs, which indicates the need for deeper strategic engagement between UNRSF and its key
stakeholders.
Chart 18 below depicts a box plot for overall summative ratings on various evaluation criteria.18 It shows
that the median value of ratings on potential impactfulness of UNRSF’s work was 60 (mean=57.16,

17

While acknowledging the fundraising success of the special envoy for road safety, internal and external
stakeholders are aware of the need to involve a greater number of road safety champions to support his work.
18
A boxplot, also known as box-and-whisker, is a standardized way of displaying the dataset based on a five-number
summary: the minimum, the maximum, the sample median, and the first and third quartiles. Minimum is the lowest
data point and maximum is the largest data point (excluding any outliers). The box in the middle is bounded by the
first quartile (Q1, 25th percentile) and the third quartile (Q3, 75th percentile), which are respectively the median of
the lower half and upper halves of the dataset. The line in the middle of the box is the median line (Q2, 50th
percentile, middle value of the dataset), which unlike mean, is less affected by the outliers in the survey ratings.

34

S.D.=27.19).19 It is worth mentioning that mean scores for other evaluation criteria, except relevance to
country needs and attention to vulnerable populations, also hovered around 60. The mean score for
relevance to country needs was lower (mean=41.59, S.D.=33.61), which appears to be driven by the
respondents’ assessment that countries were not adequately consulted in determining their own
priorities. The mean score for the attention to vulnerable populations was higher (mean=66.20,
S.D.=27.60), which is discussed in the next section.20
In summation, UNRSF has demonstrated its potential. Its work has delivered key outcomes as envisaged
in its plans. It is recognized as generally effective and efficient. It has built up valuable partnerships and
amplified the existing work of these partners. As a result, the evaluation finds that it is highly likely that
this work will contribute to road safety impacts. However, evaluation also finds that given the early stages
of its inception and challenges identified in previous pages, there is significant amount of work that still
needs to be done to realize its full potential.

Chart 18. Summative ratings on various evaluation criteria

Source: Evaluation survey

19

This is typical (i.e., average) score for programmes of this nature, but good for programmes in inception phase.
While given the small sample size, these numbers need to be interpreted with cautions, these do provide indicative
evidence. Being consistent with the overall evidence presented in this report, there is also no reason to suspect that
these numbers are biased in any direction. In fact, similar ratings were awarded by donors in the internal survey
conducted by UNRSF.
20
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4.6 Human rights and gender equity
EQ7. To what extent were gender equity and human rights considerations, especially with regard
to under-represented and vulnerable groups, included in the programme design and
implementation?
Ø Human rights and gender equality appear to have been satisfactorily addressed in the design
and implementation of UNRSF’s work, however UNRSF should collect develop and collect data
against specific indicators with regard to this dimension.
Gender equality and human rights has been recognized of special importance to UN’s 2030 SDG agenda
(e.g., SDG5 on achieving gender equality and empowerment). Similarly, attention to vulnerable
populations and human rights is critical to no-person-left-behind agenda of the UN.21
As revealed in stakeholder consultations and surveys (see Chart 18), stakeholders are satisfied with the
overall performance of the UNRSF on this dimension. The evaluation found the UNRSF is cognizant of the
importance of this issue. While the specific numbers of beneficiaries by gender for each of the projects
were not available, stakeholders reported paying adequate attention to UN’s agenda on gender equality
and human rights. For example, NMT strategy in Ethiopia draws attention to the necessity of considering
all residents, including women, children, and persons with disabilities, in mobility plans and budgets.
Similarly, UNICEF-implemented project “Child-responsive urban planning and sustainable urban
transportation”, in Paraguay and in the Philippines developed a sustainable model school showing that
child responsive urban planning and engineering interventions can reduce the number of children
fatalities and injuries. This project trained 219 practitioners and stakeholders, including government
officials, urban planners, engineers and private sector representatives) in child responsive urban planning.
This was followed by the Paraguay Ministry of Housing and Urban Planning issuing a Memorandum to
ensure a child rights approach to the future urban development projects. Further, three model schools in
Paraguay and four model schools in Peru with improved child-friendly spaces were developed.
However, UNRSF’s result framework does not include indicators that could measure and support
verification as to whether the project benefits accrue to women and vulnerable populations. The
evaluation also finds the need to mainstream human rights and gender equity issues, such as by explicitly
including these criteria in calls for proposals. Note that 2020 call for proposals made no mention of these
criteria.
The evaluation also finds the need to incorporate these dimensions in UNRSF’s results framework.
Incorporating specific indicators and collecting relevant data is needed to demonstrate specific impact
with regard to this dimension of UNRSF’s work.

21

Resolution 70/1: Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Paras.10, 18, 19, and
23.
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5. CONCLUSIONS
Based on the triangulated evidence presented in previous section, the evaluation derived following
conclusions, which are summarized below with the help of the SWOT analysis in Chart 19.
1) Evaluation found adequate evidence to conclude that the work of the UNRSF secretariat is highly
relevant to achieving various UN mandates and sustainable development goals on road safety.
This includes relevance for UNRSF, various low- and middle-Income countries, other Member
States, and UNRSF’s donors. The grants provided by UNRSF can both amplify the existing work
being already undertaken (as in the case of UNEP in ECOWAS and UN-Habitat in Ethiopia) or
catalyze new investments (as in the case of UNESCWA in Tunisia) by various UN agencies.

Chart 19. SWOT analysis of the UNRSF
Strengths
ü Highly relevant work and “proof-of-concept”
ü Widely recognized and committed special envoy/
champion for the fund
ü Skilled and energetic staff
ü UNECE as the hosting institution
ü Collective expertise of participating agencies

Weaknesses
X
X
X
X
X
X

Opportunities
ü Harmonizing and institutionalizing the road safety
agenda
across
multiple
international
organizations and donors
ü Strengthening relationship with member-states
and donors
ü Creative funding mechanisms

Leadership vacuum: Full-time head of the Fund
Lack of clear strategy and distinctive competitive
advantage
Lack of supporting “brand” ambassadors for the
fund
Governance system heavy for current needs
Complex multi-agency processes
Results-based monitoring & evaluation of
projects funded by the UNRSF.
Threats/ Challenges

X
X
X

Pandemic-induced world financial crisis with
significant implications for road safety agenda
and funding
Untapped potential for collaboration with
UNECE transport division as well as with other
regional commissions, WHO, UNCTs
“UN” fund creates high expectations, but
resource base is too small in comparison to the
needs

2) The evaluation concludes that the work of Special Envoy for Road Safety as its leading champion
has been another key strength of the UNRSF. His efforts have been the primary reason for the
early fundraising success of UNRSF. However, for UNRSF to scale beyond this “seed funding”,
UNRSF needs to involve a greater variety of actors in fundraising, including its steering committee,
advisory boards and additional “brand” ambassadors/ champions. UNRSF would also benefit from
filling the position of its fulltime head of the secretariat and hiring additional fundraisers in
supporting role.
3) In terms of effectiveness, the evaluation concludes that UNRSF has demonstrated its “proof-ofconcept” or the potential to deliver on its intended results. The prime examples for this are the
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adoption of environmental and safety standards for used vehicles by ECOWAS and the launch of
Non-Motorized Transport (NMT) strategies in Ethiopia22 and Zambia. These success stories in the
inception phase provide evidence for the ability of UNRSF to deliver results. However, for these
stories to not remain isolated success stories, but to transform into impactful stories on road
safety, UNRSF needs to take steps now to lay the foundations for scalable operations in the near
future.
4) Based on triangulated evidence, including stakeholder feedback across board, the evaluation
concludes that the secretariat staff has demonstrated their expertise, enthusiasm and energy in
furthering UNRSF’s road safety agenda. While the secretariat has demonstrated the ability to
deliver a high volume of activities with limited financial and human resources, it is also clear that
UNRSF needs to focus on developing a coherent strategy and identity that can help it scale its
operations. In the absence of a clear distinctive advantage from other road safety funds such as
World Bank’s GRSF, Bloomberg and FIA foundation, UNRSF will find it difficult to scale its
operations to match its ambitions. It should be further noted that meeting these ambitious targets
is critical for delivering on UN’s road safety and sustainable development agenda.
5) The evaluation concludes that UNRSF is yet to fully exploit the collective expertise of its
participating UN agencies, which could be the basis for its distinctive competitive advantage. The
evaluation found only one instance of joint programming, wherein UNEP and UNECE collaborated
on a joint project for safer vehicles in Africa. If the collective expertise of these eleven UN agencies
is to be developed into a competitive advantage, then the synergistic collaboration between these
agencies needs to be significantly enhanced.23 By building on the foundations of prior work of
funded agencies, UNRSF could show some quick wins. However, such a model will not always be
feasible or even desirable. In such cases, by bringing together multiple agencies and developing
unique solutions to intractable problems, UNRSF can better demonstrate its unique advantages.
These collaborative solutions will also better leverage the expertise available at UNECE, which is
not as extensively used in funding proposals prepared and executed by single agencies.
6) The evaluation concludes the need for the secretariat to revisit its dual governance system
(steering committee and advisory board) for its current state of operations. Dual governing bodies
may be more useful when UNRSF secretariat has reached a certain size and capacity. The
secretariat has had to spend a considerable time servicing these disparate governing bodies that
potentially detracts from its core functions including fundraising. This combined body will also
have the added benefit of creating shared understanding among disparate stakeholder groups
ranging from UN agencies to private sector.
7) If UNRSF has to encourage deeper inter-agency collaboration, secretariat needs to find a way to
reduce complex bureaucratic processes. Despite reforms efforts aimed at promoting One UN,
collaborating across UN agencies is not easy. While these complexities are the results of different
governing systems and procedures followed by different agencies, the evaluation concludes the
need for UNRSF secretariat to harmonize processes in a way that minimizes encumbrances
associated with such collaboration.
22

See Chart 23, for example, that explicitly credits UNRSF for its support to the development on NMT strategy in
Ethiopia (Annex IX).
23
This is not to say that all agencies need to participate in all projects, but that the most relevant ones in a given
country need to be encouraged to develop synergistic solutions.
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8) Relatedly, UNRSF secretariat also has many opportunities that it can and should exploit. The chief
among these is the need for harmonizing and institutionalizing the road safety agenda across
multiple international organizations and donors. Given its membership in the UN system and its
relationships with multiple participating UN organizations (PUNOS), UNRSF also is in a position to
play this role effectively.
9) Having demonstrated its potential to achieve results with limited time and resources, it is time for
the UNRSF to tap into the opportunity for expanded partnerships with Member States and private
donors.
10) While pandemic-induced global financial crisis and instability has significant implications for road
safety agenda and funding as other health and economic issues have become more prominent for
Member States and donors, creative funding mechanisms that are already being planned by
UNRSF can help overcome these challenges.
11) Towards this end, UNRSF needs to establish and strengthen its results-based planning,
management, monitoring and evaluation systems. Given its limited capacity, it was clear that the
secretariat needs systems that can automate some of these processes. Such RBM-based
monitoring and evaluation should actively involve partner agencies in data collection and
reporting to lower the burden on the secretariat. This is critical because only by demonstrating
results can UNRSF keep its disparate stakeholders engaged in its agenda.

Overall, the evaluation finds the work of UNRSF secretariat to be highly relevant to its mandates and
sustainable development goals. It has also been very efficient in delivering a high volume of activities with
minimal resources. It has demonstrated its potential to deliver results that will need to be scaled
significantly to make an impactful contribution to road safety.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS
The evaluation recommends UNRSF and its stakeholders to consider following options for increasing the
effectiveness and efficiency of the secretariat in the context of its UN’s SDG and road safety agenda.
Recommendation 1: UNRSF needs to actively promote synergistic collaboration across various
participating UN agencies as the means to developing a distinctive competitive advantage, which would
emphasize approaching road safety with an inter-sectoral lens critical to the achievement of the SDGs.
•

Organize small strategy session/s with key stakeholders for discussing various strategic options
that can help UNRSF develop distinctive competitive advantages over other road safety funds.
Such an exercise should serve as the foundation for UNRSF’s strategy.
o

•

One possible option that UNRSF can consider is to promote synergistic collaboration among
participating UN agencies. Thus, for example, these PUNOS should be encouraged and
incentivized to develop joint project proposals. Such an approach will not only leverage unique
expertise of participating UN agencies, but also help foster innovative solutions to intractable road
safety challenges facing many Member States. Further, it will incentivize donors to approach
UNRSF rather than individual UN agencies. Donors have limited utility to fund a UNICEFimplemented solution through UNRSF, if they can directly fund UNICEF. Thus, UNRSF needs to
demonstrate its value addition by helping develop collaborative solutions.
o

•

Action: UNRSF Secretariat. Timeframe: 9-12 months

Building on the success of these joint proposals, UNRSF should incentivize PUNOS to harmonize
their in-country programmes and plans. In such a scenario, UNRSF will play a bigger role in
coordinating the work of PUNOS.
o

•

Action: UNRSF Secretariat. Timeframe: 3-6 months

Action: UNRSF Secretariat. Timeframe: 24-36 months

In the medium to long run, UNRSF should consider developing a tight-knit PUNOS network on
road safety to foster high collaboration and impactful work.
o

Action: UNRSF governing bodies, PUNOS, UNECE. Timeframe: 36-60 months

Recommendation 2: UNRSF should consider “Fit-for-purpose” governance systems.
●

UNRSF should consider merging steering committee and advisory board both for reducing
governance-related workload on the secretariat and increased shared understanding among
various stakeholder groups. The current governance system is more suited for a large UN agency
than a small trust fund. Since private donors and innovative funding mechanism are expected to
provide a significant portion of funding, it is also better from a governance perspective to give
these stakeholders a bigger role in steering the direction of the fund.
○

Action: UNRSF secretariat and governing bodies, Timeframe: 3-6 months
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•

UNRSF should consider involving the member of such a combined board in joint fundraising
efforts. Organizing joint events, participating in their governance and large public events and
encouraging them to spread the word about UNRSF and its road safety work are some of the steps
that can be undertaken to raise the profile and visibility of the Fund.
o

•

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 6-12 months

UNRSF should clearly discuss expectations and evaluate board members on pre-defined and
agreed metrics to evaluate their contributions to the Fund.
o

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 12-24 months

Recommendation 3: UNRSF should setup mechanisms for monitoring outcomes and impacts from the
projects.
•

Systematic RBM mechanisms: UNRSF Secretariat needs to establish systematic mechanisms and
tools for operationalizing a results-based monitoring and reporting systems. These mechanisms
should also collect data specific to gender and vulnerable populations dimensions.
o

•

UNRSF secretariat should play a bigger role in coordination on substantive functions across
various UN agencies, while simultaneously involving partner agencies in data collection and
reporting.
o

•

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 6-12 months

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 6-18 months

When a PUNOS network is operational, UNRSF should consider using the network for promoting
knowledge management/ organizational learning role of the secretariat, including for
documenting best practices and lessons learned in road safety. This should also include tools for
wider dissemination of these learning tools and results achieved.
o

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 36-60 months

Recommendation 4: UNRSF should pay greater attention to fundraising and scaling up its operations.
•

Scaling up should be the topmost priority of UNRSF. As soon as UNRSF has put in place the right
strategy, systems to develop collaborative solutions and demonstrate results, UNRSF secretariat
should ramp up its fundraising efforts. It’s ability to undertake steps outlined above and make a
meaningful impact as a “UN” Fund, which creates high expectations, depends on its success in
fundraising. To this end, UNRSF may need to invest upfront in hiring expert fundraisers with
experience in raising funds from innovative sources.
o

Action: UNRSF Secretariat, Timeframe: 6-12 months
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7. ANNEX I. TERMS OF REFERENCE
Purpose
The purpose of this evaluation is to review the extent to which the objectives and activities of the project
entitled “United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund (UNRSF) Secretariat” were achieved. The evaluation will
assess the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact of the project.
The evaluation will consider the lessons learned, challenges, facilitators, and unintended consequences
to implement the secretariat activities. Findings from the evaluation will inform and feed into UNRSF’s
future engagements.
Scope
This evaluation will be guided by the objectives, expected accomplishments, indicators of achievement
and activities as established in the project document. The Fund’s efforts are focused on low- and middleincome countries, which are the worst affected by road crashes. The evaluation will cover the full period
of implementation between 1 October 2018 and 31 December 2020.
This is not an evaluation of projects in countries financed by UNRSF as each of these projects will be
evaluated individually, but an evaluation of the work of the secretariat of the UNRSF to provide logistical
and operational advice and support to the Advisory Board and the Steering Committee.
The universally recognized values and principles of human rights and gender equality will be integrated at
all stages of the evaluation, in compliance with the United Nations Evaluation Group’s revised genderrelated norms and standards. Therefore, the evaluation will assess how gender considerations were
included in the process and it will make recommendations on how gender can be included better in the
process.
Background
United Nations Member States acknowledged the importance of road safety by agreeing on the Decade
of Action for Road Safety 2011-2020. A Global Plan of Action for the Decade of Action outlined the core
activities needed to improve road safety, within five thematic pillars. Furthermore, the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development included road safety in two of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals and
targets (targets 3.6 and 11.2).
In recognition of the challenge of translating “plan” into “action”, the General Assembly in April 2016
adopted resolution 70/260 requesting the Secretary-General “to consider the possibility of establishing,
from voluntary contributions, a Road Safety Trust Fund, to support the implementation of the Global Plan
for the Decade of Action and the road safety-related Sustainable Development Goals, as appropriate, and
to report thereon to Member States.” Pursuant to this resolution, the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe (UNECE) was tasked by the Secretary-General to be the lead entity in developing
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a proposal for establishing such a fund in collaboration with his Special Envoy for Road Safety, and the
World Health Organization.
The United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund (UNRSF) supports the continued implementation of the five
pillars of the Global Plan for the Decade of Action for Road Safety and concrete action towards achieving
the road safety related targets under Sustainable Development Goals 3 and 11. Building on the 11 years
of experience of the World Bank’s Global Road Safety Facility, which include challenges in securing robust
funding to support a wide geographical range of activities, the United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund
focuses on scaling up activities and resources.
The UNRSF has received roughly US$ 20 million in pledges from 16 public and private sector donors since
its launch in April 2018, exceeding its short-term target of securing more than US$ 17 million by 2020.24
There are currently 11 participating UN organizations to the UNRSF, all of which bring their various
substantive expertise and geographical presence to tackling road safety.
The governance structure of the Fund is composed of an Advisory Board, a Steering Committee, a
Secretariat and an Administrative Agent. The UNRSF is administered by the United Nations Multi-Partner
Trust Fund Office (MPTF Office) which performs the Administrative Agent function.
As per the Fund TOR, the Secretariat is responsible for:
Convening the Advisory Board and Steering Committee meetings, preparing the agendas and
communicating decisions/recommendations;
Advising the Steering Committee on strategic priorities, programmatic and financial allocations;
Providing logistical and operational support to the Steering Committee and the Advisory Board;
Elaborating and ensuring compliance of the Operations Manual of the Fund;
Organizing calls for proposals and appraisal processes;
Consolidating annual and final narrative reports for submission to the Advisory Board and the Steering
Committee;
Conducting monitoring and evaluation and consolidate information in a result-based management
system;
Liaising with the Administrative Agent on administration of the Fund; and
Undertaking resource mobilization under the guidance and supervision of the Steering Committee and
the Advisory Board.
The UNRSF started operating immediately after its launch in April 2018 with an interim Secretariat of
volunteer staff from UNECE (Sustainable Transport Division including the Secretariat of the Special Envoy
for Road Safety), UNECA, UNESCWA, UNESCAP and the World Bank, through 10 August 2018, and then
further serviced by UNECE Sustainable Transport Division as acting secretariat to operationalize the Fund
with the further formation of the governing bodies, handling of donations, the preparation of all founding
documents, pilot projects and recruitment of formal staff. On 21 September 2018, UNECE Executive
Committee approved project E316 “Secretariat to the UN Road Safety Trust Fund”, formalizing a
permanent structure, with a budget of $2,180,502 for 2 years and a Team comprising of 1 P-5, 1 P-4 and
1 GS-OL.

24

UNRSF Fundraising Strategy and Policy
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Currently, the activities of the UNRSF Secretariat are being led by an Acting Head of Secretariat, who was
appointed by the Director of UNECE Sustainable Transport Division on a voluntary basis from the Division.
The Acting Head is supported by three Fund’s staff (1 P4, 1 P3 and 1 GS) and the Division.

Issues
The evaluation will answer the following questions listed:
Relevance
1. To what extent are the activities of the UNRSF Secretariat designed to support the UNRSF’s vision
and mission? Did the activities from the UNRSF Secretariat support the implementation of the
UNRSF’s policies and priorities?
2. How relevant is the work of the UNRSF Secretariat for UNECE and more specifically for its
Transport subprogramme? What is the relationship to its Programme of Work?
3. How relevant are the project activities for the Programmes of Work of the Participating UN
Organizations?
4. How relevant are the activities of the UNRSF Secretariat with regards to gender equality and
empowerment of women?
5. Does the UNRSF Secretariat incorporate the perspective of vulnerable groups in its work? Did the
UNRSF Secretariat apply gender, rights-based and disability inclusion approaches in the design,
implementation and results of the activities?

Coherence

6. How coherent was the design of project approved by UNECE EXCOM and the development
intervention vis-à-vis the expected accomplishments and the planned activities?
7. What lessons can be learnt from the project design, including its M&E framework?
8. Were the project activities coherent with global and regional goals and priorities in road safety?
9. How coherent was the collaboration of the UNRSF Secretariat with other entities in the UN system
and other international organizations to achieving the mandate of UNRSF?

Effectiveness

10. How effective was the UNRSF Secretariat to provide logistical and operational support to the
Advisory Board and the Steering Committee?
11. To what extent were the project activities of the UNRSF Secretariat accomplished?
12. How effectively did the project activities of the UNRSF Secretariat contribute to the Fund’s
operationalization, development of its strategies and plans, formulation of rules, advocacy and
priority setting?
13. How effective are the Secretariat activities to helping the UNRSF achieve the objectives of its
mandate?
14. How effective was the UNRSF Secretariat in implementing the UN rules, the Fund’s rules and its
Operations Manual?
15. What were the challenges/obstacles to achieving the project objectives and expected
accomplishments?
16. What are the specific challenges created by the Covid-19 situation?
17. To what extent have the project activities promoted gender equality or women’s empowerment?
18. To what extent have the project activities promoted human rights?

Efficiency
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19. Has the UNRSF Secretariat accomplished its planned activities, as planned in the EXCOM
document, within the anticipated budget and allocation of resources?
20. Were the resources (financial and human) appropriate to the design of the Fund?
21. Were the activities implemented according to the planned timeframe?
22. How efficient was the support (substantive servicing, implementation of decisions and
recommendations) provided by the UNRSF secretariat to the Advisory Board and Steering
Committee?
23. How efficient was the UNRSF secretariat in organizing the calls for proposals (from the
preparation for the call to evaluation of proposals and disbursement of funding)?
24. To what extent has the UNRSF been successful in raising funds through its resource-mobilization
activities?

Sustainability

25. To what extent have Participating UN Organizations and final beneficiaries demonstrated
ownership and commitment towards the work of this project?
26. To what extent did the UNRSF attract and sustain interests of Member States and donors?
27. What are the lessons learnt from the support provided by the UNRSF Secretariat to the Fund
during the period?
28. To what extent has the UNRSF Secretariat appropriately considered and mitigated risks?
29. Has the project helped to strengthen the application of gender mainstreaming principles and
contribute to substantial and meaningful changes in the situation of the most vulnerable groups?

Impact

30. To what extent did the work of the UNRSF Secretariat contribute towards strengthening road
safety management capacity for reducing road fatalities and serious injuries in low- and middleincome countries?
31. To what extent did the support provided by the UNRSF Secretariat contribute in supporting road
safety programmes at the national and local levels across the five pillars for road safety?
32. To what extent have the project activities contributed to the impact of the Participating UN
Organizations on improving road safety?
33. What has been the impact of hosting the UNRSF Secretariat for UNECE? Could lessons be drawn
from this experience?
34. Were there any unintended effects on any groups that were not adequately considered in the
intervention design?
Methodology
The evaluation will be conducted on the basis of:
1. A desk review of all the relevant documents including:
Secretariat and project materials;
Foundational documents of the Fund;
Governing body meeting documents and lists of decisions;
Newsletters, brochures, videos, and other communications material;
UNRSF financial and narrative annual reports.
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The above material and documents will be provided to the evaluator by the UNRSF secretariat, which will
include a list of involved experts or stakeholders that can be interviewed by telephone.
2. An electronic questionnaire will be developed by the consultant to assess the perspectives of the
Participating UN Organizations, governing body members, partners etc.; the results of the survey will be
disaggregated by gender and location.
3. This questionnaire will be followed by selected interviews (methodology to be determined by the
evaluator in consultation with the secretariat). The interviews will take place via phone or other electronic
means of communication. Results of the survey will be disaggregated by gender.
4. An evaluation mission to Geneva is recommended, assuming that the COVID-19 situation permits it.
The mission will entail key informant interviews and focus group discussions.
The Inception report (max. 15 pages without annexes) must include the methodology proposed to rollout
the evaluation including evaluation questions and timelines by which the data should become available,
preliminary findings from the desk review, data collection instruments, statement of possible limitations
and mitigations, work plan and timeline.
The Evaluation report (maximum of 30 pages, not including annexes) will summarize the findings,
conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. An executive summary (max. 2 pages) will sum up
the methodology of the evaluation, key findings, conclusions and recommendations.
The report should include inter alia the following mandatory annexes:
Theory of Change of the evaluation – to be developed at the Inception Report stage;
Theory of Change of the UNRSF secretariat activities and staffing;
Terms of Reference of the evaluation (the current document);
Details of data used as part of the evaluation;
List of meetings/consultations attended;
List of persons and organizations interviewed with informed consent of interviewees
List of documents/publications reviewed and cited;
Evaluation Brief: The Draft and Final Evaluation Brief is expected to be a clear and concise analysis of the
evaluation findings, to include photos, tables, and infographics, in a maximum of 4 pages.
All material needed for the evaluation, will be provided to the consultant. In addition to the documents
mentioned above in 1), the Project Manager will provide the list of persons to be interviewed by
telephone. ECE will provide support and further explanation to the evaluator as needed.
The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the ECE Evaluation Policy. A gender-responsive
methodology, methods and tools, and data techniques are selected. The evaluation findings, conclusions
and recommendations reflect a gender analysis.
Evaluation schedule25
25 September 2020: ToR finalized, and evaluator selected
25

Final timetable to be agreed following engagement of the evaluator
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26 October 2020: Desk review of all documents provided by ECE to the evaluator
16 November 2020: Delivery of inception report including design of survey
23 November 2020: Feedback on inception report by the Programme manager
30 November 2020: Launch of data gathering
14 December 2020: Conducting telephone interviews
18 January 2021: Possible visit to Geneva for in-person interviews
25 January 2021: Analysis of collected information
15 February 2021: Draft report sent to Programme Manager
1 March 2021: Comments to evaluator after review by PM and PMU
15 March 2021: Final report
Resources
Madeeha BAJWA, Programme Officer, Partnerships, will manage the evaluation in consultation with
Romain HUBERT, Acting Head of UNRSF Secretariat, and Yuwei Li, Director, UNECE Sustainable Transport
Division. The Programme Management Unit (PMU) will provide guidance to the Project Manager and
evaluator as needed on the evaluation design, methodology and quality assurance of the final draft report.
Intended use/next steps
The evaluation will be consistent with the UNECE Evaluation Policy. The results of the evaluation will be
used in the planning and implementation of future activities of the UNECE, particularly in the continuation
of the UNRSF Secretariat.
A management response to the evaluation will be prepared by UNECE, and relevant recommendations
implemented as scheduled in the management response. Progress on implementation of
recommendations will be available on the UNECE public website.
The outcomes of the evaluation will also contribute to the broader lessons learned, by being made
available on the project website (UNECE sub-page) and will be shared with the Fund’s governing bodies.
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8. ANNEX II. KEY DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
While more than 300 documents supplied by the secretariat were reviewed for this evaluation. Only key
documents are listed below. All agenda items, letters, memos, emails, presentations, pictures and videos
and confidential documents are generally excluded from the list below.
UNGA (2018). Resolution adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 12 April 2018: Improving Global
Road Safety.
UNRSF (2021). Projects by Country. March 7th 2021
UNRSF (2020). Introduction to UNRSF Communication Strategy & Messages Brainstorming
UNRSF (2019). Annual Narrative and Financial Report Final
UNRSF (2021). Who We Are January 2021
UNRSF (2021). Benefits of joining UNRSF as a donor, January 2021
UNRSF (2020). Project Sheet Zambia, November 5th 2020
UNRSF (2018). UNRSF Annual Financial Report 2018
UNRSTF (2018). Global Framework Plan of Action for Road Safety.
UNRSF (2019). Evaluation of the Road Safety project Phase I to IV, December 2019
UNRSF (n.d.). Facts: 2 Years with the UN Road Safety Fund.
UNRSF (2021). Report meeting on UNRSF messages for donors, January 22nd 2021
Ki-moon, B. (2011). United Nations Road Safety. In Message on the Launch of the Decade for Action on Road and
Safety. http://www.un.org/en/roadsafety/
UNRSF (2020). Guidelines on the use of the Road Safety Fund, September 2020
UNRSF (2018). First Session Rules of Procedure of the United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund Advisory Board,
August 2018.
UNRSF (2018). Advisory Board - Secretariat Budget, August 2018
UNRSF (2018). Annex Rules of procedure of the United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund Steering Committee
UNRSF (2018). Possible Expansion of the United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund Governance Bodies and
Participating Organizations, August 2018
UNRSF (2021). UNRSF Funding Status, February 28th 2021
UNRSF (2021). MPTF Projects, February 28th 2021
Ministry of Transport. (2020). Ethiopia non-motorised transport strategy 2020-2029. Unhabitat.Org.
https://unhabitat.org/sites/default/files/2020/07/ethiopia_nmt_strategy_en_200629.pdf
UNEP (2020). Used Vehicles and the Environment: A Global Overview of Used Light Duty Vehicles - Flow, Scale
and Regulation.
UNECE (2014). UNECE Evaluation Policy
UNECE (2018). United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund, November 2018 https://www.unece.org/unrsf/about-unroad-safety-fund.html
UNECE (2018). United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund Priorities and Criteria for Funding Projects. 2018
(November). https://www.unece.org/unrstf/home.html
UNECE (2012). Strengthening the capacities of developing countries and countries with economies in transition
to facilitate legitimate border crossing, regional cooperation and integration. September.
UNECE (2016). The United Nations Motorcycle Helmet Study, February 4–4. https://doi.org/10.18356/c92c1aa7en
United Nations General Assembly (2020). Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 31 August 2020.
UNRSF (2020). Safe Roads Zambia- creating livable cities. June 9th 2020
UNRSF (n.d.). Fiche Project Zambia
UN (2018). Road Safety Strategy for the United Nations System and its Personnel: A Partnership for Safer Journey
UNRSF (n.d.). UNRSF House of Messages
UNRSF (2016). UNRSF 2016-2021 Theory of Change
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UNRSF and UNICEF (n.d.). UNRSF and UNICEF Project Sheet: Child Responsive Urban Planning and Sustainable
Urban Transpiration in Paraguay and in The Philippines
UNRSF (2019). Newsletter Issue # 1: Highlights of 2019
UNRSF (2020). Newsletter Issue # 2: Road Safety at the Time of COVID-19, July 2020
UNRSF (2020). Newsletter: Leave No One Behind on the Road
UNRSF (2020). 2 Years with the UN Road Safety Fund, 090420
UNRSF (2020). UNRSF Map annotated
UNRSF (2020). Guidelines on the Use of the UNRSF Brand and Logos (Visibility Identity)
UNRSF (2020). UNRSF Donors annotated
UNRSF 92018). United Nations Road Safety Trust Fund Operations Manual Outline, July 2018
United Nations (2014). 68/269: Improving global road safety, General Assembly’s Sixty-Eight Session., April 1–6.
UNRSF (2018). Accede to UN Road Safety Conventions
UNRSF (2018). MOU Addendum for European Union Contributions to MDTFs and JP5
UNRSF (2020). A World where roads are safe for every road user, everywhere
UNECE (2016). Evaluation of the global and regional impact of UNECE regulations and UN Recommendations on
the transport of Dangerous Goods, 2005-2014
UNECE (2019). Evaluation of the Road Safety Project Phase 1 to 5, August 2015 – June 2019
UNECE (2019). Evaluation of UNECE ITC Support to governments in climate change mitigation: lessons from the
use of for FITS tool that links policy choices and Carbon dioxide emission scenarios for inland transport
UNECE (2016). Strengthening the Capacity of Developing Countries and Countries with Economies in Transition
to Facilitate Legislative Border
UNECE (2018). Final Evaluation of the UN Developmental Account 9th tranche Project “Strengthening the national
road safety management capacities of selected developing countries and countries with economies in transition”
June 2015-March 2018
UNRSF (2020). Survey on communications, fundraising, donors, October 2020
UNEG. (2011). Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation - Towards UNEG Guidance (Issue
August). http://www.unevaluation.org/documentdownload?doc_id=980&file_id=1294
UNEG. (2013). UNEG Handbook for Conducting Evaluations of Normative Work in the UN System. November, 69.
Economic Commission for Latin America & the Caribbean (2016). Strengthening Security in Brazil
Loo, B. P. Y., & Anderson, T. K. (2020). Road Safety Strategy. Spatial Analysis Methods of Road Traffic Collisions,
322–337.
One UN Fund (2016). Consolidated Annual Financial Report of the Administrative Agent of the Ethiopia One UN
Fund. May 1–12.
Adaptation Fund. (2012). Funding status. http://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/funding-status/
UNEG. (2011). Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation - Towards UNEG Guidance (Issue
August). http://www.unevaluation.org/documentdownload?doc_id=980&file_id=1294
UNWHO (2018). Global Status Report on Road Safety
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9. ANNEX III. RESULTS FRAMEWORK/ EVALUATION MATRIX
Overall objective/ intended impact: Improved road safety in low- and middle-income countries by 2021.
Impact indicators: (1) Reduction in road traffic fatalities and injuries (2) Reduction in GDP lost due to road traffic crashes.
Outputs

Outcomes

Pillar 1: Road safety management capacity
Assessment of road safety performance
1.1 National, regional and local
and identification of areas for
governments/ institutions approve
improvement
and implement road safety plans
that are in line with the UNRSF
Technical assistance for development of
recommendations.
national, regional and local plans

Key performance indicators

Data sources

Data
collection
methods

# of governments/ institutions that
have approved and implemented
national, regional and local plans for
road safety.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Content
analysis

Stakeholder
feedback

Institutional strengthening and reform
initiatives addressing lead agency
establishment, inter-agency coordination,
legislation, funding and resource
allocation, promotion, monitoring and
evaluation, and research and development
and knowledge transfer
Capacity development and advocacy
work26
Technical assistance for transposition of
the provisions in national legislation
Capacity-building on improving the
understanding of the provisions to

Training
feedback forms
and reports (if
any)

1.2. Transposition of provisions of
and accession to the core road
safety-related United Nations legal
instruments.

26

# of UNRSF-supported governments
that have transposed provisions of
the core road safety-related United
Nations legal instruments.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and

Technical assistance, capacity development and advocacy work include work undertaken directly or (mostly) indirectly through partner agencies (e.g., funded
proposals).
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Outputs

Outcomes

adequately transpose them in national
legislation
Submission of instrument of ratification or
accession
Technical assistance and capacity
development on establishing processes for
collection of data and production of
indicators on road fatalities and injuries
following internationally agreed
methodologies (including attribution by
type of user: pedestrian, cyclist, PTW user,
4-wheeler user, or by risk factor)

1.3. Establishment of road crash
and traffic data system by UNRSFsupported governments/
institutions.

Key performance indicators

Data sources

# of UNRSF-supported governments
that have acceded to the core road
safety-related United Nations legal
instruments.

Stakeholder
feedback

# of UNRSF-supported governments/
institutions that have established
road crash and traffic data systems.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders
Stakeholder
feedback

Technical assistance and capacity
development on establishing processes to
monitor intermediate outcomes based on
internationally available methodologies
Pillar 2: Road infrastructure and broader transport networks:
Technical support for aligning national
2.1. Improved road safety
technical standards for design,
conditions in supported countries/
construction and signage of roads with
regions/ jurisdictions.
internationally available standards (as in
United Nations transport agreements) or
good practices taking into account safety
or all road users.
Technical support for building new roads
that meet international standards,
including through road assessment and
audits.
Assessing existing roads, by using a rating
systems or similar tools, and develop
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The extent to which UNRSF-supported
governments built or remodeled
roads that meet international
standards on road safety.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders
Stakeholder
feedback

Data
collection
methods
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)
Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Outputs

Outcomes

Key performance indicators

Data sources

Data
collection
methods

2.2. Reduction in use of private
vehicles for movement in UNRSFsupported countries and
jurisdictions

The extent to which UNRSF-supported
national, regional and local
governments/ institutions, who have
made progress on developing (a)
collective transport, (b) intermodal
shift for passengers and freight, (c)
mobility by walking and cycling.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Content
analysis

improvement plans starting with the least
safe roads with high traffic volumes
Training for national experts on road
assessments and safety audits.
Establishment of conditions to encourage
modal shift
Technical support for developing plans for
a) collective transport, (b) intermodal shift
for passengers and freight, (c) mobility by
walking and cycling.
Training/ Capacity development/
Advocacy

Pillar 3: Enhanced safety of vehicles
Technical support and advocacy for
developing high-quality safety standards
for new (defined as produced, sold or
imported) and used vehicles as well as for
equipment used on vehicles.

The extent of change in proportion of
passenger kilometers by private
vehicle versus by (a) rail or other
collective transport or (b) by walking
and cycling.
3.1. National, regional and local ●
governments/ institutions
establish and implement
international safety standards for
new and used vehicles as well as
for equipment used on vehicles.

# of governments that have
implemented international safety
standards for new and used vehicles
Proportion of vehicles in circulation
that meet (a) required technical
standards, and (b) that successfully
pass periodical technical inspections.
Proportion of helmets and child
restraint systems that meet safety
standards.

Pillar 4: Improved behavior of road users

Stakeholder
feedback

●
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Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders
Stakeholder
feedback

Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Outputs

Outcomes

Key performance indicators

Data sources

Review and align rules of the road with
internationally available rules or good
practices, in particular rules in the 1968
Convention on Road Traffic.

4.1. National, regional and local
governments/ institutions
establish, implement and enforce
comprehensive rules of the road.

# of UNRSF-supported national,
regional and local governments/
institutions that have implemented
comprehensive rules of the road.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Proportion of riders using helmets
and child restraint systems as
required.
Number or proportion of road traffic
fatalities and injuries attributed to (a)
excessive speed, (b) non- use of
helmets, (c) non- use of safety belt,
(d) non-use of child restraint systems,
(e) use of psychoactive substances,
and (f) distraction by mobile phones.
# of governments that have
implemented regulations to control
driving times and rest periods for
professional drivers.

Stakeholder
feedback

Proportion of fatigued professional
drivers in supported countries/
jurisdictions.

Stakeholder
feedback

# of UNRSF-supported national,
regional and local governments/
institutions that have implemented
regulations on training for drivers of
motor vehicles.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Develop protocols and introduce
mechanisms for enforcement of all rules
and in particular related to: (i) travel over
the posted speed limit, (ii) helmet use, (iii)
safety-belt use, (iv) child restraint system
use, (v) driving under influence of alcohol
and other psychoactive substances, (vi)
use of mobile phones.
Enact/revise legislation for driving time
and rest periods for professional drivers in
accordance with best practice and
international legal instruments such as
AETR (European Agreement concerning
the Work of Crews of Vehicles Engaged in
International Road Transport).
Develop protocols and introduce
mechanisms (such as tachograph) for
enforcement.
Training and testing scheme for driver to
obtain driving permit in
various motor vehicle categories.
Special training and testing for
professional drivers of vehicles carrying
dangerous goods, transporting children,
etc.

4.2. Reduction in fatigued driving
by professional drivers in UNRSFsupported countries.

4.3. Increase in proportion of
drivers, who obtained driving
permit after appropriate training
and testing, including special
training for carrying dangerous
goods and for transporting
children.
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Proportion of drivers, who obtained
driving permit after

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Stakeholder
feedback

Data
collection
methods
Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Outputs

Awareness campaigns for teaching safe
use of the roads to children as part of their
curriculum.
Road safety awareness campaigns to
improve general knowledge about safe
user behavior, rules of the road, and risk
factors.
Pillar 5: Improved Post-Crash Care
Technical support for reducing time
interval between crash and provision of
first professional emergency car.
Technical support for designing first
response programmes and emergency
response systems for crash victims.
Technical support for design and support
of (a) hospital trauma core systems, (b)
injury rehabilitation programmes, (c) road
user injury insurance schemes, (d) legal
support and legislation, and (e) mental
health care for individuals affected by
road trauma.

Outcomes

Key performance indicators

Data sources

Data
collection
methods

4.4. Increased awareness on road
safety, in particular, for vulnerable
road users including children in
supported countries/ jurisdictions.

appropriate training and testing, in
supported countries/ jurisdictions.
# of UNRSF-supported national,
regional and local governments/
institutions that run campaigns aimed
at safe use of roads.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Content
analysis

5.1. Reduced time interval
between crash and provision of
first professional emergency care
in supported countries/
jurisdictions.

5.2. Increased access to
rehabilitation for traffic victims in
supported countries/ jurisdictions.

# of UNRSF-supported school
curricula that include information on
road safety
Change in awareness on road safety
among targeted users.

Stakeholder
feedback

# of UNRSF-supported governments
that have implemented measures to
reduce time intervals.

Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders

Time interval between crash and
provision of first professional
emergency care (pre- and postsupport).
# of UNRSF-supported governments/
institutions that have enabled access
to rehabilitation for traffic victims.
Proportion of victims with access to
rehabilitation.
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Stakeholder
feedback
Documents
from UNRSF
and various
stakeholders
Stakeholder
feedback

Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)
Content
analysis
Interviews,
surveys and
focus group
discussions
(FGDs)

10. ANNEX IV. EVALUATION QUESTIONS: ORIGINAL AND REVISED
Criteria
Relevance

Effectiveness

Original evaluation question
To what extent are the activities of the UNRSF
Secretariat designed to support the UNRSF’s
vision and mission? Did the activities from the
UNRSF Secretariat support the implementation
of the UNRSF’s policies and priorities?
How relevant is the work of the UNRSF
Secretariat for UNECE and more specifically for
its Transport subprogramme? What is the
relationship to its Programme of Work?
How relevant are the project activities for the
Programmes of Work of the Participating UN
Organizations?
How relevant are the activities of the UNRSF
Secretariat with regards to gender equality and
empowerment of women?
Does the UNRSF Secretariat incorporate the
perspective of vulnerable groups in its work? Did
the UNRSF Secretariat apply gender, rights-based
and disability inclusion approaches in the design,
implementation and results of the activities?
How effective was the UNRSF Secretariat to
provide logistical and operational support to the
Advisory Board and the Steering Committee?

Revised evaluation question
EQ1.
To what extent are the objectives outcomes and
outputs of the UNRSF Secretariat relevant to the
Fund’s vision and mission, key stakeholders,
including UNECE and partner agencies? To what
extent are these relevant to achieving the UN’s
Sustainable Development Goals?

Reason for change
Broadened and clarified.

Covered in EQ1

Covered in EQ1

EQ2.
How effective has the UNRSF secretariat been in
achieving its outcomes and objectives as outlined in
its results framework?

To what extent were the project activities of the
UNRSF Secretariat accomplished?
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Moved
down
broadened

and

Moved
down
broadened

and

Broadened to cover all
intended
results
as
outlined
in
UNRSF’s
logframe
Dropped because it’s
output
focused.
It’s
covered in the broader

Coherence

How effectively did the project activities of the
UNRSF Secretariat contribute to the Fund’s
operationalization, development of its strategies
and plans, formulation of rules, advocacy and
priority setting?
How effective are the Secretariat activities to
helping the UNRSF achieve the objectives of its
mandate?
How effective was the UNRSF Secretariat in
implementing the UN rules, the Fund’s rules and
its Operations Manual?
What were the challenges/ obstacles to achieving
the
project
objectives
and
expected
accomplishments?
What are the specific challenges created by the
Covid-19 situation?
To what extent have the project activities
promoted gender equality or women’s
empowerment?
To what extent have the project activities
promoted human rights?
How coherent was the design of project
approved by UNECE EXCOM and the
development intervention vis-à-vis the expected
accomplishments and the planned activities?
What lessons can be learnt from the project
design, including its M&E framework?

outcome-focused
question.
Covered in EQ2

Covered in EQ2
Dropped because this
would require formal audit
Covered in EQ2
Combined in EQ2
Moved down
Moved down
EQ3.
How coherent has been the design of UNRSF
secretariat
project
and
its
development
interventions?

Broadened to cover the
period since the approval
of project by EXCOM
Moved
down
and
broadened to cover not
just design, but also
implementation
Dropped because this gets
to effectiveness
Broadened and moved to
the effectiveness section
to examine both design
and implementation

Were the project activities coherent with global
and regional goals and priorities in road safety?
How coherent was the collaboration of the
UNRSF Secretariat with other entities in the UN
system and other international organizations to
achieving the mandate of UNRSF?
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Efficiency

Impact
&
sustainability

Has the UNRSF Secretariat accomplished its
planned activities, as planned in the EXCOM
document, within the anticipated budget and
allocation of resources?
Were the resources (financial and human)
appropriate to the design of the Fund?
Were the activities implemented according to the
planned timeframe?
How efficient was the support (substantive
servicing, implementation of decisions and
recommendations) provided by the UNRSF
secretariat to the Advisory Board and Steering
Committee?
How efficient was the UNRSF secretariat in
organizing the calls for proposals (from the
preparation for the call to evaluation of proposals
and disbursement of funding)?
To what extent has the UNRSF been successful in
raising funds through its resource-mobilization
activities?
To what extent did the work of the UNRSF
Secretariat contribute towards strengthening
road safety management capacity for reducing
road fatalities and serious injuries in low- and
middle-income countries?
To what extent did the support provided by the
UNRSF Secretariat contribute in supporting road
safety programmes at the national and local
levels across the five pillars for road safety?
To what extent have the project activities
contributed to the impact of the Participating UN
Organizations on improving road safety?
What has been the impact of hosting the UNRSF
Secretariat for UNECE? Could lessons be drawn
from this experience?

EQ4.
How timely and efficient (output/input) has
UNRSF secretariat been in delivering its intended
outcomes and objectives?

Broadened to cover all
facets of intended results
Covered in EQ4
Covered in EQ4
Covered in EQ4

Covered in EQ4

Activity-focused.
EQ5.
To what extent did the UNRSF secretariat
contribute to strengthening road safety in low- and
middle-income countries?

Broadened to clarify the
intended
impact
(everything else is impact
indicators)
Covered in EQ6: Impact
indicators
Covered in EQ6
Covered ib effectiveness &
efficiency questions
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Human rights &
gender equity

Were there any unintended effects on any groups
that were not adequately considered in the
intervention design?
To what extent have Participating UN
Organizations
and
final
beneficiaries
demonstrated ownership and commitment
towards the work of this project?
To what extent did the UNRSF attract and sustain
interests of Member States and donors?
What are the lessons learnt from the support
provided by the UNRSF Secretariat to the Fund
during the period?
To what extent has the UNRSF Secretariat
appropriately considered and mitigated risks?
Has the project helped to strengthen the
application of gender mainstreaming principles
and contribute to substantial and meaningful
changes in the situation of the most vulnerable
groups?
N/A

Covered in EQ6: Impact
indicators
EQ6.
To what extent are the results achieved by
UNRSF sustainable with or without further
stakeholder support?

Broadened to cover all
facets of sustainability
Covered in EQ7
Moved down
Covered in EQ4 & EQ7
Moved down

EQ7.
To what extent were gender equity and human
rights considerations, especially with regard to
under-represented and vulnerable groups, included
in the programme design and implementation?

58

11. ANNEX V. RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN
The evaluation has prepared the following risk management plan to mitigate risks that can be foreseen at this stage:
Identified risk

Likelihood
of
occurrence

Explanation and consequences

Risk management measures

Tight timeline and
challenges of
stakeholder
availability

LowMedium

The evaluation is to be completed by mid-March
2021. While the timescale is manageable, it allows
limited space for delays (given fast approaching
holiday season). Many countries are taking measures
to address the ongoing response to and
unpredictable trajectory of the COVID-19 virus,
which might stress offices and staff as they
accommodate changing working arrangements and
workloads.
As a result, the availability of
stakeholders might be limited, which might affect
availability and participation in interviews and
surveys.

Ongoing support from the UNRSF secretariat to
engage stakeholders will be useful in order to
clearly communicate the strategic importance and
urgency of the evaluation.
The evaluation will also clearly communicate to
stakeholders the evaluation timeline, expectations,
and the independence of the evaluation, and its
importance to the Organization.

Remote nature of
data collection

LowMedium

Owing to the current travel restrictions related to
COVID-19, all of this assignment will likely be carried
out remotely rather than in person. The associated
risk of this modality is twofold: first, this remote
approach can sometimes make it more difficult to
establish rapport with key stakeholders, which is
often a crucial aspect of fostering the credibility of
the evaluation; and second, the remote data
collection modality can increase the transaction
costs of scheduling and conducting interviews and
focus groups and communicating with key
stakeholders (e.g., to requisition documents, brief
stakeholders, and so on). For country-level

Remote data collection processes have an inherent
risk of a low response rate to surveys and requests
for interviews, but the evaluation team considers
this to be low to medium risk due to the high-profile
nature of this evaluation (although ongoing
pandemic does pose a bit of a challenge in this
regard). As necessary, the evaluation will work with
the UNRSF secretariat to schedule meetings with
evaluation participants, and the sampling strategy
will take into consideration back-up plans for other
key informants not available for interviews.
The evaluation will make substantial efforts to put
interviewees at ease, including by assuring the
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interviews, there are also issues with use of Internet- confidentiality of information, before launching
based connections, which can affect stakeholder into data collection.
availability and clarity of interviews and associated
transcripts. It may also affect the response rate on
surveys.
Lack of adequate
data that can
allow tracking of
progress on
desired results

LowMedium

As the UNRSF is still in its infancy, not much data may With respect to the challenges of obtaining data in
be available on outcomes of significance that require a usable format, the evaluation team will work
time to materialize.
closely with the UNRSF in the early stages of the
evaluation to explore the need for requests for raw
data, including disaggregated data. The evaluation
will triangulate, from multiple data sources and
methods, all findings to the extent possible, and
where necessary, outline indicative evidence and
point towards guideposts that UNRSF should
continue to monitor closely to observe the
likelihood of outcomes materializing over time.
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11. ANNEX VI. INTERVIEW GUIDES
Interview Details
Name, organization and position
Gender
Stakeholder type
Location of interviewee
Date and time
Interviewer(s)
Mode of interview

The following interview protocol for in-person or telephonic interviews is comprehensive. The evaluation will customize and adapt
questions for each interview based on interviewee’s role, time constraints, response, and level of knowledge/ familiarity with topics
revealed during interviews. (Note that all interviews will start with informed consent. Interviewees will be assured of complete
confidentiality.)
Question bank
1. What is your role in connection with the UNRSF?
2. From the perspective of your office or organization, what major outcomes is the UNRSF expected to achieve?
How would you know if it is delivering those outcomes?
3. How do UNRSF and its partner agencies contribute to each other's continued relevance?
4. To what extent does the UNRSF meet the needs identified in various programme documents?
5. What type of support (strategic, operational, programmatic, results reporting, inter alia) have you received from
UNRSF? How could this be improved?
6. Are you aware of governments/ institutions that have approved and implemented national, regional and local
plans for road safety recommended by the UNRSF?
7. Are you aware of UNRSF-supported governments that have transposed provisions of the core road safetyrelated United Nations legal instruments? If so, which one/s? Have they already acceded to these instruments?
8. Are you aware of UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have established road crash and traffic
data systems? If so, which one/s? If not, has there been any discussions in this regard? What is the current
status and progress?
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Response

Question bank
9. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have built or remodeled roads that
meet international standards on road safety? Is any quantifiable information available in this regard? Where can
it be found?
10. Has there been any progress among UNRSF-supported national, regional and local governments/ institutions
with regard to developing (a) collective transport, (b) intermodal shift for passengers and freight, (c) mobility by
walking and cycling? If so, is any information available with regard to change in proportion of passenger
kilometers by private vehicle versus by (a) rail or other collective transport or (b) by walking and cycling?
11. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have implemented international safety
standards for new and used vehicles? If yes, what information is available with regard to the proportion of
vehicles in circulation that meet (a) required technical standards, and (b) that successfully pass periodical
technical inspections? How about on the use of helmets and child restraint systems that meet safety standards?
12. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have implemented comprehensive
rules of the road? If yes, what information is available with regard to the proportion of riders using helmets and
child restraint systems as required?
13. What is the number or proportion of road traffic fatalities and injuries attributed to (a) excessive speed, (b) nonuse of helmets, (c) non- use of safety belt, (d) non-use of child restraint systems, (e) use of psychoactive
substances, and (f) distraction by mobile phones in your country/jurisdiction? How has this changed since the
UNRSF-supported intervention?
14. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have implemented regulations to
control driving times and rest periods for professional drivers? What information is available on the proportion
of fatigued professional drivers in supported country/ jurisdiction? How has this changed since the UNRSFsupported intervention?
15. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have implemented regulations on
training for drivers of motor vehicles? What information is available on the proportion of drivers, who obtained
driving permit after appropriate training and testing, in supported countries/ jurisdictions?
16. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have run campaigns aimed at safe use
of roads? What information is available on the number/ proportion of UNRSF-supported school curricula that
include information on road safety? Has this led to any change in awareness on road safety among targeted
users?
17. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have implemented measures to
reduce time intervals between crash and provision of first professional emergency care? Have these measures
led to reduction in time interval?
18. Are you aware of any UNRSF-supported governments/institutions, which have enabled access to rehabilitation
for traffic victims? Have these measures led to increase in the proportion of victims with access to
rehabilitation?
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Response

Question bank
19. What do you expect to gain from this evaluation? What would make it most useful for you and your office/
organization? (Scoping question)
20. What knowledge management systems and practices have been put in place to management organizational
learning across various participating organizations?
21. What do you consider the main results/ impact of UNRSF? How are results measured? What evidence is
available to show these results?
22. What are the main obstacles to achieving results? How could these obstacles be overcome?
23. How is your office responding to UN Reform, UNDAF formulation and SDG Agenda 2030? What role do you
visualize for the UNRSF in this environment?
24. Describe the cooperation between the UNRSF, its partner organizations and other TA providers in the field of
road safety? Which lessons learned could be drawn from this cooperation?
25. Describe your office’s cooperation with national constituents. Which lessons learned could be drawn from this
cooperation?
26. From the perspective of your office/organization, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the UNRSF?
27. How do you ensure that the UNRSF projects have been implemented in an efficient and cost-effective way, and
that inputs are converted to outputs in a timely and cost-effective manner?
28. How effective has the UNRSF been at monitoring & reporting on various funded proposals? What could be done
differently to improve it further?
29. How does UNRSF measure results at the ITPO level? What information is used?
30. How and to what extent do the projects incorporate human rights and gender dimensions? How satisfied are
you with HRG related efforts? What could be done differently or significantly improved?
31. To what extent is the current set-up of the UNRSF sustainable in the long-term, considering also the ownership
of targeted Member-States? How can this be improved?
32. What new opportunities and threats are emerging that the UNRSF should be aware of in shaping its future?
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Response

12. ANNEX VII. SURVEY INSTRUMENT
UNRSF stakeholders survey is available online here.
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13. ANNEX VIII. KEY INFORMANTS INTERVIEWED
Name
Anastasia Metzger
Bavo Christiaens
Debashish Bhattacharjee
Emmanuel Banda
Fidan Talishinskaya
Filipo Bettini
Fulvia Montresor
Gabriel Perez Salas
Ishtiaque Ahmed
Jan Vanden Broek
Jean Todt
Jonathon Passmore
Luciana Iorio
Madeeha Bajwa
Matthew Baldwin
Michael Sylver
Nhan Tran
Olga Algayerova
Per Mathiasen
Peter van der Knaap
Rawan Taha
Rob De Jong
Romain Hubert
Stefanie Holzwarth
Stephanie Schumacher
Valerie Varela
Yuwei Li

Position & Stakeholder Type
Program Assistant, UNRSF secretariat
Fund Portfolio Manager, Multi Partner Donor Trust Fund
Lead, Sustainable Urban Mobility Unit, UN-HABITAT & UNRSF Project manager
Jan Vanden Broek, Rawan Taha,
Public Health Officer, WHO Azerbaijan & UNRSF Project manager
Chief-Sustainable Risks Governance Officer, Pirelli & Donor/Advisory Board
Programme Officer, UNRSF
Economic Affairs Officer, UN-ECLAC, UN partner/ Grantee
Economic Affairs Officer, UN-ESCAP & UNRSF Project manager
Staff, UNDP, UN Partner Agency & UNRSF Project manager
Special Envoy for Road Safety
WHO Representative, Partner agency & UNRSF Project manager
Italian Ministry of Transport & infrastructure, Advisory Board
Programme Officer, UNRSF secretariat
Deputy Director, General Mobility Transport, European Commission, Donor
Executive Secretary’s Office, UNECE, Staff
Coordinator, Unintentional Injury Prevention, WHO & UNRSF steering committee
Executive Secretary, UNECE
Senior Transport Engineer, European Investment Bank & UNRSF Communication focal point
Managing Director, SWOW- Institute for Road Safety Research & UNRSF Advisory board
Staff, UNDP, UN Partner Agency
Head, Air Quality & Mobility Unit- Economic Division, UNEP, UN Partner/ Grantee
Acting Head, UNRSF secretariat
Sustainable Urban Mobility Expert, UN-HABITAT & UNRSF Project manager
Public Information Officer, UNRSF secretariat
Consultant, UNRSF secretariat
Director, UNECE, Sustainable Transport Division & UNRSF steering committee
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Location
Geneva, Switzerland
NYC, USA
Nairobi, Kenya
Lusaka, Zambia
Azerbaijan
Milan, Italy
Geneva, Switzerland
Santiago, Chile
Bangkok, Thailand
Lusaka, Zambia
Paris, France
Copenhagen, Denmark
Rome, Italy
Geneva, Switzerland
Brussels, Belgium
Geneva, Switzerland
Geneva, Switzerland
Geneva, Switzerland
Luxembourg
The Hague, Netherlands
Lusaka, Zambia
Nairobi, Kenya
Geneva, Switzerland
Nairobi, Kenya
Geneva, Switzerland
Geneva, Switzerland
Geneva, Switzerland

14. ANNEX IX. ADDITIONAL DATA
Chart 20. Road traffic accidents and safety data
Country
Afghanistan
Albania
Algeria
Andorra
Angola
Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Armenia
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Belgium
Belize
Benin
Bhutan
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Brazil
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cabo Verde
Cambodia
Cameroon
Canada
Central African Republic
Chad
Chile
China
Colombia

(Source: World Health Organization, 2016/17/ The most recent data available)

Estimated
deaths

Death rate (per
100,000)

Road Safety
Agency?

Drunken driving
law?

Road deaths due to
alcohol (%)

Helmet
law?

5230
399

15.1
13.6

Yes
Yes

5.2

No

6797
8
6119
499
1351
452
845

23.6
7.9
14
17.1
5.6
5.2
8.7

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.9
17
1.9
17
5.1
15

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

24954
16
841
657
104
2986
139
1687
552
535
41007
730
5686
3651
135
2803
7066
2118
1546
3990
2245
256180
8987

15.3
5.6
8.9
5.8
28.3
27.5
17.4
15.5
15.7
23.8
19.7
10.2
30.5
34.7
25
17.8
30.1
5.8
33.6
27.6
12.5
18.2
18.5

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Child
restraint
law?
No
Yes

No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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6.4
20.8
3.8
0.9

13
29.6

13
0.4

Speed
Limit?

Speed limit
law?

Yes
Yes

No
Yes

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Comoros
Congo
Cook Islands
Costa Rica
Croatia
Cuba
Cyprus
Czechia
Côte d'Ivoire
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Denmark
Djibouti
Dominica
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
Egypt
El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Estonia
Eswatini
Ethiopia
Fiji
Finland
France
Gabon
Gambia
Georgia
Germany
Ghana
Greece
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana
Honduras
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran (Islamic Republic of)
Iraq
Ireland
Israel

211
1405
3
812
340
975
60
630
5582
26529
227

26.5
27.4
17.3
16.7
8.1
8.5
5.1
5.9
23.6
33.7
4

8
3684
3490
9287
1411
300
1255
80
361
27326
86
260
3585
460
605
599
3327
7018
1026
10
2758
3490
565
190
1525
756
22
299091
31726
16426
7686
194
345

10.9
34.6
21.3
9.7
22.2
24.6
25.3
6.1
26.9
26.7
9.6
4.7
5.5
23.2
29.7
15.3
4.1
24.9
9.2
9.3
16.6
28.2
31.1
24.6
16.7
7.8
6.6
22.6
12.2
20.5
20.7
4.1
4.2

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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39
31.2
23.8
33.3
17.4
9.5

6.8

10
4.3
5
24
29
2.1
9
7
25.3

17
6.8
7.1
14
4.1
1.7
38.5
3.6

No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Libya
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Malta
Marshall Islands
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Monaco
Mongolia
Montenegro
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
North Macedonia
Norway
Oman
Pakistan

3333
391
5224
2306
3158
13463
5
715
916
1120
184
1090
638
1657
1645
234
36
7108
5601
7374
4
4159
26

5.6
13.6
4.1
24.4
17.6
27.8
4.4
17.6
15.4
16.6
9.3
18.1
28.9
35.9
26.1
8
6.3
28.6
31
23.6
0.9
23.1
6.1

1064
173
16725
2

24.7
13.7
13.1
1.9

499
67
6917
8665
10540
754
4622
648
364

16.5
10.7
19.6
30.1
19.9
30.4
15.9
3.8
7.8

5414
39802
134
143
713
27582

26.2
21.4
6.4
2.7
16.1
14.3

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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5.6
0.3

10.8
60
1.2
9.6
14

0.1
0.4

23.6
19.5
100
25
3.7
21.4
3.9

27

0.5
1.4
13
0.7

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
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Chart 21.The Benefits of Introducing Used Vehicles Regulations
The table below compares the current import of used vehicles in many African countries – Euro 2 and 3, 15 years or older – with used
vehicles that are Euro 4 and not more than 8 years old. Source: United Nations Environment Programme
Issue

Catalytic converters are devises that significantly
reduce harmful emissions from petrol vehicles

Diesel particulate filters (DPF) are filters that filter
harmful small particulates (PM2.5) from the
exhaust. In 2009 stricter diesel emissions
standards were introduced in Europe resulting in
the introduction of DPFs
CO2 emissions (fuel economy)

Current situation in most importing
Used vehicles with Euro 4 and max 8 years
countries
old regulations
ENVIRONMENT
Catalytic converters are often
All quality used vehicles have working catalytic
missing, dysfunctional or removed
converters
(e.g. for economic value of precious
metals in the catalytic converter)
Old cars may not have DPFs
Some younger used vehicles may have
installed, and, if originally installed,
particulate filters (DPF fitted in all diesel cars
they may be dysfunctional or
in the EU since Euro 5, only on some vehicles
removed
in Euro 4)
Newer cars have better fuel economy due to
better vehicle and engine designs and reduced
engine wear

Comparison between pollutant emissions Euro 3
and Euro 4 diesel vehicles
Comparison between pollutant emissions Euro 3
and Euro 4 gasoline vehicles

Euro 3 (mandatory from 2000 to
2005 in EU)
Euro 3 (mandatory from 2000 to
2005 in EU)

Electronic Stability Control (ESC) is a system that
helps prevent skidding crashes by reducing engine
torque and braking individual wheels.

ESC not installed in most vehicles

No airbags or airbags removed

Airbags often not installed, faulty or
removed

Crumple zones improve passenger car bodyshell
safety by redirecting crash energy forces away
from vulnerable occupants

Crumple zones not regulated.

Euro 4 (mandatory from 2005 to 2010 in EU)
Euro 4 (mandatory from 2005 to 2010 in EU)

SAFETY
ESC installed in a large share of used vehicles
(for example since 2012 ESC has been
mandatory in all new models in the EU and
Japan).
Airbags started to be introduced in the late
1990s in developed countries, over time the
airbags have improved, as have the number of
air bags.
Since the late 1990s most developed countries
have applied front and side crash tests (UN
Regulations 94, 95 and 135) resulting in
crumple zone being included in the bodyshells
of all new cars.
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Impacts & Benefits

Catalytic converters reduce carbon monoxide (CO)
, Nitrogen oxydes (NOx) and Hydrocarbons (HC)
emissions by about 95%
DPFs remove small particulate emissions by about
99%

UNEP studies comparing older and younger fleets
in developing countries with and without used
vehicles policies show improvement on fuel
economy from 2005 vehicles to 2010 vehicles is on
average 7%.
Reduction in emissions from Euro 3 to Euro 4
NOx: 50%, HC + NOx: 46%, CO: 22%, PM: 50%
Reduction in emissions from Euro 3 to Euro 4HC:
50%, NOx: 47%, CO: 56%

Studies show ESC can avoid between 35 to 40% of
fatal single vehicle crashes

Airbags reduce accident impacts fatalities (by ~5%)

Crumple zones, combined with the fitment of air
bags and use of seat belts, have contributed to a
huge reduction in car occupant deaths, for
example, by 50% in the EU.

Chart 22. UNRSF-funded project in Ethiopia
He wishes to alert the authorities that they need to educate

The dream of Habtamu Zerihun is to achieve

drivers to take breaks and to never drive under the influence

accident-free and safe mobility in Ethiopia

of drugs. He hopes that Ethiopia could establish programs

through behavioural change of drivers, an

to enable continuation and adaptation of livelihoods of

efficient system of penalty, and adequate

the injured to a new normal, and that people could be

and fitting infrastructure with barriers

educated about the stories of the victims to result in a

around curbs.

lasting impression. It is his dream to achieve accident-free
and safe mobility in Ethiopia through behavioural change
of drivers, an efficient system of penalty, and adequate and
fitting infrastructure with barriers around curbs.

ETHIOPIA
THE VICTIM WAS HIT BY A PICKUP TRUCK WHILE ON
HIS WAY TO WORK. THE DRIVER HAD BEEN TRYING
TO STAY AWAKE WITH A STIMULANT DRUG USED BY
DRIVERS WHO WORK LONG HOURS
His dream is to achieve accident-free and safe mobility in
Ethiopia through behavioural change of drivers, an efficient

THE VICTIM

THE HEROES

Habtamu Zerihun,
38 years old

Sergeant Tedros Girma
and Doctor Yeheyes

Habtamu Zerihun wishes to acknowledge his

Habtamu Zerihun

“guardian angels”, Sergeant Tedros Girma and

with his wife and

Doctor Yeheyes. The doctor has devoted all his

two of his three

free time and special attention to his recovery.

daughters

Moreover, he helped him out not only with
his professional care but also with his great
personality and bedside manner, with which he
aids patients during their recovery.

system of penalty, and adequate and fitting infrastructure
with barriers around curbs.
_______________
Habtamu Zerihun is a 38-year old father to three wonderful

If this tragic accident has left Habtamu Zerihun

daughters, aged 4, 6 and 12 years. Prior to the accident, he

with disabilities forbidding him to return to work,

used to be a construction worker, working in and around

it has also had an economic and social impact

Addis Ababa.

for his family. The biggest pain for the father of
three daughters is that they stopped going to

To provide financial support for his family while his young

school due to his inability to pay for their school

wife studied, he worked throughout the days, including

fees, books and uniforms.

The objective of the project “Scaling up safe streets designs“ is to provide
technical support to the city officials in their ongoing efforts to upgrade

on Sundays and on religious holidays.

over the coming budget year more than 50 km of footpaths and introduce

He was heading to work on one of those days, when the

accumulate skills and finalize her education, which could

tragic crash occurred. A heavy pickup truck passed the

have enabled them a comfortable life. She is now forced

curb and smashed into his minibus, as the driver of the

to get by with daily labouring chores, working as a cloth

truck dozed off due to over-exhaustion. He had been

washer and day-maiden.

new bicycle lanes; to build on the government’s ongoing focus to better
design and implement policies and make investment decisions that prioritize
the needs of pedestrians and cyclists.
The UN Road Safety Fund invests

using a stimulant drug to stay awake and keep working
longer. The driver of the truck fled. Habtamu Zerihun was

The biggest pain to Habtamu Zerihun is the knowledge that

knocked unconscious by the crash, and when he woke up,

his children lost what little hope they had for a better life,

he noticed a pool of blood flowing under him, and realized

as two of his daughters stopped going to school due to his

that he could not move. Although there were many people

inability to pay for their school fees, books and uniforms.

in road safety projects in Ethiopia
implemented by UN-Habitat.

LEARN MORE

trying to help him, they were unable to pry him free from
the vehicle. Finally, the first emergency response team

Despite his current situation, Mr. Habtamu wishes to strongly

came, and they managed to free him. They took him to

thank the police of Addis Ababa Police Commission and

the hospital, where he spent the next 20 days recovering

doctors at Alert Hospital for saving his life and helping him

from the injuries. After that, he was discharged, as nothing

out. More specifically, he wishes to acknowledge his “guard-

further could be done for him by the doctors.

ian angels”, Sergeant Tedros Girma and Doctor Yeheyes.

UN-Habitat workshop
in Ethiopia
Contact:
unrsf_secretariat@un.org
www.unece.org/unrsf

According to Mr. Habtamu, the doctor has devoted all his
As a result of the serious injuries, he is now unable to

free time and special attention to his recovery. Moreover,

move freely and cannot do his work on construction sites

he helped him out not only with his professional care but

anymore. The role of bread winner now suddenly and solely

also with his great personality and bedside manner, with

hinges on his young wife, who never had the chance to

which he aids patients during their recovery.

Car Free Event video
the UNRSF secretariat is hosted
by UNECE
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Chart 23. National Non-Motorized strategy supported by the UNRSF

MAY 2020

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 License. Feel free to copy, distribute, and
transmit, as long as you attribute the work. All photos
courtesy ITDP unless otherwise noted.

PREPARED BY

SUPPORT FROM

ii Ministry of Transport
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Chart 24. UNRSF projects at a glance

Source: UNRSF
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Chart 25. Competitive landscape as per the UNRSF secretariat
GRSF (at the World Bank)
Year founded
Tagline

2006

The GRSF is a global multidonor fund hosted by the
World Bank. Its mission is to
help governments develop
road safety management
capacity and scale up road
safety delivery in LMICs.
Total pledges $74million, since inception
Funds used
$1.7M in grants 2020 (9
annually
proposals funded). FY15 World
Bank lending for road safety was
$239 million.
Focus areas Road
Safety
Research
&
Development, Capacity Building,
Global Road Safety Leadership &
Management, Road & Roadside
Infrastructure, Safe Vehicles, Safe
Users,
Emergency
Medical
Services & Post-Crash Care
Some
Grants are mostly of a research
highlighted nature.
projects

Bloomberg Philanthropies Initiative for Global Road Safety
(BIGRS)
2007 Road Safety
2015 BIGRS
The BIGRS is a multi-country programme that
aims to reduce road crash fatalities and injuries,
supported by Bloomberg Philanthropies.

$259M (BIGRS over 12 years)
$240M 3rd Phase (2020- 2025)
(average $12M per year)

FIA Foundation

UNRSF
2001

2018

Our aim is to ensure “Safe, Clean,
Fair and Green” mobility for all,
playing our part to ensure a
sustainablefuture.

UNRSF plays a major role
as a catalytic Fund
leveraging resources and
policies on road safety. It
invests in projects with a
significant and sustainable
impact on road safety.
$17M, since inception
$4M between 2018
and 2020.

$300M at founding (other funding?)
EUR9.167M in 2019 for Safety,
environment & mobility.

Behavioral interventions (helmets, seat belts, drink Road safety, Children safety Fuel
driving, speed), Infrastructure (shoulder widening, efficiency, Air quality Livable Cities,
median, controlled crosswalk, lane separation) Motor Sport Safety
Sustainable urban transport (mass transport, walking,
bike routes), Vehicle standards
Policy strengthening (legislation)

Five pillars: Road safety
management, safe roads,
safe vehicles, safe users and
effective
post-crash
response

Accra, Ghana: 300m pedestrian walkway near school + FIA automobile club Emergency Assist (1) Scaling Up Safe Street
helmets enforced + red light violation. Addis Ababa, 991 in Botswana has implemented “Safer Designs in Ethiopia, (2) Safe
Ethiopia: Drink driving campaigns + 114km roads iRAP Roads to Schools”. Used iRAP’s rating to Road Zambia - Creating cities
assessed Bandung, Indonesia: helmet campaign + guide infrastructure improvements. for
non-motorized
intersection redesigned +iRAP centre of excellence. Streets for Kids: 12 cities, designing transportation users, and (3)
Bangkok, Thailand: drink driving & helmet campaign + space, co-funded with Bloomberg P, Safer and Cleaner Used
100km road assessed. Bogota, Columbia: pedestrian Foundation Botnar, Bernard van Leer. Vehicles for Africa
safety program + cycling infrastructure + speed zone
Partnerships Partnering
with
Bloomberg “world’s leading road safety organizations to implement” 152 founding members and 14 members PUNOS, FIA Foundation, etc.
/ alliances
Philanthropies since 2009. In and “coordinate with in-country governmental and non- from 103 countries (motoring & road
2015, achieved a leveraging ratio governmental stakeholders”
safety organizations & national
of 1:39 (each $ of grant funding
motorsport associations). International
resulted in $39 spent directly on
Road Assessment Programme (iRAP).
road safety through World Bank
Global New Car Assessment Programme.
project lending).
Source: Brainstorming session: Introduction to UNRSF communication strategy and messages, 21 December 2020. The last column on the UNRSF was added by the evaluator using the
same document.
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Chart 26. UNRSF secretariat: Staffing details
2018
UNRSTF secretariat staff
P-5 Senior Programme Management Officer
P-4 Programme Officer, Partnerships
P-4 Programme Management Officer
P-3 Public Information Officer
G-5 Programme Management Assistant

Interim secretariat, no staff in 2018

2019
Position encumbered 01.03.2019 - 20.10.2019
Position encumbered 05.08.2019 - 31.12.2019
Position encumbered 29.07.2019 - 28.10.2019
Position encumbered 07.10.2019 - 31.12.2019

2020
Position vacant
Position encumbered 01.01.2020 - 31.12.2020
Position encumbered 01.11.2020 - 31.12.2020
Position encumbered 01.04.2020 - 31.12.2020
Position encumbered 01.01.2020 - 31.12.2020

Consultants and individual contractors
Interim secretariat, no consultants/individual Consultant - Communications specialist
contractors in 2018
3.5 months
Consultant - Business plan specialist
3 months
Consultant - Branding specialist
3 months
Consultant - Graphic designer
4 months
Consultant - Monitoring and evaluation specialist
5 months
Consultants - Road Safety Experts (3x)
6 weeks

Consultant - Communications specialist
6 months
Individual contractor - Fundraising specialist
8 months
Consultant - Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist
4 months
Individual Contractor - Webinar moderator
9 days

Source: UNRSF documents
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Chart 27. Financial contributions received by the UNRSF (2018-2020)
Contributor/Partner
Agence Francaise de Developpement (AFD)
Bahrain, Government Of
Cyprus, Government Of
Essilor
European Union
Fia Foundation
Globalgiving On Behalf Of 3m
Hungary, Government Of
Mauritius, Government Of
Michelin Corporate Foundation
Monaco, Government Of
Pirelli & C. Spa.
Russian Federation, Government Of
Slovak Republic, Government Of
Total S.A. Multinational Company

Commitments
1096613
250000
11400
200000
999540
6000000
250000
60000
1500
1000000
114659.9
600000
2000000
17123.29
1000000

Chart 28. Funding status (2018-2020)
Funds with Administrative Agent
Contributions from Donors
Interest and Investment Income (from Fund)
Interest (from Participating Organizations)
Total source of funds
Transferred to Participating Organizations
Refunds from Participating Organizations
Administrative Agent Fee
Direct Cost
Bank Charges
Other
Total use of funds
Balance with Administrative Agent
As a percentage of deposits
Funds with Participating Organizations
Transfers to Participation Organizations
Total resources
Participating Organizations' Expenditure
Refunds from Participating Organizations
Total expenses
Balance with Participating Organizations
As a percentage of transfers
Total Balance of Funds
As a percentage of deposits

13600836.19
255881.59
0
13856717.78
4911844
0
126012.96
2442380
512.16
9995.4
7490744.52
6365973.26
46.8%

7354224
7354224
1172390.42
0
1172390.42
6181833.58
84.1%
12547806.84
92.3%
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Deposits
1096613
250000
11400
200000
999540
6000000
250000
60000
1500
1000000
114659.9
600000
2000000
17123.29
1000000

Deposit rate
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Chart 29. UNRSF Projects by Country (Jan 2018 to Dec 2020)
UN Road Safety Trust Fund
Countries
Argentina
Projects
00122798 Speed Management project in La
Azerbaijan
Projects
00123431 Strengthening national capacity
Brazil
Projects
00122800 Strengthening Road Traffic Enforcement
Ethiopia
Projects
00115689 SCALING UP Safe Street Designs
Jordan
Projects
00122758 Reducing road deaths and injuries
Lao People's Democratic Rep
Projects
00122900 Improvement of driver licensing
Philippines
Projects
00115702 Strengthening Speed Management
Tanzania
Projects
00123596 Ten Step Plan for Safer Road I
Tunisia
Projects
00125147 Transformative Actions for Saf
Uganda
Projects
00125035 Strengthen Road Safety Management
United Nations
Projects
00115690 Capacity development on child00115906 Improving Road Traffic Fatalities
00122087 Safer and Cleaner Used Vehicle
00125035 Strengthen Road Safety Management
00115907 Strengthening legal frameworks
00125147 Transformative Actions
00124931 UN Road Safety TF Sec-2021
00112512 UN Road Safety Trust Fund Secretariat
Zambia
Projects
00120883 Safe Roads Zambia - Creating C

Approved budget Net Funded Amount Expenditure
7354224
7354224
1172390
300000

300000

0

300000
500000

300000
500000

0
0

500000
321000

500000
321000

0
0

321000
200000

321000
200000

0
0

200000
267550

200000
267550

0
7134

267550
570000

267550
570000

7134
0

570000
198546

570000
198546

0
111480.8

198546
480000

198546
480000

111480.8
0

480000
0

480000
317284

0
0

0
0

317284
265082

0
0

0
4067128

265082
3484762

0
1053776

197694
199500
500000
265082
145188
317284
1209300
1233080
450000

197694
199500
500000
0
145188
0
1209300
1233080
450000

66376.09
17437.06
0
0
0
0
0
969962.5
0

450000

450000

0

Source: Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office, Fact Sheet, Mar 7, 2021.
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Chart 30. UNRSF: Fundraising Strategy aspirations

Source: Brainstorming session: Introduction to UNRSF communication strategy and messages, 21 December 2020.
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Chart 31. UNRSF: List of major events and activities
Informal Working Group on UNRSF Fundraising
09 November 2020
Switzerland
UNRSF Steering Committee (7th session)
06 October 2020
UNRSF Webinar on potential impact of Covid-19 on road safety
24 July 2020
UNRSF Steering Committee (6th session)
09 July 2020
UNRSF Advisory Board (4th session)
08 July 2020
UNRSF Informal Workshop, via VTC
25 June 2020
Switzerland
UNRSF Steering Committee (5th session)
21 May 2020
Second Global Sustainable Transport Conference
05 - 07 May 2020
Beijing
China
74th session of UN General Assembly on "Improving Global Road Safety"
16 April 2020
UNHQ
New York,
United States of America
ITC Side Event - Road Safety: Post-Stockholm
25 February 2020
Switzerland
3rd Global Ministerial Conference on Road Safety
19 - 20 February 2020
Stockholm
Sweden
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UNRSF Steering Committee (4th session)
14 February 2020
"Geneva Friends of Road Safety Network" Workshop on UNRSF Call for Proposals
05 November 2019
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
Briefing session on the 2019 Call for Proposals
25 October 2019
UNRSF Steering Committee (3rd session)
04 October 2019
UNRSF Advisory Board (3rd session)
03 September 2019
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
UNRSTF Steering Committee (2nd session)
22 November 2018
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
UNRSTF Advisory Board (2nd session)
21 November 2018
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
UNRSTF Steering Committee (1st session)
10 August 2018
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
UNRSTF Advisory Board (1st session)
09 July 2018
Palais des Nations
Geneva
Switzerland
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