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UNEG 2015 AGM Agenda[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Times indicated are subject to change.
] 

AGM 2015 Objectives
· To discuss the implementation of the work plan 2014-2015
· To decide on the way forward
	
Monday, 9 March 2015


	9:00-9:30 Opening Session (Chaired by Deborah Rugg, UNEG Chair)
· Welcome remarks by Carman Lapointe, Under-Secretary-General for Internal Oversight Services
Opening remarks: Introduction on the implementation of the work plan and what AGM 2015 aims to achieve, by Deborah Rugg, UNEG Chair
· Adoption of the AGM 2015 Agenda


	9:30-12:30 Session 1: Strategic Objective 1:  Evaluation functions and products of UN entities meet the UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation (Chaired by Marco Segone, UNEG Vice Chair)
The goal of this session is to review the implementation of SO1 work plan and discuss SO1 outputs and next steps.
9:30-9:45            Update on progress to date: Indran Naidoo (UNEG Vice Chair)
9:45-10:35          Presentation by Professionalization sub-group: Judita Jankovic (ICAO) and Andrea 
                            Cook (UNFAP), Convener and Deputy-Convener
10:35-10:50        coffee break
10:50-11:40        Presentation by Peer Review sub-group: Margareta de Goys (UNIDO) and   
                           Helen Wedgwood (WFP), Convener and Deputy-Convener
11:40-12:30        Presentation by Norms and Standards sub-group: Amir Piric (UNESCO) and Masahiro  
                            Igarashi (FAO), Convener and Deputy-Convener


Products documents:

SO1 Peer Review Subgroup:

· Draft Management Response to Lessons Learned Study of Peer Reviews of UNEG Evaluation Functions
· Draft Peer Review Guidance
· Draft Peer Review funding mechanism




               

	Lunch Break

	15:00-17:00 High-level Event, Ford Foundation, 320 East 43rd Street (Auditorium), NY, NY 10017, between 1&2 Aves. Please use the 43rd St. entrance.
17:00-18:30 Chair’s Reception, Ford Foundation, 320 East 43rd Street, NY, NY 10017


	
Tuesday, 10 March 2014


	9:00-12:15 Session 2: Strategic Objective 2: UN entities and partners use evaluation in support of accountability and programme learning (Chaired by Scott Green, UNEG Vice Chair)
The goal of this session is to review the implementation of SO2 work plan and discuss SO2 outputs and next steps.
9:00-9:30       Update on progress to date on information collected on use of evaluation; presentation of six key messages

9:30-10:15     Break out to discuss identified questions around the six key messages 

10:15-11:00   Answers to questions 

11:00-11:15   Coffee break
 
11:15-12:15   Are we still on track?  How much does the workplan need to be adapted?  What are the key areas of interest for the next year?  





Product document:  Evaluation Use in the UN System: Conclusions from the Data




	Lunch Break

	14:00-17:00 Session 3: Strategic Objective 3:  Evaluation informs UN system-wide initiatives and emerging demands (Chaired by Robert Stryk, UNEG Vice Chair)
The goal of this session is to review the implementation of SO3 work plan and discuss SO3 outputs and next steps.
14:00-14:30:  Presentation by Vice Chair on key achievements under the SO over the last year. 
14:30-16:00:  Small Break Out Group Discussions 
Group A:  UNEG’s role in the post 2015 agenda, including National Evaluation Capacity Building and  recent UN Resolution, led by Deborah Rugg (UNEG Chair) and Marco Segone (UNEG Vice Chair)
Group B:  Humanitarian Evaluation Interest Group Discussion, led by Helen Wedgwood (WFP)  
Group C:  UNEG support to system-wide evaluation, led by Scott Green (UNEG Vice Chair)  
16:00-17:00:   Plenary Discussion   
 (coffee break: 15:45-16:00)

Background documents:
· UN Resolution A/RES/69/237 “Building capacity for the evaluation of development activities at the country level”
· 2 page progress report on ISWE submitted to ECOSOC 
· ISWE Policy Framework
· ISWE Scoping Study TOR





[bookmark: _MON_1486897654]         





	
		Wednesday, 11 March 2015


	9:00-12:00 Session 4: Strategic Objective 4:  UNEG benefits from and contributes to an enhanced global evaluation profession (Chaired by Indran Naidoo, UNEG Vice Chair)
9:00-10:00 	Update on progress to date, including Year of Evaluation and major events, by Marco Segone, UNEG Vice Chair, and Rome-based, Geneva-based, Vienna-based and Nairobi-based UNEG Heads
10:00-10:45 	Panel “Towards a 2016-2020 Global Evaluation Agenda”
Chair: Marco Segone (UNEG Vice Chair, EvalPartners Co Chair)
Panelist: 
· Penny Hawkins, Chair, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Network on Development Evaluation (EvalNet)
· Caroline Heider, Chair, Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG) 
· Ziad Moussa, President, International Organisation for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE)
· Francesca Bonino, Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) Representative
10:45-11:00	Coffee Break
11:00-12:00	UNEG contribution to the 2016-2020 Global Evaluation Agenda	 
Background Documents:

· Global Evaluation Agenda 2016-2020: Preliminary outcomes of the global networked on-line consultation
· Shaping the 2016-2020 Global Evaluation Agenda



[bookmark: _MON_1486898177]    


	Lunch Break

	

	14:00-17:00 Session 5: UNEG Business Meeting (closed session)
The goal of this session is to reach agreement on the way forward.
14:00-15:30 Executive Coordinator’s report by Indran Naidoo (UNDP)
2014 Annual and Financial Report, including review of the UNEG secretariat function
Future UNEG funding, including fundraising
Update on the membership fee pilot
Membership criteria for the future
15:45-17:00 UNEG Governance: roles and responsibilities of Annual General Meeting/UNEG Heads, Executive Group, and Strategic Objectives’ Committee/Groups, chaired by Deborah Rugg (UNEG Chair)
(coffee break: 15:30-15:45)

Document: The Executive Coordinator’s Report




	
19:15-21:00 Self-pay dinner
Smörgås Chef at Scandinavia House
58 Park Avenue, between 37th & 38th Streets, New York, NY 10016


	
Thursday, 12 March 2015


	9:00-12:00 Session 5 continued: UNEG Business Meeting (closed session)
The goal of this session is to reach agreement on the way forward.
9:00-11:00 Update on the UNEG 2015-2016 work-plan based on previous sessions (each SO will have 30 minutes), chaired by Marco Segone (UNEG Chair 2015-2017)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Indran Naidoo (UNEG Vice Chair for SO1)
· Robert Stryk (UNEG Vice Chair for SO2)
· Scott Green and Helen Wedgwood (UNEG current and incoming Vice Chairs for SO3)
· Marco Segone and Colin Kirk (UNEG current and incoming Vice Chairs for SO4)

(coffee break: 11:00-11:15)

11:15-11:55 Official hand over and announcement of the new UNEG Chair and Vice Chairs and acceptance speeches by the new UNEG Chair and Vice Chairs
11:55-12:00 Announcement of the next AGM city
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INTRODUCTION:

1.

UNEG welcomes the Lessons Learned review of the Peer Review (PR) process managed by UNEG in close collaboration with the DAC Evalnet. The report
was presented to the 2013 UNEG AGM. The review appropriately locates the UNEG PR mechanism in the context of the wider context in the evolution of
the global evaluation profession.
The development of this Management Response (MR) has been made, taking recent internal UNEG developments and external contextual shifts into
account; and looking ahead to the potential role of evaluation in the UN beyond 2015 and the forthcoming SDGs.
Several of the recommendations have implications for UNEG beyond the Peer Review mechanism itself. The UNEG Peer Review Sub (PRSG) proposed
the draft MR be tabled for consideration by UNEG Heads at the 2015 AGM.
The report’s recommendations contain some repetitions, overlaps and strong inter-linkages. Hence the MR has slightly restructured and condensed the
recommendations while retaining their intent:

Rec 1, 3 & 4 aim to ensure appropriate and unambiguous balance in the purpose of the PR between Peer Assessment (assurance) and Peer

Exchange ( learning and support).

Rec 2 concerns UNEG’s wider strategy for professionalization, which requires action beyond the Peer Review Sub Group

Rec 5: recommends making assessment criteria more explicit in PR Mechanism framing and guidance documents.

Rec 6: advocates for update of UNEG’s Norms & Standards (to include stronger reference to quality control & assurance, and recent

developments in methods).

Rec 7: proposes a funding mechanism to facilitate equitable access to Peer Reviews, to support their becoming a mandatory part of UNEG’s

Professionalisation agenda, and towards regular PR periodicity.

Rec 8: concerns panel composition and member selection, considering efficiency and professional knowledge factors.
In drafting the management response, PRSG members stressed the importance of striking the right balance between assurance/accountability and
learning/peer exchange and considered the Recommendations risk moving too far toward peer exchange. It also noted that assurance/accountability of
the Evaluation Function is a matter of vital interest to all Member States, Governing Bodies, and Management of entities, rather than only donors
(OECD/DAC) as could be interpreted by the Recommendations. The PRSG proposes a mix of agreement and partial agreement to the Recommendations,
as detailed in the matrix, which also highlights (in yellow) those responses in particular need of discussion at UNEG AGM, in view of required lead follow-
up action outside the remit of the PRSG.





MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 2013 LESSONS-LEARNED STUDY OF UNEG PEER REVIEW OF EVALUATION FUNCTIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPOSED (UNEG) RESPONSE

LEAD
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMELINE

STATUS OF
ACTIONS TAKEN
(updated twice-
yearly by Peer
Review Sub-
Group until
achieved)

1. Overall: The PR process alone cannot & should
not bear primary or sole responsibility for
providing assurance on evaluation quality (in the
UN system).

a. Consider PR mechanism as part of
broader strategy of professionalization,
which is still in its developmental stage.

b. De-emphasise the initial raison-d’etre of
the PR mechanism relating to provision
of assurance to donors (to foster
greater reliance on UN evaluations), so
as to support the PR mechanism’s
appropriate remit as part of the broader
system of professional evaluation and
assurance.

c. From a professionalization perspective,
emphasise the capacity-building value
of the PR process, with particular
attention to Peer Assessment, Exchange,
Learning and Support dimensions.

Partially Agreed.

a.

UNEG agree that an appropriate
balance between
assurance/accountability and
learning/peer exchange purposes
of the PR mechanism must be
struck. However, UNEG considers
that the Recommendation risks
taking the PR mechanism too far
towards peer exchange. The
accountability/assurance element
of the PR mechanism should be
maintained, particularly
considering the increased
expectations of evaluation to
provide accountability and robust
evidence on results, by MS. The
purpose of the PR mechanism is a
balance of accountability and
learning. This is enshrined in the PR
foundation documentation and will
be further embedded in the
2014/5 PR Process Guidance.
Further, the PR is an important tool
for UNEG in taking forward its
remit of ensuring a strong UN

a. SO1 Vice Chair/

SO1 PR Sub
Group.

b. PRSG

c. PRSG

a. Achieved

b. Achieved

c. Underway — see draft
PR Process Guidance
(for discussion at
UNEG 2015 AGM).

a. completed
b. completed
Cc. Inprogress






evaluation function, while the PR
process provides useful
opportunity for peer exchange and
learning. The current UNEG
Strategy locates the PR Mechanism
within SO1 which concerns
professionalization of evaluation
across the UN system. In this way,
the PR mechanism is indeed
recognised as one of several
activities underway to build
capacity and help deliver UNEG's
professionalisation objectives.

C. The PR mechanism has already
evolved from its genesis as a DAC-
UNEG instrument for providing
assurance on the quality of UN
evaluation functions to donors.
The PR’s assurance purpose is a
matter of vital interest to all
Member States, Governing Bodies,
and Management of entities.

2. UNEG should map out a strategy for
professionalization of evaluation within its network
and for connecting this with external professional
evaluation networks.

Agreed.

This is important for implementing the
intention of Recommendation 1. Such a
strategy depends on strong linkages
between UNEG’s Strategic Objectives and
component activities.

When such a strategy is developed, it will
be important for the PR framework to
evolve its assessment criteria.

Requires lead action
by SO1 Vice Chair
(Professionalisation),
S04 Vice Chair
(Partnerships), and
their component sub-
groups.

Thd by SO1 Vice Chair/
sub-groups;

PR assessment criteria
update 1 year from
finalisation of
Professionalisation
strategy.

Tbd at UNEG AGM

3. PR mechanism should rebalance and seek less to
provide direct assurance, and more to contribute to
the professionalization of its evaluation practise
through peer assessment, exchange and support.

Partially Agreed.

This repeats Rec 1.c. UNEG’s position is
that the PR Mechanism must balance both
accountability and learning, and that

As per Ic above

As per 1c above






assurance of the quality of evaluation
functions in the UN system is an integral
part of the professionalization agenda,
providing important external, credible and
public leverage for governing body and
executive management support to achieve
mature and adequately resourced
evaluation functions across the UN system.
Likewise, the PR elements of peer learning,
exchange and support are also important
tools to support professionalization of
those undergoing PR and are increasingly
features of the PR process (see also PR
Guidance draft).

4. This re-balancing and re-clarification of the
purpose of the PR implies adoption of an explicit
agenda of professionalization of evaluation as
frame of reference for adapting the current PR
content & process. The PR framework should be
revisited so that it better reflects its role as part of
an overall system of professional evaluation quality
assurance, based among other things, on peer
involvement. This re-framing should
unambiguously reflect the appropriate balance
between peer assessment (including exchange,
learning and support), and provision of assurance.

Agreed.

As for Rec 1 & 2 above, UNEG agrees an
explicit professionalization agenda is
needed. The intention is for adaptation of
the PR framework and process to the
professionalization strategy, once defined
and agreed in UNEG.

The UNEG PR Guidance document,
currently in draft for piloting through 2015,
will go some way towards the
recommended re-framing as it articulates
how the PR TORs and process balances
Function assurance and peer exchange,
learning and support, drawing on recent PR
experience. In addition to a
Professionalisation Strategy, further re-
framing of the PR Mechanism should take
account of Lessons and Reflections from
recent Peer Reviews, an established part of
the PR process.

SO1 Vice Chair and
PRSG Convenors

Depending on timeline
for Professionalisation
Strategy, including timing
of UNEG N&S Revision.

Revision of PR
Framework
proposed for
2016/17, following
piloting of the
2015 Guidance,
and agreement on
UNEG’s
Professionalisation
Strategy.

5. Make assessment criteria more explicit.

Agreed

SO1 PRSG Convenors

Longer term changes in

March 2015 for






The Process Guidance will help to address
this in the short term. The issue will also be
given attention in the development of ToRs
for future peer reviews and in the foreseen
revision of the PR framework in 2016.

In longer term, further review of PR
assessment criteria should continue to
reflect wider changes in the UN system,
UNEG N&S, and its Professionalisation
Strategy.

and SO1 VC.

assessment criteria
timing tbd by N&S/wider
Professionalisation
strategy.

Process Guidance
clarification of
current
assessment
criteria

6. The PR mechanism is envisaged as a tool for
assessment and development of the UN evaluation
function overall. As such UNEG’s Norms & Standards
provide an essential framework for assessment.
UNEG Norms & Standards should be assessed for
consistency & coherence with emerging
professional standards in evaluation generally.
They currently contain little reference to quality
control & assurance, and should be reviewed for fit
with up-to-date evaluation theory and professional
practise, and their utility and fit for a professional
model of Peer Review.

Partially agreed

The PR mechanism is intended to enhance
the development of the UN evaluation
function overall, and UNEG N&S are an
important part of the framework
underpinning the function.

In 2013, UNEG reviewed UNEG N&S and
found that there was no immediate need
for revision. However, under current UNEG
Strategy, SO1 is understood to be
considering revisions, and if agreed, the PR
framework revision and process guidance
will take account of these.

However, there are constraints affecting
the systematic use of PR mechanism across
the UN evaluation function, particularly
financing. The report and recent further
assessment notes a tendency for larger and
relatively independent evaluation entities
to undergo PR, when arguably they may be
in less need of the leverage and support
provided by a PR, than smaller and less
independent evaluation entities.

UNEG HEADS and

SO1 VC agreement

needed on:

e N&S update;

e PR financing
proposal &
strategy.

PR Sub Group
Process Guidance will
help move the UNEG
PR mechanism
towards global
standards for
professional model of
Peer Review,
including
consideration of the
adequacy of the
current N+S for this
purpose.

e N&S update tbd at
UNEG AGM 2015;

e PR Financing proposal
tbd at UNEG AGM
2015.

e PR draft Process
Guidance tabled
UNEG AGM 2015

In progress: the
2015 PR Process
Guidance will help
to further
standardise PR
mechanism, by
codifying good
practice.

PRSG is also
working with
UNEG Secretariat
on financial
solutions to
enable the PR
Mechanism to
realise its
potential as a tool
for UNEG’s
professionalization
—see PR funding
mechanism
proposal also
tabled at UNEG
AGM 2015.

7. Develop a different funding mechanism for PRs.

Partially Agreed

PR Sub Group

Decision needed at AGM

i. Inprogress.






i. to allow for equitable access by all evaluation

functions, and include a contribution by the peer-
reviewed entity commensurate with its capability.
E.g. a common pool of funds could be constituted
by regular annual percentage of an organisation’s
evaluation budget. A common fund would enable
moving away from donor financing support being
associated with panel membership convention,

i. The need for a different funding model
is well-recognised and has been
discussed as part of the overall funding
needs of UNEG. The UNEG Secretariat
and PRSG are discussing a funding
mechanism to enable UNEG members
and partners to provide earmarked
contributions for peer reviews.

UNEG HEADS

UNEG Secretariat

2015.

And subsequently at least
3 years to achieve agreed
change.

The principle
of PR entity
contribution is
addressed in
draft PR
Process
Guidance; and
through the

which is a potential source of partiality and bias. ii. This recommendation requires a major PR Funding
ii. to support use of PRs as compulsory and regular shift in UNEG’s approach from Proposal for
parts of UNEG’s framework e.g. every 3-5 years. voluntary/ad hoc, towards more approval at
systematic selection of entities undergoing UNEG AGM
PR, with more systematic engagement by 2015.
UNEG executive group and Heads. It is also ii. pending UNEG
dependent on agreement on a more discussion.
systematic, standards-led approach to
UNEG Professionalisation and
development of the evaluation function
across the UN.
8. Review Panel composition & panel member Partially Agreed PR Sub Group 2015 In progress
selection. The PR Process Guidance addresses through PR
i. Consider that a smaller number of appropriate number and balance of Guidance.

reviewers would reduce costs and likely
increase PR process efficiency.

ii. Selection could be more for professional
knowledge and credentials than for UN
system familiarity.

professional and institutional evaluation
knowledge and skills, and greater clarity on
process of panel member selection.

As this concerns peer reviews the presence
of UN peers in panels seems logical.
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Introduction

Since 2005, thirteen professional peer reviews of the evaluation functions of UN agencies
have been carried out by Panels of professional evaluation peers. These peer reviews have
been used for accountability and learning, and provided peer advice and exchange and
support in order to improve evaluation systems and products. They have also been using
and promoting common quality standards, primarily the UNEG Norms and Standards, of
evaluation functions in the UN system. Evaluation functions are defined in a broad sense
that goes beyond the evaluation office/unit to cover aspects under the responsibility of
other organizational actors, such as management or decentralized systems.

The development of a Peer review Guidance document was mandated by the 2014 UNEG
Annual Meeting (AGM). This draft Guidance document is a joint effort of members of the
UNEG Peer Review Sub-group (PRSG). It is thus developed by UNEG members and
principally by members who have been through a peer review process, either as a Peer
Review (PR) panel member or as a staff member of the evaluation function of the reviewed
agency. As such itis a practitioner view that is presented.

The purpose of the Guidance is to facilitate the preparation, conduct and use of future peer
reviews and to highlight good practices and share lessons learned. It builds on the UNEG
Framework for Peer Reviews, whose key questions remain more pertinent than ever; Are
the agency’s evaluation functions and its products; independent, credible and useful for
learning and accountability purposes?

The present document is to be considered as a draft Guidance document and, if endorsed
by the AGM, the PRSG proposes that it will be piloted for the three peer reviews planned for
2015, with the intention to have a PR Guidance document ready by the 2016 AGM. The
PRSG would also like to collect feedback on the draft document from internal and external
partners and not the least from the OECD/DAC EVALNET members.

The Guidance document is divided into 6 parts; 1) Use of a peer review and key principles
2) How does a peer review relate to other reviews and assessments of evaluation functions
3) The stages of a peer review - from initiation to follow-up 4) How to initiate a peer
review and panel composition 5) Drafting the ToR of a peer review and use of the Peer
Review Framework 6) Budgeting and financing a peer review.

These are the chapters developed so far but the Sub-group realizes that this might not be
exhaustive and that there might be a need for or interest in additional chapters or guidance
on additional aspects. The document has purposely been kept short and, we hope, user
friendly. Our ambition has been to provide practical guidance on the various steps
involved. We trust that this will contribute to more and better peer reviews and ultimately
fully functional UN evaluation functions.





1) Use of a Peer Review and Key Principles

a) Use of a Peer Review

The UNEG Framework for Professional Peer Reviews! describes a Peer Review as a
systematic examination and assessment of the performance of an organization by peers,
with the ultimate goal of helping the reviewed organization improve its policy making,
adopt best practices, and comply with established standards and principles. UNEG Peer
Reviews have stated several uses closely linked with the purposes of the review:

e Providing an independent and professional assessment of evaluation functions
on the extent to which the UNEG Norms and Standards have been adopted in the
organization. In addition to accountability, Peer Reviews identify areas for
improvement in relation to evaluation policy and practice, mandate, independence
and credibility of the evaluation function.

¢ Enhancing the use of evaluation by management, governing body and other
stakeholders. Peer Reviews lead to increased understanding of the utility of
evaluation but also of the need for credibility. Peer Reviews can recommend needed
improvements in the planning, conduct (improved evaluation practice) or use of
evaluations, including better integration of the evaluation function and evaluation
findings into performance management, project/programme development, strategy
and policy development. In addition, peer reviews provide a suitable way of
“evaluating the evaluators” against the UNEG Norms and Standards, which has led
to increased trust and confidence in UN evaluation functions and contributed to
increased accountability.

e Providing support and mutual learning through the sharing of good practices, tools
and experiences, and contributing to enhanced professionalization of UN evaluation
functions.

The use of peer reviews goes beyond the evaluation function to intended users and
stakeholders, including internal management, governing bodies, partner governments and
donors.

The Lessons-learned Study of Peer Reviews of UNEG Evaluation Functions2 highlights that
peer reviews have been useful and have had a positive and strengthening effect on the
organizations reviewed, and on the community of evaluators that spans bilateral donors,
UN agencies and the evaluation profession at large. There seems to be enough evidence to
confirm that peer reviews are useful. For instance, the first generation peer review of
UNDP (2005) led to an important change which ensured that the Director of the UNDP
evaluation function could no longer be reappointed in order to be fully impartial and
independent. In UNICEF, the peer review led to the adoption of a new comprehensive
evaluation policy that is consistent with UNEG norms and standards. In UNIDO, donors

1 UNEG/REF (2011), The UNEG Framework for Professional Peer Reviews of the Evaluation
Function of the UN Organizations.

2 Jan C Davis & Julia Brummer (2011), Lessons-Learned Study of Peer Reviews of UNEG Evaluation
Functions





have increasingly relied on UNIDO evaluation reports and the evaluation function was
empowered to concentrate on its core mandate. In UN-Habitat and UNEP, the peer reviews
raised the profile of the Evaluation Functions and enabled them to directly bring issues
coming out of evaluations to senior management and to the Committee of Permanent
Representatives (CPR). The peer review also led to the development and approval of the
UN-Habitat Evaluation Policy in 2013 and in UNEP to the addition of professional staff
positions and elevation of the post of the Head to Director level.

b) Key principles

Peer reviews are not evaluations but reviews. A review, according to the OECD/DAC
“Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based Management” is an assessment of
performance. It also states that “evaluation” is used for a more comprehensive and/or
more in-depth assessment than “review”. As such, peer reviews are less comprehensive
than in-depth assessments. They are, however, intended to assess the evaluation function
against the adopted UNEG Norms & Standards and should adhere to rigorous methodology
and apply key principles of evaluation while making use of a peer mechanism and its
specific peer exchange elements.

The peer review process has, over the years, been refined and enhanced by making it more
adaptable to different organizations and contexts. The peer review approach was first
piloted in assessing the evaluation functions of UNDP in 2005 and of UNICEF in 2006. In
2007, A Framework for Professional Peer Reviews 3 was developed jointly by the DAC
Evaluation Network and the UNEG. The framework was based on the experiences of
previous reviews, the UNEG Norms & Standards and other internationally recognized
standards. It sets a specific focus on the background and rationale for the reviews, the
approach and methodology, provides a framework for assessment, outlines roles and
responsibilities, designates phases of the peer review process, and the time and resources
required.

The framework was applied in peer reviews of the evaluation function of WFP (2007), O10S
(2009), GEF (2009) and UNIDO (2010). On the basis of lessons learned and experiences
gathered through these peer reviews, the framework was revised and adopted as the
“UNEG Framework for Professional Peer Reviews of the Evaluation Function of UN
organizations”, in 2011. Subsequent peer reviews of the evaluation functions of FAO,
UNEP and UN-Habitat (2012); UN-Women (2014); and the “second-generation” peer
reviews of UNDP (2013), GEF (2014), and WFP (2014) were conducted in-line with this
UNEG Framework.

Drawing from the framework, the 2013 Lessons Learned Study of Peer Reviews of UNEG
Evaluation Functions and UNEG Norms and Standards, key principles have emerged as
“best practice”:

3 DAC/UNEG (2007), Framework for Professional Peer Reviews: DAC/UNEG Joint Task Force on
Professional Peer Reviews of Evaluation Functions in Multilateral Organizations.





o The need for a common understanding of the intent and expectations of the peer
review.

e Benefits should justify costs.

e Aclear agreement on the process, including the necessary agreement for cooperation
and clear question(s) for the assessment. The agreement should serve to clarify
expectations and provide a basis for a detailed peer review TOR, work plan and
timetable;

e A defined context, scope and focus and identified issues for quality assurance.

e ATOR and a Normative Framework to be developed for each peer review: The
normative framework should have an agreed set of principles, standards (aligned to
the UNEG ones) and criteria against which the performance of the evaluation function
is to be reviewed;

e Designated parties including panel members and a consultant, with clear roles and
responsibilities in carrying out the peer review;

e Selection of panel members should be tailored to the organization to be reviewed and
panel members should be selected based on competence and experience and in a
manner that reflects the organization’s specific profile.

e Asetof procedures for initiating and conduction the review. A peer review process
should in principle involve three distinct phases: (i) the first phase: the
preparatory phase in which the peer review panel is established, the TOR for the
review is formulated, the normative framework is developed, and self-assessment of
the evaluation function, affiant the Normative Framework, takes place (ii) the second
phase: the fact -finding phase, which involves document review, assembling of
factual information, visit of the peer panel to conduct interviews and collect and
validate information and to understand how the evaluation function works and (iii)
Phase three: the peer exchange and reporting phase in which the panel
members exchange with stakeholders on findings, conclusions and
recommendations; and identify possible issues on which the views between the panel
and the reviewed organization diverge. In this phase, the panel carries out final
review and drafts the report and transmits it to the evaluation office for comments.
The final report incorporates comments received and is transmitted to the
organization reviewed, either directly or through UNEG and subsequently the panel
presents the main findings to the organization reviewed, and ideally also to its
governing body.

Moreover, the approach and methodology should cluster issues under the three crucial
UNEG criteria of, independence, credibility and utility and describe stages of preparing,
conducting and using the peer review. In order to assess the organization’s evaluation
function against these three criteria, a set of UNEG Norms and Standards should be applied
for each criterion. The assessment of adherence to these standards can be supplemented by
other questions deemed relevant by the peer review panel members, the reviewed function
or organization depending on their perceived relevance. These core assessment criteria are
further developed below:





e Independence of evaluations and evaluation system(s). The evaluation process should
be impartial and independent in its function from the processes concerned with policy
making, the delivery and the management of organization. A requisite measure of
independence of the evaluation function is a recognized pre-condition for credibility,
validity and usefulness. Indicators of independence are broadly covered by UNEG
Norms N6.1 - N6.5 and amplified in the relevant Standards. Independence supports and
enables the impartiality of evaluations as related to N5, which together with quality
(N8) and transparency (N10) lead to credibility of evaluations.

¢ Credibility of evaluations. The credibility of evaluation depends on the expertise and
independence of the evaluators and the degree of transparency of the evaluation
process. Credibility requires that evaluations should report successes as well as
failures. Organizations being reviewed should fully participate in evaluation in order to
promote credibility and commitment. Indicators of credibility are described in UNEG
Norms N5.1 - N5.3,N8.1, N9.1 - N9.3 and N11.1 - N 11.5 and amplified in the relevant
Standards. The credibility assessment should assess whether and how the
organization’s approach to evaluation fosters partnerships and helps build ownership
and capacity as appropriate.

¢ Utility of evaluations. To have an impact on decision-making, evaluation findings must
be perceived as relevant and useful and be presented in a clear and concise way. They
should fully reflect the different interests and needs of the many parties involved.
Indicators of utility are mainly treated in UNEG Norms N2.6, N1.3, N 8.2, N10.1, N 10.2
and N.12.1 - N12.3 and amplified in the relevant Standards.

c) First and Second Generation Peer Reviews

As mentioned above, since 2005, there have been 13 peer reviews of UN evaluation
functions. Ten of these were first generation peer-reviews. These have been conducted for
UNDP, UNICEF, WFP, OI0S, GEF, UNIDO, UNEP, UN-Habitat, FAO and UN Women. The first
generation peer reviews focused primarily on the three critical core criteria -
Independence, credibility and utility that, together, provide a perspective on the
performance of evaluation function.

The second generation peer reviews can focus on specific issues, identified jointly by the
Panel and reviewee function, rather than on the overriding issues of independence,
credibility and utility. Three organizations have undergone second-generation peer
reviews: UNDP (2013), GEF and WFP (2014). The second UNDP peer review (January
2013) focused on methodology and knowledge sharing; while the second generation peer
review of WFP (October 2014) covered the three core criteria and, in addition, zoomed in
on decentralized evaluations (operations evaluations) and the trade-offs between strategic
evaluations and operations evaluations. The Second Peer Review of the Independent
Evaluation Office of the Global Environment Facility (GEF IEO), October 2014, focused on
strategic issues, including improving evaluation policy and practice, identifying options to
strengthen evaluation methodologies, and enhancing knowledge and sharing of evaluation
findings.





2) How does a UNEG professional peer review relate to other
reviews and assessments of evaluation functions?

a) Different types of assessments of UN evaluation functions

There are two key types of assessments of UN evaluation functions. First, oversight entities
of the UN system, the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) and the Office of Internal Oversight
Services (0I0S), have a mandate, among others, to assess and report on the performance of
evaluation functions in the UN system and the UN Secretariat, respectively. Second,
bilateral donors and their networks, for instance, the Multilateral Organisation
Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN), assess evaluation function as an integral part
of broader multilateral development effectiveness reviews and assessments. These
assessments can be system wide or focus on one agency or general or focus in on a specific
sector, such as trade capacity building. In addition, UN entities undertake assessments of
evaluation functions or parts thereof, for instance UNESCO developed a self-assessment
tool for its evaluation function and the Independent Evaluation Office of the GEF annually
reviews the quality of evaluation reports submitted by its implementing agencies (e.g.
UNDP, UNIDO and UNEP) according to its assessment criteria. In this context, the UNEG
professional peer reviews, conducted jointly with the OECD/DAC Evaluation Network
(EVALNET), are unique learning and accountability exercises for UN entities in that that
they provide an in-depth assessment of an evaluation function and have a scope and
methodology tailor-made for an individual organization. More information on the approach
for each type of assessments are summarized below.

The most comprehensive review of UN evaluation functions was conducted by the JIU in
2014. The Analysis of the evaluation function in the UN System* sought to contribute to
ongoing efforts across the system, directed at strengthening the capacity of the evaluation
function, for them to meet professional standards, address emerging challenges and play a
role in enhancing the value of the UN. The JIU study assessed 28 UN entities, including
funds and programmes and specialized agencies. The study focused primarily on the
corporate evaluation function and secondarily on the decentralized evaluation functions of
the UN system. Of the 28 UN entities included, 24 had corporate evaluation functions. The
relative performance of these 24 corporate evaluation functions was assessed against a
“maturity matrix” that identified 5 areas and 66 indicators to benchmark against
established standards endorsed by UNEG, JIU and development partners. The areas
assessed were: a) the enabling environment, institutional framework and support systems;
b) relevance, responsiveness, efficiency and adaptability; c) independence / impartiality
and with stakeholder inclusion for enhanced credibility; d) quality- technical and
managerial rigor for enhanced credibility; e) utility - use and impact of use; and f)
relevance and readiness to support United Nations Organization and system-wide reforms

4 Analysis of the Evaluation Function in the United Nations System. JIU/REP/2014/6





and to address emerging changes and challenges. Detailed ‘maturity’ matrices were
prepared for each entity as well as summative ratings. The study provided 9
recommendations - seven to the executive heads of UN system organizations and two to
UN system legislative bodies.

OIOS conducts biennial studies of the Secretariat’s evaluation functions and associated
programmes since 1988 and presents them to the General Assembly through the
Committee for Programme and Coordination, in accordance with the Regulations and Rules
Governing Programme Planning, the Programme Aspects of the Budget, the Monitoring of
Implementation and the Methods of Evaluation®. The objectives of Biennial study of
evaluation functions in the UN Secretariat are to describe and assess the status of
evaluation in the United Nations Secretariat and to identify the key issues emerging from a
sample of evaluations. It focuses on: a) the current capacity, quality and utility of the
evaluation function of the Secretariat and related programmes; and b) key results
contained in a sample of evaluation reports finalized during the biennium under review.
For instance, the study for the 2012-2013 biennium covered 32 Secretariat entities and
used five key methods, including, quantitative and qualitative analyses of evaluation
reports finalized in 2012-2013; a web-based survey of 31 Secretariat entities (excluding
0I0S), in-person or telephone interviews with focal points from 31 Secretariat entities
(excluding OIOS); an assessment of new or revised evaluation policies from 2012-2013;
and an assessment of planned evaluation budgets for 2012-2013. The study involves
preparation of ‘evaluation scorecards’ based on 15 indicators of evaluation practice. The
indicators used are based on the United Nations Norms and Standards for evaluation. The
OIOS evaluation scorecard is prepared for each Secretariat evaluation entity that provides
some summative indications of evaluation performance in the form of scores against each
indicator.

MOPAN is a network of 19 donor countries with a common interest to assess
organisational effectiveness of and evidence of contributions to development and
humanitarian results achieved by the multilateral organisations that they fund. It was
created in 2002 and has produced 15 surveys and 21 assessments of multilateral
organizations®. The MOPAN Common Approach Methodology was developed to address the
recognised need for a common comprehensive system to assess multilateral organisations
and it goes beyond assessing evaluation functions, which is just one part of the assessment.
Its aim is to respond to the information needs of donors by producing information that
would not be available otherwise about how an organisation is doing in areas that donors
consider important. MOPAN covers four areas of organizational effectiveness: a) strategic
management; b) operational management; c) relationship management; and d) knowledge
management. The MOPAN review assesses evaluation function under the dimension on
knowledge management, as a Key Performance Indicator on evaluating results. It examines
structural independence, evaluation policy, coverage, quality of evaluation reports and

5 The reports respond to regulation 7.4, which requires that a brief report summarizing the
conclusions of the Secretary-General on all evaluation studies be submitted to the General
Assembly at the same time as the proposed medium-term plan (now the “strategic framework”).
6 FAQ. See MOPAN website at http://www.mopanonline.org/faq





stakeholder participation in evaluation process. The MOPAN assessment of multilateral
organizations is based on information collected through a survey of key stakeholders,
document review, and interviews with the staff of multilateral organizations.

Other development effectiveness reviews: There are a number of other bilateral
development effectiveness reviews of UN entities that include the evaluation function as
part of the overall performance review. The approach of Development Effectiveness Review
was developed under the guidance of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation in
2010-20117, responding to the request from DAC members for more systematic
information on the development results of multilateral institutions. The approach is
designed to complement the periodic assessments done by the MOPAN and to try to reduce
the demand for ad hoc reviews by individual donors. The method covers six development
criteria and 19 sub-criteria, including a criterion on using evaluation and monitoring to
improve development effectiveness. Three different scenarios can be chosen depending on
the strengths of reporting systems and evaluation function of multilateral organizationss.
For instance, in scenario 2, where a multilateral organization has weak reporting system
but strong evaluation function, the methodology involves a systematic structured meta-
analysis of a sample of multilateral organization evaluation reports.

So far this assessment was undertaken for the Asian Development Bank, WHO, UNDP, WFP,
UNICEF, and African Development Bank. The reviews of UNFPA, UNHCR and UN Women
were conducted in 2014 and will be finalised in 2015. These reviews provide an
independent and evidence-based assessment of the development effectiveness of the
humanitarian and development programming, including the assessment of evaluation
functions. What is particularly interesting about these reviews re that the evaluation
function is assessed as part of a broader study and, in case of scenario 2; evaluation reports
are reviewed for quality and then used in the meta-analysis of results on effectiveness,
relevance, efficiency, sustainability, and cross-cutting themes of multilateral organizations.
Another important bilateral assessment is the Multilateral Aid Review® undertaken by DFID
which has examined 43 multilateral organizations in the areas of contribution to results,
strategic and performance management, transparency and accountability and cost and
value consciousness. Evaluation functions were reviewed under strategic and performance
management, applying key analytical categories of OECD / DAC - EVALNET methodology
on evaluation. The first Multilateral Aid Review (MAR) was the conducted in 2011 and the
subsequent MAR update, was completed in 2013 which scrutinized the improvements
multilateral organizations have made since 2011. Other bilateral donors conduct similar
reviews which can cover the organization in its entirety or parts thereof, for instance

7 See OECD/DAC website
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/evaluatingmultilateraleffectiveness.htm

8 See Assessing the Development Effectiveness of Multilateral Organizations: Guidance on
the Methodological Approach. Available at
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/dcdndep/50540172.pdf

9 See more on the Multilateral Aid review at
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/multilateral-aid-review
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Norway has done a review on the effectiveness of its support to Trade Capacity Building,
covering the UN agencies active in this field and incorporating assessments of the
evaluation functions.

Finally, the UNEG professional peer review of the evaluation function is carried out
within the overall provisions contained in the UNEG Framework for Professional Peer
Reviews of the Evaluation Function of UN organizations, which specify a focus on how the
function performs with regards to independence, credibility, and utility. Compared with
other assessments and reviews it offers an in-depth analysis of an evaluation function and
its products against the UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation. The key added value of
the UNEG professional peer review is that it is an assessment that focuses entirely on the
evaluation function of one organization. As a joint effort of the OECD/DAC EVALNET and
the United Nations Evaluation Group it has the potential to generate synergies and
efficiency and reduce overlap with regards to the assessments of evaluation functions
conducted by bilateral donors, who often use peer reviews as inputs into their own
assessments. Another advantage of the peer review is that it is conducted by professional
peers, thus by people who have a deep insight into the various aspects of an evaluation
function and in a good position to promote peer learning. The participation of EVALNET
expands the peer element and provides additional credibility as an external partner.

b) Added Value of UNEG Peer Reviews

This short summary demonstrates that there is a variety of reviews and assessments of
evaluation functions in the UN System that are governed by different mandates and
purposes and undertaken applying different methodologies. In terms of the UNEG peer
review’s perceived added value, overlaps and synergies with the other assessments of
evaluation functions the following observations can be made:

1) The JIU review provides a basis for comparing the individual evaluation function with those of
other UN entities, as it assesses the evaluation function across UN entities benchmarking
against a framework that combines JIU, UNEG and other standards. The JIU study highlights
very valuable sources of evidence for a Peer Panel. Similarly, recently conducted UNEG Peer
Reviews were often used a source of information and evidence for the JIU study. Thus JIU and
UNEG Peer Reviews are mutually reinforcing - and the JIU assessment rubric is an important
reference document for tailoring the normative framework of a UNEG Peer Review to the
specific context of the evaluation function that is being assessed. The advantage of the peer
review is that it zooms in on issues relevant to a specific organization and is to a certain extent
“custom fit”.

2) The OIOS provides insight on evaluations in UN Secretariat and produces scorecards that
enable to track progress of evaluation functions. In this regard UNEG Peer Reviews offer useful
information for the OIOS Scorecard assessment; however the utility of the OIOS Scorecard for a
UNEG Peer review is currently more limited due to a lack of disclosure of the entity-specific
detailed findings.

3) The MOPAN assessment looks across dimensions of organizational effectiveness and also
assesses evaluation benchmarking against the MOPAN agreed upon criteria. Thus, the MOPAN
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4)

review provides a basis for comparing the performance of the evaluation function against other
functions within organization. Given all assessments of evaluation functions conducted by UN
entities, including UNEG peer reviews, there is a scope for using the results of these studies in
MOPAN reviews to generate synergies and avoid duplications. The MOPAN does not, however,
conduct an in-depth assessment of an evaluation function.

Finally, the UNEG peer review is a valuable source of evidence for development effectiveness
reviews of OECD/DAC Evaluation Network and the Multilateral Aid Review and is highly
credible due to the fact that it is conducted by professional peers. It is the only assessment that
focuses on the evaluation function and with an evaluation framework developed specifically for
an individual function. The fact that other assessments uses and rely on peer review findings is
an indication of its utility and credibility.

Notwithstanding the advantages of the individual assessments, there is a clear overlap or
risk of overlap through the proliferation of these assessments and a clear need for
coordination and trusting each other’s assessments.

3) Stages of the peer review
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Stages of Peer Reviews

WHEN

Fact-
finding,
peer
exchange,
and report
writing
phase

WHAT

Desk review of documentation

Review of self-evaluation

Review of website

Development of survey instrument(s), if applicable
Selection of evaluations for in-depth review

Development of interview guidelines

WHO

—_—
Peer panel and consultant
—— > Peer nanel and consultant
—®Peer panel and consultant

—®Peer panel and consultant

—— > Peer panel and consultant

—®Peer panel and consultant

Peer panel visit to the organization under review and peer exchange————Peer panel and consultant

workshop
Conduct field visit if needed

Telephone/skype interviews with key informants not based at

headquarters (decentralized staff, evaluation consultants, and users)

Prepare draft peer review report and circulate it
Feedback on draft report
Second peer review visit if applicable?

Peer exchange workshop (if not done during the first visit)

Presentation of (preliminary) findings to organization reviewed:

evaluation function and senior management

Prepare final peer review report

Preparation of management response

Present to organization/ Governing Board

» Peer panel and consultant with logistical assistance
from organization reviewed

Peer panel and consultant
—»Peer panel and consultant
——»Organization reviewed (key persons consulted)

—»Peer panel and consultant

— > Peer panel and consultant
——»Peer panel and consultant

—— P Peer panel and consultant

\»Orgamzatlon reviewed: evaluation function (lead) and

senior management

—»Peer panel chair





Stages of Peer Reviews

WHEN WHAT WHO

Notes:
1Second generation peer reviews and peer reviews of smaller agencies have only one visit.
2For second generation peer reviews this step includes consultations on the scope of the peer review.





4) How to initiate a peer review

a) Preparatory phase

When the evaluation office/unit of a UN agency decides that a peer review would be a
useful exercise for both the evaluation function and the agency, the head of the evaluation
function should, first of all, consult with the function’s staff to canvass views on the key
issues to be assessed. This ‘zero-step’ should also entail verifying the availability of
financial resources to contribute to the cost of the exercise, and of staff time to prepare
background documents and participate in discussions, so as to avoid creating excessive
burden on the function’s work-plan.

At this stage, the UNEG PRSG should be contacted to ensure that the peer review can be
incorporated in the work plan of the PRSG and to discuss possible timing. This would not
require any formal commitment by anyone, but at least enable establishing a tentative
time-table for the PR. Planning of the PR should include sufficient time to prepare the peer
review, including drafting the ToR and the normative framework, conducting the review,
preparing and finalizing the report, and presenting it to Management and to, preferably, to
the Governing Body. Experience shows that at least six months are needed for the process,
which usually lasts longer.

The next step would be to get endorsement by the agency’s Senior Management and
agreement on a tentative time-frame and (possibly) budget. Once these are secured, a
formal request should be sent by the head of the evaluation function to the UNEG PR Sub-
group, through its convener. This formal request needs to reach the PRSG at least six
months before the PR panel is supposed to conduct the review. The request should include:

e The tentative time-line for the PR;

e Key issues to be covered;

e Budget available;

Once agreement is reached, the PRSG will select a Chair (preferably a UNEG Head with
direct experience from a peer review and both as a reviewee and reviewer) of the Peer
Review Panel and contact the OECD/DAC EVALNET to solicit their interest to participate in
the peer review. The Peer Review Chair will, in consultation with the Head of the reviewed
evaluation function select additional panel members and, possibly a consultant to support
the panel. In the selection of panel members and consultant due consideration will be given
to knowledge of relevant technical areas (i.e. emergency, productive sectors, gender and
human rights, etc.) and cost.

The evaluation function of the reviewed organization should prepare a briefing
package/folder/drop box with background documents. This package should include a
story-line about the most relevant events in the history of evaluation in the agency;





evaluation policy; evaluation manual and guidelines; statistics on evaluation portfolio
during the most recent years and list of completed and on-going evaluations; work-plans;
staffing profile; etc.. Appointing a senior staff member as focal point for the exercise is a
good practice.

The Peer Panel Chair should hold a meeting, in person or virtual, with the other panel
members and the consultant to discuss the timing and scope of the peer review and issues
to be covered. The PR Chair will subsequently prepare a time plan and budget for the PR, to
be validated by the evaluation function head and the senior management. If a consultant is
to be recruited, the selection process should be jointly carried out by PR panel members
and the Head of the evaluation function. The contractual process can be handled by UNEG,
the evaluation function to be reviewed or an agency represented on the panel, depending
on from where the funding originates. It the consultant is recruited by the function to be
reviewed, it needs to be made totally clear that the consultant will report to the Chair of the
Peer Review Panel.

The next step will be the preparation of the ToR and normative framework of the peer
review, which should be done by the Panel, in consultation with the Head of the evaluation
function to be reviewed. The ToRs should be shared with the relevant staff and
management of the agency to be reviewed. It will form the basis for the self-assessment
conducted by the reviewee function asn part of the preparation.

b) Panel composition
PR panels so far have been of variable size: from smaller groups of three up to five/six
members. Preferably both UNEG and EVALNET members should be present on the PR
Panel as well as representatives from partner countries. The scope of the exercise, interest
and availability of UNEG and OECD/DAC members to participate, the complexity of the
issues and technical areas to be covered and budget availability, will all be factors
influencing the number and choice of panel members.

As stated in the existing UNEG PR Framework, experience confirms that the major criteria
for selection of the group should include a combination of the following attributes:
a. Independence from the particular organization being assessed;
b. Professional evaluation expertise, including in the management of an evaluation
function;
c. Understanding of the context and use of evaluation in development
cooperation/humanitarian assistance and multilateral organizations;
d. Acceptable gender mix;
e. Participation from UN organizations;
f. Participation from bilateral agencies and/or international financial institutions,
where relevant;
g. Participation from country/ies receiving assistance, including those with
evaluation responsibilities;
h. Participation from independent evaluation experts, and where relevant other
research fields, oversight disciplines or knowledge sharing expertise; and
I. Capacity to deal with senior management and governing body levels.
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The panel should be tailored to the scope of the PR, including the size and mandate of the
evaluation function to be reviewed. It should include members that are knowledgeable
about the agency’s subject area, to frame the evaluation function in the context of the
agency’s mandate.

The Chair of the PR Panel should be a UNEG Head. S/he should take the lead responsibility
for managing the process and for actively engaging with the organization’s senior
management and/or governing body to encourage their interest and involvement in the
peer review and its results. Furthermore, the chair of the panel will also ensure that the key
conclusions and possible lessons from the review are communicated to the UN Evaluation
Group and that the review report and supporting evidence are easily accessible to UNEG
members and other interested parties.

Logistical and secretariat services, or contracting in relevant support, as well as taking care
of the process of printing/publishing the report and disseminating it, should be the
responsibility of the Reviewee agency. The Job Description of a consultant should clearly
state that the reporting line is to the Chair of the PR Panel, and not to the head of the
reviewed evaluation office/function and what the tasks will be.

5) Drafting TORs for Peer Reviews

a) The process

The ToR is an important element of a peer review; it provides the scope and time table and
provides information on the issues to be covered. In addition it is an instrument for
consensus building on the process and on the normative framework. The development of
the TOR is led by the Panel Chair. It can be initiated by the PRP chair but should be finalized
once the panel has been formed.

The process for developing a Peer Review TOR consists of the following steps;

1. The Chair of the Peer Review Panel requests and receives an information package
from the Head of the evaluation function under review.

2. The Panel Chair, in collaboration with panel members, prepares a preliminary draft
Terms of Reference, including a normative framework.

3. The Panel Chair shares the ToR with the Head of the evaluation function to be
reviewed and after feedback/discussion amends as appropriate.

4. The draft TOR is shared with senior managers and external stakeholders for review
and comments.
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5. The Panel, led by the Chair, discusses and revises the preliminary draft and further
adapts / tailors the TOR to the evaluation function under review. The normative
framework to be used and the Peer Review process are topics of particular focus.

6. The Panel seeks feedback on the new version from the Head of the Evaluation
function and senior managers.

7. The TOR is finalized and posted on the UNEG website.

b) The information Package

The Head of the evaluation function under review is requested by the Chair of the Peer
Panel to provide an information packagel0. Key background documents are needed already
at the ToR development stage. These include the evaluation policy, any previous reviews or
self-assessment of the evaluation function, and key evaluation planning documents. The
Head of the evaluation function will also propose preliminary descriptive text for the
‘Introduction’ and ‘Background’ sections of the TORs.

c) The content of the ToR
A comparison of the Terms of Reference (sometimes termed Approach Papers) developed
for all UNEG peer reviews conducted since the first two pilot peer reviews of UNDP and
UNICEF in 2005 and 2006 respectively, (including those used for smaller evaluation
functions e.g. UNIDO, UN-Habitat and UNEP), bear a high degree of similarity and generally
follow a similar structure!l. There have been incremental changes over the years but the
TORs of recent UNEG Peer reviews have converged on a fairly standard format.
It is suggested that Peer Review TORs adopt the following structure:
Introduction
Background
Previous reviews / assessments of the evaluation function
Purpose of the Peer Review
Approach and Methods
Subject, Scope of and Limitations to the Professional Peer Review
Core Assessment Criteria and Questions
Independence
Credibility
Utility
Normative Framework (often put as an annex)
Panel Composition
Reporting
Roles and responsibilities (Panel, Evaluation function, Consultant)
Key Documents to be consulted
Persons to meet
Review Process and Schedule

10 A full and complete information package is made available to the peer panel later in the
preparatory phase of the peer review.

11 The Peer Review of [FAD, whilst covering much of the same content of the other Peer Reviews,
uses quite a different structure for the TORs.
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e Resources
e Annexes:
o Detailed normative review framework (adapted to the function under
review)
o Suggested outline for the Peer Review Report

The Peer Review ToR should always be appended to the full Peer Review Report as an
Annex.

d) Feedback on draft TOR

The development of a Peer Review TOR must be a consultative process involving the Panel
and key stakeholders of the evaluation function under review. Feedback on the draft and
their views on the review process should be sought from key stakeholders. These should,
as a minimum, include senior managers from the operational /substantive side of the
organization, the Head of the evaluation function and representatives of external partners
and evaluation users. The aim of this consultation is to gain an understanding of the context
of the evaluation function, its recent evolution and performance and to identify any key
issues that may need particular attention. The consultation process establishes the demand
for the review from different stakeholder viewpoints.

e) Tailoring the TOR to the evaluation function under review - alignment of the
normative framework and specification of the review process.

The TOR will need to respond to the demand issues raised during the earlier consultations
and modifications will also include; the specific process of the review and the focus of the
normative framework to be applied. In making these adjustments, the Panel should
consider the stakeholder feedback and refer to the initial documentation provided by the
evaluation function as well as any other review documents such as previous UNEG Peer
Reviews or assessments of the function conducted by JIU, OI10S, MOPAN etc.

The development of the normative framework is a critical aspect of the ToR development.
Peer Panels should use the UNEG Peer Review Framework as a starting point, and adapt it
to the specific needs of a Peer Review. Normative frameworks used in previous peer
reviews also provided guidance and be important points of reference. The development of
the normative framework should also consider the inclusion of assessment criteria
specified in the JIU ‘maturity matrix’ rubricl2. 13, In addition, UNEG guidance on various
aspects of evaluation should be considered, including the guidance on integrating gender
equality and human rights in evaluation and SWAP evaluation indicators.

12 For example, the JIU rubric deals with the governance functions’ appreciation for/ understanding
of evaluation, an issue not often addressed in Peer Review Normative frameworks.
13 For example, the JIU rubric deals with the governance functions’ appreciation for/ understanding
of evaluation, an issue not often addressed in Peer Review Normative frameworks.
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The UNEG Peer Review Lessons Learned Study highlights two issues that have received, in
the past, little attention by peer review panels 1.) “coverage of organizational
achievements” 2.) “collaboration with local partners and stakeholders as well as
harmonization and coordination with other external partners”. Future Peer Reviews might
consider placing more emphasis on these issues in the framework. It is acknowledged,
however, that there will be practical trade-offs between the level of detail that the Panel
can attain in reviewing issues and the scope of the review - within the resources available.
The full normative framework should be presented in an Annex of the TOR.

The process of the peer review should be clearly described in the TOR, from inception,
data collection, consultations and visits, report preparation, peer exchange, report
finalization (including the approach to dealing with disagreements - see DAC/UNEG 2007)
presentation and disclosure of findings, and post-review management response and follow-
up processes. Generally, the process should adhere to the UNEG Norms and Standards.

f) Finalisation of the TOR
Once the Peer Review Panel has addressed comments on the draft TOR to its own
satisfaction, these are considered final and will be posted on the UNEG website.

6) Budgeting and financing a Peer review

The practice that has emerged from past peer reviews is that individual panel members,
from UNEG as well as from EVALNET, pay for their own participation. Costs involved
encompass time (2 - 4 weeks depending on the role of consultant and if the member is
chairing the panel), travel and per diem. Travel costs depend on the actual travel route and
in order to reduce costs panel members should, preferably be located in the same
geographical region as the organization to be reviewed.

For chairs and for Peer Reviews of larger evaluation functions, repeat missions are likely. In
some cases, the second mission of a UNEG member has been subsidized (50 per cent of the
cost of a ticket for the second mission) by UNEG.

The main cost of a Peer Review is the cost of the consultant (fee, travel and per diem). The
actual cost depends on the fee level and number of days. Peer reviews of smaller agencies
have reduced scope and thus incur reduced costs. In the past the cost of a peer review has
amounted to between USD 50,000 and USD 150,000. To the extent possible, the cost of a
peer review consultant and other expenses, such as printing the Peer Review report should
be borne by the agency under review. In the past, Peer Reviews have also been partly
financed by the OECD/DAC member participating in the review.

Evidence from recent peer reviews indicates inequitable use of the UNEG Peer Review (PR)
modality, partially due to budgetary constraints of some UNEG members. This absence of
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budgetary resources has been found to be a disincentive for a systematic application of PRs
across UNEG and PRs are not becoming the tool for enhancement and professionalization
of UN evaluation functions envisaged in the UNEG Strategy Objectives, agreed upon in
2013. A proposal for the establishment of a Peer Review Funding Mechanism is under
development in order to, promote that funding will be available for all UN agencies and
thus an enhanced use of the Peer Review instrument.

Annex - Reference documents

e UNEG Framework for Professional Peer Reviews of the Evaluation Function of UN
organizations

e DAC/UNEG (2007).Joint Task Force on Professional Peer Reviews of Evaluation
Functions in Multilateral Organizations. Framework for Professional Peer Reviews.

e Davies I. C. and Briimmer, ]. (2013). Lessons-Learned Study of Peer Reviews of
UNEG Evaluation Functions Final report.

e JIU (2013) MATURITY MATRIX - THE EVALUATION FUNCTION IN THE UN SYSTEM:
Framework for the Analysis of the Level of Maturity of the central/corporate level
Evaluation function in each Organization and Variations across Organizations

e UNEG. (2011) Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation:
Towards UNEG Guidance. Available at:
http://www.uneval.org/papersandpubs/documentdetail.jsp?doc id=980

e UNEG (2014) UNEG SWAP evaluation performance indicator. Available at
http://www.uneval.org/document/detail /1452
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1. Introduction:

This peer review funding mechanism proposal introduces a separate line item, i.e. “Peer Review
Fund”, within the UNEG budget, in order to fund UNEG peer reviews and related activities.

2. Rationale:

Evidence from recent peer reviews indicates inequitable use of the UNEG Peer Review (PR)
modality, partially due to budgetary constraints of some UNEG members. This absence of
budgetary resources has been found to be a disincentive for a systematic application of PRs
across UNEG and PRs are not becoming the tool for enhancement and professionalization of UN
evaluation functions envisaged in the UNEG Strategy Objectives, agreed upon in 2013.

3. Purpose of the Peer Review Funding Mechanism:

Setting up a “Peer Review Fund” will help to ensure that funding will be available for peer
reviews and that also smaller and less “resourced” functions can benefit. It will also enhance
UNEG’s ownership of the Peer Review process, as recommended by the UNEG/OECD-DAC
Peer Review review. Moreover, the PR process would become more independent and transparent
as, for instance, the contracting of PR consultants can be handled by the UEG Secretariat and not
by the reviewed function.

The Peer Review Fund will complement other resources put to the disposal of peer reviews. It
will continue to be possible for a UNEG evaluation function to manage the financial side of a
peer review, including the contracting of a peer review consultant.

4. \Who can contribute?

UNEG members, as well as UNEG partners, such as OECD/DAC EVALNET members are
expected to contribute to the Fund. UNEG members will have the option to earmark
contributions for peer reviews when making their annual UNEG contribution. All contributors
will have the option to contribute to Peer Reviews in general or to a specific peer review.

UNEG Members to be reviewed are strongly encouraged to contribute, to the extent possible, to
their own peer review.

5. How can the Fund be accessed and used?

A request for Peer Review funding will be submitted by the reviewed evaluation function to the
Peer Review Sub Group. The Peer Review Sub Group will review the request and if endorsed
submit it, for approval, by the UNEG Vice Chair responsible for SO1; Evaluation Function.





Before each endorsement, updated financial information on the status of the Fund should be
requested from the UNEG Secretariat and financial information be attached to the request.

Panel members are encouraged to carry the full costs, including travel of their participation in
peer reviews. Under specific circumstances (costly and repeat missions) can travel costs be
subsidized, see below.

The Fund can also be used to cover the cost of other PR related activities, for instance a
review/evaluation of the peer review mechanism. In these cases, there is a need for a decision by
the UNEG Annual General Meeting (AGM).

In summary, the Peer Review Fund can be used for:

- Hiring of a consultant (fee and travel) to support the work of a peer review panel

- Subsidizing (up to 50 per cent) the travel costs of a UNEG member serving on the panel,
in cases that more than one travel is needed and subject to the approval of the UNEG
Bureau.

- Other PR related costs, approved by the AGM

An agency to be reviewed may, subject to availability, request up to USD 50,000 for a peer
review from the UNEG Peer Review Fund. The request shall be done in written by the UNEG
Head to the Peer Review Sub-Group

6. How will the Fund operate? / Responsibilities of different parties

The UNEG Secretariat will manage the Peer Review Fund and keep the Peer Review Sub Group
updated on the amounts available. It will provide the UNEG AGM with annual statements on the
level of resources, replenishments and expenditures. The Peer review Sub Group will provide the
UNEG AGM with a forecast of expected resource requirements for the coming year.

The UNEG Secretariat will be responsible for the hiring of consultants .financed by the Peer
Review Fund. As the Secretariat is hosted by the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEO),
financial processes will be carried out in conformity with UNDP’s financial rules and audit
procedures. An 8% General Management Services (GMS) fee will be deducted.
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UNEG SO02 Group

This product summarizes the efforts made by the Working Group on Strategic Objective 2
(SO2) - UN entities and partners use evaluation in support of accountability and program
supporting case studies.
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Executive Summary

The S02’s goals as part of this exercise were to better understand how UN agencies use
evaluation and to identify the factors that support and hinder evaluation use. In order to
meet these objectives, four distinct data gathering exercises were undertaken. This
document presents the research findings, key messages identified as part of the exercise
and supporting case studies.

We found the level of reported evaluation use to be variable, both within and across
organizations. Indeed, there appears to be a lack of systematic evaluation use. Many of the
respondents we spoke to had anecdotal evidence of use to share, but did not think that use
was overall very high in their agency.

The main component we extracted from the data is our six Key Messages. Those messages
largely confirm the importance of the factors already identified in the literature for the UN
System setting and point to important linkages between them. The Key Messages we
extracted are the following:

1. Users and stakeholders should be involved and consulted throughout the
evaluation process

2. The support of Senior Decision-Makers is key, and so is their commitment to
implementing the recommendations.

Evaluators need to ensure recommendations are accurate, feasible and relevant
4. Maintaining independence while remaining close to the realities of the agency

can be challenging.

5. Management responses and follow-up processes must take place and be
adequately supported.

6. More needs to be done to share findings and enable cross-organizational
learning.

w

Three main questions came out of our research:

I.  What are the specific mechanisms that make the key messages above to important?
Are they context-specific? Do they always hold true?

II. What are effective strategies that various evaluation offices or UN agencies have
used to strengthen their practices around each of our six Key Messages?

[II. ~How can organizations be encouraged to take action to strengthen some of the
practices and processes that would support evaluation use?

Our plan is to center the S02 Working Group’s 2015-16 Work Plan around those main
questions, with a clear view of improving evaluation use in UN agencies.





Introduction

1. As part of its 2014-2019 Strategy, the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG)
defined four strategic objectives: 1) Evaluation functions and products of UN entities meet
the UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation; 2) UN entities and partners use evaluation
in support of accountability and program learning; 3) Evaluation informs UN system wide
initiatives and emerging demands; and 4) UNEG benefits from and contributes to an
enhanced global evaluation profession?.

2. This document summarizes the efforts made by the Working Group on Strategic
Objective 2 (SO2) - UN entities and partners use evaluation in support of accountability
and program learning - in the year 2014-15. It presents the research findings, key
messages identified as part of the exercise and supporting case studies.

Objectives and Methodology

3. Our goals were to better understand how UN agencies use evaluation and to identify
the factors that support and hinder evaluation use. There is now a lot of literature on the
topic, and we were interested in finding out whether evaluation use in the UN System was
influenced by the same elements as in other settings. The results of this research will be
fed back into the process of defining the work on S02 for 2015 / 16.

4, In order to meet these objectives, four data gathering exercises were undertaken:
[.  Aliterature review of most relevant pieces of academic and organizational
writing about evaluation use
II.  An online survey of UN evaluation users and practitioners, as well as of external
evaluation practitioners.
[II.  Semi-structured interviews with UN evaluation users and practitioners
IV.  Preparation of case studies of several instances where evaluation was useful and
used

5. Wishing to keep our survey instruments simple, we had to create categories of
evaluation users that were fairly aggregated. We differentiated between the following three
groups:
(1) Practitioners
e Evaluators / UNEG members
e Evaluation community/associations

! http://uneval.org/document/detail/1459





e Partnership and network organizations (ECG, IOCE, EvalPartners
etc.)

(2) Immediate Users

e Planners

e Programme staff

e National governments / Collaborating partners
(3) Intermediate Users

e Management

e Donors and other resource partners

e Governing body

e NGOs and similar organizations

6. While helpful for basic analysis, this typology was also limiting. In our data, we
cannot differentiate between Management respondents, and Governing Body respondents.
Different groups within our three categories might have had very different experiences
with evaluation, but we were unable to capture those differences with our main survey and
questionnaire instruments.

7. More information on the detailed methodology used can be found in Annex 1.
Results
8. What we extracted from the data are six Key Messages. Those messages largely

confirm the importance of the factors already identified in the literature for the UN setting
and point to important linkages between them. Indeed, the conclusions proposed by the
literature are not universally applicable - some specificities of the UN system, for example
the governance structure, make a difference to evaluation use patterns.

9. The messages we defined are for the most part simple and uncontroversial.
Nonetheless, our data showed that the practices recommended as part of those messages
are still far from being universally applied. We therefore believe it is worth re-emphasizing
the importance of those messages and spreading the word, with the intention of improving
use practices in the UN system.

10.  This is useful in confirming some of the priority areas that could be explored to
improve evaluation use in the UN system, and to proceed with further research. For each of
the Key Messages identified, we propose one or several discussion questions and points for
future research.





Use of Evaluations — Theory and Data from the UN System

1. Use levels

11.  There has been a worldwide surge in demand for evaluation (Patton, 2008, p. 29).
Those evaluations are done with the intention of their being used. Anything else would be
absurd. Indeed, Patton (1997, in Herbert 2014, p.389), claims that evaluations that are not
used, regardless of their quality, tend to be considered failures. In reality, the primacy of
‘use’ as a criterion to judge the success of evaluations has been debated (Henry, 2000;
Weiss, 1988). Whether or not one agrees that use is the single judgment criteria is, for the
purpose of this document, irrelevant. One simply needs to agree that evaluation use is
important, and that more should be done to enable it, to understand the relevance of this
exercise.

12. In reality, a large share of evaluations are not used, or are not used enough (Laubli
Loud and Mayne, 2014; Patton 2008). In 1988, Carol Weiss made a statement according to
which “even the best and greatest evaluations only minimally affect how decisions get
made”. While much might have changed since then, more recent literature supports the
idea that there is still a long way to go for evaluations to be as useful as they could, or
should be.

From our data:

13.  The data we collected as part of the S02 exercise supports evaluation researchers:
like them, most of our respondents agree it is important for evaluation to be used.
However, as described in the literature, the reported level of actual use is variable, both
within and across organizations. As can be seen in the chart below, a little over a quarter of
the survey respondents rated use as
being high (which we defined as
‘systematic use for decision making,
new project cycles, corrective actions’)
or low (which we defined as ‘infrequent

Reported Use Level - Survey

use’). About half rate use as medium = High
(which we defined as ‘periodic use’). = Medium
Low

14.  Different respondent groups (we
asked practitioners, immediate
evaluation users and intermediate

evaluations users) responded





differently. ‘Medium’ was consistently the most frequent response, but 40% of immediate
users reported use to be high while only 12% of intermediate users made the same claim.
Whether those reported levels of use point to differences in perceptions, or to actually
different use levels across organizations, is hard to tell.

15.  Nevertheless, what we can conclude is that there is a lack of systematic evaluation
use, which is what we would ideally have observed. As a matter of fact, many of the
respondents we spoke to had anecdotal evidence of use to share, but did not think that use
was overall very high. Many thought that evaluation was most often used when it
supported actions that were already planned by decision-makers - when change was
already intended. They also generally thought that that more could be done to generate
more and better evaluation use.

16. On a positive note, no interviewee or survey pointed to any instance of evaluation
misuse, and most respondents agreed that their agency, or the UN in general, were on an
‘upward use trajectory’, getting better and better at ensuring use from evaluations.

17.  The patterns observed support Henry and Mark, according to whom “knowledge
utilization in decision-making is not automatic” implying that “a deliberate and committed
strategy is required from organizations in order to move beyond sporadic successes”
(2003, p. 298). This lesson sounds very relevant to the conclusions of this exercise, as part
of which we collected anecdotal use success evidence from certain users, but where others
reported not knowing whether evaluation had really been used, or strongly believing that
more could be done to generate more use. Overall, in the UN system, evaluation use does
not yet appear to take place systematically.

2. Defining evaluation use

18.  The literature reviewed, by and large, explores the roots of this under-use, as well as
options to rectify the problem. Before we discuss the factors that support or hinder use, we
need to introduce a few definitional concepts around evaluation use that will support our
discussion. We start by adopting this definition of evaluation use:

“Evaluation use, or evaluation utilization, occurs when evaluation
information in the form of findings, or evaluation practice, has influence on
the actions or thoughts of stakeholders.” (Alkin, 2005, p. 143 in Alkhalaf
2007, p.8).”





19.  Researchers disagree about the specific meanings of ‘use’ and ‘utilization’. Some
“believe that the term ‘use’ implies direct use of evaluation findings”, in opposition to
‘utilization’, which refers to “a dynamic process that occurs overtime” (Patton, 2008, p. 107
in Alkhalaf 2007). Others claim this opposite, saying that “utilization holds linguistic
connotations related to direct and instrumental use only” (King, 1982, Weiss, 1980 in
Alkhalaf, 2007). The debate is still out on which of ‘use’ or ‘utilization’ is narrower in sense,
focusing only on direct action - like the implementation of recommendations - and not
incorporating learning-oriented outcomes, such as knowledge creation, in its definition. As
a solution to this debate, Kirkhart suggested substituting the term ‘use’ and ‘utilization’
with ‘influence’, a term he meant to better capture all types of uses, both direct and
indirect, action-oriented and learning-oriented (Kirkhart, 2000, p.7).

20. In this document, we abstract from this theoretical debate and choose to use the
term ‘use’, which we intend to capture all types of evaluation influence discussed above

3. Different purposes of evaluation

21.  The literature often makes the distinction between ‘accountability-driven’ and
‘learning-driven’ evaluations - two different purposes of evaluation (Laubli Loud and
Mayne 2014, p. 6). According to most authors, whether an evaluation is driven by
accountability or learning purposes influences the configuration of the evaluation, as well
as the type of use that will come out of it. Accountability-driven evaluations are described
as being less typically conducive to use, whereas learning-driven evaluations are more
likely to engender instrumental and conceptual use (de Laat in Laubli Loud and Mayne;
Hawkins in Laubli Loud and Mayne 2014; Patton 2008). For the purpose of this project,
while we do discuss accountability-driven evaluations, we put a greater emphasis on
learning-drive evaluations, as these are more typically associated with use.

From our data:

22.  Survey responses make it clear that accountability is still the main driver of
evaluations in most agencies. The most frequent response to the question “in your
organization, what percentage of evaluations are done for accountability purposes, and
what percentage for learning purposes?” was 60%/40%. When asked about the context in
which evaluations are commissioned, the most popular factor for the commissioning of an
evaluation (with more than 60% the respondents agreeing) was that evidence on results or
performance was needed - this again shows the prominence of accountability-focused
evaluations.





23. On the other hand, half the respondents also agreed that evaluations were
commissioned when programmatic improvements needed to be identified, showing strong
intended use for those potential evaluations. Indeed, while accountability-driven
evaluations also have the potential to be used, they are typically not as well designed for
that purpose, thereby reducing their use potential.

3. Users and types of use

24. It is widely recognized that evaluation can have multiple types of use (Laubli Loud
and Mayne, 2014, p.3). Comprehensive typologies of evaluation use feature several types
of use?, for example including types of political evaluation uses and misuse. As part of this
report, we chose to focus on three direct types of use, with a greater emphasis on
instrumental use:

I.  Instrumental use
II.  Conceptual use
I11. Process use

Instrumental Use

25.  The widely known use type is ‘instrumental use’, or what can most simply be labeled
‘direct use’; it is the most commonly referred to type of evaluation use, and what most
people think about when referring to evaluation use. In the UN system, it can be easily
conceptualized as the adoption and implementation of an evaluation recommendation.

Conceptual Use

26.  Conceptual use happens “when an evaluation influences how key people think about
a program or policy; they understand it better in some significant way, but no action or
decision flows from the findings” (Patton 2008, p.103). It happens when evaluation
findings provide a new way of thinking about an issue, new insights into a program, but do
not generate any specific action or change. In the UN system, this relates to the evolving
conceptualization and understanding of those who design strategies and programs.

2 We recommend consulting Patton’s typology of use, (2008, pp. 112-113), which is very
comprehensive.
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Process Use

27.  Process use “refers to cognitive, behavioral, program, and organizational changes
resulting, either directly or indirectly, from engagement in the evaluation process and
learning to think evaluatively” (Patton 2008, p. 108). It occurs when stakeholders “learn
from the evaluation process itself or make program changes based on the evaluation
process rather than findings” (Ibid, p. 109). In the UN system this mainly relates to changes
to implementation or programming implemented as a result of the discussions between the
evaluation team and the key stakeholders.

Different evaluation users

28.  The literature largely identifies several types of users. For the purpose of this
exercise, we chose to focus on two types of users most commonly encountered in the UN
System

I People who have decision authority over the program, including other policy
makers, funders, and advisory boards (Definition based on Greene, 2006 in
Patton, 2008, p. 61)

29. In the UN context, this user group is composed of Senior Management, Governing
Bodies, Donors and Partner Governments. It is responsible for approving evaluation
recommendations, and is ultimately responsible for their implementation.

[I. People who have direct responsibility for the program, including program
developers, administrators in the organization implementing the program,
program managers, and direct service staff (Definition based on Greene (2006;
Patton, 2008, p. 61))

30. In the UN context, this user group is composed of program staff. This group
responsible supporting the evaluation process with and for taking action to implement the
recommendations approved by senior decision-makers.

31. According to Patton (2008) and Carden (2009), every evaluation should very
clearly define its primary intended users. They are defined as “those specific stakeholders
selected to work with the evaluator throughout the evaluation to focus the evaluation,
participate in making design and methods decisions, and interpret results to assure that
the evaluation is useful, meaningful, relevant, and credible. Primary intended users
represent key and diverse stakeholder constituencies and have responsibility for
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transmitting evaluation findings to those constituencies for use” (Patton 2008, p. 72). In
the UN system, the primary intended users of evaluation are most often individuals from
the second group mentioned above, those who have responsibility for and knowledge of
the programs being evaluated.

From our data:

32. In the UN system, donors tend to initiate a lot of the evaluations. More than half our
survey respondents stated that ‘when donors request it’ was one of the main factors behind
the commissioning of evaluations. That being said, the most frequently cited primary users
of evaluation were Program Staff (about 50% of respondents), followed by Management
and Senior Management (about 20% each). Interestingly, the respondents who listed
Senior Management as primary users were among the most likely to rate evaluation in
their organization as either ‘High’ or ‘Low’. Similarly, most frequently cited reasons for use
were for ‘program improvements’ and ‘strategic decision-making’. This is positive, as
primary users largely appear to be stakeholders with power to act upon findings and
recommendations. Those who report using evaluation results for operational,
programmatic, project planning and design are about 50% less likely to report low use
from evaluation.

4, Use factors

33. A myriad of factors facilitating evaluation use are discussed in the literature - we in
fact found over 100 factors across more than 20 sources3. We attempted to simplify the
literature by grouping those 100 factors together and, as a result, produced the following
summary of use factors. We isolated eight individual use factors, which we grouped in two
categories: factors related to the context of the evaluation, and factors related to the
evaluation activities. These eight factors formed the basis of the conceptual framework
used for the data collection exercise undertaken in this project. Those interested in the full
conceptual framework can find more detail in Appendix 2.

Context in which the evaluation takes place

Evaluation culture

Organizational structure and incentives

Characteristics specific to the evaluation activity

Evaluation activities

3 Full bibliography available in the Bibliography Section
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Evaluation design and process

User/stakeholder involvement

Evaluator qualities

Evaluation product

Post-evaluation process

34.  While the table above demonstrates well the range of factors that can affect
evaluation use, we found our respondents usually did not appear to think all those factors
were equally meaningful. For example, user/stakeholder involvement was very strongly
stressed by our respondents, but the organizational structure and incentives as a whole
was barely ever mentioned - respondents instead focused on the more specific issue of
independence and its impact on the evaluation process and product.

35. While we originally intended to use the framework above as the basis for our main
discussion we decided to change course and, instead, to focus on some of the messages that
emerged very strongly from the data we collected. Some of those messages are very closely
related to one of the factors listed above, but others are not. The following section
describes the key messages we received from our respondents.
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Key Messages for Use

36.  As discussed above in the previous section, the literature proposes several potential
key factors for evaluation use. However, we found that those factors were not necessarily
the most meaningful in explaining use in the United Nations system.

37.  The following section of the report describes the six key messages our respondents
considered to be most meaningful and relevant in supporting evaluation use in the United
Nations system. Below, we present those messages, and discuss how they are linked to the
use factors and mechanisms most commonly discussed in the evaluation literature.

Our Key Messages

1. Users and stakeholders should be involved and consulted throughout the
evaluation process.

2. The support of Senior Decision-Makers is key, and so is their commitment to
implementing the recommendations.

3. Evaluators need to ensure recommendations are accurate, feasible and relevant.
4. Maintaining independence while remaining close to the realities of the agency

can be challenging.

5. Management responses and follow-up processes must take place and be
adequately supported.

6. More needs to be done to share findings and enable cross-organizational
learning.

38. Those messages relate to various use factors. Those factors are relevant at different
stages of the evaluation process, and they together make up a chain of actions, processes
and circumstances that must be in place to ensure evaluation is used. Indeed, each of these
components is necessary to secure evaluation use.

39. In the following section, we discuss each of the Key Messages and their importance.
Those key messages were extracted from the data we collected, and are therefore most
relevant to evaluation use in the UN system. For each key message, we provide a visual
representation and a written description of the most important mechanisms linking the
component discussed to evaluation use. Please note that we do not attempt to

represent the full landscape of factors influencing use. Rather, we focus on some of the

components that our respondents flagged as having the greatest ability to generate more

use in the UN system. For each key message, in addition to a description, we also provide
supportive evidence using data collected as part of the UNEG S02 exercise.
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Key Message 1

Users and stakeholders should be involved and consulted throughout
the evaluation process

Mechanisms at play

40. Evaluators have long known about the importance of involving users and
stakeholders in the evaluation process. This has been a focus of the evaluation literature for
the past decades, and the message seems to have been understood. There are several
reasons why stakeholders should be involved in all aspects of the evaluation process. First,
their involvement and consultation means they develop more ownership over the findings.
Second, the consultation process improves the quality of the recommendations. Third,
consultations and engagement increase process use.

Through consultation,
more ownership over

findings

Higher likelihood
of implementation

More

Evaluators i instrumental
Evaluator chooses More diverse Recommendanor?s are use
to consult users and complete better more accurate, feasible and
and stakeholders data is collected undz(rf;?e”x‘: the relevant

Users and
stakeholders learn
about their
program/project

Users and
stakeholders reflect
on their program/
project

More
process use

I. When consulted, users and stakeholders develop more ownership over
findings

41. When involved in defining the evaluation activities, asked to contribute data and
information, and engaged in discussing the findings, it is only normal that most
stakeholders will develop a greater sense of ownership over the findings. This is especially
important when those stakeholders include intended users of the evaluation findings, as
their greater feeling of ownership can go a long way in improving the buy-in to and
implementation of the recommendations suggested by the evaluators.
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II. By enabling evaluators to collect better data and better understand the
context, the consultation process improves the quality of the
recommendations.

42.  Involving stakeholders is necessary to collect good information about the projects,
programs, policies or organizations being evaluated. It is a necessary step for evaluators to
better understand the program’s context and to come to valid conclusions and make useful
recommendations.

43. The way in which stakeholders are engaged makes a difference. It is usually
recommended to start involving stakeholders at the TOR development stage, thereby
ensuring that relevant and useful evaluation questions are developed, and all potential
monitoring data is included in the data collection plan. This gives evaluators better insights
and ultimately makes recommendations more accurate, feasible and relevant. As a result,
recommendations are more likely to be adopted.

III. Consultations and engagement increases process use

44.  Stakeholder involvement is necessary for process use to take place. While process
use has not been a focus of the report so far, it is considered an important aspect of
evaluation use, and one that can only happens when stakeholders are involved in the
evaluation process and lessons are shared with them along the way - this enables
knowledge transfer to take place during all stages of the evaluation.

45.  Another advantage of stakeholder involvement in the evaluation process is the
opportunity to profile the evaluation methods. This can contribute to stakeholders better
understanding and applying evaluative approaches as part of a more ‘scientific approach’
to program design and internal performance assessment.

46.  Process use happens when users and stakeholders reflect on their experience as
part of the evaluation process, and learn from their engagement in the evaluation. One of
our interviewees confirmed:

While the final report often does not come as a big bang, it has been the many moments
prior to the actual finalization of the report that have brought about change. Therefore: the
engagement strategy prior to and during the evaluation process may present precious
insights.”
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Data

47.  90% of UN survey respondents rated stakeholder involvement as being an
‘important’ or ‘very important’ factor for use. Approximately two thirds of them confirmed
that stakeholders are systematically engaged in the evaluation process, and about the same
number confirmed that those stakeholders are usually systematically made aware of the
evaluation process. Those are very encouraging numbers presenting a good picture of
stakeholder involvement across the UN system: while stakeholders might not be
universally involved, most agree that this is something important that should always be
done. This message was very strongly conveyed by evaluation practitioners in the open-
ended questions about how to improve the use of evaluation: several mentioned the
importance of collaborating with stakeholders and empowering them by increasing their
awareness of evaluation findings.

48.  Our interviewees largely mirrored the message we gathered from the survey data.
They universally agreed that that stakeholders need to be involved from the beginning and
throughout the evaluation to ensure use and buy-in. In addition, most agreed that the
evaluation should be participatory at all stages. Despite this virtually universal consensus
that knowledge transfer should take place during the evaluation, several interviewees
reported instances (sometimes many) of findings being shared with intended users and
important stakeholders only at the end of an evaluation, either in the final report or the
dissemination workshop. Interviewees reported this lack of stakeholder involvement to be
more common for accountability-driven evaluations. However, even for accountability-
driven evaluations, stakeholder engagement is important to get valid conclusions and
recommendations.

49.  One interviewee deplored that “It’s a failure of the evaluation if it only takes place at
the end”. Despite those reported instances where evaluations have not followed best
practice, most interviewees reported a sense that UN evaluations were getting better at
including stakeholders. For example, the Independent Evaluation Office at the Global
Environmental Facility is currently taking the initiative to reform its evaluation processes
to make sure stakeholder engagement takes place more consistently.

Notes from the literature

50. As mentioned above, the literature largely supports the systematic involvement of
stakeholders at all stages of the evaluation process. One of the main supporters of this is
obviously Michael Quinn Patton, whose lifelong work on user-focused evaluation proposes
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a highly participation, stakeholder-focused approach to evaluation. Patton focuses on a
specific type of stakeholder: the primary intended user, which he defines as such:

Primary intended users of an evaluation are those specific stakeholders selected to work
with the evaluator throughout the evaluation to focus the evaluation, participate in
making design and methods decisions, and interpret results to assure that the evaluation
is useful, meaningful, relevant, and credible. Primary intended users represent key and
diverse stakeholder constituencies and have responsibility for transmitting evaluation
findings to those constituencies for use. (2008, p.72)

51.  Patton emphasizes the need for intended primary users to be very clearly defined at
the beginning of an evaluation, and engaged throughout the evaluation process. This is,
according to him, one of the best ways to ensure evaluation use. According to him,
“intended users are more likely to use evaluations if they understand and feel ownership of
the evaluation process and findings...”(2002, p. 1). Several other authors support and
demonstrate the importance of stakeholder involvement, including Alkhalaf (2007), Cullen
etal. (2011), Laubli Loud and Mayne (2014), Balthasar (2009) and Marra (2000).

52. Laubli Loud and Mayne propose rebranding evaluation more as a tool for
knowledge exchange instead of knowledge generation, thereby accentuating the
participatory focus of evaluation (2014, p.87). Alkin and Christie remind practitioners to
think about both the depth and the breadth of stakeholder involvement, emphasizing that
both are necessary for successful use (2005, p. 119).

53.  Many authors have shared their experience with stakeholder involvement. Marra
(2000, p. 33) shares:

“The best ways to encourage the use of evaluation findings have been to involve the
program staff in defining the study and helping to interpret results, and to produce
regular reports for the program staff whilst the study is in progress. As Weiss (1998b)
comments: ‘this kind of sustained interactivity transforms one-way reporting into
mutual learning’ (p.30).”

54.  Carden summarizes the point eloquently:
“We asked the users! And then we asked them again, and again, and stayed close to

them throughout the study. But we did not only question. As we asked, we also gave. The
value of the study emerged in these exchanges.” (2009, p.196)4

* Knowledge to Policy
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55.

Those experiences seem to have taken place within the UN system too, as the case

studies below demonstrate.

Relevant Case Studies

GEF - Country-level evaluations (3)

UN Women - Regional Mechanisms to Protect the Human Rights of Women and Girls
(9)

UNEP - Formative evaluation of the UNEP’s Program of Work (12)

UNEP - Midterm Evaluation of the Project for Ecosystem Services (13)
UNICEF - National Child Protection Agenda in Thailand (17)

UNICEF - Global Education Cluster (18)

UNICEF - Progress Evaluation of the Education in Emergencies and Post-Crisis
Transition Program (20)

UNRWA - Steering Committee (26)

UNRWA - Evaluation of Agency Medium Term Strategy (28)

WIPO - Knowledge Sharing Evaluation (32)

Discussion points

1.

3.

What can we learn from agencies that systematically engage and consult
stakeholders? Are there lessons to draw regarding which stakeholder engagement
practices are most appropriate to various environments and evaluation types?

What can we do to improve the involvement and consultation of users and
stakeholders in evaluations across the UN system?

Are there potential disadvantages to increased stakeholder participation in
evaluation that may undermine the delivery of a good quality evaluation report?

What makes stakeholder engagement meaningful in the evaluation process as
compared to pro-forma engagement
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Key Message 2

The support of senior decision-makers is key, and so is their
commitment to implementing the recommendations.

Mechanisms at play

56. In all organizations, support from the top helps drive change; the evaluation world
is no different. Within most UN agencies, evaluation offices are not well positioned to make
executive decisions, and often need to rely on champions outside of the evaluation office to
support their activities. Evaluation support from senior decision-makers helps (1)
strengthen the evaluation culture and (2) make management more receptive to evaluation
recommendations.

Evaluators
better

understand the
context

The evaluation takes place
in time to inform
management decisions

Stronger
evaluation >

Staff is more willing
to get involved in

culture evaluation activity

Recommendations are
more accurate, feasible and

relevant

Senior Management
holds staff accountable
to support evaluation

Senior Management
makes evaluation a
priority

Senior Management
supports evaluation

More
instrumental
use

A

[ Higher likelihood

of implementation

More
receptiveness to
recommendations

I. Senior management support helps strengthen the evaluation culture

57.  Beyond this simple championing or endorsement of evaluation activities, there is a
broader and more important role for senior decision-makers - senior management in
particular - to foster and support a strong evaluation culture. Without support from the
top, it is unlikely that a strong evaluation culture will emerge. This culture is important in
determining whether evaluations will be demanded or not, and the extent to which
stakeholders - in particular program staff - will engage in the process. Without such a
culture, staff is likely to be less willing to engage in the evaluation process, which reduces
the participatory component of the evaluation and, as a result, weakens the quality of the
recommendations generated.
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II. By making certain evaluation activities a priority, senior management
members encourage their teams to get more involved in evaluation.

58.  When evaluations happen in time to support the planning of or decision-making
process for a high-priority activity, senior management is more likely to support the
evaluation. It is also more likely to make supporting the evaluation a priority for their staff,
and to hold them accountable to devoting enough time and energy to the evaluation
activities. Because of this ‘pressure from above’, staff members are more likely to get
involved in the evaluation activities which, as we just described in the section above,
greatly supports evaluation use.

III. When Senior management supports evaluation, they tend to be more
receptive to evaluation recommendations

59. It is likely that decision-makers who support evaluation activities are more
receptive to the recommendations that come out of evaluation activities. Indeed, their
positive inclination towards evaluation and evaluators, and their good understanding of the
evaluation process and potential benefits makes them more inclined to trust and embrace
evaluation recommendations. This ultimately increases the likelihood that those
recommendations be adopted.

Data

60.  While survey respondents listed stakeholder engagement as the most important
way to ensure relevant and useful findings, they reported senior management support as
the most important factor in helping to implement evaluation recommendations. 40% of
respondents - and 50% of practitioners - listed “Management leadership buy-in for
evaluation” as one of the main incentives to use evaluations for decision-making processes.

61. About 80% of respondents reported the evaluation culture to be either an
‘important’ or a ‘very important’ factor for use. In their open comments, they stressed how
Senior Management plays a key role is fostering a strong evaluation culture, and how their
“visible commitment, buy-in and proactive support are critical to ensuring that priority is
given to effective evaluation”.

62.  Despite this reported importance, it appears senior management is not always well-
informed about evaluation and, as a result, does not support and demand it enough. This
message was very strongly conveyed by immediate and intermediate users in the open-
ended questions about how to improve the use of evaluation, and by interviewees when
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asked about things that could improve evaluation use. One interviewee reported not
thinking “that Senior Management really takes the hard recommendations to the table”,
while another claimed that “too often the senior most executive of any given UN entity is
unwilling to listen and take action on the basis of these evaluations”. Overall, they reported
low use among senior decision-makers.

63.  There was unfortunately no interview question that specifically asked about the role
of senior decision-makers in enabling use. Nonetheless, we managed to gather several
comments about the evaluation culture at large. Many interviewees reported working in an
organization with a very positive, enabling evaluation culture. However, others noted
severe flaws in their organization’s evaluation culture, in which project managers still feel
threated by evaluations. They recommended “a friendlier and less punitive strategy should
be used”. On a similar note, a few interviewees admitted that several high-level users were
still confused about the distinction between audit and evaluation, which exacerbated this
‘fear’ of evaluation, and reluctance to use it more. Another interviewee reported the same
problem, but suggested those high-level users needed to be ‘educated’ about evaluation in
order allow them to become more supportive of evaluation activities, and to make good use
of evaluation findings.

Notes from the literature

64.  The literature broadly supports our key message. Patton describes the ‘personal
factor’ as the most important factor for use.

“The personal factor is the presence of an identifiable individual or group of people
who personally care about the evaluation and the findings it generates.” (2008, p.66)

65. In the case of the United Nations, it would appear that the group of people who
personally case about the evaluation needs to be Senior Management, and that their
support makes a very large difference to evaluation use. The support of senior decision-
makers matters a lot in other contexts; for example, in a 2011 study of several foundations,
Thompson and Patrizi found that, when evaluation was under the leadership of the CEO, a
lot more attention was paid to the findings.

66.  The literature on use also frequently mentions the evaluation culture - which we
have established is largely influenced by the attitude of senior decision-makers towards
evaluation - as an important factor of influence for use. Hawkins discusses the importance
of the evaluation culture in influencing “the degree of support for evaluation” (in Laubli
Loud and Mayne, 2014, p.48). They describe a strong evaluation culture as having the
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following characteristics: (1) Engages in self-reflection and self-examination; (2) Engages
in evidence-based learning; (3) Encourages experimentation and change and (4)
Encourages public reporting on its performance. While we are not in measure to assess the
strength of evaluation culture across UN agencies, it does appear that the organizational
context differs quite substantially across agencies and that this might influence evaluation
use.

67. A strong evaluation culture serves several purposes. Evaluation culture helps
ensuring staff and stakeholders engage in the evaluation process. It also supports the
development of a more rigorous approach to integrated performance measurement within
an organization. Overall, it increases the willingness of an organization to engage in
evaluative activities, performance assessments, and learning-oriented activities more
generally.

68.  Finally, parts of the literature stress the importance of the presence of an evaluation
policy (Hergueta, Schur and Thapa in Laubli Loud and Mayne, 2014, pp. 175-195).
Interestingly, there isn’t something that comes out from our study at all. In fact, only one
interviewee mentioned the evaluation policy, and, in the survey, the presence of an
evaluation was the suggested factor that received the lowest average rating from our
respondents.

Relevant case studies

e ESCAP - Trust Fund for Tsunami (1)

e ICAO- Evaluation of Results Based Management (5)

e UNESCO - Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard-setting Work of the Culture Sector (14)

e UNICEF - Independent Review of UNICEF's Operational Response to the January
2010 Earthquake in Haiti (19)

e UNRWA - Steering Committee (26)

e UNRWA - Evaluation of Agency Medium Term Strategy (28)

e WFP - Transition from food aid to food assistance (29)

e WFP - Food Assistance in Bangladesh (30)

Discussion points

1. What are effective strategies to increase the support of senior decision-makers for
evaluation activities?

2. In cases where there is no support, what can be done to ensure effective use?
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Key Message 3

Evaluators need to ensure recommendations are feasible and relevant.

Mechanisms at play

69. Leaving aside process use, if evaluation is ever going to be useful, it needs to
generate relevant and feasible recommendations. In other words, high quality
recommendations are a prerequisite for most types of use. Indeed, higher-quality
recommendations increase the likelihood that they will be accepted and implemented, and
thereby increase the potential use of an evaluation.

70.  However, proposing high-quality recommendations is not easy and depends on
several other factors. Most importantly, it depends on (1) user/stakeholder involvement;
(2) the presence of a high-quality evaluation methodology and (3) the presence of high-
quality evaluators.

High-quality evaluatlon
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evaluators more accurate, feasible and J » instrumental

use

T~ e

Higher likelihood
of implementation

understand the

Evaluators better
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The quality of the evaluation process influences the quality of the
recommendations

71.  Good recommendations can only emerge as the outcome of a quality evaluation
process; unskilled evaluators asking the wrong questions, not engaging stakeholders, or
inferring the wrong conclusions from data would be unlikely to come to quality
recommendations.
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72.  The quality of the evaluation process has several components, and does not have a
standardized definition. We define a ‘quality evaluation process’ as having an appropriate
methodology and as producing timely recommendations.

73.  We would like to stress that the nature of the methodology chosen does not matter;
the appropriate methodology should always be defined in relation to the context, the
expertise of the evaluators, and the evaluation questions to be answered. While rigor is
always important, there is not a single ‘gold standard method’ - both quantitative and
qualitative analytical tools can be adopted to best suit the specific evaluation activity.

74.  Timeliness is another component of a quality process that is essential to ensuring
the relevance of an evaluation. Timeliness partially refers to the completion of the
evaluation activities on time. More importantly, timeliness is about ensuring evaluation
activities are aligned with the programming cycle and the recommendations can feed into
the decision-making process for the future of the program.

II. The quality of the evaluators influences the quality of the recommendations

75.  Some might argue that the quality of the evaluation process is closely related to the
quality of the evaluators; we agree, but chose to discuss the quality of the evaluators as a
separate component. As discussed above, good recommendations can only emerge as the
outcome of a quality evaluation process. This requires good evaluators. The feasibility of
recommendations is strongly contingent on the evaluators’ understanding of the realities of
the organization taking part in the evaluation, and their internalization of the various
constraints - timely, budgetary and otherwise - that could influence the uptake of their
recommendations.

III. Evaluators need to understand the context of their evaluation

76.  Even good evaluators must ensure they understand the challenges, opportunities,
priorities and constraints of the context of the activity they are evaluating. Such insights
typically come out of regular engagement with intended users and stakeholders, which
we've already mentioned above as being one of the most important success factors for use.
Involving stakeholders is a necessary step for evaluators to better understand the
evaluation context, come to valid conclusions and make useful recommendations.
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Data

77.  Perhaps because it is a message appearing self-evident to most, data is scarcer on
this topic. From the survey, we learn that the quality of the evaluation was considered the
most important factor supporting use. In fact, all survey respondents rated the ‘quality of
the evaluation’ as either ‘very important’ or ‘important’. While ‘quality’ remains a vague
concept, as we explained above, we believe that the quality of the evaluation is very much a
function of the quality of the evaluators and the quality of the process, which in turn
produce high-quality recommendations.

78.  Once again, reality does not seem to reflect this ideal. Survey respondents and
interviews reported believing that the quality of the recommendations makes a very large
difference to use, and there is a consensus around the importance of sufficient time spent
fine-tuning recommendations. However, several of them reported that, in the words of one
respondent, “the evaluators are sometimes disconnected from the realities of the
Organization and make recommendations that are not implementable”. In addition, some
respondents deplore the fact that some evaluators hired simply were not as skilled as they
should have been, which ended up hurting the evaluation process. Interviewees suggested
having a more thorough performance review at the Inception Report stage, and improving
UN efforts at recruiting both internal and external evaluators.

Notes from the literature

79.  This is not a topic much discussed in the literature - the quality of the evaluation
process seems to be generally recognized as a ‘no-brainer’ factor in supporting use.
Hawkins confirms that “the quality of the end products of an evaluation is largely
dependent on a good quality process” (in Laubli Loud and Mayne 2014, p.43). De Laat and
Williams also stress the importance of timeliness: “Without exception, the timeliness of
evaluations and evaluation planning in relation to the program or policy cycle turned out to
be the most crucial factor for all types of evaluation use” (ibid, p.158). This also comes
through our data, although not a very strong message - one of those ‘obvious’ factors that is
generally agreed upon and is considered not to deserve any further attention.

Relevant case studies

e ESCAP - Trust Fund for Tsunami (1)

e ILO - Better Factories in Cambodia (6)

e UN WOMEN - Kenya Evaluation of the Gender and Governance Program (10)
e UNEP - Formative evaluation of the UNEP’s Program of Work (12)
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e UNICEF - National Child Protection Agenda in Thailand (17)
e UNRWA - Background Paper (25)
e WIPO: Recommendations from 10D evaluation reports (33)

Discussion points

1. What is the relationship between the various components of ‘evaluation quality’ (quality
evaluators, quality process, timeliness...)? Are they all necessary for the production of good
recommendations, or are they rather complementary?
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Key Message 4

Maintaining independence while remaining close to the realities of the
agency can be challenging.

Mechanisms at play

80.  Most professional evaluators agree that evaluation independence is a useful and
fundamental principle of evaluation. All over the world, independence as a key criterion for
evaluation quality appears to be gaining momentum. Independence is core principle of the
OECD DAC Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, and international organizations
- UN and others - are increasingly setting up Independent Evaluation Offices.

81. Independence enhances the impartiality and credibility of evaluations, thereby
increasing the trust in and support for the recommendations that come out of evaluations.
However, agencies moving towards greater independence face the risk of reducing the
evaluators’ understanding of the context they are evaluating, thereby making
recommendations less feasible and relevant. Those mechanisms are explored in greater
detail below.
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I. Independence of the evaluation - or of the evaluation functions - enhances the
impartiality and credibility of evaluation activities

82. The rationale behind having an independent evaluation function is clear;
independence gives impartiality and credibility to the evaluation process and results. Users
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of evaluations, and more specifically senior decision-makers, might have more trust in the
evaluation findings from an independent process and, as a result, be more likely to
implement the evaluation recommendations. Indeed, a lack of perceived independence can
easily be used as a reason to dismiss evaluation findings on the grounds of them not being
sufficiently credible.

83.  Similarly, the independence of the evaluation function allows evaluators to ask
senior management to enforce recommendations, again increasing the likelihood that
recommendations will be implemented. Finally, setting up an independence evaluation unit
can act as a signal recognizing the importance of the evaluation function within an
organization.

II. Independence could reduce evaluators’ understanding of the context in which
their evaluation takes place, and staff ownership over the evaluation process.

84. On the other hand, independence also has drawbacks, often due to the fact that
‘truly independent’ evaluations are also external. First, external evaluators do not have as
much organizational or program knowledge as internal evaluators, therefore reducing their
ability to understand the activity or program being evaluated. Externally generated
recommendations are often said to be less well informed, less relevant, and less feasible as
evaluators do not always understand internal resource constraints. As we have seen above,
relevant and feasible recommendations appear to be one of the backbones of useful
evaluations. Those who believe that independent evaluations are less likely to generate
relevant and feasible findings therefore believe that independent evaluations, by nature,
have less use potential.

85.  Second, program staff and senior decision-makers typically have less ownership
over independent evaluations, as they were not involved in the commissioning of the
evaluation. As a result, it is more frequent for them to see evaluations as an external
imposition. They might therefore be uninterested in the results and/or unwilling to
contribute to the evaluation process, thereby reducing the quality of the recommendations
and the willingness to consider and adopt recommendations.

Data
86. Interestingly, there appeared to be overall agreement on the role of independence

within individual agencies, but not across agencies. This seems to indicate that an agency’s
evaluation culture influences practitioners’ and users’ opinions on this matter.

29





87.  Most respondents agreed that the independence of evaluators is significantly
important - above 90% rated independence as being either an ‘important’ or a ‘very
important’ factor for use. About 60% of those considering independence to be important
rated it as ‘important’, and 40% rated it as ‘very important’. Interestingly, among our
respondents who are intermediate users (Senior Management, Donors, Governing body),
more than 80% rated independence as being ‘very important’. It does appear that senior
decision-makers believe in the independence of evaluation a lot more than evaluation
practitioners, only 30% of which rated independence as being ‘very important’.

88. Interviewees were also divided on this topic. One interviewee supported the data
we presented above, claiming “many evaluators claim it's (independence) not that
important, but that many stakeholders see it as important”. One interviewee expressed his
disagreement with the sanctity of independence, and explained that “the evaluators are
sometimes disconnected from the realities of the Organization and make recommendations
that are not implementable.” On the other hand, one of the (intermediate user)
respondents claimed he “could not imagine how non-independent evaluations could ever
be useful”.

89.  While several respondents did recognize the presence of a tradeoff between
independence and the usefulness of recommendations, many others did not seem to think
such a tradeoff existed. On the one hand, they agree that evaluations must have a certain
level of freedom of expression but, on the other, they think that it is absolutely essential for
evaluators to understand the context very well. It appears that this trade-off, if real, has not
necessarily been internalized, or recognized, by most.

90. In open-ended questions of the survey, some of our respondents shared more
detailed opinions about independence, for example stressing the fact that independence
might be more necessary for accountability-focused evaluations than for learning-focused
evaluations.

Notes from the literature

91.  Overall, the literature supports the idea that this is a difficult topic without a clear
answer. Most recognize that “the institutional arrangements for the planning and
implementation of evaluations have a decisive influence on their utilization” (Balthasar
2009).
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92. In the New Zealand setting she describes, Hawkins (in Laubli Loud and Mayne,
2014, p. 38) defines independence as “the ability of evaluators to “speak truth to power”
without being compromised by the competing demands of policy and operation managers
oriented toward meeting the demands of their executive team members, who in turn are
focused on directives form their political leaders”. She also recognizes that “sustaining full
independence without becoming too remote from policy and practice realities - as well as
remaining relevant and useful - is a significant challenge” (Ibid, p. 41). According to her,
there is a tradeoff between making feasible recommendations and remaining independent.

93.  De Laat proposes a useful framework to better understand the interplay between
independence and usefulness. He points out that external evaluations can easily loose their
independence, and that internal evaluators might actually provide less biased findings (in
Laubli Loud and Maybe, 2014, p. 19).

Relevant case studies

e UNICEF - Independent Review of UNICEF's Operational Response to the January
2010 Earthquake in Haiti (19)
e UNRWA - Background Paper (25)

Discussion points

1. What are effective strategies that Independent Evaluation Offices in the UN have
adopted to ensure independent evaluators do not become too remote from the
reality of those they are evaluating?

2. What are effective strategies that evaluation units without an independent status
have adopted to boost their impartiality and credibility?
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Key Message 5

Management responses and follow-up processes must take place and be
adequately supported.

Mechanisms at play

94. In the United Nations system, the most important mechanism for the
implementation of evaluation recommendations is the Management Response, as well as its
associated follow-up process. Many UN organizations appear to have standardized,
systematic ways to produce management responses. However, this does not yet seem to be
universal.

95.  Standard 1.4 of the UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation in the UN System
suggests that, “UN organizations should ensure appropriate evaluation follow-up
mechanisms and have an explicit disclosure policy” to ensure that evaluation
recommendations are utilized and implemented. Standard 3.17 states, “Evaluation
requires an explicit response by the governing authorities and management addressed by
its recommendations”. In a 2010 document titled “UNEG Good Practice Guidelines for
Follow up to Evaluations”, the UNEG suggested a few elements of good practice for
management responses. Those include (1) increasing the level of ownership of the
evaluation findings prior to the MR; (2) clearly defining roles and responsibilities; (3)
agreeing a deadline for the response; (4) nominating a focal point to coordinate the
management response; (5) providing support by showing good examples of MRs and (6)
ensuring it is clear whether Management accepts or rejects the recommendations.

96.  Systematic management responses and follow up processes increase the likelihood
of implementation.
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97.  Processes for management responses and follow up ensure there is a systematic
way to nudge the organization into implementing the changes proposed in evaluations, and
prevents uncomfortable findings and recommendations to go unaddressed or swept under
the carpet.

I. Management responses and follow up processes keep senior management
accountable to implement evaluation recommendations

98. Because progress against implementation is periodically revised, senior
management is asked to account for the progress - or lack thereof - in implementation,
which gives them incentives to take action towards implementation.

II. Management responses and follow up processes create a ‘name and shame’
dynamic encouraging implementation

99.  Senior management’s progress against the implementation of the recommendations
is highly visible, leading to a ‘name and shame’ dynamic whereby those managers having
failed to implement accepted recommendations get fingers pointed at. Wishing to avoid
that, managers usually chose to take action and implement recommendations.

III. Management responses and follow up processes give managers reminders about
outstanding recommendations.

100. Busy managers tend to have a lot on their plate, and might not be constantly aware
of all the recommendations they or their predecessors might have committed to
implementing. For that reason, follow-up processes are useful in reminding them of
outstanding recommendations, thereby increasing the likelihood of those
recommendations ever materializing.

Data

101. Over 80% of survey respondents agreed that the follow-up to an evaluation is one of
the factors most determining whether evaluation is used or not. However, only 50% of
respondents agreed that “there is a reliable follow up process to the evaluation
recommendations after an evaluation is finalized”. A higher share - about 70% - agree that
the “management responses are reviewed by senior management/governing bodies”, and
only little under half report that the “evaluation reports are discussed in-depth by senior
decision-makers”. As a matter of fact, in many agencies, it is still not mandatory for there to
be a follow-up to all evaluations, and the follow-up process is often not been applied
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consistently. One of our interviewees suggested that follow-up responsibilities needed to
be more clearly defined.

102. All interviewees appeared to agree that Management Responses are very useful in
enabling use. They reported varying practices in implementing management responses:
some report systematic, serious consideration of recommendations, while others report
“no evidence that the evaluation has been taken seriously by senior management”. Others
warned against Management Responses being taken too lighting - “management response
without follow-up and strong buy-in does not ensure that agreed recommendations get
implemented.

103. Finally, many reported finding it difficult track recommendation implementation.
For example, a board member we interviewed said he’d like to know more about the extent
to which past evaluation recommendations had been implemented, but didn’t know how to
find this information. Indeed, there appears to be currently widely differing practices
regarding the tracking of recommendation adoption and implementation. A best practice
case is this regard is the GEF, which maintains a Management Action Record, and submits
an overview to the Council annually in the GEF Annual Performance Report.

Notes from the literature

104. As Management Responses are very UN-centric, there is very little literature on this
topic. However, as mentioned above, the UNEG has conducted on this topic and produced a
document titled “UNEG Good Practice Guidelines for Follow up to Evaluations”, in which
elements of good practice for management responses are proposed. This is obviously very
UN-centric but does support our key message, in addition to providing guidance to
organizations wanting to improve their post-evaluation practices.

Relevant case studies

e UNFPA - Joint Evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF Joint Program on Female Genital
Mutilation (16)
e UNRWA - Interactive Recommendation Follow up (27)

Discussion points

1. What effective strategies have been adopted to strengthen the management
responses and follow-up processes? Have those been associated with more use.
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Key Message 6

More needs to be done to share findings and enable cross-organizational
learning.

Mechanisms at play

105. Generally, lessons learnt as part of evaluation activities tend to stay locked within an
organization, either as part of their knowledge management systems or as part of their
staff’s institutional memory. In this context, freeing up lessons and findings from the
confines of the individual organization would create the possibility of evaluations being
used outside the agency in which they took place.

More use
outside the
agency

Evaluators define lessons Relevant lessons
and disseminate them are accessible to
outside the organisation outsiders

Evaluations have
been completed

I. Evaluation use can be expanded if more than the primary intended users have
access to lessons and findings relevant to them.

106. The more is done to reach all potential users - a group that might go far beyond the
immediate stakeholders - the more potential use can be generated out of an evaluation
activity. The kind of use likely to be generated through a wider dissemination is more likely
to be of the ‘learning’ or ‘enlightenment’ types of uses, and less probably ‘instrumental’ use.
To enable more cross-organizational learning, simple attempts to better target
dissemination efforts, and to ensure that evaluation lessons from completed evaluations
are really accessible to external stakeholders, can make a large difference.

107. Evaluation practitioners should be encouraged to make a conscious effort to
develop findings lessons that might be relevant and applicable outside the immediate
evaluation stakeholders and outside the organization. Those lessons could potentially
strengthen learning across teams, themes and organizations.

Data
108. Many respondents reported not knowing where to find evaluation reports, even

though most agencies seem to have a central repository (often even public) for evaluations.
Many interviewees mentioned how the learning components of evaluations could be
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strengthened by the evaluation office by more actively disseminating the lessons coming
out of evaluations and thereby enable cross-program, cross-thematic and even cross-
organizational learning. One interviewee actually suggested that a new requirement
should be put in place for new projects to take stock of previous evaluation findings on the
topic.

109. A respondent claimed that, at this moment, this does not take place as “nobody feels
responsible for extracting lessons”. Indeed, while there are repositories for evaluation
reports, there appears to be no easy way to access ‘lessons learnt’, which might be one of
the most useful transferable components of evaluations. Taking a first step towards more
and better evaluation learning, the UNDP knowledge management is currently planning to
create a ‘lessons learnt’ database, which might enable a wider dissemination of useful
evaluation lessons. Similarly, UNEP did some work to better define lessons and enable
sharing of them by preparing a ‘Framework of Lessons from Evaluation>.

Notes from the literature

110. The literature does not focus on ensuring cross-organizational learning, but on
improving dissemination more broadly. Myers claims that “dissemination, just like
evaluation, is something that needs to be planned. A strategy that identifies the audiences
for the sharing of evaluation findings, considers appropriate methods to achieve this, and
develops appropriate time lines for it to be achieved will ensure a successful conclusion to
this part of the evaluation journey” (2004, p.22). Sklar (supports an active dissemination
approach, which uses meetings supplemented by shortened reports as its main tools (2010,

p.v).

Relevant Case Studies

e [OM - Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming (8)
e UNRWA - Evaluation of Agency Medium Term Strategy (28)

Discussion points

1. How could a tool or platform be designed to better support cross-organizational
learning? What type of information should be shared? What would the best format
for lesson sharing be?

> http://www.unep.org/eou/Portals/52/Reports/Lessons%20Learned%20rpt.pdf
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2. In the context of information overload and generally thin evaluation capacity, would
evaluators, program staff and senior decision-makers actually have time to consult
such a tool? In other words, would the tool be used?
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Next Steps & Future Research

111. The messages we defined are for the most part simple and uncontroversial.
Nonetheless, our data showed that the practices recommended as part of those messages
are still far from being universally applied. We therefore believe it is worth re-emphasizing
the importance of those messages and spreading the word, with the intention of improving
use practices in the UN system. Indeed, the messages are useful in confirming some of the
priority areas that could be explored to improve evaluation use in the UN system, and to
proceed with further research.

112. In the previous sections, we defined several points for discussion. We use this
section to summarize them and take stock of what our research agenda going forward

might look like.

Key Message 1 - Points for Discussion

e What can we learn from agencies that systematically engage and consult
stakeholders? Are there lessons to draw regarding which stakeholder engagement
practices are most appropriate to various environments and evaluation types?

e What can we do to improve the involvement and consultation of users and
stakeholders in evaluations across the UN system?

e Are there potential disadvantages to increased stakeholder participation in
evaluation that may undermine the delivery of a good quality evaluation report?

e What makes stakeholder engagement meaningful in the evaluation process as
compared to pro-forma engagement?

Key Message 2 — Points for Discussion

e What are effective strategies to increase the support of senior decision-makers for
evaluation activities?
¢ In cases where there is no support, what can be done to ensure effective use?

Key Message 3 - Points for Discussion

e What is the relationship between the various components of ‘evaluation quality’
(quality evaluators, quality process, timeliness...)? Are they all necessary for the
production of good recommendations, or are they rather complementary?

Key Message 4 — Points for Discussion
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e What are effective strategies that Independent Evaluation Offices in the UN have
adopted to ensure independent evaluators do not become too remote from the
reality of those they are evaluating?

e What are effective strategies that evaluation units without an independent status
have adopted to boost their impartiality and credibility?

Key Message 5 - Points for Discussion

e What effective strategies have been adopted to strengthen the management
responses and follow-up processes? Have those been associated with more use.

Key Message 6 — Points for Discussion

e How could a tool or platform be designed to better support cross-organizational
learning? What type of information should be shared? What would the best format
for lesson sharing be?

¢ In the context of information overload and generally thin evaluation capacity, would
evaluators, program staff and senior decision-makers actually have time to consult
such a tool? In other words, would the tool be used?

113. We can summarize the discussion points above by the following three research
questions:

IV. What are the specific mechanisms that make the key messages above to
important? Are they context-specific? Do they always hold true?

V. What are effective strategies that various evaluation offices or UN agencies
have used to strengthen their practices around each of our six Key Messages?

VI. How can organizations be encouraged to take action to strengthen some of the
practices and processes that would support evaluation use?

114. Our plan is to center the S02 Working Group’s 2015-16 Work Plan around those
main questions, with a clear view of improving evaluation use in UN agencies. More
concretely, our plan includes the following activities:

[.  Validating our key messages with different audiences;

II.  Identifying synergies and coordinating with other UNEG Working Groups;
III.  Identifying gaps for good practices and prioritizing needs for future research;
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IV.  Conducting further research on some of the key messages that most need additional
research;

V. Producing a ‘Good Practices for Evaluation Use’ document, including findings
from new research as well as research previously done;

VI.  Holding consultations about the ‘Good Practices for Evaluation Use’ document and,
upon completion of those consultations, disseminating this document across UN
agencies.

115. Of course, prior to implementing the Work Plan defined above, the S02 Working
Group will link up to other UNEG Working Groups and ensure that work is not duplicated.
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Annex 1. Research Methodology

Objectives

The objective of this research project were to better understand how UN agencies use
evaluation and what the factors are that support and hinder evaluation use. More specific
objectives for this project were to

1. review the literature related to use and assess the extent to which conclusions
and recommendations could apply to the UN setting;

2. interrogate UN evaluation users and practitioners to capture patterns and
perceptions of evaluation use in the UN setting;

3. ask the wider international evaluation community about their experience and
perceptions of use;

4. capture UN case studies about positive instances of evaluation use;

share recommendations and findings across UN agencies and,

6. define a program of work for S02 going forward.

u

Data

While most of the data gathering tools had already been finalized before the research
consultant came on board, an ex-post attempt was made to ensure that the data gathered
as part of the exercise was supportive of the conceptual framework for the project, also
designed ex-post.

Literature Review

The review covered most relevant pieces of academic and organizational writing about
evaluation use. Over 50 academic sources (journal articles, books and doctoral theses)
were reviewed and summarized by the consultant. The information fed into the definition
of the conceptual framework for this project, as well as some sections of the main
document.

Online Survey

An online survey was designed using the platform Survey Monkey. Over 140 UN current or
past employees or consultants with relevant experience with evaluation - as users or
practitioners - were asked to respond to the survey. Those individuals were nominated
directly by an evaluation expert in the UN agencies that have collaborated to this project.

In addition to the UN survey, a similar survey was posted online on the forum M&E News,
where we invited external evaluators to answer questions about evaluation use.
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Semi-structured interviews

A questionnaire was made prior to the hiring of the research consultant and was used as
the basis for semi-structured interviews with various UN staff involved in evaluations in
different capacities. The questionnaire covered most topics included in the project’s
conceptual framework.

UNEG research consultant conducted some of those interviews, whereas our UNEG
counterparts in the respective agencies conducted others.

Case Studies

Our UNEG counterparts were also asked to prepare case studies reflecting instances when
evaluation was used in their agency. In January 2015, we provided additional guidance to
our UNEG counterparts, in which we asked them to shape their case studies around these
following three sections:

1. What were the objectives of the evaluation and the intended primary evaluation
users?

2. How was the evaluation used?

3. Why was the evaluation used and successful?

Those case studies were analyzed and lightly edited for this report. We selected the
strongest case studies of two types:

1. case studies showcasing the key messages identified as part of the report

2. case studies showcasing a successful example of evaluation use.

The analysis and triangulation of these four data sources formed the basis of the key
messages defined as part of this report.

Research Questions

The main research questions we asked as part of the online surveys, interviews and case
studies are the following. Please note that those questions were refined, reworded and
further specified as part of our data collection instruments.

In your organization, is evaluation used?

In your organization, how is evaluation used?

In your organization, who uses evaluation?

What are the factors in place supporting/hindering use?

What are practices that have been successful at generating more use?

VWi

47





Annex 2. Detailed Conceptual Framework

Factors (potentially) associated to use and demand

Context in which the evaluation takes place

Evaluation Culture

Support and commitment by Senior Management/Strong evaluation champions

Presence of evaluation advisory groups

Good organizational understanding of evaluation

Presence of evaluation policy

Respect for/visibility of the evaluation function

Quality of the M&E infrastructure in place

Evaluative thinking/use of evaluation information in decision-making

Previous positive experience with evaluation/demonstrated use

Availability and awareness of evaluation reports and products

Organizational Structure and Incentives

Strength and position of the Evaluation Unit

External pressures for accountability/information

Root of the demand for evaluations

Systems in place to feed evaluation findings into decision-making processes

Incentives to learn

Incentives to act on evaluation recommendations

Ability of the organization to implement recommendations

Organizational stability/Human resource s

Resource availability

Characteristics specific to the evaluation activity

Presence of evaluation champion for the specific evaluation

Nature of the subject being evaluated

Resources dedicated to this specific evaluation

Presence of individuals/networks/intermediaries/brokers to facilitate the evaluation

Timing of the evaluation in the policy cycle

Political climate

Main users’ capacity/ability to receive and implement findings

Nature of the evaluation findings

Evaluation Activities

Evaluation Design and Process

Involvement of potential users at an early stage

Planning for timeliness in the policy cycle

Planning communication and dissemination early in the evaluation process

Appropriateness and relevance of the evaluation approach

Rigor and quality of the design, data sources and triangulation
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| Encouragement of stakeholders to reflect critically on the project

Stakeholder/user involvement

User involvement from the beginning

Mechanism(s) for user involvement at all stages of evaluation

User involvement in defining evaluation questions

Participatory relationship between evaluation staff and program staff

Sharing preliminary findings with users

Face-to-face meetings with producers and users of knowledge take place

Direct participation of users in evaluation teams

Evaluator Qualities

Personal qualities: Independence, credibility, openness, flexibility, adaptability

Procedural qualities: communication and facilitation skills

Technical competencies

Evaluation Product

Timeliness

Relevance of findings

Quality/validity of findings

Report is user-friendly/ final deliverables are tailored to different audiences

Post-Evaluation Process

Dissemination/communication strategy is sound and implemented

Formal system for managers to respond to findings

Formal follow-up system to verify whether recommendations have been implemented

Evaluators maintain significant involvement in follow-up activities

Findings are actively disseminated to users

Meta-evaluation and/or interagency lesson learning activities take place






Annex 3. Case Studies on Successful Use of Evaluation

In this section, we present some that were submitted as part of this exercise. In the table
below, we list all case studies submitted that presented a successful case of evaluation use .
When applicable, we list the key message supported by the case study. Readers interested
in the case studies can find all of them in the following pages. The table specifies which
page the case study can be found on.

Case Agency Case Study Key Messages (if
Study applicable)
Number
1 ESCAP Trust Fund for Tsunami Key Message 2, 3
2 FAO Evaluation of FAO’s role and work in
Statistics
GEF Country-Level Evaluations Key Message 1
4 GEF Fifth Overall Performance Study
5 ICAO Evaluation of Results Based
Key Message 2
Management
6 ILO Better Factories in Cambodia Key Message 3
7 ILO Sustaining competitive and responsible
enterprises
8 IOM Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming Key Message 3, 6
9 UN WOMEN | Regional Mechanisms to Protect the Kev Message 1
Human Rights of Women and Girls y &
10 UN WOMEN | Kenya Evaluation of the Gender and
Governance Program Key Message 3
g
11 UNDP Assessment of Development Results in
Uruguay
12 UNEP Formative evaluation of the UNEP’s Kev M 13
Program of Work ey Message L,
13 UNEP Midterm Evaluation of the Project for
. Key Message 1
Ecosystem Services
14 UNESCO Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard- Kev Message 2
setting Work of the Culture Sector y &
15 UNESCO Evaluation/ Review of UNESCO’s
Education Category I Institutes
16 UNFPA Joint Evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF
Joint Program on Female Genital Key Message 5
Mutilation
17 UNICEF National Child Protection Agenda in

Thailand

Key Message 1, 3
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18 UNICEF Global Education Cluster Key Message 1
19 UNICEF Independent Review of UNICEF's
Operational Response to the January Key Message 2, 4
2010 Earthquake in Haiti
20 UNICEF Progress Evaluation of the Education in
Emergencies and Post-Crisis Transition | Key Message 1
Program
21 UNICEF Joint Evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF
Joint Programme on Female Genital
Mutilation
22 UNICEF Evaluation of UNICEF’s Emergency
Preparedness Systems
23 UNICEF Transforming Residential Institutions
for Children and Developing
Sustainable Alternatives
24 UNICEF Civil Registration Support in Cameroon
25 UNRWA Background Paper Key Message 3, 4
26 UNRWA Steering Committee Key Message 1, 2
27 UNRWA Interactive recommendation follow up | Key Message 5
28 UNRWA Evaluation of Agency Medium Term Key Message 1, 2
Strategy
29 WFP Transition from food aid to food
. Key Message 2
assistance
30 WEFP Food Assistance in Bangladesh Key Message 2
31 WFP School Feeding in The Gambia
32 WIPO KnOWledge Sharing Evaluation Key Message 1
33 WIPO Recommendations from 10D

evaluation reports

Key Message 3
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Case Study 1: ESCAP - Trust Fund for Tsunami

Full Title

ESCAP Trust Fund for Tsunami, Disaster and Climate Preparedness in
the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asian Countries

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The evaluation assessed the ESCAP-established Multi-donor Voluntary Trust
Fund on Tsunami Early Warning Arrangements in the Indian Ocean and
Southeast Asia. This fund had been established in late 2005 when the lack of a
tsunami early warning system for the Indian Ocean was made evident
through the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 2004. An Advisory Council
makes policy and funding decisions for the Fund.

The intended primary users of the evaluation were, firstly, the donors,
comprising the Government of Thailand, as foundation donor, and the
Governments of Sweden, Turkey, Bangladesh, and Nepal, and secondly,
ESCAP.

The purpose of the evaluation was threefold: to account for results to
stakeholders of the Fund; to assess future scenarios for the Fund in terms of
focus, role, funding and governance; and to generate useful recommendations
related to policy issues and management of the Fund, including scenarios for
possible future donations and governance.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Following the evaluation, the advisory council of the fund was briefed on the
recommendations. ESCAP formulated a management response with follow-up
actions, which was endorsed by ESCAP’s Executive Secretary.

In response to the evaluation recommendations, ESCAP took several actions
to establish a more focused strategic direction for the fund, and to increase
cohesiveness and coherence across the various projects, donors, program
managers, and implementers. Among the actions taken are:

e meetings between selected key stakeholders are now convened to
build trust and explore synergies

e a joint calendar is now compiled each quarter for all projects to
support joint collaboration where possible;

e a strategy summary was prepared by ESCAP and agreed to by the
Advisory Council;

e a concrete resource mobilization and communication plan is
implemented;

On the whole, the evaluation showed positive performance of the trust fund
and was therefore used for advocacy purposes.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Several factors came together to contribute to a successful outcome.

First, the quality of the evaluation was high. It thoroughly consulted the
relevant stakeholders, which established the necessary trust and ownership.
The recommendations were useful, and while detailed enough, manageable,
lending themselves to implementation. The quality of the evaluation was due
to the high level of M&E expertise of the project staff involved in managing
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the evaluation, the fact that the project staff prioritized the evaluation
process among competing management tasks, and the profile and skills of the
evaluator, who was a recognized authority in disaster risk reduction with
significant evaluation as well as senior management experience.

Second, the evaluation was demand-driven and welcomed. Stakeholders
shared the assumption that the trust fund would need to change and evolve
over time, and it had therefore been a management decision to regularly
conduct evaluation of the trust fund. The evaluation was a welcome tool to
manage the direction and process of the change. Through its strong
summative focus, the evaluation succeeded in quantifying some of the benefit
of the Indian Ocean Tsunami Early Warning system, and could point to
concrete results for the Fund. This, along with the fact that the results not
only pointed to areas for improvement, but also contained praise for the trust
fund, was important in gaining enthusiasm, credibility and buy-in among
donors and senior management. Acceptance of the evaluation was further
facilitated by the evaluator’s overall profile, and her standing among disaster
risk reduction experts.

Third, the conditions for implementing the changes were favorable, on the
one hand because the group of staff working on the trust fund is small and
could therefore flexibly adjust, and on the other hand because ESCAP’s top
management backed the process and helped ESCAP implement the changes.

Case Study 2: FAO - Evaluation of FAO’s role and work in Statistics

Full title

Evaluation of FAO’s role and work in Statistics

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

FAQ'’s statistics are widely used to conduct work and decision-making both
within and outside FAO. The evaluation was aimed at assessing the relevance,
quality and utility of FAO’s role and work in statistics from a users’
perspective. It was commissioned by the FAO Governing Bodies and FAO
Management, and was carried out in close consultation with program staff
and partner agencies.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Evidence gathered by the evaluation revealing major weaknesses in global
and country level data and capacities were used as a basis for its redesign.
This included the establishment of new governance structures for
coordinating the FAO statistical system, the development of the first-ever
FAO statistical program, the formulation of global and regional capacity
development strategies, the development of a FAO Statistical Quality
Assurance Framework and the launch of IT projects for the reengineering of
FAOSTAT and the development of a FAO data warehouse.
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Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Some of the factors for success included (i) a strong interest by FAO
Governing Bodies and Management on the topic and (ii) the quality and
timing of the evaluation.

Case Study 3: GEF — Country-Level Evaluations

Full title

Country-Level Evaluations

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

Country-level evaluations cover the GEF support across GEF Agencies,
projects, and programs in a given country or in a cluster of countries. These
evaluations assess the performance and results of GEF support at country
level, and how this support is linked to national environmental and
sustainable development agendas, as well as to the GEF mandate of
generating global environmental benefits within its focal areas. The target
audiences for country-level evaluations are the GEF Council, the national
stakeholders, including the GEF Focal Points in the countries involved, the
GEF Agencies, and the GEF Secretariat. Since 2008, results of country-level
evaluations have been aggregated in Annual Country Portfolio Evaluation
Reports (ACPERs) presented yearly to the Council. Since the introduction of
country-level evaluations in 2006, the Office has conducted 23 country-level
evaluations across all the GEF geographic regions in the world. Through these
evaluations and alongside thematic, performance, and impact evaluations, the
Office has helped shape and contribute to new policies that define the GEF
today.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

A main feature of country-level evaluations is the focus on issues that are
important from the perspective of country stakeholders. For example, the
Turkey and Moldova CPEs, summarized in the ACPER 2010 elevated the issue
of involvement of GEF Operational Focal Points (OFPs) in project Monitoring
and Evaluation (M&E). OFPs tended to be actively involved by GEF Agencies
until obtaining the OFP project endorsement letter, a requirement for
submitting the project proposal to the GEF. OFPs were not involved further
during implementation. M&E information did not always flow from GEF
Agencies to national partners and vice versa, and the role of the national
partners in M&E processes was limited. Based on recommendations of
ACPER 2010, the Council requested GEF Agencies to systematically involve
OFPs in M&E. Subsequently a new minimum requirement was added in the
revision of the GEF M&E Policy, on engagement of OFPs in M&E plans,
activities, mid-term reviews, and terminal evaluations. The quality at entry
review of GEF projects presented in the Office’s APR 2012 found that new
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projects started to specify how OFPs would be informed and involved in M&E
activities.

Another example of a core issue for country stakeholders has been the
limited resources available to support countries in tackling land degradation.
The Cameroon, Egypt, and Syria CPEs, summarized in the ACPER 2009,
concluded that there was a significant gap in resources available for
combating land degradation in those countries. The ACPERs showed that
countries didn’t receive the resources and support in land degradation they
were expecting, including directly through land degradation focal area
allocations as well as multifocal area projects. Parallel to that, the mid-term
review of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) of the GEF discussed the
need to introduce one integrated resource allocation system for all GEF focal
areas per country. All these evaluations were instrumental to inform the
Council discussions and decision-making at a time when the resource
allocation system, the RAF, was to undergo a major revision in preparation of
GEF-5. Land degradation was the only GEF focal area with Global
Environmental Benefits (GEBs) comparable across GEF member countries in
all geographic regions, which made it possible to add it to biodiversity and
climate change focal areas in the revised country resource allocation system,
now called the System of Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR). Later
on, the Fifth Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS5) concluded that the
land degradation focal area drew more resources than expected, exceeding
its original allocation under GEF-5, which confirmed once again how crucial
land degradation is to national stakeholders.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

One of the main factors facilitating the influence of country-level evaluations
is the inclusiveness of the process, especially when it comes to hearing the
voices of country stakeholders. The Office approach to country-level
evaluations includes the systematic engagement of GEF stakeholders
throughout the whole evaluation. Engagement starts from discussing the
scope of the terms of reference. It continues during the data gathering and
analysis phase and culminates in discussing preliminary findings and
concrete areas for improvement before the evaluation independently reaches
firm conclusions and recommendations. This inclusive process allows
country stakeholders to have ownership over the evaluation of their GEF
portfolio. It also increases significantly the evaluation use in the country
while at the same time - as we have seen above - recommendations to the
GEF lead to decision making by the GEF Council, which results in institutional
change. The Office is currently exploring new modalities for further engaging
stakeholders in its ongoing country-level evaluations (i.e. through online
stakeholder consultation platforms and ad hoc webinars during the
evaluation phase), as well as joint country-level evaluation modalities with
country governments to further increase the use of those evaluations at
country level.
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Case Study 4: GEF - Fifth Overall Performance Study

Full title

Fifth Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS5)

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

Overall Performance Studies of the GEF are independent external evaluations
conducted every four years to inform the next replenishment cycle. These
studies assess the extent to which the GEF is achieving its objectives and
identify potential improvements. OPS5 was conducted between March 2012
and November 2013 to inform the replenishment for GEF-6.

The effort was led and implemented by the GEF Independent Evaluation
Office (IEO) and involved the staff, junior, and senior consultants, consulting
firms and institutions. OPS5 also included several quality assurance
mechanisms: a team of senior independent advisors representing developing
and developed nations, and a reference group consisting of members of the
evaluation offices of the GEF Agencies. OPS5 included stakeholder interaction
during Extended Constituency Workshops organized by the GEF Secretariat,
and via targeted consultations, especially with the members of the GEF CSO
network.

OPS5 targeted mainly stakeholders with a governance role in the GEF (the
replenishment group, the Council, and the Assembly), as well as stakeholders
responsible for implementations of decisions made by the governing bodies
(mostly, the Secretariat and the GEF Agencies).

How was
the
evaluation
used?

As reflected in the Summary of Negotiations of the GEF Trust Fund’s Sixth
Replenishment (GEF/R.6/26), the OPS5 provided “an important context for
the discussions” during the replenishment process. It also informed and
already started contributing to policy changes that are influencing the work
of GEF-6 (2014-2018). A few examples of such ongoing changes include:
current revisions of the results-based management system, approval of the
gender action plan to implement the gender mainstreaming policy, changes
in the co-financing policy.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

There were a few factors that contributed to the success of OPS5:

1) Timing: the study was planned to provide evaluative evidence during the
replenishment process. Unlike previous overall performance studies, the IEO
prepared and presented interim findings in the earlier stages of
replenishment negotiations - the first report in April 2013, the progress
report in September 2013; the final conclusions and recommendations were
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also presented to the replenishment group (in December 2013), to the
Council, and the Assembly (in June 2014).

2) Relevance: OPS5 provided information on the key issues of the GEF
business and results model, as well as the key institutional polices.

3) Credibility of the GEF Independent Evaluation Office: Two Professional
Peer Reviews of the evaluation function in the GEF (2009 and 2014)
confirmed high credibility of the IEO in the GEF network as defined by the
expertise, independence, and degree of transparency of the evaluation work.
According to the Second Professional Peer Review (2014) the Overall
Performance Studies are also considered to be very useful by Council
members and adequately meet the needs in terms of accountability for the
replenishment of the GEF fund.

4) Communication: OPS5 findings were communicated with the use of
various types of products: several reports - first, progress, and final report;
21 technical documents; video explaining the process behind and views of the
evaluators of some of the conclusions; and infographics summarizing main
conclusions and recommendations in a concise and clear manner.

At the same time, timing was also a limiting factor: the replenishment
participants requested that future overall performance studies to be
presented even earlier in the replenishment process, as the final conclusions
and recommendations of OPS5 were presented closer to the end of
negotiations which limited their use in decision-making.

Case Study 5: ICAO - Evaluation of Results Based Management

Full title

Evaluation of Results Based Management at ICAO

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The evaluation was intended to provide a review to the ICAO governing body
and senior management on progress made in implementing Results Based
Management at ICAO since a resolution of the ICAO Assembly in 2004. The
period covered by the evaluation was from 2004 to 2013, that is, the period
since the issuance of a resolution of the ICAO Assembly requiring the
Organization to introduce a more strategic, results oriented approach to
business planning, as a basis for developing the Organization’s budget. The
intended primary users of the evaluation were the ICAO Council and the
Secretary General.

How was
the
evaluation

Following the completion of the evaluation, the evaluation recommendations
were presented to and discussed by the ICAO Finance Committee and the
Council. This led to an Organization-wide effort, facilitated by the Finance
Branch, to formulate performance indicators for each major organizational

57






used?

unit, as the first step in creating a Corporate Performance Management
System at ICAO. The Organization’s planning and budget document and
process have also been improved as a result of the evaluation.

Formulation of performance indicators

The organizational units were asked to dedicate time to formulate
performance indicators and submit these to the Finance Branch, which
coordinated the process. A user-friendly orientation guide on performance
management using RBM was developed by the Finance Branch and
disseminated to staff. A network of focal points for all organizational units
was established, which facilitated the process within the respective units. In
addition, workshops facilitated by the Strategic Planning Officer were held
with each organizational unit to raise awareness on performance
management, to assist with the formulation of performance indicators and to
provide quality assurance. Although the initial stage in the formulation is to
submit indicators at the output level, units were encouraged to internally
measure and consider outcome indicators. A final list of key performance
indicators (KPIs) is to be submitted to the ICAO Council in 2015, which will
be invited to select some or all KPIs that it may wish to monitor. It is expected
that measurements of organizational performance that will be collected
thereafter will feed into the planning of the subsequent budgetary cycle (i.e.
the 2017-2019 triennium).

Planning document and process improvements

The planning and budget document will consolidate the performance
indicators submitted. The process was facilitated by the accompanying
workshops, the orientation guide on performance management using RBM
and by the Secretary General’s endorsement of the performance management
framework. The framework is being rolled out progressively as a joint effort
between the Secretariat and the Council, and it is acknowledged to be a
resource intensive but worthwhile exercise.

Whereas it is too premature to assess the impact of the evaluation, and some
recommendations were not accepted, a number of positive and concrete
steps were implemented immediately following the completion of the
evaluation.

The key recommendations of establishing a performance management
framework and providing performance management training were accepted
and expected progress has been made in these areas since the evaluation. For
example, performance management workshops were held for Council and
Secretariat staff, facilitated by the Director of Cabinet of the Secretary General
and the Strategic Planning Officer of the Finance Branch.
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Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The fact that the evaluation used the Joint Inspection Unit's (JIU) results
based management model, which ICAO has endorsed in 2004, as the
benchmarking framework ensured an accountability link with the JIU and of
the Secretariat to the Council, and strengthened the credibility of the
evaluation.

The evaluation included Council Members among other stakeholders who
were appreciative to have been consulted as part of the evaluation. These
Council Members represented influential stakeholders who championed
performance management in the Organization. In particular, two Council
Members were considered to have championed performance management
and helped bring attention to and raise awareness on the importance of
improving performance management at ICAO. They have supported the
evaluation and its results. In particular, they have advocated that ICAO
establishes a performance management framework, which was the key
recommendation of the evaluation, and was subsequently accepted by the
ICAO Secretariat.

The timing of this evaluation at ICAO was also appropriate for several
reasons. With the arrival of an additional Evaluation Officer, expectations for
evaluation output by the Evaluation and Audit Advisory Committee and the
Council were heightened. Also, considering the zero-nominal growth of the
Organization’s budget and a mindset of “doing more with less”, this topic
related to performance management was of particular interest to the ICAO
Council.

Case Study 6: ILO — Better Factories in Cambodia

Full title

Better Factories in Cambodia (BFC) - Midterm Cluster

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The evaluation was intended to assess the progress of 11 projects initiated
under the Better Factories Cambodia program. The goal of the program is to
reduce poverty by expanding decent work opportunities in the garment
export industry and contribute to the growth of exports through promoting
socially responsible production and compliance with ILOs core standards, as
well as Cambodian labor law.

Clients of the evaluation were the donors, the Better Factories Cambodia
project management team, the ILO Country Office Director for Cambodia, ILO
technical experts, as well as tripartite stakeholders in the employers and
trade union organizations of the apparel industry in Cambodia.

How was
the
evaluation

Following the results of the evaluation, recommendations were presented to
Project Management and the centralized HQ Better Work managers. The
recommendations offered suggestions for correction of strategies and
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used?

strengthening of those areas which were not making adequate progress.
Substantial improvements in the direction of Better Factories in Cambodia
were made on two fronts:

Policy Strengthening

The Better Work program monitoring policy was seen by the evaluation to
play out in too tough a manner. Management response to the
recommendations resulted in BFC restructuring staff to accommodate more
Advisory Services and assistance mechanisms that could focus more on
factory systems and root cause analysis. In this way, the monitoring policy
will be less of “rating” policy and become more active as an advising
mechanism, which will include a “satisfaction survey” pilot program.

Program adjustments

1) One of the key underlying principles of ILO’s work is ensuring that there is
fruitful collaboration between governments, workers and employers in all
ILO projects. This cluster evaluation noted that tripartism was not working at
its optimal levels due to charges of bias. Management response noted that
immediate changes in the current phase of the project would likely not be
corrected sufficiently, but the program document for the second phase was
modified to strengthen the role of a national steering committee to facilitate
better equality of cooperation and participation amongst ILOs partners in the
advisory committee and implementation of technical cooperation.

2) A recommendation resulted in an expansion of the projects’ engagement
with buyers. Findings of the evaluation showed that there was potential to
work more extensively with buyers, and management response resulted in a
more innovative interaction with international buyers to expand
collaboration on issues such as addressing the reemergence of child labor
and assisting employers in their own auditing activities.

3) These multiple projects generated an enormous amount of information on
training services, collaboration amongst partners and advocacy. One of the
recommendations suggested that a more structured “public disclosure”
strategy address the need for better presentation of these issues through: a
comprehensive website that could i) assess progress on BFCs impact on the
apparel industry; and ii) publish the results of its “factory satisfaction”
surveys and case studies. Management response started these initiatives
under a public disclosure strategy launched and sustained during the
remaining phases of the projects.

4) All ILO evaluations are meant to assess gender issues, and one
recommendation of the evaluation resulted in new monitoring protocols for
gender discrimination to be introduced into performance committees to
correct perceived inequalities in training opportunities.
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Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

ILO is taking advantage, when possible, of clustering evaluations of similarly
themed projects. This evaluation is a very good example of the way in which
a cluster evaluation can make more efficient use of the evaluation effort, and
also spread knowledge more effectively of what is working across a number
of projects. In this way, evaluation findings can benefit a larger complement
of activities, more efficiently focus strategic use of evaluation findings and
engender a better overall technical understanding of what ILO is learning
from its interventions.

This evaluation also shows how ILO’s rigorous and timely management
response exercise can optimize the benefits of a midterm evaluation for
improving project direction. There was a strengthening of collaboration to
correct imbalances in participation amongst ILO’s traditional stakeholders, as
well as the introduction of a public disclosure strategy, which was completely
new. This meant that staff responsibilities needed to be adjusted, that
committee mandates needed to be realigned with core principles, and
innovations for collaboration were initiated.

Case Study 7: ILO - Sustaining Competitive and Responsible Enterprises

Full title

Sustaining competitive and responsible enterprises (SCORE I)

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The Project’s performance was reviewed based on the following six
evaluation criteria: (i) relevance and strategic fit of the intervention; (ii)
validity of the intervention design; (iii) intervention progress and
effectiveness; (iv) efficiency of resource use; (v) effectiveness of management
arrangements and; (vi) impact orientation and sustainability of the
intervention. It will also mainstream gender equality.

Clients of the evaluation were the donors SECO and NORAD, the SCORE
project management team, ILO Country Office Directors, ILO technical
experts, as well as tripartite members of the Global Project Advisory
Committee and National Committees and partner organizations in the
evaluated countries.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

ILO conducted a final workshop where the draft report of the evaluation was
shared amongst the stakeholders of the evaluation: in this case, the tripartite
partners, project management and country office management from all
countries evaluated. Participants may provide correction for factual input
and comments on the evaluation. The evaluator is given a list of consolidated
comments before finalizing the evaluation.

Following the completion of the evaluation, recommendations were
presented to Project Management and the centralized HQ department
Director who coordinated the global management response. The
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recommendations offered suggestions for improvements for the second
phase of the project, which was to begin shortly after the evaluation was
presented to Management. Results included, inter alia, the following:

Policy Strengthening
SCORE was perceived by the evaluator to be a policy approach to enterprise

development that should be “branded” by the ILO and the evaluation
recommended that the country experience gained should provide a “cross-
fertilization” of ideas to improve ILO’s branding and marketing efforts in this
regard. This additionally required, according to the findings, adjustments to
and improvements for SCORE’s results-chain logic and its monitoring and
evaluation capacity. Management response was able to introduce market
assessments in some of the countries and a revised results-chain, including
M&E training. Part of the knowledge gained through the cross-fertilization
approach resulted in a recommendation for the next phase of SCORE to
pursue a public-private partnership policy. This was adopted through
management response and a formal agreement with one of the stakeholders
was established.

Program adjustments

1) As is often the case with complex projects, the evaluator found that
activities and their implementation would benefit from longer project
duration for a second phase, and this was positively accepted by
management, who revised the second phase timing and duration. 2) As part
of the findings and conclusions taken from a wide range of country activities,
the evaluation suggested an adjustment to terminology, especially in the
context of finalized a global branding effort. Management then developed a
revised glossary which was shared on the project’s website. 3) As part of the
recommendation for improving the results-chain, the evaluator
recommended that subsequent adjustments to knowledge sharing, training
and workshops would need to take place. Citing a methodology from a
related ILO project (WISE), which was branded by ILO in the 90s, the
evaluator suggested improving the overall peer learning mechanism through
involving small- and medium enterprise (SME) owners and senior managers.
Work on this was begun as part of management response, with an
experimental model introduced in Ghana. 4) All ILO evaluations are meant to
assess gender issues, and one recommendation resulted in a new draft
gender strategy planned for adoption in the second phase of the project.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Large-scale global evaluations of multiple country programs offer the
opportunity for all countries involved to share knowledge, participate in the
global evaluation and gain insights from different national perspectives. A
particular benefit of this evaluation was that the evaluator was able to utilize
findings from previous conducted and related evaluations, to better frame the
recommendations related to intervention branding. As this was a high budget
evaluation, it had already undergone a mandatory midterm evaluation and
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the stakeholders in the project were able to benefit from that experience as
they participated in the final assessment. Due to the level of understanding of
the evaluation process, projects such as this tend to experience more timely
turn around on the management response to the evaluation
recommendations, especially also because a second phase of the same project
was in the immediate pipeline, and to which the evaluator could direct
recommendations. The second phase of the project document was
adequately revised - through the management response exercise - to reflect
the final evaluation conclusions and findings of Phase one. Additionally,
further innovations to the project concept were recommended in two specific
project strategies that utilized findings from previous evaluations and
incorporated good practice identified from the final phase of the projects.

Case Study 8: IOM - Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming

Full title

Evaluation of the gender mainstreaming policy and strategy in IOM

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The main objective of this evaluation was to evaluate the overall performance
and achievements of IOM in mainstreaming gender in its program activities
and in promoting gender balance in its staffing policy, including an
assessment of the impact of IOM’s gender policy on migration management.
It also identified good and bad practices and examined to what extent the
policy for both components was either implemented in isolation or
institutionalized (management responsibilities and organizational structure,
allocated resources, application of formal rules and guidelines, capacity
building activities, collaboration and partnership among others). The
intended primary users were IOM as a whole, its Member States and donors.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

This evaluation report is mentioned here as it has the particularity of having
a ‘second life’. When conducted in 2006, it has been used to evaluate, after 10
years, the status of IOM Gender mainstreaming policy and strategy adopted
in 1995. The recommendations were well taken into account and the report
was extensively discussed inside IOM as well as with donors and Member
States. In 2015, 10 years later, it is used again as a benchmark for measuring
progress of the implementation of recommendations in the framework of a
new revision of IOM Gender policy as well as a tool for comparing the
strengths and weaknesses identified today and to what extent they are
similar to those identified 10 years ago.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

At the time of its first publication, the evaluation met the interest of the
audience listed previously. It was also the first time that IOM was embarking
into a thematic and strategic evaluation related to its gender policy, and I
would add culture. It provided interesting evidence as well as original
perspectives on how to reinforce gender taking into account I0M specificity.
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The report and recommendations were found to be highly relevant, objective,
sometimes innovative and very useful. This is also why, 10 years later, the
evaluation had a second life and much of its content appeared to be still
globally relevant. This is however certainly possible with strategic and
thematic evaluations and less with more traditional program evaluations.

Case Study 9: UN WOMEN - Regional Mechanisms to Protect the Human Rights of Women

and Girls

Full title

Evaluation of the project Regional Mechanisms to Protect the Human
Rights of Women and Girls in South East Asia

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

UN Women Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (ROAP) undertook an
evaluation of the project on Regional Mechanisms to Protect the Human
Rights of Women and Girls in South East Asia. The project, which involved
two regional human rights bodies from the Association of South East Asian
Nations, covering 10 countries in South East Asia, established a Steering
Committee (comprising of UN Women management and the donor) from its
inception in 2010 that functioned as an evaluation management group for the
final evaluation. Following the inception meeting of the evaluation process,
UN Women ROAP set up a stakeholder reference group to oversee the
evaluation planning and the progress of the evaluation. However, because the
key partners were intergovernmental bodies, it was difficult to limit the
number of stakeholders in the reference group because of the politically
sensitive nature of relationships. Therefore, to review the report findings
and recommendations, ROAP broadened the group to ensure comprehensive
stakeholder participation and a participatory approach was taken. All
concerned stakeholders provided their feedback to the report and provided
their inputs into the recommendations ranking them as high, medium and
low priority.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

These recommendations and the discussions from this meeting were inputs
into the next phase of the program.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The participatory approach, engaging all stakeholders facilitated buy-in,
quality control, management of expectations, disclosure of findings, sharing
of recommendations as well as ownership in implementing the
recommendations.

The evaluation process wherein independent group of people spoke to the
stakeholders and then shared their findings with them, as well as the
involvement of the stakeholders in the designing of the next phase of the
project, were important in cementing the relationship of trust built by UN
women with ASEAN and it is important in the context of the new UN Women-
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ASEAN Memorandum of Understanding.

Case Study 10: UN WOMEN - Kenya Evaluation of the Gender and Governance Program

Full title

Evaluation of the Gender and Governance Program III (GGP III)

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

GGP III represented the third phase (2009-2013) of the GGP Program,
launched in September 2004. The program worked to promote equal
opportunities and access to services for both men and women, addressing the
need to include women’s issues in governance structures, and supporting
women’s leadership at national and local levels. The overall goal of GGP III
was to ensure that Kenyan women and men are able to access services and
opportunities and exercise their rights equally. UN Women partners included
more than 40 civil society organizations and key government agencies like
the Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Development; National
Commission on Gender and Development; the Electoral Commission of Kenya
and government institutions®.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

As this was the final phase of the GGP with no possibility of extension, UN
Women decided to incorporate the evaluation recommendations into the
next UN Women programming cycle. Additionally, as the evaluation
coincided with the planning cycle for both the government of Kenya and the
United Nations in Kenya, the evaluation findings and recommendations were
availed for use as inputs to these processes. Once the draft evaluation report
was issued, UN Women convened a broad stakeholders meeting (beyond the
reference group) to discuss the draft recommendations, validate them and
also draft a roadmap on how to implement the recommendations. UN Women
then organized a consultative planning workshop for the UN Women
Strategic Note 2014-2018. During this meeting, various stakeholders were
asked to present their strategic plans and highlight areas of collaboration
with UN Women while also taking the evaluation recommendations into
consideration. The evaluation recommendations were thus incorporated in
the design of UN Women continued work on gender equality and women’s
empowerment and reflected in the UNDAF 2014-2018.

Case Study 11

: UNDP - Assessment of Development Results in Uruguay

6Please note the Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Development is now listed as the Department of Gender under
the Ministry of Devolution and Planning; the National Commission on Gender and Development has been disbanded and a
National Gender and Equality Commission (NGEC) formed; the Electoral Commission of Kenya (ECK) is now the
Independent Electoral and Boundaries Commission of Kenya (IEBC).
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Full title

Assessment of Development Results of Uruguay UNDP Country
Program?

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The Assessment of Development Results (ADR), one main area of work of the
Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of UNDP seeks to independently review
progress of interventions of the UNDP nationwide. The ADR in Uruguay was
carried out in 2014 in collaboration with the Uruguayan International
Cooperation Agency (AUCI). The evaluation process was led and conducted
by the IEO. The intended primary users are the UNDP Administration, UNDP
country office, and the regional bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean,
and the national counterparts, mainly the government counterpart and the
main national players (civil society, donors, other UN agencies, etc.).

How was
the
evaluation
used?

In Uruguay, national counterparts expect that the evaluation would be an
input for the next planning cycle of UNDP. The ADR evaluation was perceived
not only as input for UNDP, but also as contribution to greater evaluation
culture in a country in which public institutions are not commonly used to do
evaluations. Bilateral donors look at evaluation of the UNDP program with
interest. Limited evaluation culture in the Government, however, present
important challenges and hinders the demand of evaluation by public
institutions. The evaluation is considered an important exercise. The user
praised the recent evaluation carried by the IEO assessing the development
results of UNDP in Uruguay. The exercise was considered as very positive not
only for the Country Office, but also for the national counterparts. As part of
the elements that could be improved, UNDP evaluation documents are
perceived as too centric on UNDP, facing challenges in identifying challenges
as common of the UN system and not solely to UNDP. Evaluations could have
greater impact if there is follow-up: the evaluation - in fact - should establish
a route map to assess whether recommendations are taken on board. What is
most valued is the evaluation process itself. It is not so essential that the
exercise is independent, but rather the rigor, and the quality.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

There are a number of factors that contribute to the evaluation being used.
The report should clearly indicate factors that make projects achieve its
goals; if the program adequately understood the context and issues to be
addressed and whether strategic decisions were adequate; what was the role
of external factors. Also, sectorial recommendations, for instance on Human
Rights or Environment, should show what has worked and what not. It is
important that the report contains good and concrete recommendations and
must address the changes in the external environment, such as a more
restrictive financial environment or issues related to South-South
cooperation. The two key elements are 1) good evaluation design and 2)

7 http://web.undp.org/evaluation/evaluations/adr/uruguay.shtml
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understand the context in which the program being evaluated operates.

It would also be important to make a leap in project information quality, for
national counterparts, as they are currently more used to activity reports
than evaluations, as in the case of Uruguay. There is need for indicators that
are easy to understand and communicate and allow a better monitoring. It is
critical that quantitative information is available and that benchmarks are
established. It is essential that the language in the evaluation report is
accessible and easy to understand for decision makers if it is to be used by
the government. If the next UNDP country program is constructed in
collaboration with the government, the evaluation report that contributes to
it should be easily accessible. A good and short executive summary is
extremely helpful. The report should also suggest how to make more efficient
use of resources and align them with public policy as well as to how to engage
with national counterparts and the civil society.

Case Study 12: UNEP — Formative Evaluation of the UNEP’s Program of Work

Full title

Formative evaluation of the UNEP’s Program of Work (PoW) 2010-2011

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The UNEP Governing Council requested UNEP to prepare a Medium Term
Strategy for 2010-2013 with clearly defined vision, objectives, priorities,
impact measures and a robust mechanism for review by donors. Based on
this strategy, UNEP developed biennial Programs of Work (POWs) for 2010-
2011 and 2012-2013, structured around six thematic sub-programs
consistent with the strategy. Expected accomplishments were defined for
each sub-program and PoW outputs specified for each of those expected
accomplishments. This structure was the result of a reform process initiated
by the current Executive Director and is leading UNEP towards the
organization of its work around results-based priorities rather than
divisional structures. The approach aims to improve coordination and reduce
duplication of efforts, something that was perceived to be inherent to the
previous situation.

The formative evaluation of the UNEP’s PoW 2010-2011 intended to provide
Senior Management with feedback on the design and delivery of the PoW.
Specifically, the evaluation sought to understand whether projects were
optimally linked to higher level results. It also intended to provide feedback
which may lead to adaptations in program designing and implementation,
which would, in turn, increase the likelihood of success in achieving the
expected achievements and improve UNEP future planning processes.
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The evaluation was conducted as a desk study focusing on the processes and
content of project/program design and reporting arrangement in the PoW for
2010-2011. The evaluation was ‘evidence-based’, providing conclusions and
recommendations based on objective and documented evidence to the extent
possible. The evaluation approach involved the collection of qualitative and
quantitative data from program, project document reviews and interviews,
and made extensive use of the ‘Theory Based’ approaches to examine project
causality in UNEP’s PoW.

This evaluation was widely circulated and it was discussed throughout the
organization both at the preliminary findings stage and after the final
conclusions and findings became available. Group discussions were
organized with relevant stakeholders and comments were received from
across the organization. Preliminary findings had been shared with the
Senior Management Team, and the final full report was presented in June
2011. The Executive Director of UNEP recommended the evaluation as
‘essential reading’ for all UNEP Senior Managers. Later that year, November
2011, the Evaluation Office presented the findings during a retreat of the
UNEP Senior Managers and Regional Directors, and at a meeting of the
Committee of Permanent Representatives of UNEP’s Governing Council. The
report was disseminated by email, published on the website and printed.
Methods used in the evaluation were the topic for a presentation at the UNEG
EPE in Paris 2012.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Results from the Formative Evaluation, were used by an in-house Task Team
working on Program Management and Implementation. The team reinforced
three major issues that were highlighted in the evaluation: 1) program
delivery in a result-based context; 2) resource allocation and alignment; and
3) accountability. The Evaluation Office tracked the progress of the
organization towards the implementation of the recommendations and
therefore the steps taken towards result-based planning and management,
alignment of resources and better accountability. Out of the 21
recommendations, which were all pitched at a strategic level, 19 were closed
as fully compliant and 2 as partially compliant.

The Formative Evaluation has influenced strategic planning processes and is
cited in UNEP’s major programming documents, for example the UNEP 2012-
13 Program of Work. Findings of the Formative Evaluation also featured in
the Executive Director’s 2013 report to the Governing Council on the design
of the 2014-17 Medium term strategy The GA-approved UNEP Program of
Work 2014-15 also specifically cites key findings from the Formative
evaluation, as does the formal planning guidance issued by UNEP’s Quality
Assurance Section. The UNEP Program Manual and UNEP’s in-house Results
Based Management training incorporates many of the ideas promoted in the
Formative Evaluation and is consistent with the entire program planning
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recommendations made. This high-level usage was also confirmed in the
UNEG Peer Review of UNEP.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The evaluation was strategically conducted at a time of profound
organizational change. As it aimed to analyze such change and provide
feedback, it received significant attention by relevant stakeholders, both at
senior management level and organization-wide. The relevance of the
findings ensured that its use was high and, as a result, it helped shape a new
modus operandi within UNEP. For example, it led to a redefinition of the roles
of sub-program coordinators; it introduced a requirement to use a Theory of
Change approach to project design and promoted better financial planning.

Case Study 13: UNEP — Midterm Evaluation of the Project for Ecosystem Services

Full title Mid-term Evaluation of the GEF supported UNEP project “Project for
Ecosystem Services”

What were | The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the Project for Ecosystem Services was

the conducted half way through project implementation to analyze whether the

objectives project is on track, what problems or challenges the project is encountering

of the and what corrective actions may be required. The project was implemented

evaluation | in five countries in three regions of the world and it was considered as one of

and the UNEP’s flagship projects on mainstreaming ecosystem services into

intended development policy.

primary

evaluation | The evaluation was conducted by an external consultant who was an expert

users? in the project’s subject field and had a sound background in evaluation but

had no linkages to the evaluated project. The project was evaluated against
standard evaluation criteria (relevance, performance, sustainability and
factors affecting performance). It included a desk-based review of
documentation, telephone/Skype interviews, visit to UNEP headquarters to
meet with the Evaluation Office and the project’s implementation and
execution teams, and visits to three of the five project countries. Prior to
undertaking travels, the consultant prepared an Inception Report, including a
Theory of Change of the project. The Theory of Change was then discussed
and agreed upon with the project Implementation and Executing teams.

The consultant adopted a proactive and participatory approach to the
evaluation and engaged in in-depth discussions with the project
implementation and execution teams as well as other stakeholders
throughout the evaluation process. Evaluation findings were therefore
communicated to the stakeholders throughout the evaluation. The consultant
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also participated in the project’s second Steering Committee Meeting, where
she presented preliminary findings and recommendations of the evaluation.
The completed evaluation report was sent out by email to all project
stakeholders and also published on the Evaluation Office website. The
evaluation recommendations were compiled into a recommendation
implementation plan, which was sent to the project implementing and
executing teams for their action.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The evaluation provided a large number of recommendations ranging from
general recommendations for the entire project to specific recommendations
for each of the countries. The recommendations addressed a wide range of
issues, such as issues related to communication, logframe, technical support,
and technical quality checks. The recommendations were accepted by the
project and an implementation plan was developed indicating what, and by
when, the project would do to address each of the recommendations. The
team quickly revised the logframe according to the recommendations. This
revision helped the team to focus their attentions on priority activities and
outcomes. The Evaluation Office has been regularly reviewing the
implementation plan and the recommendations are being adequately
addressed.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The project team was satisfied with the consultant selection due to the
consultant’s experience and expertise. It is the view of the evaluation office
that this increased the credibility of the evaluation and it also helped to gain
the stakeholders’ buy-in to the evaluation since the consultant engaged in in-
depth discussions about the project and the subject field in general.

The development and discussions of the project’s Theory of Change prior to
country visits was beneficial in terms of having a clear understanding of the
project’s logic prior to engaging in in-depth discussions with the stakeholders
in the project countries. Visits to some of the project countries was also
viewed as highly beneficial for the evaluation since this enabled face-to-face
discussions with project stakeholders, helped to build a good relationship
between the evaluator and the project stakeholders and helped in
formulating useful recommendations. Participation in the Steering
Committee Meeting was highly beneficial in terms of making the SC members
aware of the evaluation findings and gaining buy-in for the evaluation and its
recommendations.

Case Study 14: UNESCO - Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard-setting Work of the Culture

Sector
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Full title

Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard-setting Work of the Culture Sector
Part1 - 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritage

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The overall Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard-setting Work of the Culture
Sector comprised four evaluations, each focusing on one of UNESCO’s main
culture Conventions, and one audit of the working methods of the
Conventions. Their purpose was to generate findings and recommendations
regarding the relevance and the effectiveness of the standard-setting work,
with a focus on its impact on legislation, policies, and strategies of Parties to
the Conventions.

The evaluation aimed to help UNESCO’s Culture Sector, Senior Management
and the Governing Bodies of the Conventions to strengthen, refocus and
better coordinate the Organization’s standard-setting activities. It also
wanted to contribute to generating a better understanding of how the
Conventions affect legislation and policies of Parties and the behavior of key
institutional actors.

The primary users of this evaluation are the Governing Bodies and States
Parties to the Conventions, UNESCO’s Convention Secretariat, and the
Executive Board of UNESCO.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Following the finalization of the Evaluation on the standard-setting work
related to the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural
Heritage, the report was presented to the Intergovernmental Committee of
the Convention (2013), which discussed and accepted the evaluation
recommendations, and instructed the Secretariat and States Parties to take
action accordingly. Further direction was subsequently given by the General
Assembly of States Parties to the Convention (2014). The evaluation report,
together with the other elements of the Evaluation of Standard-setting Work
of the Culture Sector, was furthermore presented to UNESCO’s Executive
Board (2014).

The following are a few examples of how the evaluation was used (and is still
being used). Several other activities are currently being implemented or
planned for future implementation.

o Provision of concrete evidence of the workings and results of the
standard-setting work related to the 2003 Convention;

o Identification of good practices of successful implementation that
are being used to improve knowledge sharing and learning by
stakeholders;

o Drafting of new operational directives on the contribution of
intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development;

o Establishment of one single mechanism for the assessment of
nominations files to the various Convention mechanisms;
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Substantive revision and improvement of UNESCO’s capacity
building program in support of the implementation of the
Convention  (including its content and format; the
comprehensiveness of the training of trainers; the better
diversification of the pool of trainers etc.). Steps have also been
taken to improve follow-up on the capacity building activities;
Revision of nomination and reporting forms to improve the evidence
base of the results of the Convention, including its contribution to
gender equality and women’s empowerment; and its impact on
policy and legislation. The revision will furthermore allow future
NGO involvement in State Parties’ Periodic Reporting on the
implementation of the Convention;

Decision of UNESCO’s Executive Board to establish a working group
to further discuss potential synergies and cross-cutting issues
between the Conventions.

Use of the evaluation report as an important source of information
and strategic guidance for decision making by the Convention
Governing Bodies, the Convention Secretariat and by UNESCO staff
working in field offices.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The following factors contributed to ensuring that the evaluation is used and
recommendations are implemented:

o

Stakeholder involvement and extensive consultation during the
entire evaluation process from evaluation design to finalization of
the report;

Timing of the evaluation. After having been in force for seven years
the time was ripe for a first assessment of the effectiveness of the
Convention’s mechanisms and of UNESCO’s support activities, and
for a stock-taking of the status and results of implementation. This
created an opening for the implementation of the evaluation
recommendations;

Demonstrated interest in the evaluation by the Governing Bodies of
the Convention and (especially) the Convention Secretariat right
from the start of the exercise. This ensured that learning was
happening already during the evaluation process;

Increased donors’ expectations for UN Agencies to better
demonstrate the results of their work and to improve its
effectiveness and impact.

Novelty of this type of evaluation. Very few comprehensive
evaluations of standard-setting work have been undertaken in the
UN system so far. This evaluation therefore raised the interest of
UNESCO’s Executive Board members and their readiness to support
the implementation of the recommendations.

Quality of the evaluation recommendations, which were found to be
relevant, sufficiently (but not overly) precise, and well targeted.

72






o  Presentation of the report in various fora and meetings, and
dissemination to a wide range of stakeholders not only through the
evaluation office, but also through the Convention Secretariat and
the expert community.

Case Study 15: UNESCO - Evaluation/ Review of UNESCO’s Education Category | Institutes

Full title

Evaluation/ Review of UNESCO’s Education Category I Institutes

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

A review of six education-related institutes was carried out in collaboration
with the UNESCO Education Sector. The aim of the review was to assess
specific key aspects of the Institutes’ performance, their achievements and
challenges within the context of the implementation of the overall strategy
for those institutes and centers. In its findings and recommendations the
review also considered the progress achieved in the implementation of the
recommendations of the previous evaluation carried out in 2005/2006.

The review was designed to inform the Education Sector’s decision-making
process towards strengthening the overall framework for cooperation with
(and among) the Institutes as well as the strategic allocation of resources and
human resource capacities. In terms of scope the review covered the
Institutes’ mandate and relevance, the results achieved, collaboration and
interaction with partners within the UNESCO system and beyond,
management and governance mechanisms, as well as different aspects of
sustainability. The review resulted in individual reports for each Institute
pointing to specific achievements and challenges of each Institute directed to
the Institutes and their governing bodies, as well as a summary report that
identified crosscutting issues and systemic recommendations that was
primarily directed to the Education sector’s senior management and UNESCO
Member States, primarily the representatives of Members States in UNESCO’s
Executive Board.

The primary intended users of this review were therefore the Institutes’
governing bodies and senior management, as well as the Senior Management
of the UNESCO Education sector and UNESCO’s governing bodies.
Furthermore, the individual recommendations for each Institute provided a
framework for internal reform and improvements concerning also program
and support staff of the Institutes.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Systemic findings and recommendations pointed to the need for a clearer
positioning of the institutes within the Education Sector’s strategy, a better
demonstration and communication of results and more effective governance.
These elements informed strategic reflection and decision-making within the
Education Sector to improve strategic guidance, revisit the allocation of
UNESCO resources to the institutes, and to improve the coordination and
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collaboration with the institutes. The Education sector appreciated this
review, which was carried out in parallel to an internal assessment on the
management of the Institutes. The review was instrumental in triggering a
number reform proposals and decisions by governing bodies and senior
management on necessary changes to the statutes of the Institutes and
establishing a framework for a more harmonized approach to collaboration,
governance, management and operations.

At the level of the individual Institutes, the review provided a framework for
reflection on how to better position each Institute within the specific
thematic area and institutional landscape in which it operated, as well as to
initiate negotiations with the host countries to strengthen their support of
the Institutes. It also helped the Institutes to implement internal reform
efforts for better management, more focused and effective allocation of
resources and for defining a stronger focus and results- based orientation of
their work programs.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Several factors contributed to the effective use of the review’s findings
(reflection and debate) and recommendations (implementation). First, at the
sector level, the timing of the review was aligned to an internal assessment
(which in terms of focus and scope was complementary to the external
review), with both exercises feeding into the Education sector’s decision-
making process on strategic and operational challenges for the future of the
Education sector’s Institutes. Second, the review generated credible and
convincing evidence, which was presented in such a way as to coincide with
the main strategic issues of the broader organizational reform process that
was high on the agenda of UNESCO’s governing bodies. Third, the
comparative aspect of the review was of particular interest to stakeholders as
it informed reflections and decisions on resource allocation and systemic
issues across Institutes. Fourth, the review process was essentially a
participatory process, in which extensive consultations with staff,
management and governing bodies of individual Institutes led to substantial
ownership of the exercise by the different stakeholders.

Fifth, communication was effective - the individual reports were presented to
the Institutes’ governing bodies and within the Institutes; the summary
report was presented to UNESCO’s Executive Board in the same session as
the ED sector report on the Institute management reform. The circulation of
draft reports to different stakeholders was again an element that contributed
to the overall sense of ownership and facilitated the subsequent process of
implementation of the review’s recommendations.

Sixth, there was a systematic follow-up process over a period of two years.
Periodic meetings between the stakeholders and the evaluation officers on
the basis of action plans, endorsed by all those involved, paved the way for
implementing changes. Finally, there was a general sense of appreciation by
UNESCO’s governing bodies concerning the individual reviews and summary
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report as an input to decision-making.

Case Study 16: UNFPA - Joint evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF Joint Program on Female
Genital Mutilation

Full title

UNFPA-UNICEF Joint Program on Female Genital Mutilation:
Accelerating Change

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which and under
what circumstances the UNFPA-UNICEF joint program has accelerated the
abandonment of Female Genital Mutilation (FGM) in program countries
between 2008-2012. Besides serving as an accountability tool for program
countries, donors and other stakeholders, the evaluation was also envisaged
as a learning opportunity. As such, it was intended to inform future UNFPA
and UNICEF work on FGM.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Following the finalization of the evaluation, a management response was
jointly prepared by UNFPA and UNICEF senior management. Both evaluation
report and joint management response were presented to UNICEF and
UNFPA’s Executive Boards.

The evaluation recommended UNFPA and UNICEF to jointly work on a
second phase of the program. Based on the results and recommendations of
the evaluation, the UNFPA/UNICEF coordination team worked on the design
of the second phase. Out of the nine recommendations, three were
specifically addressed with the second phase: (i) predictable longer-term
financing, (ii) strengthening of the M&E system and (iii) reinforcement of the
regional level.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Several factors contributed to an influential and successful joint evaluation.
First, this represented the first ever evaluation on the effects of FGM
abandonment. Second, the evaluation was jointly managed by both
Evaluation Offices (UNFPA Evaluation Office was the lead), strong
commitment and professional involvement of the two Evaluation Offices
through the entire evaluation process. Third, the involvement of two senior
experienced evaluation professionals ensured quality and smooth delivery.
Fourth, the evaluation had adequate funding and sufficient allocated of time
for ToR preparation and the selection of the country case studies. Fourth,
there was strong engagement by the Joint Evaluation Reference Group (ERG).
There was also clarity of roles for the joint Evaluation Management Group
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(EMG) and the joint ERG, and between the two. Fifth, the evaluation was
based on a participatory approach including a wide consultation with key
stakeholders at global, regional, national and community levels including
final beneficiaries. Sixth, there was optimal evaluation communication and
use: the dissemination plan was developed jointly. Finally, there was a push
from both agencies and a strong collaboration to ensure a timely joint
management response.

Case Study 17: UNICEF - National Child Protection Agenda in Thailand

Full title

National Child Protection Agenda in Thailand

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The evaluation was intended to provide inputs to the Royal Thai Government
and UNICEF on how to strategically advance the national child protection
agenda and strengthen the current national child protection system. The
intended primary users of the evaluation are the Ministry of Social
Development and Human Security (MSDHS) and other relevant Ministries of
the Government, as well as the UNICEF Thailand Country Office (TCO). More
specifically, the evaluation aimed:

1. to assess the actual and potential contribution of child protection
monitoring and response system (CPMRS) to the national child protection
system;

2. to determine the extent to which CPMRS had met its objectives;

3. to determine the relevance, efficiency and sustainability of the CPMRS as
an approach to strengthen the child protection system

4. to provide recommendations for the refinement and potential scaling up of
the CPMRS approach to the national level.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Following the results of the evaluation, recommendations were presented to
the MSDHS and UNICEF. This led to (1) a change in child protection policies
and (2) UNICEF program adjustments, both described below.

Policy Change
After several years of UNICEF's advocacy with the Government for the

expansion of the child protection monitoring and response system, the
evaluation provided concrete evidence on the relevance and sustainability of
the system. The evaluation process itself created the interest among
government partners and at the end, it led to wider discussions and
agreements to support the implementation of CPMRS in other areas of
Thailand. In 2013, as a result of the evaluation, the MSDHS expanded the
system to selected districts in seven provinces, and they are planning to add
more provinces this year. Moreover, the evaluation also led to the high level
decision to develop the overall national child protection policy and strategy,
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which was also among its recommendations and which had been advocated
by UNICEF for many years.

Program adjustments

The findings on effectiveness and efficiency of the CPMRS provided good
guidance to the Government to embark on the expansion of the system.
Based on the evaluation findings, UNICEF reviewed its guidelines on pilot
project and were shared with other sections as a good reminder on the
important considerations and meaning of these guidelines.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Several factors contributed to the impact of the evaluation. First, the
evaluation met the interest of the audience, in this case government and non-
government agencies dealing with children’s rights. Indeed, there are still
very few evaluations and studies available that look in to a holistic approach
to child protection, and this evaluation therefore filled an important gap. It
provided evidence that was timely and appropriate for the Thai Government
to head toward the strengthening and improving child protection systems in
the country.

Second, the entire process of the evaluation involved the relevant
stakeholders. The preparation of the terms of reference, design, methodology,
timeframe and consultations involved the policy makers at the national level
down to the key beneficiaries at the community level. The analysis of results
also underwent thorough consultations in order to make the evaluation
comprehensive and ensure the buy-in and acceptance of key stakeholders. It
is strongly believe that the quality involvement of key persons from the
beginning until its completion facilitated the approval and adoption of the
findings and recommendations.

Third and last, the recommendations were found to be highly relevant,
credible, feasible and well disseminated. They adequately addressed the
underlying gaps that has long existed in the child protection work in Thailand
and were perceived as highly credible. Finally, in order to improve the reach
of recommendations, they were discussed with the Government in several
meetings and the report was translated in Thai.

Case Study 18: UNICEF - Review of the Global Education Cluster

Full title Review of the Global Education Cluster Co-Leadership Arrangement
between UNICEF and Save the Children (focus area 2)
What were | The creation of the Global Education Cluster co-leadership arrangement was
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the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

a bold attempt to bring something new to the cluster approach to
humanitarian response. It was - and remains - a unique organization of
agency resources predicated on the expectation that a UN/NGO partnership
might add value to the work of a cluster. As one of the last in a series of
clusters to be created - and one that was controversial at the time - the
Global Education Cluster offered an appropriate and timely vehicle for this
pioneering experiment.

This exercise constituted an independent evaluative review of the Global
Education Cluster. It sought to identify and address gaps in the partnership,
with the ultimate goal of improving sectoral coordination and achieving
education results at field level. Recognizing that the exercise would not be
relevant, credible, or used if undertaken by UNICEF alone, from the outset
UNICEF sought to actively engage its evaluation counterparts at Save the
Children to co-manage the review. This included joint finalization of the
terms of reference, shared recruitment and day-to-day management of the
consulting team, joint communications and co-chairing of reference group
meetings, and regular co-manager meetings on strategic and technical issues.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

A joint management response was subsequently issued, and led to the
following key actions: a joint visioning exercise to articulate the cluster’s
objectives and indicators to monitor its performance; a roadmap for seizing
on each partner’s comparative advantage and a clarification of roles and
responsibilities; a joint planning, budgeting as and resource mobilization
process; stronger governance arrangements to help bridge inter-agency and
single-agency accountabilities of the co-coordinators.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The close evaluation partnership was the single most pivotal factor that
helped ensure that the review’s recommendations were agreed and acted on
by senior management of both organizations.

Case Study 19: UNICEF - Independent Review of UNICEF's Operational Response to
the January 2010 Earthquake in Haiti (cross-cutting)

Full title Independent Review of UNICEF's Operational Response to the January
2010 Earthquake in Haiti (cross-cutting)

What were | This exercise, commissioned by the Office of the Executive Director (OED),

the was titled a ‘review’ because of its focus on internal operational issues

objectives affecting UNICEF’s corporate response to the Haiti earthquake, not on specific

of the programmatic outcomes at field level. In this scenario, Haiti served to
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evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

illustrate broader systemic challenges affecting UNICEF’s ability to respond
effectively to large-scale, sudden-onset and complex emergencies.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The evaluation and its management response, under OED’s leadership, has
led to major changes to improve the organization’s performance in large-
scale emergencies. The most significant of these is the introduction of
simplified standard operating procedures to more clearly guide UNICEF, as a
highly decentralized organization, to respond to large-scale corporate
emergencies. Other major actions include: greater integration of UNICEF’s
cluster work within its trainings and guidance for senior managers; fine-
tuned Human Resources processes and systems for getting the right people
on the ground at (and for) the appropriate time; clearer strengthened
guidance to help UNICEF and its partners respond in urban disasters, and
more. In addition, colleagues elsewhere in the organization reported
applying relevant lessons from the Haiti review to emergencies in their own
regions (Horn of Africa, Sahel).

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Two factors were pivotal in ensuring follow-through on the review. First,
given the highly charged dynamics of the Haiti response, it was important
that this independent review not only highlight critical shortcomings, but
also demonstrate impartiality so as to garner credibility. This meant
recognizing the many hurdles UNICEF faced in the Haiti response and
avoiding ‘finger-pointing” at individual corners of the organization, while still
pinpointing systemic gaps. The impartial nature of the exercise formed a key
talking point that was communicated to stakeholders throughout the exercise
so as to pace the way for later acceptance of its critical findings.

Second, as an OED-commissioned corporate exercise, it was critical that the
Evaluation Office work hand in hand with OED throughout the exercise.
Although key lessons were gained from this experience that will benefit
future OED-commissioned exercises, OED’s involvement efforts were vital to
helping keep the review relevant to major policy currents in the organization,
and sustain attention and positive engagement in the review.

Case Study 20: UNICEF - Progress Evaluation of the Education in Emergencies and
Post-Crisis Transition Program

Full title

Progress Evaluation of the Education in Emergencies and Post-Crisis
Transition Program

79






What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The Education in Emergency and Post-crisis Transition (EEPCT) Program
aims to “put education in emergency and post-crisis transition countries on a
viable path of sustainable progress toward quality basic education for all”.
The Progress Evaluation of Program was finalized in the end of 2010. It
examined global level progress and entailed country case studies of Angola,
Colombia, Cote d’Ivoire, Liberia, Philippines, and Sri Lanka. A full
management response followed and was presented to the Executive Board by
special request in February of 2012.

Funding for the program was directed through well-established UNICEF
channels, which track resources by donor, generating a good record of the
flow of funds. While this mechanism provides for tracking of funds allocated
and expended according to donor and country program, it does not permit
easy analysis of expenditure by goal or activity. The evaluation identified
difficulties related to the flow of funds to countries. Funds are received late in
the fiscal year, which leads to a scramble to allocate them in the year
received. The process by which funds are allocated to countries was
substantially improved in 2009 and 2010.

Communication within UNICEF was not sufficient for country offices to
understand EEPCT’s aims and objectives. EEPCT has been used more as a
fund to support existing country programs than to support the program’s
global objectives. In 2009, UNICEF undertook significant steps to address the
lack of clarity regarding the objectives of EEPCT at the country level, and
understanding at the country level has improved.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The management response workshop directly followed a brownbag
presentation and Q&A by the evaluation team leaders, which provided
workshop participants a comprehensive understanding of evaluation findings
and recommendations. The workshop, led by the Education Section, included
key stakeholders in headquarters. The evaluation team leader also
participated in the workshop to answer questions and brainstorm possible
actions. This provided an additional level of external insight, which was
particularly appreciated by the education team.

The evaluation served as a solid foundation for learning from past lessons for
the development of the new Education and Peacebuilding Program, funded
by the Government of the Netherlands. The evaluation was cited in the new
program proposal, and evaluation findings on the weaknesses of past
management structure, results frameworks, and harmonization of program
allocation and implementation were all considered in order to build a
stronger future program. The Evaluation Office played an integral role
advising on the M&E plan and results framework in the new program.
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Case Study 21:

UNICEEF - Joint Evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF Joint Program on

Female Genital Mutilation/Cutting (FGM/C): Accelerating Change

Full title

Joint Evaluation of the UNFPA-UNICEF Joint Program on Female Genital
Mutilation/Cutting (FGM/C): Accelerating Change

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

The joint evaluation assessed the extent to which the UNFPA-UNICEF joint
program has accelerated the abandonment of Female Genital
Mutilation/Cutting (FGM/C) in 15 program countries (2008-2012). The
evaluation provided an opportunity to ensure accountability to donors and
other stakeholders, and was also a useful learning exercise. The evaluation
assessed the relevance, efficiency, sustainability and the effectiveness of the
holistic and multi-sectoral approach adopted by UNFPA and UNICEF in their
program for the acceleration of the abandonment of FGM/C. Furthermore, it
also assessed the quality of the coordination mechanisms that have been
established at the global level and within countries to maximize the
effectiveness of joint program interventions. Finally, the evaluation provided
recommendations for the future direction of the FGM/C policies and
programs and gives UNFPA and UNICEF insights into the successes and
challenges in conducting joint programming.

This was the first collaborative evaluation between UNFPA and UNICEF
evaluation offices that examined the relevance and effectiveness of the joint
FGM/C program. The evaluation was challenged to provide answers to
questions related to the appropriateness of the approach used and results
achieved. The evaluation had a clear utilization focus as the findings would
be linked directly to decision-making on whether or not the Joint FGM/C
Program should go into second phase and what improvements needed to be
made to improve program effectiveness, expansion and sustainability but
also efficiency of how UNFPA and UNICEF worked together as part of the
joint initiative.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The evaluation generated concrete evidence, lessons and recommendations,
which were used for decisions related to the second phase of the joint
program. The evaluation validated the relevance and effectiveness of the
social norms approach, which UNICEF is using with greater confidence for
programming for addressing early marriage.

Case Study 22:

UNICEF - Evaluation of UNICEF’s Emergency Preparedness Systems

Full title

2013 Global: Evaluation of UNICEF’s Emergency Preparedness Systems
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What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

Emergencies have a negative effect on the realization of the rights of
UNICEF’s core beneficiary groups. In 2012, UNICEF and its partners
responded to 286 humanitarian situations of varying degrees in 79 countries.
UNICEF’s involvement in emergency situations is expected to increase as
emergencies become more frequent. It is, therefore, important that UNICEF
effectively prepares for emergencies, both independently and in
collaboration with national governments and partners, and also ensures that
adequate investment has been made to this end. Recent audits and
evaluations, however, have pointed to uneven emergency preparedness (EP)
across emergencies.

This independent evaluation was commissioned by UNICEF’s Evaluation
Office (EO) to pinpoint the specific gaps in UNICEF’s EP policies and systems
that need to be addressed or strengthened.

This evaluation observed that UNICEF's humanitarian activities are
orientated towards emergency response rather than preparation or
mitigation. Constraints identified in this report that hinder improved EP
include: inadequate articulation of vision, goals, definitions and strategy; ad
hoc funding; inconsistent application of programming; lack of integration of
policies, practices and standards; limited accountability and lack of
performance measurement and reporting activities.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

Steps were identified to enhance UNICEF's Emergency Preparedness in
response to the Global Preparedness Evaluation, with a focus on linking
preparedness and resilience more clearly. Immediate next steps will include
making emergency preparedness a part of annual work planning, reflecting
preparedness in the PPP, and new modalities to fund preparedness.

Case Study 23: UNICEF - Transforming Residential Institutions for Children and
Developing Sustainable Alternatives

Full title

2011 Serbia: Transforming Residential Institutions for Children and
Developing Sustainable Alternatives

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation

In 2005, the Government of Serbia adopted the Social Welfare Development
Strategy (SWDS), main strategic framework for the reform of social welfare
system. One of the main goals of SWDS is “improvement of offer and quality
of services in all forms of residential placement of beneficiaries”. The strategy
foresees decrease of number of children placements in residential
institutions and introduction and application of new methodological
approaches, new organization of work and guaranteed quality of services,
which are to greatest possible extent adjusted to beneficiaries’ needs. The
strategy envisages development of new services and service departments
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users?

which would support the life of children with disabilities or without parental
care in the community, such as foster care, respite care, etc.

The purpose of this evaluation report was to: (1) Evaluate the contribution of
the project to the implementation of the Social Welfare Development
Strategy, including contribution to the development of new policies and
legislation in the area of child care; (2) Identify approaches that were vital for
the achievement of results as well as lessons learned and good practice
examples that can become a knowledge base for future programming, and;
(3) Provide insight into the current status of child care system and strategic
recommendations for the next steps in the reform process relevant for all
engaged stakeholders.

Recommendations for MoLSP included a set of actions aimed at improving
management capacities and further planning of transformation of residential
institutions within the MoLSP, provision of further support and education to
residential institutions, establishment and capacity building of new Regional
Centers for Fostering, strengthening of partnerships with local self-
governments and improvement of data about children.

Recommendations for the Ministry of Health were related to creation of
conditions for further and full implementation of Professional Methodological
Guidance for Implementation of National Health Program for Children, Youth
and Women throughout Serbia in all maternity hospitals (with respect to
communication aspect), further education of medical staff (medical doctors,
nurses) and necessary actions for further strengthening of communication
with parents of newborns at risk, with the aim to minimize
institutionalization of such newborns.

Special attention has been given to recommendations that might help
finalization of the Action Plan for implementation of Baby Friendly Health
Initiative in Hospitals.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The final evaluation of the UNICEF Serbia implemented project
“Transforming Residential Institutions for Children and Developing
Sustainable Alternatives”, (2008-2011) was conducted. This exercise
evaluated the results and achievements of the project, including its
contribution to the implementation of the Social Welfare Development
Strategy and the development of new policies and legislation in the area of
childcare. The evaluation recommendations were translated into action
through a process of supporting the closure of large residential institutions
for children and the transformation of 3 regular child-homes into small
group-homes for children with disability with possible transfer to foster
families.
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Case Study 24:

UNICEEF - Civil Registration Support in Cameroon

Full title

Civil Registration Support in Cameroon

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

At the time of the evaluation, the births of less than 6 in 10 children were
registered within the legal timeframe. The Committee on the Rights of the
Child called on Cameroon to improve this situation, with special attention for
the most vulnerable children. Indeed, children living in rural areas and those
born to poor parents are the least likely to be registered. One ministry-
supported study put the proportion of civil registers in good state in the main
civil registration centers at less than 1 in 5.

While the pace of civil registration reform is painstakingly slow and the
ministry thus far has not been successful to attract broad-based international
support for the reform program, there is a growing impatience of the public
with the situation. This has led to an increase in the circulation of
counterfeited identity documents, reported consistently by police officials
interviewed and others.

The integrity of the country’s ID system depends on the reliability of the birth
certificate as the important breeder document for any ID system. There is
international concern about such developments: the so-called “Rabat
process” cooperation between Africa and Europe to reduce illegal
immigration from Africa into Europe includes the aim to improve the quality
of civil status records and combat documentary fraud.

The main conclusions of this evaluation report could be phrased in terms of
more or less successful government- and UNICEF efforts to improve civil
registration service delivery. The report’s recommendation is to re-organize
the civil registration service as a de-concentrated government service.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The country program evaluated a decade of UNICEF interventions to increase
access to birth registration and potential mechanisms for achieving
sustainable results. The key findings supported the programmatic decision
to end direct services via the payment for birth certificates by UNICEF. Joint,
sustained advocacy with the donor community and faith-based organizations
and an evaluation of 10 years of UNICEF service delivery, led to the extension
of the free birth registration period from 30 - 90 days, improving access as a
part of civil status reform.

Most notably, an evaluation of birth registration was linked to national civil
status reform with recommendations for strengthening access included in the
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inter-ministerial road map. Similarly, the results of an assessment of
alternatives measures to detention were included in the revision of the penal
code and the new decree adopting such measures.

Based on key findings, the UNICEF management response is to end financial
contributing to the annual organization of the Children’s Parliament as the
government provides funding for this purpose.

Case Study 25: UNRWA - Background Paper
Full title Creation of a background paper on evaluation
What were The United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
the Near East (UNRWA) delivers quite standardized services over a long period

objectives of
the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

of time (since 65 years). As change is quite gradual there has been less need
to develop documentation on change than in many other faster paced
environments. Documentation that ensures evaluability is therefore not as
easily available as it would be in project environments that require
logframes, theories of change and implementation plans. The lack of a clear
theory of change and a common understanding of program delivery
throughout the UNRWA can lead to misunderstandings during the evaluation
process.

To overcome this challenge and to improve evaluability UNRWA has
introduced the process of creating a background paper on the subject of the
evaluation. Evaluation division together with the client spend time to
develop a background paper that includes the history of the program a theory
of change, the scope, the evaluation questions, and the objectives of the
evaluation. The background paper is based on document review of relevant
documentation, discussions with key stakeholders, and analysis of this
information. During this process the evaluation division typically moderates
a meeting of stakeholders to come to an agreement on the theory of change of
the program before the background paper is finalized. Drafts of the
background paper are shared with primary stakeholders to correct factual
errors and to confirm the theory of change. The background paper then later
is endorsed by the steering committee of the evaluation.

How was the
evaluation
used?

Since the introduction of the background paper, the evaluability has greatly
improved as the theory of change forms the basis to evaluate the
effectiveness and impact of the intervention. The collaboration with the
client of the evaluation has also greatly improved as the scope and evaluation
questions have been discussed and then endorsed, so that there are much
fewer misunderstandings as the evaluation progresses.

85






Why was the | The evaluation division experimented with different modalities to develop
evaluation the background paper using consultants and developing it in house. The
used and development of the background paper in house has been much more efficient
successful? | than the development using a consultant, as the evaluation division staff
understands the context of UNRWA better and was able to have more frank
discussions with the clients than the consultants.
Case Study 26: UNRWA - Steering Committee
Full title Creation of a steering committee for each evaluation
What were The United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
the Near East (UNRWA) delivers quite standardized services over a long period

objectives of
the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

of time (since 65 years). There are many stakeholders that are interested to
use the evaluation but would typically not get involved closely in the process.
At the same time although evaluations are public few people use them to
reflect about the programmes.

To address the challenge to get key stakeholders involved and to publish
evaluations for use UNRWA as a standard creates steering committees with
internal and external stakeholders to guide the evaluation process.

How was the

The steering committee approves the background paper for the evaluation,

evaluation discusses the inception report, is part of the presentation of the preliminary
used? findings and recommendations and provides comments on the draft report.
Why was the | The involvement of the steering committee has led to the evaluations being
evaluation used by government and donors as well as by the UNRWA internal
used and stakeholders. Discussing findings in a forum of senior stakeholders greatly
successful? | increases the probability of the findings being used and the
recommendations being implemented.

Case Study 27: UNRWA - Interactive recommendation follow up

Full title Interactive recommendation follow up

What were Evaluation Division in the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
the Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) in the past had followed up
objectives of | recommendations based on a model used in the Audit Division
the communicating to the owners of the recommendations that an update
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evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

towards the implementation of recommendations is due at a certain date.
Unfortunately, this formal follow up has not resulted in a high response rate
from clients.

To address this challenge Evaluation Division added some interactive
components to the recommendation follow up including a dialogue with
clients and meetings to discuss the recommendation follow up.

How was the

During the meetings with clients the progress on the different

evaluation recommendations is discussed. This allows Evaluation Division to reach out

used? to clients and clarify what evaluation is in comparison to other oversight
instruments and advocate for the implementation of the recommendations.
The discussions clarify the spirit of the recommendations and what actually
would be required to close the recommendations.

Why was the | Clients have an opportunity to reflect on their programmes while engaging

evaluation on the nature of the recommendations. This enables them to step back and

used and spend some time on strategic thinking.

successful?
As a result of this process there is now a 100 percent response rate on the
recommendation follow up process and a greatly improved implementation
rate of recommendations.

Case Study 28: UNRWA - Evaluation of agency medium term strategy

Full title Evaluation of the UNRWA’s Medium Term Strategy

What were In 2009 the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in

the the Near East (UNRWA) created its first Medium Term Strategy. This

objectives of
the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

strategy guides UNRWA service delivery by defining four goals that the
services should achieve in the five fields of UNRWA service delivery (A long
and healthy life; acquired knowledge and skills, a decent standard of living,
and human rights enjoyed to the fullest extent possible.

During discussions with host and donor governments it became clear that a
mid-term evaluation of the Medium Term Strategy would be very much
appreciated to guide the development of the next Medium Term Strategy.
There was a particular interest on the process of developing the next Medium
Term Strategy.

How was the
evaluation
used?

The evaluation used a steering committee with participation of a host
government and donor governments ensuring high visibility of the process.
The Mid-term Evaluation of the Medium Term Strategy was discussed in the
Advisory Committee of UNRWA and UNRWA committed to implement the
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recommendations from this evaluation.

The interest of host and donor governments and the timeliness of the
evaluation enabled the use of the evaluation.

Why was the | As a result the next Medium Term Strategy was developed in a more

evaluation participatory manner. In addition the monitoring and evaluation framework

used and is integrated in the new Medium Term Strategy with evaluations aligned to

successful? | the strategic areas of the new Medium Term Strategy over the coming six
years.

Case Study 29: WFP - Transition from food aid to food assistance

Full title A synthesis of four strategic evaluations on the transition from food aid
to food assistance

What were A 2012 synthesis carried out by the WFP Office of Evaluation (OEV) drew

the from four independent strategic evaluations that assessed different aspects of

objectives of
the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

WFP’s transition from a food aid to a food assistance agency, as called for in
the Strategic Plan 2008-2013. The individual evaluations covered WFP’s role
in social protection and safety nets; ending long-term hunger; working in
partnership; and how country offices adapt to change. The synthesis
revealed striking similarities in the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the four evaluations, concluding that organizational
support for the transition was weak and that the adaptation of necessary
systems, procedures and staff capacities lagged behind the pace of change in
the field.

How was the
evaluation
used?

The synthesis informed WFP’s policy and operational development,
particularly in regards to enhancing WFP’s capacity to advise and support
governments, to raise funds and engage in partnerships. The synthesis was
heavily referenced in the Strategic Plan 2014-2017. For example in response
to evaluation findings, the new strategic plan placed a greater emphasis on
how strategic shifts were to be achieved. The synthesis was the most
frequently cited in the recent Office of Evaluation Peer Review as influential
by Board members, senior management, regional and country based staff,
and OEV itself. The Office of Evaluation noted that senior management’s
attention to the synthesis was unprecedented. The synthesis, the individual
evaluation “Working in Partnership” and a related strategic evaluation of
WFP’s Private Sector Strategy also informed the development of WFP’s first
Partnership Strategy.
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Why was the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The use of the evaluation results was most likely due to the importance that
WFP placed on transitioning the organization to a food assistance role and
the attention paid to the transition by WFP’s Executive Director and Senior
Management with strong interest of WFP’s Governing Body. This occasioned
widespread support - both internal and external - for the sorts of changes
needed to more effectively bring about the shift. The synthesis was
particularly helpful in pointing out the tools and operating principles that are
needed at all levels to bring about the change. The report’s conclusions on the
practical requirements for organizational change - capacity, funding,
technical support, and partnerships - enabled the new strategic plan to take a
more realistic approach to achieving its objectives. Importantly, many of the
constraints identified by the synthesis were internal and systemic and thus
within WFP’s control to address. This made it possible for the organization to
address practical suggestions concerning leadership, guidance, human
resources development and partnering strategies.

Case Study 30:

WFP- Food Assistance in Bangladesh

Full title

The Contribution of Food Assistance to Durable Solutions in Protracted
Refugee Situations; its impact and role in Bangladesh: a mixed method
impact evaluation

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

Since 1991, WFP has assisted approximately 30,000 Rohingya refugees from
Myanmar living in two refugee camps in Cox’s Bazar district, Bangladesh. The
refugees are dependent on humanitarian assistance as official regulations
restrict their movement outside the camps and involvement in income-
generating activities. In 2010-2011, an evaluation was jointly commissioned
by WFP and the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) to assess the role of food assistance in, and its contribution to, self-
reliance and durable solutions for the refugee and the refugee-affected
populations.

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The evaluation found that food assistance delivers short-term food security
outcomes, but that overall dietary diversity is poor among refugees.
Furthermore, assistance should adapt to the protracted context, within an
overall transition strategy. To this end, the evaluation recommended that
alternative food assistance mechanisms be developed that enable more
accurate targeting, are more appropriate to the refugee’s livelihood reality,
and are more cost effective and efficient.

WFP’s Bangladesh Country Office team sought a solution that provides the
refugees with a greater choice of food items to cover the daily nutrition
needs. Vouchers were identified as a more viable option than cash due to
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concerns that cash grants might encourage increased migration of Rohingyas
from Myanmar. The Government of Bangladesh approved food distribution
through e-vouchers in December 2013 and WFP launched the vouchers in
2014.

The vouchers enable refugees to purchase a range of food items according to
their families’ needs and preference from contracted vendors inside the
refugee camps. Women cardholders, whose customs constrain them from
moving outside the camps, are able to safely access food from these shops.

The e-voucher modality is less costly to deliver than food distribution and
give refugees greater choice in the foods they consume and when they can
access their entitlements. E-vouchers are expected to enhance the nutritional
value of the assistance, increase the security and accuracy of the assistance
and have positive ‘spill-over effects’ on the domestic economy by providing
business to food traders and shops. Registration is streamlined and the e-
voucher has the potential for UNHCR to include non-food items in the future.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The evaluation recommendations were reinforced by several other internal
and external assessments, and were supported by the strong demand within
the refugee community for a new modality. Bangladesh officials visited
Turkey where government officials demonstrated the use of cards with
Syrian refugees, which helped increase the confidence of Bangladesh officials
in the use of e-vouchers. Strong leadership was demonstrated by the WFP
Country Office senior management, and support provided by various
technical units in WFP. The partner UNHCR, with support of the Bangladesh
Government, provides a database of refugees and support for beneficiary
registration.

Case Study 31: WFP - School Feeding in the Gambia

Full title School Feeding in The Gambia (2001-2010): A Mixed Method Impact
Evaluation

What were | Between 2001 and 2010, WFP supported three school feeding programs in The

the Gambia. The programs reached 113,000 rural students each year, about 40%

objectives | of all primary school children in the country. A 2011 impact evaluation of the

of the WFP school feeding program in The Gambia took place at a time when the

evaluation | Gambian government was considering new directions for the school feeding

and the program, based on the assumptions of long term impact.

intended

primary

evaluation
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users?

How was
the
evaluation
used?

The Gambian government welcomed the evaluation, which, for the first time,
provided rigorous impact information about WFP’s school feeding. The
evaluation found clear evidence that school feeding contributed to the
nutritional requirements of participating students. However, the quality of
education and certain practices that excluded some children from the program
tended to limit the impact of school feeding on net enrolment.

In response to the evaluation recommendations, the Gambian government
established an inter-sectoral task force to coordinate and monitor the National
School Feeding Program and Policy. WFP enhanced its technical assistance and
capacity support to enable an eventual handover of school feeding to the
government. WFP and the government developed an improved targeting
system for school feeding. The impact evaluation has been cited in
government policies, such as the Millennium Development Goals Accelerated
Framework, the revised Education Policy (2011-2012) and The Gambia’s
Program for Accelerated Growth and Employment. It was also integrated into a
national level workshop on the future of school feeding in The Gambia.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and

successful
2

Access to education has been a priority for The Gambia since the achievement
of independence in 1965. Girl’'s education, in particular, has received
significant attention and has been the object of national and international
efforts since the 1990s. Starting in 2000, The Gambia’s nutrition policy has
prioritized improving the nutrition of women and school-age children. The
Ministry of Basic and Secondary Education has identified the quality of
education as a major priority and is working to improve monitoring and
teacher performance. The government’s interest in extending and taking
control of the school feeding program grew from these commitments and was
predicated on a better understanding of the long-term benefits, which was part
of WFP’s rationale to conduct the impact evaluation in The Gambia. The
evaluation findings and practical recommendations reinforced the
government’s commitment and enabled The Gambia to move ahead with its
plans for a national school feeding program, with WFP’s support.

Case Study 32: WIPO - Knowing Sharing Evaluation

Full title Knowing Sharing Evaluation in WIPO

What were | The 2014 IOD evaluation of Knowledge Sharing in WIPO was strategically
the conducted to reinforce the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) Management and
objectives | Administration Review report on the need for a structured approach for
of the knowledge management within WIPO.
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evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

How was
the
evaluation
used?

This joint initiative contributed to the identification of main assets and needs
in knowledge sharing, making the evaluation able to provide a sequence of
recommendations under the form of a roadmap that addressed the various
stages to implement a Knowledge Sharing strategy.

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

The inclusion in the evaluation of a Learning Resource Group and the
collaborative work with both the WIPO Administration and staff were
essential in gathering all perspectives, and raising a widespread awareness of
the strategic opportunities and benefits that adequate knowledge sharing
procedures bring to the Organization.

For the first time the Administration has requested the evaluation to continue
its support by assisting in the process of defining a management action plan
based on the evaluation recommendations. By doing so, the evaluation is still
contributing to ensure the adequate understanding and appropriate
allocation of resources to finalize the comprehensive knowledge sharing
strategy, as per indicated by the JIU.

Case Study 33:

WIPO - Recommendations from IOD Evaluation Reports

Full title

Recommendations from Internal Oversight Division evaluation reports

What were
the
objectives
of the
evaluation
and the
intended
primary
evaluation
users?

Recommendations from Internal Oversight Division (I0D) evaluation reports
have been utilized to strategically plan further WIPO interventions with the
Member States. A significant example are the already implemented
recommendations of a 2013 evaluation on the Support Services internally
provided to the WIPO Intergovernmental Committee on IP and Genetic
Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore. As reported, the early
implementation of these recommendations has contributed to provide better
information to participants, to enhance communicating processes, and to
provide better support to Member States during the preparation of upcoming
sessions.

How was
the
evaluation

Development Agenda project evaluations were also covered by 10D's early
stages of work and have had a reported impact on WIPQ's efforts in this area.
A significant case was the use of results towards the establishment of a
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used?

sustainability-led transition plan jointly developed with the beneficiary
Member State, and the use by the Program of specific methodological tools
and frameworks

Why was
the
evaluation
used and
successful?

Through the IOD one-year after questionnaire, users associated the
extremely professional conduction of this evaluation and the extent to which
it addressed issues relevant for the unit as key factors for actionable
recommendations.

Ex-post satisfaction surveys to clients of this evaluation rated
recommendations as highly actionable. The inclusion under the scope of the
evaluation of the assessment of relevant areas for the program, along with an
objective and timely delivery of results were essential for the positive impact
on the management processes and the achievement of the objectives of the
program.
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Sixty-ninth session
Agenda item 24

Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 19 December 2014

[on the report of the Second Committee (A/69/473)]

69/237. Building capacity for the evaluation of development
activities at the country level

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 59/250 of 22 December 2004, 62/208 of 19 December
2007, 66/209 of 22 December 2011 and 67/226 of 21 December 2012,

Reiterating the importance of building national capacity for the evaluation of
development activities,

Reaffirming that national capacity for the evaluation of development activities
may be further strengthened by the entities of the United Nations development
system upon request and in accordance with the principle of national ownership and
with the national policies and priorities defined by Member States,

Cognizant that the United Nations Evaluation Group and the relevant actors
have designated 2015 as the International Year of Evaluation and that they would
potentially contribute to supporting Member States, upon their request, in building
their capacity for the evaluation of development activities,

1. Notes that international cooperation in building national capacity for
evaluation at the country level should be voluntary and carried out upon request by
Member States;

2. Invites the entities of the United Nations development system, with the
collaboration of national and international stakeholders, to support, upon request,
efforts to further strengthen the capacity of Member States for evaluation, in
accordance with their national policies and priorities;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to provide an update, in 2016, on
progress made in building capacity for evaluation, based, inter alia, on inputs from
Member States and the United Nations development system, including the United
Nations Evaluation Group, as well as the Joint Inspection Unit, to be considered
during the quadrennial comprehensive policy review of operational activities for
development of the United Nations system in 2016.

75th plenary meeting
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ECOSOC Progress Report 2015.pdf
Progress Report to ECOSOC
Interim Coordination Mechanism (ICM)
Progress with implementation of Independent SysteritVide Evaluation (ISWE)

Background

In 2013, the United Nations General Assembly apptog new policy framework for partnership in
the conduct of independent system-wide evaluatft8¥#/E) of United Nations operational activities
for development (resolution 68/229). Findings apndclusions from ISWEs are intended to support
the quadrennial comprehensive policy review of apenal activities (QCPR) of the United Nations
system.

In adopting the policy, the General Assembly dettittecommission two pilot evaluations subject to
the provision and availability of extra-budgetapsources. One of the topics for pilot is entitled
“Meta-evaluation and synthesis of United Nations/&epment Assistance Framework evaluations,
with a particular focus on poverty eradicationThe second topic is entitled“Evaluation of the
contribution of the United Nations development sgstto strengthening national capacities for
statistical analysis and data collection to suppix achievement of the MDGs and other
internationally-agreed development goals”.

During the 68 Session, the General Assembly (resolution 69/32¥)ed for the accelerated
implementation during 2015 of the two pilot evalaas. Countries in a position to do so were
invited to provide extra-budgetary resources.

The Interim Coordination Mechanism, which was dghbd in 2012 (resolution 67/226), comprising
the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU), the United NatioBgaluation Group (UNEG), the Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), the stment of Economic and Social Affairs
(DESA) and the Office of Internal Oversight Sergd®I0S), was requested to report on progress
during the operational activities segment of ECOS©O2015.

Overall progresswith the two evaluations

The meta-evaluation / synthesis evaluation has heidated with the development of terms of
reference and the contracting of a consultant.ifibeption report will be available in April 2015
the final report is expected by September 2015.

As far as the evaluation of the United Nation’stcimation to building national statistical capaetiis
concerned, a step-by- step approach has been ddgiptn the complexity of the subject matter.
Consultants have been identified to undertake pisgostudy, which will be completed in March
2015. The full evaluation is expected to start jpridand be completed by the end of 2015, i.e. in
good time to serve as an input into the 2016 QCPR.

For both evaluations, steps have been undertakerretate the Evaluation Management Groups
(EMGs), comprising experienced evaluation manaffera UN organizations, and Key Stakeholder

Reference Groups (KSRGs), including representatit@® Member States. Both groups will be

chaired by JIU Inspectors, in accordance with BB&/E policy. The establishment of these groups
represents some challenges in terms of compositimhendorsement by CEB and ECOSOC. Both
groups will hopefully be established by May 201t5w&s decided not to await the outcome of these
processes and start the evaluations with a pragm@pgiroach. Until the EMGs and KSRGs have been





formally established, the ICM recommended the rsgttip of ad-hoc advisory groups comprising
both evaluation and subject-matter specialists stakleholders to help guide the evaluations. The
arrangement will in no way compromise the indeperdeand quality of the evaluations.

Establishment of the | SWE coordination secretariat

Launching the two evaluations would not have beessible without the establishment of the ISWE
coordination secretariat. The ISWE secretariat dioator has taken up his duties as of November
2014. The main role of the coordinator is to supgue implementation of the two ISWE pilots and

to carry out further resource mobilization for ISWE

His appointment was made possible, as OCHA offéredservices of a full-time P5 senior evaluation
officer on a non-reimbursable loan basis to JIUdarne-year period. While being stationed in New
York, the coordinator works under the administmtsupervision of the executive secretary of the
JIU. JIU also administers a dedicated trust fumcefdra-budgetary resources.

The challenges of resource mobilization

During the early part of 2014, the overall resoyiure for ISWE remained constrained due to the
limited availability of extra-budgetary resources gupport implementation of the policy and in
particular the establishment of the ISWE Secretduaction. As a result, the two requested
evaluations could not be undertaken in 2014 asgseiution 68/229.

During the latter part of 2014, significant progregas made. Ireland and Switzerland contributed
approximately USD 100,000 each. From within the Bjdtem, the amount of USD 200,000 was
received from UNICEF. In addition to OCHA'’s assigemh of a staff member on a full-time basis, the
JIU decided to dedicate a significant amount oktiof four of its inspectors to ISWE as well as time
of its executive secretary and support staff.

The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) offetecdsupport implementation of ISWE as part of
one of the objectives of its new strategic plaseveral UNEG members are presently considering
financial contributions to support ISWE implemeidatin 2015 following the example of UNICEF.

While resource mobilization from within the UN syst exceeded expectations, the call for extra-
budgetary resources from countries in a positiormke contributions, as expressed in several
resolutions, has so far not been answered as extgngs will be necessary to ensure the timely
completion of the two pilot evaluations in prepamatfor the 2016 QCPR. There may be a need to
restrict the scope of the two studies to matchlekiel of resources which have been made available
(see attached revised budget proposal).

Apart from that, the ISWE policy clearly aims atadsishing a sustainable inter-agency mechanism
for independent system-wide evaluation beyond 06Z)CPR, which will only materialize, if it can
count on a solid funding base. Member States aher attakeholders are invited to reflect on ways
and means how this can be achieved.

ICM, February 2015
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Note by the Secretary-General

1. In December 2012, the General Assembly, in resolution 67/226, reaffirmed the need to
strengthen independent system-wide evaluation of operational activities for development. Noting the
findings and recommendations of the independent review commissioned by the Secretary-General in
response to resolution 64/289*%, the General Assembly reaffirmed that further strengthening of system-
wide evaluation within the United Nations development system should be based on utilizing and

enhancing existing mechanisms.

2. The General Assembly, also in resolution 67/226, requested the Secretary-General to establish
an interim coordination mechanism for system-wide evaluation of operational activities for
development of the United Nations system composed of the Joint Inspection Unit, the United Nations
Evaluation Group, the Department of Economic and Social Affairs, the Office for the Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs and the Office of Internal Oversight Services. Furthermore, the General
Assembly requested the Secretary-General, through the interim coordination mechanism, to develop a
policy for independent system-wide evaluation of operational activities for development of the United

Nations system, including submitting a proposal for pilot system-wide evaluations, for discussion by

' AI66/852

During the informal consultations of the Second Committee of the General Assembly on operational activities in the fall of
2013, Member States agreed to launch two pilot independent system-wide evaluations, subject to availability of extra-
budgetary resources and decided that the themes of these evaluations should be “meta-evaluation and synthesis of UNDAF
evaluations with a particular focus on poverty eradication” and “evaluation of the contribution of the United Nations
development system to strengthening national capacities for statistical analysis and data collection to support the
achievement of the MDGs and other internationally-agreed development goals.
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the Economic and Social Council at the operational activities segment of its substantive session in
2013. The Economic and Social Council, in resolution 2013/5, welcomed the establishment of the
interim coordination mechanism and took note of the new policy document and called for continuing
consultations with Member States on the proposals for pilot system-wide evaluations for decision by

the end of 2013.

3. The interim coordination mechanism was established in late February 2013. The group met
regularly over the following four months to develop a policy to support independent system-wide
evaluations of operational activities for development. This policy represents the outcome of
consultations with a significant number of Member States, United Nations funds, programmes and

specialized agencies, as well as relevant inter-agency mechanisms.

4. The policy intends to ensure that independent system-wide evaluation of operational activities
for development of the United Nations is systematically applied to assess whether the United Nations
system is efficiently and effectively responding to global, regional and country level needs and
priorities, and achieving the internationally-agreed development goals, including the Millennium

Development Goals.

5. As noted in Section X of the policy, it is envisaged that the General Assembly would review
the policy and the outcomes of its pilot implementation during the Assembly’s quadrennial
comprehensive policy review of operational activities for development of the United Nations system

in 2016. This review would inform improvements and adjustments to the policy.
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6. The United Nations system entities are ready to support Member States with the
implementation of this policy, in order to achieve greater development effectiveness and impact of the

work of the Organization for development in programme countries.





A/68/658-E/2014/7
GA resolution 67/226

Requests the Secretary-General to establish an interim coordination mechanism for system-wide
evaluation of operational activities for development of the United Nations system composed of the
Joint Inspection Unit, the United Nations Evaluation Group, the Department of Economic and Social
Affairs, the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs and the Office of Internal Oversight
Services, and also requests the Secretary-General, through the interim coordination mechanism, to
develop a policy for independent system-wide evaluation of operational activities for development of
the United Nations system, including submitting a proposal for pilot system-wide evaluations, for

discussion at the operational activities segment of the Economic and Social Council in 2013.

I.  INTRODUCTION

Background

7. Since the mid-1990s, Member States have increasingly adopted decisions at the
intergovernmental level, including through the comprehensive policy reviews of United Nations
operational activities for development, aimed at enhancing the system-wide coherence of the United
Nations system. System-wide coherence entails responding to country needs and priorities and
making progress towards the internationally-agreed development goals, including the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), in a more efficient manner. It is about ensuring that the United Nations
system as a whole contributes more effectively to development than the sum of its individual parts. It

entails drawing on the capacities of all organizations to capitalize on opportunities for programmatic

5
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and operational synergies and mutually reinforcing complementarities, with a view to achieving

greater development effectiveness and impact.

8. Within this broader objective of promoting system-wide coherence in both programming and
operations, strengthening the capacity for independent system-wide evaluation of United Nations
operational activities for development at the global, regional and country levels has in the past decade
been regularly on the agenda of intergovernmental bodies, as well as United Nations entities

themselves.

9. System-wide evaluations, with varying scopes and foci, have been conducted in a wide variety of
forms by several entities in the United Nations system, including, but not limited to, the Joint
Inspection Unit (JIU) and the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) as well as
through ad hoc and joint arrangements, including those organized by United Nations Evaluation
Group (UNEG) members, the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA). In addition, since
2010 UNDAF evaluations have become mandatory and corresponding guidelines prescribing the
systematic conduct of such system-wide evaluations at country level have been developed with the
support of the UNEG. While OCHA has been able to assume a coordination role in system-wide
evaluations in the humanitarian sector, other system-wide evaluations have, generally been without a
commonly agreed governance structure or approach to commissioning, planning, funding and

implementation and follow-up.





A/68/658-E/2014/7

10. The purpose of the present policy document is to propose a common and coherent UN system-
wide institutional framework for carrying out independent system-wide evaluations of United Nations
operational activities for development. As requested by General Assembly resolution 64/289, the
proposed independent system-wide evaluation mechanism would be “aimed at fully utilizing and
strengthening the existing institutional framework and capacities”.? The present policy is not intended
to preclude system-wide evaluations that are already undertaken by existing entities or mechanisms.
Nor are independent system-wide evaluations expected to be a replacement for the various kinds of
evaluations that are undertaken by UN entities such as the evaluations of UNDAFs. Such evaluations
should, however, be guided by this policy, if they are intended to be independent system-wide

evaluations.
Purpose of Independent System-wide Evaluation

11. The primary purpose of independent system-wide evaluation of United Nations operational
activities for development is to assess whether the United Nations system is efficiently and effectively
responding to global, regional and country level needs and priorities, and, where relevant, achieving
the internationally-agreed development goals, including the MDGs. In particular, independent system-
wide evaluations are expected to assess whether the United Nations system effectively exploits
opportunities for programmatic and operational synergies and draws on the capacities of all relevant
entities, with a view to enhancing system-wide coherence and impact. Independent system-wide
evaluations should promote learning to inform strategy and policy development, and serve as an
important instrument to enhance the accountability of the UN system and its contribution to the

greater good.

’ General Assembly Resolution 64/289, OP.13.
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Users

12. At the governance level, the primary users of independent system-wide evaluations will be the
General Assembly and the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), which have been mandated to
establish, monitor and evaluate system-wide policies on United Nations operational activities for
development, as well as the relevant governing bodies of the relevant United Nations entities. In
particular, independent system-wide evaluations are expected to inform intergovernmental
deliberations on the Quadrennial Comprehensive Policy Review (QCPR), through which the General
Assembly establishes key system-wide policy orientations for the development cooperation and
country-level modalities of the United Nations system. Independent system-wide evaluations of
United Nations operational activities for development are also expected to inform ECOSOC’s role in
monitoring the implementation of QCPR decisions, as well as, the Committee for Programme and
Coordination (CPC), the main subsidiary organ of ECOSOC and the General Assembly for planning,

programming and coordination.

13. At the corporate UN system level, important primary users will be the key UN system inter-
agency mechanisms such as the Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB) and its three pillars,
namely the United Nations Development Group (UNDG), High-level Committee on Programmes
(HLCP) and High-level Committee on Management (HLCM); the Inter-agency Standing Committee
for Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance (IASC) and the relevant Executive Committees; as well

as individual UN entities.
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14. At the regional level, the regional commissions, the UN Regional Coordination Mechanisms

(RCM) and the Regional Directors Teams will be the main users.

15. At the country level, important users of independent system-wide evaluations will be national
governments, international development partners, civil society, and relevant UN entities working

under the umbrella of UNDAF and One UN programmes.

Il. DEFINITIONS, NORMS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Definitions

16. Independent system-wide evaluation. An independent system-wide evaluation is a systematic and
impartial assessment of the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability
of the combined contributions of United Nations entities towards the achievements of collective
development objectives.® This includes an assessment, inter alia, of the implementation of policies,
strategies, programmes and activities, as well as implementation of system-wide mandates and
institutional performance issues. The latter implies a focus on how effectively the different parts of
the UN system are working together. An evaluation should provide evidence-based information that is
credible, reliable and useful, enabling the timely incorporation of findings, recommendations and

lessons into the decision-making processes of the organizations of the United Nations system.

* Independent system-wide evaluations are distinguished from other types of joint evaluations undertaken by two or more UN
entities.

9
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17. System-wide. System-wide refers to all relevant entities of the United Nations system involved in
operational activities for development in a specific policy, strategy, issue, effort, area or sector at the

country/regional/global level, or in the implementation of system-wide mandates.

18. Operational activities for development. Operational activities for development of the United
Nations system are activities that UN entities carry out with the promotion of development as the
primary objective. UN operational activities for development cover both longer-term development-

related activities and those with shorter-term humanitarian assistance focus.

Norms and Standards

19. Independent system-wide evaluations subscribe to the 2005 UNEG norms and standards for

evaluation in the UN System, with particular focus on the following:

20. Impartiality and independence. Impartiality is the absence of bias in the evaluation process and
methodology, as well as in the development and presentation of findings. It implies using rigorous
methods as well as taking into account the viewpoints of various stakeholders. Impartiality provides
legitimacy to evaluation and reduces the potential for conflict of interest. The requirement for
impartiality exists at all stages of the evaluation process, including the planning of evaluation, the
formulation of mandate and scope, the selection of evaluation teams, the conduct of the evaluation
and the formulation of findings and recommendations. To ensure the impartiality, an evaluation has to
be managed independently from other management functions, so that it is free from undue influence

10
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and that unbiased and transparent reporting is ensured. The independent system-wide evaluation
mechanism needs to have full discretion in submitting its reports for consideration at the appropriate
level of decision making. Evaluations are undertaken by evaluators who have no vested interest, and
have not been directly responsible for the policy-setting, design, or overall implementation and

management of the subject of evaluation, nor expect to be in the near future.

21. Intentionality and quality. The rationale for an evaluation and the decisions to be based on it
should be clear from the outset of the evaluation. This promotes evidence-based decision-making.
The scope, design and plan of the evaluation should generate relevant, cost-effective and timely
products that address the specific purpose and objectives for which it was commissioned and ensure
the usefulness of the findings and recommendations. Balancing technical and time requirements with
practical realities including cost considerations while providing valid, reliable information is central to
ensuring that the evaluation is useful. The interpretation of findings should be grounded in the
realities of context, and the recommendations made should be practical and realistic. Evaluations
should meet minimum quality standards and criteria as defined by the United Nations Evaluation
Group (UNEG). To ensure this, the professionalism of evaluators and their intellectual integrity in

applying standard evaluation methods is critical.

22. Transparency. Full information on evaluation design and methodology must be shared throughout

the evaluation process to build confidence in the findings and promote understanding of their utility

and limitations in decision-making. Consultations with the major stakeholders are undertaken to

11
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facilitate consensus-building and ownership of the findings, conclusions and recommendations.

Transparency is enhanced by making reports publicly available.

23. Ethics and values. Evaluators must have professional integrity and respect the rights of institutions
and individuals to provide information in confidence and to verify statements attributed to them.
Evaluators should not aim to evaluate the performance of individuals. Evaluations must be sensitive
to the beliefs and customs of local social and cultural environments and must be conducted legally
and with due regard to the welfare of those involved in the evaluation, as well as those affected by its
findings. Evaluation abides by universally shared values of equity, justice, gender equality and

respect for diversity.

Guiding Principles

Independent system-wide evaluation will be guided by the following principles:

24. Subsidiarity and value-added. Independent system-wide evaluation is guided by the principle that
nothing should be done by a larger and more complex organizational set-up which can be done as well
by a smaller and simpler organizational set-up. Thus the comparative advantage of independent
system-wide evaluation resides in its ability to address higher level issues of significance to the
United Nations system which cannot be properly addressed by individual entities or a combination of

entities.

12
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25. Independent system-wide evaluations should address performance as well as strategic direction-
setting goals with larger system-wide implications. Its approach will be innovative in applying meta-
analysis and synthesis and other methods for complex evaluations. It will not duplicate on-going sub-
system evaluations but rather aim at supporting and enhancing the visibility and value of such
evaluations. It will promote evaluations of selected themes and country-specific evaluation by
various organizations and at an aggregate level will use existing evaluation information when

validated and useful for cross-organizational analysis.

26. Inclusiveness. The utility of independent system-wide evaluation rests on its ability to ensure both
independence and engagement (and not isolation). This enhances the use and value as well as validity
of the evaluation and knowledge generated. It will thus ensure the appropriate involvement of key

stakeholders and the consideration of their perspectives at various stages of the evaluation process.

27. Efficiency and economy. Independent system-wide evaluations will be conducted with due regard
to efficiency and economy. It will limit transaction costs by ensuring effective coordination with on-
going plans and activities in evaluation and the use of partnerships where possible. Meta-evaluation
and synthesis using existing evaluations and evidence will be conducted wherever feasible. It will use
the existing work as a basis for analysis and synthesis, and the development of lessons that have
system-wide implications. To the extent possible, it will use existing mechanisms such as joint
evaluations, sector-wide evaluations (e.g. those led by OCHA on humanitarian response) as well as

established reporting and follow-up processes.

13
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28. National evaluation capacity development. Independent system-wide evaluation must pay due
regard to the importance of enhancing national evaluation capacity in ways complementary to the
development of the evaluation capacity of the UN system. Partnerships with national and regional
institutions and experts in the conduct of evaluations are particularly important for inclusion,

ownership and credibility.

I11. EVALUATION MODALITIES

29. There are several approaches to conducting independent system-wide evaluations, from light
syntheses to comprehensive country-focused evaluations involving one or several countries. The
choice of the approach, or mixture of approaches, will depend on the subject of the evaluation, the

evidence and the resources available.

30. In order not to duplicate existing mechanisms, the following types of evaluation should form the
main focus for independent system-wide evaluation initiatives. They each have advantages, but also
limitations which must be managed. The methodologies for each independent system-wide evaluation

will be tailored to the subject and nature of the evaluation.

Synthesis evaluations
31. These are desk studies synthesizing existing evaluations from the UN system and other entities as
well as relevant independent research. The advantages of synthesis evaluations are that they may be

conducted relatively quickly and at a relatively low cost. The disadvantage is that they depend on

14
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existing material that may not be enough to adequately answer the evaluation questions. As such,

they could require light complementary data collection.

Evaluations of cross-cutting issues

32. This approach incorporates and synthesizes information related to a standard set of questions on
topics that are covered by evaluations conducted by a significant number of UN (and possibly other)
entities during a specified time period. The advantages are that this type of evaluation generates up-
to-date, topic-specific information from across the entire system and would require only a modest
additional cost to cover coordination for alignment, and synthesis of the existing information. The
disadvantages are that it takes time — two to three years — since the questions can only be applied to
evaluations that have not yet been designed, and also that its coverage of entities, regions and
countries may not be adequate as it relies on the evaluations being planned by individual entities. It
may also be difficult to reconcile assessments in the event of contradicting conclusions.
Comprehensive evaluations

33. These evaluations apply a common framework to produce in-depth evaluations of specific
policies, strategies, programmes, issues, efforts, areas or sectors in a single or in several countries®,
which are then synthesized into one study. The advantage of this approach is that it generates new
knowledge from purposefully selected cases, engages the partner countries extensively in the conduct
of evaluations, and builds on and enhances national evaluation capacity. The disadvantages of this

approach are that it is costly, takes a long time and requires an intensive coordination effort.

* Examples are UNDAF, Consolidated Appeals Process, peace building strategy, HIV/AIDS, gender, etc.
15
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IVV. GOVERNANCE FOR INDEPENDENT SYSTEM-WIDE EVALUATION

34. The governance mechanism for independent system-wide evaluation, as described in detail in
Section V, will utilize and build on existing mechanisms as stipulated in General Assembly resolution
67/226. As recognized by the independent review of system-wide evaluation in the UN system and
commissioned by the Secretary-General in response to General Assembly resolution 64/289 on
system-wide coherence, there are various existing system-wide evaluation mechanisms, yet they are
not coordinated nor do they necessarily use similar approaches. While only one body, the JIU, has a
system-wide mandate for independent evaluations, other mechanisms have been developed to ensure
the independence of joint and system-wide evaluations such as the humanitarian system-wide
evaluations coordinated and managed by OCHA and the independent evaluation of Delivering as One.
Unlike the JIU whose governance arrangements are clearly described in the JIU Statute of 1976, many
existing and past mechanisms while having well-established coordination structures do not have
formalized reporting lines and follow-up arrangements. In terms of governance, many existing
mechanisms utilize a multi-tier structure. Multi-tiered structures® have been tested in several large
system-wide evaluations: the Evaluation of the International Response to the Genocide in Rwanda
(1996) involving United Nations entities, donor agencies and non-governmental organizations, the
Joint Evaluation of the International Response to the Indian Ocean Tsunami (2006) also involving
United Nations entities, donor agencies and non-governmental organizations, the Evaluation of the
Paris Declaration (2011) which involved 22 partner countries and 18 bilateral and multilateral

development assistance providers, and the Delivering-as-One Pilot Evaluation (2011/12).

® The Rwanda and Tsunami Evaluations had no Commissioning Body.

16
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35. The advantage of a multi-tier governance structure is that its inclusiveness enhances the
impartiality, credibility, validity, transparency and utility of the evaluation. Experience to date has
shown that it is important to: (a) have a commissioning body who not only commissions but also
follows up on the evaluation and ensures implementation of the recommendations; (b) establish
mechanisms to ensure balanced stakeholder engagement in the process; (c) set up a system to ensure
impartial and professional management of the process and the conduct of the evaluation; and (d) set

up a secretariat function to manage the process and day-to-day activities.

36. The proposed governance mechanism for independent system-wide evaluation comprises a
Commissioning Body, a Key Stakeholder Reference Group (KSRG) to provide overall substantive
and strategic advice for quality enhancement, a small Evaluation Management Group (EMG) to
oversee the work of the evaluation team and ensure quality control, and a secretariat function that
manages and coordinates the evaluation process. The principle of a four-tier structure, which is to
ensure adherence to the norms and standards set out in this policy, should also apply to sub-system

evaluations at the thematic, regional, and country-levels.

37. The norms, standards and principles outlined in this policy apply to independent system-wide

evaluation mechanisms at all levels of UN operational activities for development.

17
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V. MECHANISM FOR INDEPENDENT SYSTEM-WIDE EVALUATION

38. The present policy framework foresees that the General Assembly and ECOSOC will be the
primary entity commissioning an independent system-wide evaluation as part of the Council’s role in
monitoring the implementation of the QCPR resolution of the General Assembly. Potential pilot
evaluations are proposed in Annex |. They cover the three different modalities of independent

system-wide evaluation referred to in Section I11.

39. It is envisaged that the piloting of independent system-wide evaluations at the global level will use
the following modalities for commissioning, engaging stakeholders, managing and reporting. The
specific roles and responsibilities of different bodies of the UN development system are spelled out in

Section VI.

Commissioning independent system-wide evaluations

40. In accordance with the independent system-wide evaluation policy adopted by the General
Assembly, independent system-wide evaluations of operational activities for development will
normally be undertaken within the framework of the QCPR and will be commissioned by the General
Assembly and ECOSOC through the QCPR processes.® A proposal commissioned for an independent
system-wide evaluation must specify the theme, key issues, geographical coverage, the broad

questions the evaluation should answer, as well as the source of funding.

6 During the 2014-2016 pilot phase, the evaluations will be commissioned by ECOSOC based on the proposed pilots in Annex 1.

18





A/68/658-E/2014/7

Substantive and strategic advice, enhancing quality and utility
Key Stakeholder Reference Group (KSRG)

41. For each independent system-wide evaluation, a Key Stakeholder Reference Group will be
established by the Evaluation Management Group based on the advice of ECOSOC. Stakeholders
may include member state representatives, UN agencies, but also civil society, private sector and
academia. The selection of stakeholders will be guided by stakeholder mapping to ensure the
inclusion of a critical number of stakeholders and ECOSOC will be consulted on its composition.
Members should possess a good knowledge of the UN system, and of the subject and context of the

evaluation.

42. The KSRG will provide overall substantive and strategic advice on what is being evaluated and
ensure ownership of the evaluation process by different relevant stakeholders. Specific tasks include:
1. identifying key issues and questions of strategic importance for the topic being evaluated;
2. reviewing and commenting on the draft evaluation report for quality, credibility, and clarity;
and

3. helping to disseminate the findings of the report and promoting its use.

43. The KSRG should be consulted at least twice during the evaluation: at an early stage enabling it to
review the evaluation framework and draft terms of reference; and at the stage when draft evaluation

report(s) are reviewed. The KSRG may be convened face-to-face or virtually.

Management, technical rigor, quality control and approval of products
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Evaluation Management Group (EMG)

44. When an independent system-wide evaluation has been commissioned, an Evaluation
Management Group will be established by the JIU in consultation with ECOSOC and the CEB. The
EMG should be small — four to six members — comprising experienced evaluation managers from
relevant UN evaluation offices with subject matter expertise. The EMG will be chaired by the JIU in
line with its mandate for independent system-wide evaluation. The JIU will safeguard the
independence and impartiality of the EMG. The group will abide by professional and UNEG codes of

conduct and ethical guidelines. It will maintain transparency in all its operations and deliberations.

45. The EMG is accountable for the quality of the evaluation. Its role is to ensure impartiality,
enhance technical rigor and exercise quality control on all aspects of the evaluation. It provides

guidance and direction to the evaluation secretariat, and is responsible for key decisions such as:

1. approving the framework for the overall approach (submitted by the ISWE Coordination
Secretariat);

2. approving the Terms of Reference;

3. approving the budget for the evaluation;

4. serving as tender committee and selecting the evaluation team(s) commissioned to conduct the
evaluation;

5. guiding and approving the inception report on scope, design and plan;

6. approving the evaluation products including the final report after having ascertained their

quality, clarity and credibility of these products; and
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7. Supporting the JIU in submitting the final evaluation report.

Day-to-Day Management

ISWE Coordination Secretariat
46. System-wide evaluations require day-to-day management and support by a small ISWE
Coordination Secretariat. The ISWE Coordination Secretariat will work under the substantive

guidance of the EMG and will be responsible for:

1. developing and updating, in consultation with UNEG, specific guidance material on
independent system-wide evaluation;

2. scoping and conceptualizing the evaluation (approach note) and developing terms of reference;

3. undertaking evaluability studies for suggested independent system-wide evaluation topics;

4. conducting resource mobilization;

5. contracting independent evaluation teams;

6. supporting EMG in ensuring quality of the evaluation process;

7. managing the budget for the evaluation;

8. coordinating independent system-wide evaluation activities with other actors in the system
(e.g. evaluations expected to feed into the independent system-wide evaluations);

9. acting as an interface between the independent system-wide evaluation team and participating
organizations;

10. designing the communications and utilization strategy;

11. following up on recommendation uptake and implementation; and

12. preparing and finalizing a summary report of each independent system-wide evaluation.
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47. The ISWE Coordination Secretariat will be attached to the JIU Secretariat as a separate unit and
will have a small standing capacity to do preliminary scoping, budgeting and fundraising for the
evaluation and to respond to the other tasks as outlined in Section VI. It is to be augmented with
relevant temporary staff as needed for the duration of the evaluation depending on the scope and
complexity of the activity. The ISWE Secretariat will be under the overall supervision of the
Executive Secretary of the JIU and function under the administrative regulations and rules of the

United Nations Secretariat.

Conduct of the Evaluation

48. Each evaluation will be conducted by evaluators who are selected based on their professionalism,
integrity and the credibility of their work through a competitive process in line with United Nations
procurement rules. Evaluators should have no vested interest and must not have been directly
responsible for the policy-setting, design, or overall implementation and management of the subject of

evaluation, nor expect to be in the near future.

VI. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

49. Member states and UN system organizations have a shared responsibility in ensuring that
independent system-wide evaluation supports accountability, evidence-based decision-making, and

learning.
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50. The General Assembly adopts the policy on independent system-wide evaluation of UN
operational activities for development as well as any future revisions to it. The General Assembly can

also mandate independent system-wide evaluations as part of the QCPR process.

51. ECOSOC will be the primary custodian of the independent system-wide evaluation policy. The
Council will approve proposals for independent system-wide evaluation generated through the QCPR
processes and review subsequent reports during the Operational Activities Segment of the substantive
session of the Council and ensure that appropriate plans for independent system-wide evaluation are
embedded within all major initiatives covering operational activities for development. The Council
will appoint member states to serve on a Key Stakeholder Reference Group for individual

independent system-wide evaluations.

52. Executive Boards and Governing Bodies of the UN system will promote the use of independent
system-wide evaluations in areas related to the mandates of their respective agencies, may call for
independent system-wide evaluation in their areas of concern and will ensure an enabling
environment for planning, executing and implementing independent system-wide evaluations, as well

as for the use of information from such evaluations in decision making.

53. The Joint Inspection Unit, without prejudice to its functioning in accordance with its statue, will

host the Independent System-wide Evaluation Coordination Secretariat, chair the evaluation

management group, review the recommendations made by independent system-wide evaluation
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teams, issue the report on behalf of the evaluation management group, and follow up on the report in

line with Article 12 of its Statute.

54. The Independent System-wide Evaluation (ISWE) Coordination Secretariat, hosted by the
JIU, will facilitate the planning, coordination, management and processing of independent system-
wide evaluations commissioned by the General Assembly and ECOSOC. The Secretariat will also
work closely with the UNEG membership so as to ensure that independent system-wide evaluation
issues are appropriately reflected in relevant evaluations undertaken by the UNEG membership during
the pilot period and will liaise with and support any other relevant independent system-wide
evaluation being undertaken at the thematic, regional or country level. The Secretariat will prepare an
annual report on independent system-wide evaluation initiatives and present the report for discussion
through the Interim Coordination Mechanism to ECOSOC. It will also carry out evaluability studies,

and compile and develop guidance materials to support system-wide evaluations.

55. The Interim Coordination Mechanism (ICM) set up by the Secretary-General to develop this
policy, with membership drawn from the JIU, UNEG, DESA, Office of Internal Oversight Services
(OIOS) and OCHA will continue to exist until the pilot phase of this policy has been completed. The
role of the ICM will be to champion independent system-wide evaluation within the UN system, to
interact with ECOSOC on the identification of potential topics and relevant lessons and to jointly

work with UNEG colleagues on the development of appropriate guidance materials.
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56. The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) champions the planning and use of independent
system-wide evaluation at all levels, supports the development of methodological guidance materials
underpinning this policy, and promotes the use of and adherence to the guidance. UNEG will
contribute to the broader independent system-wide evaluation policy framework by developing
support tools and approaches for undertaking joint evaluations, as well as coordinating evaluations
where possible. Specific tools foreseen in this context include a Resource Pack and Tool Kit to help
guide the design and implementation of joint evaluation work in cross-agency settings.” UNEG, in
collaboration with the United Nations Development Operations Coordination Office (UNDOCO), will
provide support for the further development and improvement of UNDAF evaluations through the

provision of methodological support and advice.®

57. The Evaluation Offices of the operational agencies will seek to coordinate their evaluation
efforts where possible to ensure systematic coverage of system-wide issues so they can feed into
specific independent system-wide evaluations. They will seek to take a harmonized approach in
conducting the evaluations and will conduct joint evaluations in line with the guidance provided by
UNEG. They will also seek to coordinate work on issues of joint relevance to facilitate synthesis of

evaluation knowledge across organizations.

7 Other support tools foreseen include, among others, “Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations”, and “The Role
of Impact Evaluation in UN Agency Evaluation Systems: Guidance on Selecting, Planning and Managing Impact Evaluations”.

® In collaboration with UNDOCO, UNEG has prepared some useful guidance on planning and using UNDAF evaluations,

including: “UNEG Guidance on Preparing Terms of Reference for UNDAF Evaluations” (2012); and “UNEG Guidance on Preparing
Management Responses to UNDAF Evaluations”. The guidance has been endorsed by UNDG: http://www.undg.org/index.cfm?P=1532
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58. The Chiefs Executive Board (CEB) promotes the use of independent system-wide evaluation at
all levels of the UN system in the area of operational activities for development and ensures an
enabling environment for planning, execution and implementation of independent system-wide
evaluations. Subsidiary mechanisms of the CEB (HLCP, HLCM and UNDG) will help ensure that
the lessons and recommendations derived from independent system-wide evaluations are applied in
the work of organizations of the UN development system. Subsidiary mechanisms of the CEB will
also help ensure that issues of system-wide concern are addressed in a systematic way in the

evaluation work of individual entities in support of system-wide evaluations.

59. The Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) promotes the use of independent system-wide
evaluation in the area of operational activities for humanitarian assistance and humanitarian policy
development, and ensures an enabling environment for planning, execution and implementation of
independent system-wide evaluations coordinated through OCHA. The IASC is responsible for
ensuring that the lessons and recommendations emanating from independent system-wide evaluations
are applied to the work of their respective organizations and that key lessons learned from
independent system-wide evaluations are shared with ECOSOC on a regular basis. They are also
responsible for ensuring that issues of system-wide concern are addressed in a systematic way in their

entities” work in support of independent system-wide evaluations.

60. The Resident Coordinators and the UN Country Teams promote the use of independent
system-wide evaluation, safeguard the independence of the evaluation and ensure an enabling

environment for planning, executing and implementing independent system-wide evaluations at the
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country level in line with this policy. Humanitarian Coordinators and Humanitarian Country Teams
will make use of and participate in independent system-wide evaluation activities in the context of the
evaluation frameworks established by the IASC. The Resident Coordinators and the Country Teams

will prepare a joint management response as needed on any independent system-wide evaluation.

61. The relevant key stakeholders will be engaged in independent system-wide evaluations to ensure
broad participation and ownership, at the national and international levels as relevant, and to ensure
that the process benefits from their knowledge and expertise on the issue being evaluated. For
independent system-wide evaluations using country case studies, key stakeholders will be brought

together at the global, regional and national levels.

VIl. QUALITY ASSURANCE

62. The independent system-wide evaluations will be subject to quality control and assurance at

several levels.

63. The ISWE Coordination Secretariat will exercise quality control by assessing whether the report
satisfies the terms of reference and lives up to UNEG standards, the Key Stakeholder Reference
Group will review draft reports for substantive quality, clarity and credibility, and the Evaluation
Management Group will review the report for technical, professional and substantive rigor, clarity,
and utility and approve it for submission to ECOSOC through the JIU. Prior to issuance of the report,

and in accordance with the relevant articles of the JIU Statute, the Unit will review, and, if
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appropriate, comment on the validity of the recommendations, as well as provide relevant strategic

advice to the EMG and the evaluation team.

VIill. REPORT HANDLING, FOLLOW-UP AND REPORTING

64. A final report on each evaluation will be submitted by the Evaluation Management Group through
the Joint Inspection Unit to the relevant session of ECOSOC as well as any other concerned
governing bodies using a process similar to that described in the JIU Statute Article 11 4. The CEB
Secretariat may support the preparation of a joint management response by a relevant inter-agency
body secretariat and submitted jointly with the final report to ECOSOC as well as the concerned
governing bodies of the UN system. Recommendations addressed to ECOSOC will be discussed and
decided upon at the time of the presentation of the report. Where appropriate, ECOSOC and/or the
Evaluation Management Group may organize in-depth briefings or stakeholder workshops prior to or

after the presentation of the report.

65. Executive heads of organizations will ensure that recommendations approved by their respective
competent organs are implemented as expeditiously as possible and report back on their

implementation, including through the JIU web-based tracking system.

66. The annual report on independent system-wide evaluation initiatives submitted by the ISWE

Coordination Secretariat will include information on the implementation of the accepted

recommendations.
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IX. FUNDING

67. During the pilot phase of the present policy (2014-2016), funding for operating the ISWE
Coordination Secretariat and conducting thematic and global independent system-wide evaluations
will be mobilized through extra-budgetary resources from Member States. It is envisaged that the
ISWE Coordination Secretariat will require a standing capacity of one senior evaluation expert and
one assistant during the pilot phase. When an evaluation has been decided upon and funding secured,
the ISWE Coordination Secretariat will be augmented as needed to manage the evaluation and

contract evaluators.

68. The longer-term funding requirements for independent system-wide evaluations including the

ISWE Coordination Secretariat will be explored during the pilot phase which is expected to provide a

credible baseline for the preparation of the biennial budget for independent system-wide evaluations.
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69. During the pilot phase, no evaluations will be initiated unless sufficient funding has been secured.
During this period, a trust fund modality should be utilized to receive contributions from member
states for specific system-wide evaluations. Such a modality which ensures predictable and adequate
resources should be discussed prior to the end of the pilot phase based on the experiences during the

pilot.

X. OPERATIONALIZATION AND REVIEW OF THE POLICY

70. This new policy will be operational upon its formal issuance by the Secretary-General and valid
till 31 December 2016, the end of the current quadrennial comprehensive policy review (QCPR) cycle

of the General Assembly.

71. The Secretariat for Independent System-Wide Evaluations will only be established when funding
has been secured. It will conduct a limited number of pilot system-wide evaluations as requested by
the General Assembly or ECOSOC. The evaluations should be amenable to applying the different

approaches described in section I11.

72. The policy will be further operationalized through the development of guidance material by the

ISWE Coordination Secretariat in consultation with JIU, UNEG and UNDG.

73. The General Assembly will review the evaluation policy in the QCPR in 2016 and revise it as
needed. The review will seek to extract lessons and make adjustments to the policy. The review will

be conducted by independent consultants external to the UN system. As part of the revision process,

30





AJ68/658-E/2014/7

the General Assembly may also request a peer review of the independent system-wide evaluation pilot

exercises in 2016.
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Annex | — Proposed Pilots

74. The policy for independent system-wide evaluation stipulates that themes for such evaluations
should be generated through the QCPR processes. In accordance with General Assembly resolution
67/226, which requested the Secretary-General, through the interim coordination mechanism, to
submit a proposal for pilot system-wide evaluations, below are proposals for pilot system-wide
evaluations for ECOSOC’s consideration. These proposals have been developed by the ICM
following consultations with UNDG members and Member States to facilitate intergovernmental
deliberations on the themes for pilot independent system-wide evaluations. Ideally at least one of each
evaluation category should be piloted during the pilot phase. ECOSOC may wish to elaborate on the

proposals or decide on other themes.

Synthesis evaluation:
1) Meta evaluation and synthesis of UNDAF evaluations 2012-14 (starting in 2015):

This independent system-wide evaluation planned for 2015 will synthesize the major and key
findings, conclusions and recommendations of UNDAF evaluations undertaken between 2012
and 2014. In addition, a meta evaluation of the quality of the UNDAF evaluations in line with
the UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation in the UN System and the UNDAF evaluation
guidelines will also be conducted in order to assess these evaluations’ overall quality,
credibility, utility, as well as utilization. The meta evaluation should provide insights on the
scope for improvements and adjustments to the existing guidelines. The results of this

evaluation will directly feed into the QCPR in 2016.
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Evaluation of a cross-cutting issue:

2) Evaluation of the UN system’s activities to mainstream human rights and gender equality

(starting in 2014):

Considering the system-wide mandates to incorporate human rights and gender equality in all
UN work, this independent system-wide evaluation will pay a special attention to these
dimensions by examining to what extent UN interventions benefit right-holders, strengthen
capacity of duty-bearers or other actors to fulfill obligations, strengthen accountability
mechanisms, and monitor, and advocate for, compliance with international standards on
human rights and gender equality. Relevant evaluation questions will be systematically added
to evaluations that will be undertaken during 2014 and 2015 by UNEG members and feed into

a report to be issued by early 2016.

3) Evaluation of the UN system’s contributions to strengthening national capacities for

monitoring, evaluation and reporting in the context of joint programming (starting in 2014):

Central to sustainable development is the national capacity to achieve goals and aspirations
established in national plans. Capacity development underpins the mandate of all members of
the UN development family. It defines how the UN does business while also providing a
sound basis for enhancing national ownership and for people to take control of their own
development and create societies and systems that work for them. National capacity
development for monitoring, evaluation and reporting has the objective of enhancing

governance and accountability to both national and external stakeholders, developing
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organizational as well as national learning and change processes, and developing innovations
and new directions in societies. This study will evaluate the UN system’s contribution to
strengthening national capacities for planning, monitoring, evaluation and reporting. As of
2014, all UNDAF evaluations and reviews will be asked to systematically examine how the
UN system has developed national capacities through undertaking results-based joint
programming, ensuring a strategic focus and alignment of programming documents to national
priorities, and implementing shared quality assurance, reporting, monitoring and evaluation

systems.

Comprehensive evaluation:

4) Evaluation of the UN system’s work on disaster risk reduction (Starting in late 2014):

This independent system-wide evaluation will review the results achieved by the UN system in
integrating disaster risk reduction (DRR) in its policies and programmes in accordance with
relevant General Assembly resolutions and the 2013 CEB-approved UN Plan on Disaster Risk
Reduction for Resilience. The evaluation will assess the strategic orientation of the work,
progress and results achievement under the Hyogo Framework for Action 1, assess and
validate the self-reporting exercises undertaken by relevant UN entities and build upon the
independent reviews and evaluations undertaken on this issue in 2014 and 2015. In addition to
assessing the results obtained by early 2015, the evaluation will also reflect on the expected
impact of the new post-2015 framework on disaster risk reduction (Hyogo Framework for
Action I1), which is expected to be adopted at the 3rd World Conference on Disaster Risk
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Reduction in March 2015. It will reflect how the Hyogo Framework for Action Il will likely
affect the work of the UN entities on DRR and examine whether the UN system will need to
(re)position itself to align its activities with the new framework. The evaluation will start in
2014 in order to allow the evaluation team to observe the planning, implementation and
outcome of the March 2015 conference. Preliminary findings of the evaluation should be
made available by July 2015 to be used to inform the Secretary-General's report on DRR
which will be prepared for discussion by the General Assembly in the fall of 2015. The final

report of the evaluation is also expected to inform the QCPR in 2016.

Evaluation of the UN system’s approach to supporting job creation in post-conflict settings

(starting in 2014):

The United Nations Policy for Post-Conflict Employment Creation, Income Generation and
Reintegration (May 2008) aims to help scale up and maximize the impact, coherence and
efficiency of employment support provided by UN agencies to post-conflict countries. The
Policy, accompanied by an operational guidance note adopted by UNDG in September 2009,
is intended to contribute to a common understanding of, and approach to, employment creation
and reintegration in post-conflict scenarios at the country level. A UN joint support team was
established by the International Labour Organization (ILO) and UNDP to support UN country
teams in implementing and scaling up post-conflict employment and reintegration
programmes in a number of countries emerging from conflict. This independent system-wide
evaluation will assess the implementation of the results of the policy over the five years

following its inception including examining the progress towards enhanced programmatic

35





6)

A/68/658-E/2014/7

coherence among UN entities in the roll-out countries. The evaluation will aim to extract
lessons learned from the policy’s roll-out, and identify key challenges and constraints to the
system-wide implementation of the policy’s three-track approach to post-conflict employment

promotion.

Evaluation of the UN system’s contributions to strengthening national statistical capacities

for national planning and monitoring (starting in 2014):

National statistical capacities to collect data, particularly data disaggregated by sex, age and
geography, have gained greater importance in the context of the monitoring of MDGs and the
development of a post-2015 development agenda.  This independent system-wide evaluation
will examine the extent to which the UN system has contributed towards strengthening the
capacities of programme countries to collect and use data to support the development and
monitoring of national development policies and programmes. The evaluation will also
involve a future-oriented assessment, applying the methodology of a prospective evaluation, to
review different types of existing statistical interventions with a view to determining the
effectiveness and sustainability of each type of support to statistical capacity building. The
outcome of the evaluation will inform the planning and implementation of the UN system’s
support to the monitoring of the new development framework, which is expected to roll out in

2016.
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Annex 2- Proposed Governance Structure
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Pilot Governance mechanism for ISWE: Who does what
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Contract the evaluation team
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Design communication and utilization strategy
Following up on recommendations uptake and
implementation
Prepare/finalizing a summary report of each ISWE
commissioned
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for quality, credibility, and clarity;
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United Nations

Independent System-Wide Evaluation

Terms of Reference 

Scoping Study

 “Evaluation of the contribution of the United Nations development system to strengthening national capacities for statistical analysis and data collection to support the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and other internationally-agreed development goals”

February – March 2015



1. Introduction 

In 2013, the United Nations General Assembly approved a new policy framework for partnership in the conduct of independent system-wide evaluations (ISWE) of United Nations operational activities for development (resolution A/68/229). The framework builds on existing UN system-wide entities and mechanisms for evaluation offered by the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU), the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), interagency evaluation mechanisms on humanitarian affairs (OCHA), and the Secretary General’s analytical work in support of the quadrennial comprehensive policy review of operational activities of the United Nations system - QCPR (UNDESA).  An Interim Coordination Mechanism (ICM) comprising these entities and mechanisms had been created in 2012 as part of the quadriennial comprehensive policy review of operational activities of the United Nations system in 2012 (resolution (resolution A/RES/67/226).

This pilot effort is deemed critical to support the development of a coherent body of knowledge and strong evidence about operational activities for development that would guide the work of the UN system as a whole.     Thus, the new policy framework defines ISWE as a systematic and impartial assessment of the relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the combined contributions of the United Nations entities towards the achievement of development objectives.     

Details on the management structure of ISWE can be found in the ISWE policy at the following address: http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/julyhls/pdf13/policy_for_independent_system-wide_evaluation_of_operational_activities_for_development_of_the_united_nations.pdf



In adopting the policy, the General Assembly decided to commission two pilot evaluations,, subject to the provision and availability of extra-budgetary resources. One of the topics for pilot is entitled “Evaluation of the contribution of the United Nations development system to strengthening national capacities for statistical analysis and data collection to support the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and other internationally-agreed development.  This note addresses this topic. A separate note addresses the second pilot topic:  A Meta- Evaluation and Synthesis of UNDAF Evaluations.

The importance of conducting during 2015 the two pilot evaluation was re-affirmed by Member States during the 69th Session of the General Assembly (resolution A/C.2/69.L.39). Countries in a position to do so were invited to provide extra-budgetary resources. The ICM is requested to report on progress during the operational activities segment of ECOSOC in 2015.

The evaluation on the UN’s role in strengthening national statistical capacities will begin with a Scoping Study in February 2015.  The consultant will be expected to produce a Scoping Study, including the Terms of Reference of the evaluation that will be conducted in two phases, an Inception Phase and an Implementation Phase. 

Purpose of the overall evaluation

The main purpose of the overall evaluation will be to serve as an input into the deliberations of Member States concerning the 2016 QCPR resolution. It will therefore have to be completed by the end of 2015. 

The evaluation will assess the relevance, coherence, partnerships, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the combined contributions of the United Nations entities towards the achievement of objectives for statistical capacity-building by the United Nations development system.  It will highlight the factors affecting performance, including limitations, key constraints and challenges. It will examine the level of readiness and capacities of the United Nations development system for addressing emerging changes and emerging imperatives posed by the Post 2015 Agenda.  

The information will guide the future role and contribution of the UN development system in statistical capacity including defining what gets measured, generating quality data and frameworks for statistical analysis and for reporting, and the use of data to support management and decision-making processes. As a pilot effort addressing the results UN system intervention as well as the modalities for the financing, adoption of new approaches and methods, and the management of system-wide evaluation of operational activities for development, the evaluation will provide valuable lessons for moving forward into the future with the pilot effort. 

2. Background

Capacity development

Capacity development (CD) and ownership of national development strategies and systems are essential for the achievement of national and the internationally agreed development goals, including the Millennium Development Goals. Capacity development has been defined as a core function of the United Nations development system and Member States called for a coherent and coordinated approach of the United Nations development system to capacity development efforts of programme countries. Thus in the UN system, capacity development has a special significance as it underpins the mandate of all organizations in the UN development family. UN system supports countries not by injecting financial resources but by contributing to the development g national capacities in all aspects of its work so countries can do things for themselves. 

The United Nations Development Group (UNDG) recognizes capacity development as one of five key principles for UN country programming – alongside a human rights-based approach, gender equality, environmental sustainability, and results-based management. The UNDG has agreed on a common approach to capacity development and articulated the role of UN country teams in a joint position statement. It has provided guidance. It also recognizes that as there is no “one size fits all” solution, support for capacity development needs to be tailored to the specific needs and context of each country and each theme or topic for capacity development and the mandates of various organizations.

It is now fully understood that CD is a complex intervention that encompasses multiple levels, and actors, power relationships and linkages. These multiple levels suggest a conceptualization based on understanding of systems and how they operate.  It also implies that CD should build on what exists in order to improve it.  Systems extend beyond the individual and organizational levels to systems of organizations, their interfaces, and the institutions that guide them. The approach requires consideration of all contextual elements as well as the linkages between them. Hence CD is an all-inclusive strategy involving national, regional, global levels and all range of other actors. 

These features and others being conceptualized as part of the Post 2015 Agenda for a people-centred and partnership approach in development cooperation would play a central role in developing the conceptual framework for this evaluation. 

Statistics and national statistical capacity

Statistics is considered a global good and has value for not only national purposes but also for regional and global use and in particular for tracking MDGs and other international agreed conventions. The debate among states has identified a data revolution and made a call for commitments being made for the achievement of results to be fully accompanied by data and information to guide the systematic monitoring and assessment of the progress and impact of interventions and for mutual accountability.  In particular, the debate on open data represents a growing commitment to see freely flowing data become a tool for social change with an enlarged involvement of people at national, local and regional levels. It calls for the development of statistical systems responsive at all levels – local, national, regional and global levels.  

It is also noted that as the world looks to replace the Millennium Development Goals with a new set of targets post-2015, there has developed a new opportunity to use new information technologies to broaden collection of development data and enhance accountability and decision-making. There is a need for greater investment in surveys, in new methods such as crowd-sourcing, and also in analytical frameworks to monitor global progress and highlight investment needs. There is also a greater need to enhance national capacities for statistics at all levels. In general, the demands of the Post 2015 Agenda for accountability, learning and knowledge management highlight the critical importance for garnering valid and reliable data to enhance monitoring and effective decision making.

Over 30 United Nations system organizations have been involved in developing global, regional and national statistics and in supporting countries in the development of statistical systems and the generation of data and statistical analysis and reporting for use at national, regional, and global levels. The success and challenges of the UN system’s role in strengthening national capacity for statistics has however never been assessed. For the UN system to continue to play a critical role and one that adds value in current context of changing agendas and growing development actors, there is a need to better understand what has worked or not worked in the measurement and generation of quality data, data analysis and reporting, the access to and use of data, and the development of systems to support such function. 

The key questions raised are:  What role has the UN system organizations played?  Is the UN system doing the right things? Is it doing things right? What has worked or not worked? Has it added value?  Has it enhanced impact, sustainability and readiness to address emerging changes and challenges?  What are lessons for UN system role in the future?  

3.  Objectives of the overall evaluation

On a preliminary basis, key objectives of the overall evaluation could include: 

· Determining the successes, opportunities, challenges and constraints in countries in the development of national statistic supportive of national priorities as well as the priorities of internationally agreed conventions which require data collection and analysis at country level;

· Examining the role of the UN system organizations in strengthening statistical capacity including assessing the configuration, level of alignment and coherence among UN agencies 

· Assessing  the various methods and approaches that have been used by various UN agencies active in supporting countries to enhance capacity for  data collection and analysis and reporting and use and to assess the appropriateness, effectiveness and sustainability of the support for strengthened national capacities and what has or has not worked;

· Assessing the level of global partnership of the UN  agencies in developing systems for development of statistics as a global good;

· Providing insights into the level of readiness including whether the UN is fit for purpose in addressing challenges and opportunities for national capacity building for statistics within the context of the post 2015 Development Agenda

4. Deliverables and expected outputs 

The first step will be to produce a Scoping Report, which will include the following key components/outputs:

· A mapping exercise:  the consultant will conduct a brief mapping exercise -- otherwise referred to as a portfolio analysis -- of UN system organizations and entities and development partner organizations, programmes and interventions which aim to (i) support national capacity building in statistics and (ii) support the generation of statistics in general. The consultant will include a mapping of the major evaluations and analytical studies which have been conducted by UN system organizations as well as development partners.  The mapping exercise will guide the selection of key areas of focus given the vast range of sectors or UN entities addressing statistics and statistics capacity development. The mapping exercise will guide the selection of key areas of focus given the vast range of sectors or UN entities addressing statistics and statistics capacity development

· A Contextual Analysis: the paper will propose how the evaluation focus can be framed in a way that the results can make a relevant and useful contribution to the QCPR policy discussions in 2016 including on-going systemic policy debates regarding the data revolution, the growing importance of national statistical capacity development and the  broader UN “fit for purpose” debate.    

· An identification of key issues challenges and constraints: based on a review of pertinent documents and limited telephone interviews with key stakeholders, the consultant will identify a set of key issues.  These will be linked to the contextual analysis which the evaluation will need to address. 

· Scoping what is to be studied:  with due regard to the mandates of these evaluations given by Members States. In particular, the scoping phase will help ensure that the evaluation is framed in a way that it cab be a relevant contribution to the QCPR policy discussions in 2016 and the on-going discussions with regard to post 2015 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) discussion.  

· Draft Terms of Reference for the Inception Phase:  based on the above results, the consultant will propose draft TOR for the Inception Phase of the evaluation. The Inception Phase will include the development of design, methodology, plan and budget for the evaluation, as well as all key instruments for assessment, analysis and evaluation.  The main output of this phase of the consultancy is an Inception Paper.  



5. Managerial Arrangements:

The consultancy will be home based.  The consultant will be expected to work remotely.  He/she will review the programme documents, evaluation reports, access existing data bases, policy studies and other relevant documents.  The Consultant will need to be self-sufficient and organize his/her own work, interviews and logistics.

In the absence of an Evaluation Management Group (EMG) mandated to approve this initial scoping work, the results will be approved by the Chair of the project (JIU Inspectors) in consultation with an ad-hoc advisory body made up of potential members of  EMG and the Key Stakeholder Reference Group (KSRG). 

The ISWE Secretariat Coordinator will ensure supervision of the consultant. The ISWE Coordination Secretariat will support the work of the consultants by making available relevant documents in addition to documentation identified by the consultant.  



Timetable

The consultancy will be conducted in February and March 2015 based on a contract issued by the JIU.  The consultancy will reflect the two parts of the Inception phase of the project. 





		Part 1 Inception Phase Activity

		Est. # of Days



		Desk research and documentation review

		5



		Contextual analysis and identification of key issues (including limited telephone interviews with key stakeholders)

		5



		Drafting of Scoping Study

		3



		Drafting of draft Terms of Reference for the Inception Phase



		2



		Total

		15







6. Expertise and Competency  Requirements

The consultant(s) will require combined expertise and experience in the following areas:

· Strong  evaluation expertise and experience, and / or related research experience, in a relevant area including expertise with the use of evaluation criteria, institutional evaluations, evaluation frameworks, organizational analysis skills, the conduct of meta and other synthesis-type evaluations; the design and use of Theory of Change approaches, and the design of complex evaluations using approaches such as those using open system methods, the design of evaluations using national expertise and systems.

· Strong expertise in strategic thinking and good understanding of global challenges and issues affecting the UN system and the expected transformative changes to meet emerging changes and developments including the Post 2015 Agenda.  

· Solid background and experience in capacity development approaches and methodologies.

· Good familiarity with UN statistical capacity building and monitoring systems.

· Strong understanding of national statistics offices and country monitoring and reporting systems for national and internationally agreed development goals and international coordination frameworks for statistical capacity building; 

· Good knowledge of the different mandates and programming approaches used by UN system 

· Ability to write clearly in English and to make clear and substantial  presentations of results to the Evaluation Management Group (EMG)

· Ability to work in a team (if required).   

7. Conditions of Service

The evaluator(s)  will serve under a consultancy contract as detailed in the applicable United Nations rules and regulations. The evaluator will not be considered as staff member or official of the United Nations, but shall abide by the relevant standards of conduct. The United Nations is entitled to all intellectual property and other proprietary rights deriving from this exercise.

The consultant is also expected to abide by the UNEG Code of conduct and ethical guidelines for the conduct of evaluation.  



8. Selection of the consultant

Candidates to undertake the consultancy for the scoping phase will be considered on the basis of the following documents:  

· An expression of interest, when contacted by ISWE Coordinator, a CV,  statement of availability; 

· An electronic version of a United Nations PHP  

Shortlisted candidates will be interviewed by telephone.



  



image1.png

ZN
@4

S
2







image9.emf
Global Evaluation  Agenda 2016-2020 v3_PrelOutcome.pdf


Global Evaluation Agenda 2016-2020 v3_PrelOutcome.pdf
¢
-

'( EVALPARTNERS
"~

In Partnership with

KNOWLEDGE, CAPACITY BUILDING. NETWORKING

Global Evaluation Agenda 2016-2020

Preliminary outcomes of the global networked on-line consultation





A networked global multi-stakeholder consultative process

EvalPartners, the global movement to strengthen national evaluation capacities for equity-
focused and gender-responsive evaluation systems, co-led by IOCE and UN Women, declared
2015 as the International year of Evaluation. Several key stakeholders, including the United
Nations Evaluation Group and the OECD/DAC EvalNet, joined the movement.

EvalPartners, in partnership with the International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS),
the International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE), the United Nations
Evaluation Group (UNEG), Independent Evaluation Office of UN Women and the Global
Evaluation Facility, started a networked global multi-stakeholder consultative process to
brainstorm about the priorities and key areas of a global evaluation agenda for 2016-2020, based
on the EvalPartners Conceptual network (see Annex B) and the four Strategic questions identified
to facilitate the consultation (see Annex C).

The consultative process started in September 2014 and will culminate in November 2015, where
the 2016-2020 Global Evaluation Agenda will be officially launched at the EvalPartners Global
Forum, to be held at the parliament of Nepal. The initial phase of the consultation process was
held online and it was started with live webinar facilitated by Marco Segone, Director- Evaluation,
UN Women/ Co-chair — EvalPartners; Deborah Rugg, Chair, UNEG; and Rob van den Berg,
President, IDEAS. Following the webinar, an online consultation was initiated on EvalPartners
LinkedIn group. The eight weeks long online consultation was facilitated by UNEG, IOCE, IDEAS

and EvalPartners.

In 2015, the consultation will go on face-to-face in about 15 global and regional events. Each
event will pass-over to the next one the “evaluation torch”, to symbolize that the consultation
will be enriched by each additional event and, finally, presented at the EvalPartners Global Forum
at the parliament of Nepal. The Global Evaluation Agenda 2016-2020 will feed into networked
action planning by key stakeholders involved, with the aim of increasing synergies and
efficiencies to leverage comparative advantages of diverse stakeholders and achieve sustainable
and equitable development results.

Preliminary priorities identified by the Global evaluation community as of November 20141
The inputs received during the various consultations are summarized in the clusters below. Need

for equity focused and gender responsiveness in evaluations was highlighted in all clusters as a
cross-cutting issue.

1 Please see annex A for the list of meetings/consultations that generated/discussed the priorities presented
below:



http://www.mymande.org/evalpartners

http://www.mymande.org/evalyear

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ikkF0OF9LuM

https://www.linkedin.com/groups/EvalPartners-4292632

https://www.linkedin.com/groups/EvalPartners-4292632
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Strengthening an Enabling Environment for evaluation

Promote equity focused and gender responsive evaluation policies and systems at all
levels

Promote Independent evaluation units at government level, particularly a national
performance management unit established under the presidency or the prime minister’s
office.

Strengthen national data management system which contributes to evidence based
decision making.

Expand partnerships including with parliamentarians and policy makers to mainstream
equity focused and gender responsive evaluation at national level.

Ensure the quality of evaluation through credibility, innovation and human resource
development

Use high quality advocacy to promote equity focused and gender responsive evaluation
culture particularly through media.

Evaluation units should be established within parliaments to provide briefings and
technical inputs to parliamentarians.

Generate a national “State of Evaluation” report with a view to assess the current status
of evaluation at the national level.

Strengthening institutional capacities of VOPEs and Civil society
Institutional capacity building of VOPEs and CSOs to promote equity focused and gender

responsive evaluation.
Strengthen knowledge sharing and networking
Funding support and resource development
VOPEs to build partnerships with
o Champions such as parliamentarians and government key players
o Academic institutions to start joint university courses on monitoring and
evaluation
Encourage formation of national evaluation societies and their interaction with regional
and professional evaluation organizations for knowledge and product sharing. Continue
to invest in emerging regional societies by offering support.
Build on and enrich the existing MyM&E web portal http://www.mymande.org/elearning

to further offer of e-learning, resource materials and webinars on the theory and
applications of gender responsive and equity focused evaluations.

Strengthen Individual evaluator capacity development
Professionalization with certification of evaluators and accreditation of courses/

institutions. Evolve a set of national competencies in tune with international standards/
competencies frameworks. There should be an accreditation and certification system to
ensure availability of competent professional evaluators.



http://www.mymande.org/elearning
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Develop a cohesive professional learning programme that explicitly aligns with the wider
strategic programme and EvalYear 2015 objectives. Offer a wider range of opportunities
for learning including inter- and multi-disciplinary speakers.

Development of young/ emerging evaluators: Establish training courses for emerging
evaluators; Establish a mentoring programme between young evaluators and experts;
hire emerging evaluators (shadow evaluator) together with experienced evaluators for
evaluation assignments.

An e-Library such as UN Women evaluation portal http://genderevaluation.unwomen.org

should be strengthened to serve as a knowledge and resource centre accessible to all
professional evaluators to facilitate this process of knowledge acquisition. E- library
should be enriched by contributions from all professional evaluators and experiences of
various stakeholders.

Promote sharing and networking.

Promote innovation of theory and new tools.

Inter-linkages between enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual

capacities

National, regional and global partnership initiatives for equity-focused and gender-

responsive evaluation (i.e. EvalGender) is the key strategy to ensure that enabling

environment, institutional capacities and individual capabilities will mutually reinforce

each other. The partnerships should include governments, parliamentarians, VOPEs, civil

society, United Nations and any other interested group. It is also important that resource

materials are available in different languages at least in UN languages.

VOPEs are the main entities that should connect these three levels together and lead the

process at country level. VOPEs have the coordination and communication role with other

stakeholders.

Promote national evaluation agenda/ plan which can link different aspects together.

e There should be a push for a national plan for equity focused and gender responsive
evaluation.

e There should be a resource mapping with regard to capacity development in equity
focused and gender responsive evaluation.

e Equity focused and gender responsive evaluations are to be mainstreamed in the
national planning with focus on social inclusion and gender equality.



http://genderevaluation.unwomen.org/



Annex A: List of meetings (virtual and face-to-face) in which consultations were
carried out and priorities presented in this document identified/discussed:

e Global on-line consultation facilitated by EvalPartners, UNEG, IOCE, IDEAS, UN Women
and GEF, September/November 2014

e Roundtable consultation on the challenge as to how the global evaluation community can
contribute to ensuring that evaluations play a key role in planning and implementation of
policies and programmes for attaining future sustainable development goals at national,
regional and international levels, by Institute of Applied Manpower Research (IAMR), New
Delhi, India in collaboration with National Planning Commission, Government of India,
September 26, 2014.

e EvalPartners Management Group meeting, Dublin, Ireland from 29-30 September 2014,

e Australasian Evaluation Society Leaders' Meeting, 2014 AES Conference.

e Africa Gender and Development Evaluation Network (AGDEN), Addis Ababa, Ethiopia,
2014

Annex B: EvalPartners Conceptual Framework on evaluation capacity
development:

EvalPartners conceptual framework highlights importance of enabling environment;
institutional capacity and individual evaluator competencies while promoting inter-links
between these components, as well as the demand and supply side. For additional information,
please read
http://www.mymande.org/sites/default/files/Evaluation%20and%20civil%20society v9 final
web.pdf




http://www.mymande.org/sites/default/files/Evaluation%20and%20civil%20society_v9_final_web.pdf

http://www.mymande.org/sites/default/files/Evaluation%20and%20civil%20society_v9_final_web.pdf
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Annex C: four Strategic questions identified to facilitate the consultation

The consultation, building on the existing conceptual framework on evaluation capacity
development, addressed the following four questions:

1. What are the three most important strategies to ensure governments and parliaments
improve policy making and implementation, by demanding and using equity-focused
and gender responsive evaluation in decision making?

2. What are the three most important strategies to ensure that Civil Society Organizations
in general, and Voluntary Organizations for Professional Evaluations in particular, have
stronger institutional capacities to contribute to equity-focused and gender-responsive
national evaluation systems?

3. What are the three most important strategies to ensure that individual evaluators have
the capability to produce good quality, context-relevant, equity-focused and gender-





responsive evaluations?
How to ensure that enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual

capabilities will mutually reinforce each other? And how to ensure that very diverse multi-
stakeholders work in partnership based on their own value added and comparative

advantages?
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Shaping the 2016-2020 Global Evaluation Agenda

A networked global multi-stakeholders consultative processes to frame the future priorities of the global evaluation community
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Sustainable Development GoALS …







… AND NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT GOALS





But the worst thing is: poor people hardest hit when scarcity occurs



Poor people are at the frontline, will be worst affected by growing scarcity, climate change 



Poor people, for example, tend to rely disproportionately on natural assets like land, water, fisheries, or forestry—all of which will also be profoundly impacted by climate change. 



95% of deaths from natural disasters in developing countries
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Un F4p, QCPR and Re-positioning











United Nations Resolution on Evaluation
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How to ensure Evaluation is 

Fit for the post-2015 agenda?
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28 countries will celebrate EvalYear
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A networked global multi-stakeholders consultative processes to frame the future priorities of the global evaluation community
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8-week consultation led by 
UNEG, EvalPartners and IDEAS

















Overall challenge

How can the global evaluation community contribute to ensuring that evaluation will play a key role in shaping and contributing to the implementation of international (including future Sustainable Development Goals), regional and national policies and programmes to achieve sustainable and equitable development?
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4 questions
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Q1: Enabling Environment for Evaluation 
(facilitated by UNEG)







What are the three most important strategies to ensure governments and parliaments improve policy making and implementation, by demanding and using evaluation in decision making?  
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Q1 Enabling Environment for Evaluation



Promote equity focused and gender responsive evaluation policies and systems at all levels.



Expand partnerships including with parliamentarians and policy makers



Use high quality advocacy to promote evaluation culture particularly through media.



Generate a “State of Evaluation” report with a view to assess  the current status of evaluation. 
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Q2 Institutional capacities 
(facilitated by IOCE)







What are the three most important strategies to ensure that Organizations have stronger institutional capacities to contribute to national evaluation systems?
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Q2 Institutional capacities 







Institutional capacity building of VOPEs and CSOs. 



Strengthen knowledge sharing and networking. 



Academic institutions to start joint university courses on monitoring and evaluation.
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Q3 Individual evaluator capacities (facilitated by IDEAS)







What are the three most important strategies to ensure that individual evaluators have the capability to produce good quality, context-relevant, equity-focused and gender-responsive evaluations? 
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Q3 Individual evaluator capacities

Build on and enrich the existing knowledge management systems, such as MyM&E web portal, to further offer of  e-learning, resource materials and webinars.



Professionalization with certification of evaluators and/or accreditation of courses/ institutions.



Evolve a set of national competencies in tune with international standards/ competencies frameworks. 



Development of young/ emerging evaluators.



Establish a mentoring programme between young evaluators and experts; hire emerging evaluators (shadow evaluator) together with experienced evaluators for evaluation assignments.
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Q4 Inter-linking the enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual capacities
(facilitated by EvalPartners)







How to ensure that enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual capabilities will mutually reinforce each other? And how to ensure that very diverse multi-stakeholders work in partnership based on their own value added and comparative advantages? 
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Q4 Inter-linking the enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual capacities

National, regional and global partnership initiatives for equity-focused and gender responsive evaluation (i.e. EvalGender) is the key to ensure that enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual capabilities will mutually reinforce each other. 



Promote national evaluation agenda/ plan which can link different aspects together. 



Equity focused and gender responsive evaluations are to be mainstreamed in the national planning with focus on social inclusion and gender equality.  
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What’s your perspective?

How can the global evaluation community contribute to ensuring that evaluation will play a key role in shaping and contributing to the implementation of international (including future Sustainable Development Goals), regional and national policies and programmes to achieve sustainable and equitable development?
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What’s your perspective?



What are the three most important strategies to ensure governments and parliaments improve policy making and implementation, by demanding and using evaluation in decision making? 



What are the three most important strategies to ensure that Organizations have stronger institutional capacities to contribute to national evaluation systems?



What are the three most important strategies to ensure that individual evaluators have the capability to produce good quality, context-relevant, equity-focused and gender-responsive evaluations? 



How to ensure that enabling environment, institutional capacities and individual capabilities will mutually reinforce each other? And how to ensure that very diverse multi-stakeholders work in partnership based on their own value added and comparative advantages? 
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Dates: 		9-12 March 2015		

Location: 		United Nations Headquarters, New York, USA

Host agency:	DGACM DPKO OIOS PBSO UNCDF UNDESA UNDP UNDPI UNFPA UNICEF UN-Women



		UNEG Executive Group Members



		

Deborah Rugg, Director, Inspection and Evaluation Division, UN OIOS (Chair)

Indran Naidoo, Director, Independent Evaluation Office, UNDP (vice-Chair for evaluation function, SO1)

Robert Stryk, Chief, Evaluation Division, UNRWA (vice-Chair for use of evaluation, SO2)

Scott Green, Coordinator, Independent System-wide Evaluation (ISWE) Secretariat (vice-Chair for system-wide initiatives, SO3)

Marco Segone, Director, Evaluation Office, UN Women (vice-Chair for partnerships 2014-2015, SO4; incoming UNEG Chair 2015-2017)

Helen Wedgwood, Director, Office of Evaluation, WFP (incoming vice-Chair for system-wide initiatives 2015-2017, SO3)

Colin Kirk, Director, Evaluation Office, UNICEF (incoming vice-Chair for partnerships 2015-2017, SO4)

Juha Uitto, UNEG Executive Coordinator (until August 2014)

Oanh Nguyen, UNEG Executive Coordinator
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[bookmark: _Toc413154911]1. Introduction

The UNEG Executive Coordinator’s Annual and Financial Report 2014/2015 presents an overview of the UNEG work and of the secretariat’s activities from April 2014 to March 2015. It also contains the financial report for Financial Year 2014 (FY2014), from January to December 2014.

[bookmark: _Toc413154912]2. UNEG Work and Achievements in 2014/2015

[bookmark: _Toc413154913]2.1 Implementation of the UNEG Work-plan 2014-2015

The UNEG Annual General Meeting (AGM) 2014 (2-4 April 2014, Bangkok, Thailand) focused on how to improve and operationalize the 2014-2015 work-plan. The draft work-plan was prepared before the AGM by the Executive Group, and after consultations with UNEG members. Based on the discussions that took place during the first two days of the AGM, four vice-Chairs revised the work-plans of their respective strategic areas and presented them on the last day of the meeting. The overall work-plan was then endorsed in principle. The further revised version, along with the cost analysis, was circulated after the AGM (http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1592).

In 2014/2015, the Executive Group, composed of the Chair, the Vice Chairs and the Executive Coordinator, held regular monthly meetings and monitored the progress towards the expected results defined for each strategic objective in order to ensure UNEG’s work in line with the Strategy. 

The progress reports of each strategic objective were shared with the UNEG community. All progress reports are available at: http://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1619 (member login required). The brief summary of progress made is included below. The activities are listed under each Strategic Objective area but the Executive Group has worked together to ensure synergies and minimize overlap. Joint efforts were especially made for certain activities, i.e., the UN General Assembly Resolution and the post-2015 development agenda processes, and the International Year of Evaluation activities.

[bookmark: _Toc413154914]Strategic Objective One (SO1): Evaluation functions and products of UN entities meet the UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation

With the view of maximizing participation of members, three sub-groups were set up: Professionalization, Peer Reviews and Norms and Standards, each led by a Convener and a deputy Convener.

The key activities of the Professionalization sub-group in the past year included the following:

· Evaluation technical competency framework was reviewed and updated;

· Options for UNEG were identified, considering progress in the area achieved by other bodies and based on consultations with UNEG membership, to go beyond the revised competency framework.

The updated competency framework and options for UNEG in advancing the professionalization of evaluation will be presented at the 2015 AGM. The sub-group will also organize a session on professionalization of evaluation at the EPE.

Peer Review sub-group: In 2014, three peer reviews were completed, including Office of Evaluation of the World Food Programme (WFP); Independent Evaluation Office of Global Environment Facility (GEF); and Evaluation Office of United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN-Women). Peer Review reports are available at: http://www.unevaluation.org/document/peer-review-reports.

A management response in relation to recommendations of the Lessons Learned Study of Peer Reviews of UNEG Evaluation Functions and a draft guidance on the peer review process will be presented at the AGM for discussion and approval, as well as a Peer Review funding mechanism proposal.

Three UNEG members have requested peer reviews in 2015. They are: Evaluation Division of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA); Independent Evaluation Unit of the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC); and Evaluation and Monitoring Unit of the International Trade Centre (ITC).

Norms and Standards sub-group: A follow-up study on the Issues Paper: Revision of UNEG Norms and Standards will be presented at the AGM. A process/workshops will be organized to follow up on the agreed AGM suggestions, reviewing specific aspects of the Norms and Standards as a part of the work plan in 2015.

[bookmark: _Toc413154915]Strategic Objective Two (SO2): UN entities and partners use evaluation in support of accountability and programme learning

The work on the topic of Strategic Objective two is a new area of work for UNEG.  The work before 2015 AGM primarily included the following activities:  (a) collation of existing information on use of evaluation; (b) information gathering and the creation of a compendium of approaches that work in practice.

The SO2 working group contributed to collating existing material that has some relevance to the use of evaluation. A subgroup worked on the creation of an information gathering instrument. The instrument explains the typologies of the most relevant stakeholders (evaluators, immediate and intermediate users), lays out steps of how organizations can approach information gathering, develops questions for each of the categories of stakeholders, organizes the questions in templates that can be used during semi structured interviews, develops templates to keep track of information collected, and outlines how case studies can be developed.

An online survey was developed using the information gathering tool as a basis.  For smaller agencies there is a version without organizational identifier to encourage use, while for some of the larger organizations the information will be collected using an organizational identifier to allow these offices to respond internally to findings. 39 UNEG members were approached to start information gathering with 32 members agreeing to contribute through at least one of the three different information collection streams.

SO2 will also organize a session on use of evaluation at the EPE.

[bookmark: _Toc413154916]Strategic Objective Three (SO3): Evaluation informs UN system-wide initiatives and emerging demands

SO3 aims to strengthen political and policy environment for robust evaluation functions in the UN system. 

UN Resolution: after months of advocacy and consultations, on 19 December 2014, the UN General Assembly Resolution A/RES/69/237 “Capacity building for the evaluation of development activities at the country-level” was approved through general consensus and cross-regional support from forty-two member states. The UNEG UN Resolution Working Group provided strong support throughout the preparation and consultation process leading to the drafting and adoption of the resolution.

This resolution acknowledges 2015 as the International Year of Evaluation and builds on this momentum to foster capacity building and enhance partnerships for evaluation at the country level. It emphasizes that national ownership and national priorities constitute a strong base for building national capacities to manage and oversee evaluations. It also invites interaction and cooperation amongst all the relevant partners to coordinate efforts to further strengthen the capacities for evaluation. The resolution requests that the UN Secretary-General provides an update in 2016 on the progress made in building national evaluation capacities. This report will be considered during the quadrennial comprehensive policy review of operational activities for development (QCPR) of the United Nations system in 2016.

UNEG continues to advocate for the adoption of a robust monitoring and evaluation framework to be part of the post 2015 development agenda agreements and negotiations. Consultations, meetings and discussions with UNEG members and stakeholders were also held in order to identify approaches and partners to put forward the evaluation agenda in this historic time of transformation.The UNEG Chair attended the UN Task Team (UNTT) on the Post 2015 Development Agenda retreat in September[footnoteRef:1] and stressed the importance of the evaluation function and national evaluation capacity development in the post-2015 development agenda. She emphasized the need to include evaluation as an intrinsic part of the monitoring and accountability framework, making the point that evaluation is a critical bridge for national evaluation capacity strengthening and for ensuring that the post 2015 development agenda is implemented with tangible results. [1:  The UNEG Chair was also invited to a joint UNDG MDG Task Force and the UN TT on the Post 2015 Development Agenda in early June.] 


System-wide initiatives: During 2014, UNEG continued to participate as a member of the Interim Coordination Mechanism (ICM), which was established by the UN General Assembly in 2012 to oversee implementation of the new independent system-wide evaluation (ISWE) mechanism. Other ICM members include OIOS, JIU, DESA and OCHA. 

Review and update of the UN-SWAP Evaluation Performance Indicator: The elements reviewed in the updated version are based on the feedback provided by UN entities after the pilot year of the original Technical Note and Scorecard developed by UNEG and on the results of survey administered amongst all UN-SWAP EPI Focal Points. The UN-SWAP EPI Technical Note and its Scorecard has been developed, reviewed and updated to support the Evaluation Offices of the different UN entities to comply with the annual reporting process against the CEB-endorsed UN-SWAP EPI and to support more systematic and harmonized reporting through the use of a common tool that also allows for improved comparability across UN entities. The UN-SWAP reporting cycle opened on 15th December 2014 and ended on the 30th of January 2015. 

“Evidence changes lives” report: An Advisory Group was established to support the processes of development of a UNEG report “Evidence changes lives”. The purpose of this publication is to highlight UNEG and its role in the global evaluation community and to highlight its forward looking agenda during the 2015 and beyond. The report is planned to be finalized at 2015 AGM.

[bookmark: _Toc413154917]Strategic Objective Four (SO4): UNEG benefits from and contributes to an enhanced global evaluation profession

The Partnership Committee has been in close touch with partners, including OECD-DAC EvalNet, ECG, IOCE, EvalPartners and regional UN Evaluation Groups. UNEG Strategy, work-plan, activities, and newsletters have been shared with aforementioned parties. UNEG, in partnership with EvalPartners, has worked on promoting the 2015 International Year of Evaluation and the General Assembly resolution on national evaluation capacity building.

UNEG accepted EvalPartners’s invitation to support its “networked global multi-stakeholders consultative processes to frame the future priorities of the global evaluation community” and participated in its online consultation.

Activities on disseminating and publicizing UNEG guidance: In 2014, the UNEG Guidance Document Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation was finalized and shared with the UNEG community and its partners via the UNEG website and social media. 2000 hard copies were printed and distributed to UNEG members, UN Resident Coordinators, missions of member states in New York, ECG members, DAC-Evalnet members and other partners. An E-learning will be developed in partnership with EvalPartners and UN Women based on this UNEG guidance document. The course is intended to help those initiating, managing and/or using gender equality and human rights responsive evaluations. The main intended users of the e-course are all national and international development professionals who conduct or manage evaluations, particularly those whose primary focus is human rights, gender equality and women’s empowerment and those where human rights and gender equality are mainstreamed or crosscutting.

The Partnership Committee has also worked with partners on five projects, creating synergistic links that allow UNEG to benefit from the global evaluation community: 

· Guidance on engendering National Evaluation Policies; 

· Systemic review on gender in development; 

· E-learning course on Humanitarian Evaluation; 

· E-learning on Advocacy Strategies for Evaluation; and

· EvalGender+, global partnership to promote the demand, supply and use of Equity Focused and Gender Responsive Evaluations. 

[bookmark: _Toc413154918]High-level events, OECD DAC EvalNet, ECG and other meetings

On July 11, 2014, UNEG organized a High-Level Side Event at the ECOSOC Development Cooperation Forum. The speakers explored the role that evaluation can play in empowering countries. Speakers included: Kabir Hashim, Member of the Sri Lankan Parliament; Arsenio Balisacan, Director General of the National Economic and Development Authority (Philippines); Amina Mohammed, Special Advisor of the Secretary-General on Post-2015 Development Planning and John Hendra, Assistant Secretary-General Deputy Executive Director for Policy and Programme, UN Women. Audience included member states delegates, executives of UN departments and agencies, participants of the Development Cooperation Forum, and UNEG members. The event was live webcast. UNEG will also organize a high-level event, “Learning Bridge to a Better World - Evaluation at the service of the Post-2015 Agenda” during the 2015 Evaluation Week. UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon has agreed to provide opening remarks at this event. 

UNEG is an observer to OECD DAC Evalnet and ECG and UNEG representatives attend periodic meetings and used it an occasion to strengthen partnerships. 

Deborah Rugg, UNEG Chair, was invited to make a presentation of the new UN resolution on national evaluation capacity development during the 17th meeting of the OECD DAC Evalnet, organized from 19 to 20 November 2014 at the OECD Headquarters in Paris, France. She also contributed to the discussion of a session entitled, “Evaluation: 2015 and Beyond” presenting UNEG’s view on how evaluation fits into the international effort to reach the sustainable development goals, during the International Year of Evaluation and beyond. Indran Naidoo, UNEG Vice-Chair, updated participants on the status of the UNEG-DAC peer reviews.

At ECG’s December meeting, Deborah Rugg, UNEG Chair, briefed participants on the new resolution and plans for 2015 International Year of Evaluation. UNEG committed to keep the network informed on further action related to the UN resolution, and in the same time, the ECG members will be in contact with UNEG to inform on their institutions’ activities during 2015. Indran Naidoo, UNEG Vice Chair, attended the ECG April meeting and briefed participants on UNEG activities.

The UNEG Chair was invited to attend the EvalPartners Management Group meeting and the 11th European Evaluation Society Conference from late September to early October, in Dublin, Ireland. Other UNEG Executive Group members and some UNEG members also attended the two events. EvalPartners and the International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE) colleagues, after meetings with UNEG, worked on approaching national governments via professional and personal channels to support the UN resolution adoption process. A lunch meeting was also organized with Irish Aid. The meeting built a good foundation for future collaborations.
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Between AGM 2014 and 2015, two UNEG publications have been finalized and published:

· Resource Pack on Joint Evaluations by the former Joint Evaluation Task Force. 

· Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations by the former Human Rights and Gender Equality Task Force.

As mentioned above, the UN-SWAP Evaluation Performance Indicator Technical Note and Scorecard was updated in August 2014.

Website

With full technical and operational support from the Independent Evaluation Office of UNDP, the UNEG secretariat redeveloped the UNEG website and launched it in July 2014.

The current site now also features UNEG members and observers, providing a dedicated page to them, with information on the evaluation unit (based on information collected from members) and staff members of the unit. The Community of Practice (COP) (“announcements” and “discussion forum”) and the two databases (database of evaluation reports and database of evaluation plans) have also been transported to the new site. The databases were launched in September.

[bookmark: _Toc413154921]Community of Practice

UNEG’s Community of Practice (COP), launched in 2013, brings together members of the UNEG community to boost information sharing, increase peer learning and encourage innovative practices. The COP has three primary features and activities: an announcement/blog, a discussion forum, and seminars. To date there have been over 80 blog posts made by members of the UNEG community. The discussion forum has been the site of evaluation-related interactions about issues important to the UNEG community. We would like to encourage more members to post publications, evaluation related blogs and contribute to evaluation discussions here. 

In 2014, two webinars were held in which UNEG members attended live or virtually.[footnoteRef:2] To reach a broader audience, recordings of the presentations have been shared on the UNEG Events page.  [2:  One UNEG Brown Bag Seminar on Theory of Change with Dr. Patricia Rogers, who is professor in Public Sector Evaluation and leader of the research program in Evidence-Based Policy and Practice in the Sustainable Health and Well-Being Research Institute at RMIT University (Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology), Australia; one on updated “The SWAP Evaluation Performance Indicator Technical Note and Scorecard” by Isabel Suarez, Evaluation Specialist at UN Women and UN SWAP Evaluation PI Focal Point.] 
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The two databases were launched in September 2014. Each January and July, knowledge management focal points from UNEG agencies will be asked to share information for the year.

The first, a database of evaluation plans, is designed to assist UNEG members in identifying areas of collaboration and facilitate joint evaluation. Information stored here is available only to UNEG members. Users can search for evaluation plans by a) region; b) country; c) planned start date; d) expected completion date; e) agency; f) evaluation type; g) whether a joint evaluation is intended and, if so, with which agency; and, finally, by h) keyword. Search results also include a brief description of the planned evaluation and the name and contact information of the focal point responsible for the evaluation. As of mid-February 2015, there are over 80 planned evaluations of three agencies uploaded.

The UNEG website is also hosting a database of evaluation reports that will assist UNEG members in identifying past evaluation reports for learning purposes. Additionally, the database acts as a repository for agencies that do not currently maintain their own databases. This database of reports is available to the general public. Users can search for reports by a) region; b) country; c) planned start date; d) agency; e) evaluation type; f) whether a joint evaluation is planned and if so, with which agency; g) consultant name; and, finally, by h) keyword. As of mid-February, the Database of Evaluation Reports contains close to 5500 reports from 15 agencies. The database of evaluation reports also serves as a repository of information about consultants. 

In the coming months, the Secretariat plans to work closely with UNEG members to continue to populate the data to ensure that the database is comprehensive and serves as a useful platform for members to share information and plan joint activities where possible.
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In 2014, United Nations Department for General Assembly and Conference Management (DGACM), Monitoring, Evaluation, Risk Management and Statistical Verification Unit (MERS) and United Nations Peace Building Support Office (PBSO), Financing for Peacebuilding Branch (FPB) joined UNEG as new members.  

In 2014/2015, UNEG has seen the departure of several UNEG Heads, as well as welcomed several new UNEG Heads.

		UNEG Heads Farewells and Welcomes 2014/2015[footnoteRef:3] [3:  This is based on information made available to the UNEG secretariat. If there is anything missing, please contact the UNEG secretariat.] 




		UNEG would like to acknowledge the contributions of our departing members and warmly welcome our new colleagues to the UNEG community. Names were listed based on approximate chronological order. Changes before the 2014 Annual General Meeting were not included here.



Farewell (listed based on approximate chronological order)
Dieudonné Mouafo, Chief of Evaluation Unit, left UNV.

Maria Santamaria Hergueta, UNEG Head from WHO, moved away from the evaluation function. 

Mark Pedersen, Chief of Evaluation Team and UNEG Head from DPKO/DFS, moved to Integrated Training Service of DPKO/DFS. 
Robert D. van den Berg, UNEG Head from GEF, finished his term as Director of the Independent Evaluation Office at GEF. He continues to serve as President at the International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS). 
Kees Tuinenburg finished his term as the interim Officer-in-Charge of IFAD Independent Office of Evaluation. 
Petr Firbas retired from his position as Chief of Evaluation Section at CTBTO. 

Nadim Khouri, Deputy Executive Secretary for Programme Support of UNESCWA, stepped down from the function of UNEG Head.



Welcome of New UNEG Heads (listed based on approximate chronological order)

Felix Carayon, Chief, Monitoring, Evaluation, Risk Management and Statistical Verification Unit (MERS) of DGACM  

Tammy Smith, Senior Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist, Financing for Peacebuilding Branch of PBSO       

Susanne Freuh, former Executive Secretary of JIU and UNEG Observer, now serves as Director of UNESCO’s Internal Oversight Service. 

Elilarasu Renganathan, was appointed Representative for Evaluation and Organizational Learning, WHO.
Juha Uitto, UNEG Executive Coordinator and Deputy Director of UNDP Independent Evaluation Office, joined GEF as the Director of the Independent Evaluation Office in September.
Oscar Garcia was appointed Director of Independent Office of Evaluation at IFAD.
Annika Hansen was appointed Chief of the Evaluations Team at DPKO/DFS. 
Josep Vila serves as the acting UNEG Head from CTBTO. 
Victoria Saiz-Omenaca, OIC of the OCHA Evaluation Unit, is the new acting UNEG Head from OCHA.

Abdallah Al-Dardari, Deputy Executive Secretary for Programme of UNESCWA, assumed the function of UNEG Head.







[bookmark: _Toc413154925]3.2 Upcoming UNEG Executive Group Transition

UNEG Chair: The term of the current UNEG Chair, Deborah Rugg (OIOS), will come to an end in March 2015. Deborah has been UNEG Chair since 2013. Marco Segone (UN Women) was elected UNEG Chair 2015-2017 in October 2014. He will take on the responsibilities of Chair in March 2015.

UNEG Vice-Chair for Partnerships: As Marco Segone will take on the responsibilities of UNEG Chair in March 2015, his current role as the UNEG Vice-Chair for Partnerships will be open. Colin Kirk (UNICEF) was elected UNEG Vice-Chair for Partnerships 2015-2017 in October 2014. Colin will take on the responsibilities of Vice-Chair in March 2015 when Marco Segone steps down from his current role as Vice-Chair and begins his tenure as UNEG Chair.

UNEG Vice-Chair for System-Wide Initiatives: Effective 3 November 2014, OCHA has agreed to release Scott Green for a period of one year to serve as the Coordinator for the newly established Independent System-wide Evaluation (ISWE) Secretariat. The ISWE Secretariat, which is hosted by the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU), has been established in New York. The establishment of the ISWE Secretariat was approved by the United Nations General Assembly last year on a pilot basis in order to facilitate the planning, coordination, management and processing of independent system-wide evaluations which have been commissioned by the General Assembly and ECOSOC.

As a transitional measure, Scott has agreed to stay on in his current role as UNEG Vice-Chair responsible for System-Wide Initiatives until 2015 Annual General Meeting. Helen Wedgwood (WFP) was elected UNEG Vice-Chair for System-Wide Initiatives 2015-2017. She will be take on the responsibilities of Vice-Chair in March 2015 when Scott Green steps down from his current Vice-Chair role.

		UNEG Executive Group



		

Deborah Rugg, Director, Inspection and Evaluation Division, UN OIOS (Chair)

Indran Naidoo, Director, Independent Evaluation Office, UNDP (vice-Chair for evaluation function, SO1)

Robert Stryk, Chief, Evaluation Division, UNRWA (vice-Chair for use of evaluation, SO2)

Scott Green, Coordinator, Independent System-wide Evaluation (ISWE) Secretariat (vice-Chair for system-wide initiatives, SO3)

Marco Segone, Director, Evaluation Office, UN Women (vice-Chair for partnerships 2014-2015, SO4; incoming UNEG Chair 2015-2017)

Helen Wedgwood, Director, Office of Evaluation, WFP (incoming vice-Chair for system-wide initiatives 2015-2017, SO3)

Colin Kirk, Director, Evaluation Office, UNICEF (incoming vice-Chair for partnerships 2015-2017, SO4)

Juha Uitto, UNEG Executive Coordinator (until August 2014)

Oanh Nguyen, UNEG Executive Coordinator







[bookmark: _Toc413154926]3.3 Review of UNEG Secretariat Functions

Oanh Nguyen, Evaluation Specialist at UNDP Independent Evaluation Office, has been appointed as the Executive Coordinator, following the appointment of Juha Uitto as Director of Independent Evaluation Office at GEF. Oanh joined IFAD Independent Office of Evaluation in 2007 and recently joined UNDP.

 UNEG Secretariat staff consists of an Executive Coordinator, Oanh Nguyen (20% of her full-time job); a Programme Specialist, Jin Zhang (full-time); and a Programme Assistant, Serwah Asante (full-time). UNICEF was kind enough to lend Laura Olsen to assist the UN resolution process until a SO3 consultant (Sonila Aliaj) was recruited in August 2014.

UNEG Secretariat Functions: The key role of the UNEG Secretariat is to support UNEG to reach its strategic objectives and serve the UNEG community. The Secretariat’s work is currently composed of the following five areas of work:

· Support the implementation of the UNEG work-plan

· Organize and coordinate the UNEG evaluation week

· Strengthen knowledge management and communication

· Oversee the UNEG budget and manage finance and procurement

· Support advocacy and resource mobilization activities, 2015 the International Year of Evaluation and post-2015 policy process

[bookmark: _Toc413154927]Support the implementation of the UNEG work-plan

The UNEG Secretariat is responsible for supporting the Executive Group in the implementation of the work-plan in various aspects, including meeting planning, preparation, reporting, documentation, drafting communications, providing technical support, conducting research, and drafting materials and documents. It has also provided support to the four strategic work areas when needed.

The Secretariat also provides administrative and procurement support to the work of the strategic objective work areas. In 2014-2015, the Secretariat assisted the recruitments of 5 consultants for SO1, SO2 and SO3 and assisted with the editing, designing, printing (including identifying the editor, the designer and the printer) and distribution of the UNEG Guidance document for SO4.

[bookmark: _Toc413154928]Organize and coordinate the UNEG evaluation week

Each year UNEG organizes the Evaluation Practice Exchange seminars (EPE) and the Annual General Meeting (AGM). The UNEG Secretariat assisted with the organization of the events of the week, including, in collaboration of the Executive Group and the host committee, working on the planning, coordination and organization of the events, and providing technical and logistical support on-site. The Secretariat also coordinates the work of and communication with the UNEG Executive Group and the host committee, addressing inquiries from members and invited guests, and provides substantive inputs for the Executive Coordinator’s report, EPE/AGM agenda, etc.

[bookmark: _Toc413154929]Strengthen knowledge management and communication

The UNEG Secretariat is responsible for maintaining and managing the UNEG website, the databases and the COP. It also manages UNEG emailing lists, UNEG YouTube Channel, and Twitter/facebook accounts and organizes webinars/seminars.

The Secretariat prepares documentation regarding candidates for membership and observer status. It also serves as a focal point for information on its members and activities and for external communication. 

The UNEG secretariat has commenced with the distribution of periodic newsletters and email updates to better organize and disseminate information. It will also work on social media tools to increase visibility and awareness of UNEG and important evaluation issues. For instance, UNEG Twitter account, created at AGM 2014, has over 300 followers, with over 80 tweets. Followers include UNEG members, partners, evaluation associations and evaluators, such as OECD DAC EvalNet, IEG at the World Bank, Evaluation at Asian Development Bank, Evaluation at the South African government, Better Evaluation, etc. UNEG YouTube Channel has over 70 videos and over 4300 views as of mid-February 2015. In 2015, the UNEG Secretariat plans to improve knowledge management activities and strengthen communications among the UNEG community and with external partners.

[bookmark: _Toc413154930]Oversee the UNEG budget and manage finance and procurement

The UNEG Secretariat is the guardian of the UNEG funds and it oversees the UNEG budget and manages the finance. It also handles contributions made to UNEG. In 2014, it supported the drafting of the funding proposal and membership fee proposal. The Executive Coordinator’s Financial Report, presented at the UNEG Annual General Meeting, provides members with UNEG account information, including contributions and expenditures.

[bookmark: _Toc413154931]Support advocacy and resource mobilization activities, 2015 the International Year of Evaluation and post-2015 policy process

Under the leadership of the UNEG Chair and the Executive Group, the Secretariat supported the UN resolution process through to completion. The UNEG Executive Coordinator also participated in briefings and meetings with member states and other stakeholders, together with other executive group members.

Together with partners, UNEG declared 2015 the International Year of Evaluation. The Secretariat supports UNEG, the Executive Group with activities related to the International Year of Evaluation and the post-2015 process, as well as other advocacy activities, including planning and organizing high-level events, drafting and preparing documents when needed.

		To be discussed at the AGM: Review Secretariat Functions

There are ongoing discussions in relation to expanding the UNEG Secretariat’s capacity, in particular, the management and the communications functions. One suggestion is that a stronger advocacy and resource mobilization role may be taken by the Executive Coordinator yet to be determined. In addition, a communications analyst/specialist may be recruited to produce UNEG communications and advocacy materials and be responsible for outreach and dissemination of activities, including liaising with external stakeholders and partners.

The UNEG Secretariat and the Executive Group propose that the AGM discuss the needs and feasibility of the matter.







[bookmark: _Toc413154932]4. Membership and Observer Status Requests 

The UN Department of Safety and Security (DSS), Compliance, Investigations and Monitoring Section, wishes to retain the pending membership status until the end of 2015 since DSS will start restructuring several functional areas with the intention to establish a full monitoring and evaluation capacity in 2015.

UNEG Observer, the MDG Achievement Fund (MDG-F) was renamed to the Sustainable Development Goals Fund (SDG-F) in 2014.

In 2014/2015, UNEG received three applications for membership from Pan American Health Organization (PAHO), Office of Internal Oversight and Evaluation Services (IES), United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), Planning, Performance and Results Section, and the Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council (WSSCC), Networking and Knowledge Management Department (NKM).

The applications are available below. The UNEG Executive Group will make suggestions on the applications of membership to UNEG Heads.



             

		To be discussed at the AGM: UNEG member criteria

PAHO is the specialized health agency of the Inter-American System and serves as the Regional Office for the Americas of the World Health Organization (WHO). Together with WHO, PAHO is a member of the United Nations system. As this is the first time that a Regional Office of a UN agency (WHO is a UNEG member), applies for UNEG membership, the UNEG Executive Group proposes the AGM to discuss the membership criteria in order to set up principles for the future.
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The overall financial balance of UNEG is provided in the table below. This table accounts only for the income and expenditure that were managed by the UNEG secretariat, and does not include financial contributions to UNEG’s work and activities that were not made through the UNEG Secretariat, or the secretariat and operational support provided by UNDP.

		UNEG Account Balance Summary (USD)*



		2014 Opening Balance

		250,752



		Revenue collected in 2014

		332,817



		2014 Expenditures

		210,049**



		2015 Opening Balance

		365,557



		Revenue collected or pending transfer in 2015 based on agreement signed in 2014 and 2015 as of February 2015

		316,400***



		Expected expenditures in 2015 as of February 2015

		193,000



		2015 Estimated Remaining Budget Balance

		488,957***



		*All figures are based on ATLAS reports generated on 21 January 2015. There may be end of year transactions that have not been reflected yet. 

** The number does not reflect 8% GMS deduction.

***Among which, $200,000 were ear-marked for SO4.







UNDP Independent Evaluation Office hosts the UNEG secretariat and its financial contribution (in cash and in kind) adds up to a total of approximate USD 272,539 staff costs in 2014 (full-time P3 Programme Specialist, 20% staff time of a D1/P4 Executive Coordinator, 5% staff time of a P3 IT Specialist and a P4 Operations Specialist[footnoteRef:4]), plus office space and utilities for the UNEG secretariat. [4:  The calculation is based on UNDP 2014 performance costs.] 


[bookmark: _Toc413154935]5.2 Membership Fee Pilot, Contributions and other fundraising activities

[bookmark: _Toc413154936]Membership Fee Pilot

Based on the decision made at AGM 2014, the Executive Group drafted a membership fee scheme and revised it based on feedback from UNEG Heads. Email exchanges and conversations were held with colleagues. In December 2014, after careful consideration, the Executive Group decided that the membership fee scheme will be implemented as a pilot in 2015. A questionnaire (https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/membershipfee) was sent to UNEG Heads. The Executive Group understands that membership fee is a difficult issue for some members and there are different current and future funding realities that need to be taken into account. At the same time this is an important time for UNEG to mobilize resources from its membership as this will help leverage resources from donors who are keen to co-fund a vibrant UNEG. A full discussion on the membership fee scheme will take place at the 2016 AGM.

A brief chronicle of the membership fee scheme discussion is listed in Annex 2.

As of 1 February 2015, valid answers from 7 members were collected from the questionnaire. The summary of the answers are provided in Annex 3. The full response report is available upon request. 

[bookmark: _Toc413154937]Contributions

The total committed contributions to UNEG in 2014 and in 2015 as of 20 February are USD 515,256 (including 8% General Management Support services cost) from 16 UNEG members[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  One agreement was signed in February 2015. All other agreements were signed in 2014.] 


As indicated in previous Executive Coordinator’s Report, UNEG has become IPSAS-compliant as of 1 December 2011 and therefore a General Management Support (GMS) fee applies to all contributions received after 1 December 2011. As of January 1 2014, the GMS rate for UN to UN agency contribution has been increased from 7% to 8%.

The Executive Group prepared an “Opportunity for Support” paper in June 2014 and approached the following potential donors to explore funding opportunities: Canada, Ireland, Norway, Switzerland, and UN Foundation. 






		Members’ Financial Contributions to UNEG



		Contributors

		Contributions committed in 2013

		Contributions committed in 2014 and 2015 as of February 2015*

		Total Contributions received and committed 01/2004-02/2015



		FAO

		35,390

		21,600

		133,120



		GEF

		

		5,000

		20,000



		IFAD

		10,700

		21,600

		102,300



		ILO

		

		

		3,000



		IOM

		

		1,000

		1,000



		ITC

		

		3,000

		3,000



		MDG-F (observer)

		

		

		105,930



		OCHA

		

		10,000

		38,750



		OHCHR

		

		

		1,000



		OIOS

		5,000

		5,000

		25,000



		UNCDF

		2,000

		5,000

		21,000



		UNDP

		97,000

		70,000

		323,509



		UNEP

		10,000

		

		40,000



		UNESCO

		13,375

		

		35,375



		UNFPA

		

		30,000

		40,000



		UN-Habitat

		12,000

		

		23,000



		UNHCR

		10,000

		

		20,000



		UNICEF

		

		250,000**

		347,567



		UNIDO

		

		7,326

		54,426



		UNODC

		

		10,800

		15,800



		UNV

		2,000

		

		4,000



		UNWOMEN

		5,000

		20,000

		40,000



		WFP

		

		49,727***

		77,727



		WIPO

		

		5,203

		15,693



		Total

		202,465

		515,256

		1,491,197





*Some contributions were committed in 2014 and received in 2015. Some have not been applied to UNEG account and some are pending for transferring.

**$200,000 was ear-marked for SO4.

***$24,727 was transferred via UNICEF.
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The expenditures from the UNEG budget in FY 2014 and the expected expenditures in FY 2015 as of February 2015 are itemized in tables below.

		Expenditures in 2014 (USD)



		UNEG Secretariat Work Programme



		2014 Evaluation Week (including EPE, high-level event and AGM)

		23,632.52



		UNEG Executive Group and secretariat travel (Chair, Executive Coordinator, Programme Specialist trips to the Evaluation Week events in Bangkok and Chair’s representation travels)

		16,830.84



		IT and technical support (including UNEG website overhaul, host server, emailing list software license and support, community of practice platform, and database platform) 

		46,699.10



		Full-time Programme Associate (mid-February to December) 

		48,875.00



		Miscellaneous (office supplies, material printing/ distribution, etc.)

		151.74



		Subtotal Expenditures (not including costs of hosting the secretariat funded by UNDP)

		136,189.20





		UNEG Work Programme (2014)



		SO1: One consultant was recruited in December 2014, working on the professionalization project through March 2015 (total consultancy fee $20,000) – payments will be based on deliverables. No payment was made in 2014. One consultant was recruited in January 2015, working on the Norms & Standards project through March 2015 (total consultancy fee $11,000) – payments will be based on the final deliverable. 

		0



		SO2: One consultant was recruited in November 2014, working on an assignment to mid-March 2015 based on a daily rate of $240 for about 60 working days. The consultant decided to claim the payment at the end of the assignment. No payment was made in 2014.

		0



		SO3: One consultant was recruited from mid-August to December to support SO3 activities, including the UNGA resolution process. One consultant was hired in October 2014 for a UNEG flagship report project ($9,200) – no payment was made in 2014 for this assignment.

		27,600.00



		SO4: Editing, Design, Printing of a UNEG publication Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations, the distribution costs has not been billed yet.

		19,991.00



		High-level event (Feb 2014 – ECOSOC side event), one speaker has not claimed the full amount of her DSA

		2,347.21



		High-level event (July 2014 – DCF side event), one speaker has not claimed the full amount of his DSA; the UN conference room billed the conference facilities cost in 2015. Speakers’ accommodation was paid by SO4 funds.

		4,718.86



		Production, editing, translation, and distribution of UNEG two publications: Joint Evaluation Resource Pack and UNEG Handbook for Conducting Evaluations of Normative Work in the UN System

		19,203.16



		Subtotal: Work Programme & HLE Expenses 2014 (not including secretariat costs funded by UNDP)

		73,860.23



		Total Expenditures 2014 

		210,049.43



		8% GMS will be deducted but the figure has not been reflected in the accounting reports yet

		16,804







		Foreseeable expenditures in 2015 as of 1 February (USD)

Other expenditure items will be decided based on the AGM discussion and decisions

		



		UNEG Secretariat Work Programme (as of 1 February 2015)



		UNEG website host server, emailing list server (estimated annual cost), website maintenance, renew webex (online meeting) services 

		15,000



		Estimated expenditures for 2015 Evaluation Week 

		30,000



		UNEG estimated travel costs (representation travels) 

		5,000



		A full-time programme assistant

		64,800



		Miscellaneous (software, office supplies, material distributions, etc.)

		5,000



		Subtotal

		119,800



		Work Programme (as of 1 February 2015)



		SO1: One consultant was recruited in December 2014, working on the professionalization project through March 2015 (total consultancy fee $20,000) – payments will be based on deliverables. No payment was made in 2014.

One consultant was recruited in January 2015, working on the Norms & Standards project through March 2015 (total consultancy fee $11,000) – payments will be based on the final deliverable.

		31,000



		SO2: One consultant was recruited in November 2014, working on an assignment to mid-March 2015 based on a daily rate of $240 for about 60 working days. The consultant decided to claim the payment at the end of the assignment. No payment was made in 2014.

		14,400



		SO3: One consultant was contracted from January to March 2015 for SO3 activities ($18,600); One consultant was hired in October 2014 for a UNEG “flagship” report project ($9,200) – no payment was made in 2014 for this assignment

There will be printing costs for the report.

		27,800



		Subtotal

		73,200



		Total

		193,000
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Strategic Objective One (SO1): Evaluation functions and products of UN entities meet the UNEG Norms and Standards for evaluation

SO1 Vice Chair: Indran Naidoo (UNDP)



		Agency

		Name

		Email



		

		

		



		Norms and Standards sub-group



		UNESCO

		Amir Piric (Convener)

		a.piric@unesco.org   



		FAO

		Masahiro Igarashi (Deputy Convener)

		Masahiro.igarashi@fao.org



		WMO

		Alok Kumar Ojha

		aojha@wmo.int



		CTBTO

		Josep Vila

		josep.vila@ctbto.org



		WIPO

		Thierry Raelison Rajaobelina

		thierry.rajaobelina@wipo.int



		UNDP

		Olivier Cossee

		olivier.cossee@undp.org



		OHCHR

		Flaminia Minelli

		fminelli@ohchr.org



		UN Women

		Shravanti Reddy

		shravanti.reddy@unwomen.org



		Peer Review sub-group



		UNIDO

		Margareta de Goys (Convener)

		m.degoys@unido.org



		WFP

		Helen Wedgwood (Deputy Convener)

		helen.wedgwood@wfp.org



		ISWE

		Scott Green

		green10@un.org



		OHCHR

		Jennifer Worrell

		jworrell@ohchr.org



		UN-Habitat

		Martin Barugahare

		Martin.Barugahare@unhabitat.org



		UNRWA

		Robert Stryk

		r.stryk@unrwa.org



		GEF

		Juha Uitto

		juitto@thegef.org



		GEF

		Anna Viggh

		aviggh@thegef.org



		FAO

		Tullia Aiazzi

		Tullia.Aiazzi@fao.org



		UNODC

		Katharina Kayser

		katharina.kayser@unodc.org



		UNODC

		Adan Ruiz Villalba

		adan.ruiz-villalba@unodc.org



		UNEP

		Michael Spilsbury

		Michael.spilsbury@unep.org



		IFAD

		Oscar Garcia

		o.garcia@ifad.org



		UNDP

		Michael Reynolds

		Michael.reynolds@undp.org



		UNDP

		Chandi Kadirgamar

		chandi.kadirgamar@undp.org



		UN Women

		Inga Sniukaite

		inga.sniukaite@unwomen.org



		UNCDF

		Nerea Sanchez (left UNCDF in mid-January 2015)

		nerea.sanchez@uncdf.org



		UNFPA

		Hicham Daoudi

		daoudi@unfpa.org



		Professionalization of Evaluation sub-group



		ICAO

		Judita Jankovic (Convener)

		JJankovic@icao.int



		UNFPA

		Andrea Cook (Deputy Convener)

		acook@unfpa.org



		ILO

		Guy Thijs

		thijs@ilo.org



		ILO

		Janet Neubecker 

		neubecker@ilo.org



		ESCAP

		Edgar Dante

		dante@un.org



		UNDP

		Fumika Ouchi

		Fumika.ouchi@undp.org



		FAO

		Tullia Aiazzi

		Tullia.Aiazzi@fao.org



		UN Women

		Sabrina Evangelista

		sabrina.evangelista@unwomen.org



		OIOS

		Arild Hauge

		hauge@un.org



		OIOS

		Juan Carlos Pena

		penajc@un.org
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SO2 Vice Chair: Robert Stryk (UNRWA)

		Agency 

		Name

		Email



		IAEA

		Anguel Anastassov

		Anguel.Anastassov@iaea.org



		IAEA

		Aurelie Larmoyer

		A.Larmoyer@iaea.org



		FAO

		Carlos Tarazona

		Carlos.Tarazona@fao.org



		GEF

		Kseniya Temnenko (working group i and ii, inventory and meta-analysis)

		ktemnenko@thegef.org



		IAEA

		Katherine Aston

		K.Aston@iaea.org;



		ICAO

		Myard, Olivier

		OMyard@icao.int



		ICAO

		Judita Jankovic

		JJankovic@icao.int



		ITC

		Miguel Jimenez-Pont

		jimenez@intracen.org



		OIOS

		Christa Lex

		lex@un.org



		UN Women

		Yumiko Kanemitsu

		Yumiko.Kanemitsu@unwomen.org 



		UNCDF

		Andrew Fyfe

		andrew.fyfe@uncdf.org



		UNCDF

		Nerea Sanchez (left UNCDF in mid-January 2015)

		nerea.sanchez@uncdf.org



		UNDP

		Roberto La Rovere

		roberto.la.rovere@undp.org



		UNEP

		Mike Spilsbury

		Michael.Spilsbury@unep.org 



		UNESCO

		Martina Rathner

		m.rathner@unesco.org  



		UNESCO

		Jozef Vaessen (meta-analysis, output b)

		j.vaessen@unesco.org 



		UNFPA

		Alberto Garcia

		albgarcia@unfpa.org



		UNICEF

		Abigail Taylor Jones

		ataylorjones@unicef.org



		UNICEF

		Colin Kirk

		ckirk@unicef.org



		UNICEF

		Tina Tordjman-Nebe

		ttordjmannebe@unicef.org



		UNIDO

		Javier Guarnizo

		j.guarnizo@unido.org 



		WHO

		Anand Sivasankara Kurup

		sivasankarakurupa@who.int 



		WHO

		Maria Santamaria Hergueta (left evaluation unit in August 2014)

		santamariam@who.int 
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UNEG Chair: Deborah Rugg

SO3 Vice-Chair: Scott Green (ISWE)

SO3 Programme Analyst: Sonila Aliaj

General membership list

		Organization

		Name 

		Email Address



		UN Women

		Isabel Suarez 

		Isabel.Suarez@unwomen.org 



		UNESCO

		Geoff Geurts 

		g.geurts@unesco.org



		FAO

		Tullia Aiazzi 

		Tullia.Aiazzi@fao.org



		OIOS

		Helene Gandois 

		gandoish@un.org



		OIOS

		Natsuko Kadoma

		kodama@un.org



		OIOS

		Eddie Yee Wou Guo 

		guoy@un.org



		GEF

		Anna Viggh 

		aviggh@thegef.org 



		UNCDF

		Andrew Fyfe 

		andrew.fyfe@uncdf.org



		FAO

		Luisa Belli 

		Luisa.Belli@fao.org



		UNDP

		Chandi Kadirgamar 

		chandi.kadirgamar@undp.org



		UNFPA

		Olivia Roberts 

		oroberts@unfpa.org 



		UNFPA

		Andrea Cook 

		acook@unfpa.org



		UNFPA

		Alexandra Chambal

		chambel@unfpa.org



		UNFPA 

		Louis Charpentier 

		charpentier@unfpa.org



		UNFPA

		Alexandra Chambel

		achambel@unfpa.org



		ILO

		Russon, Craig

		russon@ilo.org









UN Resolution Working Group

		Organization

		Name

		Email Address



		OIOS/UNEG Chair

		Deborah Rugg

		rugg@un.org



		ISWE/UNEG Vice Chair

		Scott Green 

		green10@un.org



		UNDP/UNEG Vice Chair

		Indran Naidoo 

		indran.naidoo@undp.org



		UNDP/ UNEG Executive Coordinator

		Thi Kieu Oanh Nguyen 

		oanh.nguyen@undp.org



		UNEG Vice Chair

		Robert Stryk

		R.STRYK@UNRWA.ORG



		UNWOMEN/UNEG Vice Chair

		Marco Segone

		marco.segone@unwomen.org



		DPI

		Janet Wieser 

		wieser@un.org



		OIOS

		Eddie Yee Wou Guo

		guoy@un.org



		UNICEF

		Laura Olsen

		lolsen@unicef.org



		UNEG

		Sonila Aliaj

		sonila.aliaj@undp.org



		UNEG

		Jin Zhang 

		jin.zhang@undp.org







Gender SWAP Task Force members

		Organization

		Name

		Email Address



		GEF

		Anna Viggh

		aviggh@thegef.org



		FAO

		Marta Piccarozzi

		marta.piccarozzi@fao.org



		OCHA

		VictoriaSaiz-Omenaca

		saiz-omenaca@un.org



		UNCDF

		Nerea Sanchez

		nerea.sanchez@uncdf.org



		UNCTAD

		Daniel Chen

		daniel.chen@unctad.org



		UNDP

		Chandi Kadirgamar

		chandi.kadirgamar@undp.org



		UNECE

		Catherine Haswell

		catherine.haswell@unece.org



		UNECE

		Malinka Koparanova

		malinka.koparanova@unece.org



		UNFPA

		Olivia Roberts

		roberts@unfpa.org



		UNHCHR

		Flaminia Minelli

		fminelli@ohchr.org



		UNICEF

		Laurence Reichel

		lreichel@unicef.org



		UN Women

		Isabel Suarez

		isabel.suarez@unwomen.org



		WFP

		Cincia Cruciani

		cinzia.cruciani@wfp.org



		WIPO

		Alain Garba

		alain.garba@wipo.int



		WMO

		Assia Alexieva

		aalexieva@wmo.int







UNEG “Evidence changes lives” Report Advisory Group

		Organization

		Name

		Email Address



		OIOS/UNEG Chair

		Deborah Rugg

		rugg@un.org



		OCHA/UNEG Vice Chair

		Scott Green 

		green10@un.org



		UNDP/UNEG Vice Chair

		Indran Naidoo 

		indran.naidoo@undp.org



		UNEG Vice Chair

		Marco Segone

		marco.segone@unwomen.org



		UNICEF

		Colin Kirk

		ckirk@unicef.org



		OIOS

		Eddie Yee Wou Guo

		guoy@un.org



		UNDP/ UNEG Executive Coordinator

		Thi Kieu Oanh Nguyen 

		oanh.nguyen@undp.org



		WFP

		Helen Wedgwood

		helen.wedgwood@wfp.org



		DPI

		Janet Wieser 

		wieser@un.org



		UNEG

		Sonila Aliaj

		sonila.aliaj@undp.org
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SO4 Vice Chair: March Segone (UN Women)

		Agency

		Name

		Email



		

		

		



		ECA

		Eskedar Nega

		enega@uneca.org



		FAO

		Marta Bruno

		Marta.Bruno@fao.org



		ITC

		Miguel Jimenez

		jimenez@intracen.org 



		JIU

		Nuria CASTELLS

		NCASTELLS@unog.ch



		OCHA

		Maria Agnese Giordano

		giordano2@un.org



		OHCHR

		Jennifer Worrell 

		jworrell@ohchr.org 



		OHCHR

		Flaminia Minelli

		fminelli@ohchr.org



		OIOS

		Ellen Vinkey 

		vinkey@un.org



		OIOS

		Mona Fetouh

		fetouh@un.org



		UN Women

		Messay Tassew

		messay.tassew@unwomen.org



		UN Women

		Shravanti Reddy

		shravanti.reddy@unwomen.org



		UN Women

		Priya Alvarez

		priya.alvarez@unwomen.org



		UNDP

		Ana Rosa Monteiro Soares 

		 ana.soares@undp.org



		UNESCO

		Barbara Torggler

		b.torggler@unesco.org 



		UNESCO

		Ekaterina Sediakina-Rivière

		e.sediakina@unesco.org



		UNFPA

		Hicham Daoudi

		daoudi@unfpa.org



		UN-Habitat

		Martin Barugahare

		Martin.Barugahare@unhabitat.org



		UNICEF

		Erica Mattellone

		emattellone@unicef.org



		ALNAP

		Francesca Bonino

		 f.bonino@alnap.org



		EvalPartners

		Neha Bhandari Karkara 

		nehabhandari65@gmail.com









Focal points to be included in all SOs:



		Agency

		Name

		Email



		FAO

		Luisa Belli

		Luisa.Belli@fao.org



		GEF

		Anna Viggh

		aviggh@thegef.org



		UNFPA

		Andrea Cook

		acook@unfpa.org



		UNFPA

		Alexandra Chambel

		chambel@unfpa.org
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		Timeline

		Membership fee scheme proposal



		April 2014

		2014 AGM decided to develop a proposal for a scaled membership fee based on a strong general consensus that this would be needed both in terms of fairness and commitment to UNEG, as well as to enhance the funding level and predictability to enable UNEG to carry out its programme of work.



		June 2014

		The first proposal was shared with UNEG Heads. A three-tier membership fee based on the organizational budget was proposed.

Members suggested using the size of an evaluation unit as the marker for different tiers.



		September 2014

		A revised proposal was shared with UNEG Heads, which accepted the comments from members using the size of an evaluation unit as the marker for a four tier scheme. It also considers some members’ concerns of the ability to contribute the full amount in general or within specific budget cycle, using full member and associate member categories.



		October 2014

		A fifth tier was added to the proposal based on comments. The Executive Group felt that since two rounds of virtual consultation on the proposal have already been taken place with UNEG Heads, and considering that the proposal has been revised based on the feedback, UNEG should start implementing it as a pilot in 2015 and UNEG Heads will then be able to review the proposal and its implementation at AGM 2016. The Executive Group members believe that this will avoid duplicated discussion at 2015 AGM. 

Some members suggested having a full discussion on the issue at AGM 2015. 



		December 2014

		After conversations with some members and further consideration, the Executive Group decided to reinforce that the membership fee scheme will be implemented as a pilot in 2015. At the 2015 AGM business meeting, an update on members’ ability and progress implementing it based on a questionnaire will be provided. A full discussion on the membership fee scheme will take place at the 2016 AGM. The Executive Group is ready to receive any feedback and comments during the pilot implementation period and is more than happy to discuss the help members if needed. A clarifications document was also shared. 
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Annex 3: Summary of the UNEG questionnaire on ability and progress implementing the membership fee scheme



		Q2[footnoteRef:6]: Are you in a position to provide financial support to UNEG in 2014 and in 2015, and if so how much?  [6:  Question 1 collected agency names.] 


7 members answered the question.

5 Yes. Among them, 3 members said that they can contribute the amount set by the membership fee scheme; 1 said that in addition to the membership fee, it can contribute in-kind/earmarked funding when considered appropriate; 1 mentioned that the amount depends on the contribution of other members.

1 answer indicated that the agency cannot contribute at the moment as it is not part of the approved budget. 

1 No.

* One member indicated, via email, that it is not able to pay a membership fee, as its funding can only be used for consultants and travel. There are members who indicated that they can contribute via email or signed the contribution agreements. Please see the contribution table.



		Questions regarding future funding ability

Q3: If you can contribute financially, but cannot contribute the full recommended amount, please let us know whether the amount is possible to meet the recommended fee in coming years. 

Q4: If you are not in a position to provide funding this year and/or in 2015, would you be able to do so in coming years, and if so, when and would this be able to meet the established recommended fee?

3 members saw the questions as applicable and provided the following answers:



1 agency indicated that it is foreseeable it can contribute consistently but a commitment for future years would need to involve the executive head and stakeholders.



1 agency indicated that it will be able to contribute the amount set by the membership fee scheme, barring there are no drastic changes in its budget. 



1 agency indicated that it can only confirm the release of unspent funds towards the end of 2015 - the end of the budget biennium; the future ability to contribute depends on internal options it is exploring. 
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		If the membership fee scheme helps the internal discussions for funding and what is/will be helpful?

Q5. Would a membership fee scheme help your internal discussions for funding? 

We are aware that some members do not have an authority over a discretionary budget. As a result, the process of discussing and convincing their superior budgetary units is not an easy enterprise. Some members mentioned to us that the membership scheme helps their internal process. Please let us know if this is the case for you.  

Q6. What kind of support can UNEG provide to your funding approval process in order to secure the recommended membership fee?

5 members answered the questions.

It seems that the membership fee scheme is helpful or does no harm to some agencies in their internal discussion, but this is not the case for all. One member indicated that a membership fee as an ethical binding instrument together with a proper financial reporting would help. Another member mentioned that the UNEG Contribution Agreement used to commit funds and pay for participation in UNEG is useful.



One member also indicated that the amount that it is ready to contribute to UNEG is no different from support for conferences/training for other functions (audit, investigation) in its unit.



Two members suggested that a decision/endorsement of the CEB would help, otherwise the contribution should be voluntary/the membership fee is possibly not convincing to all. 





		Q7. If your organization cannot make contribution to UNEG directly, are there other possibilities for you to support UNEG (e.g. paying directly for consultants, etc.)?

4 members answered the question.

One member indicated that it would pay directly on a voluntary basis; one mentioned that it is in favour of accounting for in-kind contributions; and one indicated that it will be able to contribute on a case-by-case basis and suggested that staff time to support UNEG initiatives was the most realistic option. One member answered no as there is limited funding.



		One additional comment was addressed to how the membership fee proposal has been handled and a full discussion is expected at the next AGM, including the fee setting methodology. 







Contributions committed in 2013	UNICEF	UNDP	FAO	MDG-F (observer)	IFAD	WFP	UNIDO	UNEP	UNFPA	UNWOMEN	OCHA	UNESCO	OIOS	UN-Habitat	UNCDF	GEF	UNHCR	UNODC	WIPO	UNV	ILO	ITC	IOM	OHCHR	CTBTO	DESA	DGACM	DPI	DPKO	ECA	ECE	ECLAC	ESCAP	ESCWA	IAEA	ICAO	IMO	OPCW	PBSO	UNAIDS	UNCTAD	UNRWA 	WHO	WMO	WTO	97000	35390	10700	10000	5000	13375	5000	12000	2000	10000	2000	Contributions committed in 2014 and 2015 as of February 2015	UNICEF	UNDP	FAO	MDG-F (observer)	IFAD	WFP	UNIDO	UNEP	UNFPA	UNWOMEN	OCHA	UNESCO	OIOS	UN-Habitat	UNCDF	GEF	UNHCR	UNODC	WIPO	UNV	ILO	ITC	IOM	OHCHR	CTBTO	DESA	DGACM	DPI	DPKO	ECA	ECE	ECLAC	ESCAP	ESCWA	IAEA	ICAO	IMO	OPCW	PBSO	UNAIDS	UNCTAD	UNRWA 	WHO	WMO	WTO	250000	70000	21600	21600	49727	7326	30000	20000	10000	5000	5000	5000	10800	5203	3000	1000	Total Contributions received and committed 01/2004-02/2015	UNICEF	UNDP	FAO	MDG-F (observer)	IFAD	WFP	UNIDO	UNEP	UNFPA	UNWOMEN	OCHA	UNESCO	OIOS	UN-Habitat	UNCDF	GEF	UNHCR	UNODC	WIPO	UNV	ILO	ITC	IOM	OHCHR	CTBTO	DESA	DGACM	DPI	DPKO	ECA	ECE	ECLAC	ESCAP	ESCWA	IAEA	ICAO	IMO	OPCW	PBSO	UNAIDS	UNCTAD	UNRWA 	WHO	WMO	WTO	347567	323509	133120	105930	102300	77727	54426	40000	40000	40000	38750	35375	25000	23000	21000	20000	20000	15800	15693	4000	3000	3000	1000	1000	







Members' Financial Contributions to UNEG

The following contributions were not included in the chart: in-kind contributions, 

contributions that were not made through the Secretariat, and the secretariat and operational support provided by UNDP. 

USD$
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WSSCC Application  for UNEG membership.pdf




Application for UNEG membership

Name of Agency:
The Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council (WSSCC)
Title of Unit seeking membership:

Networking and Knowledge Management Department (NKM). The M&E unit rests within the
NKM Department.

Name/Title of person submitting the application:
Chaitali Chattopadhyay. Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer.
Is your organization part of the UN, or a multilateral organization?

WSSCC is a global membership organization hosted by the United Nations Office for Project
Services(UNOPS). It was recognized formally in 1990 through a United Nations General
Assembly resolution, with a mandate to continue to work on water and sanitation issues
following the end of the International Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade (1981-
1990). Its mission is to ensure sustainable sanitation, better hygiene and safe drinking water for
all people.

The WSSCC’s Secretariat is headquartered in Geneva, Switzerland and it oversees a network of
over 3,100 members in more than 140 countries, as well as supporting water, sanitation and
hygiene (WASH) coalitions in 30 countries.

From 1991 to 2009, WSSCC was hosted by the World Health Organization (WHO). Since 2010,
WSSCC has been hosted by UNOPS.







What is the governing body of your organization?
WSSCC members elect a Steering Committee that makes strategic and policy decisions.

WSSCC is a membership organization and it relies on its diverse and actively-engaged
membership both to direct and to provide credibility for its work. (Only WSSCC members that
have been members for two or more years are eligible to stand for Nomination as a Steering
Committee member. All members can vote in a Steering Committee election.)

A people-centred approach is the foundation upon which WSSCC is built, and this is reflected in
its organizational structure at the highest level, the Steering Committee. A member-elected
Steering Committee means that WSSCC's membership as a whole both directs and provides
credibility for WSSCC's work.

The Steering Committee decides the policies and strategies of WSSCC, manages the governance
process, and is accountable to both the members and the donors for its work.

The Steering Committee includes a Chair, Regional Members, Partner Agency Members, Ex-
officio Members, Non-voting Invitees, and Permanent Non-voting Observers.

The Steering Committee comprises:

e the Chair
e one WSSCC member who is currently a staff member of an active UN partner agency of
WSSCC

e up totwo WSSCC Members who are currently associated with active non-UN partner
agencies of WSSCC

e up to nine WSSCC Members who are not currently associated with active partner
agencies. Seven out of nine are elected to represent the members who live in countries
with Human Development Index less than 0.82 subdivided into the following regional
constituencies: Eastern and Southern Africa; Middle, Northern and Western Africa;
Southern Asia; South-Eastern and Eastern Asia; Eastern and Central Europe, Western
and Central Asia; Latin America and the Caribbean; Small Island Developing States. The
up to two remaining are elected to represent all members in this category, wherever in
the world they live.

Plus ex-officio members:

e one representative of WSSCC's Host Agency, UNOPS

e one representative of WSSCC's former Host Agency, WHO

e the Executive Director (because he/she is responsible, as a staff member of the Host
Agency, for all WSSCC's activity since it has no legal existence outside the Host Agency).







The following are permanent non-voting observers at the Steering Committee's meetings:

e each donor that currently contributes more than $100,000 per year to WSSCC.

The following are non-voting invitees to the Steering Committee's meetings:

e the Manager of the Water and Sanitation Program, World Bank, is invited on a
reciprocal basis with the Executive Director of WSSCC being invited to the Council of
WSP

e up to three persons may be invited by the Chair to one or more meetings of the
committee as and when the Chair deems it necessary.

For more information on the governance of WSSCC, please refer
to:http://www.wsscc.org/sites/default/files/content/Research article files/2wsscc governanc
e document 10o0ct2011.pdf

Who makes up the membership of your organization?

Any individual with an interest in sanitation, hygiene and water supply can become a
member. (The membership strategy of WSSCC is currently being revised and the decision to
only allow individuals to become members may change in the future.)

WSSCC currently has over 3,100 individuals who are members.
The objectives of WSSCC's membership are to:

e Mobilize people with the collective ambition of ensuring access to sanitation, hygiene
and water supply for all

e Inform, engage and enable people to better carry out their sanitation, hygiene and
water supply-related work, particularly through networking and knowledge sharing

e Ensure that WSSCC's work is connected to local communities and local issues.




http://www.wsscc.org/sites/default/files/content/Research_article_files/2wsscc_governance_document_10oct2011.pdf


http://www.wsscc.org/sites/default/files/content/Research_article_files/2wsscc_governance_document_10oct2011.pdf





Where is the main responsibility for evaluation within your organization?

The main responsibility rests with the monitoring and Evaluation Unit situated within the
Networking and Knowledge Management Department (NKM). The Senior Monitoring and
Evaluation Officer is responsible for managing the Evaluation process within the organization.

If the main responsibility for evaluation rests with another organizational unit than yours,
what is the reason for your application?

Not applicable as the main responsibility for evaluation rests with Monitoring and Evaluation
unit situated within the NKM department.

What is the mandate of your unit? What proportion of the work your unit is evaluation?

The unit’s mandate it to strengthen the Monitoring and Evaluation work of WSSCC. In terms of
the proportion of work, 90% of the time is for managing evaluation and 10% is to provide
necessary technical inputs to strengthen the monitoring function. The unit has one Senior
Officer for Monitoring and Evaluation, one Evaluation Officer and one Monitoring Officer.
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Application for UNEG membership

Name of Agency: United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR)
Title of Unit seeking membership: Planning, Performance and Results Section

Name/Title of person submitting the application: Brook Boyer, Manager of Planning,
Performance and Results

Is your organization part of the UN, or a multilateral organization?

Yes. UNTAR was established by the Secretary-General pursuant to a United Nations General
Assembly resolution as an autonomous institution within the framework of the United Nations.
The Institute became operational in 1965.

What is the governing body of your organization? The governing body of UNITAR is the Board
of Trustees. Trustees are appointed by the United Nations Secretary-General and serve in their
individual capacities.

Who makes up the membership of your organization? UNITAR is one of the United Nations
autonomous research and training institutes.

Where is the main responsibility for evaluation within your organization? The Planning,
Performance and Reporting Section (PPRS) is the custodian of the evaluation function.

If the main responsibility for evaluation rests with another organizational unit than yours,
what is the reason for your application? --

What is the mandate of your unit? What proportion of the work your unit is evaluation?

Planning, Performance and Results is a multi-functional section that works to strengthen UNITAR’s
accountability framework, programme effectiveness and efficiency, performance measurement,
organizational learning and quality improvement. The section is located as part of the Office of the
Executive Director and enjoys both structural and functional independence from programme
management and operations. The section manager reports directly to the Executive Director.

Among its various functions, the section is the custodian of UNITAR’s monitoring and evaluation (M&E)
functions and oversees the application of the Monitoring and Evaluation Policy Framework. The
section’s M&E roles and responsibilities include, among others, general oversight of the framework and







undertaking independent evaluations requested by the Executive Director, programme management or
operations. The section’s independent evaluation function also includes undertaking independent
reviews of decentralized evaluations (i.e. those performed by programme management) for quality
assurance and organizational learning purposes.

In the discharge of its functions, the Planning, Performance and Results Section also designs, develops
and reviews various policies, strategies and approaches; engages in critical and analytical reflection and
issues recommendations to the Executive Director with a view to meeting corporate goals; and provides
planning, monitoring and evaluation guidance and advice to programme management and operations.
The Manager of the section chairs the Institute’s Quality Assurance Committee.

The proportion of work related to evaluation is approximately 50 per cent.
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Application for UNEG membership

Name of Agency:

Pan American Health Organization (PAHO)

Title of Unit seeking membership:

Office of Internal Oversight and Evaluation Services-1ES, PAHO

Name/Title of person submitting the application:

Maria C. Kobbe, Ph.D.
Evaluation Advisor

Is your organization part of the UN, or a multilateral organization?

The Pan American Health Organization (PAHO) is part of the U.N. PAHO acts as the Americas
branch of the World Health Organization. It was founded before the U.N. and also forms part
of the Organization of American States.

What is the governing body of your organization?

The governing bodies of PAHO are the Pan American Sanitary Conference (comprised of
delegates of member states), the Governing Council, and the Executive Committee.

Who makes up the membership of your organization?

PAHO comprises 34 member states from North, South and Central America and the Caribbean.
In addition it has 4 Associate Member states (Puerto Rico, Aruba, Curacao and St. Martin) and 3
Participating States (Netherlands, UK and France), plus 2 Observer States (Spain, Portugal).







Where is the main responsibility for evaluation within your organization?

The main responsibility for Evaluation rests with the Office of Oversight and Evaluation Services
which reports to the Director of PAHO.

If the main responsibility for evaluation rests with another organizational unit than yours,
what is the reason for your application?

IES manages the registrar of evaluations at PAHO. Extracting recommendations and lessons
learned from evaluations conducted by program units or regional offices, IES promotes
organizational learning and assists with evidence based decision-making.

What is the mandate of your unit? What proportions of the work of your unit is evaluation?

The mandate of the Office of Internal Oversight and Evaluation Services (IES) is to provide internal
auditing and evaluation services to the Organization. Approximately 20% of IES's work involves
evaluation.
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UNEG Membership Fee Pilot Scheme.pdf

1
UNEG Membership Fee Proposal

The Executive Group proposes, based on comments received from members, to use the size of an
evaluation unit (including all professional and supporting staff in the unit), as the marker for the
membership fee. Based on the information available, the Executive Group sees that the size of an
evaluation unit and the evaluation expenditures are positively correlated. The Executive Group also
used voluntary contributions in the past two years as a reference for the scale of the four tiers.

As some members expressed concerns of the ability to contribute the full amount in general or
within specific budget cycle, the Executive Group decided to use the following as a suggested
membership fee scheme as minimal annual contribution to UNEG. Members, who contribute the
suggested membership fee or more, will be recognized as UNEG Full Members. Those who cannot
contribute the full amount of the suggested membership fee will be considered as UNEG Associate
Members. The entitlements of UNEG Full Members and Associate Members are defined below.
Members can contribute anytime during the year, but not later than 31 December. Contribution can
be made in several installments. Members are encouraged to contribute to UNEG general funds and
specific activities (ear-marked funds).

The Executive Group recognized that UNEG members’ in-kind contribution has been among
UNEG’s most important assets and traditions. However, after careful consideration and based on
consensus, it proposes that a membership contribution in cash should be put in place as a matter of
principle in order to strengthen commitment and ownership, as well as to enhance UNEG’s
predictability of funding.

Membership Fee Scheme

The following table provides a basic idea for the membership fee scheme. Each UNEG member
can verify the size of its evaluation unit afterwards.

Please note that as of January 1 2014, the UNDP General Management Support (GMS) rate for UN
to UN agency contribution has been increased from 7% to 8%.

Size of the Evaluation Suggested UNEG | Agencies

Units(including UNEG Membership Fee | (no information on WTO)

Heads, professional and (USD)

supporting staff)*

15 or more staff members 20,000 FAO, IFAD, OIOS, UNDP, UNICEF
10-14 staff members 15,000 GEF, ILO, UN Women, WFP

5-9 staff members 10,000 CTBTO, IAEA, OCHA, UNEP, UNESCO,

UNFPA, UNHCR, UNIDO, UNODC

3-4 staff members 5,000 DESA, DGACM, DPI, DPKO/DFS, ECA,
ECLAC, ESCAP, ESCWA, IMO, ITC,
OPCW, PBSO, UNCDF, UNCTAD, UN-
Habitat, UNRWA, UNV, WHO, WIPO








2

| 2 or less staff members | 1,000 | ECE, ICAO, IOM, OHCHR UNAIDS, WMO |
*Please round the figure if needed to reflect staff members who do not work 100% on evaluation
related work.

Entitlements of Full Members and Associate Members
Entitlements of Members are as follows:

1) free attendance to the Evaluation Practice Exchange (EPE) seminars and Annual General
Meetings (AGM)

2) avote in UNEG elections and other specific matters

3) avoice in identifying and prioritizing UNEG’s strategic direction and activities

4) free copies of UNEG publications

UNEG Full Members will have all the above entitlements; UNEG Associate Members have almost
the same entitlements except 1) and 2). They will pay registration fee for EPE and AGM.

All UNEG members should achieve, or strive to achieve, the UNEG Norms and Standards and
should be committed to UNEG work.
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Clarifications.pdf

Clarifications for concerns raised:
1. Address this issue at AGM

We agree with the view of some colleagues that this issue should be discussed at the AGM. But
as some suggested, we should have concrete proposals on the table for discussion. We believe
that our discussion on this issue at the 2016 AGM will be more targeted and focused, and in
particular able to benefit from the lessons of the pilot implementation. We do not want to
spend substantive time discussing this proposal at 2015 AGM without first a clear picture of the
problems that the proposal may entail. For this the pilot should provide a very valuable basis
for discussion and a final decision on the way forward.

2. Two-layered membership

Some members have the concern that the two-layered membership is contradictory with the
spirit of inclusiveness. We actually feel the opposite. It has been our goal to avoid
exclusiveness. Actually, the two-layered membership, with full and associate members, allows
all members to participate in the UNEG activities, use UNEG’s products, and have a voice in
identifying and prioritizing UNEG’s strategic direction and activities.

We also do not want to see forced membership.

The Executive Group agrees that, with justified causes, flexibility could be given to members
who want to be full-fledged members but cannot really pay the full amount.

We are also thinking that, maybe, some larger agencies will be willing to help others.

We agree as well with the proposal, that we can give back full membership to an agency who
lost it previously, once it has paid the fee. And we also agree that this should be carefully
defined and managed, so that we do not lose the predictability of budget.

We did not include these considerations in the proposal, as we think that these details, and
some other scenarios, can be identified after the pilot year, when we know better what
practical challenges we are facing.

3. In-kind contribution

For reasons of dependable resource base and financial predictability, we believe that, as a
matter of principle, each member should contribute in cash.

This does not mean that we do not think in-kind contributions are significant in UNEG. On the
contrary, we recognize that such contributions have been among UNEG’s most important
assets and traditions.







But the question goes back to how we take into account in-kind contributions and how we
measure them.

We agree with Masa that to take into consideration of in-kind contribution should follow a
formula and a clear commitment on the use of staff time. For this we will need further thinking
and deliberations.

But, at this stage, we do not want to go too much into details, and run the risk of preempting
that our members and their agencies will not be able to contribute in cash.

4. EPE and AGM registration fee

As the membership fee is due at the end of the year, the registration fee will not apply for 2015
AGM.

We hope that by 2016 AGM we will have a better sense on what is the most practical way to
proceed.

5. Voluntary contributions vs. membership fee mechanism
a) Financial predictability

The voluntary contribution system worked in the past but it will not be good enough in the
future, especially in light of the ambitious objectives that our Strategy has defined.
Furthermore, voluntary contributions are destined to counter-effect the dependable resource
base and financial predictability.

More than ever we need commitment from all members to a strong, robust and professional
UNEG. In this context, if financial contribution is only one aspect among many of the types of
commitment that UNEG needs, it is still an important one, and one that has the advantage of
being measurable.

In the past 10 years, 21 members and 1 observer contributed in cash for over 1 million USD to
the UNEG general fund or ear-marked activities. The number of contributing members has also
increased in recent years. Many agencies have contributed in kind in various ways to UNEG
activities.

However, we also see unpredictability playing a strong role. From 2011 to 2013, 18 members
and 1 observer contributed to the UNEG general fund or ear-marked activities. Among them,
only four agencies (FAO, OIOS, UNCDF, and UNDP) contributed in all three years, and in
addition to them, another three agencies (UNEP, UN-Habitat and UNV) contributed in both
2012 and 2013.

b) Membership commitment and engagement

2







We want to mention here the role of UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) in UNEG’s
development, as it has done a wonderful job of providing leadership and resources to UNEG
over the years. It hosts the UNEG secretariat, which added up to a total of USD 282,274 staff
costs in 2013 alone. It has also contributed to UNEG in cash for a total of USD 253,000 in the
past years, with a contribution of $97,000 in 2013.

We all appreciate such strong commitment from UNDP and look forward to continuing to have
UNDP IEQ’s professional and financial support for UNEG.

In the meantime, we hope that you will also agree with us that this situation is not fully fair to
UNDP. Moreover, it tends to undermine the sense of burden sharing and community. Therefore
this needs to be addressed and rectified.

UNDP IEQ reports to its Board on its contributions to UNEG, as well as those from other
members. There is a lot of concern that UNDP IEO is providing a disproportionate level of
support to UNEG, which undermines UNEG and members’ credibility in terms of member
engagements and commitments. It is our duty and our wish to avoid for this perception to
settle in and prevail.

We are aware that in our previous discussion reasons were mentioned concerning the lack, as
of now, of wide member contributions. One of them was that funding needs was probably not
sufficiently clear, which made agencies not inclined to make contributions. We hope that our
costed work programme for 2014-2015 is now going to address this problem.

6. The role and responsibilities of the Executive Group

In our perspective, the Executive Group is mandated to move forward decision made at AGM.
One of our missions is to improve UNEG’s professionalism and effectiveness. And we are fully
committed to do so.

We believe you trust us that the rationale behind the membership fee proposal is not to
alienate any members. On the contrary, it is envisioned and designed to make UNEG stronger
and more effective.

At the 2015 AGM, we would like to have a discussion with you on the roles and responsibilities
of Annual General Meeting/UNEG Heads, the Executive Group, and Strategic Objectives’
Committee/groups. There may be clarifications and deliberations needed and we look forward
to a constructive and positive discussion.
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