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Executive Summary
Purpose and Objectives
i. This Meta-evaluation is part of the UNICEF West and Central Africa Regional Office (WCARO) programme of work for 2009-2011 in which a key objective is to improve the strategic focus and quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF Regional Office as well as Country Offices in the region. 
ii. The main purpose of the meta-evaluation is to provide baseline information on the quality of evaluations and their focus and to inform the process of strengthening the evaluation function in WCAR in line with the UNICEF Evaluation Policy
. The results of the meta-evaluation are planned to be used by the Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation section of UNICEF WCARO in collaboration with the Evaluation Steering Committee, to develop a plan of action for improving the quality of evaluation in the region so that all evaluations meet the quality standards set out by the OECD DAC as reflected in Norms and Standards for Evaluation approved by the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG)
.  It is expected that the meta-evaluation will increase the awareness of evaluation quality issues among Regional Office and Country Office Managers.  A follow-up evaluation quality assessment is planned for 2011 to gauge progress in improving the quality of evaluations in the region.
iii. The overall objective of the meta-evaluation:

To assess the quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF in the WCAR during the period 2007 and 2008.

iv. The specific objectives of the meta-evaluation are to review the quality of evaluation reports and evaluation Terms of Reference according to the OECD DAC and UNEG evaluation standards.  ToRs are assessed as they set the stage for and guide the evaluation process and are thus an essential ingredient to obtain a good quality evaluation report.
Methodology

v. During the period 2007 – 2008 a total of 39 evaluations were conducted in the 24 countries of the West and Central Africa Region. For the present meta-evaluation a total of 28 evaluation reports were reviewed, based on a set of criteria to identify evaluations for review. Evaluation reports came from a total of 14 country offices in the WCA region.
vi. The reports were reviewed making use of a Guideline
 and corresponding rating tool
 developed by UNICEF WCARO to assess evaluation reports and TORs. The Guideline provides a set of standards around key topics identified for Evaluation Reports and TORs.
vii. In accordance with best practice meta-evaluation procedures, each of the 28 Evaluation reports was reviewed by one reviewer and one shadow reviewer. 

Findings
viii. The overall score for the quality of evaluation reports amounts to 2.4.  This means that the quality of the reports in general can be characterized as unsatisfactory. Over 60 % of the reports reviewed scored unsatisfactory or below. Little less than 40 % scored satisfactory and none reached standards to a level above that. Report standards concerning description of object of the evaluation, description of objectives/scope and methodology score relatively high while standards on stakeholder participation, purpose, use of evaluation criteria as well as evaluator skills and ethical issues score relatively low amongst the 27 standards for Evaluation Reports. The quality of executive summaries appears not up to standards and lessons learned often concern findings rather than learning that can be applied beyond the project or programme context.
ix. The average score for the quality of evaluation TORs is slightly higher than for reports, and amounts to 2.6 which means just within the category labelled satisfactory.  46% of the TORs reviewed reach the standards and score satisfactory or very good. 12 TORs (43%) score unsatisfactory and in 3 cases (11%) TORs are missing. Considering the five standards for Evaluation TORs, the description of scope/focus of the evaluation scores highest, while the roles and responsibilities of team leader, members and other stakeholders in the evaluation process is rated lowest. 
Conclusions

x. The quality of the evaluation reports reviewed cannot be considered sufficient according to the OECD DAC and UNEG standards. There is moreover reason for concern regarding the quality of Evaluation TORs. Though TORs score slightly higher than Evaluation Reports, with 43 % below standard and 11% missing there is a clear need to improve their quality.
xi. Overall it is safe to conclude that the quality of the evaluation reports reviewed is likely to hamper their contribution to a knowledge base that can inform management and more strategic levels of decision-making in UNICEF WCAR.  Additionally, the evaluations reviewed do not provide sufficiently robust data to satisfy UNICEF’s accountability to donors and other key stakeholders concerned.
xii. Evaluation reports reviewed do not prominently use the OECD DAC/UNEG evaluation criteria. Additionally the way these criteria are addressed is often unsatisfactory. The problem is compounded by the infrequent use of an evaluation framework, be it the logical framework already available for the intervention, an analytical framework developed specifically for the evaluation or a set of evaluation questions to guide data collection and analysis.
xiii. Analysis of the mainstreaming of gender and human rights approaches are less systematic than what one would expect considering the importance that UNICEF assigns to these programmatic approaches. Evaluations reviewed hardly analysed the rights based programming approach. Gender mainstreaming received comparatively more attention though not to a satisfactory degree.

xiv. The differences in quality between various evaluations within a country office as well as between different country offices and the variations in scores within single evaluation reports set the stage for opportunities for learning.  These prospects for learning appear to be present across the various country offices, as none of them seems to be clearly ahead of the others in terms of consistently providing high quality evaluation reports. 

xv. Evaluation reports, and to a lesser extent evaluation TORs reviewed exhibit limited attention to the purpose, expected users and use of the evaluation results. This while evaluation practitioners agree that use of evaluation results must be addressed at the time of designing the evaluation in order to enhance the likelihood that evaluation results are used. High quality executive summaries are important to enhance the use of evaluation results. Indeed, they are the part of the evaluation report that policy makers and other interested and potential users of the evaluation results are most likely to read.
Recommendations
Short term Quick wins
xvi. The WCARO Planning Section should make known the guides on Evaluation Report Quality Standards and guidelines on how to develop evaluation TORs to WCARO Programme Sections and country offices in the region and monitor their use.
xvii. UNICEF WCARO should mandate that evaluation commissioners append the guide on Evaluation Report Quality Standards to TORs of any evaluation conducted in the region.

xviii. When developing TORs, evaluation commissioners and evaluators should pay particular attention to defining the evaluation purpose, expected users and uses of evaluation results, scope and focus of the evaluation, and roles and responsibilities of UNICEF and interested stakeholders in managing the evaluation. It would be useful to develop a template for a TOR with these aspects included as obligatory aspects of the Evaluation TOR.

xix. Evaluation commissioners in UNICEF WCAR should be very explicit as to the requirements for the Executive Summary. In particular, in the process of providing comments on draft evaluation reports, UNICEF reviewers in country offices and the region and external reviewers should pay attention to the executive summary. Inclusion of an executive summary needs to be a requirement for the draft version of all evaluation reports.

xx. Evaluation commissioners need to strengthen evaluation management processes.

Medium term Changes (by end 2010)
Focusing the Evaluation Effort
xxi. Country offices should be stimulated to conduct a limited number of project evaluations on a yearly basis which would increase support provided and thus could enhance their quality.

Building awareness and capacities concerning standards and their application
xxii. WCARO Planning Section should enhance staff capacities in the Evaluation TOR and Report standards and their application and to include key consultants in this process. 

xxiii. UNICEF WCA region needs to enhance learning, both across projects and programmes within country offices as well as across the various country offices in the region. It is necessary to establish and develop communities of practice within country offices in the region. WCARO Planning Section should use the WCARO PM&E intranet discussion forum to encourage WCARO Programme Sections and Country Offices to share knowledge and experiences in applying evaluation standards and good evaluation practices. Virtual means of exchange need to be combined with face to face sharing of experiences and other learning opportunities.
Participatory Evaluation
xxiv. Evaluation commissioners should take the necessary steps to increase their knowledge of participatory evaluations, identify and employ evaluation consultants with expertise in this area, and establish mechanisms to design and manage evaluations that promote stakeholder participation in the evaluation process.
Quality Assurance System
xxv. The WCARO Planning Section needs to establish of a quality assurance system in which quality of draft and final TORs, as well as draft and final evaluation reports is reviewed.

xxvi. The WCARO Planning Section needs to develop a database of quality assured evaluation consultants with experience in the WCA region and the UNICEF thematic areas.

Longer term Changes (by end 2011)
Capacity Building Process

xxvii. The WCARO Planning Section in collaboration with the HQ Evaluation Office should develop the capacities of WCARO Programme Sections and Country Offices to enhance the evaluation function from a demand driven perspective, guided by key programming themes and approaches in the region.

xxviii. For the longer term, the WCARO Planning Section should support country offices in the region to engage in an M&E capacity development process, in which attention is paid to individual staff capacities, as well as to organisational systems and capacities concerned. A useful way to start this process is to organise country level guided capacity self assessments, for which a variety of tools are available which could be adapted to the specific requirements of UNICEF in the region.
1  Introduction 
1.1 The present Meta-Evaluation was commissioned by UNICEF West and Central Africa Regional Office (WCARO) and is part of the UNICEF WCARO programme of work for 2009-2011, in which a key objective is to improve the strategic focus and quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF Regional as well as Country Offices in the region
. 
1.2 The main purpose of the meta-evaluation is to provide baseline information on the quality of evaluations and their focus and to inform the process of strengthening the evaluation function in WCAR in line with the UNICEF Evaluation Policy
. The results of the meta-evaluation are planned to be used by the Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation section of UNICEF WCARO in collaboration with the Evaluation Steering Committee, to develop a plan of action for improving the quality of evaluation in the region so that all evaluations meet the quality standards set out by the OECD DAC as reflected in Norms and Standards for Evaluation approved by the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG)
. 
1.3 It is expected that the meta-evaluation will increase the awareness of evaluation quality issues among Regional Office and Country Office Managers. The meta-evaluation results are expected to encourage them to utilize good practice in upcoming evaluation design and management. High quality evaluations in turn are expected to contribute to building knowledge on what does and what does not work in programming and to enable design and implementation of more effective and sustainable interventions. A follow-up evaluation quality assessment is planned for 2011 to gauge progress in improving the quality of evaluations in the region. 
1.4 The overall objective of the meta-evaluation:

To assess the level of quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF in the WCAR during the period 2007 and 2008.
1.5 The specific objectives of the meta-evaluation are to review the quality of evaluation reports and Terms of References according to the OECD DAC and UNEG evaluation standards.  ToRs are assessed as they set the stage for and guide the evaluation process and are thus an essential ingredient to obtain a good quality evaluation report.
1.6 The focus of the meta evaluation includes: 

· The elements that define what is to be evaluated and why: Object of the Evaluation, Evaluation Purpose, Objective and Scope of the Evaluation
· The elements related to how the evaluation is conducted: Evaluation  Methodology, Evaluator Competence and Ethics, 
· Use of Evaluation Criteria and Programmatic Approaches: DAC Evaluation Criteria, Gender and Human Rights-based perspectives, Results based Management, Humanitarian Response Standards
· Findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned of the evaluation
1.7 The UNICEF West and Central Regional Office covers a total of 24 country offices
 in West and Central Africa. Throughout the region, UNICEF is promoting a minimum package of proven health and nutrition interventions, in order to reduce child mortality and morbidity.  UNICEF is moreover, working on promoting access to education, particularly for girls. Through initiatives on promoting the quality of education, UNICEF aims to contribute to increased retention and completion of the schooling cycle. UNICEF promotes a protective environment for children through support to social policy development and implementation and a range of social protection activities and programmes. 
2  Methodology
2.1 During the period 2007 – 2008 a total of 39 evaluations were conducted in the 24 countries of the West and Central Africa Region. Out of these 33 evaluations were conceived, managed and completed by UNICEF Country Offices.  The remaining 6 were conceived and managed by UNICEF Headquarters.  For the present meta-evaluation a total of 28 evaluation reports were reviewed, based on the following set of criteria: 

· Each individual evaluation must be conceived, managed or completed directly by country offices.

· All countries with evaluations conducted during the biennium 2007-2008 need to be included if applicable

· The topics of evaluations should cover all UNICEF programming focus area to the extent possible (Education, Social Policy, HIV/AIDS, Child Survival, Child Protection, Humanitarian response)

2.2 The 28 evaluation reports identified in this way can be considered to cover the various topics of UNICEF’s programming in the region as well as represent a variety of contexts in which UNICEF is providing its support through Country Programmes of Cooperation. An overview of evaluation reports reviewed is presented in Annex 2 and details on the object of the meta-evaluation are in Annex 3. 
2.3 The review of reports was conducted using a Guide and rating tool developed by UNICEF WCARO to assess evaluation reports
. Each standard of the guide is described in detail in this report and the rating tool is in appended in Annex 4. The Guide provides a set of standards around key topics identified for Evaluation TORs and Evaluation Reports. There are 5 Standards for TORs and 27 for evaluation reports (see table 1 below). The guide includes a description of what the standard is about and how it is to be applied. The latter includes a rating from 1 to 5 with generic labels that range from 1 missing and 5 considered best practice. The guide provides, moreover, a specific description of what each of the five levels means for the specific standard concerned. 
2.4 The rating tool consists of an excel spreadsheet that enables a reviewer to enter the scores for each and every standard of the evaluation TOR and report and to add comments that justify the level of score provided for each of the standards concerned. The scores are added and averaged at various stages, making use of weighting of the various standards in terms of their relative importance. An overview of the UNICEF WCARO approach to weighting is provided in Annex 5. 
2.5 The UNICEF WCARO Guide on Evaluation Report Quality Standards is based on the 2004 UNICEF Report Standards.
  However, it differs in its attention to the use of each of the individual OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria in the findings and conclusions of the evaluation (if applicable) and to the use of a Gender perspective in the evaluation. Moreover, there is attention to the use of the criteria for Humanitarian Action. 
2.6 In accordance with best practice in meta-evaluation and to achieve the most objective rating possible, each of the 28 Evaluation reports was reviewed by one reviewer and one shadow reviewer. Reviewer and shadow reviewer compared ratings and came to an agreement in case differences occurred. This process led to a total of 28 rating sheets filled for the total of 28 evaluation reports concerned. An overview of scores of all reports and TORs is provided in Annex 6, while filled out rating sheets of the individual Evaluation TORs and Reports are presented in Part II of the Report.

Table 1 : Overview of Standards for Evaluation Reports & TORs from UNICEF WCARO Guide
	27 Standards for Evaluation Reports

	1. Completeness of Title Page and Opening Pages
	2. Assessment of Executive Summary
	3. Completeness of the annexes
	4. Description of the object of the evaluation.
	5. Description of the roles and contributions of stakeholders

	6. Description of the evaluation purpose
	7. Description of the evaluation objectives and questions
	8. Explanation of evaluation criteria used or not used.
	9. Transparent description of methodology.
	10. Stakeholder participation in Evaluation

	11. Evaluator(s) skills
	12. Ethical issues
	13. Use of OECD DAC criterion of Relevance
	14. Use of OECD DAC criterion of Effectiveness
	15. Use of OECD DAC criterion of Efficiency

	16. Use of OECD DAC criterion of Sustainability
	17. Use of OECD DAC criterion of Impact
	18. Use of a Gender Perspective
	19. Use of a Rights-based Perspective
	20. Consideration of incorporation of results based management.

	21. Use of Humanitarian Response Standard Coherence
	22. Use of Humanitarian Response Standard Coverage
	23. Use of Humanitarian Response Standard Connectedness
	24. Use of Humanitarian Response Standard Coordination
	25. Quality of Conclusions

	26. Quality of Recommendations
	27. Quality of Lessons Learned

	5 Standards for TORs

	1. Purpose/ Rationale of the evaluation is clearly defined
	2. Scope and focus clearly defined
	3. Methodology specified
	4. Roles and responsibilities of evaluators and stakeholders defined
	5. Clear outputs, deadlines and formats specified


Limitations of the Methodology
2.7 As this meta-evaluation is a desk review, it did not explore the evaluation implementation processes including actions taken by Country Office evaluation managers in selecting and guiding the consultants, consultants’ expertise, and other contextual factors that may have influenced the quality of evaluation reports.  The meta-evaluation thus indicates report quality issues, however, does not provide an explanation of causes of quality strengths or weaknesses beyond what can be assessed through reading the reports. 
Object of the Meta-Evaluation

2.8 Evaluation reports came from a total of 14 country offices. With four evaluation reports, DRC had the highest number of evaluation reports within the region for review. Three quarters of the reports reviewed were in French, the balance in English with the exception of one evaluation report in Portuguese. Over 60% of the evaluations reviewed covered 4 topics, i.e. child education, mother to child transmission of HIV/AIDS, Water and Sanitation and Communication for development. The remainder 40 % covered seven other topics. The issue of child protection cuts across all these themes in all evaluations concerned. A complete overview of all the evaluation reports and TORs reviewed is provided in Annex 2. The distribution of evaluation reports reviewed over the various countries, languages and themes is presented in Annex 5.  
Evaluation Team 
2.9 The evaluation team consisted of two IOD PARC regular staff members.  Frank Noij is a senior consultant with 23 years of experience in evaluation and results based management. He has led and participated in evaluations on country programme, thematic, programme and project level and has a track record on quality assurance in evaluation. He has worked on organisational capacity development for results based management and supported organisations in adapting their M&E systems to the requirements of a human rights-based approach to development programming.  

2.10 Juana Espasa is an M&E specialist, with a strong grounding in project cycle management, results based management concepts and tools and international development policy. Juana’s experience at field and policy levels over 11 years, and with a wide array of actors in the area of international cooperation, has provided her with a broad experience on aid programming and other aspects of organisation that underpin effectiveness. 
2.11 The background of the team members proved a useful combination for the quality review of the meta-evaluation and the team was balanced in gender terms.

3  Findings
3.1 The findings of the Meta-Evaluation are presented below first in generic terms for Evaluation Reports and TORs and these are followed by details for each of the topics for Evaluation Reports and TORs. The topics will be discussed in order to facilitate their inclusion in the UNICEF WCARO Standards for Evaluation Reports and TORs as presented in the methodology above (see table 1 on page 4). For the detailed findings on each of the topics concerned, the Standards will be provided as well as the way in which it is meant to be applied (i.e. the specific meaning of the ratings 1 to 5 concerned).
GENERIc Findings

3.2 The overall score for the quality of evaluation reports, which are calculated from weighted scores for each of the evaluation report standards, amounts to 2.4.  This means that the quality of the reports in general can be characterized as “unsatisfactory”.  This score is composed of two parts, aspects of report format on the one hand, that score 2.5 on average, and aspects of report content on the other hand, which score 2.3.  It is the report format aspects that score better than the report content issues.  

3.3 The average score of the combined aspects of the TOR is higher at 2.6, which means that the quality of the TOR is in general a bit higher than those of evaluation reports. In terms of the rating scale that would mean a “satisfactory” label (with “Satisfactory” ranging from 2.5 to 3.49). Nevertheless, it is at the bottom end of this range. For details see table 2 below.
Table 2: Average Scores for Evaluation Reports and TORs
	Type
	Issue
	Average Score and range

	Reports
	Report Format
	2.5  (1.25 – 3.5)

	
	Report Contents
	2.3  (1.6 – 3.3)

	
	Report Overall
	2.4 (1.4 – 3.3)

	TORs
	TOR Overall
	2.6  (1 – 4)



(0=not applicable; 1.00-1.49=Missing; 1.50-2.49=Unsatisfactory; 2.50-3.49=Satisfactory; 3.50-4.49=Very Good; 4.50-5.00= Excellent)

3.4 The quality of evaluation report scores range from 1.4 to 3.3 with the majority of the reports, i.e. 16 out of 28 or 57 % falling into the category of “Unsatisfactory”.  One evaluation report only was considered very unsatisfactory, with a score of 1.43 only.11 out of 28 reports (or 39 %) fall in the category of “Satisfactory”. None of the reports received a total score that would classify them as very good or excellent. This means that almost 40 % of the reports were satisfactory, while about 60 % can be considered unsatisfactory in terms of meeting quality standards. See for details the table 3 below.
3.5 The quality of TOR scores ranges from 1 (i.e. missing) to 4 with an average score of 2.6. Seven TORs, i.e. 25 % fall in the category of satisfactory. Six (or 21 %) of the TORs can be considered very good. A total of 12 TORs (i.e. 43 %) score unsatisfactory and in 3 cases (or 11%) TORs are missing. Overall the TORs score slightly better than the evaluation reports in terms of their quality aspects with 46 % of TORs reviewed scoring satisfactory quality or above compared to 39% for evaluation reports (see for details table 3 below).
Table 3 : Quality Categories of Overall ratings of Evaluation Reports and TORs
	Type
	Classification Label
	Number
	Percentage

	Reports
	Excellent
	0
	0 %

	
	Very Good
	0
	0 %

	
	Satisfactory
	11
	39 %

	
	Unsatisfactory
	16
	57 %

	
	Missing (Very unsatisfactory)
	1
	4 %

	TORs
	Excellent
	0
	0 %

	
	Very Good
	6
	21 %

	
	Satisfactory
	7
	25 %

	
	Unsatisfactory
	12
	43 %

	
	Missing (Very unsatisfactory)
	3
	11 %



(0=not applicable; 1.00-1.49=Missing; 1.50-2.49=Unsatisfactory; 2.50-3.49=Satisfactory; 3.50-4.49=Very Good; 4.50-5.00= Excellent)

3.6 When examining the average scores for the various UNICEF country offices in the West and Central Africa Region, Congo (Brazzaville), DRC, Equatorial Guinea, Mali and Senegal score relatively high on their evaluation reports, while DRC and Cote d’Ivoire score highest on the quality of TORs. In the case of 9 countries scores on Evaluation TORs and Reports correspond in terms of quality levels. In the case of 5 countries the quality levels differ between TORs and Reports.  For seven countries the average TORs score better than the Evaluation Reports. Thus while high quality TORs seem likely to enhance quality of evaluation reports, they appear not a sufficient element.  See for details table 4 below. 
Table 4 : Average Scores per UNICEF Country Office for Evaluation Reports and TORs
	UNICEF Country Office
	Evaluation Report(s)*
	Evaluation 
TOR(s)*

	Burkina Faso
	1.81
	2.0

	Chad
	1.99
	2.0

	Congo (Brazzaville)
	2.66
	3.0

	Cote d’Ivoire
	2.39
	3.5

	DRC
	2.53
	3.25

	Ghana
	1.62
	1.5

	Guinea Bissau
	1.78
	1.0

	Equatorial Guinea
	2.52
	2.0

	Liberia
	2.27
	2.0

	Mali
	2.55
	2.5

	Mauritania
	2.25
	2.0

	Niger
	2.46
	3.0

	Nigeria
	2.46
	2.7

	Senegal
	2.52
	2.3



(0=not applicable; 1.00-1.49=Missing; 1.50-2.49=Unsatisfactory; 2.50-3.49=Satisfactory; 3.50-4.49=Very Good; 4.50-5.00= Excellent)

* Scores reaching a sufficient level or above are indicated in normal font; scores with unsatisfactory levels are in bold while scores that reach very unsatisfactory are in bold/italic. Similar quality levels of Evaluation Reports and TORs are indicated with grey shading.
findings for Standards of Evaluation Reports
The Evaluation Report Format

3.7 The Format of the evaluation report consists of three separate standards, looking at quality aspects of title / opening pages, executive summary and annexes respectively. Below summative results of the quality of format aspects are provided first, after which the details for each of the separate standards are provided.
Totals for Evaluation Report Format
3.8 Total scores for the format aspects of the evaluation report are weighed scores.  The average score of all reports reviewed amounts to 2.4 (meaning unsatisfactory). A total of 16 of the reports (or 54 %) are satisfactory while one of the reports (or 4 %) scores very good. The remainder of 12 reports (or 43 %) are unsatisfactory, of which one scores very unsatisfactory (a calculated score of 1.25).  
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Report Standard 1: Completeness of the title page and opening pages

3.9 The evaluation reports range from a score of 2 to 5, ranking from unsatisfactory to best practice. There are 5 reports that score excellent. A total of 17 reports (or 61%) are satisfactory or score higher.  However, slightly fewer than 40 % of the reports are unsatisfactory. In most cases key elements are missing from the title and opening pages, such as details on the country and date of the report. In various instances the commissioner of the evaluation is missing or the list of acronyms is not provided


3.10 Report Standard 2: Assessment of Executive Summary

3.11 Scores for the Executive Summary range from 1 to 4 with an average of 2.2. Nine of the evaluation reports had satisfactory and one of them a very good summary.  For the remainder of the reports, i.e. 64 %, the executive summary was not satisfactory or missing. This means that in almost two thirds of the reports reviewed the Executive Summaries are below the standard required. This is of particular concern, and it should be examined carefully, given that many policy makers and other potential users of evaluation often depend heavily on the information presented in the executive summary. The most common problem is that the summary does not cover all the issues needed, and misses out in particular on the object of the evaluation, purpose, expected use of evaluation results, objectives, and methodology or a combination of these and thus cannot stand alone. In some cases the summary is too long and detailed.

Report Standard 3: Completeness of annexes to the evaluation report

3.12 The annexes are satisfactory, very good or excellent in 6 of the evaluation reports, or 22 %. One of the reports can be considered best practice in this respect.  The remainder of 22 reports (or 78 %) are not satisfactory and do not reach to the required level of the standard. Sometimes the report does not comply with the formal requirement to include the TOR as part of the annexes. Other evaluation reports do not include methodological aspects as part of the annexes. None of the reports had an ethical code of conduct signed by the evaluators in spite of being a mandatory feature of all UN evaluations since July 2007


The Evaluation Object
.
3.13 The Evaluation Object concerns two distinct topics: the description of the object of the evaluation and the description of the roles and contributions of UNICEF and other stakeholders to the object of evaluation. 

Report Standard 4: Description of the Object of the Evaluation

3.14 The description of the object of the evaluation ranges from 2 to 4 with an average of 3.0. This makes the results overall acceptable, with 75 % of the reports with a rating of satisfactory or above. There are quite a few good practices in this respect with 25 % of the reports in the very good range. Still, on the other hand 25 % of the reports do not include a complete picture of what is to be evaluated.
3.15 What is lacking in the reports that are weak on this standard is a clear description of the logical framework and the expected results chain. In particular the linkages between the various levels of the logical framework are often left out as is the overall theory of change that is the basis of the model.  In the good practice cases on the other hand the logical model becomes a guide for the evaluation as it provides part of the parameters for the assessment.

3.16 An example of good practice in this respect is Evaluation de l'Impact du Programme 'Education pour la Vie' 2003-2007.(Code: MLI0702) in which the object of the evaluation is described clearly and concisely. The report sets out the context in terms of institutional and programmatic framework. Aspects of the logic model provided include objectives, outputs, and expected outcomes of the programme.
Report Standard 5: Description of the Roles and Contributions of Stakeholders

3.17 In 12 out of 28 reports (i.e. 43 %) there is sufficient attention to the role of the various stakeholders, while in 57 % of the reports reviewed there is not enough attention to the contribution of the various stakeholders to the object of the evaluation and focus is normally on UNICEF only. In various of the reports other stakeholders working on the same or related issues are identified, but no further information on their contribution is provided. This often results in a limited focus of the evaluation, concentrating narrowly on the UNICEF project only.  In many of these cases, signalled changes in indicators are automatically attributed to the project or programme, without probing the possibility of the results being attributable to other stakeholders or to changes in context. 

3.18 Good practice was found in the Evaluation project to promote socio-economic status of women in Kipushi and Lualaba health zones in province of Katanga (code DRC 0701) in which the role and contributions of stakeholders are clearly described and their participation and contribution to the respective project objectives provided.

Report Standard 6: Evaluation Purpose

3.19 In about one third of the reports reviewed there is sufficient attention to the purpose of the evaluation. In the remainder of the reports, i.e. in two thirds of them the purpose of the evaluation is not sufficiently described. In 2 cases details on purpose were missing completely. Reports are in particular weak in identifying main users and the way in which they are expected to use the results of the evaluation with linkage to recommendations.

3.20 This lack of attention to purpose of the evaluation can be partly explained by a lack of attention to purpose in the TOR, for which the average score on purpose is hardly any higher than for the evaluation reports (2.4 versus 2.3, se analysis of quality of Evaluation TORs below).  A lack of attention to purpose means that the rationale for the evaluation is not made explicit and that possible use of the evaluation is not made clear from the onset of the endeavour.


The Evaluation Objectives and scope

3.21 The Evaluation Objectives and scope concerns two distinct topics: the description of the objectives of the evaluation, i.e. what the evaluation is supposed to cover, and the explanation of evaluation criteria used or not used. 

Report Standard 7: Description of the evaluation objectives and questions 

3.22 The standard on Evaluation Objectives and scope on average scores considerably higher than the standard on purpose (2.6 versus 2.3). In over half of the reports (54 %) the standard is reached to a satisfactory degree of which over 10 % to a very good level. This indicates that the evaluators on average had clarity on what the evaluation was meant to cover and that they were able to narrow down the assessment to cover a specific set of evaluation questions. The issue that was least covered concerns the evidence that the scope of the evaluation covers the need of primary users of the evaluation. 
3.23 Many of the reports that scored ‘unsatisfactory’ (43%) in the application of this standard, failed to state specific evaluation questions, either because they were not picked up from the ToRs or because there were no questions included as part of the ToR. In some cases evaluation questions concerned too general statements that were of little assistance to guide the inquiry.

3.24 The Evaluation Report of the Girls' Education Project (GEP) in Nigeria (code NGR 0802) provides a good example of clear objectives and scope of the evaluation. 
Report Standard 8: Explanation of evaluation criteria used or not used. 


3.25 This standard concerns the explanation of the use of the OECD DAC Evaluation criteria in the introductory and methodological sections of the report. For one of the reports this standard was not considered relevant. Seven out of the remaining 27 evaluation reports (or over one quarter) indicate to make use of the OECD DAC Evaluation criteria in the evaluation. Almost three quarters of the reports do not make explicit reference to the use of the OECD DAC criteria or do not use them satisfactorily, meaning that these reports apply some of the criteria, but do not justify why other criteria are not used.  The seven reports that made a “satisfactory” or “very good:” explanation of the use of the Evaluation Criteria tend to have high overall scores for the evaluation report. Five out of the seven score an average of 3, i.e. are “satisfactory”.

The Evaluation Methodology
3.26 The Evaluation Methodology concerns two distinct topics: transparent description of the methodology of the evaluation and stakeholder participation in the evaluation process. 

Report Standard 9: Transparent description of methodology 


3.27 The section on methodology in half of the reports reviewed (50 %) met or was above the minimum standard of “satisfactory”, with 25% of them covering all the key elements indicated in the standard with substantial detail (labelled as quality very good) and the other 25% covering methodology with more limited detail (labelled as quality satisfactory). 39% of reports were rated unsatisfactory, as information provided on the methodological approach had important gaps in the description, with the most recurring shortage being sampling methods and rationale, and details on data triangulation. Three of the reports failed to provide details on the methodology used for the evaluation. Overall, this leaves the description of the methodology used with an average score of 2.6, just reaching the satisfactory level. Reports with a “satisfactory” or “very good” description of methodology tend to have a relatively high overall score for the evaluation report (with 9 out of 14 scoring an average of 3 or “satisfactory”).

3.28 Report Standard 10: Stakeholder participation

3.29 With an average score of 1.8 the overall score for the standard on stakeholder participation in the evaluation process does not meet the minimum standard as described in the Guidelines. Half of the reports reviewed lack any reference to stakeholder participation whilst 29% of the reports included this aspect of the evaluation in an unsatisfactory way. Only 18% of the reports fulfilled the standard satisfactorily with a clear description of stakeholder participation.

3.30 In practice, in most of the evaluations, participation of stakeholders is limited to their role as respondents in interviews, answering the questions and queries of the evaluators. In some of the evaluation reports mention is made of stakeholder meetings in which the various stakeholders discuss the results of the evaluation, including conclusions and recommendations, and in which they are able to validate these and respond to issues concerned.  
3.31 One of the reports can be considered good practice. This concerns the Analyse genre du programme de cooperation Cote d'Ivoire (code CIV 0702) which provides a comprehensive description of the type of involvement of the various stakeholders in the evaluation process. Besides stating their main role as informants, the report also provides details regarding coordination arrangements with those partners grouped by kind of agency (including government agencies, donors, CBOs). This report also has a high score on other aspects of methodology.
Evaluator Competence and Ethics
3.32 Evaluator Competence and Ethics concerns two distinct topics: the Evaluator(s)’ skills and attention to ethical issues. 

Report Standard 11: Evaluator(s) Skills 


3.33 In most of the evaluation reports there is no or not sufficient reference to the skills of the evaluators and the reasons for the mix of skills and competencies of the evaluators selected. In 21 out of 28 reports (or 75 %) details are missing altogether, while in 6 reports (21 %) details provided are insufficient. Only 1 report reaches the standard to a sufficient degree.

3.34 The only report with a satisfactory score for this standard concerns the Evaluation Consolidation du plan d'action 2006-2010 eau-hygiene-assainissement (code CHD 0801). In this evaluation report the evaluation team is presented briefly and details are provided on their backgrounds and the bio-data. There is however, no explanation of the skill mix of the team. The score provided is therefore satisfactory.
Report Standard 12: Ethical Issues 


3.35 The standard of ethical issues was broadly disregarded by the set of reports reviewed and details on ethical concerns appear missing in the majority of evaluation reports. Only one report scored ‘satisfactory’ on the application of this standard which suggests that the aspect of considering ethical issues is not common practice, regardless of its importance within UNICEF as an organisation.

3.36 The report paying attention to ethical issues concerns the Girls' Education Project Evaluation Report (code NGR 0802) in which ethical issues are dealt with in general terms making reference to confidentiality, sensitivity of the evaluators and protection of child identities. 
Use of the Five OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria

3.37 Overall Results: This standard concerns the actual use of the five OECD DAC evaluation criteria in the evaluation and the reflection of this use in the evaluation report. The findings of the evaluation should address the five OECD DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact and other criteria as per the scope and objectives section of the evaluation TOR. Evaluations may not need to cover all the 5 criteria. In case one or more criteria are left out, there is the requirement that  the report provides a rationale for why the evaluation did not cover certain criteria. 
3.38 In 9 out of 28 cases (or 32 %) all the DAC criteria were used. In only 2 of these cases all the criteria were used in a way that meets quality standards in at least a satisfactory way. In 3 cases (or 11 %) not all criteria were used and a reason was provided why one or two criteria were not applied. One out of these three made satisfactory or better use of all criteria concerned. In 16 out of 28 cases (or 57 %) not all OECD DAC evaluation criteria were used and no justification was provided why some criteria were not being used. In 2 of these 16 cases satisfactory or higher level standards were met for the criteria that were being used. 
3.39 Looking at the satisfactory use of the DAC Evaluation Criteria it results that only 3 out of 28 reports would qualify, i.e. a meagre 11 % of the reports reviewed. For details see table 5 below. The actual use of the evaluation criteria in the evaluation report does not always match with the details provided in the section on Evaluation Objectives / Scope of the Evaluation.
Table 5 : Use of the OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria*
	All DAC Criteria used or if not a reason is provided for not using certain DAC criteria
	Not all DAC Criteria used and no reason provided for not using certain DAC criteria

	12 reports
	16 reports

	All DAC Criteria used
	Reasons provided for non-use of selected DAC criteria
	Satisfactory or higher quality of use of DAC Criteria
	Unsatisfactory use of one or more DAC criteria

	9 reports
	3 reports
	
	

	Satisfactory or higher quality of use of DAC Criteria
	Unsatisfactory use of one or more DAC criteria
	Satisfactory or higher quality of use of DAC Criteria
	Unsatisfactory use of one or more DAC criteria
	
	

	2 reports
	7 reports
	1 report
	2 reports
	2 reports
	14 reports


* Reports with satisfactory use of evaluation criteria are provided in shaded boxes
3.40 Good practice in the use of the OECD DAC criteria was found in those reports where a comprehensive introduction to what each criterion entails was made when setting out the evaluation questions, criteria and methodology. Each criterion was then used individually when conducting the analysis, establishing a clear connection between the subject matter and the parameters for the analysis. In these cases the evaluation criteria provided the analytical framework for the evaluation. The Evaluation " Réduire la pauvreté pour accélérer la survie, le développement et la protection des enfants (code SEN 0701) is a good example of this approach.

3.41 When comparing the various evaluation criteria it appears that issues of effectiveness and relevance were most often dealt with, while the criteria of sustainability, efficiency and impact were more often missing without any justification. The details of the standards for each of the five OECD DAC evaluation criteria and the extent to which the reports reviewed comply with these standards, are described in detail below.
Report Standard 13: Relevance

3.42 Up to 97% of reports reviewed provided an assessment of the relevance of the intervention concerned. However, 54 % of these assessments were unsatisfactory. A total of 43 % of the reports provided an assessment that was satisfactory or very good (see details in table below). 


3.43 Most of the evaluation reports provided a general justification to the programme in the introductory section of the report, when describing the context and background of the intervention, placing it within a political or regulatory framework. References to needs assessments were provided in various cases. Much less explicit attention was paid to the fit of interventions with organizational mandates and other international and national priorities. 

3.44 The Evaluation de l'Impact du Programme 'Education pour la Vie' 2003-2007 (Code MLI 0702) provides a good example of the use of the evaluation criterion of relevance. The report assesses the needs and priorities of the country and target population and lists a series of issues that provide evidence for that vis-à-vis certain elements of the programme. The analysis on relevance is done for each of the main components of the intervention and examples and concrete linkages with activities are provided.
Report Standard 14: Effectiveness

3.45 The evaluation criterion of effectiveness was used in all evaluation reports reviewed and was thus the evaluation criterion most often used of all five. In 46 % of the cases use was rated as satisfactory, while in 11 % this proved to be very good. In 43 % of the reports reviewed the use of the criterion was unsatisfactory. The main reason includes weak explanation of causal links of activities and/or outputs of a project or programme with outcomes to be achieved. Claims of achieving certain programme objectives are often related to achievements of outputs or completion of activities rather than to assessment of higher level results of the intervention. 

3.46 A good example of the application of the criterion of effectiveness can be found in the  Evaluation de l'Impact des Activités Génératrices de Revenu (AGR) 2003-2007 (Code DRC 0702). In terms of effectiveness, the report looks at the effects and outcomes of the various activities on the socio-economic and living conditions of households concerned. It also analyses issues of coverage and constraining as well as enabling factors to achieving results.

Report Standard 15: Efficiency

3.47 With regards to standard 15 related to the use of the evaluation criterion of efficiency, for one of the reports the standard was not considered relevant. The majority of the other evaluation reports to which this criterion was applicable either missed (30%) or conducted in an unsatisfactory way such analysis (44%). Seven reports (26%) contained a sound assessment on efficiency, of which 1 included a cost-effectiveness analysis.


3.48 These findings are of significance given that relatively few evaluation reports included an analysis that looked in depth at what the intervention provides in terms of ‘value for money’ and how the benefits obtained by the intervention could be justified in terms of the resources required to achieve them.
3.49 The Etude d'évaluation du programme de soutien aux OEV in Congo (Code CBR 0801) provides a good example of analysis of efficiency in which a financial appraisal and cost benefit analysis is undertaken as part of the evaluation which provides a good basis for the assessment of efficiency.
Report Standard 16: Sustainability: 

3.50 The aspect of sustainability as an evaluation criterion was omitted in one third of the evaluation reports to which the standard was relevant, and dealt with marginally only in 22% of these reports. Eleven reports (or 41%) made a satisfactory assessment of the variables affecting sustainability and in one case (or 4 %) the assessment can be considered very good.

3.51 In the Evaluation de l'Impact du Programme 'Education pour la Vie' 2003-2007 (code: MLI 0702) an analysis of sustainability is provided for each of the main components of the programme and thus conclusions drawn are informed by linkages with activities and concrete evidence.

Report Standard 17: Impact

3.52 The 25 reports for which an impact analysis was relevant applied this evaluation criterion scored relatively poorly. The issue did not apply to 3 of the reports reviewed. The scores obtained show that only one report broached the analysis of impact in the intervention to a very good standard. Besides this, 36% of evaluation reports scored a ‘satisfactory’ qualification concerning the issue of impact. Most of the remaining reports that obtained a lower score when addressing impact, failed to look at it as a long-term issue, reducing the analysis of results, effectiveness and impact to short-term outcomes and thus limiting the perspective of the evaluation. Most of the analysis provided is qualitative. Quantitative baseline data to show trends are missing in most cases.
Use of a Gender and/or Human Rights based perspective
Report Standard 18: Use of a Gender Perspective

3.53 With regards to mainstreaming of gender, 25% of reports succeeded in meeting the minimum quality standard (satisfactory) on findings and data disaggregated by gender. 14% of the evaluation reports also elaborated on the mainstreaming of gender in the methodological approaches and other process aspects, scoring very good. 43% of the reports reviewed did not include gender analysis in a substantial and satisfactory way and an additional 18 % did not consider gender aspects at all. This leaves over 60 % of the reports with none or insufficient attention to gender issues.
3.54 Gender considerations were rarely mentioned in the ToRs as one of the parameters to take into account during the evaluations, even in those ToRs where other evaluation criteria such as the OECD DAC criteria were included.

3.55 A good example of use of a gender perspective is the Analyse genre du programme de coopération Cote d'Ivoire (code: CVI 0702) in which a gender approach is fully integrated, given that gender is the subject of the evaluation. This also goes for the Case Study of Gender Equity Mainstreaming in Mali (code: MLI 0804). The Etude d’évaluation du programme de soutien aux OEV in Congo (code: CBR0801) is a good example of consistent sex disaggregation of data. Moreover, data in this evaluation report are disaggregated according to population groups that are taking part in and benefitting from the programme.
Report Standard 19: Use of a Human Rights-based Approach

3.56 Less than one third of the evaluation reports reviewed included a satisfactory assessment of the use of a human rights based approach. Only one report could be characterized as very good in this regard.   In nearly 40 % of the reports reviewed the quality of the analysis concerning human rights was insufficient and in one third of the reports it was missing altogether. This means that the application of a human rights based approach in UNICEFs programming within the region is not yet being systematically assessed.

3.57 A good example of the use of a rights based approach is the Evaluation du Plan d'Action National pour l'abandon de la Pratique des Mutilations Génitales Féminines (Code: SEN 0804) where the practice of Female Genital Mutilation is clearly identified as a gender related issue with a focus on the rights of women and girls. There is attention to capacities of right holders and duty bearers and to the means to address related gaps.

Report Standard 20: Use of Results-based Management

3.58 Whereas many of the evaluation reports reviewed make a reference to the objectives of the intervention in question as part of the introduction of the programme and its intended goals, a relative small number of reports look explicitly at the monitoring and evaluation systems in place, the extent to which information is gathered on programme performance and used to inform programme management and strategic decision-making. One third of the reports include aspects of results based management to an acceptable standard (18 % to a satisfactory and 14% to a very good level).  This leaves two thirds of the reports with no or an unsatisfactory level of attention to RBM. The mainstay (54 %) pays unsatisfactory attention to this issue, while in 14 % of the reports the issue is absent completely. 

3.59 In terms of good practice, in UNICEF Programme Protection,  Evaluation de l'Impact des Activités Génératrices de Revenu (AGR) 2003-2007 (Code DRC0702) there is attention to monitoring and evaluation systems at the levels of interventions and organisations involved, including UNICEF.

3.60 In the Evaluation of the status of implementation and progress achieved in the Rural Component of the WSSSRP (NGR0803), there is a useful discussion of human resources in M&E (p. 25). Moreover, M&E systems and the lack of a project results-orientation are discussed (pp. 40-42 and 51).
3.61 The Evaluation of the action plan for abandoning Female genital mutilation (Code SEN 0804) addresses the M&E of the action plan and concludes that such a system has not yet been established. One of the evaluation team recommendations was to establish such a system. There is recognition that M&E data and information can inform management of the action plan implementation. The inclusion of MGF data in the EDS IV (Demographic and Health survey) is considered as an important milestone.
Use of Humanitarian Response Standards
3.62 The Use of Humanitarian Response Standards consists of four parts: coherence, coverage, connectedness and coordination. In the twenty eight Evaluation Reports reviewed only one concerned an evaluation of a humanitarian project and therefore the four standards concerned only have been applied to this one evaluation.  This concerned the Mid-term evaluation of the PEAR project in DRC (Code: DRC 0805). The standard of coherence was not applicable in this case while all the other standards of coverage, connectedness and coordination scored unsatisfactory (see details below).
Report Standard 21: Coherence


3.63 Report Standard 22: Coverage 



Report Standard 23: Connectedness

3.64 In the Report of the PEAR Mid-Term Evaluation (code: DRC 0805) there is attention to the connection of the PEAR Programme with development oriented processes and the programme is actually considered to be post-crisis recovery rather than primarily emergency oriented. However, scenarios that are developed in this respect (pp. 31-33) are not based on the presentation of findings and thus the analysis remains quite theoretical.

Report Standard 24: Coordination

3.65 In the Report of the PEAR Mid-Term Evaluation (code: DRC 0805) some issues of coordination with other stakeholders are addressed but the issue of coordination amongst the participating agencies in PEAR is not touched upon. This while the evaluation is actually a joint endeavour of these agencies.  One can only usefully discuss issues of coordination with participating agencies (incl. UNHCR, UNDP, OCHA, FAO and WFP) when at least some attention is paid to what those agencies role is in the areas concerned and what kind of activities they are supporting / undertaking. This is nonetheless not the object of the evaluation.

Report Standard 25: Evaluation Report Conclusions

3.66 All of the evaluation reports contain conclusions, often in a separate section but at times also distributed in the main body of the report on findings of the evaluation. Some of the reports combined conclusions at the end of sub-sections of the findings with more generic conclusions at the end of the report. About half of the reports scored satisfactory or higher while the other half scored unsatisfactory. In the latter case the conclusions are often limited based on a limited analysis and a lack of a logical framework or evaluation framework to guide the analysis. Conclusions do not necessarily cover the data that are provided as findings and linkage between conclusion and findings varies. 
3.67 Provision of data at times seems to be driven by what the evaluator(s) got to know rather than by the evaluation questions or an evaluation framework. In some of the reports strengths and weaknesses are presented but repeatedly no clear evaluative conclusions are drawn. This limits the conclusions and their quality as well as the extent to which they provide answers to the objectives and scope of the evaluation. 

3.68 Changes in indicators are often easily attributed to the project concerned without any probing of alternative explanations. Hardly any uyse is made of analysis of the counterfactual. The fact that half the evaluation reports contain conclusions that are not up to quality standards is a clear concern and reduces the potential use of the evaluation results.
3.69 Examples of high quality conclusions were found in the Evaluation Report on Initiative Reduire la pauvrete pour accelerer la survie, le developpement et la protection des enfants (code: SEN 0701)  in which conclusions appeared usefully arranged by results providing a strong linkage with findings and evidence. Also in Etude d'evaluation du programme de soutien aux OEV (code: CBR 0801) and UNICEF Programme Protection.  Evaluation de l'Impart des Activites Generatrices de Revenu (AGR) 2003-2007 (code: DRC 0702) conclusions were considered very good, providing useful insights and clearly substantiated with findings. 

Report Standard 26: Evaluation Report Recommendations

3.70 All reports reviewed included a section devoted to recommendations. The quality of the presentation of recommendations is relatively high with 60 % of reports being of ‘satisfactory’ or higher quality (14 % of these score very good quality). Still, recommendations of almost 40% of the reports reviewed are considered ‘unsatisfactory’. Common issues concerned include a weak linkage between conclusions and recommendations, a lack of specifying target groups for recommendations and non prioritisation of recommendations.  At times there is a focus on recommendations on a specific issue before all data are presented and valid conclusions drawn. These kind of recommendations often refer more to the experience of the evaluator than to the findings of the evaluation. Sometimes recommendations state what should be done without specifying how this could be done, and how eventual constraints identified could be addressed.

3.71 The Report on the Evaluation project to promote socio-economic status of women in Kipushi and Lualaba health zones in province of Katanga (code: DRC 0701) is a good example of a useful set of recommendations. They are arranged by sector, level of activity and nature of recommendation and ordered by priority. They include an identification of a target group for each recommendation and are realistic in scope. 
Report Standard 27: Evaluation Report Lessons Learned

3.72 Lessons learned are not always explicitly asked for in the TOR and that explains that in over one third of the evaluation reports (36 %) the issue was considered not applicable. In the 18 remaining cases in which lessons learned are asked for in the TOR, only 7 out of 18 (or 39%) are satisfactorily meeting the standard. None was rated as very good or excellent. In half of the reports that contain lessons learned these prove to be below standard and in 11 % of the cases lessons learned are missing, though asked for in the TOR.  For all the reports of which the TOR asks for lessons learned 39 % (7 out of 18 reports) are of sufficient quality while 61 % (11 out of 18) are not of lessons are missing altogether. This means that there is substantial room for improvement in terms of generating lessons learned in evaluations.


3.73 Problems with lessons identified include that several of the lessons learned are not really learning that can be applied beyond the project in which they were generated. Lessons learned are at times mistaken for specific learning within the context of a project, only relevant for the project. These issues are normally actually evaluation findings rather than lessons learned. Some of the lessons learned concern common knowledge rather than new learning. Often lessons learned are not sufficiently worked out to really become useful learning for other contexts.

findings for standards of Evaluation terms of reference

Overall Findings Evaluation TORs
The 5 quality standards for the Evaluation TORs concern the issues of purpose of the evaluation, scope, methodology, roles/responsibilities and outputs. Average scores of these quality standards ranged from 2.2 to 2.8. The quality of TOR scores ranges from 1 (i.e. missing) to 4 with an average score of 2.6, satisfactory. This means that TORs score on average slightly higher than Evaluation Reports which have an average score of 2.4 (for details see table 6 below and Annex 6).
Table 6 : Average Scores for Quality Issues of Evaluation TORs
	Quality Issue
	Average Score for all Evaluation TORs

	Purpose / rationale
	2.4

	Scope / focus
	2.8

	Methodology
	2.4

	Roles and Responsibilities
	2.2

	Outputs
	2.5

	Overall Average TOR
	2.6


46% of the TORs reviewed reach the standards and score satisfactory or very good. 12 TORs (43%) score unsatisfactory and in 3 cases (11%) TORs are missing. For TORs there are also good practices available, with 5 TORs scoring satisfactory or better for each of the individual TOR standards concerned (for details see table 7 below and Annex 6).
Table 7 : Quality Categories of Overall ratings of Evaluation TORs
	Type
	Classification Label
	Number
	Percentage

	TORs
	Excellent
	0
	0 %

	
	Very Good
	6
	21 %

	
	Satisfactory
	7
	25 %

	
	Unsatisfactory
	12
	43 %

	
	Missing (Very unsatisfactory)
	3
	11 %



0=not applicable; 1.00-1.49=Missing; 1.50-2.49=Unsatisfactory; 2.50-3.49=Satisfactory; 3.50-4.49=Very Good; 4.50-5.00= Excellent)
Findings for Individual Standards for Evaluation TORs 
TOR Standard 1: Purpose of the Evaluation

3.74 The purpose of the evaluation was found clearly and satisfactorily stated in 32% of evaluation TORs and only 3 TORs provided a complete explanation of the reasons to evaluate the intervention, including information on the particular timing, its uses and users. The most common shortages found in the evaluation TORs that gave an unsatisfactory explanation (43% of TORs) concerned the lack of information on the use of the evaluation and the audience that the evaluation was addressing, that is its use and potential users. In 14 % of the evaluation TORs any information on purpose is missing.

TOR Standard 2: Scope and Focus

3.75 The scope and focus of evaluations were generally (71%) well described in the TORs, where up to 15 TORs (53%) scored satisfactorily on that aspect and five TORs(18 %) did provide a very good explanation. whereas 18% of TORs provided unsatisfactory information on the focus of the evaluation, failing to meet the standard. Information on scope was missing in 11% of the TORs.

TOR Standard 3: Methodology

3.76 Sufficient guidance on methodological issues was offered in 43 % of TORs reviewed. In an additional 7 % information provided could be characterized as very good. In 36 % of the evaluation TORs the information provided was superficial and important methodological aspects were missing, like aspects of coverage and sampling. Only few TORs pay attention to methodological issues of analysis of data and to ethical issues concerned. In some cases an inception phase was included, for the evaluators to further develop methodological aspects of the evaluation. Information is though usually not included in the evaluation reports and inception reports were usually not appended to the reports.

3.77 Good practice was found in the TOR of the Evaluation of Impact of the Back to School Campaign, 2005 - 2006 (code: CIV 0701). In this TOR justification is provided for the methodological approach taken (a temporal approach including data gathering before the crisis, before the campaign and after the campaign). Information sources are included as are data collection instruments and some guidance on analysis is provided. There is  attention to ethical considerations.
TOR Standard 4: Roles and Responsibilities in the Evaluation

3.78 Five of the evaluation TORs reviewed (18%) gave satisfactory guidelines for this standard and 11% of evaluation TORs met the standard with a score of ‘very good’. Up to 50% of the TORs reviewed failed to cover comprehensively the information requirements on the roles and responsibilities in the evaluation. The information that was most commonly missed referred to the roles and responsibilities beyond the evaluation team, that is, the evaluation management arrangements, coordination issues. 

TOR Standard 5: Outputs of the Evaluation

3.79 Half of the TORs reviewed scored satisfactorily in their description and listing of the outputs expected from the evaluation. Two TORs (7%) completed this section to a higher standard, with a very good description of the evaluation deliverables and details on the type of formats required, structure and content requirements and the timeline for the delivery of those products. 25% of the TORs indicated the type of products expected from the assessment only in a vague a superficial way (e.g. referring to draft and final report only). 18% of the TORs reviewed lacked a clear section devoted to the outputs of the evaluation.

4   CONCLUSIONS
4.1 With an average overall score of 2.4 for evaluation reports, the quality of the evaluation reports reviewed cannot be considered sufficient according to the OECD DAC and UNEG standards. Less than 40 % of the reports reviewed score satisfactorily overall and none of the report reviewed scored above satisfactory while over 60 % of the reports score below satisfactory.  This indicates that there is a real need to enhance the quality of evaluation reports and apparently the quality of the evaluations that these reports concern.
4.2 There is moreover reason for concern regarding the quality of Evaluation TORs, which overall score 2.6 on average, ranging from 1 (missing) to 4 (very good).  Though TORs score slightly higher than Evaluation Reports, with 43 % below standard or missing there is a clear need to improve their quality. In particular for TORs there are also good practice cases available as five of the TORs score satisfactory or above on all standards for TORs concerned.  Good quality evaluation TORs appear to be a necessary though not necessarily a sufficient condition for high quality evaluation reports. 
4.3 The quality level of the standards within each report is uneven so that overall unsatisfactory reports, may obtain satisfactory, or even very good ratings on certain standards. It also means that there are no reports in which all criteria are covered to a relatively high standard, though some of the reports come close with only few standards scoring below satisfactory.  This means that good practices are distributed amongst the reports on selected issues, rather than concentrated in few reports scoring well in all respects.
4.4 Evaluation report standards that are overall of higher quality include the description of the object of the evaluation (i.e. the programme or project to be evaluated), the objective and scope of the evaluation and the description of the methodology. Lower scoring standards concern stakeholder participation in the evaluation process, the description of evaluation purpose (including use of evaluation results), and the use of evaluation criteria. Moreover Evaluator skills and ethical concerns are not addressed in most of the evaluation reports. For all standards that score low on average, there are examples in selected evaluation reports of satisfactory application of the standard concerned. 

4.5 Overall it is safe to conclude that the quality of the evaluation reports reviewed is likely to hamper their contribution to a knowledge base that can inform management and more strategic levels of decision-making in UNICEF WCAR.  Additionally, the evaluations reviewed do not provide sufficiently robust data to satisfy UNICEF’s accountability to donors and other key stakeholders concerned. 
4.6 Given the limited number of evaluations per country it is difficult to provide firm statements on the capacity of various country offices concerned to manage evaluations so as to achieve high quality results. Even in the case of Congo (Brazzaville) where the averages of evaluation reports and evaluation TORs are “sufficient”, one out of the three evaluation reports scores insufficient”. Also in the DRC country office, for which four evaluations were analysed, their quality is quite variable. One of these evaluations (DRC 0701), has the highest score of the assessed reports i.e. 3.3, while one of the other DRC evaluation reports (DRC 0805) scores quite low with a total score of 1.9.  These differences cannot be explained by the results of the present meta-evaluation. Further analysis of the evaluation process would be needed to determine the causes of this variation in quality of evaluations within country offices. 

4.7 The differences in quality between various evaluations within a country office as well as between different country offices and the variations in scores within single evaluation reports set the stage for opportunities for learning.  These prospects for learning appear to be present across the various country offices, in which none of them seems to be clearly ahead of the others in terms of consistently providing high quality evaluation reports, but in which almost all do have something to offer in terms of good practice in aspects of evaluation and appear to have some minimal (though not necessarily satisfactory) level of capacity.

4.8 Evaluation reports reviewed do not prominently use the OECD DAC/UNEG evaluation criteria. Additionally the way these criteria are addressed is often unsatisfactory.  Overall, the criteria of effectiveness and relevance score more satisfactorily while the criteria of impact, efficiency and sustainability score unsatisfactorily.  The limited use and handling of the OECD DAC/UNEG evaluation criteria result in descriptive rather than analytical reports.  It also makes it difficult to compare results of evaluations across countries and to build consistent knowledge of the extent to which UNICEF funded interventions are relevant, efficient, effective, and sustainable and have an impact on the lives of children and women concerned. 
4.9 The problem is compounded by the infrequent use of an evaluation framework, be it the logical framework already available for the intervention, an analytical framework developed specifically for the evaluation or a set of evaluation questions to guide data collection and analysis. Only few of the evaluations reviewed make explicit use of an evaluation framework. A good practice example in this respect is report on the Evaluation of the back to school initiative in Cote d’Ivoire (code: CIV 0701). Consistent use of the OECD DAC Evaluation criteria could enhance the opportunities for learning about the worth and value of UNICEF funded interventions not only within each country but across the WCA region.
4.10 Evaluation reports reviewed are often descriptive and lack profound analysis. They often do not specify the role of a variety of stakeholders and their contribution to the issues addressed by the intervention.  Consequently changes in performance indicators are easily attributed to the intervention, without much triangulation of data from various sources and normally without probing of alternative explanations, exploring changes in context or making use of the counterfactual i.e. what could have happened if the project or programme had not been implemented.  The consequence is conclusions that are relatively weak and not enough grounded in the often complex reality of project implementation.
4.11 Analysis of the mainstreaming of gender and human rights approaches are less systematic than what one would expect considering the importance that UNICEF assigns to these programmatic approaches. Evaluations reviewed hardly analysed the rights based programming approach. Gender mainstreaming received comparatively more attention though not to a satisfactory degree. For example, gender was the focus of some of the evaluations reviewed, including a gender promotion plan in Mali ((MLI0804), an assessment of gender mainstreaming in the UNICEF country office in Cote d’Ivoire and an evaluation of the Government of Senegal action plan for Female Genital Mutilation in Senegal (SEN0804). It is thus safe to conclude that the evaluations reviewed do not provide the means for UNICEF as an organisation to systematically gauge its performance with regards to a gender sensitive human rights based programming approach and to be accountable to donors and programme stakeholders in terms of gender and rights approaches applied to programming. Additionally, the evaluations reviewed do not contribute to a knowledge base on what does and what does not work with regard to these approaches and the extent to which or the ways in which these can lead to enhanced results in terms of survival, development and protection of children.

4.12 Part of the reason for the limited degree of use of the OECD DAC/UNEG criteria as well as the Human Rights Based Approach and gender perspective is the lack of the requirement to do so in the TORs or their lack of details on how to approach these dimensions. For a better understanding of the reasons for the relative neglect of these criteria, analysis of UNICEF evaluation managers’ understanding of human rights and gender mainstreaming approaches to programming, awareness and use of OECD DAC/UNEG evaluation criteria and the system of quality assurance of evaluation reports would be useful.    

4.13 Evaluation practitioners agree that use of evaluation results must be addressed at the time of designing the evaluation in order to enhance the likelihood that evaluation results are used. Evaluation reports, and to a lesser extend evaluation TORs reviewed, exhibit limited attention to the purpose, expected users and use of the evaluation results. This may be a sign that evaluations at times are conducted more as a matter of routine rather than to meet a specific demand for information to be used for improved management or strategic decision-making. At the same time, there is a high probability that poor quality evaluations are less useful to the intended users.  
4.14 High quality summaries are important to enhance the use of evaluation results as this is the part of the report that policy makers and other interested and potential users of the evaluation results most often read. Quality of summaries was assessed as below standards and most of the summaries lacked key information, which meant that they were not able to stand alone as a document. 
4.15 In the reports reviewed identification of lessons learned was not required in large part of the TORs. Moreover, lessons identified were of relatively low quality, with the issues concerned often actually being findings rather than lessons learned that can be applied outside of the context in which they occurred.  Improving the identification of lessons learned can be a way to reinforce leaning aspects of the evaluation function within UNICEF WCARO. 

5  RECOMMENDATIONS
Short term Quick wins

5.1 The WCARO Planning Section should distribute and make known the guides on Evaluation Report Quality Standards and guidelines on how to develop evaluation TORs to WCARO Programme Sections and country offices in the region and regularly monitor that they are used to guide evaluations and their management in the region. 

5.2 UNICEF WCARO should mandate that evaluation commissioners (the Country Offices and WCARO Programme Sections) append the guide on Evaluation Report Quality Standards to TORs of any evaluation conducted in the region so that consultants are informed of the standards that are expected of them.

5.3 When developing TORs, evaluation commissioners and evaluators should pay particular attention to defining the evaluation purpose, expected users and uses of evaluation results, scope and focus of the evaluation, and roles and responsibilities of UNICEF and interested stakeholders in managing the evaluation. It would be useful to develop a template for a TOR with these aspects included as obligatory aspects of the Evaluation TOR.
5.4 Evaluation commissioners in UNICEF WCAR should be very explicit in the requirements for the Executive Summary as this is a part of the evaluation report that is most often consulted in order to inform policy and other decision-makers. In particular in the process of providing comments on draft evaluation reports, UNICEF reviewers in country offices and the region and external reviewers should pay attention to the executive summary. In this respect it should be a requirement to have an executive summary included in the draft version of the evaluation report. 

5.5 Evaluation commissioners need to strengthen evaluation management processes including:

· Requiring consultants to provide a proposal for the evaluation and quality assure the proposal selected for implementation.
· Requiring consultants to provide an inception report in the first stage of their consultancy (most likely at the end of the documentation review) and have the M&E point person at country office level quality assure the report and discuss results with the consultants.
· To ensure that evaluations are conducted by multi-skilled teams that include sector specialists, evaluation specialists that are experienced in applying OECD DAC criteria, and specialists on thematic and cross-cutting issues as required by the focus of the evaluation.
Medium Term changes (by end 2010)
Focusing the Evaluation Effort
5.6 UNICEF WCARO Planning Section needs to make use of the IMEPs to prioritize project and programme evaluations in the region and to distribute its support accordingly. Country offices should be stimulated to conduct a limited number of project and programme evaluations on a yearly basis in order to increase support and to enhance the quality of evaluations.
Building awareness and capacities concerning the standards and their application
5.7 WCARO Planning Section should enhance staff capacities in the Evaluation TOR and Report standards and their application and to include key consultants in this process. 

5.8 With the current spread of evaluation capacities across as well as within country offices in the UNICEF WCA region as identified it is useful to enhance learning, both across projects and programmes within country offices as well as across the various country offices in the region. It is needed to establish and develop communities of practice within country offices in the region in which staff can learn from one another and in which they have the opportunity to share their experiences.  In this way staff can learn from the best practices of others. The WCARO Planning Section should use the WCARO PM&E intranet discussion forum to encourage WCARO Programme Sections and Country Offices to share knowledge and experiences in applying evaluation standards and good evaluation practices. These kind of peer to peer learning processes can also enhance the motivation of staff to aim for better performance in M&E. Virtual means of exchange need to be combined with face to face sharing of experiences and other learning opportunities.

Participatory Evaluation
5.9 It is well known that stakeholder participation in evaluation design and implementation increases the likelihood that evaluation results are used.  Considering the limited attention to stakeholder participation in evaluation reports reviewed, evaluation commissioners (the Country Office and WCARO Programme Sections) should take the necessary steps to increase their knowledge of participatory evaluations, identify and employ evaluation consultants with expertise in this area, and establish mechanisms to design and manage evaluations that promote stakeholder participation in the evaluation process including the development of the Evaluation TOR.

Quality Assurance System
5.10 The WCARO Planning Section must provide oversight of the quality of evaluation processes at the regional and country levels.  This needs to include the set-up of a quality assurance system in which quality of draft and final TORs, as well as draft and final evaluation reports is reviewed and country offices are provided with practical recommendations to enhance the quality in line with standards concerned.
5.11 The WCARO Planning Section needs to develop a database of quality assured evaluation consultants with experience in the WCA region and the UNICEF thematic areas in order to make quality assured evaluation consultants available to Country Offices in the region.
Longer Term changes (by end 2011)
Capacity Building process
5.12 The WCARO Planning Section in collaboration with the HQ Evaluation Office should develop the capacities of WCARO Programme Sections and Country Offices to enhance the evaluation function from a demand driven perspective, guided by key programming themes and approaches in the region. For this it will be necessary to build capacities to develop and use evaluation frameworks, to know basic methodologies to evaluate efficiency, sustainability, and impact of interventions including use of data triangulation and the counterfactual; to know how to evaluate gender mainstreaming and the human rights based approach to programming; to know how to apply criteria for evaluations in humanitarian settings; and to better formulate lessons learned. 

5.13 For the longer term it is needed for the WCARO Planning Section to support country offices in the region to start an M&E capacity development process, in which attention is paid to individual staff capacities, as well as to organisational systems and capacities concerned. A useful way to start this process is to organise country level guided capacity self assessments, for which a variety of tools is available
 which could be adapted to the specific requirements of UNICEF in the region. Such an approach can inform the process of M&E capacity development while at the same time starting the actual capacity building process itself through the participatory approach applied in the assessment.

· The WCARO Planning Section and senior management of Country offices in the region should plan for a staff M&E capacity assessment. Assessment of individual staff capacities need to be linked to the capacities required for specific positions concerned. This assessment should include UNICEF evaluation managers’ understanding of human rights and gender mainstreaming approaches to programming, as well as awareness and use of OECD DAC/UNEG evaluation criteria.

· The WCARO Planning Section and senior management of Country offices in the region should plan for an organisational M&E capacity assessment. This should include positioning of the M&E function, roles and responsibilities concerned, support systems on programme, country office and regional levels, use of M&E information, incentive mechanisms and issues of organisational culture concerning results and results based management. Based on the results of the assessment action plans should be developed and implemented and monitored on a yearly basis. 
ANNEX 1 : TERMS OF REFERENCE

1. Purpose and objectives of the study

In line with the 2008 UNICEF Evaluation Policy, a key objective of the WCARO programme of work for 2009- 2011 is to improve the strategic focus and quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF Regional as well as Country Offices in the region. This meta-evaluation of the quality of evaluation reports 2007-2008 will provide an indication as to the quality of evaluations and evaluation focus and design areas that need strengthening. The results will be used by the WCARO PM&E Section in collaboration with the WCARO Evaluation Steering Committee to develop a plan of action for improving the quality of evaluation in the region thus targeting technical support to the evaluation implementation processes in the region based on knowledge of quality gaps identified. Additionally, the meta-evaluation results will increase the awareness of evaluation quality issues among RO and CO managers and it is expected that it will encourage them to utilize good practice for future evaluation design and implementation. This meta-evaluation will provide baseline data as to the current status of evaluation quality. A follow-up meta-evaluation will be conducted in 2011 to gauge the impact of quality improvement efforts. 

Attached Background documents are: 

· The list of 36 evaluations completed and managed by Country Offices. A sample of 33 evaluations will be extracted from the list and electronic versions of these evaluations will be provided to the selected institution..

· The WCARO draft of the guide on the Evaluation report quality standards. 

· The Excel rating sheet for the quality review which will be completed for each evaluation. 

Each of the 33 evaluations will be rated by a reviewer and a shadow reviewer in line with best practice in evaluation quality meta-evaluation. Ratings will be performed by 2 consultant reviewers and 2 WCARO M&E staff shadow reviewers in order to assure the quality of the work of the external consultants and to reduce the cost of the meta-evaluation. Each consultant reviewer will read 28 reports and each UNICEF staff will read 5 reports. 
2. Work assignment

	Tasks to be completed 
	Estimated workdays 
required 
	Completion date 

	1. Review the quality and completeness of a sample of a 33 evaluation reports against quality standards provided by WCARO 
	14 (1/2 day per report) per reviewer (x 2)
	Start date: 8 July Completion date: 27 July 

	2. For each evaluation report reviewed, 
achieve consensus on ratings with a 
shadow reviewer (WCARO M&E staff 
and/or another consultant) 
	1.75 (1/2 hour per report) per reviewer(x 2) 
	Start date: 8 July Completion date: 29 July 

	3. For each report complete 2 quality assessment sheets (one by each reviewer).  The quality assessment sheet is provided by WCARO. Each sheet reflects ratings for which a consensus has been achieved between the two reviewers. 
	0.875 (1/4 hour per report) per reviewer (x 2) 
	Start date: 8 July Completion date: 30 July 

	4. Prepare a summary report of findings according to a lay out mutually agreed with the Chief M&E, UNICEF WCARO (lead consultant only) 
	4 Days  
	Start date: 31 July Completion date: 5 August 

	5. Provide the final summary report taking into account WCARO feed-back, all quality assessment sheets and all data analysis tables to the WCARO PM&E Section in electronic format (lead consultant) 
	1 Day 
	Completion date: 12 August 


3. Timeline

The study will take place during the period July to August 2009, according to the following indicative timeline for deliverables:
	Final meta-evaluation report (in MS Word)
	Deadline: 12 August 2009

	A completed quality review for each evaluation (in Microsoft Excel)
	Deadline: 12 August 2009



	Data files (in Microsoft Excel)
	Deadline: 12 August 2009




4. Qualification requirements

· Have and advanced degree in the field of social science, development planning or related fields and have used basic social science research methods 

· At least 8 years experience with the international standards for evaluation and with conducting evaluations according to these standards 

· Ability to work in English and French and have good French language drafting skills 

· Be computer literate 

5. Administrative issues

The focal point for this study is Christina Bierring, Chief Monitoring and Evaluation, UNICEF West and Central Africa Regional Office  B.P. 29720, Dakar-Yoff, Senegal (direct telephone number: +221 33 869 5850, cell: +221 77 819 2306, e-mail: cbierring@unicef.org).
ANNEX 2 : OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION REPORTS INCLUDED IN THE META-EVALUATION

	#
	COUNTRIES
	TITLE
	TOPICS
	Year
	Language
	Report code

	1
	Burkina Faso
	Rapport d’évaluation/documentation du PIC en matière de  PTME
	Communication, mother-child transmission HIV/AIDS
	2007
	French
	BKF0701

	2
	Chad
	Evaluation du programme eau/hygiène et assainissement
	Eau Assainissement et hygiène
	2008
	French
	CHD0801

	3
	Congo
	Evaluation du programme de soutien aux OEV   
	HIV/AIDS, mother-child transmission
	2008
	French
	CBR0801

	4
	Congo
	Evaluation de la campagne intégrée contre la rougeole intégrée 2007
	Child Health, Measles vaccination
	2008
	French
	CBR0802

	5
	Congo
	Analyse des performances du projet prévention de la transmission mère enfant   
	HIV/AIDS, mother-child transmission
	2008
	French
	CBR0803

	6
	Cote d'Ivoire
	Impact of the back to school campaign
	child labor, education
	2007
	French
	CIV0701

	7
	Cote d'Ivoire
	Assessment of gender mainstreaming of country programme of cooperation
	gender mainstreaming
	2007
	French
	CIV0702

	8
	DRC
	Evaluation of the project to Promote the Socio-economic Status of Women in Kipushi and Lualaba health zones in the province of Katanga
	Income Generating Activities
	2007
	French
	DRC0701

	9
	DRC
	Evaluation of the impact of Income Generating Activities 2003-2007
	Child Protection
	2007
	French
	DRC0702

	10
	DRC
	Evaluation of capacity building activities of AGPS RBM, Devinfo 
	Capacity building
	2008
	French
	DRC0803

	11
	DRC
	PEAR mid-term Evaluation 
	Humanitarian response and recovery
	2008
	French
	DRC0805

	12
	Ghana
	Evaluation of Participatory Health And Hygiene Education toolkit
	Hygiene behavioural change
	2007
	English
	GHA0701

	13
	Ghana
	Evaluation of the Ghana Guinea Worm Eradication Programme
	School sanitation and hygiene education
	2007
	English
	GHA0702

	14
	Guinea Bissau
	Evaluation of the Teacher’s Training Programme. 
	Teachers’ Programme training efficiency
	2008
	Portuguese
	BIS0801

	15
	Guinea Equat.
	Evaluation of PMTCT in Equatorial Guinea
	HIV/AIDS 
	2008
	French
	EQG0801

	16
	Liberia
	Assessment of the Accelerated Learning Program
	 Adult Education
	2007
	English
	LBR0701

	17
	Mali
	Evaluation de l’impact du programme « Education pour la vie » 2003-2007
	Education des filles
	2007
	French
	MLI0702

	18
	Mali
	Evaluation du Plan National d’Action du Ministère de la Promotion de la Femme 2002-2006
	Genre
	2008
	French
	MLI0804

	19
	Mauritania
	UNF Evaluation (UN Joint evaluation)
	Girls education
	2007
	French
	MTA0701

	20
	Niger
	Evaluation du projet "relance des radios rurales" (phase 1)
	Rural Radios
	2007
	French
	NIG0701

	21
	Niger
	Evaluation rapide de l’impact des activités de communication pour la prévention de la grippe aviaire
	Urgence, hygiène
	2008
	French
	NIG0802

	22
	Niger
	Evaluation des différents modèles de jardins d’enfants communautaires
	Education préscolaire
	2008
	French
	NIG0803

	23
	Nigeria
	Impact study of UNICEFs WASH support to Zamfara State
	WASH Impact 
	2007
	English
	NGR0701

	24
	Nigeria
	Evaluation of girls’ education project
	girls’ education
	2008
	English
	NGR0802

	25
	Nigeria
	Evaluation of status of implementation and progress achieved in the rural component of the water supply and sanitation sector reform progress
	Rural water and sanitation
	2008
	English
	NGR0803

	26
	Senegal
	Evaluation de l’initiative « Réduire la Pauvreté pour accélérer la Survie, le Développement et la Protection des Enfants »
	Poverty Reduction
	2007
	French
	SEN0701

	27
	Senegal
	Évaluation des performances des élèves en CVC dans les trois régions de concentration
	Education
	2008
	French
	SEN0803

	28
	Senegal
	Evaluation du plan d’action national pour l’abandon des mutilations génitales féminines
	Female Genital Mutilation(FGM)
	2008
	French
	SEN0804


ANNEX 3 : Details on the Object of the Meta-Evaluation
Table 1: No of Evaluation Reports Reviewed by UNICEF Country Office and year

	No
	UNICEF Country Office
	2007
	2008
	Total

	1
	Burkina Faso
	1
	0
	1

	2
	Chad
	0
	1
	1

	3
	Congo (Brazzaville)
	0
	3
	3

	4
	Cote d'Ivoire
	2
	0
	2

	5
	DRC
	2
	2
	4

	6
	Ghana
	2
	0
	2

	7
	Guinea Bissau
	0
	1
	1

	8
	Guinea Equatorial
	0
	1
	1

	9
	Liberia
	1
	0
	1

	10
	Mali
	1
	1
	2

	11
	Mauritania
	1
	0
	1

	12
	Niger
	1
	2
	3

	13
	Nigeria
	1
	2
	3

	14
	Senegal
	1
	2
	3

	Totals
	13
	15
	28


Table 2: Languages of Evaluation Reports Reviewed per year and totals

	No
	Language
	2007
	2008
	Total

	1
	French
	9
	12
	21   (75%)

	2
	English
	4
	2
	6   (21%)

	3
	Portuguese
	0
	1
	1    (4%)

	Totals
	13
	15
	28 (100%)


Table 3: Topics of Evaluations Reviewed
	No
	Topic
	No of Evaluation Reports
	Evaluation Reports Concerned

	1
	Child Education
	7
	CIV0701; BIS0801; MLI0702; MTA0701; NIG0803; NGR0802; SEN0803

	2
	Mother child transmission 
HIV /AIDS
	4
	BKF0701*; CBR0801; CBR0801; EQG0801

	3
	Water and Sanitation
	4
	CHD0801; NGR0701; NGR0803; GHA0702

	4
	Communication for Development
	3
	BKF0701*; NIG0701; NIG0802

	5
	Gender 
	2
	CIV0702; MLI0804

	6
	Income generating activities
	2
	DRC0701; DRC0702

	7
	Child Health
	1
	CBR0802

	8
	Humanitarian response, 
post-conflict recovery
	1
	DRC0805

	9
	Adult Education
	1
	LBR0701

	10
	Poverty Reduction
	1
	SEN0701

	11
	Female Genital Mutilation
	1
	SEN0804


* The evaluation in Burkina Faso is classified under two topics, all other evaluations are under one topic only

ANNEX 4 : RATING SHEET

	Reviewers Name:
	 
	 
	 

	Report code:
	 
	 
	 

	Title of Report:
	 
	 
	 

	Country:
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Topic
	Standard
	How is the standard applied
	Reviewer's Score
	Reviewer's Comments justifying rating
Please refer to page related to comments

	1 = Missing, 2 = Unsatisfactory, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Very Good, 5 = Excellent, 0 = Not Applicable

	Standards for the Terms of Reference
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. Purpose/Rationale of the evaluation is clearly defined
	The purpose/rationale explains why the intervention is being evaluated, why the timing, what will be the use and who will use evaluation findings and recommendations.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory. The TOR does not adequately explain why the intervention is being evaluated.
3- Satisfactory. The TOR provides adequate detail as to why the intervention is being evaluated, including the timing, target audience and how they will use evaluation results.
4- Very good. The TOR provides a full account as to why the intervention is being evaluated, the timing, the users of its results and how they will use them including envisaged strategies for follow-up to recommendations and/or lessons learned.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 

	2. Scope and focus clearly defined
	The terms of reference need to set out clearly the evaluation’s intended scope and focus – that is the main areas which the evaluation will cover and its main topics of interest. 
1)  The TOR should either define the main evaluation questions, and/or list objectives. 
2)   Objectives should relate to the purpose and be precisely stated so they guide the evaluator in terms of information needs and data to collect. Evaluation questions should be realistic and achievable.  
3)   The TOR should specify evaluation criteria to be used given the evaluation’s objectives and scope, such as the OECD DAC criteria (relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and impact.)
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory. The TOR covers items 1 and 2 only partially.
3- Satisfactory. The TOR covers items 1 and 2 fully.
4- Very good. The TOR fully explains the objectives and/or evaluation questions and presents the key criteria such as the OECD DAC criteria providing detail on each of them.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 

	3. Methodology specified
	The TOR (or the inception report i.e. the document guiding execution of the evaluation) should define: 
1) information sources for data collection; 
2) sampling procedures, including area and population and sample size; 
3) data collection instruments (i.e. review of literature, focus groups, semi-structured interviewing, survey); 
4) data analysis methods; 
5) measures expected to ensure that the evaluation process is ethical and that confidentiality and dignity of participants in the evaluation -e.g. interviewees and sources will be protected.  

In some cases, the TORs developed by the commissioning unit may specify that the TORs will be further developed by the evaluation team. In such cases, the evaluation report must show evidence that an inception was developed. 
	1- Missing.
2- Unsatisfactory. The TOR only partially describes the methodology i.e. one or all of items 1-4 are partly covered, or only two points are adequately covered. 
3- Satisfactory. Adequately covers items 1-3.
4- Very good. Adequately covers items 1-5.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 


The TOR should specify the roles and responsibilities of the evaluation team leader and team members, as well as other stakeholders and advisory structures involved, e.g. steering committees.  

It should clarify who is responsible for: 

1) liaison with the evaluation team; 

2) providing technical guidance; 

3) coordinating the stakeholders involved; 


1- Missing. 

2- Unsatisfactory. The TOR only partly describes the roles and responsibilities.

3- Satisfactory. Adequately covers at least two of items 1-4.

4- Very good. Adequately covers items 1-4.

	5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 

	5. Clear outputs, deadlines and formats specified
	The TOR should explain clearly the outputs and/or products to be produced by the evaluation.  The following should be included:  
1) the evaluation report; 
2) methodology, data sets, and list of interviewees; 
3) dissemination material ( e.g. two page summaries, presentation materials);
4) formats for outputs/products, including software, number of hard copies, translation requirements, structure and length of the evaluation report, and deadlines.
	1- Missing.
2- Unsatisfactory. The TOR partly covers one or more of the items
3- Satisfactory. Partly covers all or fully covers two of the items
4- Very good. Provides a full account of the outputs, deadlines and formats as per the description.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Subtotal  for TORs
	0
	

	Total Score for TOR
	1
	 

	Standards for the evaluation report
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. The Report Format
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1.  Completeness of Title Page and Opening Pages
	Name of programme/project 
	For each of these items 0 = missing, 1 = there
	 
	 

	
	Date
	
	 
	

	
	Country of programme/project 
	
	 
	

	
	Name and organization of evaluators
	
	 
	

	
	Name & address of org report commissioned by
	
	 
	

	
	Table of contents
	
	 
	

	
	List of acronymes
	
	 
	

	
	Contents of Annexes listed
	
	 
	

	
	Subtotal Score for Standard 1
	
	0
	

	
	Total Score for Standard 1
	
	1
	

	2.  Assessment of Executive Summary
	The Executive Summary is a stand-alone section of 4-6 pages that provides an overview of essential parts of the report. It includes: 
• Overview of the evaluation object
• Evaluation objectives and intended audience
• Evaluation methodology
• Most important findings and conclusions
• Main recommendations
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The Executive summary does not provide the whole picture, leaving out essential information, either the name of the programme, findings or recommendations.
3- Satisfactory. The Executive Summary provides a clear picture when read on its own but does not encompass all of the elements (perhaps missing some intended audiences or an aspect of the methodology).
4- Very good. The report has an Executive Summary that includes all of the elements above and can effectively stand-alone from the report
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. Can be used to inform decision making.
	 
	 

	3.  Completeness of the annexes
(0 = missing, 1 = there)
	TORs
	For each of these items 0 = missing, 1 = there
	 
	 

	
	List of persons interviewed and sites visited
	
	 
	

	
	Bibliography
	
	 
	

	
	Details on methodology including limitations
	
	 
	

	
	Data Collection instruments
	
	 
	

	
	Biodata & justification of team composition
	
	 
	

	
	Subtotal Score for Standard 3
	
	0
	

	
	Total Score for Standard 3
	
	1
	

	 
	 
	Total Score for the report format
	0.5
	 

	2. Evaluation Object
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Description of the object of the evaluation.
	The evaluation should clearly describe the object being evaluated, including the logic model and/or the expected results chain (inputs, outputs and intended outcomes), intervention implementation strategies, intervention coverage, and key assumptions.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory A vague programme/project description is given that does not paint a complete picture for the user.
3- Satisfactory. The programme/project is described but gaps in logic or relevant context are unexplained
4- Very good. The programme/project is well described including its logic model and relevant context.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice providing a concise overview that allows a deep understanding of the findings and analysis of outcomes
	 
	 

	Description of the roles and contributions of stakeholders
	The role and contributions of UNICEF, other UN organizations and other stakeholders to the object being evaluated should be clearly described. The reader needs to have a sense of who is doing what to facilitate an understanding of which partners contributed to the results, taking into consideration that attribution of specific results in joint programming is often problematic. 

The evaluation report should outline who is involved, in what role, and what they have contributed to the programme/project including: 
financial resources, in-kind contributions (material items such as drugs, books, desks, etc.), technical assistance, participation, staff time, training, leadership, advocacy and lobbying. This should include any contributions from primary stakeholders
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory Only a single party’s contributions are identified OR the information is scattered throughout the report without any brief summary in the introduction. 
3- Satisfactory. All stakeholders contributions are identified but not a complete picture such as only in a single dimension, i.e. just financial inputs are described with no attention to staff resources, community members’ time and labour, etc.
4- Very good. All stakeholders’ contributions are comprehensively described in an easily understandable manner that aids understanding of the outcomes
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice 
	 
	 

	3. Evaluation purpose
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Description of the evaluation purpose
	The purpose of the evaluation is clearly defined including why the evaluation was needed at that point in time (the context), who needed the information, what information is needed, and how the information will be used.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The purpose is unclear or does not correlate with objectives and scope.
3- Satisfactory. The purpose is clear with specific justification of timing but the context may not be fully described. The main users and uses of the evaluation are specified.
4- Very good. The purpose is clear and relates to the evaluation objectives. A specific justification of timing is given. Main uses and users of the evaluation are explicitly set out and this is linked to follow-up strategies and recommendations.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 

	4. Evaluation Objective and Scope
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Description of the evaluation objectives and questions
	The evaluation report should: 
• provide a clear explanation of the evaluation objectives and scope including main evaluation questions
• clearly link the evaluation objectives and scope to the evaluation purpose
• describe and justify what the evaluation will and will not cover
• provide evidence that the scope addresses the information needs of primary users
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory Objectives are vague, not related to the purpose or impractical given the context.
3- Satisfactory. The evaluation report covers items 1-3
4- Very good. The evaluation report covers all four items.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 


The evaluation report should: 

• Provide an explanation of the evaluation criteria or performance standards used by the evaluators. The most commonly applied evaluation criteria are the following: the 5 OECD DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  Criteria for gender and human rights. Criteria for humanitarian response such as coverage, coordination, coherence, and connectedness. 

• Explain the rationale for not using a particular criterion.


1- Missing

2- Unsatisfactory The evaluation report provides a description of evaluation criteria or performance standards used but it does not provide a rationale or does not explain if other criteria are used.

3- Satisfactory. Covers items 1 and 2.

4- Very good. Covers all three items.

	5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	5. Evaluation Methodology
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Transparent description of methodology.
	The report presents a viable evaluation methodology that clearly explains how the approach will yield answers to the evaluation questions and achieve evaluation purposes and what are its limitations.
• The methods employed are appropriate to the subject of the evaluation and to answer its questions.
• The methods employed are effective in analyzing gender and rights issues identified in the evaluation scope.  
• The report describes data collection methods and analysis, their rationale and limitations. Reference indicators and benchmarks are included where relevant 
• The report describes data sources and related limitations. Data should come from a variety of sources using triangulation to ensure its accuracy and also ensure that all affected stakeholders are considered. 
• The report describes the sampling frame – area and population to be represented, rationale for selection, mechanics of selection, numbers selected out of potential subjects, and limitations of the sample.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The methodology is inappropriate to achieve evaluation objectives OR lacks major aspects such as sampling or data triangulation.
3- Satisfactory. All items are covered but with limited detail. 
4- Very good. All items are covered in substantial detail. 
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Stakeholder participation
	The evaluation report should give a complete description of stakeholder participation in the evaluation. The degree of participation of stakeholders in the evaluation process can vary along a continuum from low to high depending on stakeholder availability. Stakeholder roles might range from being informants or overseeing the evaluation process to actively participating in designing evaluation methodology, collecting and analyzing data, and developing recommendations. 

While not all evaluations can be participatory to the same degree, it is important that consideration is given to participation of stakeholders, and that the evaluation report is transparent about the rationale and level of participation of different stakeholders.
	1- Missing. 
2- Unsatisfactory Vague description of stakeholder participation is given.
3- Satisfactory. Clear description of stakeholder participation but no rationale provided for the degree of participation decided upon.
4- Very good. Clear description and justification the degree of stakeholder participation given, including reference to primary stakeholders. 
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice in “participatory evaluation” with stakeholders included in evaluation design as well as data collection and recommendations workshop.
	 
	 

	6. Evaluator Competence and Ethics
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Evaluator(s) skills
	The evaluation report provides information on the professional background of evaluator(s) and justifies the technical skill mix, gender balance and geographical representation of the evaluation team.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report lists evaluators’ names and titles only. 
3- Satisfactory. The report provides brief bio-data on each of the evaluators. 
4- Very good. The report provides evaluator bio-data and justifies the technical skill mix, gender balance and geographical representation of the evaluation team. 
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Ethical issues:
	The evaluation was conducted in an ethical manner and the report demonstrates that the following ethical issues were addressed:
1. Conflict of interest:
The report describes any existing and potential conflict of interest and measures taken to safeguard the integrity of the evaluation. 
2.   Safeguard of informants’ rights and confidentiality:          
• The report describes measures taken to protect the confidentiality of informants. Also, in describing the interview protocols, the report indicates whether informants were provided with sufficient information about the interview, were required to sign a release form or whether informants were familiar with their rights before being interviewed. 
• The report describes whether the evaluation involves the participation of vulnerable groups, and if so, describes measures taken to ensure the compliance with national or international legal codes governing, for example, interviewing children and young people. 
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report only addresses one of the items of the standard.
3- Satisfactory. The report addresses both ethical considerations as applicable but with little detail. 
4- Very good. The report addresses both ethical considerations in great detail.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	7. Findings: the 5 OECD DAC/UN Evaluation Group (UNEG) Evaluation Criteria – relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact. 
Note: If report states that this standard is not used put a zero
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Relevance
	The report:
• Assesses whether the needs and priorities of the country and target populations were identified in developing the intervention (was there a needs assessment?)
• Assesses the degree of alignment of the intervention with the country and target population’s needs and priorities
• Assesses the degree of alignment of the intervention with international priorities and mandates of funding organizations.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The analysis meets only the first item of the standard in a summarized way.
3- Satisfactory. The report provides an identifiable assessment of all three items of the standard.
4- Very good. All items of the standard are addressed in-depth.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Effectiveness
	In presenting the findings, the report: 

• Analyses causal links between inputs, outputs, and outcomes/impacts, intended as well as unintended or provides an appropriate rationale as to why these links could not be assessed (i.e. lack of baseline and end-line data)
• Assesses coverage of the planned area and target group.  It is particularly important in the context of a strategy to reduce poverty to know whether the intervention reached the poor and vulnerable populations 
• Analyses constraining and enabling factors for accomplishments
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The items of the standard are inadequately covered (e.g. the evaluation assesses inputs only and/or does not use causality analysis).
3- Satisfactory. The report provides a summarized assessment of the three items of the standard and explains if causal links could not be established. 
4- Very good. The report provides a detailed assessment of the three items of the standards and discusses in detail if causal links could not be established. 
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. This includes incorporation of baseline and end-line data to explain causal links between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact. 
	 
	 


The report includes: 

• At a minimum a complete analysis of the cost of the intervention

• An assessment of management factors that contributed to or reduced the efficiency of the intervention such as adequacy of management arrangements, involvement of the right stakeholders, timeliness of inputs, adequacy of expertise secured for the intervention


1- Missing

2- Unsatisfactory The report does not include an analysis of cost of the intervention.

3- Satisfactory. The report covers items 1 and 2 of the standard. 

4- Very good. The report provides extensive detail on items 1 and 2 of the standard and discusses results achieved in relation to resources used though without a rigorous cost-effectiveness analysis.

	5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.  The report includes a rigorous cost-effectiveness analysis.
	 
	 

	Sustainability
	The report:
• Identifies whether the intervention includes any measures to ensure sustainability of results
• Assesses the factors affecting sustainability on the basis of the priority assigned to the intervention by stakeholders (e.g. their readiness to continue supporting or carrying out specific activities; replicate activities in other regions or sectors of the country; or adapting results in other contexts)
• Assesses the availability of actual and projected management, financial and human resources needed to maintain intervention results over the long term
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report states that the intervention will be sustainable but does not explain why, and only partly meets the first items of the standard.
3- Satisfactory. The report meets items 1 and 2 of the standard.
4- Very good. The report meets all three items of the standard.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Impact
	The evaluation assesses the positive and negative long-term effects on identifiable population groups, produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. This would include:
• Identifying the appropriate object(s) for impact
• Evaluating effectiveness of the development intervention (see effectiveness standard)
• Identifying and measuring how outcomes of the development intervention affected the health and well being of identifiable population groups
• If the impact cannot be measured the evaluation report should explain the reasons why. 
	1- Missing. May be not relevant because the evaluation type is mid-term or process.
2- Unsatisfactory The report does not attempt to analyze the intervention from the perspective of long-term change, or comment on whether long-term results are likely to be achieved. 
3- Satisfactory. The report discusses in some detail whether the desired impact has been or is likely to be achieved, and if not, why not. It also explains if impact could not be rigorously measured.
4- Very good. Meets the satisfactory rating, applies causality analysis, and uses baseline and end-line qualitative and quantitative data to demonstrate impact.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. This includes application of mixed method, quasi experimental impact evaluation design including gathering of baseline and end-line data and use of a comparison group. 
	 
	 

	8. Findings: Gender and Human Rights
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Gender
	The evaluation should assess the extent to which the intervention:
• Identified women’s and men’s concerns, rights and obligations relevant to the intervention by among others using sex-disaggregated data
• Identified gaps in the capacity of women as rights holders to claim their rights and of duty-bearers to fulfill their obligations in this regard
• Addressed identified gaps 
• Monitored results using sex- disaggregated data
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory Gender and/or women mentioned but standards inadequately addressed.
3- Satisfactory. The report addresses all of the items of the standard but with little detail. 
4- Very good. The report discusses all of the items of the standard in substantial detail. 
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Human Rights
	The evaluation report describes and analyses how the intervention:
• Identified human rights claims (including the right to economic development) and obligations relevant to the intervention
• Identified gaps in the capacity of rights holders (particularly the marginalized and vulnerable groups) to claim their rights and of duty-bearers to fulfill their obligations in this regard
• Addressed identified gaps 
• Monitored results
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report gives minimal consideration to this approach (i.e. a passing or token reference)
3- Satisfactory. The report covers items 1 and 2 of the standard.
4- Very good. The report addresses all items of the standard.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice and can be used to develop a methodology on the approach.
	 
	 

	9. Findings: Results-based Management (RBM)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	The evaluation design considered programme/projects’ incorporation of results based management.
	The evaluation should address the following dimensions of RBM:
• Existence of a well defined and results-oriented programme/project planning, monitoring and evaluation system (people, tools and processes)
• Availability of indicators that the programme/project had planned to use to monitor programme/project performance
• Indicators that programme/project implementers and decision-makers actually used
• How programme/project stakeholders (beneficiaries, implementers, managers and other decisionmakers) tracked the indicators and used them as well as other monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to assess programme/project performance and results and to adjust the programme/project objectives and strategies.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory Minimal consideration given to RBM (e.g. a token paragraph on monitoring and evaluation).
3- Satisfactory. Analyses items 1-3 of the standard.
4- Very good. Analyses in some detail all four items of the standard.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 


10. Findings: Humanitarian Response Standards – Coherence, Coverage, Connectedness, Coordination

	Note: If report states that this standard is not used put a zero
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Coherence
	The evaluation assesses:
• the coherence and consistency among humanitarian policies and security, developmental, environmental, trade, military and other policies
• the human rights implications of lack of coherence
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report makes token reference to item 1 of the standard.
3- Satisfactory. The report covers the first item of the standard. 
4- Very good. The report covers both items of the standard.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Coverage
	The evaluation assesses whether the humanitarian response properly addressed life-threatening risks facing population groups where-ever they are.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report omits assessment of coverage of important population groups.
3- Satisfactory. The report assesses coverage of all major population groups.
4- Very good. The report provides a comprehensive assessment of the coverage of all population groups.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	Connectedness
	The evaluation assesses the extent to which the humanitarian response interventions were designed so as to effectively link the short term emergency response with post-crisis recovery and development processes
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The evaluation report assesses only linkage to post-crisis recovery.
3- Satisfactory.  The report provides a summary assessment of linkages to both post-crisis recovery and development processes.
4- Very good. The report provides a comprehensive assessment of linkages to post-crisis recovery and development processes.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.
	 
	 

	Coordination
	The evaluation assesses whether there was effective coordination among national and international development partners during crisis and post-crisis situations and analyses the effects of lack of coordination.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report makes reference to coordination activities but does not analyze their effectiveness.
3- Satisfactory. The report analyses the effectiveness of coordination of the key participating development partners.
4- Very good. The report provides a detailed analysis of the effectiveness of coordination of all concerned development partners.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	11. Conclusions
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Conclusions
	Conclusions should:
• Address evaluation objectives and key questions
• Be well substantiated by the evidence and logically connected to evaluation findings
• Represent insights into identification and/or solutions of important problems and issues                                                                                                     NOTE: not all evaluations include a separate section labelled conclusions. To not be rated "missing" the evaluation must include identifiable conclusion statements whether within the text or in a dedicated section of the report. 
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report conclusions do not follow from the findings presented and/or conclusions are not formulated in relation to evaluation objectives and in relation to key evaluation criteria selected for the evaluation.
3- Satisfactory. Conclusions are consistent with data described, are well based on findings, meet evaluation objectives and/or answer key evaluation questions.
4- Very good. There is a separate section discussing conclusions. The explanation of results are consistent with data; conclusions are well based on findings and they represent actual insights into identification and /or solutions of important problems or issues.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 

	12. Recommendations
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Recommendations
	The report describes the process followed in developing the recommendations including consultation with stakeholders.
Recommendations should: 
• Follow logically from the evaluation  findings and conclusions
• Be relevant to the programme/project
• Be clearly stated with priorities for action made clear  
• Be realistic and reflect an understanding of the commissioning organization and potential constraints to follow-up
• Clearly identify the target group for each recommendation
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory The report only partly meets the first item of the standard.
3- Satisfactory. The report adequately meets the first four items of the standard.
4- Very good. Meets all items of the standard. This would usually be the result of some form of a formal management review and response to key evaluation findings and recommendations.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice
	 
	 


13. Lessons

	Note - if this standard is not specified in the TORs, put a zero in the score
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Lessons learned, when presented, were generalized beyond the immediate intervention being evaluated to indicate what wider relevance there might be.
	Lessons learned are contributions to general knowledge. They should be well supported by the findings and conclusions presented. They may refine or add to commonly accepted lessons learned but should not be merely a repetition of common knowledge. Recommendations are different from lessons learned in that they are specific and relevant to the particular programme/project in its specific context.
Lessons learned should: 
1. relate logically to evaluation findings and interpret the findings and conclusions of the evaluation in relation to wider concerns
2. be relevant to the evaluation object
Not all evaluations have lessons learned. If the TORs do not require any lessons learned, this standard should be marked N/A.
	1- Missing
2- Unsatisfactory Findings or conclusions are inaccurately identified as lessons learned OR lessons learned are identified that are simply repetitions of basic knowledge about good  programming
3- Satisfactory. Lessons learned address both items of the standard.
4- Very good. Lessons learned address both items of the standard and the report provides an analysis of how they can be applied to different context and/or different sectors.
5- Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. The lessons are well written and described such that they could be simply lifted from the report and put into a briefing paper. 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Total Score for the Evaluation Report Content
	0
	 

	Average Total Score for the report
	 
	 
	0.25
	 

	Rating ranges
	n.a.  =not applicable
	
	
	 

	 
	1.0-1.4 = missing
	
	
	 

	 
	1.5-2.4 = unsatisfactory
	
	
	

	 
	2.5-3.4 =satisfactory
	
	
	 

	 
	3.5-4.4=very good
	
	
	 

	 
	4.5-5 = excellent
	
	
	 

	Important Note: 

	1. Put all your scores (into column D) and comments (into column E) in the white cells

	2. Do not delete or change the orange and yellow colored cells as they are formulas for the auto score calculation


ANNEX 5 : EXPLANATION OF RATING SHEET CALCULATIONS
Introduction
In order to ensure a fair overall rating of each evaluation report, weights and special formulas are used to compute ratings for TORs, the completeness of the report, report content and the average of three items for the overall rating of the report. 

The ratings of each evaluation report quality standard are whole numbers as follows: 1 = Missing, 2 = Unsatisfactory, 3 = Satisfactory, 4 = Very Good, 5 = Excellent, 0 = Not Applicable. Each sub- and final ratings are numbers with 2 decimals.  The final report rate ranges are as shown below allowing for a distribution of rating where anything under 2.5 will be considered unsatisfactory and anything over 2.5 will be considered from satisfactory to excellent. 

	0  =not applicable

	1.0-1.4 = missing

	1.5-2.4 = unsatisfactory

	2.5-3.4 =satisfactory

	3.5-4.4=very good

	4.5-5 = excellent


Rating of the TOR

The rationale of the final rating for the TORs is that the quality of an evaluation TOR depends on the quality of both the definition of the scope and focus and the methodology used. If the quality of one of these standards is unsatisfactory, the final assessment of the TOR should be unsatisfactory regardless of the rating for the remaining standards. The quality of a TOR is satisfactory when both the definition of scope and focus and the methodology are satisfactory. A TOR will be very good if the rating for the scope/focus and methodology is greater than or equal to satisfactory.

Subtotal for TOR (D15) or average score

Cell D15 represents the average score for the TOR. The values of D15 range between 0 and 5. Cell D15 is calculated using the following formula:

D15 = (D10+(4*D11)+(4*D12)+(0.5*D13)+(0.5*D14))/10. 

Each item of the standard is given a weight. Due to the importance of adequately determining the scope and methodology in the TORs, Cell D11 (Scope and focus clearly defined) and Cell D12 (Methodology specified) each account for 40% of the quality of the TOR and combined for 80% of the quality of a TOR. The weighted items of the standard are then computed and an average calculated by dividing the sum of items by the sum of coefficients. 

Total TOR (D16) 

Cell D16 represents the final score for the quality of the TOR. It is calculated using the following formula:

D16 = IF(D15<=1,1,(IF(D15=5,5,IF(OR(D11<=2,D12<=2),2,IF(AND(D11=3,D12=3),3,4)))))

Let us consider D15 the average score for the TOR. If the value of D15 is inferior or equals 1 then D16 is “1 = Missing”. This means that the TOR of the evaluation is missing. 

Else, when D15 equals 5, D16 will equal to “5 = Excellent”. If D15 is different from 0 and 5 then if D11 or D12 is less than or equal to 2 then D16 is “2 = Unsatisfactory”. If none of the conditions above are met, then if both D11 and D12 are equal to 3 then D16 is “3 = Satisfactory” else D16 equals “4 = Very Good”

Rating of the report format

Completeness of title page and opening pages

Subtotal D27=(D19*3)+(D20*3)+(D21*3)+D22+D23+(D24*3)+(D25*3)+D26
	Weight=3

D19=Name of programme/project 

D20=Date

D21=Country of programme/project 

D24=Table of contents

D25=List of acronyms


	Weight=1

D22=Name and organization of evaluators

D23=Name & address of org report commissioned by

D26=Contents of Annexes listed




The total score awarded for the completeness of title page and opening pages is given by the following formula:

D28=IF(D27=0,1,IF(D27=18, 5, IF(D27<15,2,IF(D27=15,3,4))))

When Cell D27 equals 0, D28 will equal to “1=Missing. The reviewed evaluation report contains no title page, nor opening pages. Else, if D27=18 (the sum of coefficients) then D28= “5=Excellent”. All the items of standards are on the title page and on the opening pages.

If D27 is different from 0 and 18, then if D27 is smaller than 15, D28 equals to “2=Unsatisfactory”. The threshold of 15 is reached when all the five items weighted 3 are on the title page and opening pages

When none of the conditions above are met, if D27 = 15 then D28= “3=Satisfactory”. Such case occurs when all standards weighted 3 are met.

Finally, if D27 equals to 16 or 17 then D28 equals to = “4=Very good”. 

Completeness of the annexes

Subtotal D36 = (D30*2)+(D32*2)+(D31*2)+D33+(D34*2)+D35

	Weight=2

D30=TORs

D31=List of persons interviewed and sites visited

D32=Bibliography

D34=Data Collection instruments


	Weight=1

D33=Details on methodology including limitations

D35=Biodata & justification of team composition




The score awarded for the completeness of the annexes is given by the following formula:

D37=IF(D36=0,1,IF(D36=10, 5, IF(D36<8,2,IF(D36=8,3,4))))

When Cell D36 equals 0, D37 will equal to “1=Missing. There are no items in the annexes. Else, if D36=10 then D37= “5=Excellent”. All items listed can be found in the annexes.

If D36 is different from 0 and 10, then if D36 is smaller than 8, D37 equals to “2=Unsatisfactory”. The threshold of 8 is reached when all 4 items weighted 2 can be found in the annexes

When none of the conditions above are met, if D36 = 8 then D37 = “3=satisfactory”. Such case occurs when TORs, persons interviewed and sites visited, Bibliography and Data Collection instruments are present in the annexes.

Finally, if D36 = 9 then D37 equals to = “4=Very good”. At least all the items weighted 2 and one item weighted 1 can be found in the annexes.

Average total score for the report format

The average total score for the report format (D38) is as follows: 

D38 = (D28+D29*2+D37)/4

It is the sum of the score for the completeness of the title and opening pages, the assessment of the executive summary and the completeness of annexes.  Due to the importance of the executive summary for the dissemination and accessibility of evaluation results to its intended audiences, the rating for the executive summary is weighted 50% of the score and the two other standards are weighted 25% each. 

Rating of the evaluation report content

Total Score for the Evaluation Report Content (D75) is an average of all the standards considered in the assessment of the quality of the content of reports. All the reviewer’s scores are weighted according to the relative importance of the standard and divided by 71 which is the sum of all weights.  The formula is as follows:

Numerator=(D40*3+D41*2+D43*3+D45*3+D46*3+D48*4+D49*3+D51*2+D52*4+D54*3+D55*3+D56*3+D57*3+D58*2+D60*3+D61*3+D63*3+D65*3+D66*3+D67*3+D68*3+D70*4+D72*3+D74*2)

Denominator= (71-(4*(COUNTIF(D48,"0")+COUNTIF(D52,"0")+COUNTIF(D70,"0"))+3*(COUNTIF(D40,"0")+COUNTIF(D42:D47,"0")+COUNTIF(D49:D50,"0")+COUNTIF(D53:D57,"0")+COUNTIF(D59:D69,"0")+COUNTIF(D71:D73,"0"))+2*(COUNTIF(D41,"0")+COUNTIF(D51,"0")+COUNTIF(D58,"0")+COUNTIF(D74,"0"))))

For some standards, the reviewers’ score can be “0=not applicable”. For example if standards on humanitarian standards response (from D64 to D67) or standards on impact (D57) and lessons learned (D73) are not applicable. In such case the weighted score will be zero. So taking this situation into consideration, the weight for these items should be withdrawn from the denominator.

Average Total Score for the report

D75= (D38+D75)/2

The Average Total Score for the report is the sum of the ratings for the report format and the rating of the report content divided by two.
ANNEX 6 : OVERVIEW OF SCORES OF EVALUATION TORS AND REPORTS


[image: image1.emf]Evaluation Report numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 AVG

Report Codes

BKF0701

CHD0801

CBR0801 CBR0802 CBR0803

CIV0701 CIV0702

DRC0701 DRC0702 DRC0803 DRC0805

GHA0701 GHA0702

BIS0801

EQG0801

LBR0701 MLI0702 MLI0804

MTA0701

NIG0701 NIG0802 NIG0803

NGR0701 NGR0802 NGR0803

SEN0701 SEN0803 SEN0804

TOR Country Offices

Burkina Faso Chad Guinea  Bissau Equatorial  Guinea Liberia Mauritania

No Heading Description

1TOR Purpose/Rationale 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 4 1 2 1 3 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 3 2.4

2TOR Scope/Focus 3 3 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 4 1 2 1 2 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 4 2 3 2.8

3TOR Methodology 2 2 3 3 2 4 3 3 2 3 3 1 2 1 1 2 4 1 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 2.4

4TOR Roles/Responsibilities 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 3 3 1 2 1 2 2 4 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 2 1 4 2.2

5TOR Outputs 3 3 3 1 2 2 3 4 2 3 3 1 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2.5

SUB-TOTAL FOR TOR 2.55 2.55 3.35 2.75 2 3.25 2.95 3.6 2.4 3.1 3.5 1 1.95 1 1.7 2.35 3.5 1 2.35 2.85 2.9 2.8 1.9 3.3 2.45 2.95 2.45 3.05 2.6

TOTAL SCORE FOR TOR 2 2 4 3 2 4 3 4 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 2 4 1 2 3 3 3 2 4 2 2 2 3 2.6

REPORT

No Heading Description

1Report Format Title/Opening Pages ('Total Standard 1') 2 3 5 2 5 2 4 4 2 4 2 2 2 3 5 4 4 4 2 5 4 4 2 4 2 3 2 5 3.3

2Report Format Exec Summary 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 4 2 3 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 2.2

3Report Format Annexes ('Total Standard 3') 1 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 4 2 1 3 2 3 2 2 5 4 1 2 2 2 2.1

TOTAL REPORT FORMAT 1.75 1.75 2.75 2.5 3.5 2 2.75 3.25 2 3 2 1.25 2 1.75 2.75 2.5 2.25 2.25 2.5 3 3 3 3.25 3 1.75 2.75 2 2.75 2.5

4Evaluation Object Description of object eval 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 2 3 3 2 4 3 4 3 4 3.0

5Evaluation Object Roles/contributions SHs 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 2.5

6Evaluation Purpose Description Purpose 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 2 2.3

7Eval Objective/Scope Description objectives/questions 3 1 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 4 2 3 2 3 2.6

8Eval Objective/Scope Use Evaluation Criteria 2 1 4 2 2 2 2 3 4 3 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 4 2 4 2 2 2.3

9Evaluation MethodologyDescription Methodology 2 2 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 1 3 2 4 2 1 3 2 2 2 4 1 3 3 2 2.6

10Evaluation MethodologyStakeholder Participation 2 2 2 1 2 1 4 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 1 1.8

11Competencies/Ethics Evaluator Skills 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1.3

12Competencies/Ethics Ethical Issues 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1.1

13OECD/DAC Eval CriteriaRelevance 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 4 3 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 4 2 3 2.5

14OECD/DAC Eval CriteriaEffectiveness 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 2.7

15OECD/DAC Eval CriteriaEfficiency 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 4 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 1 4 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 4 2 0 2.1

16OECD/DAC Eval CriteriaSustainability 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 3 3 1 3 0 1 1 3 3 4 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 1 3 2.1

17OECD/DAC Eval CriteriaImpact 1 2 3 0 3 3 1 2 3 2 0 0 1 2 1 2 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 3 3 3 2 3 2.2

18Gender/Human Rights Gender 2 1 4 2 3 2 4 3 2 2 2 1 1 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 3 2.4

19Gender/Human Rights Human Rights 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 3 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 3 1 3 2 4 2.0

20RBM Use of RBM 2 4 4 1 2 2 2 4 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 3 2 4 2.3

21Human Response CriteriaCoherence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

22Human Response CriteriaCoverage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.0

23Human Response CriteriaConnectedness 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.0

24Human Response CriteriaCoordination 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.0

25Conclusions Conclusions 2 2 4 3 2 3 3 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 3 3 2.7

26Recommendations Recommendations 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 4 3 4 2 3 2 3 3 2 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 4 3 2.8

27Lessons Learned Lessons Learned 2 3 2 0 3 2 2 3 1 3 2 0 0 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 3 2 2.3

TOTAL EVAL REPORT CONTENTS 1.86 2.24 2.9 1.98 2.34 2.29 2.53 3.29 2.51 2.3 1.89 1.61 1.59 1.81 2.29 2.03 3.17 2.52 2 1.91 1.89 1.95 1.77 2.85 2.18 2.96 2.12 2.52 2.3

TOTAL SCORE EVALUATION REPORT 1.81 1.99 2.82 2.24 2.92 2.14 2.64 3.27 2.25 2.65 1.95 1.43 1.8 1.78 2.52 2.27 2.71 2.39 2.25 2.46 2.45 2.47 2.51 2.92 1.96 2.86 2.06 2.64 2.4
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Report Standard 2: 


The evaluation report should contain an executive summary


The Executive Summary is a stand-alone section of 4-6 pages that provides an overview of essential parts of the report. It includes: 


Overview of the evaluation object


Evaluation objectives and intended audience


Evaluation methodology


Most important findings and conclusions


Main recommendations


How the Standard is applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The Executive summary does not provide the whole picture, leaving out essential information, either the name of the programme, findings or recommendations.


Satisfactory. The Executive Summary provides a clear picture when read on its own but does not encompass all of the elements (perhaps missing some intended audiences or an aspect of the methodology).


Very good. The report has an Executive Summary that includes all of the elements above and can effectively stand-alone from the report


Excellent. Meets all of the standard in a manner that can be considered best practice. Can be used to inform decision making.





Scores for Standard 1:


	0: -  	2: 11  (39 %)	4: 9  (32 %)


	1: - 	3:   3  (11 %)	5: 5  (18 %)





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 1: 


The title page and opening pages should provide key basic information including:


Name of the evaluation object


Date


Countries of the evaluation object


Names and organizations of evaluators


Name of the organization commissioning the evaluation


Table of contents which also lists Tables, Graphs, Figures and Annexes


List of acronyms


How the Standard is applied:


A simple Check list is used to indicate which of these items is included





Scores for Standard 4:


	0: -  	2:   7 (25 %)	4: 7  (25 %)


	1: -	3: 14 (50 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 3: 


Annexes increase the usability and credibility of the report.  They should include: 


TORs


bibliography


list of persons interviewed and sites visited


more details on the methodology including its limitations


data collection instruments


evaluators biodata and justification of team composition


Ethical Code of Conduct signed by evaluators


How the Standard is applied:


A simple Check list is used to mark off that each of these items is there





Scores for Standard 3:


	0: -  	2: 16  (57 %)	4: 2  (7 %)


	1: 6  (21 %)	3:   3  (11 %)	5: 1  (4 %)





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Scores for Standard 2:


	0: -  	2: 13  (46 %)	4: 1  (4 %)


	1: 5  (18 %)	3:   9  (32 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 4: 


The evaluation should clearly describe the object being evaluated, including the logic model and/or the expected results chain (inputs, outputs and intended outcomes), intervention implementation strategies, intervention coverage, and key assumptions 


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. A vague programme/project description is given that does not paint a complete picture for the user.


Satisfactory. The programme/project is described but gaps in logic or relevant context are unexplained


Very good. The programme/project is well described including its logic model and relevant context.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice providing a concise overview that allows a deep understanding of the findings and analysis of outcomes





Report Standard 6: 


The purpose of the evaluation is clearly defined including why the evaluation was needed at that point in time (the context), who needed the information, what information is needed, and how the information will be used 


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The purpose is unclear or does not correlate with objectives and scope.


Satisfactory. The purpose is clear with specific justification of timing but the context may not be fully described. The main users and uses of the evaluation are specified.


Very good. The purpose is clear and relates to the evaluation objectives. A specific justification of timing is given. Main uses and users of the evaluation are explicitly set out and this is linked to follow-up strategies and recommendations.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 6:


	0: -  	2: 17  (61 %)	4: 1  (3 %)


	1: 2  (7 %)	3:   8  (29 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Scores for Standard 7:


	0: -  	2:  12  (43 %)	4:   3  (11 %)


	1:  1  (3 %)	3:  12  (43 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 7: 


The evaluation report should: 


provide a clear explanation of the evaluation objectives and scope including main evaluation questions


clearly link the evaluation objectives and scope to the evaluation purpose


describe and justify what the evaluation will and will not cover


provide evidence that the scope addresses the information needs of primary users


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. Objectives are vague, not related to the purpose or impractical given the context.


Satisfactory. The evaluation report covers items 1-3 above.


Very good. The evaluation report covers all four items above.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 9:


	0: -  	2:  11  (39 %)	4:   7  (25 %)


	1:  3  (11 %)	3:    7  (25 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 9: 


The report presents a viable evaluation methodology that clearly explains how the approach will yield answers to the evaluation questions and achieve evaluation purposes and what are its limitations that may lead to bias. 


The methods employed are appropriate to the subject of the evaluation and to answer its questions.


The methods employed are effective in analyzing gender and rights issues identified in the evaluation scope.  


The report describes data collection methods and analysis, their rationale and limitations. Reference indicators and benchmarks are included where relevant 


The report describes data sources and related limitations. Data should come from a variety of sources using triangulation to ensure its accuracy and also ensure that all affected stakeholders are considered. 


The report describes the sampling frame – area and population to be represented, rationale for selection, mechanics of selection, numbers selected out of potential subjects, and limitations of the sample





How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The methodology is inappropriate to achieve evaluation objectives OR lacks major aspects such as sampling or data triangulation.


Satisfactory. All items above are covered but with limited detail. 


Very good. All items above are covered in substantial detail. 


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 10:


	0: -  	2:   8  (29 %)	4:   1  (3 %)


	1:   14 (50 %)	3:   5  (18 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 10: 


The evaluation report should give a complete description of stakeholder participation in the evaluation. The degree of participation of stakeholders in the evaluation process can vary along a continuum from low to high depending on stakeholder availability. Stakeholder roles might range from being informants or overseeing the evaluation process to actively participating in designing evaluation methodology, collecting and analyzing data, and developing recommendations. 


While not all evaluations can be participatory to the same degree, it is important that consideration is given to participation of stakeholders, and that the evaluation report is transparent about the rationale and level of participation of different stakeholders.


 How is the Standard applied:


Missing. 


Unsatisfactory. Vague description of stakeholder participation is given.


Satisfactory. Clear description of stakeholder participation but no rationale provided for the degree of participation decided upon.


Very good. Clear description and justification of the degree of stakeholder participation given, including reference to primary stakeholders. 


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice in “participatory evaluation” with stakeholders included in evaluation design as well as data collection and recommendations workshop.





Scores for Standard 13:


	0: -  	2:  15  (54 %)	4:   2  (7  %)


	1:  1  (3 %)	3:  10  (36 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 13: 


The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’ and donors’ policies. (OECD DAC Glossary of Evaluation RBM terms)


The report:


Assesses whether the needs and priorities of the country and target populations were identified in developing the intervention (was there a needs assessment?)


Assesses the degree of alignment of the intervention with the country and target population’s needs and priorities


Assesses the degree of alignment of the intervention with international priorities and mandates of funding organizations.





How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The analysis meets only the first item of the standard in a summarized way.


Satisfactory. The report provides an identifiable assessment of all three items of the standard.


Very good. All items of the standard are addressed in-depth.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 3:


	0: -  	2:   12  (43 %)	4: 3  (11 %)


	1: -	3:   13  (46 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 14: 


The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance. (OECD DAC Glossary of Evaluation RBM terms)





In presenting the findings, the report: 


Analyses causal links between inputs, outputs, and outcomes/impacts, intended as well as unintended or provides an appropriate rationale as to why these links could not be assessed (i.e. lack of baseline and end-line data)


Assesses coverage of the planned area and target group.  It is particularly important in the context of a strategy to reduce poverty to know whether the intervention reached the poor and vulnerable populations 


Analyses constraining and enabling factors for accomplishments


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The items of the standard are inadequately covered (e.g. the evaluation assesses inputs only and/or does not use causality analysis).


Satisfactory. The report provides a summarized assessment of the three items of the standard and explains if causal links could not be established. 


Very good. The report provides a detailed assessment of the three items of the standards and discusses in detail if causal links could not be established. 


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. This includes incorporation of baseline and end-line data to explain causal links between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact.





Scores for Standard 15*:


	0: 1  (3 %)	2: 12  (44 %)	4:   4  (15 %)


	1: 8  (30 %)	3:   3  (11 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





* For part of the reports this standard did not apply. Therefore the percentage of “not applicable” refers to the total of 28 reports, while the percentages of the other scores refer to the number of reports for which this standard did apply only. These latter percentages are shown in italics.








Report Standard 15: 


A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted to results. (OECD DAC Glossary of Evaluation RBM terms)


The report includes: 


At a minimum a complete analysis of the cost of the intervention


An assessment of management factors that contributed to or reduced the efficiency of the intervention such as adequacy of management arrangements, involvement of the right stakeholders, timeliness of inputs, adequacy of expertise secured for the intervention


If feasible, an assessment of results achieved in relation to resources used – could more have been achieved with less?


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report does not include an analysis of cost of the intervention.


Satisfactory. The report covers items 1 and 2 of the standard. 


Very good. The report provides extensive detail on items 1 and 2 of the standard and discusses results achieved in relation to resources used though without a rigorous cost-effectiveness analysis.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.  The report includes a rigorous cost-effectiveness analysis





Scores for Standard 16*:


	0:  1  (4 %)	2:  6   (22 %)	4:  1  (4 %)


	1:  9  (33 %)	3:  11 (41 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





* For part of the reports this standard did not apply. Therefore the percentage of “not applicable” refers to the total of 28 reports, while the percentages of the other scores refer to the number of reports for which this standard did apply only. These latter percentages are shown in italics.








Report Standard 16: 


The continuation of benefits from a development intervention after major development assistance has been completed. The probability of continued long-term benefits. The resilience to risk of the net benefit flows over time. 


(OECD DAC Glossary of Evaluation RBM terms)





The report:


Identifies whether the intervention includes any measures to ensure sustainability of results


Assesses the factors affecting sustainability on the basis of the priority assigned to the intervention by stakeholders (e.g. their readiness to continue supporting or carrying out specific activities; replicate activities in other regions or sectors of the country; or adapting results in other contexts)


Assesses the availability of actual and projected management, financial and human resources needed to maintain intervention results over the long term


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report states that the intervention will be sustainable but does not explain why, and only partly meets the first items of the standard.


Satisfactory. The report meets items 1 and 2 of the standard.


Very good. The report meets all three items of the standard.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 17*:


	0:  3  (11 %)	2:  10  (40 %)	4:   1 (4 %)


	1:  5  (20 %)	3:    9  (36 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





* For part of the reports this standard did not apply. Therefore the percentage of “not applicable” refers to the total of 28 reports, while the percentages of the other scores refer to the number of reports for which this standard did apply only. These latter percentages are shown in italics.





Report Standard 17: 


Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. (OECD DAC Glossary of Evaluation RBM terms). The impact describes changes at the level of the rights holders (women and children) (UNICEF PPP manual, February 2007).


The evaluation assesses the positive and negative long-term effects on identifiable population groups, produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. This would include:


Identifying the appropriate object(s) for impact


Evaluating effectiveness of the development intervention (see effectiveness standard)


Identifying and measuring how outcomes of the development intervention affected the health and well being of identifiable population groups


If the impact cannot be measured the evaluation report should explain the reasons why. 


How is the Standard applied:


Missing. 


Unsatisfactory. The report does not attempt to analyze the intervention from the perspective of long-term change, or comment on whether long-term results are likely to be achieved. 


Satisfactory. The report discusses in some detail whether the desired impact has been or is likely to be achieved, and if not, why not. It also explains if impact could not be rigorously measured.


Very good. Meets the satisfactory rating, applies causality analysis, and uses baseline and end-line qualitative and quantitative data to demonstrate impact.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. This includes application of mixed method, quasi experimental impact evaluation design including gathering of baseline and end-line data and use of a comparison group





Total Scores for Evaluation Report Format (Standards 1 to 3):


	0: -  	2: 11  (39 %)	4: 1  (4 %)


	1: 1  (4 %)	3: 15  (54 %)	5: -  (0 %)





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Scores for Standard 18:


	0: -  	2:   12  (43 %)	4:   4  (14 %)


	1:   5  (18 %)	3:     7  (25 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 18: 


‘Mainstreaming a gender perspective is the process of assessing the implications for women and men of any planned action, including legislation, policies or programmes, in all areas and at all levels.  It is a strategy for making women’s as well as men’s concerns and experiences an integral dimension of the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies and programmes in all political, economic and societal spheres so that women and men benefit equally and inequality is not perpetuated.  The ultimate goal is to achieve gender equality’. (ECOSOC Agreed Conclusions)


The evaluation should assess the extent to which the intervention:


Identified women’s and men’s concerns, rights and obligations relevant to the intervention by among others using sex-disaggregated data


Identified gaps in the capacity of women as rights holders to claim their rights and of duty-bearers to fulfil their obligations in this regard


Addressed identified gaps 


Monitored results using sex- disaggregated data


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. Gender and/or women mentioned but standards inadequately addressed.


Satisfactory. The report addresses all of the items of the standard but with little detail. 


Very good. The report discusses all of the items of the standard in substantial detail. 


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 19:


	0: -  	2:  11 (39%)	4:  1 (4%)


	1:  9 (32%)	3:    7 (25%)	5:  -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 19: 


A Statement of Common Understanding was developed in the Interagency Workshop on a Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) in the context of UN reform 3-5 May, 2003 that identifies the necessary elements for a HRBA; the application of “good programming practices” does not by itself constitute a human rights-based approach, and requires additional elements.





The following elements are necessary, specific, and unique to a human rights-based approach:


Assessment and analysis identify the human rights claims of rights-holders and the corresponding human rights obligations of duty-bearers as well as the immediate, underlying, and structural causes of the non-realization of rights.


Programmes assess the capacity of rights-holders to claim their rights, and of duty-bearers to fulfil their obligations.  They then develop strategies to build these capacities.


Programmes monitor and evaluate human rights results, i.e. the improvements in the capacity of rights-holders to claim their rights and duty bearers to fulfill their obligations.


Programming is informed by the recommendations of international human rights bodies and mechanisms such as the CRC and CEDAW.


The evaluation report describes and analyses how the intervention:


Identified human rights claims (including the right to economic development) and obligations relevant to the intervention


Identified gaps in the capacity of rights holders (particularly the marginalized and vulnerable groups) to claim their rights and of duty-bearers to fulfill their obligations in this regard


Addressed identified gaps 


Monitored results


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report gives minimal consideration to this approach (i.e. a passing or token reference)


Satisfactory. The report covers items 1 and 2 of the standard.


Very good. The report addresses all items of the standard.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice and can be used to develop a methodology on the approach





Scores for Standard 20:


	0: -  	2:   15  (54 %)	4:   4  (14 %)


	1:   4  (14 %)	3:     5  (18 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 20: 


Results Based Management (RBM) is a management approach by which an organization ensures that its processes, products and services contribute to the achievement of desired results (outputs, outcomes & impacts). RBM rests on stakeholder participation and on clearly defined accountability for results. It also requires monitoring of progress towards results and reporting on performance/feedback which is carefully reviewed and used to further improve the design or implementation of the programme.


The evaluation should explore underlying questions as to how a programme/project is managed and what information stakeholders have had access to and used to take key decisions related to design and implementation.


The evaluation should address the following dimensions of RBM:


Existence of a well defined and results-oriented programme/project planning, monitoring and evaluation system (people, tools and processes)


Availability of indicators that the programme/project had planned to use to monitor programme/project performance


Indicators that programme/project implementers and decision-makers actually used


How programme/project stakeholders (beneficiaries, implementers, managers and other decision-makers) tracked the indicators and used them as well as other monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to assess programme/project performance and results and to adjust the programme/project objectives and strategies.





How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. Minimal consideration given to RBM (e.g. a token paragraph on monitoring and evaluation).


Satisfactory. Analyses items 1-3 of the standard.


Very Good. Analyses in some detail all four items of the standard.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 26:


	0: -  	2:  11  (39 %)	4:  4  (14 %)


	1: -	3:  13  (46 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 26: 


Recommendations should: 


Follow logically from the evaluation  findings and conclusions


Be relevant to the programme/project


Be clearly stated with priorities for action made clear


Be realistic and reflect an understanding of the commissioning organization and potential constraints to follow-up


Clearly identify the target group for each recommendation





How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report only partly meets the first item of the standard.


Satisfactory. The report adequately meets the first four items of the standard.


Very good. Meets all items of the standard. This would usually be the result of some form of a formal management review and response to key evaluation findings and recommendations.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 25:


	0: -  	2:  14  (50 %)	4:  5  (18 %)


	1: -	3:    9  (32 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 25: 


Conclusions should:


Address evaluation objectives and key questions


Be well substantiated by the evidence and logically connected to evaluation findings


Represent insights into identification and/or solutions of important problems and issues





How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report conclusions do not follow from the findings presented and/or conclusions are not formulated in relation to evaluation objectives and in relation to key evaluation criteria selected for the evaluation.


Satisfactory. Conclusions are consistent with data described, are well based on findings, meet evaluation objectives and/or answer key evaluation questions.


Very good. There is a separate section discussing conclusions. The explanation of results is consistent with data; conclusions are well based on findings and they represent actual insights into identification and /or solutions of important problems or issues.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





NOTE: not all evaluations include a separate section labelled conclusions. To not be rated "missing" the evaluation must include identifiable conclusion statements whether within the text or in a dedicated section of the report.





Scores for Standard 24:


	0: 27  	2:  1	4: -


	1: -	3: -	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 24: 


The many actors involved in an emergency response necessitate co-ordination. The intervention of a single agency cannot be evaluated apart from what others are doing, particularly since what may seem appropriate from one actor’s point of view may not seem so from the system’s point of view as a whole. (Linking Evaluation Criteria and Evaluation Questions. UNICEF. Undated)





The evaluation assesses whether there was effective coordination among national and international development partners during crisis and post-crisis situations and analyses the effects of lack of coordination.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report makes reference to coordination activities but does not analyze their effectiveness.


Satisfactory. The report analyses the effectiveness of coordination of the key participating development partners.


Very good. The report provides a detailed analysis of the effectiveness of coordination of all concerned development partners.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 27*:


	0: 10  (36 %)	2:   9  (50 %)	4: -


	1:   2  (11 %)	3:   7  (39 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





* For part of the reports this standard did not apply. Therefore the percentage of “not applicable” refers to the total of 28 reports, while the percentages of the other scores refer to the number of reports for which this standard did apply only. These latter percentages are shown in italics.





Report Standard 27: 


Lessons learned are contributions to general knowledge. They should be well supported by the findings and conclusions presented. They may refine or add to commonly accepted lessons learned but should not be merely a repetition of common knowledge. Recommendations are different from lessons learned in that they are specific and relevant to the particular programme/project in its specific context.





Not all evaluations have lessons learned. If the TORs do not require any lessons learned, this standard should be marked N/A.





Lessons learned should:


relate logically to evaluation findings and interpret the findings and conclusions of the evaluation in relation to wider concerns.


be relevant to the evaluation object


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. Findings or conclusions are inaccurately identified as lessons learned OR the identified lessons learned are simply repetitions of basic knowledge about good programming


Satisfactory. Lessons learned address both items of the standard.


Very good. Lessons learned address both items of the standard and the report provides an analysis of how they can be applied to different context and/or different sectors.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice. The lessons are well written and described such that they could be simply lifted from the report and put into a briefing paper





Scores for Standard 1:


	0: -	2:  12 (43%)	4:  3 (11%)


	1:  4 (14%)	3:  9 (32%)	5:  -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





TOR Standard 1: 


The purpose/rationale explains why the intervention is being evaluated, why the timing, what will


be the use and who will use evaluation findings and recommendations.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The TOR does not adequately explain why the intervention is being evaluated.


Satisfactory. The TOR provides adequate detail as to why the intervention is being evaluated, including the timing, target audience and how they will use evaluation results.


Very good. The TOR provides a full account as to why the intervention is being evaluated, the timing, the users of its results and how they will use them including envisaged strategies for follow-up to recommendations and/or lessons learned.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 2:


	0: -	2:  5 (18%)	4:  5 (18%)


	1:  3 (11%)	3:  15 (53%)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





TOR Standard 2: Scope and Focus of the Evaluation


The terms of reference need to set out clearly the evaluation’s intended scope and focus – that is the main areas which the evaluation will cover and its main topics of interest. 


1)  The TOR should either define the main evaluation questions, and/or list objectives. 


2)   Objectives should relate to the purpose and be precisely stated so they guide the evaluator in terms of information needs and data to collect. Evaluation questions should be realistic and achievable.  


3)   The TOR should specify evaluation criteria to be used given the evaluation’s objectives and scope, such as the OECD DAC criteria (relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and impact.)


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The TOR covers items 1 and 2 above only partially.


Satisfactory. The TOR covers items 1 and 2 above fully.


Very good. The TOR fully explains the objectives and/or evaluation questions and presents the key criteria such as the OECD DAC criteria providing detail on each of them.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 3:


	0: -	2: 10 (36%)	4:  2 (7%)


	1: 4 (14%)	3: 12 (43%)	5:  -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








TOR Standard 3: 


The TOR (or the inception report i.e. the document guiding execution of the evaluation) should define: 


information sources for data collection; 


sampling procedures, including area and population and sample size; 


data collection instruments (i.e. review of literature, focus groups, semi-structured interviewing, survey); 


data analysis methods; 


measures expected to ensure that the evaluation process is ethical and that confidentiality and dignity of participants in the evaluation -e.g. interviewees and sources will be protected.  





In some cases, the TORs developed by the commissioning unit may specify that the TORs will be further developed by the evaluation team. In such cases, the evaluation report must show evidence that an inception report was developed. 


How is the Standard applied:


Missing.


Unsatisfactory. The TOR only partially describes the methodology i.e. one or all of items 1-4 are partly covered, or only two points are adequately covered. 


Satisfactory. Adequately covers items 1-3.


Very good. Adequately covers items 1-5.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 4:


	0: -	2: 14 (50%)	4:  3 (11%)


	1:  6 (21%)	3:  5 (18%)	5: - 





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





TOR Standard 4: 


The TOR should specify the roles and responsibilities of the evaluation team leader and team members, as well as other stakeholders and advisory structures involved, e.g. steering committees.  





It should clarify: 


The role of the team leader and team members;


Responsibility for liaison with the evaluation team; 


Responsibility for providing technical guidance; 


Responsibility for coordinating the stakeholders involved; 


Responsibility for selection, orientation and training of team members, and data collection assistants, where applicable.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing. 


Unsatisfactory. The TOR only partly describes the roles and responsibilities.


Satisfactory. Adequately covers at least three of items 1-5


Very good. Adequately covers items 1-5.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 5:


	0: -	2: 7 (25%)	4:  2 (7%)


	1:  5 (18%)	3: 14 (50%)	5:  -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





TOR Standard 5: 


The TOR should explain clearly the outputs and/or products to be produced by the evaluation. The following should be included:  


The inception report;


The evaluation report; 


The full data sets; 


Dissemination materials ( e.g. 4-6 page summary, presentation materials);


Formats for outputs/products, including software, number of hard copies, translation requirements, structure and length of the evaluation report, and deadlines.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing.


Unsatisfactory. The TOR partly covers one or more of the items above.


Satisfactory. Partly covers all or fully covers two of the items above


Very good. Provides a full account of the outputs, deadlines and formats as per the description above.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 5:


	0: -  	2: 16 (57 %)	4: 1 (4 %)


	1: -	3: 11 (39 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 5: 


The role and contributions of UNICEF, other UN organizations and other stakeholders to the object being evaluated should be clearly described. The reader needs to have a sense of who is doing what to facilitate an understanding of which partners contributed to the results, taking into consideration that attribution of specific results in joint programming is


often problematic.





The evaluation report should outline who is involved, in what role, and what they have contributed to the programme/project including:  financial resources, in-kind contributions (material items such as drugs, books, desks, etc.), technical assistance, participation, staff time, training, leadership, advocacy and lobbying. This should include any contributions from primary stakeholders.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. Only a single party’s contributions are identified OR the information is scattered throughout the report without any brief summary in the introduction. 


Satisfactory. All stakeholders contributions are identified but not a complete picture such as only in a single dimension, i.e. just financial inputs are described with no attention to staff resources, community members’ time and labour, etc.


Very good. All stakeholders’ contributions are comprehensively described in an easily understandable manner that aids understanding of the outcomes


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 8*:


	0:  1   (3 %)	2: 17  (63 %)	4:  4  (15 %)


	1:  3   (11 %)	3:   3  (11 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





* For part of the reports this standard did not apply. Therefore the percentage of “not applicable” refers to the total of 28 reports, while the percentages of the other scores refer to the number of reports for which this standard did apply only. These latter percentages are shown in italics.








Report Standard 8: 


The evaluation report should: 


Provide an explanation of the evaluation criteria or performance standards used by the evaluators. The most commonly applied evaluation criteria are the following: the 5 OECD DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  Criteria for gender and human rights. Criteria for humanitarian response such as coverage, coordination, coherence, and connectedness. 


Explain the rationale for not using a particular criterion.


Explain the rationale for using other criteria or performance standards than the ones mentioned above


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The evaluation report provides a description of evaluation criteria or performance standards used but it does not provide a rationale or does not explain if other criteria are used.


Satisfactory. Covers items 1 and 2 above.


Very good. Covers all three items above.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Report Standard 11: 


The evaluation report provides information on the professional background of evaluator(s) and justifies the technical skill mix, gender balance and geographical representation of the evaluation team.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report lists evaluators’ names and titles only. 


Satisfactory. The report provides brief bio-data on each of the evaluators. 


Very good. The report provides evaluator bio-data and justifies the technical skill mix, gender balance and geographical representation of the evaluation team. 


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 11:


	0: -  	2: 6  (21 %)	4: -


	1: 21  (75 %)	3: 1   (3 %)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Scores for Standard 21:


	0:  28 	2: -	4: -


	1: -	3: -	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)





Report Standard 21: 


The need to assess security, developmental, trade and military policies as well as humanitarian policies, to ensure that there is consistency and, in particular, that all policies take into account humanitarian and human-rights considerations. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.alnap.org/publications/eha_dac/index.htm"��Tony Beck: Evaluating Humanitarian Action using OECD DAC criteria. 2006�)


The evaluation assesses:


the coherence and consistency among national humanitarian policies and security, developmental, environmental, trade, military and other policies


the human rights implications of lack of coherence


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report makes token reference to item 1 of the standard.


Satisfactory. The report covers the first item of the standard. 


Very good. The report covers both items of the standard.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Report Standard 12: 


The evaluation was conducted in an ethical manner and the report demonstrates that the following ethical issues were addressed:


Conflict of interest:


The report describes any existing and potential conflict of interest and measures taken to safeguard the integrity of the evaluation. 


Safeguard of informants’ rights and confidentiality: 


The report describes measures taken to protect the confidentiality of informants. Also, in describing the interview protocols, the report indicates whether informants were provided with sufficient information about the interview, were required to sign a release form or whether informants were familiar with their rights before being interviewed. 


The report describes whether the evaluation involves the participation of vulnerable groups, and if so, describes measures taken to ensure the compliance with national or international legal codes governing, for example, interviewing children and young people. 


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report only addresses one of the items of the standard.


Satisfactory. The report addresses both ethical considerations as applicable but with little detail. 


Very good. The report addresses both ethical considerations in great detail.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 12:


	0: -  	2: -	4: -


	1: 27 (96%)	3: 1 (4%)	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 22: 


The need to reach major population groups facing life-threatening suffering wherever they are. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.alnap.org/publications/eha_dac/index.htm"��Tony Beck: Evaluating Humanitarian Action using OECD DAC criteria. 2006�).





The evaluation assesses whether the humanitarian response properly addressed life-threatening risks facing population groups where-ever they are.


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The report omits assessment of coverage of important population groups.


Satisfactory. The report assesses coverage of all major population groups.


Very good. The report provides a comprehensive assessment of the coverage of all population groups.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice





Scores for Standard 22:


	0: 27  	2:  1	4: -


	1: -	3: -	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)








Report Standard 23: 


The need to ensure that activities of a short-term emergency nature are carried out in a context that takes longer-term and interconnected problems into account.





The evaluation assesses the extent to which the humanitarian response interventions were designed so as to effectively link the short term emergency response with post-crisis recovery and development processes


How is the Standard applied:


Missing


Unsatisfactory. The evaluation report assesses only linkage to post-crisis recovery.


Satisfactory.  The report provides a summary assessment of linkages to both post-crisis recovery and development processes.


Very good. The report provides a comprehensive assessment of linkages to post-crisis recovery and development processes.


Excellent. Meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best practice.





Scores for Standard 23:


	0: 27  	2:  1	4: -


	1: -	3: -	5: -





(0=not applicable; 1=1.00-1.49 i.e. Missing; 2=1.50-2.49 i.e. Unsatisfactory; 3=2.50-3.49 i.e. Satisfactory;


4=3.50-4.49 i.e. Very Good; 5=4.50-5.00 i.e. Excellent)











� UNICEF Evaluation Policy, UN Economic and Social Council, December 2007


� See UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation accessible at http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4


� UNICEF WCARO, Evaluation Report Quality Standards, A Guide. May 2009.


� UNICEF WCARO, UNICEF Report Standards Quality Rating Sheet  (version from 25-08-2009).


� The TOR of the present Meta-Evaluation is presented in Annex 1


� UNICEF Evaluation Policy, UN Economic and Social Council, December 2007


� See UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation accessible at http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4


� Country Offices covered by UNICEF WCARO include Benin; Burkina Faso; Cameroon; Cape Verde; Central African Republic; Chad; Congo; Congo, Democratic Republic; Cote d’Ivoire; Equatorial Guinea; Gabon; Gambia; Ghana; Guinea; Guinea-Bissau; Liberia; Mali; Mauritania; Niger; Nigeria; Sao Tome y Principe; Senegal; Sierra Leone and Togo.


� UNICEF WCARO, Evaluation Report Quality Standards, A Guide. May 2009 and UNICEF WCARO, UNICEF Report Standards Quality Rating Sheet  (version from 25-08-2009).


� UNICEF Evaluation Office, UNICEF Evaluation Report Standards, September 2004.


� See: Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System, 19 July 2007, available at http://www.uneval.org/papersandpubs/index.jsp?ret=true#


� Capacity Assessment tools available include: World Bank – Keith Mackay, Evaluation Capacity Development, A Diagnostic Guide and Action Framework; UNDP – Capacity Assessment Practice Note and Capacity Assessment Methodology, User’s Guide (of which part focuses on M&E); CARE International – DME Capacity Assessment Toolkit as part of CARE Impact Guidelines (2000). 
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		11		Competencies/Ethics		Evaluator Skills		1		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		1		2		1.3

		12		Competencies/Ethics		Ethical Issues		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		1		1		1		1		1.1

		13		OECD/DAC Eval Criteria		Relevance		2		3		3		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		2		1		2		3		2		4		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		4		2		3		2.5

		14		OECD/DAC Eval Criteria		Effectiveness		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		4		2		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		2.7

		15		OECD/DAC Eval Criteria		Efficiency		2		3		4		1		2		1		2		4		2		2		2		2		1		2		3		1		4		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		3		4		2		0		2.1

		16		OECD/DAC Eval Criteria		Sustainability		1		2		1		1		2		3		1		3		3		1		3		0		1		1		3		3		4		1		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		1		3		2.1

		17		OECD/DAC Eval Criteria		Impact		1		2		3		0		3		3		1		2		3		2		0		0		1		2		1		2		4		2		3		2		2		1		2		3		3		3		2		3		2.2

		18		Gender/Human Rights		Gender		2		1		4		2		3		2		4		3		2		2		2		1		1		3		2		3		4		4		3		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		1		3		2.4

		19		Gender/Human Rights		Human Rights		2		2		1		2		1		2		3		3		2		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		3		3		3		2		2		2		1		3		1		3		2		4		2.0

		20		RBM		Use of RBM		2		4		4		1		2		2		2		4		3		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		3		2		2		1		2		2		2		3		3		2		4		2.3

		21		Human Response Criteria		Coherence		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0.0

		22		Human Response Criteria		Coverage		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.0

		23		Human Response Criteria		Connectedness		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.0

		24		Human Response Criteria		Coordination		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2.0

		25		Conclusions		Conclusions		2		2		4		3		2		3		3		4		4		2		2		2		2		3		3		2		3		4		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		4		3		3		2.7

		26		Recommendations		Recommendations		2		3		3		2		3		2		3		4		3		4		2		3		2		3		3		2		4		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		4		3		2.8

		27		Lessons Learned		Lessons Learned		2		3		2		0		3		2		2		3		1		3		2		0		0		1		3		0		2		2		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		3		3		2		2.3

						TOTAL EVAL REPORT CONTENTS		1.86		2.24		2.9		1.98		2.34		2.29		2.53		3.29		2.51		2.3		1.89		1.61		1.59		1.81		2.29		2.03		3.17		2.52		2		1.91		1.89		1.95		1.77		2.85		2.18		2.96		2.12		2.52		2.3

						TOTAL SCORE EVALUATION REPORT		1.81		1.99		2.82		2.24		2.92		2.14		2.64		3.27		2.25		2.65		1.95		1.43		1.8		1.78		2.52		2.27		2.71		2.39		2.25		2.46		2.45		2.47		2.51		2.92		1.96		2.86		2.06		2.64		2.4

		Total Avg Report score  per UNICEF country						1.81		1.99				2.66				2.39						2.53						1.62				1.78		2.52		2.27		2.55				2.25				2.46						2.46						2.52				2.30

		Total Avg TOR score per UNICEF country office						2.00		2.00				3.00				3.50						3.25						1.50				1.00		2.00		2.00		2.50				2.00				3.00						2.70						2.30				2.6
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