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Executive summary

Background
The UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Programme Document 2018-2022 (CPD) and the Costed Evaluation Plan for the same period for Sri Lanka was presented to and approved by the UNICEF Executive Board in September 2017. The approved CPD proposed an aggregate indicative budget of $4,735,000 from regular resources, subject to the availability of funds, and $52,500,000 in other resources, subject to the availability of specific-purpose contributions, for the period 2018 to 2022.
The revised UNICEF Evaluation Policy issued by UNICEF in 2018 requires Country Programmes (CP) to undergo a Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) at least once every two programme cycles or once in a programme cycle if monitoring and audit information points to a significant shift in the programming context or a significant increase in the level of risk. The next CPE for Sri Lanka would ideally take place in late 2021 to allow the findings and recommendations to feed in the development of the next Country Programme 2023 -2027. In this context the CO management commissioned an external evaluability assessment (EA) to determine the evaluation readiness of the CP in a reliable and credible manner. The assessment was conducted in March 2019 and relied on reviewing key documents and stakeholder interviews during a field mission to Sri Lanka. Two other CP- related and ROSA- supported exercises took place simultaneously (the Gender Programmatic Review and monitoring and data landscaping support mission). The EA findings and recommendations are aligned with the findings from these two exercises. 
Findings and conclusions
The EA findings identify several areas where the evaluability of the CP could be improved. A number of shortcomings in the outcome- level ToC models and weaknesses in the results framework coupled with a significant funding gap indicate that the CP is not ready to be evaluated in its current state. However, the CO can easily improve the evaluability by addressing identified weaknesses, although funding gaps are outside the CO’s immediate control. The change theory and strategic intent of the CP is clear, with a set of broad outcome areas logically supporting the overall vision of increasing the cognitive capital for sustainable development in Sri Lanka. The desired results are not set at unachievable or unrealistic levels but are rather cautious and considerate of the on-going trend and underlying assumptions. Further, many of the progress indicators are quantitative and related to policy wins, which are less dependent on funding and more subject to evidence-based advocacy, political will and momentum.
However, with respect to the desired results, funding is the key issue. While the ToC and Programme itself is evaluable, the availability of operational funds is of course key to having results and progress to measure. There is currently no contingency planning or simulations of alternative, low-cost high-impact strategies to deliver similar results with a reduced budget. A key strategy to this end would be to invest in the capacity of the staff, to strengthen the role of UNICEF as a technical partner rather than as a financing and service delivery partner. Another key strategy would be to ensure that the CP delivery is based on the most cost-effective implementation structure (staffing, logistics, zonal offices etc.) and that there is a cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness analysis conducted for interventions requiring larger budgets, with hardware components.
Recommendations
O1. Finetuning and improving the ToC of the CP components/outcome areas (during 2019)
· Develop a Programme-wide visual TOC which facilitates a quick absorption of the Programme goals, intervention logic and context
· Adopt more results-based and specific (geographic, gender and socio-economic targeting) output statements for outcome areas 1 to 4. As part of an annual review exercise, revisit the outcome ToCs and PSNs and update the scope, risks, assumptions and how-strategies and improve the causal pathways (horizontal and vertical logic) to better depict the current implementation approach and context
· Gender (see full set of recommendations provided in the GPR). When revising and updating the results framework, PSNs and subsequently developing the RWPs 2020-2021 the CO should enhance (i) focus on GAP Priority, i.e. Quality Maternal Care; (ii) Gender Responsive Strategies and Programme Interventions; (iii) linkages between sectors to advance Gender Equality; (iv) prioritize FHHs in service delivery and outreach; (v) consider supporting/advocating the use of tools such as GRB in PF4C as well as increasing focus on conflict related sexual violence (CRSV) and its impacts on boys and girls within families and communities and (vi) focus on gender-responsive DRR. 
· Consider initiating discussion regarding the WASH programming vis-à-vis what is the most strategic implementation logic for WASH, could it serve better as DRR mainstreaming vehicle in the context of ‘Climate Smart WASH’? 
· Clarify the Social Policy and Child Rights Monitoring outcome areas’ role in providing cross-cutting support to other outcomes internally (vis-à-vis evidence, SDG monitoring & evaluation, data support, equity profiles, SitAn) 
02. Improve the M&E architecture, indicators and means of verification (during 2019 and 2020)
· Revise and update the indicators, baselines, targets and MoVs across the results framework to ensure clarity of indicators, feasibility and appropriateness of suggested MoVs and that baseline benchmarks exist for measuring programme results at the end of the cycle
· Review the geographical targeting (based on revision of equity profiles) and use the revised targeting to specify the scope of the output statements and progress indicators
· Improve the IMEP tracking sheet by adding planned timing (missing in some cases) vs. actual start, planned budget vs. materialized budgets and reasons for delays or cancellations. In addition, note in the IMEP format those evaluations which are part of the CEP
· Develop RWP or a lighter work planning tool for Programme Effectiveness to increase accountabilities around output specific progress and delivery (M&E, Coms, Advocacy, RM)
· Consider developing an explicit 5-year evidence agenda which identifies key knowledge and evidence gaps and reflects the shift to upstream delivery model and prioritizes strategically aligned, policy-relevant & government demand-driven rather than programme informing evidence and data. Enhance the focus on strategic use of learning and evidence from pilot and modelling interventions at national level
03. Improved staffing structure and resources for optimal CP implementation and results
· Aligning people with results – conduct a comprehensive staff capacity review as a baseline for developing the annual Learning and Development Plans and ensure funding is available for required trainings. The CO should map comprehensively the skills required to deliver the ‘upstream’ model and identify gaps for further internal capacity building or for outsourcing to external partners those capacity areas which are not feasible to enhance or address internally

· Review the current roles and responsibilities among the PME function and ECD outcome area vis-à-vis alignment with Programme planning documents and delivery capacity for the intended results. Consider adding resources and capacity through use of interns, UNVs, TA and by using existing Long-Term Agreements available at UNICEF for methodological support and quality assuring support for research, surveys and studies

· Ensure that cost-effectiveness is a key consideration in all implementation, procurement of services and goods and that the CO has capacity (either internally or via external services) to conduct basic cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis

· Enhance the results-based approach to the Resource Mobilisation Strategy by adding time-bound funding (not only in-proposals but materialized funding) targets and related progress monitoring mechanism and by deepening the analysis and mapping around donor/funding potential for addressing programme-specific funding gaps

04. Improved approaches to the Country Programme Evaluation with a view to measure results for children
· Institute a synchronized planning process for the forthcoming MTR and CPE to maximize learning, utility, complementarity and cost-efficiency (see related indicative timeline for Country Programme related revisions, evaluations and related evidence generation – table 1).  Establish a document repository for key planning and programme documents and other supporting material which will be required by the forthcoming exercises. 
· Explore possible synergies with the UNICEF CPE and the UNSDF evaluation which should co-inside timing wise
· Enhance the synergies among evaluations, research and studies vis-à-vis the CPE by aligning TORs (scope and assessment focus) with the CP results to extent possible 
The forthcoming MTR focus should include, but not be limited to, the following:  
· Review of the programme funding situation to determine whether re-programming, re-staffing, down-scaling or up-scaling needs to take place for the remainder of the Programme cycle in the overall context of ensuring cost-effectiveness in Programme delivery
· Comprehensive, external assessment (or validation of the internal assessment if such an assessment is available) of the zonal offices to determine the cost-effectiveness and value for money for all outcome areas; whether their strategic importance has changed vis-à-vis funding or programming priorities; whether the zonal office roles, responsibilities and accountabilities are clear vis-à-vis convergent programming and outcome areas and whether the human resources (qualifications, skills and experience) available in the zonal offices are optimal for implementing the remainder of the CP


































I. [bookmark: _Toc6448500]Introduction

i. [bookmark: _Toc6448501]Background
The Country Programme Document 2018-2022 (CPD) and the Costed Evaluation Plan for the same period for Sri Lanka was presented to and approved by the UNICEF Executive Board in September 2017. The approved CPD proposed an aggregate indicative budget of $4,735,000 from regular resources, subject to the availability of funds, and $52,500,000 in other resources, subject to the availability of specific-purpose contributions, for the period 2018 to 2022.
The UNICEF Country Programme 2018-2022 marks an important milestone in supporting Sri Lanka in the transition from the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and in bridging its internal political and economic aspirations to become an upper-middle-income and even high-income country. Furthermore, the new Country Programme is underpinning the final programmatic touches in the shift from service delivery- focused programming to systems strengthening approach in a development context. In fact, the current Country Programme is the second post-conflict programming cycle and while the conflict ended in 2009[footnoteRef:1], reconciliation, social cohesion, human rights and equity continue to feature strongly in the UNICEF programming approach.  [1:  A four-phased war between the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) and the Sri Lankan state which spanned over 26 years ended with the military defeat of the LTTE and deaths of most of its leaders in May 2009. ] 


ii. [bookmark: _Toc6448502]Purpose and objectives of the evaluability assessment 
The new Evaluation Policy issued by UNICEF in 2018 requires Country Programmes to undergo a Country Programme Evaluation at least once every two programme cycle or once in a programme cycle if monitoring and audit information points to a significant shift in the programming context or a significant increase in the level of risk. The last Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) for Sri Lanka was for the 2002-2006 cycle, and the next CPE would ideally take place at the end of the current cycle to allow the findings and recommendations to feed in the development of the next Country Programme 2023-2027. 
In this context, the UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Office has commissioned this evaluability assessment of the Lanka Country Programme (CP) 2018-2022.[footnoteRef:2] The main purpose of the assessment is to review whether the programme impact pathways and causal chains have been adequately and logically articulated through the programme Theory of Change and outcome and output statements, while applying the principles of results-based management (RBM).  The goal of the assessment is to determine the overall readiness of the Country Programme to be evaluated in a reliable and credible fashion.  [2:  Conducted by Rose Thompson Coon, Independent Consultant] 

The specific objectives for the evaluability assessment are:
Objective 1.	Assess the clarity of objectives, alignment, logic and coherence of each of the five program components, including its Theory of Change. 
Objective 2.	Assess the adequacy and validity of the indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results. 
Objective 3.		Assess the adequacy of resources to meet the expected results.
Objective 4.	Provide guidance on approaches to the evaluation of the country programme with a view to measure results for children.

Utilization focus. The evaluability assessment took place at the early stage of programme implementation (first trimester of the second implementation year) which enhances the utilization- focused approach of the assessment. The key intended results will include an improved M&E framework and overall evaluability of the Country Programme. The recommendations were developed in collaboration with the key intended users, i.e. the UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Office staff and management. 

iii. [bookmark: _Toc6448503]Approach and methodology
The evaluability assessment was conducted in a participatory manner with an attempt to actively promote evaluation culture. The evaluability assessment sought to (i) promote national ownership of UNICEF results, (ii) instill evaluative thinking in planning and programming as well as (iii) enhance accountability for results in a relevant final product. The evaluability assessment incorporated findings from the Gender Programmatic review for the SL CP which was conducted immediately after the EA. The Gender Programmatic Review supports the CO in introducing new and/or strengthen existing gender programming elements with a view to align the CO gender programming with the global Gender Action Plan and Strategic Plan, which will also contribute to enhancing the evaluability of the CP. ROSA also extended a implementation support mission for monitoring and data landscaping[footnoteRef:3] and some of the suggestions from this support mission are also reflected in the evaluability assessment. [3:  Conducted by Daniel Reijer, regional adviser for statistics and monitoring ] 


The analytical focus of the evaluability assessment is on assessing context, relevance, clarity and coherence of the Country Programme and its outcome areas as well the logic, causal chains and the Theory of Change. The assessment will also examine the performance measures, including indicators, monitoring and reporting systems as well as the overall resourcing of the Country Programme and the five outcome areas. The exercise is not intended to assess Country Programme results or progress so far but as an internal exercise to reflect on the original programme design and Theory of Change construct and its validity as the implementation progresses.  

The evaluability assessment methods mainly relied on qualitative inquiry tools. The evaluability assessment was carried out in three phases, starting with the inception phase during which the initial document review and inception calls with the key Country Office and Regional Office staff took place. The data collection phase included an in-depth desk review of the programme documents and context-specific documentation. The primary data (through in-depth, semi-structured and group interviews) was collected during the field mission in Sri Lanka. The third phase which partially overlapped with the in-country data collection phase, included the analysis and final report writing.  While Annex 1 to this document provides the evaluability matrix with the detailed inquiry areas and assessment questions, the different methodological approaches and tools can be summarized as follows;

(i) Review of programme and contextual documentation. This included the previous country programme documents, the current Country Programme Document with Costed Evaluation Plan (2018-2022), the Strategy Notes developed for detailing specific Programme components and outcome areas, the Country Programme Action Plan 2018-2022, the Situation Analysis published in 2017, the M&E framework, IMEP/PRIME, UNSDF etc. 
(ii) Mapping data points and data sets (for availability/periodicity, quality and consistency) and reviewing the monitoring, evaluation, research and Managing Information System plan for the 2018-2022 Country Programme. 
(iii) Stakeholder mapping, field mission and stakeholder interviews. Key stakeholders included CO staff and PME team, senior management i.e. Deputy Representative and Representative, programme/outcome leads (and section chiefs), government counterparts, Resident Coordinator’s Office and ROSA Regional Advisers. The interviews complement the desk review and more particularly clarify the stakeholders’ views and expectations (over e.g. the logic, coherence, partnership framework, set targets and goals) on the current Country Programme formulation. To enhance the participatory nature and to increase the ownership and thereby utilization of the recommendations of the exercise, a presentation of the preliminary findings was held at the end of the field mission with the Country Office staff.  
(iv) Analysis of the Country Programme, its five components and resourcing for the same. The analytical approach to the evaluability of the Theory of Change drew from the ‘Criteria for assessing the evaluability of a Theory of Change’[footnoteRef:4]. The analysis also focused on the evaluability of the results framework and data and evidence required to verify results. The evaluability parameters are presented below in figure 1. [4:  http://mandenews.blogspot.com/2012/04/criteria-for-assessing-evaluablity-of.html] 

(v) Stimulating evaluative thinking, learning and accountability in the Country Office and among partners. The evaluability exercise was intended as a light, interactive process and in addition to the key evaluability questions, the approach will employ additional learning questions, which are presented in the evaluability matrix (annex 1). 






Figure 1. Evaluability parameters
[image: ]
[image: ]
Adapted from UNWOMEN: How To Manage A Gender Responsive Evaluation, Tool 5, 2015

iv. [bookmark: _Toc6448504]Limitations of the Evaluability Assessment
There were no major limitations to the EA, though there are few issues which impact the way the assessment can respond to the objectives of the assignment. These include (i) uncertainty of the success of the current resource mobilization strategy beyond Q1 2019 and (ii) the absence of a few key post holders such as Chief of Education and WASH Officer. The former relates to the core issue of availability of funds to deliver the intended programme results and the latter to the partial lack of internal inputs to the analytical assessment on implementing the education Theory of Change and WASH approaches within the Child Survival and Development programming. It is also worth mentioning that as the evaluability assessment is conducted during the first quarter of the second programme cycle year -and the CP follows a two-year rolling work plan, it can only provide an indication of how the implementation fits the Theory of Change. Many of the activities and implementation strategies would only take place in the latter part of the CP cycle. 

II. [bookmark: _Toc6448505]The 2018-2022 Country Programme

The UNICEF Sri Lanka 2018-2022 Country Programme is guided by a Theory of Change that is based on investing in the critical windows of early childhood and adolescence to contribute to increased cognitive capital which in turn will support Sri Lanka’s sustainable development. 
The Country Programme has three converging outcome areas and two supporting and overarching outcome areas. Each of the outcome areas have their own respective Theory of Change narration with a detailed Results and Resources Framework aligning results and resources (both visual and narrated).  
The three converging outcome areas are structured to support the internal coordination in a child-centred manner, reflecting the life-cycle approach. These outcome areas are: 
[image: ](a) Early Childhood (EC): new-borns/infants and their mothers, and young children under 5 in targeted areas have improved access to quality care, protection and development opportunities in their home, care and preschool environment. This outcome is led by the Child Survival and Development (CSD) Manager. The EC outcome is supported by a Health and Nutrition Officer and the WASH Specialist (currently under recruitment) and with additional staff in the Field Offices. 
[image: ](b)  Middle Childhood (6-9 years old): girls and boys of primary school age realize their rights to good health, and to appropriate cognitive and physical development supported by appropriate care, development and learning services.  The Chief of Education (currently under recruitment) would resume the outcome lead role for this area, while in the interim the area is being supported by the Education Specialist. 

[image: ](c)  Adolescence (10-19 years old) – adolescent girls and boys receive quality education, have access to adolescent-sensitive and protective services, and reliable information. The outcome lead for Adolescence is the Child Protection Manager.
[image: ]The two overarching programme outcome areas are (d) Social Policy and Child Rights Monitoring, led by the Chief of Social Policy, to ensure that children and adolescents in Sri Lanka, including the most deprived, have their human rights protected and benefit from effective child-sensitive social protection system, and (e) Programme Effectiveness to ensure that the country programme is efficiently designed, monitored, managed, evaluated and supported to meet equitable and quality programming standards in achieving results. 
[bookmark: _Toc6448506]v. Preparation of the Country Programme Documents
The new 2018-2022 Country Programme preparation started in 2016, with the development of the Situation Analysis for Women and Children, SitAn (called Child Rights and Sustainable Development in Sri Lanka – A Situation Assessment and Analysis, December 2017). The SiTan objectives included 1) to function as an advocacy tool for UNICEF, GoSL and development partners for realization of children’s rights and the Agenda for Sustainable Development; 2) to backstop strategic communications on child rights and the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda between the GoSL, line ministries, bilateral donors and development partners; 3) to inform sectoral and thematic discussions in preparation for the development of the UNICEF and GoSL Country Programme of Cooperation in 2018-2022; 4) to capture key emerging issues impacting on children’s rights and wellbeing in Sri Lanka; 5) identify themes for further research and collaboration. The SitAn was developed in a highly participatory manner, including consultations with children in four provinces. The SitAn was not developed as a single document, but included other elements as well – such as a video-documentary and qualitative research on the barriers to education facing children with disabilities; natural disaster vulnerability mapping of children and women in the Eastern Province, an equity analysis/profiles in the sectors of health, nutrition, water and sanitation as well as policy briefs on Sri Lanka’s digital landscape and a Child Protection System mapping. As a design tool for the new Country Programme the SitAn can be considered innovative and inclusive, but the extent to which it (the actual SitAn document) was used as an advocacy tool for child right issues in Sri Lanka is not clear as the document was not published. 
Conceptualisation for the new Country Programme started in late 2016 with internal sectoral reviews and prioritisation workshops, followed by consultations with the Steering Committee and government and civil society partners. The UNSDF Framework development in mid-2017 coincided with the Country Programme Document (CPD) development and the final CPD and Costed Evaluation Plan was approved by the UNICEF Executive Board in September 2017. The Country Programme Action Plan and the multi-year work plans were agreed with the GoSL in November 2017. Overall, the CPD and the Strategic Programme Notes capitalise well on the lessons from the 2013-2017 CP, the Mid-Term Review of the same as well as the evaluations conducted during the 2013-2017 CP. 
The Costed Evaluation Plan for the 2018-2022 CP includes four evaluations - two of which are covering education programming (multi-level pedagogy and social cohesion), one on Violence Against Children programming and one on District Nutrition Monitoring and Surveillance System. While the scope of the EA did not cover detailed analysis of the CEP, it is worth noting that those evaluations planned for 2018 are currently not funded and the CO – in consultation with the Government – has decided not to go ahead with the nutrition evaluation and is conceptualising a more relevant evaluation theme for nutrition. Overall, SLCO evaluation history has been very focused on evaluating education programming – since 2010 the CO has conducted five evaluations which have covered a Mine Risk Education, two Child-Friendly School evaluations, an Education Sector evaluation for the Northern Province and one non-education related which was covering the EU-SEM Sustainable Livelihoods Project in North and East Sri Lanka.[footnoteRef:5] While these evaluations have been uploaded on the UNICEF public evaluation site as SLCO evaluations, the SLCO interventions have been part of four broader evaluations, including the UNICEF Global Child Protection Programme Evaluation in 2017 and three EU-led/conducted evaluations. [5:  Retrieved from https://www.unicef.org/evaldatabase/index_23269.html] 

Overall, the review of the key documents points out to slight misalignment in the key country programme documents. There are some inconsistencies between the PSNs and CPAP, mainly related to the results framework and between the CPAP to CPMP, mainly related to the staffing issues (structure, internal capacity building plans) and implementation approach.  This is normal as the Programme design matures and takes shape and especially the PSNs are considered ‘living documents’ but in view of the forthcoming Progamme reviews and evaluations, it would be advisable to update the PSNs to be aligned with the CPAP results framework to provide a coherent and consistent Country Programme lay-out.  
[bookmark: _Toc6448507]vi. The overarching Theory of Change and Strategic Approaches 
The UNICEF Sri Lanka 2018-2022 Country Programme is guided by a broader Theory of Change according to which UNICEF’s investment in the critical windows of early childhood and adolescence will contribute to increased cognitive capital[footnoteRef:6] which in turn will support Sri Lanka’s sustainable development and progress towards upper-middle income country status. There is no Programme-level visual Theory of Change which would support the quick absorption of the causal chains between the overall impact, programme goal, key outcome areas and the cross-cutting supportive programme areas.  [6:  Cognitive capital defined as the complete set of intellectual, socioemotional and executive-function skills that enable creativity, flexibility and the ability to work collaboratively (Noble DJ, Blight S, Fajth G, et al.)] 

According to the Programme Strategy Note(s) the Programme works at three different levels: upstream – referring to the national level; midstream referring to the sub-national (provincial and district) and downstream referring to the community level (parents, caregivers, immediate service providers, children and adolescents themselves etc.).  The Programme documents also describe a strategic shift from more emergency, service delivery- focused implementation logic to an upstream policy-influencing and advocacy type work aligning broadly with UNICEF’s programming approaches in middle-income countries. Based on the discussions with the Programme staff, the three levels are often understood in the implementation context as policy and advocacy work at the upstream and hardware focus and social and behaviour work at the community level. The CPMP describes the work of the FOs as ‘the two field offices and the outposts in the tea plantations will work on the planning and monitoring of implementation and convergence at the field level and the central office in Colombo will focus on strategic direction, programme design, management and technical oversight, with functional accountabilities for upstream policy work, direct implementation in urban slums and peri-urban activities in the capital.[footnoteRef:7] In general, the  CPD or CPAP does not really provide much ‘rationale’ for having the zonal offices or antenna office in the country programme, beyond the strategic importance in having presence outside Colombo. [7:  CPMP, p.5] 

While the Programme documents do not have an explicit targeting strategy, the CPD and Programme documents highlight the Programme’s cross-cutting focus on the most disadvantaged children and adolescents. The CPD also mentions the most poverty-affected districts in the Northern Province, Eastern Province and the Uva Province as well as high-prevalence pockets/districts for under-five mortality and malnutrition in the country. Overall, the Programme documents do not describe any urban or peri-urban targeting focus, beyond what seems a slightly disconnected paragraph in the CPMP mentioned above.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Ibid.] 

The Programme documents note that interventions will be guided by a Theory of Change resting on the generation of evidence from modelling interventions and wider knowledge to advocate for and inform the generation of strengthened policies, standards and guidelines; and support to the implementation of these measures to benefit the most disadvantaged children, parents and their communities. Support to the roll out of national plans, policies and legislation will be instrumental in strengthening child-friendly and quality service delivery at the subnational level. The programme will demonstrate affordable, integrated and innovative solutions to tackle inequalities at the provincial and district level, while national policy and budget advocacy will ensure replication and sustainability. Provision of high-quality technical assistance, generating evidence about the situation and risks for children and adolescents, and strengthening linkages to global knowledge and best practices will be critical to support social and economic policy development and legal reforms’.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  PSN for Middle Childhood, p.2] 

III. [bookmark: _Toc6448508]Key findings

The findings presented below are based on a desk review of key Programme and contextual documents and a visit to Sri Lanka[footnoteRef:10] to carry interviews with Programme staff and implementing partners through individual, semi-structured interviews, group discussions and a final validation session with staff. The section also incorporates key issues raised by the Gender Programmatic Review and the implementation support mission for data landscaping and monitoring – both conducted during the same period as the evaluability assessment. The findings and conclusions are structured against the objectives of the evaluability assessment. [10:  The mission took place between 5th March and 14th March 2019] 


[bookmark: _Toc6448509]O1. Objectives, alignment, logic and coherence of the Programme Components/Outcome areas

The overall Theory of Change for the Programme reflects well the shift from service delivery focused programming to systems strengthening, advocacy and evidence-based policy support as intended by design. The ToC is not explicit but rather implicit - i.e. there is no visual presentation of the Programme ToC or a summative narrative of the overall Programme logic and change theory in the Programme documents.[footnoteRef:11] There are no objectives, overall goals or impact defined for the Programme or the outcome areas – rather outcome and output statements (as is often the case with UNICEF results frameworks) which describe the achievement at the end of the Programme, as opposed to objectives which would describe the intended results. The overall change theory broadly relies on the three outcome areas with the support of the two other programming pillars and cross-cutting implementation strategies delivering the overall vision. While the overall change logic seems solid and the causal chains from the outcome areas to the overall vision are clear, the ToC both on Programme level and on outcome levels could articulate better the targeting scope of the programme and the strategies on how the Programme will ensure intended results will reach the most disadvantaged segments of the populations. The lack of targeting scope refers to the somewhat inconsistent references to the geographic scope of the programme – in some cases the scope is stated as national, but it also identifies the key areas of interventions and UNICEF support for four the most disadvantaged provinces. Further, there is a limited description of who are the de-facto poor, disadvantaged and underserved women and children in Sri Lanka. The outcome and output articulations in the results framework are presented mostly without specification of the scope – whereas a results framework which would specify the targeted geographic regions or for instance ministries where intended change is expected to happen would be easier to evaluate. [11:  The same issue was raised in two other evaluability assessments (Malaysia and Mongolia) and it seems to be related to UNICEF-specific guidance, including the use of if-then format for ToC which is also challenging from an evaluability perspective] 

Flexibility of the overall ToC. The overall change theory as well the outcome-specific Theories of Change can be considered adaptive and flexible, which is required in the SLCO implementation context with a high level of uncertainty regarding the Programme funding as well the unpredictable political stability on the government side. The flexibility – which stems from a broad approach to strategies and intervention logic in the Programme design and a results framework that relies strongly on qualitative progress indicators, could translate into low evaluability of the Programme. However, the SLCO could easily increase the evaluability by improving and updating the current results framework.

Relevance and alignment of the Country Programme. The Programme is well aligned with the UNSDF Framework – as it largely benefitted from the same design period allowing integration of the UNSDF programming elements to the UNICEF Programme. The Programme is also well aligned with UNICEF Global Strategic Plan and GAP 2.0 which were also developed at the same time. However, the life-cycle approach to the SLCO programming with multi-sectoral outcome areas requires a more thorough understanding of the implementation and results logic, as the outcome areas are not directly aligned with the UNICEF Strategic Plan results areas. It also places additional challenges to the SLCO corporate reporting requirements (e.g. the case of the COAR and for instance Vision). Nevertheless, based on the discussions with the SLCO staff, there seems to be no insurmountable challenges to this regard. What emerged in several discussions was the mis-match between UNICEF corporate reporting requirements (often geared towards humanitarian and least developed country context) and results framework in a middle-income - aspiring upper-middle income - context such as Sri Lanka. In addition, the programming priorities in Sri Lanka with significantly higher HDI[footnoteRef:12] compared to the rest of South Asia, are not fully aligned with the ROSA regional headline results, beyond ‘save newborns’ and ‘stop stunting’. The issues of out-of-school children, polio, child marriage and open defecation are not priority issues in the national development context and therefore not a priority in UNICEF programming. However, as highlighted by the implementation support mission for monitoring and data landscaping, the CO could further explore the applicability of the RO headline results to the changing context of Sri Lanka and map and analyze the changing dynamics around e.g. child marriage. [12:  Human Development Indices and Indicators: 2018 Statistical Update for Sri Lanka. Retrieved from http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/LKA.pdf] 

The Programme is well aligned with the national development plans, such as Vision 2025 and the PIP. The area where further alignment could take place is related to the education and nutrition programming (discussed later in the document) where slight programmatic shifts should be discussed. 
Risks, assumptions and mitigation strategies in Programme design. The CPD states that ‘the main threats to country programme implementation include the pace of reform; uncertainties relating to social coherence and reconciliation; inequities that make children particularly vulnerable and leaves them behind; persistent institutional bottlenecks in the implementation of policies; and an increase in the intensity and frequency of natural disasters which exceed existing response and resilience capacities.’ These external risks are certainly valid, though it is not fully clear why existing inequities would jeopardize programme implementation. The risks related to social coherence and reconciliation could be more explicitly described as political and governmental instability and the complexity of the ministerial responsibilities– with an adverse impact on economic growth. This coupled with an elevated risk to public debt sustainability will indeed have an impact on the efforts to advocate for increased fiscal space for the social sectors as envisaged under the SP outcome area. Lastly, the substantial internal risk related to unpredictability of funding has not been factored in the programme design.
The assumptions about the role of partners, government and UNICEF are clearly depicted and based on the discussions with the key line-ministries, appear solid and draw well from the well-established longstanding partnerships with the GoSL. 
ToC for Early Childhood. The change theory for EC stands out as the strongest of the three life-cycle outcome areas, mainly due to the more mature conceptual framework and the cross-sectoral ECD programming that took place in the preceding Country Programme. The ToC for ECD – or ECCD as in the PSN, has a logical vertical flow where the outputs (health, nutrition, child protection and ECE) translate to ‘children under 5 in targeted areas benefiting from improved access to quality healthcare and nutrition, protection and development opportunities in their home, care and preschool environments’. It is also the only outcome which is narrowing the scope to the targeted areas. However, there is a slight incoherence with regards to WASH - the outcome statement does not encompass WASH directly even though there are two performance indicators relevant to WASH. The ToC assumptions also note that there is no clear domain for WASH within this age group. Based on the discussion with the CO staff, the CO should engage in a dialogue regarding where to ‘house’ the WASH in the CO implementation architecture and results framework and to what extent WASH hardware delivery is aligned with the CP implementation logic and how the output statements and indicators can be revised to better reflect the upstream model of WASH programming. 
[bookmark: _Hlk5027390]ToC for Middle Childhood. The change theory for this outcome area is less explicit to that of the ECD. The outcome statement as well as the output statements are broad and would benefit from a narrower scope so as to define the ‘environments’ as schools in the targeted areas. The output areas are currently not attributable to UNICEF interventions. The change theory could include ‘improved equitable learning outcomes’ as most of the outputs and interventions are essentially contributing to this area. Also the recently approved 6.1 million USD KOICA project goal is to ‘enhance learning outcomes in targeted poor-performing schools through both hardware (infrastructure) and software interventions in Kilinochci district’. Having equitable learning outcomes as part of the change theory would strengthen the causal linkages to increased cognitive capital, yet now this important focus for the age group is largely missing. The results framework requires updating with as number of baseline indicators are yet to be established and some MoVs require attention.
ToC for Adolescence. The ToC for this outcome area has some of the same issues as the Middle Childhood outcome area with respect to the horizontal logic. The outcome statement is broad and not targeted, and the outputs are not targeted nor do the indicators particularly reflect adolescent-specific measurement. An example of this slightly incoherent causal logic (where the activities planned and progress indicators are not targeting adolescence, but the output statement is specifically targeting adolescents) would be for instance within output 3.2:

[bookmark: _Hlk5028598][image: ]
 


Similarly, the output 3.1 ‘By 2022, the health and nutrition service delivery systems provide quality healthcare, nutrition and WASH interventions for adolescent girls and boys, especially the most deprived’ has no indicators on nutrition service delivery systems and it is not entirely clear which interventions would lead to the provision of quality nutrition intervention for this age group. Overall, the strategies – the ‘how’ part on reducing stunting is not very comprehensively captured in the CP documents.
The adolescence outcome area focuses strongly on increasing adolescents’ resilience and participation and contribution to a more cohesive and peaceful society. The CO has a solid track record of implementing education initiatives for social cohesion and UNICEF’s role seems to be much appreciated by the MoE. However, based on the discussions with the MoE constituency and the CO staff, the CO should engage in a dialogue regarding the extent to which UNICEF should incorporate elements of skills for employability as well as STEM education, especially for girls. These two areas are increasingly important in Sri Lanka, considering the current growth diagnostics which point out to economic growth stagnation due to lack of innovation, economic diversification, knowledge and know how.[footnoteRef:13] Nevertheless, the MoE does have strong partnerships for these areas with other agencies, and the SLCO approach in the previous Programme was to disengage from technical and vocational education and training (TVET), due to UNICEF’s limited value-add and expertise in this thematic area. With respect to the education related indicators in the results framework, the CO should review whether these could be more closely aligned with the Education Sector Development Plan: General Education in Sri Lanka 2018-2025 which was developed after the CPD.   [13:  See e.g. Sri Lanka Growth Diagnostic for Sri Lanka, 2018. Center for International Development, Harvard University. Retrieved from: https://srilanka.growthlab.cid.harvard.edu/files/sri-lanka/files/growth_diagnostic_executive_summary.pdf] 

ToC for Social Policy and Child Rights Monitoring. The change theory for SP and Child Rights focuses on interventions that would lead to ensuring that all children and adolescents, including the most deprived, would have their human rights protected and would benefit from effective child-sensitive social protection systems. The causal pathways from outputs to outcomes in the current results framework are not entirely linear and the outcome area has evolved from the design stage towards a more coherent and logical package, which should lead to changes in the output articulation. The current implementation focus articulates the four output areas as (i) improved child poverty measurement; (ii) improved capacity to deliver social protection systems; (iii) capacity for managing fiscal space enhanced for increased investment on children and adolescents including the most disadvantaged (PF4C), and (iv) systems strengthening and advocacy for child-rights monitoring. These could be directly used as the revised output statements. While the SP programming has taken some impressive steps forward it would be good to also focus on clarifying the cross-sectoral support that the outcome area is providing internally. The PSN describes evidence and data generation as one of the key strategies to drive the Programme vision – however, it is not fully clear what evidence will be generated, beyond the important work on child poverty measurement and budget briefs. Further, the linkages to other outcome areas could be further clarified in the PSN and especially support strategies to programme-wide evidence generation.
Data, evidence and innovations. The CP lists nine key strategies[footnoteRef:14] to achieve intended results. Based on the review of the planning documents and reporting, the CP implementation so far does not seem to include or employ innovative elements to engage adolescents or in monitoring and evaluation approaches as described in the CPD. As mentioned above, work on strengthening national data systems has started strong vis-à-vis National Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) training and calculation and child-poverty measurement, even these areas were not included in the CPAP and MYWP. The HIES 2019 will include a child module with sex-disaggregated data that will also capture any discriminatory household practices. Based on the discussion with the staff (SP and CP in particular), there is a need to enhance advocacy for government making data and data sets public, open-standard format and at no cost.   [14:  National and sub-national systems strengthening, Child-rights advocacy and dialogue, South-South and horizontal collaboration, Children of Agents of Change, Leveraging Resources for Children, Cross-Sectoral Programming, Evidence and data, Power of Innovation and Data, Public Engagement, National Coalitions and movements as per the CPAP and MYWP Document from November 2017. ] 

The RO implementation support mission developed a timeline for key surveys, to help conceptualize available and planned data relevant to SLCO programming. 
Table 1: Survey timetable
	Survey
	Year
	Status

	Census of Population and Housing
	2021
	Planned

	Household Income and Expenditure Survey (with additional child modules)
	2019
	Planned

	Women's well-being Survey
	2019
	Planned

	Annual GDP Estimates by Income Approach and Expenditure Approach
	2018
	Data processing

	Gender statistics
	2018
	Completed

	Time use survey
	2017
	Completed

	Household Income and Expenditure Survey
	2016
	Completed

	Demographic Health Survey (DHS)
	2016
	Completed

	National Accounts of Sri Lanka Annual Report 
	2016
	Completed

	World Bank Group Country Survey
	2015
	Completed

	Non-Communicable Disease Risk Factor Survey
	2015
	Completed

	Global Financial Inclusion (Global index) Survey
	2014
	Completed

	Labour Force Survey
	2013
	Completed

	Household Income and Expenditure Survey
	2012/13
	Completed

	World Bank Country Survey 2012
	2012
	Completed

	Labour Force Survey
	2012
	Completed

	Livelihoods, Basic Services, Social Protection and Perceptions of the State in Conflict-affected Situations Household Survey 
	2012
	Completed

	STEP Skills Measurement, Skills Toward Employment and Productivity Survey
	2012
	Completed

	Census of Population and Housing
	2011
	Completed



Cross-cutting programming lenses. Gender, conflict-sensitivity, disability and DRR and climate change adaptation are incorporated in the Programme design as cross-cutting elements. While conflict-sensitivity is explicitly present in the education and adolescent programming and results framework (peace education, conflict resolution focused skills training, and VAC programming) the planning documents and results framework do not explicitly address gender, disability and DRR and especially the how-part, i.e, how these elements will be integrated in programming to deliver results for the most disadvantaged –  those often most affected by gender discrimination, disability and exposure to adverse climate effects.[footnoteRef:15] While the context analysis for gender, disability and DRR are included in the Theories of change, there are no progress indicators specifically targeting these programming elements, which makes it difficult to measure or evaluate results in these areas in the future. There are no targeted gender priorities and gender mainstreaming results formulated to address the GAP 2.1 results. More specifically, the Gender Programmatic Review (GPR) noted lack of gender prioritization and therein lack of significant/principal gender markers at the output and outcome level as well as gender specific indicators in the results framework. Further, the gender programming, including MHM programming, was noted not to be adequately at scale.  [15:  There is a plethora of evidence on how climate change affects the poor and the marginalized segments of the population the most] 

DRR programming is increasingly important, considering that Sri Lanka was the second most effected country by climate related risks in 2017 by Global Climate Risk Index 2019[footnoteRef:16]. DRR appears in the CPAP mainly under Programme Effectiveness and Middle Childhood and the focus more on response than prevention and risk reduction. However, with respect to conflict-sensibility, DRR and CCA, the HQ supported a SLCO GRIP workshop in the first quarter of 2019 provided an opportunity to specify the interventions and indicators related these areas, and the CO is committed to addressing the identified weaknesses through the revision of the results framework and RWP 2020-2021.  [16:  https://www.germanwatch.org/sites/germanwatch.org/files/Global%20Climate%20Risk%20Index%202019_2.pdf] 


[bookmark: _Toc6448510]O2. Indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results

Horizontal and vertical logic in the results framework. As mentioned above in the section regarding the overall Theory of Change, the upward vertical causal chains from outcomes to the ‘overall vision’ seem strong and coherent but there are some issues with the change theory from the activities to the outputs and outputs to outcomes. Further, there are weaknesses that currently reduce the evaluability of the Programme related to the horizontal linkages in the results framework, such as hard to measure outcome and output statements and indicators, lack of baselines and targets and relevant or aligned MoVs. The full set of comments regarding the results framework is provided in the annex II. At the time of the evaluability assessment, the CO was initiating a process on operationalization of the results framework which would possibly results in a monitoring framework for the CP – the issues discussed in detail in the annex and below should be taken into consideration in the operationalization process. The key issues regarding the improving RBM principles in the results structure are summarized here[footnoteRef:17]: [17:  The findings/suggestions from the RO implementation support mission for monitoring and data landscaping were well aligned with the EA findings and are incorporated in the summary ] 

· Both the outcome and output statements across the results structure could be improved by increased scope and specificity. Nevertheless, the focus from an evaluability point of view should be on improving the scope and specificity of the output articulation, considering this is the UNICEF attributable results’ level and the fact that the outcome statements are approved by the EB. 
· Improving scope and specificity for outputs and indicators. In many cases the output articulation should be improved to ‘enhanced or improved’ capacity and targeting specificity improved to ‘in the targeted districts or provinces’ rather than a generic statement of desired situation status at the end of the Programme. With regards to the latter – the RWP has the geo-location for most activities, which can be used to improve the output level articulation. 
· Most of the indicators are self-explanatory and reflect industry standards.  A few are suggested to be standardized if possible, mainly owing to an excessively complex scoring system
· [bookmark: _Hlk5013161]Several baseline and target levels still need to be established and some require updating to better reflect 2017/2018 baseline. This requires urgent attention to ensure any future evaluation has a baseline benchmark to measure progress 
· There is potentially a level of over commitment in the MoVs related to the indicators. The Programme should ensure that the planned surveys, KAPs, evaluations and monitoring exercises will take place and if not (due to lack funding or other reasons), then find an alternative MoV
· The results structure would benefit from adding time-indication for baselines, targets and MoVs
· Overall, definition sheets for output indicators which details what the indicator will measure and how, when and who has the responsibility to collect, validate & report against the indicator

Costed Evaluation Plan and IMEP (Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Plan. The CO implements a two-year IMEP which includes the planned evaluations, studies and research. The current IMEP 2018-2019 encompasses two EB approved evaluations; namely the Multi-Level Pedagogy evaluation and the District Nutrition Monitoring and Surveillance System Pilot evaluation. The former was planned in the CEP for 2018 and in the IMEP it is planned for 2019 (all four quarters). While the IMEP tracking sheet notes that the ToR is finalized, the discussions with the education section point out to further scoping will be required vis-à-vis the methodology and therein the question of whether the evaluation will be conducted as qualitatively or quantitively, with budget implications. The latter one of the evaluations is currently on-hold and most likely cancelled, due to several reasons including the line ministry’s low interest in an evaluation looking at paper-based monitoring system as they are moving on towards a digital monitoring system and lack of budget. An Evaluation of the EU funded re-settlement project was commissioned in December 2018 and as the first UNICEF-lead joint evaluation (UNICEF, UNDP and UN-Habitat) in Sri Lanka carries strategic importance. The planning of this evaluation was initiated post-CPD/CEP development and therefore it does not appear in the approved CEP. 
Based on the review of the IMEP, CEP and the M&E staff, there is room for improvement (vis-à-vis overall accountability, institutional record of decisions and any forthcoming audit) in the off-line IMEP tracking sheet. The improvements include adding intended timing (missing in some cases), planned budget vs. materialized budgets and reasons for delays or cancellations. Further, it would be good to note in the IMEP tracking sheet the CEP evaluations[footnoteRef:18], given the additional accountability framework around the EB approved CEPs.[footnoteRef:19]  [18:  Not all evaluations are included in the CEP, there might evaluations of less strategic scope or approach, which are planned post-CPD development. ]  [19:  The new database system Evidence Information Systems Integration (EISI) features a dedicated field for CEP and the CEP implementation progress will be increasingly monitored by the RO, Evaluation Office at the HQ as well as the EB – see more on Updated Guidance Note on Costed Evaluation Plans, 2019. ] 

Evidence Generation and Knowledge Management. The SLCO aims to ‘be a knowledge leader / broker for children, promoting shared learning, good practices and innovations across countries in the South Asia region and beyond through South-South Cooperation.’ The CO’s growing engagement in evidence generation on children is also noted across the key Programme documents but in particular through the SP outcome area. While upping evidence generation and knowledge brokering is core to the change theory of the current CP, there is no explicit evidence agenda or evidence/data gap analysis for the CP, and the KM Strategy has not been developed to date. The IMEP format, as standard corporate planning tool for M&E, does not capture the evidence and data gaps, strategic linkages and synergies with research, evaluation, studies and longer-term research or evidence requirements to reach the CP and UNSDF results. The CEP format does provide some strategic linkages (to UNSDF and UNICEF SP) but it only covers four evaluations, of which one would be most likely cancelled. The SitAan includes a formative research agenda, which partially responds to the need to explicitly identify evidence gaps. The formative (rolling) research agenda could be used as a basis for developing an explicit evidence agenda covering all outcome areas and the five-year programme cycle. One of the bigger evidence generation exercises that the CO should embark on is related to updating the equity profiles with the DHS 2016 data – the equity profiles are required for focusing the programming scope for interventions as well as as for advocacy and RM purposes.
Table 1: Indicative timeline for Country Programme related revisions, evaluations and related evidence generation* 
	Activities
	Quarter
	Year

	CPD evaluability assessment (external), Monitoring review (RO-supported), Gender Programmatic Review (RO-supported)
	Q1
	2019

	Use DHS 2016 to update equity profiles / maps
	Q2/3
	2019

	Strategic updating of data in the parts of the existing SitAN using DHS 2016 and later the HIES with child modules
	Q2/3
	2019

	HIES conducted and reported with additional child data modules
	Q4
	2019

	CRC @ 30: Equity Maps, CRC country reports analysis, timeline on government engagement
	Q4
	2019

	Strategic Reflection /MTR Initiation
	Q4
	2019

	CMPI, interpretation in line with Equity Maps based on 2018 HIES
	Q1
	2020

	Strategic meetings with government and stakeholders, role of DOC in SitAn
	Q2
	2020

	Country Programme Evaluation
	Q2 2020 – Q2 2021

	CMPI, HIES data and Equity Maps to feed into development of new SitAn to be completed by mid-2021
	Q1/Q2
	2021

	SMR
	Q1
	2021

	New CPD development, depending on EB submission timing
	Q2 2020 – Q2 2021


*extracted from RO implementation support mission for monitoring and data landscaping report




[bookmark: _Toc6448511]O3. Adequacy of resources to meet expected results

Financial resources. The Other Regular Resources (OR) funds comprise of around 92% of the total planned Programme budget, which in the CPD was approved at 57.2 million USD. At the design phase (July 2017) the CO foresaw a funding gap of 37.5 million USD – i.e. OR to be mobilized from traditional donors, UNICEF NatComs as well as private sector engagement. In addition, the CO is competing for UNICEF thematic funds from global and regional resources. The resource mobilization is guided by the Resource Mobilisation Strategy 2018-2022 which sees the main threat to funding in dependency on a few traditional donors and builds strategies for more diversified funding/donor base. While the RM Strategy has a detailed Action Plan, it does not provide target sums (USD) for expected results nor annual targets for materialized funding (the PSP Plan has a breakdown and targets for private sector funding – see below). Having specific targets for the proposed RM strategies would enable assessment of the success and progress against the RM Strategy. Further, the RM Strategy does not link the resource mobilization strategies with the funding gaps by programme areas (presented in graph 5 of the Strategy) - currently only the education programming is well-funded. The CO could strengthen the linkages between the innovative financing, donor mapping, donor’s strategic priorities and the programme specific funding gaps to identify potential new proposal initiatives. 
The review of the proposal tracking sheet (which tracks all OR funding proposal from UNICEF thematic funds, traditional donors and Natcoms) lists approx. 27.2 million USD in proposals since Programme start. By beginning of second quarter of 2019 around 7.8 million USD has been received, including a 6.1 million USD KOICA financing for improving the quality of education in Kilinochchi district in the Northern Province.[footnoteRef:20] The remaining funds are mostly from UNICEF’s global and regional thematic funding. Funding from the private sector and individual giving is expected to grow gradually, but as these are new areas to SLCO, the actual amounts to be received through these channels are still modest.[footnoteRef:21] The target for the private sector RM is to mobilize 2.1 Million USD by private sector fundraising by 2022, through the following streams: [20:  The Proposal Tracking sheet received during the country visit was not fully up-to-date and missed e.g. the KOICA funding]  [21:  The Private Sector Partnership & Resource Mobilisation Plan 2018-2022 ] 


· Individual Giving: 400,000 USD, with UNICEF presence on 75% of financial giving platforms, UNICEF payment gateway fully functional and pledge programme active.
· Corporate Giving: 1,500,000USD, with corporates engaged and participating in multi-year relationships, generating money through their current business models.
· High Net Worth Individuals (HNWIs) - 200,000USD, with UNICEF utilizing business networks and personal connections to engage HNWIs. Engaging them with UNICEF, Sri Lankas core projects, to donate, support or add value in terms of private network collaboration and endorsements to the Sri Lankan business community for new and renewed donations and support.

The Programme design is based on the programme being fully funded and lack of funding is not included in the risk assessments as a potential threat for achieving intended results. The only Programme document - while being optimistic regarding the Programme being fully funded – noting the funding gaps as risks to achieving intended results is the AMP 2019. The work plan review for 2018-2019 point out to that while the education activities are fairly well funded (80% of planned activities funded), the other programming areas have significant funding gaps with Child Protection 20% of planned activities funded, CSD 50% of planned activities funded and SP and Child Rights monitoring only 8% of planned activities funded. While the two-year rolling work plan only provides indicative projection of Programme implementation in the five-year programme cycle context, it underpins severe delays and possible cancellations of certain programme activities. Especially many of the evidence generating activities are currently un-funded and/or delayed which in turn can have an adverse impact on the evidence-based programming for the remainder of the CP and on strengthening the UNICEF Sri Lanka’s position as knowledge broker. 
At the time of the evaluability assessment there were no other commitments from donors, and it looks increasingly challenging to achieve funding targets as the programme approaches mid-term. 
[bookmark: _Hlk6144273]Human resources. The staffing of the CP is only moderately affected by the funding shortage as most staff positions are covered by the RR, institutional budget or available OR funding (staffing number is more or less similar to the previous CP) – and in fact according to the CPMP, staff costs constitute 86% of IB/RR funds,  which adds significant pressure to ‘align people with results’. The CO has developed Learning and Development Plans for 2018 and 2019 for addressing staff capacity gaps in the CO. There is a need to align these plans better with the skills and capacity required for delivering the country programme results. To this end the 2019 Plan has identified PF4C as a programme-wide training requirement, which is a good start. 
Currently there is only one NO2 C4D position frozen due to the funding shortage but in addition, the abolishment of the P3 PME Specialist (Chief of PME) position and of two NOB Health & Nutrition/WASH posts in 2018 was done on the back of funding shortage. Based on the discussions with the programme staff, the absence of the C4D officer is seen as a serious capacity gap vis-à-vis delivering the SBCC strategy and policy support envisaged by the CP. With respect to the outcome areas, the following observations were made[footnoteRef:22]: [22:  The EA did not conduct a systematic review of staff capacities (qualification and practical experience) vis-à-vis required skills and expertise, but proposes that such an assessment should take place based on the EA findings] 

· [bookmark: _Hlk4939200]CSD programming and ECD outcome area has a very ambitious scope and the staffing seems sub-optimal to deliver the ECD results, especially the health and nutrition results. The NOC WASH position is under recruitment and ECD outcome area relies heavily on the frozen C4D position’s support, which further compounds the current delivery capacity.
· The Middle Childhood outcome lead i.e. Chief of Education is currently under recruitment and she/he will bring new skill set to support the delivery. However, based on the programming and current staff profiles, there are some gaps in capacity to deliver the Middle Childhood and Adolescent outcome area for skills development (e.g. skills for employability), learning assessments and therein methodological skills for quantitative research.  
· The SP & Child Rights Monitoring outcome is the least funded programming area, but it has managed to deliver results with very limited staffing and resources. As the programming area is still in its formative stages there seems to be no imminent HR related capacity gap, but the issue is rather on access to operational funds to push the outcome area to the next level and ensuring there are funds to increase the overall staff capacity (as well as key government partners) on social policy-related issues. 
· For delivering the Programme Effectiveness results, there were no emerging issues regarding the capacity within the RM, advocacy and communications staff to deliver the intended results. However, there is a potential gap in the CP’s capacity to deliver the M&E architecture with the current staffing.[footnoteRef:23] M&E is supported by two staff members; one responsible for PME and EU coordination and one responsible for reporting, RBM/monitoring linked to reporting, proposal writing and overseeing funds management. The workload of the PME team seems excessive. The other roles supporting PME are shared functions. The dispersed M&E unit could potentially affect evaluability of the Programme via reduced capacity to ensure adequate accountability, learning and knowledge sharing around monitoring the progress against the results frameworks as well as the IMEP. The M&E architecture could be strengthened by updating the Programme Effectiveness PSN with a clarification of the new set up (new roles and responsibilities) as well as developing an RWP or a lighter version of a RWP for Programme Effectiveness, which would support clarification of accountabilities and planning of outputs under this outcome area. It is not currently clear who or which function has the capacity and resources for designing and managing evidence generation (research, monitoring exercises and studies), dissemination and uptake of evidence as well as overall office-wide knowledge management. While these might fall under the Deputy Representative’s responsibility area it seems unrealistic to expect that the Deputy Representative, who already has a heavy managerial burden, would be able to develop strategies and action plans for all these areas. Overall, the M&E function is core to effective programme delivery, and the CO should ensure that this function is well resourced.  [23:  The Programme design included an actual M&E Unit but the PME Specialist position at P3 level was abolished in 2018] 


[bookmark: _Toc6448512]O4. Approach to the Country Programme Evaluation

The fourth objective for the evaluability assessment was to provide guidance on the approaches to the forthcoming Country Programme Evaluation (CPE). While some potentially suitable methodologies and approaches are described in annex IV: Note on the Country Programme Evaluation Approaches, it is worth noting that the UNICEF HQ is currently working on a Guidance Document for UNICEF Country Programme Evaluations and this document would be the main reference document in designing the CPE for Sri Lanka. In addition, the design of the CPE would draw heavily from the Mid-Term Review, which should normally take place in the first half of 2020. The Mid-Term Review would also include recommendations on what the CPE should be potentially evaluating. 
With respect to the Mid-Term Review, there are both internal and external reasons why the programming context necessitates an external Mid-Term Review. The funding gap is the most pressing issue with a potential adverse impact on achieving overall programme results, but the funding situation also affects the zonal offices and their operational capacity and strategic importance. Several interactions with staff pointed out to the fact that the zonal offices have little if any operational budgets available. Further, the political situation and forthcoming elections also might have an impact on the conduciveness of the implementation context. Based on the discussions with the Programme staff and review of the relevant documents, the forthcoming MTR should focus on at least the following – if not systematically reviewed earlier:
· Assessing the programme funding situation to determine whether any reprogramming, re-staffing, down-scaling or up-scaling needs to take place for the remainder of the programme cycle in the overall context of ensuring cost-effectiveness in Programme delivery 
· Conducting an assessment of the zonal offices to determine whether they are cost-effective and good value for money for all outcome areas; whether their strategic importance has changed vis-à-vis funding or programming priorities; whether the zonal office roles, responsibilities and accountabilities are clear vis-à-vis convergent programming and outcome areas and whether the human resources (qualifications, skills and experience) available in the zonal offices are optimal for implementing the remainder of the CP.
With respect to the timing of the CPE and MTR, there needs to be an early dialogue between the Regional Office and Country Office regarding the timing of the MTR and CPE. In UNICEF, the MTR findings often feed into the development of the new CPD – as has been in the case for Sri Lanka – but with the planned CPE, the timing of these two exercises is crucial. The CPE should provide an overview of the achievements against the intended results, but the findings should also be available in time for the new CPD development which starts normally in the first quarter of the last cycle year. The right sequencing of these two evaluative exercises is important for increasing the utility focus and learning for both. The CO should also consider improving the document/knowledge management practices to ensure that key programme planning and reporting documents are easily available for the evaluation focal point. A good practice would also be to establish Evaluation Document repositories on e.g. SharePoint or shared drives for facilitating forthcoming evaluative exercises. 
IV. [bookmark: _Toc6448513]Conclusions 

While the above findings underpin several areas where the evaluability of the CP could be improved, there is no fundamental reason why the CP would not be evaluable. The number of issues in the ToC articulation, weaknesses in the results framework and funding situation do indicate that the CP is not ready to be evaluated in its current state but at the same time, the CO can easily improve the evaluability by addressing the identified weaknesses. Overall, the change theory and strategic intent of the Country Programme is clear, with a set of broad outcome areas logically supporting the overall vision of increasing the cognitive capital for sustainable development in Sri Lanka. The desired results are not set at an un-achievable or unrealistic level but are rather cautious and considerate of the on-going trend and underlying assumptions. Further, many of the progress indicators are quantitative and related to policy wins, which are less dependent on funding and more subject to evidence-based advocacy, political will and momentum.
However, with respect to the desired results, funding is the key issue. While the ToC and Programme itself is evaluable, the availability of operational funds is of course key to having results and progress to measure. There is currently no contingency planning or simulations of alternative, low-cost high-impact strategies to deliver the same results with a reduced budget. A key strategy to this end would be to invest in the capacity of the staff itself, to strengthen the role of UNICEF as a technical partner rather than financing and service delivery partner as the CP strategic shift to more upstream work entails. Another key strategy would be to ensure that the CP delivery is based on the most cost-effective implementation structure (staffing, logistics, zonal offices etc.) and that there is a cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness analysis conducted for interventions requiring larger budgets, with hardware components.

V. [bookmark: _Toc6448514]Recommendations

To strengthen the evaluability of the Country Programme components and outcome areas and employed strategies, the following improvements are recommended. 
O1. Finetuning and improving the ToC of the CP components/outcome areas (during 2019)
· Develop a Programme-wide visual TOC which facilitates a quick absorption of the Programme goals, intervention logic and context.
· Adopt more results-based and specific (geographic, gender and socio-economic targeting) output statements for outcome areas 1 to 4. As part of an annual review exercise, revisit the outcome ToCs and PSNs and update the scope, risks, assumptions and how-strategies and improve the causal pathways (horizontal and vertical logic) to better depict the current implementation approach and context
· Gender. When revising and updating the results framework, PSNs and subsequently developing the RWPs 2020-2021 the CO should enhance (i) focus on GAP Priority, i.e. Quality Maternal Care; (ii) Gender Responsive Strategies and Programme Interventions; (iii) linkages between sectors to advance Gender Equality. Further, the CO should prioritize FHHs in service delivery and outreach, and consider supporting/advocating the use of tools such as GRB in PF4C as well as increasing focus on conflict related sexual violence (CRSV) and its impacts on boys and girls within families and communities and on gender-responsive DRR. 
· Consider initiating discussion regarding the WASH programming vis-à-vis what is the most strategic implementation logic for WASH, could it serve better as DRR mainstreaming vehicle in the context of ‘Climate Smart WASH’? 
· Clarify the Social Policy and Child Rights Monitoring outcome areas’ role in providing cross-cutting support to other outcomes internally (vis-à-vis evidence, SDG monitoring & evaluation, data support, equity profiles, SitAn) 
02. Improve the M&E architecture, indicators and means of verification (during 2019 and 2020)
· Revise and update the indicators, baselines, targets and MoVs across the results framework to ensure clarity of indicators, feasibility and appropriateness of suggested MoVs and that baseline benchmarks exist for measuring programme results at the end of the cycle
· Review the geographical targeting (based on revision of equity profiles) and use the revised targeting to specify the scope of the output statements and progress indicators
· Improve the IMEP tracking sheet by adding planned timing (missing in some cases) vs. actual start, planned budget vs. materialized budgets and reasons for delays or cancellations. In addition, note in the IMEP format those evaluations which are part of the CEP
· Develop RWP or a lighter work planning tool for Programme Effectiveness to increase accountabilities around output specific progress and delivery (M&E, Coms, Advocacy, RM)
· Consider developing an explicit 5-year evidence agenda which identifies key knowledge and evidence gaps and reflects the shift to upstream delivery model and prioritizes strategically aligned, policy-relevant & government demand-driven rather than programme informing evidence and data. Enhance the focus on strategic use of learning and evidence from pilot and modelling interventions at national level
03. Improved staffing structure and resources for optimal CP implementation and results
· Aligning people with results – conduct a comprehensive staff capacity review as a baseline for developing the annual Learning and Development Plans and ensure funding is available for required trainings. The CO should map comprehensively the skills required to deliver the ‘upstream’ model and identify gaps for further internal capacity building or for outsourcing to external partners those capacity areas which are not feasible to enhance or address internally

· Review the current roles and responsibilities among the PME function and ECD outcome area vis-à-vis alignment with Programme planning documents and delivery capacity for the intended results. Consider adding resources and capacity through use of interns, UNVs, TA and by using existing Long-Term Agreements available at UNICEF for methodological support and quality assuring support for research, surveys and studies

· Ensure that cost-effectiveness is a key consideration in all implementation, procurement of services and goods and that the CO has capacity (either internally or via external services) to conduct basic cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis

· Enhance the results-based approach to the Resource Mobilisation Strategy by adding time-bound funding (not only in-proposals but materialized funding) targets and related progress monitoring mechanism and by deepening the analysis and mapping around donor potential for addressing programme-specific funding gaps

04. Improved approaches to the Country Programme Evaluation with a view to measure results for children
· Institute a synchronized planning process for the forthcoming MTR and CPE to maximize learning, utility, complementarity and cost-efficiency (see related indicative timeline for Country Programme related revisions, evaluations and related evidence generation).  Establish a document repository for key planning and programme documents and other supporting material which will be required by the forthcoming exercises. 
· Explore possible synergies with the UNICEF CPE and the UNSDF evaluation which should co-inside timing wise
· Enhance the synergies among evaluations, research and studies vis-à-vis the CPE by aligning TORs with the CP results to extent possible 
The forthcoming MTR focus should include, but not be limited to, the following:  
· Review of the programme funding situation to determine whether re-programming, re-staffing, down-scaling or up-scaling needs to take place for the remainder of the Programme cycle in the overall context of ensuring cost-effectiveness in Programme delivery
· Comprehensive, external assessment (or validation of the internal assessment if such an assessment is available) of the zonal offices to determine the cost-effectiveness and value for money for all outcome areas; whether their strategic importance has changed vis-à-vis funding or programming priorities; whether the zonal office roles, responsibilities and accountabilities are clear vis-à-vis convergent programming and outcome areas and whether the human resources (qualifications, skills and experience) available in the zonal offices are optimal for implementing the remainder of the CP

VI. [bookmark: _Toc6448515]Lessons

· An adaptive and flexible Theory of Change is essential in an implementation context where funding is not secured and external factors, such a political instability, has a direct impact on programming. However, looseness in causal pathways and indicators reduce the overall evaluability of the Programme and makes it difficult to measure UNICEF’s contribution to achieving outcomes.
· The timing of the evaluability assessment for Sri Lanka was optimal. After the first full year of implementation (which happened to include political turmoil with implications to UNICEF programming) there are initial wins and set-backs with respect to policy level work thus setting the pace and direction for the forthcoming years. The first year also ‘tests’ the robustness of the results framework and the revision of the same is easier based on the occurred changes. However, the review of the results framework could have taken place earlier, to highlight the need of establishing baselines for those which were left to ‘TBD’ state during design. 
· The SLCO and RO supported the development of the ‘Review of National Evaluation Systems and Capacities for Evaluating Progress towards the SDGs’ as well spearheaded the National Evaluation Policy development and approval. However, the current CP lacks resources to capitalize on these achievements and move forward in the operationalization of the National Evaluation Policy and creating linkages to SDG monitoring and evaluation, which can be considered a missed opportunity.
· The SLCO has a very strong presence in the UNSDF Driver Groups and it has been actively engaged even with limited staff capacity, contributing to the improved UN coordination and coherence. Engagement has also positively fueled advances in the areas of nutrition, youth and skills and social policy. Close engagement has included joint resource mobilization initiatives which is increasingly important in the current donor scene for Sri Lanka.
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	Evaluability assessment objectives
	Specific inquiry areas/key questions
	Data collection method/approach
	Verification/data sources
	Additional learning questions[footnoteRef:24]: [24:  The additional learning questions are formulated as secondary inquiry areas to stimulate evaluative thinking within the Country Office and to contextualize the analysis around the key inquiry areas. ] 


	1. To assess the clarity of objectives, alignment, logic and coherence of each of the five program components of the country programme including its Theory of Change  
	1a. How relevant is the CP in relation to national development plans of the country and UNDSF and how well is it aligned with the UNICEF Strategic Plan goals?
1b. Are the components of the CP clearly relevant to the needs of the target group, as identified by any form of situation analysis, baseline study, or other evidence and argument? 
1c. Are the intended beneficiary groups with an equity focus clearly and correctly identified (vis-à-vis available poverty profiling and evidence)?
1d. Is the Theory of Change for the programme components adequately described, logically connected to the overall goal of the programme (to increase cognitive capital) and is there clarity of logic across the results levels?
1e. To what extent has RBM principles applied to the CP development – e.g. are results, indicators and activities measurable? (to go in the results framework part)
1f. To what extend are cross-cutting priorities (i.e. Gender, Disability and DRR) and equity integrated and measurable against clear targets?
1g. How well have key assumptions, risks and mitigation strategies been specified? Have assumptions about the role of partners, government and UNICEF been made explicit and are they realistic?

	1a-1f. Document review and in-depth interviews with CP staff (programme leads, PME, senior management), UNCT representative(s) and line ministry representatives
1b. Document review and corroborating evidence 
1c & 1d &1e Review of CPAP and CPD results framework and Theory of Change workshop with CO staff


	1a-1g. CPD 2018-2022, CPAP, Strategy notes, UNDSF 2018-2022, Vision 2025, Peace Building Priority Plan 2016), Public Investment Programme 2017-2020
1b. SiTAN 2017 (Child Rights and Sustainable Development in Sri Lanka) and most recent poverty estimates 

	Does the CP Theory of Change adequately reflect the shift to systems strengthening and technical assistance? Is the ‘business model’ viable and innovative?
Is the Theory of Change innovative, flexible and responsive to external factors, (such as political instability)? 
Are the programme components designed in a convergent manner at outcome and output level?


	2. To assess the adequacy and validity of the indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results
	2a. Are indicators in place?  Have the indicators been defined (e.g. numerators and denominators) with clearly understood standards?
2b. Have the baselines been established and target values for the indicators been provided at outcome and output levels, including for any necessary stratification? If there are data gaps, is there a plan in place to fill these gaps?
2c. Is the available data disaggregated by relevant criteria: age, gender, marginalized and vulnerable groups, etc.? 
2d. Are the indicators and data sources reliable and timely for reporting and decision-making for policy and programming purposes? 
2e. Is the M&E system in place and apt to capture the systems strengthening and multi-sectoral results measurement?
	2a-2d. Document and data[footnoteRef:25] review and in-depth individual and group interviews with CP staff (PME, outcome leads, senior management), ROSA advisers, UNCT representative(s) and line ministry representatives [25:  Key data sources for monitoring, measuring and verifying CP results include, but are not limited to; Department of Census and Statistics 2012/13 Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES); the 2012 Ministry of Health and Indigenous Medicine (MoHIM) Annual Bulletin; the 2013 MoHIM Family Health Bureau (FHB) Report; the 2013 UNFPA/UNICEF National Youth Survey (NYS) ; the 2014 MDG report; the 2014 National Human Development Report (NHDR), 2015 World Bank Country Diagnostic (SCD), National Census of Early Childhood Development Centers in Sri Lanka (2016),  Demographic and Health Survey 2016 (Published in 2017)] 

2d. Mapping (for baseline & endline) of the indicators for which (i) data points is/will be available (100%), (ii) data points is/will be potentially available and (iii) data points is not/will not be available with the current M&E system, including periodicity 
	2a-2d. CPD 2018-2022 with CEP, CPAP, Strategy notes, UNSDF M&E framework, Rolling Research Agenda
	What are the key challenges for data quality and consistency (internal, GoSL and collaborative data efforts?)
Are there alternative and innovative measuring and verifications means (e.g. qualitative) that SLCO could further explore, when/if baselines are missing? 
Is there a solid collaborative framework on evidence generation with the GOSL and other institutional, national and sub-national Sri Lankan research partners in place to deliver the evidence agenda?

	3. To assess the adequacy of resources to meet the expected results
	3a. Are resources aligned with the results? 
3b. Are the resources (human and financial) adequate and well sequenced/structured to fund the outcome areas?  Are data and systems in place (such as unit costs or costing models) to allow UNICEF to assess the adequacy of resources to achieve intended results?
3c. Are the budgets made available for the items in the Costed Evaluation Plan?

	3a. Review of the staffing, planned and materialized budgets (RR/OR) as well as expenditure thus far
3b-3c. Review of COAR 2018, RWPB, budget allocations
	3a-3c. CPD 2018-2022 with CEP, CPAP, COAR 2018, Strategy notes, Resource Mobilization Strategy
	Does the GoSL have the required resources (financial and human) to meet the UNICEF expectations for counterpart resourcing?
Does UNICEF have the capacity to support to the UNSDF M&E efforts? 


	4. To provide guidance on approaches to the Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) with a view to measure results for children
	4a. What should be the purpose, objectives & scope of the CPE? 
4b. How should the CPE be designed and what methodologies should be adopted?  
4c. How might the utility of CPE be enhanced? How can the learning from the CPEs maximized and incorporated in the country learning and knowledge management strategy? 
4d. What evidence work should the programme consider undertaking to complement/feed into the country programme evaluation?
4f. With the MTR planned for 2020 what should the CO emphasize in this exercise? 
4g. How does the CPE link to the various research initiatives and the Costed Evaluation Plan items? Are all planned evaluations still relevant and can they be improved for enhanced synergy and complementarity with the CPE? 
	4a-4g. In-depth interviews with the CO Outcome leads and teams, PME staff, ROSA Programme & Planning and Evaluation Advisors, GoSL representatives
	4a-4g. CPD 2018-2022 with CEP, CPAP, COAR 2018, Strategy notes,
	What is the plan for absent baselines - Can some of the Rolling Research Agenda items be formulated specifically to provide baseline and end-line data for measuring CP results? What are the GOSL data gaps and data priorities vis-à-vis monitoring the progress against the SDGs? How is the UNCT (and therein SLCO) responding to these gaps? 



[bookmark: _Toc6448517]Annex II. Comments regarding the Results Structure
	Outcome and output area
	Comments regarding statement articulation, baseline, target, MoVs [footnoteRef:26] [26:  These comments reflect the staff members’ comments as well as the comments raised by the consultant. ] 


	Outcome 1 Early childhood 
By 2022, children under 5 in targeted areas benefit from improved access to quality healthcare and nutrition, protection and development opportunities in their home, care and preschool environments.

	Stunting - Revise/update stunting baseline and target (moderate and severe) as per DHS 2016, consider the long-term stagnant rate as well as aligning with the GoSL Vision 2025 target. Also align indicator in CPAP and PSN (currently different wording).
Residential care – CPAP has 20% reduction, PSN 15% reduction? 
Participation rate in organized learning – clarify % or per centage point increase

	Output 1
By 2022, the Health and Nutrition service delivery systems provide quality healthcare, WASH and nutrition interventions for pregnant women and children under 5 from the most vulnerable families

	Consider revising Output statement to be more specific, measurable and attributable to UNICEF interventions – currently this has a broad focus with no limits to scope.  Also the focus of the output is on service delivery whereas the implementation focus is on improving HIMS and nutrition behaviors and drivers. Consider revising the MoV for quality healthcare through POQCI – currently the MoV not measuring quality at all. Finally – (i) the GoSL is moving towards digitalised monitoring systems and hence the 25 districts is not a realistic target; (ii) the PI on capacitating frontline health workers to ‘deliver safe water ‘is not clear  - nor is the MoV for the same. The PSN and CPAP have very different PIs and wording?

	Output 2
By 2022, a coordinated child protection system, including alternative care system, prevents and responds to violence, abuse and neglect of children in home, care and preschool environments.

	As above - Consider revising Output statement to be more specific , measurable and attributable to UNICEF interventions, current articulation is not fully aligned with outcome and partially exceeds it. Scoring for most form of violence data lacks clarity – Score 3 (target) describes standards whilst score 4 is on data being collected. In all cases the VAC data should be available and public for the system to be able to prevent and respond.
The # districts that implement local protocol seems disconnected from work planning and is also un-funded - consider if this is a priority to keep?

	Output 3
By 2022, national and sub-national government authorities enable comprehensive and developmentally appropriate early learning and school readiness

	The complex scoring system for ‘Quality of teaching and learning environment for early learning ‘would require a comprehensive progress review as a MoV – or specify who will conduct the current MoV as it stands very vague currently

	Outcome 2 Middle childhood
By 2022, girls and boys aged 5-9, especially the most deprived, benefit from healthy, nurturing, protective environments and live free from violence

	Consider consolidating the outcome 1 and 2 stunting indicator – now looking at proportion of under five stunting, and at 5 years and 9 years
The ‘children 5-14 years who have experienced violent disciplinary practices’ indicator BL is currently TBD – rework the indicator or carry out the BL survey asap


	Output 1
By 2022, the Health and Nutrition service delivery systems provide quality healthcare, WASH and nutrition interventions for girls and boys aged 5-9, especially the most deprived

	Consider aligning the ‘Proportion of schools implementing health, nutrition and WASH promotion school programmes’ indicator with the Education Sector Development Plan 2018-2025 (ESDP) indicator and BS on the same (MoE BL for 2017 is ‘basic school health and nutrition in place and target for 2021 is ‘expanded school health and nutrition programme implemented and results achieved in at least 500 schools’ – see. P 103 of the ESDP. 
Consider the indicator on training frontline health workers and primary schools – is this what the CP will deliver? With national focus, that is a huge number of trainings. It is also an unfunded activity currently. Since the training would be supported by UNICEF the MoV should also have an internal element.

	Output 2
By 2022, children and families have capacity to prevent violence and abuse in home and school settings

	Revise ‘children and families have increased capacity to prevent…’
Clarify the MoV for the ‘functioning national, multi-sectoral multi-stakeholder coordination mechanism’
% of adults knowing and supporting laws on corporal punishment and child marriage – rework the indicators or carry out the BL survey asap
Clarify the indicators and its scope for ‘parenting programmes implemented’ and life skills programmes– currently not measurable, attributable or clear. Also consider clarifying the MoVs.
 

	Output 3
By 2022, the education system provides holistic and child-centred learning and development in primary schools

	Consider revising – holistic and child-centred is difficult to measure – not standardized. Reduce the scope in the output statement and if possible, include improved learning outcomes as the foreseen activities’ main impact lies on improved learning 
What is the planned school survey as an MoV? What about the planned multilevel pedagogy evaluation as an MoV?
‘National classroom assessment system in primary schools’ and ‘Quality of national systems for school leadership’ indicators - 
is there room to aligned with the Education Sector Development Plan indicator on the same?

	Outcome 3 Adolescence 
By 2022, adolescent boys and girls, especially the most deprived, live free from violence, have capability to reach their full potential and contribute to a cohesive and resilient society
	Reconsider the teenage pregnancy indicator as it is not currently owned by any outcome or programmatic approach and not supported by any direct intervention or strategy
The length of legal trail in child related cases indicator does not have an UNICEF equivalent/standard – is the target achievable with the current planned (and funded) interventions and GoSL CP systems strengthening effectiveness?
Check the MoV for the indicator ‘Net enrolment rates in secondary education for children’ and whether the target can be aligned with the MoE target for 2023 (see Education Sector Development Plan)


	Output 1
By 2022, the health and nutrition service delivery systems provide quality healthcare, nutrition and WASH interventions for adolescent girls and boys, especially the most deprived

	Consider revising: …provide improved or adolescent sensitive healthcare, nutrition and WASH interventions…
The indicator ‘Number of tertiary care health facilities that provide adolescent sensitive services’ requires clarification for relevance and content– it is currently not aligned with the strategies or interventions described in the PSN or RWP.
There is also no PI for nutrition and there is no specific focus on nutrition for adolescents in the PSN or RWP
For the MHM in secondary schools - indicator revise the MoV – according to the IMEP there will be a baseline study for 5 provinces and the CEP does not list the Evaluation on School Health Programme as a planned evaluation

	Output 2
By 2022, the justice for children mechanisms offer timely, quality and comprehensive justice services for all adolescent girls and boys, including the most deprived

	The two PIs are not particularly targeted to adolescents
Which ‘survey’ is planned as MoV?

	Output 3 
The education system is strengthened to promote peace, reconciliation and resilience among adolescent girls and boys
	Consider aligning the PIs with the Education Sector Development Plan indicators on the topic
Consider if the PI ‘Extent to which community engagement supports the mainstreaming of skills development within the national system’ could be further standardized/clarified, as the indicator and scoring is very complex
Clarify the MoVs – e.g. ‘document’, ‘survey’ and their relevance to the indicator

	Outcome 4 Social Policy and Child Rights Monitoring 
By 2022, children and adolescents in Sri Lanka, including the most deprived, have their human rights protected and benefit from effective child-sensitive social protection system
	The two outcome indicators are increase in the number of children covered by social protection programmes and increased per capita spending on education and health – related to the former, the bottlenecks in targeting, access and quality of social protection schemes are not adequately identified in the PSN to assume that the coverage is the main issue i.e. number increase might not be the best way to measure progress. Further under output 4 there is a similar indicator on the number of children covered by cash transfer programmes.

	Output 2
Government M&E and information management system progressively generate and use evidence to address the situation of children in Sri Lanka

	The output statement is essentially too broad to be measurable and diverts the causal pathway from effective child-sensitive social protection systems. Consider reducing the scope to cover either improved SDG monitoring and evaluation capacity or limiting the scope to ‘increased evaluation capacity for more effective social protection service delivery’ or similar. If kept, increase the ambition from the target of ‘National Evaluation Policy available’ to the next level 

	Output 3
Social sector ministries and sub-national governments have the capacity to develop and implement child-responsive budgets. 

	Revise …improved capacity...
Consider updating the baseline and target for the government spending on health & education (currently 2015 BL) further – not aligned with the outcome indicator on increased per capita spending on health and education

	Output 4
The Government has the capacity to provide efficient and effective social protection services to most deprived girls and boys

	Revise …improved capacity...
Establish BL and target for #of children covered by cash transfer programmes asap
Consider whether the scope is achievable for all social protection programmes to include emergency prevention, preparedness, and response

	Outcome 5 (outputs 1-4
Sri Lanka Country Programme is effectively and efficiently designed, coordinated, managed and supported to meet quality programming standards in achieving results for children
	Yearly perception and awareness surveys are not conducted – revise the indicator to monitor the performance accurately & effectively (e.g. using KPIs)
Confirm that (EWEA) status report indicator and target is valid
Revise the KM Strategy indicator to reflect the current situation (KM Strategy not developed as of end-March 2019. 
Revise the current PI ‘Number of businesses contributing core assets’ reformulate to ‘supporters engaged in digital platforms – currently PI, BL, target and MoV are not corresponding








[bookmark: _Toc6448518]Annex III. Protocols for the semi-structured interviews
	Objectives/Questions
	
	Interviewee category

	
	CO Management 
	CO Sections/Outcome leads/POs
	PME Section
	RO
	Government Counterparts
	Other Partners

	Clarity of objectives, alignment, logic and coherence of each of the five program components of the Country Programme including its Theory of Change

	How relevant is the CP in relation to development plans of the country? Are there programming elements that are more relevant/aligned than others? 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Is the Country Programme aligned with UNICEF Global Strategic Plan?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	How is UNICEF contributing to the UNSDF M&E Framework? 
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x

	Is UNICEF generating data and evidence to fill data gaps vis-à-vis SDG monitoring? On what indicators UNICEF is leading?
	x
	
	x
	
	
	

	Is there demand from the GoSL for the UNICEF supported evaluations, research and evidence? Are they policy relevant in a national context or are they mainly informing UNICEF’s own programming?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Are the assumptions regarding collaboration with Government and partners realistic?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Is the Theory of Change flexible and responsive to external factors, (such as political instability)?* 

	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Outcome specific Questions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	- Is the outcome area and planned activities clearly relevant to the needs of the target group? Have the target groups been identified? What are the main issues emerging in the interpretation of the outcome ToC in terms of its clarity and translation into implementation?
-Are the key assumptions, risks and mitigation strategies noted accurately in the strategy notes and are there additional risks or challenges?
-What are the main challenges relating to convergent, multi-sectoral programming? 
	
	x
	
	x
	
	

	Indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results

	What are the main challenges relating to the current results structure?
	x
	x
	x
	x 
	
	

	Are there data gaps and is there a plan to fill them?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Is the M&E system apt to capture the systems strengthening and multi-sectoral results measurement? 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Does the CO have adequate capacity to deliver the M&E architecture? 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Are there alternative and innovative measuring and verifications means (e.g. qualitative) for the CO results?*
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	What are the key challenges for data (monitoring, survey data, administrative data) quality, periodicity and consistency in Sri Lanka?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Outcome specific Questions
	CO  Management 
	CO Sections/Outcome leads/
	PME Section
	RO
	Government Counterparts
	Other Partners

	What are the main challenges relating to the outcome-specific results structure? (logic, indicators, targets, baselines, data quality, periodicity, monitoring & reporting capacity of Co section and partners?)
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	Are the outcome-specific result structures reflective of the cross-cutting themes (Gender, DRR, Disability)
	
	x
	X
	
	
	

	Are there any monitoring mechanisms or indicators that are producing data or information which is not required for demonstrating or verifying results?
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	Adequacy of resources to meet the expected results

	Are the human resources adequate for achieving the intended results? Are there any staffing challenges with respect to having the right capacity to deliver results? 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Are the financial resources (planned – materialized) adequate to achieve the intended results?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	If the planned funding scenario (OR) does not materialize does the management have an operational contingency plan? 
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	Does UNICEF have adequate capacity to support the UNSDF M&E efforts? 

	X
	X
	x
	
	
	

	Does the Government have adequate resources (human and financial) to fulfill its ‘counterpart resourcing role’?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Outcome specific Questions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are the financial resources (planned – materialized) adequate to achieve the intended results? What is the current status of the funding gap? What is the funding scenario vis-à-vis disbursed, committed and in- proposals funds? 
	x
	x
	X (Lara)
	
	
	

	Are the human resources adequate for achieving the intended results? Are there any staffing challenges with respect to having the right capacity to deliver results?
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	Are the budgets for the Costed Evaluation Plan items committed/available?
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	Guidance on approaches to the Country Programme Evaluation (CPE)

	What should be the purpose, objectives & scope of the CPE?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	How can the utilization focus of the CPE be increased?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	With the MTR planned for 2020 what should the CO emphasize in this exercise?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	What evidence work should the CO consider undertaking to complement/feed into the CPE? Is the CO linking various research initiatives and the Costed Evaluation Plan items to the planned CPE?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Are there any evaluations or research planned by the GoSL or partners which would be complimentary to the Country Programme Evaluation or other evaluative efforts?
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Outcome specific Questions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are all planned evaluations (CEP) – still - relevant and can their scope be improved for enhanced synergy and complementarity with the CPE?
	
	x
	x 
	x 
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i. Examples of recent UNICEF CPE Approaches and Methodologies
The most recent UNICEF CPEs are based on a formative & theory-based approach, i.e. are based on systematic examination of assumed causal linkages and whether there is sufficient evidence to support these linkages e.g. the assumptions underlying the causal chain from inputs to outcomes, as expressed in the CPAP and results framework, including baselines and targets and have been formulated vis-à-vis developing the next Country Programme.  An example such an evaluation would be the UNICEF Philippines 2012-2018 CPE. 
There are also examples of recent CPEs which are not explicitly ‘theory-based’ but the methodology is constructed in similar manner i.e. uses the Theory of Change as a basis of assessing causal linkages (ToC): e.g. CPE Moldova 2013-2017, Ukraine 2012-2016 and the Nepal CPAP Evaluation (from 2016 but for 2013-2017) which recommends developing a ToC for the CPAP. 
The older UNICEF CPEs have no specific methodological approach but are rather objectives-based and mainly rely on the results framework for measuring results and progress in the outcome areas. 
Unfortunately, across the development agencies, there is very little guidance available for CPE-specific methodological tools and most CPEs are evaluated with a limited set of qualitative tools. Many agencies, especially the IFIs and development banks rely on ratings and scoring systems to enable standardized evaluation reports and comparisons across the country portfolios.
ii. Key points to consider in the SL CPE approach, scope and methodology
Given the strategic shift from a delivery-focused implementation model to a more upstream model, several evaluative elements should be captured in the design; namely
· The CPE should consider specifying the evaluative approach to UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Strategy and Programme Evaluation to ensure adequate focus on the selected strategies and their appropriateness vis-a- vis achieving intended results – i.e. adopt a theory-based approach 
· Adequate recognition towards the attribution and contribution issues – many of the policy level results stem from collaborative efforts with other partners and successes require political will and momentum from the GoSL. In addition, adequate consideration towards the counterfactual – what would have happened in the respective policy fronts had UNICEF not pushed and advocated for a specific change or outcome
· Synergies and collaboration in the UNSDF context and strategic partnership focus
· Cost-effectiveness in programme implementation and a rigorous financial analysis to determine or establish ‘delivery costs’ 
· Focus on generating lessons from implementing the Resource Mobilisation Strategy and related Action Plan and efforts

iii. Useful resources for CPE development

UNFPA Handbook for CPEs – revised edition 2019: https://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/admin-resource/UNFPA_Evaluation_Handbook_FINAl_spread.pdf

UNWOMEN Guidance on CPEs – 2016:
http://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2016/guidance-on-country-portfolio-evaluations-in-un-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4858

ILO Evaluation Guidance Note 1: Using Theory of Change for evaluation – 2017:
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_mas/---eval/documents/publication/wcms_165973.pdf
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SLCO: 
Representative; Tim Sutton
Deputy Representative; Paula Bulancea, also skype call 5.2.2019
Outcome leads and respective teams during SL field mission
Social Policy; Louise Daniels & Sajith De Mel
Education; Rasika Somaweera (ECD) & Yashinka Jayasinghe (Multi-level pedagogy), Luxmy Sureshkumar
Child Protection and Youth Empowerment; Ramiz Behbudov & Hemamal Jayawardena, Inoka Bandaragamame
Child Survival and Development; Safina Abdulloeva & Dhammica Rowel
PME team
Shanek Fernando (skype call 5.2.2019 and 21.2.2019)
Lara Perera (skype 21.2.2019)
Scalina Rattwatte
Communications; Jeremy Sprigge
Operations; Agharazi Dadashev & Ruthie Pelpola
Provincial/zonal offices – Refinceyaa Patterson Batticaloa ZO
DRR; Watsala Jayamama
ROSA (to be updated):
Regional Evaluation Adviser; Samuel Bickel (skype call 18.2.2019)
Regional Programme and Planning Adviser; Inoussa Kabore (skype if required)
Regional Data Specialist; Daniel Reijer (during SL field mission)
Regional Education Adviser; Urmila Sarkar (skype if required)
Regional Social Policy Adviser; Abdul Alim (skype if required)
Regional Nutrition Adviser; Harriet Torlesse (skype if required)
Regional Gender Adviser; Sheeba Harma (skype if required)
National and sub-national GoSL:
Ministry of Health; Dr Lilani Rajapaksa, Director National STD/AIDS Control Program Sri Lanka
Ministry of Education; Dr. Madura Wehella, Additional Secretary Planning and Policy with 
K.S.A.D.H.S Wickramasingha, ADE, Guidance and Counselling)
S. Muralilharan
R.M.K. De Silva, Director CC
Y.M Gunasinghe, DDE, Primary
G.S.G.W. Kumana, Assistant Lecturer
K.C. Gunasekara, Assistant Lecturer
Ministry of Women and Child Affairs – Department of Probation and Child Care Services; Mrs. P. Chandima Sigera, Probation Commissioner
National Nutrition Secretariat
Dr Lilani Rajapaksha - Director National STD/AIDS Control Program of Sri Lanka
Dr. Rasanjalie Hetiarachchi, Director Nutrition, Ministry of Ministry of Health
Other:
Resident Coordinator’s Office; Gulana Huseynova
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Country Programme Documentation:
Country Programme Document 2018-2022 and Costed Evaluation Plan. Sri Lanka. UNICEF.
Country Programme Plan of Action between the Government of Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka and UNICEF 2018-2022. 
Programme Strategy Notes (Early Childhood, Middle Childhood, Adolescence, Social Policy and Child Right Monitoring and Programme Effectiveness) and Programme Strategy Note Overview
CPMP, AMP 2019
UNICEF Sri Lanka Resource Mobilization Strategy 2018-2022
COAR 2016, 2017 & COAR 2018
IMEP 2018-2019, MYWP
UNICEF Government of Sri Lanka Country Programme 2013-2017 Mid-Term Review.
SiTAN 2016 (finalized in 2017)
 
UNICEF Global documentation 
UNICEF Evaluation Policy 2018
Draft Guidance Note on Conducting Evaluability Assessment. UNICEF Evaluation Office. October 2018.
Guidance Note on Costed Evaluation Plans, 2019. 
Gender Programmatic Review. Management and Operations Guide. May 2018.
Other documentation:
Vision 2025. Government of Sri Lanka.
Peace Building Priority Plan. 2016. Government of Sri Lanka.
United Nations Sustainable Development Framework 2018-2022 Sri Lanka. Government of Sri Lanka and United Nations Sri Lanka.
Review of National Evaluation Systems and Capacities for Evaluating Progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals. Case Study of Sri Lanka.
Sri Lanka Ending Poverty and Promoting shared Prosperity. A Systematic Country Diagnostic. World Bank 2015.
Status of Sustainable Development Goals Indicators in Sri Lanka: 2017. Department of Census and Statistics, Ministry of National Policies and Economic Affairs, Sri Lanka. 
Cognitive Capital. Investing in children to generate sustainable growth. UNICEF/EPRI 2016.
Education Sector Development Plan: General Education in Sri Lanka 2018-2025. Ministry of Education Sri Lanka.
Voluntary National Review on the Status of Implementing the Sustainable Development Goals. Government of the Democratic socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, June 2018. 
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	Evaluability Phase
	Activity completed by
	Week 6
8th Feb
	Week 7
15th Feb
	Week 8
22th Feb
	Week 9
1st Mar 
	Week 10
8th Mar
	Week 11
15th Mar
	Week 12
22nd Mar
	Week 13
29th Mar
	Week 14 
5th April
	Week 15 12th April

	



Inception Phase
	Initial Document review

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Inception calls with CO and ROSA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	First draft of the IR shared with CO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Second draft of the IR shared with CO and ROSA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	IR approval

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Data Collection
	Desk review 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SL Field Mission

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	


Analysis/report writing
	Analysis and report writing

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	First draft of the EA report shared with the CO and PPT on preliminary findings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Second draft of the EA report shared with CO and ROSA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EA report approval

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	













[bookmark: _Toc6448523]Annex VIII. Terms of Reference for the Evaluability Assessment


SRI LANKA COUNTRY OFFICE - TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR)
FOR CONSULTANTS / INDIVIDUAL CONTRACTORS

	PART I  

	Purpose of Assignment
	Seeking the services of an international consultant to conduct an evaluability assessment of the UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Programme. 

	Location of Assignment
	Colombo, Sri Lanka

	Duration of contract
	6 weeks

	Start date – end date 
	From:    01/02/2019                     
	    To:  30/04/2019     
            

	Reporting to:
	Paula Bulancea – Deputy Representative

	Budget Code:
	FR# 900016987

	Is consultancy assignment in the approved AWP/AMP?
	
Yes

	If, Yes, attach copy of the approved page
	

	If No, attach approved NFR/Justification for the consultancy
	



	Background and Justification

Context: 

The UNICEF plans to commission an evaluability assessment of the UNICEF Sri Lanka Country Programme (CP) 2018-2022 to determine the overall readiness of the country programme to be evaluated in a reliable and credible fashion and check the coherence and logic of the programme. 

The UNICEF Country Programme 2018-2022 marks an important milestone in supporting Sri Lanka to transition from the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and to bridge its internal political and economic aspirations to become an upper-middle-income and even high-income country. UNICEF has the unique opportunity to contribute to this larger development agenda for children and adolescents in Sri Lanka and to synchronize its country programme with the UN Sustainable Development Framework (UNSDF), [footnoteRef:27] which reflects global, national, provincial and UN priorities. It is also clearly aligned to the Public Investment Programme (PIP) that reflects the socio-economic vision of the Government of Sri Lanka for 2017-2020; the Peacebuilding Priority Plan (PPP) that supports the Government of Sri Lanka to implement its reconciliation and accountability/transitional justice commitments to its people. Further, UNICEF Country Programme 2018-2022 is guided by the provisions of UNICEF’s Strategic Plan 2018-2021, sets out the Goal Areas, Change Strategies and Enablers specifically keyed to drive progress towards the achievement of the 2030 Sustainable Development Goals – and thus, to help realize the SDGs' vision of a world in which no one is left behind.  [27:  In Sri Lanka, the proposed UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) for 2018-2022 is termed as United Nations Sustainable Development Framework (UNSDF).] 


Overview of UNICEF Country Programme:

The overall vision of the new UNICEF Country Programme 2018-2022 is to contribute to national efforts to accelerate the realization of child rights for all children in Sri Lanka, including the most deprived, while promoting strategic investments in children and adolescents to enhance Sri Lanka’s cognitive capital as the basis for sustainable development.

[bookmark: _Hlk530570241]To foster convergence in addressing multidimensional deprivations that affect children, the programme outcomes have been formulated following a life-cycle approach: (a) Newborns/infants and their mothers, and young children (pre-natal, birth and 0-5 years old) – children under 5 in targeted areas have improved access to quality care, protection and development opportunities in their home, care and preschool environment; (b) Children in middle childhood (6-9 years old) –girls and boys of primary school age realize their rights to good health, and to appropriate cognitive and physical development supported by appropriate care, development and learning services; and (c) Adolescents (10-19 years old) – adolescent girls and boys receive quality education, have access to adolescent-sensitive and protective services, and reliable information.  These interrelated programme outcomes will be supported by two overarching components (d) Social policy and child rights monitoring – which will ensure children and adolescents in Sri Lanka, including the most deprived, have their human rights protected and have equitable access to social protection services that help families overcome economic bottlenecks and connect with opportunities.  (e) Programme effectiveness – ensure that the country programme is efficiently designed, monitored, managed, evaluated and supported to meet equitable and quality programming standards in achieving results.

Country Programme Formulation Process:

The new Country Programme is informed by knowledge and evidence including the Situation Analysis (SitAn) on children’s rights. The SitAn prepared by the Sri Lanka Country Office in 2016 provides an in-depth understanding of existing inequities and deprivations (including considerations of gender; geographic location; disability; household income; ethnicity; caste and other characteristics). 

The country programme formulation process commenced with sectoral reviews and visioning exercises organized by the country office with key ministries and sub-national authorities including internal prioritization workshops. The consultations informed and led to the development of Strategy Notes.  The Strategy Notes describes the Theory of Change (ToC) and logical pathway as to how UNICEF believes change will occur as reflected in the results framework of the CPD.  The outcomes in the new country programme informed by the ToC were formulated to address gaps in the enabling environment including social norms, gender inequities, the quality of services and the demand for services pertaining to the full development of the child, following a life cycle approach that focuses on the windows of opportunity of early childhood and adolescence. 
Once the Country Programme Document (CPD) was drafted in 2017, it was finalized in consultation with Steering Committee members[footnoteRef:28], stakeholders and with the inputs from UNICEF’s Regional Office for South Asia. Subsequently, the CPD was cleared by the Department of Planning and Department of External Resources under the Ministry of Finance and Economic Affairs and approved by UNICEF’s Executive Board in 2017.  Then, Country Programme Work Plans were developed in consultation with national and sub-national ministries/authorities and signed with relevant counterpart Ministries to implement the new country programme. [28:  The Steering Committee comprised of nominated officials from the key Government institutions of Sri Lanka including:  Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA), Department of External Resources (ERD), Department of Planning (DP), Department of Project Management and Monitoring (DPMM), Ministry of Children’s and Women’s Affairs, Deputy Chief Secretary Planning-Northern Province, Deputy Chief Secretary Planning, Provincial Council, Eastern Province, Representative(s) of CSO & Representative(s) of private sector.  
] 


Justification/rationale and use of the assessment

Evaluability is critical to strengthening results-based management and demonstrating the contribution of UNICEF-assisted programmes to results for children and promoting rights. The Revised Evaluation Policy of UNICEF indicates that “evaluability assessments” should be considered early in the programme cycle, to guide design and to check that implementation is going forward as planned.  As per ‘Guidance Note for conducting Evaluability Assessments’ prepared UNICEF Evaluation Office, evaluability assessments are recommended to be conducted during Early Programme Implementation by an external RBM/evaluation expert.  

Further, the evaluability assessment will be used to correct programme design and identify actions to be undertaken to strengthen the programmes’ logic and measurability. Specifically, the assessment will provide recommendations to adjust the theory of change to make it more realistic or adjusted to the changes in the context, strengthen the M&E system to monitor and evaluate the programme. The completed evaluability assessment will inform actions to be addressed in year two of the programme cycle and beyond in the form of a management response.  


	Scope of Work

Purpose and objectives 

The purpose of an evaluability assessment for UNICEF country programme is a review to determine whether its objectives are adequately defined and its results are verifiable. The evaluability assessment provides evidence to government and to the UNICEF Country Office on how robust the plan is; the degree to which indicators are valid and measurable; and the extent to which systems are in place to measure and verify performance. 

The objectives evaluability assessment are: 
Objective 1: Assess the clarity of objectives each of the 4 programme components, alignment, logic and coherence of the country programme including its Theory of Change  
Objective 2: Assess the adequacy and validity of the indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results. 
Objective 3: Assess the extent to which the staffing structure/profile matches the skills demanded by the programme and adequacy of financial resources are aligned to meet the expected results. 
Objective 4: Provide guidance on approaches to the evaluation of the country programme with a view to measure results for children.

Reference to AWP : 
Outcome: Programme Effectiveness 
Output #3: Programme Planning, Coordination, Monitoring and Evaluation 
Activity #1:  Evaluability assessment of CPD completed and recommendations addressed

Scope

The evaluability assessment will:
Determine whether the results chain and objectives are clearly articulated for each of the programme components and whether relevant, reliable and valid indicators, measures, tools and mechanisms are in place. In practice, this will require a review of the theory of change (TOC), including related outputs, implementation strategies and cross-cutting issues, to determine whether a clear, comprehensive and coherent results framework is in place
Programme Components to be assessed include: (a) Early Childhood (0-5 years old); (b) Middle Childhood (6-9 years old), (c) Adolescents (10-19 years old) an (d) Social policy and child rights monitoring.  
Review performance indicators and targets to determine whether they adequately measure progress at different levels of the results chain; and identify any significant gaps in coverage. The review can also identify over-investment in monitoring etc. that serves no real purpose, with the effect of allowing the office to simplify some monitoring. 
Assess the availability and quality of the data needed to measure and monitor results (including the availability and sufficiency of baselines and targets).
Assess the adequacy and quality of information available from current monitoring systems to conduct useful evaluations and/or data informed reviews. The assessment will identify whether adequate M&E frameworks are in place and whether sufficient budgets are set aside in Vision.
The evaluability assessment will pay particular attention to assessing the way equity, innovation, gender and humanitarian action have been integrated in the plan.
Develop the Evidence matrix indicating the sources of information to measure progress and results.
Provide guidance on approaches to the evaluation of the sector programme/country programme and its components, including consideration of the benefits and constraints of conducting a final evaluation.
A list evaluability assessment questions (to be finalised during the inception phase). 

Objective 1: Assess the clarity of objectives, alignment, logic and coherence of the country programme and its alignment to the country context and UNICEF Strategic Plan.
How relevant is the country programme in relation to development plans of the country, UN system planning frameworks such as UNSDF[footnoteRef:29]? [29:  United Nations Sustainable Development Framework 2018-2022
] 

Are the components of the country programme clearly relevant to the needs of the target group, as identified by any form of situation analysis, baseline study, or other evidence and argument? Is the intended beneficiary group with an equity focus clearly identified?
Is the ToC for programme components adequately described and there is clarity of logic across the results levels? 
To what extent are results, indicators and activities measurable?
To what extend are cross-cutting priorities (namely: Gender, Disabilty and DRR) and equity measurable against clear targets?
How well have key assumptions, risks and mitigation strategies been specified? Have assumptions about the role of partners, government and UNICEF been made explicit? Are there plausible plans to monitor these in any practicable way?

Objective 2: Assess the adequacy and validity of the indicators, tools and systems for monitoring, measuring and verifying results.	
Are indicators in place? Have the indicators been defined (e.g. numerators and denominators) with clearly understood standards? Has a target value for the indicator been provided at Outcome and Outpul levels, including for any necessary stratification?
Are baselines in place for indicators? Are the available data disaggregated by relevant criteria: age, gender, marginalized and vulnerable groups, etc.?
Are the indicators reliable for decision making for the programme improvements?
Is there a means of verification system in and reliable to generate information at reasonable intervals to help monitor change?

Objective 3: Assess adequacy of resources to meet the expected results.
Are resources aligned with the results?
Are the data and systems in place to allow UNICEF to assess the adequacy of resources to achieve intended results? 
Are there adequate resoruces to carry out these evaluations (human, technical, and financial resources)?

Objective 4: Provide guidance on approaches to the evaluation of the country programme with a view to measure results for children.
What should be the purpose, objectives & scope of the country programme evaluation?
How should the country programme evaluation be designed and what methodologies should be adopted? 
How might the utility of country programme evaluations be enhanced? For example, how will the learning from the country programme evaluation feed into the country learning / knowledge management strategy?
What evidence work should the programme consider undertaking to complement/feed into the country programme evaluation?
How does the country programme evaluation link to the various research initiatives undertaken by programme management?


The analytical construct that will be used to guide the evaluability assessment will centered on evaluability in principle and in practice. Evaluability in principle examines the internal logic of a programme as represented by its theory of change and evaluability in practice examines the measurement approach, tools and indicators used to reflect performance and results achieved.


Work relationships, Approach, Methodology & Process:  

Work relationships: evaluability assessment will be managed by the UNICEF’s Country Office Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Section and guided by the Deputy Representative reporting to the Representative with key technical inputs from the Regional Evaluation Advisor. It will be conducted in close collaboration with UNICEF country office programme staff and partners. 

Approach: 
The evaluability assessment should be conducted in manner to actively promote (i) national ownership of UNICEF results, (ii) instill evaluative thinking in planning and programing and (iii) accountability for result in a relevant final product.  
Further the approach should be: transparent, inclusive, and participatory, as well as gender and human rights responsive. The evaluability assessment should utilize mixed methods and draw on quantitative and qualitative data. 
These complementary approaches should be deployed to ensure that the exercise: 
responds to the intended use of the evaluability assessment results; 
integrates gender and human rights principles throughout the evaluability exercise process, including participation and consultation of key stakeholders to the extent possible; 
c) utilizes both quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis methods that can provide credible information about the extent of results and benefits of support for particular groups of stakeholders, especially vulnerable and marginalized groups. 
The evaluability assessment should follow the guidance on the integration of gender equality and human rights principles in the evaluation focus and process as established in the UNEG Handbook, Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation - Towards UNEG Guidance. It should follow UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation in the UN system and abide by UNEG Ethical Guidelines and Code of Conduct and any other relevant ethical codes. 
The consultant should design the evaluability assessment methods and tools to answer the questions and to come up with an overall assessment backed by clear evidence. 
The methodological design will include: an analytical framework; a strategy for collecting and analyzing data; a series of specifically designed tools; and a detailed work plan. 

Methodology

Documentary review and secondary data: 
A preliminary list of relevant documentation (together with electronic copies) including key documents. The initial desk review will analyse the documents such as UNICEF’s country programme documents, work plans, management plans, programme strategies, national sectoral plan, UNSDF, Country Common Assessment and any additional documents shared by UNICEF Country Office. 
The consultant will also take into account documentation produced by other donors, experts, and international institutions. In addition, evaluators will be responsible for identifying and researching further information (both qualitative and quantitative) at global, regional and country levels. The available documentation will be reviewed and analysed during the inception phase to determine the need for additional information and finalisation of the detailed evaluability assessment methodology. 
Interviews with key informants: will be conducted by the consultant with relevant stakeholders from UNICEF, Government and Development partners. (list will be shared by PME section). Key staff from the country (in-person) and regional offices (via skype). Interview protocols will be developed during the inception phase. 
Group interviews: will be conducted by the consultant team with selected UNICEF staff (both national and field staff should be represented from all sectors). 
Country visit: the consultant will assess programme support at global, regional and country level.

Process
The assessment will involve three phases: Inception, Data Analysis and Validation/Reporting.
The inception phase will involve a briefing from UNICEF Country Office and key partners. This phase will also involve an initial desk review. During this phase the consultants will produce an inception report (of not more than 5 pages) that presents the options and elaborations of the evaluability assessment. It will further refine as per the country context the assessment’s objectives, scope and key questions to be answered by the evaluability exercise. Finally, it will present the methods that will be used to prepare the final report as well as a work plan. 
The second phase of the evaluability assessment will involve an extensive desk review, data collection and analysis. It will also include group meetings with UNICEF staff and partners, especially with regard to the constraints, opportunities, contextual and substantive issues in operationalization of the country programme. During this phase the consultant will produce a draft evaluability assessment report that includes evaluation matrix, findings conclusions and recommendations. 
A final validation meeting will be held with UNICEF country office staff and partners to validate major findings of the draft evaluability assessment report. The meeting will discuss and comment on the evaluability assessment, checking for factual errors or errors of interpretation. The exercise will culminate with the completion of the evaluability assessment report. 

Activities and Tasks:  
 
Phase 1 - Inception 
The consultant will refine the design of the evaluability assessment in consultation with the PME Section of Country Office. This phase includes: 
The inception phase will involve a briefing from the PME Section & Deputy Representative.  It will also involve over the phone discussions/interviews selected UNICEF staff from country office and regional office. 
A documentary review of all relevant documents available at headquarters, regional office and country office levels and documentation from external sources. The consultant will also conduct broad background reading of past evaluations and evaluability assessments of similar programmes, and refine the evaluability assessment approach. 
A review of the intervention logic and the theory of change of the joint programme meant to lead from planned activities to the intended results; 
The development of the list of evaluability questions, the identification of the assumptions to be assessed and the respective indicators, sources of information and methods and tools for the data collection (see Annex II - evaluation matrix); 
The development of a data collection and analysis strategy; 
A concrete work plan; 
During this phase the consultant will produce an inception report. It will further refine the assessment’s objectives, scope and key questions to be answered by the evaluability exercise. Finally, it will present the assessment frames and assessment instruments that will be used to prepare the final report as well as the work plan. The inception report shall be considered final upon approval by Deputy Representative of the evaluability assessment. 

Phase 2- Data Collection and Analysis Phase 
This phase of the evaluability assessment will involve an extensive desk review and analysis.  The consultant will carefully review the sources and reliability of information, determine what gaps there may be in the information required, and suggest methods needed to fill the gaps. 
It will also include country level consultations. A first step for this will be to identify stakeholders at this level and assess their roles in planning and implementation of the programme. For the country level consultations, the consultant will review the design, technical and management aspects of the programme at the country level with regard to the constraints, opportunities, contextual and substantive issues in operationalizing the programme. 
At the end of the country visit, the consultant will collaborate with the country office to organize a stakeholders’ workshop. The purpose of the workshop will be to solicit feedback on preliminary findings and recommendations. This will also be the opportunity to receive clarifications and/or request additional information to fill in data gaps before the report is drafted.  

Phase 3 - Validation and Reporting 
In this phase a debriefing meeting will be held to validate major findings of the draft evaluability assessment report. The purpose is to discuss and comment on the evaluability assessment, checking for factual errors or errors of interpretation. 
The exercise will culminate with the completion of the evaluability assessment report that includes an evaluation matrix, findings, and recommendations. The report should not exceed 50 pages including the executive summary but excluding annexes. 
The final report will be formally approved by the Deputy Representative.


Outputs/Deliverables:  
 
Phase -1 Inception Phase
Draft and Final Inception report (approx. 5-10 pages) that outlines 
The scope and methods 
Finalized list of questions
List of stakeholders to be interviewed (which should include UNICEF Sri Lanka & Regional office staff, Government and development partners). 
List of documents and secondary sources to be reviewed
Evaluation/assessment matrix / plan
including instruments for interviews, 
work plan/timeline/schedule to conduct interviews/discussions 
chapter plan/report template for the final evaluability assessment report

Phase 2- Data Collection and Analysis Phase 
Presentation of the preliminary findings and recommendations (approx. 10 slides)

Phase 3 - Validation and Reporting 
3.. A draft evaluability assessment report (max 50 pages including the executive summary and excluding annexes) A second and third draft evaluability assessment report based on comments received on the draft report during the validation phase, the lead consultant will finalize the Evaluability Assessment as required, and submit the Final Report and Summary to the manager of the exercise. 

4.A PowerPoint Presentation (10 to 15 slides): A summary of key findings and conclusions prepared towards the end of the evaluability assessment and submitted before the stakeholder validation workshop meeting. 

5. Workshop reports, summarizing the discussion, decisions taken and actions agreed, and addressing feedback provided. 



	Deliverables
	Duration 
	Timeline/
Deadline
	Schedule of Payment

	Phase 1 - Inception Phase
Draft Inception Report
Final Inception Report
	2 weeks
	28TH Feb 2019
	20%

	Phase 2 - Data Collection & Analysis 
Presentation of the preliminary findings and recommendations
	2 weeks
	31th March 2019
	40%

	Validation and Reporting
Draft evaluability assessment report
PowerPoint Presentation (10 to 15 slides): A summary of key findings and conclusions
Workshop reports, summarizing the discussion, decisions taken and actions agreed, and addressing feedback provided
Final evaluability assessment report
	2 weeks
	30th April 2019
	40%

	
All payments are made upon satisfactory completion of deliverables duly authorized by the Supervisor of contract.


	Required qualifications, desired competencies, technical background and experience

The assessment will be carried out by International Consultant. The consultant must have an extensive experience in leading evaluability assessments and/or evaluations of a similar size, complexity and character, as well as technical expertise in areas required. His/her is responsible to carry out all the tasks described in the TOR.  All deliverables to be produced as per the accepted quality standards.

Minimum qualifications required
Education:  Master’s degree or equivalent in Development Studies, Economics, Social Studies, International Relations or other related field.; 
Specialist skills/Training:  Experience working with the United Nations, particularly UNICEF and sector specific technical expertise include gender and equity responsive programming. Preference will be given to candidate who have a strong understanding of UNICEF’s country programming; 
Years of experience: At least 10 years of experience conducting or managing evaluations. Preference will be given to candidates with experience conducting evaluability assessments or evaluations at the strategic and policy levels 
Competencies:  Proven skills in research analysis, including quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis techniques. Excellent report writing skills, analytical skills, and computer skills
Languages required: Excellent command in written and spoken English language 






Administrative issues

Conditions 

The consultant/individual contractor is required to certify that they are covered by medical/health insurance 

The consultant/individual contractor serves in their individual capacity and not as representatives of a government or of any other authority including UNICEF 

Consultants and individual contractors are responsible for determining their tax liabilities and for the payment of any taxes and/or duties, in accordance with local laws

UNICEF does not provide or arrange life or health insurance coverage for consultants and individual contractors

Travel paid for by UNICEF in advance, and travel costs reimbursed after travel, shall be based on economy class travel, regardless of the length of travel

*The TOR must mention that “the candidate selected will be governed by and subject to UNICEF’s General Conditions of Contracts for the Services of Consultants / Individual Contractors.”

Risks

Risk: Quality of the deliverables may not meet the expected standards. 
Mitigation measure: Consultant would be expected to resubmit the work incorporating UNICEF’s feedback. Multiple submissions may take place until expected quality is achieved and only then payment would be released. 

How to apply: 

Qualified candidates are requested to submit :
a resume & cover letter 
reports of previous evaluability assessments and/or evaluations conducted
through the UNICEF e-Recruitment system at https://www.unicef.org/about/employ/  

Interested consultants should indicate ability, availability and all-inclusive fee rate (Daily/ Monthly fee- including lump sum travel and subsistence costs, as applicable) for expected deliverables to undertake the terms of reference. 


How to apply: 

Qualified candidates are requested to submit a resume, cover letter and other relevant documents through the UNICEF e-Recruitment system at https://www.unicef.org/about/employ/  

Interested consultants should indicate ability, availability and all-inclusive fee rate (Daily/ Monthly fee- including lump sum travel and subsistence costs, as applicable) for expected deliverables to undertake the terms of reference. 

Applications submitted without a fee/rate will not be considered.

Signatures: 
Signed by Section Chief

Name: 	Paula Bulancea 

Title: Deputy Representative

Signature: _____________________

Date: 	_________________
Requesting Officer : 

Name: 	Shanek Fernando

Title: Programme Officer

Signature: _____________________

Date: 	_________________











Approved/Authorized by:   

Name:  Paula Bulancea

Title:    Deputy Representative

Signature: _________________

Date: 	________________________

Reviewed by:   

Name:   Sharmila Hirimuthugoda 

Title:  Human Resources Officer

Signature: _________________

Date: 	________________________
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Overall vision
To contribute to national efforts to accelerate the realization of child
rights for all children in Sri Lanka, while promoting strategic
investments in children and adolescents to enhance the cognitive
capital of Sri Lanka as the basis for sustainable development
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Outcome 3
By 2022, adolescent boys and girls, especially the most deprived, live
free from violence, have capability to reach their full potential and
contribute to a cohesive and resilient society

Output 2
By 2022, the justice for children mechanisms offer timely, quality and
comprehensive justice services for all adolescent girls and boys,
including the most deprived

& LY

PI1 P2
Police Women and Children desks operating National normative framework exists to enable
according to Child and women-friendly guidelines diversion of children in conflict with law
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High Evaluability  

     Theory of Change(s) and results  frameworks have clear goals and  objectives      Baseline data and indicators exist      Implementation plan is clear      Targeting is clear (geographic, socio - economic)         M&E  frameworks and systems exist and  robust      Adequate resources and capacities      Clear management structure exists      Conducive environment (stakeholders,  partners, political environment,  economic forecast, security etc.)  

 


image2.emf
Low Evaluability  

     Theory of Change  implicit rather than  explicit      Limited or no baseline      Poor quality/non - standardized indicators         Unclear implementation plan      Non - existent targeting      Missing M&E systems      Inadequate resources      Unconducive environment      

 


