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[bookmark: _Toc7505119][bookmark: _Toc7518753]Introduction
The Rohingya people have faced decades of systematic discrimination, statelessness and targeted 
violence in Rakhine State, Myanmar. Such persecution has forced Rohingya refugees into Bangladesh for many years, with significant spikes following violent attacks in 1978, 1991-1992, and 2016. The latest and largest of these influxes was triggered in late August 2017 and created a large-scale humanitarian crisis in Bangladesh. A range of formal and informal aid actors, both national and international, responded. They were confronted by a number of formidable challenges, including the sheer numbers of refugees and affected host populations; the extreme congestion in camps with lacking infrastructure; the risk of large-scale outbreaks of epidemics, and a possible second disaster in the form of floods or cyclone during the annual monsoon season. At the outset, the lack of a refugee protection framework and political challenges undermined the response, which saw an ad hoc coordination architecture put in place to respond to the most urgent needs. Consequently, gaps in the services delivered and their quality was a matter of constant concern. 
As part of their emergency response protocols, a number of international agencies and international NGOs have undertaken reviews and evaluations of their efforts. Amongst UN and UN affiliated agencies, evaluations have been completed of the responses of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the International Organisation for Migration (IOM), and the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF). While these evaluations primarily look at individual agency performance, there are elements in all that consider the overall response. In addition, to these three agency evaluations, several reviews and evaluative studies have been undertaken and will also be included in the analysis whenever relevant (please see criteria below in section 3.1). 
This inception report sets out the main method to be employed in the evaluation synthesis. It will serve to guide the evaluation team and inform key stakeholders about the process, objectives, and intended results. The evaluation synthesis is expected to produce a written report that should be useful for the UNCT in Bangladesh in their operational and strategic decision-making for the response to the Rohingya refugee crisis in the coming years.
[bookmark: _Toc7505121][bookmark: _Toc7518754]Purpose and Objectives 
Early 2019, IOM, UNHCR and UNICEF, together with the UN Country Team (UNCT) in Bangladesh, expressed an interest in a consolidation of lessons learned from the various evaluations and reviews conducted of the international response to the recent Rohingya influx. The evaluation synthesis will primarily seek to compile evidence and findings from three agency specific evaluations (namely UNHCR, UNICEF and IOM)[footnoteRef:1], including, where relevant, reviews and evaluative studies conducted by other actors. [1:  Van Brabant, K. & Patel, S., Real Time Evaluation of IOM’s Response to the Rohingya Crisis, Final Report, 6 November 2018; UNHCR, Independent Evaluation of UNHCR’s Emergency Response to the Rohingya Refugees in Bangladesh, August 2017 – September 2018,Final Report, December 2018; UNICEF, Evaluation of UNICEF’s Response to the Rohingya Refugee Crisis in Bangladesh, Evaluation Report (Volume I and II), November 2018.] 

The purpose of this evaluation synthesis is to provide a consolidated picture of the response of the three UN actors and draw lessons learned, which should inform future efforts both for the Rohingya refugees in Bangladesh and for other refugee and humanitarian responses worldwide. The synthesis report is expected to summarise the inter-agency emergency response to date, to identify common issues and differences, and to consolidate the conclusions and recommendations in relation to the most prominent issues. In addition, the synthesis will also identify knowledge gaps in the response and make an effort to ensure that the recommendations that it will produce are relevant to the current state of the response.
The objectives are to determine:
· Common findings
· Diverging findings
· Main lessons
· Recommendations for the UN agencies’ refugee response in Bangladesh. Some of the recommendations may also apply more generically in other contexts and for other organisations that the three initiators of the synthesis.
The primary audience for this evaluation is the staff of the three agencies in Bangladesh and the UN Country Team. Partners involved in the Rohingya Response in Bangladesh – including government, humanitarian and development actors – are a secondary audience.  
[bookmark: _Toc7505122][bookmark: _Toc7518755]Evaluation Approach
[bookmark: _Toc7505123][bookmark: _Toc7518756]Analytical Framework
The approach developed for the evaluation synthesis is based in the three main evaluation questions given in the ToR, and can be described in two steps. The flowchart in Figure 1 gives an overview of the process through which the synthesis will be conducted. It should be read in conjunction with Table 1 (see below) as that Table covers the various issues that will be reviewed.
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Figure 1 Overview of the analytical approach



First, we will map key areas of enquiry and summarise the way in which they are covered in the three respective reports (see Table 1 below). We will start from a non-exhaustive list of ten predefined areas, which have been selected on the basis of the ToR and further consultations in the inception phase. The ten areas are highly relevant to the overall response and also represent a significant level of interdependence, i.e. the policy and practice of one agency immediately affect those of the others. Taking an inductive approach in the analysis, we may reduce or increase the number of areas as we go along, depending on our findings. It should be emphasised that we will develop the synthesis from an inter-agency perspective, which may be more than the sum of the work of the three agencies.
In a second step, we will examine the findings in the context of each area and assess whether they are similar or not across the three evaluations, and whether they continue to be relevant. If they are not similar, we will analyse where this stems from: differences in agency mandates, the three evaluations’ terms of reference and the respective evaluation questions, or for possible other reasons?
Where findings are common, as a third step, we will review whether recommendations offered to the agencies were similar or not. The recommendations will be assessed to understand whether or not they are derived from, and in line with, international standards, policies, and practices. We will also look for evidence of whether action has been taken individually and collectively, at the inter-agency level in follow up of the recommendations. As the synthesis will only in a  very limited way collect data (i.e. KII), we will not look at the implementation of actions on the ground in follow up of the recommendations. Instead, we will review strategy notes and workplans, management responses and actions, the JRP for 2019, and do some key informant interviews (KII). Where the recommendations diverge, we will examine the implications of these differences. Did agencies work in different directions? Is there a need for individual agency or collective course-corrections?
As the three evaluations were carried out in 2018, with much of the data collection done in the first semester, the situation on the ground will have evolved. Only very limited primary data collection is envisioned for this synthesis. As a result we will undertake consultations, in particular with in-country stakeholders through interviews (see under methods below) to ensure that the recommendations that the synthesis report will bring up are relevant to the current situation.
In developing the synthesis, especially on whether findings and recommendations were adequate and relevant (and continue to be relevant), we will use our judgment and interpretation. Such judgments will be based in normative frameworks, for example the principles and standards found in international refugee law, inter-agency protocols, or standard-setting frameworks (e.g. the SPHERE Handbook, Core Humanitarian Standard, Principles of Partnership). Where normative frameworks may not necessarily fully cover the key area, we will refer to the analysis from the three reports, complemented by other evaluations and studies, using a simple list of criteria for the inclusion of other reports. The list of evaluations, reviews and studies that we will consult can be found in Annex 2. The criteria we are using, are :
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Evaluations whose primary focus is the response in Cox’s Bazar published after 2016, especially where these evaluations cover collective, system-wide issues.
· Policy and advocacy material related to the Rohingya refugee response.
· Recent global policy and practice material relating to refugee and protracted crisis situations. 
While we will review the ten issue areas identified in the Table 1 in detail, we are anticipating that some of these areas will come to feature more prominently in our analysis than others. One factor that may require us to prioritise some of the issues is that they are of higher importance in terms of inter-agency relationships and working collectively as compared to individual agency performance.  
In relation to the expectation that the synthesis will be forward-looking, we will also look at the plans and initiatives of the Government of Bangladesh and actors such as the World Bank and Asian Development Bank. With the refugee crisis becoming a protracted situation, new ways and ideas should be found to share the responsibility and demonstrate solidarity with the Government of Bangladesh. The Global Compact for Refugees and initiatives such as the ‘New Way of Working’ (NWOW) may serve as useful references. The longer-term plans and initiatives that will be needed to find constructive ways forward will also be reviewed for their protection dividend and impact on the local (host) communities.
Table 1 Table for mapping common elements of the three agencies’ reports
	Key areas of enquiry/main evaluation questions
	UNHCR
	UNICEF
	IOM
	Benchmarks

	Overall coordination of the response in terms of the architecture and leadership (government, UN and CSO levels), sector coordination, and reporting lines (accountability)
	
	
	
	Refugee Coordination Model
IASC materials (Transformative Agenda, etc.)

	Use of data to orient the response; data sharing; quality of performance monitoring 
	
	
	
	IASC Operational Guidance on Responsibilities of Cluster/Sector leads

	Humanitarian Access
	
	
	
	GA resolution 46/182,

	Effectiveness of the camp approach[footnoteRef:2] [2:  +/- 400,000 refugees were reportedly living in non-camp setting prior August 2017 called “makeshift settlements” (while only 34,000 in registered refugee camps).  Therefore, the extension of the camp approach following August 2017 was and still being supported by the international community.  Given the context, it is important to assess if this approach is effective and appropriate as it impacts coordination, governance, sustainability, protection arrangements/issues.   
] 

	
	
	
	SPHERE Handbook

	Site planning and camp management, including preparation to natural disasters
	
	
	
	SPHERE Handbook

	The delivery of services in the camps and outside the camps and quality of these services
	
	
	
	SPHERE Handbook

	Refugee protection space and advocacy in and outside the camps
	
	
	
	1951 Convention relating to the status of Refugees and other EXCOM resolutions as appropriate.
IASC Statement on the centrality of protection 

	Specific protection challenges, including refugee registration; (S)GBV; trafficking; and gender-mainstreaming in and outside the camps
	
	
	
	Global Protection Cluster guidance
UNHCR Emergency Handbook

	Engagement with affected populations (refugees in and outside the camps and host communities)
	
	
	
	Core Humanitarian Standard

	Support and delivery of services to host communities
	
	
	
	SPHERE Handbook

	Partnerships with the government and selection of NGO partners (local and international)
	
	
	
	Principles of Partnership 
Grand Bargain

	Medium and longer-term strategies and solutions 
	
	
	
	Global Compact for Refugees



[bookmark: _Toc7505124][bookmark: _Toc7518757]Methods
The synthesis evaluation will be a primarily desk-based document review exercise, complemented with stakeholder consultations in the form of interviews and workshops. As noted above, only limited new primary data collection is foreseen, but using the mixed methods of interviews, workshops, and document review, we will ensure that any consolidated recommendations are up to date. 
In line with its objective of providing a synthesis of existing evaluations, this exercise will be largely qualitative in nature. However, the report will also draw on key secondary quantitative data where this helps to highlight the issues, derived from the main evaluation reports or subsequent data exercises by UNHCR, IOM or UNICEF.
Core document review and analysis
The core synthesis will use a variant of ‘framework analysis’,[footnoteRef:3] with data gathered and sorted in accordance with key themes, as touched on above. The key areas of enquiry/main evaluation questions listed in Table 1 will form a simple ‘coding tree’ and the main data, retrieved from the core reports and their underlying documentation, will be analysed using this framework.  [3:  See for example Srivastava, A. & Thomson, S.B. (2009) Framework Analysis: A Qualitative Methodology for Applied Policy Research. JOAAG, Vol.4. No. 2; Barnett-Page E.& Thomas, J. (2009), Methods for the Synthesis of Qualitative Research: A Critical Review, EPPI-Centre.] 

Documents will be coded using MAXQDA software, and the results will be extracted into a spreadsheet. This will then form the basis for analysis, allowing the evaluators to compare and combine relevant sections easily and also form a simple count of how many times particular issues occur in the reports and data. These extracts will also be graded for evidence robustness using a weak, medium, strong, grading system, allowing the synthesis to determine where evidence on a particular is strong, and where it is more tentative.
The extracts will then be subjected to the process outlined above in section 4.1; where the reports’ findings largely agree they will put in the matrix elaborated above as Table 1, and they will also be compared to international benchmarks. Where there are recommendations following on from the findings, these will also be compared to international benchmarks, with the expectation that a core set of findings can be identified across the three reports, together with recommendations that are robust and in line with sector standards.
Where findings diverge, there will be further analysis as to why this might be the case and where possible how such divergences might be resolved. Where recommendations fall short of sector-accepted standards they will be further analysed to establish whether this relates to the Bangladesh context or whether some updating needs to be done.
This meta-analysis of key findings and recommendations will be set out in an accessible format in the main report and in further detail as an annex.
Subsidiary document review and analysis
As part of the document review, we will make use of a wide range of materials and data sources, including other agencies’ evaluation reports, and further reviews and evaluative studies of (specific aspects of) the Rohingya refugee response. Monitoring data, mission reports, coordination group meetings, strategy narrative, budget and indicator reports, which were underlying the evaluations may also be used. We will apply an Age, Gender and Diversity (AGD) perspective in our analysis activities.
This document review will also involve light coding but will not be subject to the same rigorous analysis outlined above. Instead evidence will be extracted as either agreeing with findings that run across the main evaluations or diverging. This will form part of a subsidiary evidence base and should give an indication of how wide and deep the consensus is on certain issues, and where there are significant differences. This will also be analysed by agency type to allow the synthesis to establish if difference types of actors see issues differently.
Forward looking analysis: document review
The forward-looking component of this synthesis exercise requires identification of helpful source material for the main strategic considerations in the immediate future. In essence this means identifying policy analysis from Bangladesh and lessons – if they exist – from other responses. This can then be synthesised and grouped to make such material accessible. The synthesis will start from the basis of the key findings, using these as the basis for examining lessons from policy analysis and other refugee and protracted crisis responses. A summary will be developed that highlights where innovative solutions have been proposed or found to challenging issues, and where further documentation exists outlining these.
Key informant interviews
The evaluation will undertake a number of key informant interviews (KII) as part of both the synthesis/ meta-evaluation work and as part of its forward-looking remit. This will serve two purposes:
· To update key findings and recommendations: especially where there is consensus across the evaluation (but also where there isn’t), it will important to determine what action has been taken subsequently to the reports and whether recommendations have been implemented/ progressed. This will also help identify new material for the synthesis to analyse.
· To identify strategic issues where the synthesis can contribute: either by using the consensus across evaluative material to emphasise certain challenging issues (and potential solutions to these), or to direct the synthesis in terms of analysis.
Key informant interviews will take place with a range of stakeholders including the main commissioning agencies (IOM, UNICEF, UNHCR), the Resident Coordinator, other UN agencies and key national and international NGOs. These will be identified from the evaluation material and through initial interviews and through the evaluators’ own knowledge of the sector. There will be approximately 15-20 KIIs in total. It is anticipated that especially though interviews we will be able obtain information and views on how the response has evolved since the evaluations and which of the issues need further attention in the coming months, if not years.
Validation workshops
The synthesis will use 2-3 workshops towards the end of the data analysis to both validate findings and contribute to the development of key strategic recommendations. There will be two workshops in Bangladesh and potentially another in Geneva. The location, rationale, and sequencing is anticipated to be:
· A first validation and recommendations workshop in Cox’s Bazar. This will consist of response leaders and technical staff from the three agencies and key partners (to be determined in consultation with the three agencies). The purpose will be to ensure the synthesis findings/meta-analysis resonates with those working on the response, and to develop recommendations (building on those from the synthesis) that are practical and workable.
· A second workshop in Dhaka following on from and building on the Cox’s Bazar work. The purpose of this will be to refine work done in Cox’s Bazar and ensure that recommendations are workable at a leadership level as well as at a response implementation level.
· A potential third workshop in Geneva examining lessons from the Bangladesh response that are useful for future policy formulation, either in the Bangladesh context or more broadly.
[bookmark: _Toc7505126][bookmark: _Toc7518758]Opportunities and Limitations 
There are both opportunities and limitations that will influence this synthesis evaluation. First, this synthesis provides an opportunity to reflect on the evolving ad hoc coordination arrangement in the Rohingya refugee response. The evolving structure in Bangladesh has been looked at in detail by an inter-agency review, the report of which became available in February 2019. Further conceptual thinking and suggestions on the appropriate coordination model may feed into this synthesis.
In terms of limitations, as noted, much of the data collection and analysis for the three reports has been done up until October 2018. The team is well aware that the situation has evolved since then, for example with regards to the coordination structure but it is not within the remit of this synthesis evaluation to collect new primary data. While working to ensure that any consolidated recommendations are up to date, the team will need to bear in mind that the analysis on the way in which the situation has evolved will mostly be based on secondary data.
Furthermore, and related to the lapse of time, some of the leadership of the three agencies (and/or third parties) will have changed and may be less aware of the evaluations and the follow-up. To the extent possible, the team will seek to talk both with former and new staff where changes have occurred.
Lastly, we are depending on the scope and quality of the evaluations that form the basis of the synthesis. Our synthesis is based on the premise that these evaluations have been developed using OECD DAC criteria, but we also note that they were particularly addressed at individual organisations, with the expectation that they are relevant to the respective agency’s mandate. As we are using an inter-agency perspective in the synthesis, we may find gaps in the findings or recommendations that are inherent to the different terms of reference behind each evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc7505127][bookmark: _Toc7518759]Organisation and management of the review
A Steering Group consisting of the Evaluation Heads of UNICEF, UNHCR and IOM will provide guidance and oversight for the evaluation. The Steering Group will review all interim deliverables and final reports to ensure accuracy and quality.
The UNHCR Evaluation Service will: (i) support with the day to day aspects of the review process; (ii) act as the main interlocutor with the team conducting the review, including with the Steering group; (iii) provide the review team with required data – with the support of focal points in the concerned internal teams; (iv) facilitate communication with stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Toc7505128][bookmark: _Toc7518760]Workplan and deliverables
In addition to this Inception Report, and the stakeholder workshops discussed above, the evaluation synthesis will deliver:
· A power-point presentation summarising key findings and broad recommendations for validation and discussion at stakeholder workshops; 
· A draft report reflecting the analysis and the discussions at the stakeholder workshops; and,
· A maximum 40-page final report that responds to the final review questions (excluding annexes), with a maximum 10-page standalone Executive Summary.
The workplan is set out in Table 2 below:


Table 2 Workplan
	Activity
	Deliverables and payment schedule
	Indicative Dates

	Inception phase including: 
· Initial desk review and key informant interviews. 
· EQA review on the draft Inception Report
· Circulation for comments and finalisation
	Briefings with Steering Group and UNCT Bangladesh completed
Final inception report – including methodology, refined evaluation questions (as needed) and analytical framework.

	End April

	Data analysis and presentation of preliminary findings at country workshops including:
· Stakeholder feedback on preliminary findings and conclusions
	Data analysed, power point presentation prepared and stakeholder workshops designed and facilitated 

	June 2019


	Report writing phase including:
· Drafting report
	Draft report and recommendations (for circulation and comments)

	July 2019

	Workshops in Dhaka and Coxs Bazar
	To be designed jointly with the three agencies and the RCO
	July 2019

	EQA review of draft report, circulation for comments  
· Stakeholder feedback on findings, conclusions and proposed recommendations
	Consolidated comments submitted to consultants
	July 31, 2019

	Finalisation of Country-level Evaluation Reports and synthesis report
	Final Synthesis Report (including recommendations and executive summary) 

	August 31, 2019
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	 Name
	Position

	Mia Seppo
	UN Resident Coordinator

	Steve Corliss
	UNHCR Representative in Bangladesh

	Edouard Beigbeder/Tomoo Hozumi
	UNICEF Representative in Bangladesh

	Giorgi Giauri
	IOM Representative in Bangladesh

	Koenraad van Brabant
	Team Leader and Author of the IOM Evaluation

	Names
	Participants Coordination Review mission (UNDP, IOM, UNHCR, ICVA)

	Indrika Ratwatte
	Director, Asia Bureau, UNHCR

	Manuel Fontaine
	Director, Emergency Operations, UNICEF

	Jean Gough
	Regional Director, UNICEF

	Mohammed Abdiker
	Director, Operations and Emergencies, IOM 

	Jon Hoisaeter 
	Senior Coordinator, ISCG, Cox’s Bazar

	Richard Ragan
	Country Director, WFP

	Name
	IFRC/Joint Red Cross / Red Crescent Response

	Name
	World Bank

	Dominika Arseniuk
	NGO Platform Coordinator, Cox’s Bazar

	Nazanin Ash
	Vice President, Global Policy and Advocacy, IRC

	
	





Annex 2: List of Evaluations and Reviews

Evaluations of the Three Agencies

K. van Brabant, S. Patel, ‘Real Time Evaluation of IOM’s Response to the Rohingya Crisis’, Final report, 6 November 2018.

UNHCR. ‘Independent Evaluation of UNHCR’s Emergency Response to the Rohingya Refugees in Bangladesh - August 2017-September 2018’, Final report, December 2018.

UNICEF. ‘Evaluation of UNICEF’s Response to the Rohingya Refugee Crisis in Bangladesh’, Vol. 1 and 2 (Annexes), November 2018.

Other Reviews and Evaluations

K. van Brabant, S. Patel, IOM’s L3 Procedures Through the Lens of the Rohingya Response, 30 October 2018.

M. Buchanan-Smith, S. Islam, Real-Time Evaluation of Communicating with Communities Coordination, The Rohingya response, CDAC Network, July 2018.

Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC). ‘Real-Time Response Review of the DEC Emergency Appeal for People Fleeing Myanmar’. Responding to the needs of refugees and host communities: Review of the DEC phase 1 responses, March 2018 2018.

B. Doyle et al., Review of the coordination structure of the refugee response in Bangladesh, January 2009.

HERE-Geneva, ‘Independent Evaluation of the Aktion Deutschland Hilft e. V. (ADH) Joint Appeal to Rohingya Myanmar Bangladesh’, Evaluation Report, April 2019

ISCG, Inter-sector Gender in Humanitarian Action Working Group, Review of Gender Mainstreaming in Rohingya Refugee Response in Cox’s Bazar, Bangladesh, March – August 2018.

SEG and Partners, Joint Response Plan for Rohingya Humanitarian Crisis, Mid-Term review, March –
December 2018.

Other Reports and Documents

C. Heward et al., SOHS 2018 Case Study, Bangladesh, State of the Humanitarian System Report 2018, ALNAP, Groupe URD, 2018

SEG and partners, 2019 Joint Response Plan for Rohingya Humanitarian Crisis (January-December), February 2019.

Center for Global Development, Toward Medium Term Solutions for Rohingya Refugees and Hosts in Bangladesh, Mapping Potential Responsibility-Sharing Contributions, February 2019.

International Crisis Group, Building a Better Future for Rohingya Refugees in Bangladesh, 25 April 2019.
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