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This Research Protocol and Evaluation Plan describes the methodology and action plan to conduct an external evaluation of the UNICEF Syria Country Office’s Back to Learning Imitative (BLT). The document will outline the various elements of the evaluation and provide details on the research activities accordingly.
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The Syrian Arab Republic remains one of the most dangerous places in the world to be a child. Violence, exploitation and abuse, including recruitment into armed forces and groups, early marriage, child labour and family separation are all risks that children across Syria face. The rights of children enshrined in the Convention on the Rights of the Child are consistently violated in the country: Thousands of children are killed and maimed due to the persistent use of explosive weapons in civilian areas, while access to fundamental basic services such as health care, clean water and sanitation are limited or non-existent for millions of children. Increasingly, these services are deliberately targeted and used as tactics of war by parties to the conflict.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Humanitarian Action for Children, Syrian Arab Republic, UNICEF (2017). Retrieved from: https://www.unicef.org/appeals/files/2017_Syria_HAC(2).pdf] 


An estimated 6 million children are in need of humanitarian assistance inside the Syrian Arab Republic, including 420,000 children living in besieged locations with limited access to humanitarian aid[footnoteRef:3]. With almost 3 million children are internally displaced, many children have missed out on months or even years of education and are at greater risk of exploitation. Children in hard-to-reach and besieged locations remain at high risk of malnutrition and require preventative interventions. With 1.7 million children out of school, high youth unemployment and limited opportunities for development and growth, the odds are increasingly stacked against the next generation of Syrians.[footnoteRef:4]  [3:  Ibid. ]  [4:  Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, ‘2017 Syria Humanitarian Needs Overview’, OCHA (2016).] 


Across Syria, over 6 million children as well as thousands of education personnel are in need of education assistance, while 1.75 million children and youth are out of school and 1.35 million at risk of dropping out.[footnoteRef:5] As of 2017, some 1 in 3 schools in Syria either damaged, destroyed, used as collective shelters or otherwise inaccessible.[footnoteRef:6] The Syrian education system (SES) has also been severely affected by the conflict:  A total of 150,000 education personnel have been lost and many of those still active do not possess adequate capacity to adapt to the complex needs that the conflict has presented.[footnoteRef:7]  [5:  Ibid. ]  [6:  Ibid. ]  [7:  OHCA 2016, op. cit. ] 


In this context, the nationwide Back to Learning (BTL) initiative was launched in September 2013 by the UNICEF Syria Country Office (UNICEF). The BTL initiative was designed to increase access to education for children in the lower primary school grades (Grades 1-4) in all 14 governorates through a combination of community mobilization and provision of education supplies. The three main components of the BTL initiative are: The provision of school supplies, a Communication for Development (C4D) component including support for school enrolment, and support for the rehabilitation of schools, amongst other activities. The reasons for the fall in the number of enrolled children range from lack of WASH facilities in schools, to lack of teaching and learning materials and physical infrastructure. Changes in enrolment also varies widely across Syria with governorates such as Quneitra and Aleppo witnessing a decrease in enrolment rates of up to 80 percent and 90 percent respectively, compared to As-Sweida and Tartous where enrolment has actually increased by some 20 percent.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Ibid. ] 


Accordingly, UNICEF has commissioned an external evaluation to help inform the agencies current and future programming in the protracted crisis context across Syria. To achieve this end, UNICEF is conducting a third-party evaluation of the program by engaging beneficiaries, UNICEF staff, implementing partners and government agencies. The scope of the evaluation covers a selection of five of the governorates where the BLT was and is currently being implemented. 


This evaluation’s sampling strategy adopts a purposive sampling approach to conduct focus group discussions, online surveys, and key informant interviews. In total the evaluation team will aim to conduct approximately 35 key informant interviews, 20 focus groups discussions and one online survey. 

Throughout, the evaluation team will be comprised of the core team members (International Team Leader, International Evaluation Expert, National Evaluation Expert) and up to six enumerators. Evaluation fieldwork will take place over a period between mid-December 2017 to mid-January 2018 and will adopt a mixed-methods approach described in detail below. Once field work has been completed, the evaluation team will commence with analysis and report writing, a process which will end with a final evaluation report and presentation to be submitted and accepted by early March 2018. 

All through the research implementation, the research team will uphold ethical standards as identified in chapter 5 below. The ethical standards draw on UN Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation (2008), the UNEG Norms and Standards (2016), and UNICEF Ethical Research Guidelines involving children in humanitarian settings. 
[bookmark: _Toc500428549]Evaluation Objectives & Scope
1.1. [bookmark: _Toc485905439][bookmark: _Toc500428550]Objectives

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coverage, coordination, sustainability and impact of the UNICEF SCO Back to Learning initiative in Syria. Findings, as such, are expected to provide opportunities for learning on the planning, implementation and management aspects of program phases, which will be useful for informing decisions on future programming and management of BLT operations as well as serve an accountability function through a summative evaluation of outputs and outcomes. 
 
Accordingly, UNICEF has set out a set of evaluation objectives as follows:

1. Assessment of the key programme interventions of the various components of the BTL initiative, including the collaboration between different sections and teams in the UNICEF SCO (central office and field offices, Supply & Logistics Team, C4D Team), and the collaboration with various national and international partners across Syria as well as the interaction with beneficiaries.
2. Identification of good practices, challenges faced and lessons learned from the BTL initiative.
3. Provision of recommendations on the future scope and approach of the BTL initiative, including any suggested adjustments or new approaches as well as specific recommendations for similar initiatives in other protracted humanitarian emergency contexts.

The evaluation will take into consideration aspects of gender, equity and child rights[footnoteRef:9]. Conventional ethical guidelines are to be followed in all phases of the evaluation. Specific reference is made to the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) and UNICEF ethical guidelines and code of conduct for evaluation. [9:  United Nations Evaluation Group (2014). Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations. New York: UNEG, web: www.unevaluation.org/guidance/HRGE] 


1.2. [bookmark: _Toc485905440][bookmark: _Toc500428551]Evaluation Framework

In order to provide an objective, evidence-based assessment as well as actionable recommendations, Triangle/Afkar propose adopting an action oriented participatory evaluation approach to evaluate the BTL initiative from May 2013 to May 2017. Throughout the course of the evaluation, the Inter-agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) Minimum Standards will guide the evaluation appraisal criteria.[footnoteRef:10] The five domains covered by INEE Minimum Standards will also be employed in order to benchmark appraisal throughout the course of the evaluation.  [10:  See INEE Minimum Standards for Education: Preparedness, Response, Recovery. INEE (2010). Retrieved from: http://toolkit.ineesite.org/toolkit/INEEcms/uploads/1012/INEE_Minimum_Standards_Handbook_2010(HSP)-English_LoRes.pdf] 

 
In order to adequately respond to the evaluation criteria laid out in the TOR, Triangle/Afkar have developed an evaluation matrix to fit our understanding of the assignment and developed a (non-exhaustive) list of questions, with a view to identify lessons, examples of good practice and recommendations. 



		
As such, the questions in Figure 1 are aligned with Triangle’s evaluation criteria and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development - Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria for use in appraisals of humanitarian and development interventions. 
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Figure 1: Evaluation Matrix
	1. RELEVANCE:

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Categories and methods are suggested, with the understanding that there may be alternate tools and areas of inquiry employed as the situation requires.] 


	· How relevant has the Back to Learning initiative been in response to the education needs of children in Syria? To what extent is the BTL initiative in line with UNICEF’s actual or perceived comparative advantage?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: How did UNICEF decide on the main targets and objectives of BTL? 
· KIIs with Education Officers: (1 per governorate): To what extent were the objectives of BTL initiative interventions under each of the main components still valid in the regions where they take place?
· KIIs with School Principals: Is BTL relevant to Syrian Education System (SES) needs and local communities?
· FGDs with affected communities: How relevant is BTL to community needs and are there areas that are more relevant which are not covered?
· KIIs with stakeholders[footnoteRef:12]: How relevant is BTL initiative to nation-wide level reality and Syrian national education targets? [12:  KIIs with stakeholders in this table include NGOs and Ministry of Education implementing partners] 

· Online survey: Do BTL programme staff and partners feel the interventions are relevant to enrolment and retention of students? 
· KIIs with NGOs, community outreach teams: What are the main reasons that prevent people from enrolling their children to school? [probe specific issues that require awareness raising]. 

	· Did UNICEF SCO develop a clear strategy for the BTL initiative from the start? How clear was the theory of change and was it plausible? Were other strategic options considered?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Are the activities and outputs of BTL initiative interventions consistent with the overall goal and attainment of the UNICEF’s Education Sector objectives?  
· KIIs with Education Officers (1 per governorate): Were mechanisms in place to facilitate interventions which were tailored to local realties? 
· KIIs with School Principals: Have the various components of BTL continued to evolve in relation to SES local needs? 
· FGDs with affected communities: How relevant  do beneficiaries see BTL to their communities’ needs? 

	· To what extent is the BTL initiative in line with national priorities and international commitments, e.g. Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), Core Commitments to Children (CCC), No Lost Generation (NLG Initiative)?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: to what extent were the objective and design of BTL consistent with international commitments and standards?
· KIIs with Education Officers (1 per governorate): How are national priorities and international conventions integrated with activities on the ground?  
· KIIs with stakeholders: How much buy-in did national an international partners have in relation to the BTL initiative’s design and implementation?

	· To what extent have the various components of the BTL initiative been appropriate and proportionate to need? 

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Were needs and their magnitude adequately considered during design and adapted during implementation? 
· KIIs with Education Officers: (1 per governorate). Was BTL initiative based on needs assessments conducted in various regions? 
· KIIs with School Principals: How relevant is the implementation of BTL to schools’ specific needs? 
· FGDs with affected communities: Are the activities and outputs of BTL consistent with beneficiaries needs? 

	· Was the BTL initiative adequately informed by a needs assessment and a clear situation analysis? To what extent were these reviewed and updated on a regular basis? To what extent is the C4D component of the BTL initiative informed by an analysis of possible social barriers to education? Has specific attention been given to disaggregated analysis of the needs of children, their parents, caregivers and families in different parts of the country?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What mechanisms were employed in the design of BTL (needs assessment, situational analysis) and how is it updated? How were gender roles taken into account during the BTL initiative’s design and implementation?
· KIIs with Education Officers (1 per governorate): How were issues surrounding children needs, their parents and families in different areas disaggregated and included in the process of design and implementation?
· FGDs with affected communities: Are there specific children needs and/or social barriers that beneficiaries feel they are not reflected in the design and implementation of BTL?

	· How responsive has the BTL initiative been to changes in the external environment, including the evolving role
of national and international partners?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: How does the agency review and adapt BTL planning based on the changing environment? 
· KIIs with Education Officers: (1 per governorate): Are there governorate-specific tools that are used to tailor interventions?

	2. EFFECTIVENESS: 

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· How effective has the BTL initiative been in achieving its objectives? Which components have been most and least effective? Which evidence exists concerning the results of the BTL initiative since its launch in 2013?
	· KIIs with School Principals: What palpable effects can be seen as a result of the different interventions made under BTL, specifically in terms of enrolment and retention?
· KIIs with Education Officers: What are the differences in effect across components of the BTL initiative? 
· Online survey: Do BTL programme staff and partners feel the interventions are effective in bringing non-enrolled children to school and keeping them in education? 


	· To what extent has UNICEF’s choice of partners been appropriate and based on an adequate assessment of capacity? Were implementing partners engaged in pre-BTL capacity building activities to ensure effective quality delivery of interventions? Has consideration been given to any alternative partnership options available to UNICEF?
	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the global objectives and methods of measurement, methods of global reporting, and how is data as well as feedback from field incorporated in future design and management?
· KIIs with Education Officers: How did BTL incorporate disaggregated indicators of efficiency to measure outputs and efficiency appropriately? Did field teams receive guidance or support from regional or UNICEF SCO & RO managements? to what extent objectives have been realized?
· KIIs with stakeholders: Has the choice of partners on the ground affected programme implementation?

	· How effectively did UNICEF and its partners engage with beneficiaries of the BTL initiative, including children (girls and boys), their parents, caregivers and families in different parts of Syria, regarding the design and implementation of the support? Which - if any - processes of beneficiary feedback were put in place, and if so, how were the key findings used for decision-making?
	· KIIs with Education Officers: آow communities participate in feedback processes? Probe for Country-specific examples.
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: How are lessons learned collected and documented? How are lesson learned used to revise strategy at global level?
· FGDs with affected communities: How has UNICEF and schools engaged with you in order to understand your needs and support you accordingly?  
· KIIs with NGOs, community outreach teams: What were the most effective methods of communication with the local community that increased awareness? [probe for billboards, fliers, radio, and printing on buses]. 
· FGDs with affected communities: What were the most effective methods of communication that increased awareness of local communities? [probe for billboards, fliers, radio, and printing on buses].

	· As the situation in the country evolved over the years, to what extent did UNICEF did community engagement help to increase the effectiveness the BTL initiative?
	· FGDs with affected communities: How engaged do parents feel in BTL initiative? How were issues surrounding discrimination and social exclusion of minorities, IDPs and marginalised population segments dealt with in the BTL initiative’s design and implementation?  
· KIIs with education officers: Were the factors which contribute to lower enrollment and retention incorporated into the BTL initiative’s design and implementation? 


	· To what extent has UNICEF SCO taken into consideration cross-cutting issues including equity, gender and disability in implementing the BTL initiative? Was adequate attention given to child rights and equity issues, including discrimination and social exclusion?
	· KIIs with education officers: How were gender roles taken into account during the BTL initiative’s design and implementation? Provide examples of ways the BTL design was sensitive to gender, disability and equity.
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: How were cross-cutting issues including gender, disability and equity incorporated in programme design?

	3. EFFECIENCY 

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· How efficient has the BTL initiative been in achieving its objectives? 

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Were the BTL initiative’s intervention objectives achieved on time? If they were not achieved on time, were the factors which contributed to their non-achievement the result of contextual or programmatic issues? 
· KIIs with Education Officers: To what extent did/does the project design reflect specific, measurable and time bound indicators? How are field teams supported in meeting/measuring progress?
· KIIs with NGOs, community outreach teams: Do you think the communication tools utilized in BILT with local communities achieved their intended results [probe: radio, fliers, billboards, and printing on buses]?



	· What is the quality of the programme monitoring and reporting systems of UNICEF SCO and its partners in the BTL initiative? To what extent have results been disaggregated by sex, age, disability, geographic location and other variables?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Are UNICEF’s M&E systems adequately geared towards measuring the intended outcomes of the BTL initiative?
· KIIs with Education Officers: How are various regional field teams involved in the process of monitoring and reporting?

	· How efficiently did UNICEF SCO use its resources, including funds, staff and supplies in implementing the BTL initiative?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What was the process of distribution of staff and resources across geographies and does it reflect needs in different locations? Are financial systems in place at UNICEF SCO suited to funding the operations of the BTL initiative?   
· KIIs with Education Officers (1 per governorate): What are the main processes of allocating funds and staff at the field level and what are the main gaps. 
· KIIs with School Principals: Was the extent of support sufficient to cover the needs of schools and local populations? 
· FGDs with affected communities. Have they received sufficient sensitization activities, supplies and tools. 
· KIIs with stakeholders: Were the BTL initiative’s interventions cost-efficient in relation to alternatives?

	· To what extent has the staff capacity and skills mix at UNICEF SCO and partners been adequate for the implementation of the BTL initiative over the years? Has there been specific training provided to staff and partners
to ensure quality planning and management of BTL interventions?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: How is staff capacity and skill mix monitored. Does UNICEF have regular human resource evaluations and does BTL have specific skill gaps. What staff trainings have been conducted on national levels. 
· KIIs with Education Officers: What are the main disparities across different locations? What are the main mechanisms for organizational learning employed by management? What level of training has been conducted with regional staff and what are the main gaps? 
· KIIs with School Principals: Were the teams that implemented the BTL sufficiently skills and operationally sound to achieve their objectives? 
· KIIs with stakeholders: Have donor agenda’s decontextualized interventions had adverse effects on the BTL initiative’s operations? Were donor requirements flexible enough to allow the BTL initiative to adapt to the developing context on the ground in Syria? 


	· How efficient was the financial management and risk management of the BTL initiative?
 
	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the mechanisms put in place to make sure financial management is allocated to serve main priorities. (check for cost per child, fulfilment of targets and etc). 
· KIIs with Education officers: What are the mechanisms of monitoring main cost centres, spending per region and in what manner? 
· KIIs with School Principals: What are the main gaps felt on the field level and does BTL contribute to the main priorities at school level. 
 

	· To what extent have donors provided adequate, un-earmarked and multi-year resources to the Education Section to enable the full implementation of the BTL initiative?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the mechanisms put in place to make sure financial management is allocated to serve main priorities? (check for cost per child, fulfilment of targets and etc.). 
· KIIs with Education officers (1 per governorate): Are there areas in BTL initiative which are underfunded? Is this reported to SCO management? 
· KIIs with School Principals: What are the main operational gaps felt on the field level over time?


	· To what extent did any dependence on particular funding sources constrain or support UNICEF’s implementation of the BTL initiative?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the main funding sources and has there been particular funding constraints for particular programmatic sections?   
· KIIs with stakeholders: How has the international funding mechanism affected operations on the ground and what are the future projections? Are there certain priorities that are under-funded?

	4. COORDINATION

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· To what extent has UNICEF coordinated the BTL initiative with national and international actors?
	· KIIs with external stakeholders: Are the BTL initiative’s objectives developed as part of the broader Whole-of-Syria design process across the UN system?  
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the mechanisms employed to ensure that coordination with national and international actors are constructive? How is feedback incorporated? 
· KIIs with principals: Have coordination mechanisms and lessons learnt been implemented at the school-level?
· Online survey: How effective do different programme actors feel UNICEF is at coordination? 

	· To what extent has a cross-sectoral approach been applied and which lessons can be drawn from that?
	· KIIs with stakeholders: Provide details on interagency coordination and pathways. Are cases referred to them that they cannot handle (or do their teams refer out appropriately)?
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Details on cross-sectoral learning approach. How are lessons shared between different departments? 
· KIIs with NGOs, community outreach teams: How are the utilized communication tools to raise awareness of BILT campaigns decided upon? Which actors decide on messages and how does this change locally? 


	· To what extent has UNICEF established effective working relations with national partners (governmental and non-governmental) at central and local levels in Syria? To what extent has UNICEF provided support for capacity development of partners where necessary to better coordinate and implement the BTL initiative?
	· KIIs with stakeholders: Details on governmental and non-governmental coordination pathways.  Are there specific challenges and cases referred to UNICEF which they cannot handle (or do their teams refer out appropriately)? 
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Details on coordination mechanisms with other external stakeholders and capacity development programmes initiated from head office. 
· KIIs with Education officers: How are schools and DoE representatives engaged at the local level? How are the capacity needs of schools and DoE representatives assessed and addressed? 
· KIIs with school principals: How are the capacity of BTL staff members and coordination mechanisms between schools and provincial education officers verified? 

	· To what extent has the BTL initiative maximized convergence with other programmes within UNICEF SCO and how did this support the achievement of the expected targets?
	· KIIs with stakeholders: Do UNICEF interventions complement the work of other relevant United Nations (UN) agencies, non-governmental organization (NGOs), foundations, donors and national actors?  
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What systems and agreements govern the partnership between UNICEF and its partners? How is this relationship managed on the field?   
· KIIs with education officers: Are there specific programmes at the field level that could be of use to BTL initiative that has not been addressed?
· KIIs with school principals: What are the coordination mechanisms between schools and provincial education officers?
· FGDs with affected communities: Do affected communities feel that field level operations are well coordinated between different actors and institutions?

	5. COVERAGE

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· To what extent has the BTL initiative been able to reach families and children in different areas of the country without gender bias or geographical bias?

	· KIIs with stakeholders: Are there specific geographical areas or vulnerable sections of society that BTL did not sufficiently reach out to?
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Did the BTL initiative take into consideration inclusion and exclusion bias and are measures taken to mitigate against both?
· KIIs with education officers: Are there specific procedures employed at field level to ensure inclusion and access? 
· KIIs with school principals: Are there specific groups that are more vulnerable than others and are not being covered by BTL?
· FGDs with affected communities: Are there specific groups and/or geographical areas that have not been covered by BTL.  

	· What have been the enabling and constraining factors in reaching families and children? Which lessons can be learned about the most effective means of ensuring access?
· Through innovation
· Through the application of alternative programming
· By advocating for increased access
·  By forming partnerships with local authorities, NGOs and other actors
	· KIIs with stakeholders: Did accessibility play a role in how the BTL initiative was implemented in different areas? If so, was this because of contextual or programmatic factors?
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff:  Details on the efforts made to reach population residing in areas with limited accessibility. 
· KIIs with education officers: What efforts have been made to expand the BTL initiative’s geographical coverage across and between its components?
· KIIs with school principals: Probe the main lessons learned to ensure children’s access to education. How can BTL be augmented and improved? 
· FGDs with affected communities: probe the most effective methods in increasing access to children’s education needs.

	6. IMPACT 

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· To what extent has the BTL initiative contributed to increased school enrollment of children aged 6-10 years (grades 1-4) in Syria since 2013? To what extent have girls and boys benefitted equally from the BTL initiative?

	· KIIs with stakeholders: Probe main results of BTL initiative’s intervention under each of its component parts and in relation to age groups and gender.
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: Extent of increased enrolment per age groups, and gender. 
· KIIs with education officers: Has BTL increased enrolment among girls and boys equally? Are there age differences? 
· KIIs with school principals: Did BTL initiative’s interventions successfully increase school enrolment and what are the main obstacles? Are there specific differences in relation to gender and/or grades?
· FGDs with affected communities: What real difference have the BTL initiative’s made to end beneficiaries?

	· How has the BTL initiative worked in conjunction with other interventions or services to achieve its intended objectives? What has helped or hindered the initiative to achieve its intended objectives?

	· KIIs with stakeholders: What are the main obstacles that prevented BTL from reach intended objectives and targets?
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff:  How did BTL initiative work with other interventions to achieve targets?
· KIIs with education officers (1 per governorate): What has helped or hindered implementation on field level to achieve intended results?
· KIIs with school principals: Were there specific obstacles to reaching intended objectives in terms of design and implementation?
· FGDs with affected communities: What real difference have the BTL initiative’s made to end-beneficiaries?

	· What have been the particular features of the BTL initiative that have made a difference in the lives of girls and boys as the intended beneficiaries?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff:  How did BTL initiative work with other interventions to achieve targets?
· KIIs with education officers (1 per governorate): What has helped or hindered implementation on field level to achieve intended results?
· KIIs with school principals: Probe particular features of BTL initiatives that made a difference in life of girl and/or boy.
· FGDs with affected communities: Probe particular features in BTL that beneficiaries think has been particularly successful. [probe for communication like fliers, billboards, radio and printing on buses]. 
· KIIs with NGOs, community outreach teams: What specific communication tools utilized in BILT achieved their intended results and which did not? [probe: radio, fliers, billboards, and printing on buses]?


	· Which unintended impact, positive and negative, has the BTL initiative produced?
	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff:  Were there any specific positive or negative un-intended results of BTL? How did UNICEF deal with these?  
· KIIs with education officers (1 per governorate): Probe main mechanisms for dealing with unintended results and how it is communicated to UNICEF SCO & RO management. 
· KIIs with school principals: Probe particular features of BTL initiatives that made a difference which were not planned. 
· FGDs with affected communities: Probe particular features in BTL that beneficiaries think has been particularly successful.

	SUSTAINABILITY

	Overarching Questions
	Primary Target Groups & Tools

	· How sustainable are the results of the BTL initiative, especially considering the continuously changing situation in the country, the role of national and international partners, and funding prospects?

	·  KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff and external stakeholders: Is the BTL initiative designed in a manner that takes into consideration the longer-term impact?  
· KIIs with education officers (1 per governorate): to What extent would the benefits of the BTL initiative’s interventions under each component continue subsequent to funding?  
· KIIs with school principals: Will BTL results continue on the longer-run after decrease of funding? 
· FGDs with affected communities: Has BTL built self-sufficiency of children and their households to access formal education on the long run? 

	· To what extent is there ownership of the BTL initiative at national and local level?

	· KIIs stakeholders: Has BTL improved the long-term capacity of relevant national actors and partners?  
· KIIs with school principals: Are local principals aware of the importance of community outreach and synthetization? Are they better equipped to elevating access barriers? 
· FGDs with affected communities: How is BTL relevant to community members on short to medium terms?

	· Has the BTL initiative equipped parents with adequate information on the right to education and options for their children to continue learning?

	· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff and external stakeholders: Is the BTL initiative designed in a manner that takes into consideration the longer-term impact?  
· KIIs with education officers (1 per governorate): to What extent would the benefits of the BTL initiative’s interventions under each component continue subsequent to funding?  
· KIIs with school principals: How did BTL improve the long term capacity of your school and local community to increase enrolment and retention? 
· FGDs with affected communities: Has BTL built self-sufficiency of children and their households to access formal education on the long run?

	· What are the possibilities for the BTL model of intervention (as a whole or some of its components) to be more widely replicated or adopted?

	· KIIs with stakeholders: What are the possibilities of replicating BTL campaign and/or extending it? To what extent have other stakeholders provided financial support for the operationalization of the BTL initiative?
· KIIs with school principals: Can BTL initiative be replicated on national level by local actors. 


	· Which possibilities would there be for the Ministry of Education to financially contribute to the BTL initiative to enhance sustainability?
	
· KIIs with UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management staff: What are the possibilities of Syrian government’s financial contribution to BTL initiative in the future?
· KIIs with school principals: Can BTL initiative be replicated on national level by national or local actors?






		

Building on the evaluation matrix above, Triangle/Afkar will employ a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats) matrix and perform gap analyses in order to draw lessons learned and inform future decisions. The SWOT be helpful in finding recommendations for good practices and improvements if needed in the BTL initiative’s component interventions as well as allow the evaluation team to develop strategic opportunities for UNICEF to consider in upcoming phases of the BTL initiative. Accordingly, both qualitative and quantitative tools will be tailored to accommodate the SWOT matrix approach as well as inform final reporting and recommendations. Figure 2 below lays out the methodological process by which the proposed evaluation will take place.


Figure 2: Methodological Process
[image: ]SWOT
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1.3. Theory of Change Reconstruction

Triangle/Afkar will re-examine the BTL initiative’s theory of change in order to provide an updated basis on which the evaluation’s activities can be built. As part of this reconstruction process, backwards mapping of the theory of change will be conducted: Evaluators will work with UNICEF staff to reconstruct how the BTL initiative was originally conceived and adapted during implementation. This reconstruction exercise will begin by understanding how the logic and context within which each of the BTL initiative’s components were originally conceived. Subsequently, the evaluation team and UNICEF will assess how and why the BTL initiative evolved over time in relation to the developing context and apply INEE Minimum Standards as a benchmark. Based on these activities, a reconstructed common and accepted theory of change will be devised and agreed as the basis for analysis.  

1.4. Desk Review: 

Data acquired during the desk review will be incorporated at several levels of the research in order to inform the findings of the final report.  Information provided by the desk review already went towards the compilation and content of adaptable research tools employed during the evaluation. The information gap analysis will be triangulated with emerging data from the field to produce the final analysis. Primary and secondary data sourced from the desk review will also be referenced in the final report. 
1.5. Sampling Strategy

This evaluation’s sampling strategy is based on preliminary discussions with UNICEF staff concerning the composition of their schools and focal points databases. After several discussions, it was decided that a purposive sampling approach would was adopted to conduct focus group discussions (FGDs) and the Online Survey (OS). Similarly, a purposive snowball sampling method will be adopted for key informant interviews (KIIs). 

1.5.1. FGD Sampling Strategy 

Particularly, the FGD sampling strategy seeks to reflect UNICEF’s operations on the ground through a series of criteria (See Figure 3):

Figure 3: FGD Selection Criteria
	Criteria

	Explanation

	Coverage
	Coverage of all of the hubs out of which the BTL is rolled out and accessible.

	Concentration of assistance
	The geographical concentration of assistance will also be considered (See map below)

	Proportion / scale of distribution
	Proportion of assistance that is provided under BTL supplies and School Rehabilitation. 

	Amount of support/beneficiaries
	Within each of the four hubs, the largest and the two largest for Damascus hub given its size.  

	Beneficiary profile
	Both IDP, vulnerable children from communities hosting IDPs, and non-displaced children in areas where schooling is disrupted by violence and insecurity will be covered proportionally to how UNICEF targets recipients 

	Facility type
	Built up schools and prefabricated schools will be considered

	Student Enrolment Rates
	Student Enrolment Rates by Governorate will also be considered

	Access and security for enumerators; Do-no-harm
	Security of enumerators and UNICEF’s operations has highest priority in the site selection. Hence Qamishli Hub is disqualified

	Logistical considerations
	Availability and access of enumerators will be considered



Given that the BTL initiative is targeted at both IDP and non-IDP beneficiaries, the inception phase identified the need to facilitate for this further elements of disaggregation. Hence, the number of proposed FGDs was increased from 10 to 20 FGDs. The profile of beneficiaries will consist of parents of children covered by the BTL initiative. UNICEF and its partners will work with Triangle to select a random sample of beneficiaries from a total of three to four schools in each governorate. Whether three of four schools are covered in each governorate will depend on the feasibility of conducting FGDs with parents of non-enrolled and parents of dropouts, both of which will constitute control groups against which to appraise treatment groups (i.e. beneficiaries of the BTL initiative). Figure 4 shows the complete disaggregation of FGDs accordingly. 





Figure 4: FGD Disaggregation
	School No
	No. of Participants
	Profile
	Geography
	Gender
	Residency Status
	Programme Component

	1
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Rural Damascus
	Male
	IDP
	BTL Supplies[footnoteRef:13] [13:  BTL Supplies refers to School bag kits (20 children per kit), School in a carton (40 children per carton), Recreation in a carton (90 children per carton), ECD in a carton (50 children per carton).
] 


	2
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Rural Damascus
	Female
	IDP
	Prefabricated Classroom

	3
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Rural Damascus
	Male
	Non-IDP
	School Rehabilitation 

	4
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Rural Damascus
	Female
	Non-enrolled
	N/A

	5
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Homs
	Male
	IDP
	BTL Supplies

	6
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Homs
	Female
	IDP
	Prefabricated Classroom

	7
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Homs
	Male
	Non-enrolled
	N/A

	8
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Homs
	Female
	Non-IDP
	School Rehabilitation

	9
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Hama
	Male
	IDP
	BTL Supplies

	10
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Hama
	Female
	IDP
	Prefabricated Classroom

	11
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Hama
	Male
	Non-IDP
	School Rehabilitation

	12
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Hama
	Female
	Dropout
	N/A

	13
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Aleppo
	Male
	IDP
	BTL Supplies

	14
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Aleppo
	Female
	IDP
	Prefabricated Classroom

	15
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Aleppo
	Male
	Dropout
	N/A

	16
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Aleppo
	Female
	Non-IDP
	School Rehabilitation

	17
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Tartous 
	Male
	IDP
	BTL Supplies

	18
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Tartous 
	Female
	IDP
	Prefabricated Classroom

	19
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Tartous 
	Male
	Non-IDP
	School Rehabilitation

	20
	6-10
	Parent/caregiver

	Tartous 
	Female
	Non-IDP
	BTL Supplies



A total of two evaluation staff will be present during FGDs in order to facilitate the discussion and to document focus group participant responses. FGD discussions will comprise of a maximum of two 45-minute sessions separated by a 10-minute refreshments break.[footnoteRef:14] At the outset of the discussions, researchers will introduce themselves and the purpose of the discussion. Once this has been established, participants will be asked if they have any further inquiries and to verbally consent to partaking in the discussion.[footnoteRef:15] Participants will also be made aware that the discussion is purely for research purposes and has no bearing on participants in terms of future assistance, nor can the moderators affect that process. Due to security sensitivities, recorders will not be used. However, a dedicated FGD assistant will be employed to take notes alongside the FGD facilitator. All participants will be informed that their identities will remain anonymous as well as that discussions will not be shared with anyone and are purely for UNICEF’s research purposes.  [14:  Triangle reserves the right to adapt FGDs to make them longer or shorter depending on various factors such as response time, FGD participant engagement, etc. ]  [15:  For security reasons and in order to ensure candid responses, FGD proceedings will not be recorded. ] 


UNICEF focal points will coordinate with the evaluation team to organize logistics surrounding FGDs. In particular, UNICEF and partner organisations will be responsible for identifying of beneficiaries with the appropriate profiles and a suitable location to conduct focus groups. FGDs should take place without the presence of UNICEF staff and in a reasonably comfortable location where participants can sit close enough to facilitators to be heard. 

1.5.2. Key Informant Interviews

Key informant interviews (KIIs) will be informed by semi-structured questionnaires that are relevant to the person(s) being interviewed. In order to garner the most nuanced and useful information KIIs will cover both high-level and field-level research participants. The purpose of field KIIs will be to identify dynamics, gaps and issues faced by persons in the field, not least among UNICEF staff and implementing partners. HQ Staff KIIs will be conducted as the last iteration of the field research phase in order to allow high-level staff to address dynamics, gaps and issues identified during previous evaluation activities (online survey, FGDs and field KIIs). Accordingly, field KIIs will be selected using a purposive sampling strategy based on conversations between UNICEF and the evaluation team. Figure 5 lays out the disaggregation of KIIs across all types of interviews. 

Figure 5: KII Disaggregation
	Profile
	Internal or External
	Details
	Number

	UNICEF SCO Senior Management & Sector Technical Leads 
	Internal
	UNICEF SCO & MENA RO management Staff
	5

	UNICEF Field Offices-level staff
	Internal
	UNICEF Education Officers 
(1 per Field Office)
	5


	MOE Governorate Managers
	External
	Directorate of Education Representatives
	5

	Education Response Field-level
	Internal / External
	School Principals (1 per school as per FGD disaggregation)
	16

	C4D Implementation
	External
	NGOs, community outreach teams, and community leaders.
(1 per governorate, or as relevant)
	5 


	
	
	Total 
	36



Each interview with a key technical respondent should last anywhere from 30 minutes to one hour depending on the depth and significance of the interview to the evaluation and the responses of the interviewee. Interviews with non-technical subjects should be shorter than 30 minutes. The output of interviews will be in the form of a near-verbatim write up that can accommodate verbatim quotes. The outputs will then be used to inform an analysis and respond to objectives listed in Section 2.
1.5.3. Online Survey

A brief and voluntary survey will be designed and disseminated to a purposive sample of UNICEF Staff, implementing partners, focal points in the field and other relevant parties. The survey will allow researchers to record feedback against key evaluation questions in a manner that is timely and unobtrusive, as well as allow for the quantification and cross-verification of qualitative information. The questionnaires will be developed according to basic humanitarian standards and BTL programme documents for each component. 

The survey will consist of around 25 questions which cover various elements related to how the BTL initiative was designed and implemented as well as questions which correspond to the evaluation criteria above. The sample population will consist of potential respondents from across the BTL initiative (all 11 governorates) including UNICEF staff (HQ and field level), MoE partners (Ministry-level and field-level) as well as C4D implementing partners (INGOs, Local NGOs). 

The survey should be sent out to the entire population by UNICEF via email with a directive to fill and complete the surveys by a specified date. A response rate threshold of 40% will be set in order to establish significance. If the threshold is not set, UNICEF and the evaluation team will discuss options to reach the statistical significance. 

Figure 5 provides the distribution of survey respondents as per the sampling strategy described above.  
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Evaluation fieldwork will take place over a period between mid-December 2017 to mid-January 2018 and will adopt a mixed-methods approach described in detail above. All research outputs from surveys, KIIs and FGDs will remain confidential and anonymous while the identity of participants will not be printed or reported. Researchers will identify themselves as external researchers which have been contracted by UNICEF to conduct an independent evaluation of activities. At the start of each evaluation activity, evaluators will also explain the purpose of the evaluation, that information acquired will remain confidential and anonymous, and that the intention of the exercise is to improve humanitarian programming of UNICEF. The concept of resilience as defined in this protocol will also be explained when relevant. 

The evaluation team will also conduct a total of five scoping visits to the governorates identified in the sampling strategy. The purpose of these visits is to assess or find tune the understanding of an assignment and create an initial understanding of nuances required as part of an evaluation/assessment framework and methodology in each location. The scoping visits will also be used to test the research tools and fine-tune the discussion guides. Scoping visits will also facilitate security and communications arrangements between UNICEF and the evaluation team. These visits should take place with identified local focal points of UNICEF and the evaluation team. An exchange of contact information between the research team and local UNICEF staff should be shared in advance of such visit.  

Figure 6 provides an overview of the number of activities that will take place over the course of the evaluation.
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	Research Activity
	Number of Research Activities

	Theory of Change Reconstruction Interviews
	2

	Key informant Interviews (Field)
	26

	Key informant Interviews (Staff)
	10

	Scoping Visits
	5

	Focus Group Discussions
	20

	Online Survey
	1



The field evaluation team will be comprised of up to six persons who have extensive experience working and collecting data for assessments and evaluations throughout Syria. Accordingly, each of the evaluation activities will be covered by a minimum two-person team split evenly into lead enumerators and assistant researchers in order to ensure that data can be collected in line with the security, logistical and technical constraints of this project, in addition to quality control procedures at Triangle. 

Figure 7:  Evaluation Team Composition
	Role
	Name

	International Evaluation Team Leader
	Nizar Ghanem

	International Evaluation Expert
	Sami Halabi

	National Evaluation Expert
	Eyad Qatana

	Enumerator 
	Mohamed Karabij

	Enumerator 
	Omar Al-Senjar

	Enumerator 
	Hossein kattan

	Facilitator
	Sarah Saleh

	Facilitator
	Ola Kattan

	Facilitator
	Reema Kaie

	Facilitator
	Mostafa Khdeir
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The security situation in Syria has deteriorated significantly throughout 2017, creating additional risks for staff and research teams. The very nature of research and probing for answers invokes sensitivities across different segments of the Syrian population. Heavy weapons, shelling, and attacks by irregular militias in areas targeted by this evaluation may hinder the implementation of field research. Triangle will regularly assess security risks facing its field staff and beneficiaries in coordination with UNICEF so as to maintain operational integrity and its Do No Harm approach (See Section 5). Regular updates of security risks will be provided to evaluation teams in coordination with UNICEF’s own security protocols. 

According to the methodology outlined above, researchers will conduct field operations in a phased manner so as to ensure the security of all persons involved (beneficiaries, researchers, UNICEF staff) and the quality of data collected. To do so, researchers will first conduct scoping visits to UNICEF locations in sub-districts that are part of this evaluation in advance of data collection. The purpose of the scoping visits will be to: 

1. Ensure logistics and security: Researchers will ensure that they understand the logistics and security related to traveling to and from locations, gain acceptance of UNICEF staff or relevant authorities supervising areas. Part of this process will be understanding who to portray the role and assignment of the evaluation team in the field, especially with beneficiaries and external stakeholders. Local UNICEF teams should coordinate logistics and security jointly with the evaluation team leader (Nizar Ghanem) and the National Evaluation Expert (Eyad Qatana). During scoping visits, an introductory session and security briefing will be held with UNICEF.

2. Ensure institutional arrangements: UNICEF will ensure that team members have the correct institutional arrangements which can include introductory/facilitation letters and/or travel approvals from relevant authorities supervising areas. What is more, UNICEF will ensure the proper coordination with Education Directorate Level and relevant Ministry of Education Departments. Researchers will ensure that all relevant information requested by UNICEF is disclosed in time to ensure smooth field operations. 

3. Pre-Test of tools: Researchers will pre-test the various tools that are being used during the evaluation to ensure that there are no major issues. If issues arise, researchers will relay this information back to their management, who can then make decisions on whether tools need to be amended. 

4. Plan evaluation activities: Researchers will agree evaluation activity timelines with UNICEF staff in order to make certain all relevant parties are aware that these activities will take place, and make the necessary arrangements to ensure security and the smooth running of evaluation operations. Modes of transportation will be agreed upon between UNICEF staff and the evaluation teams to ensure security protocols are followed. Transportation costs will be covered and managed by the evaluation team. 

5. Establish communication protocols: The evaluation team will use scoping visits in order to establish communication protocols with UNICEF. The team’s National Evaluation Expert will agree practical elements of communication with UNICEF staff as well as particular issues related to communications with field staff and implementing partners. The National Evaluation Expert will manage all communications with third parties on the ground and be responsible for ensuring that the evaluation team has the ability to communicate through whatever medium is preferred by UNICEF. The National Evaluation Expert will also share daily security information related to any potential threats in and around field areas.  

It should be noted, however, that UNICEF instructions/communication will be with the whole team experts, and directions to the team will go through and in agreement with the Evaluation team leader. 

6. Emergency protocols: In cases where there is an emergency in the field, emergency protocols will be activated. The protocols entail that whenever an incident occurs, the field team in question will immediately inform the National Evaluation Expert who, in turn, informs UNICEF and the team leader of the issue. As a matter of principle, whenever a security issue occurs, all field teams will be withdrawn from the field to a safe location in a manner which is prompt but, in as much as possible, does not raise suspicion or concern amongst the local community. At the same time, UNICEF, the National Evaluation Expert and the team leader will consider the threat level, and then direct field teams to either return to the field, remain in place, or relocate to a safe location. 

[bookmark: _Toc500428553]Analysis & Reporting

Data acquired during the desk review and key informant interviews process will be incorporated at several levels of the research in order to inform the findings and Final Evaluation Report (FER). The constant and adaptive desk review will serve to inform key informant interviews and focus group discussions which, in turn, will triangulate information from the literature. Primary and secondary data sourced from the desk review and key informant interviews will also be referenced in the FER

Data acquired during the desk review and key informant interviews process will be incorporated at several levels of the research in order to inform the findings and final report. Information provided by the desk review and key informant interviews will first go towards the compilation and content of adaptable research tools employed during the evaluation. The desk review will serve to inform key informant interviews, which, in turn, will inform and verify focus group discussions throughout the research. Primary and secondary data sourced from the desk review and key informant interviews will also be referenced in the final report. The notes from the key informant interviews will be cleaned and emerging themes from each will be identified and synthesised for analysis.
Data from FGD will be employed in three interconnected manners: Responses during FGD will be qualified for each focus group question stemming from the discussion guide. Then, each qualification will seek to provide insight into how responses meet the objectives of the research. 
The online survey will be treated and processed using research and data processing software (such as SPSS 20.0), and cross-tabulations will be run to form tables on which percentages will be compared, and graphs will be created accordingly. The analysis will delve into the results in search of further significance that could highlight particular findings, and build recommendations accordingly. 
At the end of the field research phase, the evaluation team will prepare a presentation of emerging findings which will be presented to UNICEF and the broader technical committee (which includes UNICEF, MoE and members of the Evaluation Team) in order to garner comments. Comments should be documented in written format on one occasion and in one document. Once comments have been received, further analysis will take said comments into account. 
The FSR will consist of a minimum of 25 pages plus Annexes. Depending on the content of the findings, the report will be structure either as themes and sub-themes or according to the evaluation criteria. If the report is constructed as thematic, then an analysis of relevant evaluation criteria will be included under each theme. The FSR will facilitate verbatim quotes and include them in the body text of the FER.  
The evaluation team will also accommodate for UNICEF/MOE comments in the FER. Accordingly, the team will submit a draft copy of the FSR to UNICEF, which should compile all relevant comments in one document and on one occasion. Once comments have been addressed, researchers will undertake a final round of revisions to produce the final FER deliverable. The evaluation team will also present the findings and recommendations of the FSR to UNICEF and whomever UNICEF wishes to be present based on mutual agreement of time, place and format. 

[bookmark: _Toc500428554]Ethical Protocol and Procedures

The principles outlined below underpin the scope and structure of proposed research. They draw on UN Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation (2008), the UNEG Norms and Standards (2016), and UNICEF Ethical Research Guidelines involving children in humanitarian settings, in addition to Triangle’s experience operating in refugee contexts and conflict zones.  
· Context and issue sensitivity / Do No Harm: The protracted, polarised and complex nature of the conflict in Syria has significant implications for both the design and implementation of data collection activities. Each context has its own specificities that are broadly addressed by the objectives of this research. Thus, it is imperative that considerable attention be given to the formulation of research questions and survey instruments to prevent lines of inquiry that could potentially strain relations or jeopardise future UNICEF operations or outcomes. To this end, we will adopt a context- and issue-sensitive approach to research, while mitigating against any potential deleterious effects that may increase tensions between the UNICEF and its beneficiaries, donors, or implementing partners. In doing so, we draw from a substantial track record of conducting research in conflict and post-conflict areas, including Do No Harm analysis/risk mitigation for humanitarian NGOs. As such, the Do No Harm principle will apply throughout the course of this research. To achieve this end, we advocate transparency in the research objectives; thus, ensuring that the intentions of the project are interpreted correctly.

· Gender sensitivity and gender, age, and diversity mainstreaming: Collecting gender-disaggregated data can be challenging and impacted by cultural norms and security concerns. Triangle will employ gender-sensitive research methods and data collection tools, which will aim to ensure inclusive participation and gather feedback from both men and women to present a holistic picture of how assistance is perceived amongst key demographics. 

· Coherence with frameworks and coordination with national/regional coordination bodies: The proposed Evaluation Matrix and tools will avoid establishing parallel/redundant data collection mechanisms. Instead, the framework will utilise data in the target geographic and thematic areas, including proxy sources considered to be credible and reliable

· Flexibility: We seek to establish systems that are highly flexible and adaptable to the evolving context. To do so, we will institute frequent methodological revisions and redesign, and the development of robust and comprehendible mechanisms for measuring performance. This will involve frequent engagement with the UNICEF to ensure evaluation schedules align with critical events during project delivery. 

· Data protection and anonymity: Triangle/Afkar commits to protecting the confidentiality and anonymity of survey, focus group and interview participants names and contact data. The research tools intentionally do not request participants’ names or contact information. All data collected is also stored in encrypted severs, with limited access to personnel. Furthermore, all electronic data online (in case of online survey) is backed up and deleted from the server after finalization of field. Data is copied into hard-drives which are kept in secure locations.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Incompliance with UNICEF Procedure for Ethical Standards in Research, Evaluation, Data Collection, and Analysis; Document Number: CF/PD/DRP/2015-001 Effective Date: 01 April 2015 Issued by: Director, Division of Data, Research, and Policy (DRP).  ] 


· Informed consent and confidentiality: Prior to all engagements, including face-to-face interviews or similar methods of data collection, participants will be asked to provide informed consent in the primary language of the interviewee. Informed consent will include clear information regarding the attribution of the organization/individual; the objectives and how information will be collected, used, and shared; that participation is voluntary and can be discontinued at any time; and that no additional benefits or incentives will be provided. We will ensure that sensitive information cannot be traced back to its source in order to protect individuals from reprisals.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation, March 2008.
] 


· Impartiality: Triangle/Afkar commits to a comprehensive and balanced presentation of research findings. Hence, the evaluators commit to operate in an impartial and unbiased manner at all stages of the evaluation, collect diverse perspectives and guard against distortion in reporting caused by personal biases.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation, March 2008. ] 


· Respect for Dignity and Diversity: Any individual involved in the exercise will be treated with the highest level of respect and objectivity irrespective of gender, age, religion, or any other demographic or ethnic affiliation.


[bookmark: _Toc500428555]Potential Limitations & Mitigation Measures

Given the sensitive nature of research and data collection in conflict zones, particularly in Syria. Some limitations could arise from certain areas of inquiry. In particular, where local government bodies or staff are involved in service provision, beneficiaries and other respondents would potentially be put at risk if overly critical commentary is shared outside of the two parties privy to the evaluation’s findings, namely Triangle and AFKS/UNICEF. Hence, extra care will be taken when questioning such persons and all data will be transmitted outside of Syria will be done using secure means of transmission. In addition, the use of recording instruments is not always appropriate, and will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. 
The security situation itself creates several potential limitations, especially with regard to movement of beneficiaries and non-beneficiary respondents to and from evaluation locations. In order to mitigate these risks, the evaluation team will make as much effort as reasonably possible to reduce time and effort required by beneficiaries and non-beneficiary respondents.  
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In line with this evaluation’s proposal timeline, the evaluation timeline below is proposed in Figure 9. That said, Triangle will attempt to complete evaluation activities in an expedited fashion. 
Figure 8:  Evaluation Workplan
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[bookmark: _Toc500406645][bookmark: _Toc500428558]Annex A. Guidance Document for the Protection of Human Subjects’ Identities and Research Data. 

This field research protocol is based on the Guidance document for the protection of Human Subjects Identities set by UNICEF in the UNICEF Procedure for Ethical Standards in Research Evaluation, Data Collection and Analysis. 

Triangle/Afkar commits to maintaining confidentiality of information collected from research participants. Only enumerators or individual collecting/analysing data can identify the responses of individual subjects. What is more, researchers will make every effort to prevent anyone outside of the project from connecting individual subjects with their responses. Through this protocol Triangle/Afkar will ensure the protection and respect for human and child rights within all research evaluation, and data collection processes undertaken or commissioned by UNICEF. 

1. Triangle/Afkar commits to using subject codes on data documents. Focus group discussions will use unique subject codes such as (F1, F2, etc.). 
2. All sheets containing identifiers (e.g. names and/or addresses) will be removed from survey sheets, focus group discussion, and key informant interviews. 
3. Triangle/Afkar commits to disposing and destroying all study data and documents in a time frame not more than one year since the finalization of the report. 
4. Triangle/Afkar utilizes secure online survey tools which are encrypted. Row data for analysis will be treated in office premises. Staff will be prohibited from accessing data from home. 
5. Triangle/Afkar will ensure that post-analysis, all data is removed from online platforms and moved to a storage device (hard-drive) and deposed in secure location away from office. Al hard-drives will be password protected. 
6. All remaining computerized records will be assigned security codes. 













[bookmark: _Toc500406646][bookmark: _Toc500428559]Annex B. Guidance Document of the Protection of Human Subjects’ Safety 
[bookmark: _Toc500406647]
This field research protocol is based on the Guidance document for the protection of Human Subjects Safety set by UNICEF in the UNICEF Procedure for Ethical Standards in Research Evaluation, Data Collection and Analysis. 
In all research operations, Triangle/Afkar considers the subject safety as a primary concern. Triangle/Afkar researchers will use all available resources to identify potential risks for subjects and establish means for minimizing those risks all through the conduct of the field research. If at any point, knowledge came to Triangle/Afkar’s staff of potential risks that cannot be mitigated, the research team is instructed to stop the study immediately and refer back to management. To ensure that all subjects are protected and safe Triangle will implement: 

1. Context and issue sensitivity: Triangle/Afkar will adopt a context and issue-sensitive approach to research, while mitigating against any potential deleterious effects that may increase tensions between the UNICEF and its beneficiaries, donors or implementing partners.  All research questions and survey instruments are formulated in a manner that is neutral, objective and impartial so as not to endanger subjects.
2. Risk assessment/Minimization of risk: Triangle/Afkar commits to continuous assessment for risks to subjects and will ensure that those risks are reasonable in relation to anticipated benefits.  
3. Do No Harm: Triangle/Afkar commits to apply Do No Harm principal all through its research activities. All researchers will clearly state the objectives of the research study and inform subjects of their right to privacy, autonomy, confidentiality and anonymity.
4. Voluntary and informed consent: Researchers will clearly inform participants of their right to not participate in any research discussion or interview. Prior to commencing with research activities, participants will be asked for their verbal or written consent to participate. 
5. Maintain confidentiality: Triangle/Afkar commits to protecting the confidentiality of data and the subjects contact information and research records (check guidance document for the protection of human subjects’ identities). 
6. Justice: Triangle/Afkar will ensure reasonable, non-exploitative and well-considered procedures are administered fairly. Costs and/or benefits to potential research participants will be shared equally and fairly among research participants without any discrimination based on gender, ethnicity, age or socio-economic profile. 
7. Protection of the most vulnerable groups: All through research design and implementation, Triangle/Afkar commits to the protection of the most vulnerable groups. Research enumerators will be specifically trained on how to report gender based violence (especially for women and children) or any exploitation for vulnerable population. In cases of any reported violation of children rights, enumerators are instructed to directly report to the nearest UNICEF protection officer. 
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