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1. Background 

1.1. At the time of establishing The International Criminal Court (ICC or “the Court”), its governing body, 
the Assembly of States Parties (ASP or “the Assembly”), established the Independent Oversight 
Mechanism (IOM) under article 112, paragraph 41, of the Rome Statute2 as a subsidiary body to 

provide comprehensive oversight of the Court through the conduct of evaluation, investigation and 

inspection. 

 

1.2. The first operational mandate of the IOM was adopted in 2013,3 whereas the office became 

operational in 2015, with the evaluation function commencing its work in 2017. This is the first-ever 

evaluation  policy of the ICC. 

 

1.3. The Head of the IOM, who manages the evaluation function, reports directly to the President of the 

ASP, ensuring structural independence of the evaluation function by reporting directly to the Court’s 
Governing Bodies and not the Court’s management. 

2. Rationale  

2.1. Following the initial years of evaluation practice at the Court, the time is ripe to entrench this practice 

in a formal Evaluation Policy of the International Criminal Court (“the Policy”), which will assist in 
nurturing an evaluation culture and learning organisation that is motivated by continuous 

improvement, with the Assembly acting as custodian of this Policy, through the IOM. 

 

2.2. While the IOM operational mandate contains some of the most critical and overarching policy 

elements for evaluation, many important and distinct elements must be included in a more detailed 

document, making the case to establish a stand-alone evaluation policy for the Court4. 

3. Scope  

3.1. This Policy builds on the provisions of the evaluation function defined in the revised IOM operational 

mandate. It is aligned with the IOM Key Evaluation Principles, the Theory of Change for the evaluation 

function,5 and the triennial IOM Evaluation Strategic Plan. 

 

3.2. The Policy is applicable to centralised evaluations conducted by the IOM, as well as decentralised 

evaluations managed by other entities, including the Organs6 of the Court and its independent offices. 

 

 
1 “The Assembly may establish such subsidiary bodies as may be necessary, including an independent oversight mechanism for inspection, 

evaluation and investigation of the Court, in order to enhance its efficiency and economy.´ (Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 

(icc-cpi.int)). 
2 The Rome Statute, adopted in Rome, Italy, in 1998 and entered into force in 2002, is the treaty that established The International Criminal 

Court, a permanent court with jurisdiction over the most serious crimes of concern to the international community. It sets out the Court's 

structure, functions, crimes, procedures, and relations with States and other actors (Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (icc-

cpi.int)). 
3 The IOM operational mandate provides the legal provisions for the functions of the IOM, including evaluation. Resolution ICC-ASP/12/Res.6 

was revised in 2020 (ICC-ASP-12-Res6-ENG.pdf (icc-cpi.int) and ICC-ASP-19-Res6-ENG (icc-cpi.int)).  
4 A stand-alone evaluation policy is also a requirement for IOM’s membership to the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). 
5 Annex 1 
6 The Organs include the Presidency of the Court, the Judicial Divisions, the Office of the Prosecutor and the Registry. 

https://www.icc-cpi.int/sites/default/files/2024-05/Rome-Statute-eng.pdf
https://www.icc-cpi.int/sites/default/files/2024-05/Rome-Statute-eng.pdf
https://www.icc-cpi.int/sites/default/files/2024-05/Rome-Statute-eng.pdf
https://www.icc-cpi.int/sites/default/files/2024-05/Rome-Statute-eng.pdf
https://asp.icc-cpi.int/sites/asp/files/asp_docs/Resolutions/ASP12/ICC-ASP-12-Res6-ENG.pdf
https://asp.icc-cpi.int/sites/asp/files/asp_docs/ASP19/ICC-ASP-19-Res6-ENG.pdf#page=26


The Evaluation Policy of the International Criminal Court 

5 

 

3.3. In addition, the Policy applies to any external stakeholder of the Court, such as external consultants, 

intermediaries or implementing partners hired by the Court, to advise on or to conduct evaluation. 

4. Purpose  

4.1. The purpose of the Policy is to define the evaluation function and its institutional framework in the 

organisation, ensuring that evaluations are conducted in a transparent, impartial and accountable 

manner and that they are independent, credible and useful.  

 

4.2. It is intended to ensure that all evaluations – whether conducted by the IOM or another entity – are 

impartial and have transparent processes, rigorous methodologies, inclusive stakeholder 

participation, ethical conduct and robust quality assurance mechanisms while at the same time they 

uphold the UN principles of human rights and gender equality, leaving no one behind, and doing no 

harm. 

 

4.3. The Policy is additionally intended to strengthen and harmonize the centralised and decentralised 

evaluation practice at the Court. It is also intended to support national evaluation capacity 

development, as well as support the capacity of implementing partners entrusted with monitoring 

and evaluation responsibilities. It serves as a normative guide for independent external evaluation 

consultants when conducting evaluations on behalf of and for the Court.  

 

4.4. By following this Policy, the Court shows its commitment to building trust with its governing body, 

while also contributing to the ultimate goal of ending impunity for the most serious international 

crimes as established in the Rome Statute, upholding human rights, gender equality and leaving no 

one behind. Doing so, the Court demonstrates its intention to contribute towards the achievement of 

Sustainable Development Goal 16.7 

5. Process 

6.1. The IOM has established this Policy on the basis of the United Nations Evaluation Group’s (UNEG) 
Norms and Standards for Evaluation, and in particular, UNEG Norm 12, which provides institutional 

norms for evaluation ensuring that the evaluation function upholds the necessary framework at the 

Court. Norm 12 prescribes that the Policy is approved by the Governing Bodies to ensure a formally 

recognised status at the highest level of the organisation.8 

 

6.2. As part of developing the Policy, the IOM has extensively consulted with key internal and external 

stakeholders, including the Organs of the Court, the Trust Fund for Victims (TFV), the Office of Internal 

Audit (OIA), members of the UNEG9 and civil society organisations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
7 Goal 16: Promote just, peaceful and inclusive societies 
8 https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914  
9 The following representatives of evaluation functions in the UN system were consulted and provided feedback: UNDP, UNESCO, ITC, IMO, 

UNITAR, PAHO and UNICEF. 

https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=fe8ef2f295a3d4cdJmltdHM9MTcwNzc4MjQwMCZpZ3VpZD0zMzZkMzEwNC0wOTdmLTZkMTEtMjViNy0yNTIwMDhmMTZjODImaW5zaWQ9NTUwNQ&ptn=3&ver=2&hsh=3&fclid=336d3104-097f-6d11-25b7-252008f16c82&psq=SDG+16&u=a1aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cudW4ub3JnL3N1c3RhaW5hYmxlZGV2ZWxvcG1lbnQvcGVhY2UtanVzdGljZS8jOn46dGV4dD1Hb2FsJTIwMTYlMjBpcyUyMGFib3V0JTIwcHJvbW90aW5nJTIwcGVhY2VmdWwlMjBhbmQlMjBpbmNsdXNpdmUsZWZmZWN0aXZlJTJDJTIwYWNjb3VudGFibGUlMjBhbmQlMjBpbmNsdXNpdmUlMjBpbnN0aXR1dGlvbnMlMjBhdCUyMGFsbCUyMGxldmVscy4&ntb=1
https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914
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6. Intended Benefits  

5.1. All stakeholders of the Court are intended to benefit from evaluations and this Policy: the Assembly, 

its Bureau, elected officials and other leaders of the Court, as well as its staff. Independent, credible 

and useful evaluations help bolster the Court’s reputation and credibility in the eyes of external 
stakeholders too, by showing commitment to learning and accountability. 

 

5.2. Given that this Policy endorses the development of capacity for evaluation at the country level, 

national evaluation stakeholders, including consultants, are also the intended beneficiaries of the 

Policy. 

7. Evaluation principles 

7.1. The evaluation function at the IOM adheres to internationally recognised principles that govern the 

conduct of evaluations at the Court. The foundation of the evaluation practice at the Court are the 

UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation, as well as the UNEG Ethical Guidelines in Evaluation and 

the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System.10 

 

7.2. Overall, these principles and norms and standards provide a framework to ensure that evaluations 

are conducted ethically and professionally, respecting human rights, gender equality, ethics, and 

internationally agreed goals and targets. All stakeholders of the Court, the IOM, evaluation staff and 

consultants are required to adhere to these principles. Furthermore, decentralised evaluation teams 

at the Court are required to embrace these principles. In the conduct of evaluation, the IOM upholds 

the following three principles, notably:  

a) Independence: To be credible, evaluations must be independent. Independence allows evaluators 

to be impartial and free from undue pressure or influence throughout the evaluation process. 

Independence requires the central evaluation function to be positioned independently from 

management functions. Independence is also vested in the Head of the IOM, who directly approves 

the IOM Evaluation Plan before it is presented to the decision-makers, and who approves the 

dissemination of quality-assured evaluation reports in the public domain without undue influence 

by any party. Any decentralised evaluation considers the involvement of the IOM evaluation 

function as an impartiality mechanism or quality assurance role. 

b) Credibility: The credibility of evaluations is grounded in independence, impartiality, and a rigorous 

methodology. Key elements include transparent evaluation processes, inclusive approaches 

involving relevant stakeholders, and robust quality assurance systems. Evaluation results, findings, 

and recommendations must be derived from or informed by the conscientious, explicit, and 

judicious use of the best available, objective, reliable, and valid data, along with accurate 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of evidence. Evaluations must be ethically conducted and 

managed by evaluators who exhibit professionalism and are culturally responsive. 

c) Utility: Evaluations commissioned and conducted by the IOM or another Court entity must serve a 

clear purpose of informing decisions and actions. They are expected to provide relevant and timely 

 
10 https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/2866 and https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/100 

https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/2866
https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/100
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contributions to organisational learning, inform decision-making processes, and ensure 

accountability for results. It also includes the commitment of management to use evaluations. 

8. Definition of evaluation 

8.1. The overarching aims of any independent, credible and useful evaluation are to contribute towards 

the Court’s commitment to accountability, continuous learning and an effective implementation of 
the Rome Statute. By using and learning through evaluations, the Court becomes a stronger and more 

impactful institution. 

 

8.2. Evaluation at the IOM is defined as a systematic and objective assessment of the relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, impact and/or sustainability (or other criteria) of a strategy, 

policy, programme, project, initiative, theme or any other entity of the Court.  

 

8.3. Evaluation is strategic and focuses on outcomes and impact of the organization and less so on inputs, 

activities and outputs. It analyses the achievement of both expected and unexpected results and is 

likely to obtain most use if undertaken in participation with stakeholders.  

 

8.4. The evaluations conducted by the IOM play a dual role: they inform key stakeholders about the results 

achieved for accountability purposes, and they provide learning and insight in relation to areas that 

work well and those needing improvement. By fostering a culture of continuous learning and 

evidence-based decision-making, evaluations contribute to optimising organisational performance 

and ensuring the achievement of overarching goals and objectives. They provide credible, useful and 

evidence-based information to the decision-makers and other relevant stakeholders. 
 

8.5. The IOM uses the revised OECD/DAC11 criteria for evaluation which include: relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, coherence, impact and sustainability. When deemed relevant, the IOM adapts and expands 

on these, for example using cross-cutting criteria such as human rights, gender equality, disability 

inclusion and environmental issues. 

 

8.6. In addition to the IOM evaluation mandate, there are other oversight activities carried out at the 

Court. While there may be similarities, the purpose, scope, criteria, unit of analysis etc. of these 

assessments differ from evaluation. The IOM coordinates planning the evaluation programme with 

the OIA and the internal audit plan, to the extent possible. When relevant, evaluations are informed 

by the results of the previous oversight activities carried out in relation to the subject of evaluation.12 

 

8.7. Since the establishment of its evaluation function, IOM has been conducting various types of 

evaluations that are key for the effective functioning of the Court and its organs. The Evaluation Policy 

supports conducting the following types of evaluations to achieve more utility and impact13: 

 

a) Evaluations of strategic plans of the Court examine the performance related to the implementation 

of a strategic plan and the extent to which the goals have been fulfilled. They assess the relevance of 

goals and the alignment of organisational results with the goals. Planning and implementation aspects 

 
11 OECD/DAC criteria for evaluation: https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm  
12 With the exception of internal investigations 
13 IOM evaluations respect judicial and prosecutorial independence, as well as confidentiality obligations, as provided for in the IOM 

Operational Mandate. 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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are considered, the obstacles encountered, good practices and lessons learned. Evaluations of 

strategic plans should be conducted mid-way or in the final year of implementation of a strategic plan. 

 

b) Policy evaluations focus on assessing if policies of the Court are fit for purpose, implemented 

effectively and efficiently, make an impact, etc. With an increasing number of policies issued by the 

Court, and an increasing number of policy revisions, these types of evaluations have the potential to 

add value to the impact of the Court. These evaluations can cover management policies, as well as 

prosecutorial and judicial related policies. 

 

c) Thematic and strategic evaluations examine cross-cutting issues relevant for the entire Court, or 

most of its Organs. They are likely to address fundamental aspects of the Rome Statute, or the Court’s 
Strategic Goals. The scope of these evaluations is likely to include substantial investments, strategic 

partnerships and significant implications including risks for the functioning or reputation of the Court.  

 

d) Evaluations of the programmes and projects of the Trust Fund for Victims contribute towards the 

oversight roles of the Chambers and the Board of Directors of the Trust Fund.14 They can occur prior 

to or as the programme and projects start, including to collect baseline data; mid-way in the 

implementation phase; and/or as the programmes are near finalisation. These evaluations may be 

conducted by the TFV or the IOM.15 

 

e) Evaluations of organisational effectiveness aim to focus on the performance of specific offices, 

Organs, Major Programmes or organisational units assessing human resource management and 

processes, as well as coordination with the rest of the Court and general achievement of results.  

 

f) Evaluations of workplace culture focus on identifying what brings joy and motivation at the 

workplace and what stands in the way, identifying the root cause of workplace disengagement and 

dissatisfaction. They may have a change management component in-built into the evaluation process. 

 

g) Evaluations of processes and practice examine the efficiency and effectiveness of specific processes 

and practice and may or may not include a policy component.  

9. Roles and responsibilities 

9.1. An effective evaluation function and thriving evaluation culture requires the engagement and 

commitment of all stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Therefore, all Court staff have a 

role to play and a responsibility to safeguard the evaluation norms in this Policy.  

 

9.2. The Court has a range of stakeholder roles and responsibilities in the evaluation process and all play 

a crucial role. Table 1 describes these key roles and responsibilities, from the perspective of 

centralised evaluations conducted by the IOM16: 

 
14 The Reparation Orders, which are Court documents issued by the judges of the Chambers may contain provisions for reparation projects, 

including the need for monitoring and evaluation and allocation of funding for evaluation at the design phase of the project. These should be 

honoured by the commissioners of the evaluations. 
15 IOM’s role in the evaluation process must be clearly defined in the evaluation terms of reference and may include conducting the evaluation 

with backstopping (technical and managerial role), or supporting the evaluation through an advisory or quality assurance role.  
16 Decentralised evaluations may have arrangements that differ from the roles and responsibilities prescribed in Table 1 
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Table 1: Roles and responsibilities in evaluation 

Role 
Examples who may fulfil 

this role at the Court 
Responsibilities 

The ASP via 

its Bureau  
 

- As the custodian of the Evaluation Policy, the ASP safeguards it, ensures its 

effective implementation and considers evaluation policy developments 

- Has the ultimate power to decide which evaluations the IOM will carry out by 

approving the IOM evaluation proposal 

- Request the IOM to conduct an evaluation in addition to the IOM evaluation 

proposal 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Evaluation 

Programme 

Committee 

- External 

representatives who 

have an interest and 

expertise in evaluation, 

selected on the basis of 

terms of reference by 

Member States. The 

Committee facilitates 

the accountability link 

of the Court and the 

ASP and is chaired by 

the President of the 

ASP  

- The Evaluation Programme Committee has the ultimate power to demand 

accountability through evaluation recommendations and their follow up  

- Request regular reporting on the implementation of the IOM evaluation 

recommendations 

- Oversee and mitigate risks and assumptions concerning the evaluation function 

and the implementation of the Evaluation Policy 

- Consider evaluation results that are of strategic value 

- Facilitate the dissemination of evaluation results to other governing body entities 

and feedback loops including the ASP working groups 

- Provide direction to the Head, IOM on evaluation programme planning 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Evaluation 

Advisory 

Group 

- A standing group of 

independent external 

evaluation experts who 

advise the IOM on the 

evaluation programme 

and strategy 

- Provide periodic input on the implementation of the evaluation policy, programme 

and strategy 

- Provide quality assurance to high-level evaluations 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture in the organisation 

Evaluation 

reference 

group17  

- Subject matter experts 

- Evaluation experts 

- An ad hoc group formed for individual evaluations, as needed, to advise on the 

evaluation process and provide quality assurance 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Evaluation 

Commissioner 

- The President of ASP 

- The Vice-Presidents of 

the ASP 

- Any Bureau member 

- Any ASP representative 

- Board of Directors of 

the TFV 

- Heads of 

Organs/Principles 

- Heads of 

offices/Section 

- Heads/Managers 

- Recognises the need for an evaluation and defines the rationale for it 

- Requests the IOM to conduct an evaluation (centralised evaluation) 

- Requests an evaluation to be carried out by own staff and resources (decentralised 

evaluation) 

- Requests an evaluation to be carried out with the support of external expertise 

(decentralised evaluation) 

- Provides input in the planning of the evaluation to reflect evaluation needs, key 

questions to be answered and scope 

- Oversees the management of and progress with the evaluation process 

- Disseminates and communicates on the evaluation results and recommendations 

- Uses the evaluation results, including the evaluation recommendations that are 

accepted e.g. to inform decision making, make adjustments in delivering results or 

performance, etc. 

 
17 While members are preferentially external to the Court, in some instances internal members can also be part of Evaluation reference groups. 
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- Contributes to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Head of 

evaluation 

function 

- Head of the IOM 

- Sets the centralised evaluation agenda for what to evaluate and what not on the 

basis of approving internally the IOM Evaluation Proposal before it is presented to 

the ASP through the Bureau 

- Approves the IOM evaluation proposal before presenting it to the ASP through the 

Bureau 

- Reports on evaluation results and recommendations to the President of the ASP, 

the Evaluation Programme Committee and the Bureau 

- Reports on decentralised evaluation activity to the President of the ASP, the 

Evaluation Programme Committee and the Bureau 

- Disseminates evaluation knowledge to internal and external audiences 

- Approves the IOM evaluation proposal before presenting it to the ASP through the 

Bureau 

- Quality assures evaluation reports before they are published 

- Safeguards  that the evaluations are independent, useful and credible 

- Provides strategic direction for the evaluation programme and the development of 

the function 

- Ensures that the IOM programme budget allocates sufficient resources for 

evaluation 

- Uses the Evaluation Policy and Strategy to advance the evaluation function 

- Supports the IOM evaluator(s) in the evaluation process 

- Mitigates the risks related to the evaluation function 

- Ensures that the Evaluation Policy is implemented effectively 

- Contributes to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Independent 

evaluator 

- IOM evaluator(s) + 

- External evaluation 

consultant(s) 

- Plans, designs, manages, conducts and reports on evaluations 

- Prepares an internal evaluation plan for the IOM based on an analysis of risks, 

priorities, and other selection criteria 

- Facilitates and coordinates evaluation related processes ensuring a participatory 

approach 

- Drafts and follows up on evaluation recommendations 

- Disseminates evaluation knowledge to internal and external audiences 

- Raises awareness on the evaluation function, policy and strategy, and knowledge 

generated through evaluations 

- Contributes to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Evaluation 

participants 

- Internal and external 

(e.g. ICC staff and non-

governmental 

organisations) 

- Primary and secondary 

(ICC field offices and 

victims of Rome 

Statute crimes) 

- Most vulnerable and hard to reach populations, including the victims of the Rome 

Statute crimes participate in evaluations with their dignity and human rights 

upheld, while respecting gender equality 

- Provide information, data and authentic and honest insights based on lived 

experience 

- Use evaluation results and recommendations 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Heads of 

Organs and 

Heads of ICC 

independent 

offices 

- The Prosecutor 

- The Registrar 

- The President of the 

ICC 

- Head of the TFV 

- Head of the OPCV 

- Participate in IOM planning consultations 

- Request the IOM to conduct evaluations 

- Participate in the evaluation process by providing strategic information and insight 

- Respond to and complete the management action plan that contains the 

evaluation recommendations, by stating whether they accept or reject each 

recommendation, providing a rationale for those that are rejected 
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- Head of the OPCD etc. - Keep the IOM informed on the implementation of the accepted recommendations 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

Community of 

Practice 

- A group of evaluation 

practitioners, internal 

and external to the 

Court 

- Under the convenorship and facilitation of the IOM, the evaluation community of 

practice meets periodically and engages in capacity development, as well as in 

exchange of information and practice in order to ensure the application of this 

policy, and norms and standards for evaluation 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

General 

public 

- NGOs 

- Academics 

- International 

organisations 

- The media and the 

press 

- Utilize the evidence from evaluations to hold the ICC accountable, advocate for 

change, and contribute to public discourse on international justice and human 

rights 

- Contribute to creating an enabling environment for evaluation and an evaluative 

culture at the ICC 

 

10. Decentralised approach to evaluation in the ICC evaluation framework 
 

10.1. Centralised evaluations are planned, conducted and managed by the IOM and commissioned by 

the ASP through the Bureau. Decentralised evaluations are commissioned, conducted and managed 

by the Organs and offices of the Court, with or without the IOM having a role in the evaluation. 

 

10.2. The Trust Fund for Victims (TFV) has a dedicated monitoring and evaluation (M&E) function, which 

is decentralised in the ICC system and governed by its TFV Board of Directors.18 The TFV initiates 

evaluations and coordinates with the IOM that may provide quality assurance and technical support. 

Evaluations conducted by the TFV follow this evaluation policy guidance. 

 

10.3. The TFV’s M&E function is complementary to that of the IOM’s centralised function. The Policy 
clarifies the rules of engagement of these two functions, their roles and responsibilities, and offers 

opportunities for leveraging scarce evaluation resources at the Court through a collaborative 

approach, while maintaining IOM’s independence for centralised evaluation. 

 

10.4. The different roles and responsibilities of the IOM and the TFV M&E function can be distinguished 

across six areas (Table 2):  

 

Table 2. The roles and responsibilities of the IOM and the TFV M&E function 

 IOM TFV 

Mandate 

The IOM has a mandate of conducting 

evaluations of all of Court’s strategies, 

policies, programmes etc. (including 

the TFV). 

The M&E function has a mandate over 

the TFV reparation and assistance 

programmes. 

Coverage 
The IOM conducts Court-wide 

independent evaluations. 

The TFV conducts monitoring activities, 

internal evaluations and commissions 

external evaluations exclusively on 

reparations and assistance. 

 
18 The Board of Directors report to the Assembly of States Parties. 
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Quality assurance 

The IOM provides quality assurance of 

decentralised evaluations upon 

request. 

The IOM quality assures all evaluations 

of the TFV. The M&E function of the 

TFV also conducts quality assurance of 

its implementing partners. 

Technical support 
The IOM provides technical support to 

M&E projects and functions. 

The TFV may request technical support 

from the IOM. The TFV provides 

technical support to its implementing 

partners. 

Dissemination 

The evaluation reports are shared with 

the commissioner, submitted to the 

ASP via its Bureau and made available 

publicly. 

The TFV reports are shared with 

relevant stakeholders. 

Follow-up on 

recommendations 

The IOM follows up on evaluation 

recommendations that concern the 

TFV (and other stakeholders of the 

Court). 

The TFV implements evaluation 

recommendations allocated to the 

TFV.19 

 

10.5. In line with UN General Assembly resolution on building capacity for the evaluation of 

development activities at the country level, national evaluation capacities should be supported upon 

the request of Member States by the IOM.20 

 

11. Financing and budgeting for evaluations 
 

11.1. A credible and independent evaluation function needs a secure and sufficient budget and skilled 

human resources. The IOM evaluation function is funded through the regular programme budget of 

the Court and supplemented with extra-budgetary resources.  

 

11.2. Managers who commission decentralised evaluations need to consider a budget and financing for 

an external evaluation consultant(s) and/or subject matter expertise. While decentralised 

evaluations may be carried out by staff, a budgeted external consultancy to support the evaluation 

can enhance its credibility. The IOM provides technical backstopping and support to decentralised 

evaluations.  

 

11.3. When planning evaluations, it is good practice that at least 0.8% of the implementation budget is 

allocated to evaluation.21 The IOM is in line with the UN Evaluation Group’s advice on determining 
the range of funding for evaluation, which may vary according to several factors.22 

 

 

 

 

12. Evaluation programme planning 

 
19 The TFV Board of Directors may have recommendations issued to them, for which they may be responsible to implement. In addition, given 

their oversight role of the Secretariat of the TFV, they can also demand a follow up to evaluation recommendations in addition to the IOM. 
20 A/RES/69/237 
21 For example, ICC reparation and assistance programmes and projects may include a certain percentage from the reparation award and or donor 

funds respectively to evaluation, which would ultimately be an investment for accountability and learning purposes. 
22 See paragraph 25, Standard 1.2: https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914. 

https://www.unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914
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12.1. The IOM initiates evaluation programme planning by consulting with the Heads of Organs and 

independent offices on an annual basis, seeking their input on evaluation needs. The IOM also 

conducts an analysis of current organisational and strategic priorities, generating a list of potential 

evaluation themes.  

 

12.2. Each evaluation theme is then subjected to an internal selection and prioritisation process and 

weighted according to specific criteria, such as strategic relevance to the Court, the presence of a 

knowledge or evidence gap, feasibility and timelines etc. 

 

12.3. The outcome of the process conducted by the IOM is the IOM evaluation proposal that contains 

shortlisted evaluation themes, which is submitted to the Evaluation Programme Committee and the 

Bureau who in turn, may choose one or two to request the IOM to conduct in a given year, subject 

to evaluation resources available (Diagram 1). 

 

Diagram 1: Planning the annual evaluation programme at the ICC  

 

 

12.4. In addition to the formal consultation process, a Head of an Organ, any other entity such as the 

Board of Directors of the Trust Fund for Victims, Chief of a Field Office, or any staff member may 

approach the IOM at any one time for consultations to suggest an evaluation. The annual plan of 

other oversight activities, such as internal or external audit are considered in drafting the IOM 

Evaluation Proposal to the Bureau with the view to avoid duplication and add value. 

 

13. Quality assurance 
 

13.1. Quality assurance is a crucial aspect of the evaluation process that takes place at every stage. Its 

primary purpose is to ensure that high standards are upheld throughout the entire process, from the 

initial evaluation terms of reference to the final evaluation report. Quality assurance also concerns 

the evaluation function. 

 

13.2. The quality assurance mechanisms that the IOM uses for evaluations include: the systematic 

application of UNEG principles, norms and standards and related checklists; systematic knowledge 

management and record keeping; ad hoc evaluation reference groups established for individual 

evaluations; quality assessments and reviews of evaluation reports; and periodic feedback surveys 

administered to evaluation participants. 
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13.3. The IOM evaluation function will undergo periodic external reviews, including UNEG peer reviews, 

to ensure that the evaluation framework is effective, the evaluation policy and strategy implemented 

and that the evaluation work is of high quality. 

 

14. Reporting, dissemination and follow up 
 

14.1. The President of the Assembly of States Parties and the Heads of Organs have the responsibility for 

the dissemination of the evaluation results and reports.  

 

14.2. Evaluation reports should be made public for the sake of transparency and learning. In the case of 

the evaluations covering highly sensitive matters23, there are measures that can be taken to 

mitigate any risks involved.24 

 

14.3. The Evaluation Policy applies the following provisions concerning aspects of reporting and 

dissemination of evaluation results, and follow up on evaluation recommendations: 

 

a) The final evaluation report is sent to the President of the ASP and the relevant Head of Organ, as well 

as to the evaluation participants internal and external to the ICC. The IOM provides full evaluation 

reports including the recommendations and the management responses on its internal and external 

websites. 

 

b) Dissemination and communication: in line with the principle of transparency and utility, the IOM is 

responsible for distilling evaluation results into further knowledge products that may be used for 

various purposes and audiences, for internal and external use. 

 

c) Confidentiality. As per the confidentiality clauses of the IOM operational mandate, due care is 

ensured that confidentiality is respected. The evaluation report, if there are no risks identified, are 

unclassified documents, to enable lesson learning and accountability. 

 

d) Reporting on evaluation results and activities: the IOM reports on each evaluation tabled as an item 

in Bureau and Evaluation Programme Committee meetings, including the IOM annually evaluation 

activities in the annual IOM report available on the ASP website. The Head, IOM with support from 

the IOM evaluator promote the discussion of results and recommendations at all levels in the 

organisation, including to the Court’s Governing Bodies. 

 

e) Follow up to evaluation recommendations: each evaluation report requires a management action 

plan25 completed by senior management (Heads of Organs and Heads of independent offices of the 

 
23 For example, whereby the security or safety of victims or witnesses is at stake. The Head, IOM makes the judgment on whether the report 

contains highly sensitive matters at the start of the evaluation rather than at the end. 
24 The Head, IOM determines what measures will be taken, informing the President of the ASP. Examples include: redacting the report, 

publishing a summary report and restricted dissemination of the report.  
25Elements of a management action plan and response should include:  

• management views of the evaluation recommendations, including whether and why management agrees or disagrees with each 
recommendation;  

• specific actions to implement those recommendations that were agreed to by management;  
• actions should be concrete, objectively verifiable, time-bound and clear on the responsibilities for implementation; and 

• actions contained in management responses are adequate to substantially address agreed recommendations.  
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ICC) or if applicable, the Governing Bodies. The IOM follows up on the implementation of the accepted 

evaluation recommendations one year after the completion of the evaluation. Periodically, the IOM 

will conduct a stocktaking exercise to follow up on the progress made, quality of implementation and 

outcomes related to the implementation of the evaluation recommendations. 

15. Risks and risk mitigation 
 

15.1. The successful implementation of the Evaluation Policy depends on certain key assumptions fulfilled 

and the presence of enablers. The Evaluation Programme Committee and the IOM Head are 

responsible to ensure that the risks are properly addressed and mitigated. 

 

15.2. Some of the key assumptions that are continually monitored include: a balanced supply and demand 

for evaluations; sustainable and predictable funding for evaluations; organisational leadership and 

support; availability of skilled human resources; and accountability through the uptake of evaluation 

recommendations. 

 

16. Policy review 
 

16.1. This Evaluation Policy will be subject of a review initiated through the request of a Bureau or 

internally by the IOM and conducted every 6 years from its launch. The purpose of such a review will 

be to update and revise aspects of the Policy to enhance the impact of the evaluation function at the 

Court. 
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Annex 1. Theory of Change 
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Annex 2. Glossary 

• Centralised evaluations: These evaluations are undertaken by the IOM evaluation function or by 

external independent evaluators appointed by the IOM. The results of centralised evaluations are 

presented directly to the President of the Assembly of States Parties.   

• Criterion: A standard against which judgments or decisions are made, evaluation criteria are 

measurable and quantifiable benchmarks used to assess the quality, results, or performance of 

activities, projects, and programs. Commonly employed criteria include relevance, efficiency, 

effectiveness, sustainability, and impact. 

• Decentralised evaluations:26 Decentralised evaluations are commissioned directly by 

management, with or without the involvement of the IOM and are conducted by the programme 

officers (i.e., the Monitoring and Evaluation Officer at the Trust Fund for Victims).  

• Evaluation data: Any information that aids in addressing evaluation questions, evaluation data 

encompasses various sources such as oral interviews, expert opinions, documents, electronic 

records, audio, video records, and photographs. 

• Evaluation questions: Aligned with evaluation criteria, evaluation questions aim to provide 

responses to the purpose and objectives of the evaluation. They can be descriptive, causal, 

predictive, probing, or performance-related. 

• Evaluation Reference Groups: As part of a quality assurance mechanism, evaluations that address 

cross-cutting issues, are strategic and have an external component, should aim to establish an 

evaluation reference group composed of a group of independent advisor who have evaluation 

and/or subject matter expertise. The structure of this group should include a Chair who closely 

liaises with the organisational evaluation manager (the IOM evaluator). There should be terms of 

reference for the Group, as well as individual roles in the Group. The IOM evaluator oversees and 

coordinates the functioning of such a group. The Chair has the substantive lead of the ERG. They 

are selected, administered and managed by the IOM. Their contribution can be in kind or funded, 

if such funds are available. 

• Programme: A set of related activities or projects designed to achieve specific objectives within a 

defined timeframe and budget. 

• Stakeholder: Stakeholders are defined as individuals or groups of individuals who may have a 

vested interest in any aspect of the evaluation scope, directly or indirectly, and therefore, they 

also have a stake in the evaluation.27 

• Theory of Change: Illustrated diagrammatically, a theory of change outlines how and why a 

desired change is expected to occur in a specific context. Starting with long-term goals, it maps 

backwards to identify necessary preconditions or outcomes, explaining the causal linkages in an 

initiative. This approach is particularly suitable for longer-term activities, projects, and programs. 

 
26 UNEG (2020) Decentralized Evaluation Functions Across UN Agencies. https://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/3697  
27 UNEG. (2017) Principles for Stakeholder Engagement. https://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/2790  

https://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/3697
https://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/2790

