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Executive Summary TC  "Executive Summary" \l 1 
Background and Purpose

In September 2004, the UNICEF Evaluation Office released Evaluation Report Standards to be included with every Terms of Reference for an evaluation.  This document describes what UNICEF requires of every evaluation report commissioned by the organization in 22 concrete standards with detailed descriptions.  The Standards also created a rating system to provide a transparent and objective monitoring and measurement tool regarding the quality of the evaluation report.  A simple list of the 22 standards are provided at the end of this report.  
This is the first annual review of the status of Country Office-commissioned evaluation reports using the Standards.  The findings will feed into current plans to improve evaluation capacities at the Country Office level.  It will also provide the first of regular updates to the Evaluation Committee.
This review identifies areas of strength and weakness generally, over time and regionally. Additionally, it attempts to determine influencing factors in evaluation report quality such as the relative size of the Country Programme and M&E staff levels. Mainly, this review will talk about the evaluation reports as a whole. Since there were only small differences across regions, they are noted in the appropriate sections but regional analysis is mainly left to the annexes where the complete data is provided.  Recommendations are given for specific items that can immediately be added to strengthen reports.  Recommendations concerning development of evaluation capacity for stronger reports are more general in nature.  Findings that support the current EO work plan are highlighted.
From reports produced in English by Country Offices during January 2000 - November 2004 and submitted to the Evaluation Office, 161 reports or 15% of all evaluations were rated.  A complete description of the process is in the Standards.  A standard regression was performed on the ratings with year, region, country programme allotment, and various aspects of staffing as the independent variables. 

Overall Results

On a five point scale, the ratings range from 3.51 Very Good to 1.26 Poor with a mean rating of 2.24 Satisfactory.  The majority (65%) of reports are Satisfactory with 3% considered Very Good and 32% Poor supporting the meta-evaluation findings that almost a third of the evaluations are Poor.
    
Analysis of Each Standard
The findings provide a clear – if somewhat challenging – picture.  Although evaluation reports generally have sound objectives, overall evaluation design is the critical need.  For only 5 out of 20 standards
 are a majority of evaluations considered Satisfactory or better; for one standard it is exactly 50 – 50
.  When looking for patterns of strength, it is a confusing picture.  The standards where reports are strongest are not all in one particular evaluation area.  

The standards have been grouped by the evaluation areas listed below: 

List of Evaluation Area Groupings

 and Strongest Standards

Executive Summary – 1 standard

Background and Purpose – 3 standards

Strength Standard 3 – Project/Programme Description

Objectives and Evaluation Design – 4 standards

Strength Standard 7 - Objectives

Methodology – 5 standards

Strength Standard 11 – Appropriate Methodology

Findings – 5 standards

Strength Standard 19 – Conclusions

Recommendations and Lessons Learned – 2 standards


Strength Standard 20 – Recommendations

More than half of evaluations (53%) had poor or missing Executive Summaries with only one evaluation receiving Excellent.  On the positive side, there has been a drop in the number of poor or missing Executive Summaries over time from a high of 75% in 2000 to 45% in 2003 and 14% in 2004.  (Please note the small sample of only 11 evaluations for 2004). 

Standard 3 Programme Description is an overall strength of UNICEF evaluations.  In fact, it is the strongest standard with the highest number of model (Excellent 5) evaluations and the lowest Poor or Missing (35%).  On the other hand, a majority of evaluations are either Poor or Missing for Standard 4 Description of Stakeholders and 5 Context and Purpose.  

Objectives are an overall strength of UNICEF Country Office commissioned evaluations.  However other areas of evaluation design are a challenge for the future.  No region had a majority of evaluations receiving Satisfactory or better for standard 6, 8, and 9 related to evaluation criteria, consideration of  Human Rights Based Approach to Programming, and incorporation of Results Based Management.
For the most part, methodology is valid.  Evaluations do not often suffer from serious methodological design flaws. Standard 11 concerning appropriate methodology is the only standard in this area to have a majority of evaluations Satisfactory or above.  Evaluations are mostly lacking in their descriptions of limitations.  Both standard 10 (Description of Methodology) and 11 (Appropriate Methodology) show some improvement over time – for Standard 10 poor or missing fell from 85% to 69% during 2000 to 2003; and from 64% to 45% for Standard 11.

Standard 15 Findings had exactly 50-50; half below Satisfactory and half Satisfactory or better.  On the positive side, this is mainly due to poor presentation and readability.  Very few evaluations confuse inputs with outputs or outcomes.  An additional challenge is to provide an explanation when measurement is not provided.  Almost a majority of evaluations were Satisfactory or above for Standard 18 Reasons for Findings.  

Standard 19 Conclusions is one of the overall strengths of UNICEF evaluations.  The feature that prevents evaluations from moving from Satisfactory to Very Good is the ability to go beyond a simple presentation of results consistent with data to conclusions that represent insights into identification of problems or issues.  
Standard 20 Recommendations is another strength of UNICEF evaluations.  

In general, the findings here are quite consistent with the recent meta-evaluation.  Three out of top five strengths identified by that report are confirmed while the remaining two represent criteria not considered in this review: clear objectives; well based recommendations; and adequate information gathered to answer the evaluation questions.  The analysis here supports all of the top five challenges identified by the report: poor cost description and analysis; outputs not described well; ethical considerations not described; limited analysis of replicability beyond the current context; and  lessons learned not generalized beyond the immediate intervention.
Analysis of Average Rating

In addition to analyzing each standard independently, a regression analysis was conducted on the weighted average rating for the entire report.  The most significant factors for overall report quality are the year and whether there is a dedicated M&E staff member or whether the job title of the M&E staff included the word “evaluation.”  

Staff level and description have a large though somewhat confusing relationship.  The level of the staff position – P1, P2, L1, L2, etc. – did not have a significant relationship to the average rating.  Also not apparently relevant were the length of time at the position or the number of M&E staff in the Country Office.  However, the staff title was highly significant.  A large negative correlation was found when no staff title was given – implying that Country Office only has a focal point and not a dedicated M&E staff member.  A positive correlation is found for a dedicated M&E officer or assistant officer.  A small  - but highly significant - positive relationship was found if the staff member’s title included the word “Evaluation” as opposed to simply being a “Monitoring” officer or a “Planning and Monitoring” officer.

Another finding from the regression is that country programme size seem unrelated.  The expenditure allotment for the year of the evaluation, expenditure allotment for the year prior to the evaluation, and the entire Country Programme allotment were all not related to evaluation quality with significance for this finding.  

The small number of reports received for 2004 were rated much higher than the mean and the regression showed a significant positive relationship between year and rating.  Since the majority of evaluations reviewed are from earlier years, the implication of this finding is that the sample may be skewed towards a lower quality level than is currently the case.  

This review did not gather any information from staff or from any other sources besides the ratings themselves.  Given this lack of verification of the findings and the small sample size, the analysis from the regression should be viewed with some caution.  

Recommendations
1. Complete Reporting

There are several areas where information is simply lacking and by including all the details the ratings will be immediately increased.  This may not just improve readability but hopefully will also improve performance in the conceptual issues.  By providing further description, the writer is asked to justify the choices they have made, raising awareness about the issues and hopefully leading to improvements in these areas over time.  The items below are first steps towards the long term goal of improving evaluation design:

· complete Executive Summary

· outline of partners roles and contributions 

· description and rational for level of stakeholder participation

· description and analysis of project/programme coverage

· description of limitations and how they were handled

· description of ethical considerations and how they were handled

· description of how results were measured (or why they could not be measured)

· description of cost analysis (or why it could not be done)

· adding project/programme logic framework to annexes

· including all necessary elements on Title Page and in Annexes

2. Attention to Evaluation Practice

Overall improvement in the following areas will move UNICEF evaluations to a higher level of analytical rigor and constructive analysis:  

· Standard 5 - Purpose and Context

Evaluation reports are lacking in a description of the larger decision making and planning process that they are a part of.  This resonates with recent EO initiatives to conduct fewer but more significant evaluations with a better focus of evaluation resources on priority questions of decision-makers.
  
· Standard 6 and 13 - Use of Standard OECD/DAC Criteria and Analysis of Coverage

OECD/DAC
 criteria has been established through consensus of experienced evaluation offices and organizations.  These common criteria are generally understood and accepted by an outside reader.  More importantly, the criteria provide an excellent framework; they work together to offer a complete and rigorous analysis.  By consciously going through the criteria as the standards require, the evaluation should have an analytical rigor that will allow it to provide key information for decision makers.  

UNICEF evaluations also do not often address questions of coverage – analysis of persons eligible to participate but not reached by the programme.  This finding is consistent with the recent meta-evaluation.
  Adding this element will also enhance the evaluations contribution to improving programming.
· Standards 8 and 9 – Analysis of Programmes Use of RBM and HRBAP

Evaluation design also must include an analysis of core elements of UNICEF programming – results-based management, human rights based approach to programming and gender analysis.  These are standard programme requirements for UNICEF since the 1990s yet evaluations often do not comment on whether programmes are using these tools effectively.  

· Standard 10, 11, and 14 - Attention to Limitations and Ethical Considerations

UNICEF evaluations infrequently describe methodological limitations, how the evaluation addressed those limitations, or how the limitations may affect the conclusions drawn.  This clearly risks the credibility and accuracy of the reports.  Ethical considerations are also a critical element of good evaluation practice.  As the Meta-Evaluation highlighted, this should be an area of great concern for UNICEF to ensure that children’s rights are protected.
· Standard 4, 12, 17 - Inclusion of Stakeholders and Analysis of Their Relative Contributions to Results

Evaluation reports received low ratings on including stakeholders activities in the analysis of findings and results, and on providing a description of the evaluation’s level of stakeholder participation.  It is widely accepted that UNICEF will be called upon to participate in joint programming and evaluation more and more.  Weak analysis of stakeholder involvement will threaten the credibility and even the accuracy of the organization’s evaluations.  

BACKGROUND TC  "Background" \l 1  
The UNICEF Evaluation Office commissioned a meta-evaluation of the quality of evaluations commissioned by UNICEF Country Offices over the period 2000-2001
 that was completed in June 2003.  The Quality of Evaluations Supported by UNICEF Country Offices 2000-2001 provided a stark picture.  “About one in five [evaluations] are excellent, but the worst third are sufficiently poor to constitute a serious problem.”

With the results of the meta-evaluation, the EO facilitated a participatory analysis exercise to identify and prioritise factors contributing to poor quality evaluation and possible response.  This involved a group of 30 staff including regional planning and M&E officers, selected CO staff and headquarters evaluation staff at the 2003 Annual Global Programme Network Meeting.  UNICEF has adopted a plan of action centered on four result areas: 

· Better focus of evaluation resources on priority questions of decision-makers
· Better management of the evaluation process 

· Better evaluation design
· Better follow-up and dissemination
The plan of action is oriented to two key outcomes in programme/project evaluations supported by UNICEF:

· Improved quality in the bottom one-third of evaluations

· Examples of excellence in evaluation design for priority themes

The plan of action entails a change in approach, pushing a well defined set of minimum standard practices through a combination of policy, guidance, tools and quality assurance.
  

Supporting this action plan, UNICEF released Evaluation Report Standards in September 2004 to originally be a transparent tool for quality assessment of evaluation reports. There are 22 standards covering essential elements of an evaluation report such as Executive Summary, Background, Purpose, Objectives, Methodology, Findings and Recommendation.  For each standard the report receives a mark on a five point scale from Missing to Excellent.  A weighted average score is given - certain standard count for more towards the final average.  The Standards serve several purposes, all with the overall goal of improving evaluation quality:
· Guidance to staff and others on UNICEF requirements for evaluation reports

· Provide commissioning offices with establish criteria against which the final evaluation report will be assessed to share with consultants and the evaluation team

· Consistent tool to monitor changes in quality of evaluations over time

· Provide feedback to the office that commissioned the evaluation as to its strengths and weaknesses as seen by someone outside of the process
· Identify areas in need of support globally and regionally
· Determine which evaluations are included in the Evaluation and Research Database to strengthen it as a learning tool

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES TC  "Purpose and Objectives" \l 1 
This is the first annual review of the status of Country Office-commissioned evaluation reports using the Standards.  This review identifies areas of strength and weakness generally, over time and regionally. Additionally, it attempts to determine influencing factors in evaluation report quality such as the relative size of the Country Programme and M&E staff levels. 

Formally stated:

· What is the current quality of evaluation reports as determined by the UNICEF Evaluation Report Standards?  

· Has the quality changed over time (and if so how)?

· Is quality related to the region?

· Is quality related to the size of the Country Programme?

· Is quality related to the commissioning office’s M&E staff level?

The immediate users of this quality review will be the NYHQ Evaluation Office and the Regional Offices. The review will feed into current plans to improve evaluation capacities at the Country Office level; specifically assisting regional offices to refine the overall plan for regional strategies and differences.  It is also intended as the first of annual updates to Evaluation Committee.
This review is to support independent meta-evaluations that will continue to be done.  Compared to the most recent meta-evaluation, it has a broader time frame allowing it to consider the evolution of evaluation quality since 2000.  It pays more attention to regional differences and considers other possible influencing factors on evaluation quality such as Country Programme budget and M&E staff levels.  Since there were only small differences across regions, these are noted in the appropriate sections but regional analysis is mainly left to the annexes where the complete data is given.  Additionally, few concrete findings on changes over time were found as the data was quite scattered due to the limitations mentioned below.

Recommendations are given for specific items that can easily be added to improve report ratings.  Also identified are areas where overall improvement will move UNICEF evaluations to a higher level of analytical rigor and constructive analysis.  Findings that support the current EO work plan are highlighted.

METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS TC  "Methodology and Limitations" \l 1 
The criteria by which quality will be judged is the recently released UNICEF Evaluation Report Standards.  Each evaluation is given a rate on a five point scale for each of 22 standards and a weighted average of these ratings is computed for an overall rating.  A complete description of the process is in the Standards.
  
For the time period 2000 – 2003, UNICEF Country Offices conducted 1,060 evaluations.  Out of these, 378 or 36% were received by the EO as of November 30, 2004.   Of those, 232 were in English and were also not conducted by a Regional Office or NYHQ.  161 or 71% of those received were rated for this review; 15% of all evaluations.  This is a decent sample size however limitations due to language and submission rates explained below caution the reader not to broadly generalize the findings.

On a five point scale, the ratings range from 1.26 Poor to 3.51 Very Good with a mean rating of 2.24 Satisfactory.  Ratings were simply totalled and percentages analyzed.  Additionally, a standard regression was performed on the ratings with year, region, country programme allotment, and various aspects of staffing as the independent variables.

A corporate “strength” is defined as a topic area or standard where at least 51% of the evaluations received Satisfactory or above (2 or greater.)  Ideally, 100% of evaluations should meet this minimum cut-off.    

It should be noted that this review is only an indirect assessment of evaluation quality.  The Evaluation Office recognizes that the evaluation process with the participation and involvement of stakeholders can have significant value that may not be captured by a review of the evaluation report alone.  However it is critical that the evaluation report be an accurate reflection to increase information sharing between offices and also externally with our partners and the public.  

Explanation for Variables Used in Regression Analysis
Region – it is expected that region will influence evaluation report quality with a significant difference between regions

Year – it is expected that year will influence evaluation report quality with an increase in quality over time
Size of Country Programme:

Country Programme budget for the year of the evaluation –

Country Programme budget for the year before the evaluation – 

Total Country Programme budget for all the years of that Country Programme cycle - 

A direct relationship between relative size of a country programme and evaluation report quality is expected.  Different variables are used to try to capture this relationship.  The exact figure used was the total of Regular Resource allotment and Other Resources allotment for the year of the evaluation and for the year prior to the evaluation as reported on 30 November 2004.
  Additionally, the time span of the Country Programme was used to add together the relevant years for the total Country Programme allotment.  This necessarily involves different years and different number of years.
   

A previous exercise conducted by the Evaluation Office to determine exactly how much is spent on evaluation revealed that coding for expenditures is inconsistent and not complete.  Although all expenditures are coded to a certain level, the activity code is often left out that would distinguish between monitoring and evaluation. For this reason, evaluation funding was not used as a variable.  
Staffing:

Number of M&E staff in the same year as the evaluation – 
Level of the M&E staff in the same year as the evaluation (P1, P2, . . . ) - 
Dedicated M&E staff as shown by staff title in the same year as the evaluation - 
It is expected that there is a direct relationship between each of the above variables and evaluation report quality.  A “dedicated M&E staff member” is someone whose primary responsibility is monitoring or evaluation as opposed to someone who has other primary duties and serves as a focal point for monitoring and evaluation for the office.  This was determined by looking at staff titles.  Only staff who were M&E focal points or M&E officers were counted for this regression.
Limitations

This review is significantly limited by the amount of evaluations received by the Evaluation Office.  Only 37% of reported evaluations were received from 2000 – 2003.  The rate is uneven over the years - from 50% in 2000 to 21% in 2003.  The total number of evaluations conducted for 2004 is still unknown since the Annual Reports for 2004 have not yet been received.  An average 265 evaluations are conducted each year and 14 evaluations have been received for 2004 – or a projected 5%.  

The low submission rate not only affects the sample size but may indicate self-selection by the Country Offices.  The reports received by the Evaluation Office may be those that the Country Offices believes are better.  On the other hand, there are more evaluations from earlier years than from recent years.  If the assumption that more recent reports are of higher quality is true, then the sample will be skewed towards lower quality evaluation reports.    

Several “evaluation reports” were submitted that are more accurately called monitoring reviews.  They presented an analysis of the current programme situation and monitoring data with recommendations for improvement.  Although evaluative in nature, they lacked a complete evaluation framework.  These reviews were included in the analysis for several reasons: the authors and offices called them evaluation showing the need to clarify the definition of “evaluation”; discovering this issue too late in coding evaluations to justify the work involved in changing the sample; and problems in developing a definition of these reports that could be used transparently and consistently to weed out these reports.  The implication of this is that it may inflate the number of poor evaluations.  These reports obviously scored low on many standards related to criteria, objectives, and evaluation framework. 
There is an uneven regional distribution of reviewed reports due to language constraints (which has also influenced submission rates).  This led to an over sample of regions where English is the dominant language and to an unavoidable bias to the English languages reports in regions with many non English reports.
Additionally, this review was encumbered by lack of data on M&E staff. Although current staff lists with date of entry were easy to acquire, it was almost impossible to find out staff levels over time.  Staff levels for previous years were determined from the entry date of current staff – if the start date of a staff member was March 1, 2002, a minimum of 1 M&E staff was recorded for 2002, 2003, 2004; there may have been other staff members in 2002 who have since left that office that are uncounted.  Holes in the data like this lead to a smaller sample size for findings related to staffing levels.  The staff list used was of March 5, 2004.  The regression analysis does adjust for such gaps but, as noted in the findings, the results should be used with care.

Lastly, evaluation quality is a subjective matter.  Two people completed the quality reviews.  Although a lengthy orientation time was used to ensure that their ratings were consistent with each other, variations are inevitable.  Most of the evaluations reviewed were rated by only one person.
Recommendations Related to Methodology

· Adjust timing of review to capture most recent reports

Since many offices are inspired to submit evaluation reports at the end of the year, this review should be shifted to February.  Additionally the Annual Reports will have been received by then to allow the review to compute the submission rate for the most recent year.  Of course, this will need to be balanced against the timing needed to feed into decisions regarding the EO’s work program.

· Expand review to include other languages
This will not only improve the sample but may also encourage more submissions to the Evaluation Office. 

· Work with Programme Division to improve information on Country Office expenditure on evaluation

This will assist the Evaluation Office in monitoring and planning overall in addition to providing further data for these reviews.

· Track M&E staffing levels 
It is recommended that the Evaluation Office start a simple list of Country Offices with staff member coverage that is added to (rather than changed) over time to provide historical data for future reviews and analysis.

FINDINGS TC  "Findings" \l 1 
On a five point scale, the ratings range from 3.51 Very Good to 1.26 Poor with a mean rating of 2.24 Satisfactory.  The majority (65%) of reports are Satisfactory with 3% considered Very Good.  This review further supports the meta-evaluation findings that almost a third (32%) of the evaluations are Poor.    

In line with the EO’s response to the Meta-Evaluation, the EO would like to improve quality specifically in the bottom one-third of evaluations.  EAPRO, ESARO and ROSA all had less that one third of their evaluations rated Poor which displays a good baseline to begin from.  WCARO had no evaluations considered Poor - but also no evaluations considered Very Good.  (To note, a small number of evaluations were rated for that region due to language constraints.)    

[image: image1]
	
	Average Rating
	# of Evals
	Highest Rating
	Lowest Rating
	#of Evals Very Good
	% Very Good
	#  of Evals Satisfactory
	% Satisfactory
	# of Evals Poor
	% Poor

	All Regions
	2.24
	161
	3.51
	1.26
	5
	3%
	105
	65%
	51
	32%

	By region

	CEE/CIS
	1.97
	25
	2.80
	1.26
	0
	0%
	9
	36%
	16
	64%

	EAPRO
	2.21
	31
	3.13
	1.48
	1
	3%
	22
	71%
	8
	26%

	ESARO
	2.36
	40
	3.33
	1.68
	2
	5%
	31
	78%
	7
	18%

	MENA
	2.11
	19
	2.82
	1.56
	0
	0%
	10
	53%
	9
	47%

	ROSA
	2.40
	30
	3.51
	1.39
	2
	7%
	21
	70%
	7
	23%

	TACRO
	2.01
	8
	2.37
	1.75
	0
	0%
	4
	50%
	4
	50%

	WCARO
	2.47
	8
	2.87
	2.03
	0
	0%
	8
	100%
	0
	0%
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	# of Evals w a 5 
	% of Evals
	# of 5s 

	CEE/CIS
	1
	4%
	1

	EAPRO
	3
	10%
	4

	ESARO
	5
	13%
	6

	MENA
	0
	0%
	

	ROSA
	8
	27%
	12

	TACRO
	1
	13%
	1

	WCARO
	1
	13%
	2

	Total
	19
	12%
	26


In addition to average rating, it is worth looking at how many evaluations achieved 
Excellent (5) on one standard, which indicates that it is a model evaluation for that particular standard.  19 or 12% of all evaluations scored a 5 on at least one standard. Most notable was that ROSA had 8 evaluations with 12 standards receiving a 5 – 27% of ROSA’s evaluations were a model for at least one standard.  
Analysis of Each Standard TC  "Analysis of Each Standard" \l 2 
For only 5 out of 20 standards
 are a majority of evaluations considered Satisfactory or better; for one standard it is exactly 50 – 50
.  When looking for patterns of strength, it is a confusing picture.  The standards where reports are strongest are not all in one particular evaluation area.
An explanation for this may be that the areas of strength have had more consistent UNICEF guidance.  Some of the standards used in this review have a different emphasis than the last handbook produced by the Evaluation Office, A UNICEF Guide for Monitoring and Evaluation: Making a Difference? in 1991.  For example, this Guide does not mention consideration of HRBAP or RBM.  Although it does mention cost analysis, it is not a requirement that a justification for not considering at least some aspect of cost analysis be included in the evaluation report as is now the case with the new Standards.  The only exception to this generalization is the use of OECD DAC criteria where the Guide states that all DAC criteria should be taken into consideration.  Areas where the Standards represent a new emphasis that may have affected the ratings of the evaluations are pointed out below.
   

The standards have been grouped by the evaluation areas listed below: 

List of Evaluation Area Groupings
 and Strongest Standards

Executive Summary – 1 standard

Background and Purpose – 3 standards

Strength Standard 3 – Project/Programme Description

Objectives and Evaluation Design – 4 standards

Strength Standard 7 - Objectives

Methodology – 5 standards

Strength Standard 11 – Appropriate Methodology

Findings – 5 standards

Strength Standard 19 – Conclusions

Recommendations and Lessons Learned – 2 standards


Strength Standard 20 – Recommendations

Executive Summary TC  "Executive Summary" \l 3 
Standard regarding Executive Summary

2.  Assessment of Executive Summary

More than half of evaluations (53%) had poor or missing Executive Summaries with only one evaluation receiving Excellent, Evaluation Report of the Community Capacity Building Programme, Togo, Sequence 2000/003.  Executive Summaries are critical to convey evaluation findings to decision makers with limited time. 
	
	Exec Summary

Standard 2
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	1
	1%

	Very Good 4
	28
	17%

	Satisfactory 3
	46
	29%

	Poor 2
	36
	22%

	Missing 1
	50
	31%

	Poor + Missing
	86
	53%


On the positive side, there has been a drop in the number of poor or missing Executive Summaries over time from a high of 75% in 2000 to 45% in 2003 and 14% in 2004.  (Please note the small sample of only 11 evaluations for 2004).  This finding demonstrates the result of recent Evaluation Office activities although this review is not methodologically rigorous enough to support a direct correlation. The importance of the Executive Summary has been emphasized over the last few years with the release of a Technical Note on writing an effective summary and by requiring a summary with requisite elements when each office submits an evaluation to NYHQ.  
Background and Purpose TC  "Background and Purpose" \l 3 
Standards regarding Background and Purpose
3.  The project/programme to be evaluated was clearly described, including the logic of the programme design or expected results chain.

4.  The role and contributions of UNICEF and other stakeholders to the project/programme were clearly described.

5.  Purpose and context provided a specific justification for undertaking this evaluation at this time.
Standard 3 Programme Description is an overall strength of UNICEF evaluations.  In fact, it is the strongest standard with the highest number of model (Excellent 5) evaluations and the lowest Poor or Missing (35%).  ROSA and WCARO have done especially well in this topical area with a majority of reports receiving Satisfactory or better for all three standards.  ESARO has a majority receiving Satisfactory or better for Standard 3 and 5.

On the other hand, a majority of evaluations are either Poor or Missing for Standard 4 and 5.  Only one evaluation received an Excellent on Standard 4 Description of Stakeholders, Evaluation of Environmental Sanitation, Hygiene and Water Supply in Urban Slums and Fringes Project, Bangladesh, Sequence 2001/016.  This standard is a particularly important with an increase in joint programming and joint evaluations.  A good score on this standard requires a summary of the contributions of every stakeholder – including primary stakeholders and non-monetary contributions.  The evaluations reviewed for this report did not include such detail – perhaps because they were written before the creation of these standards.  Evaluations tend to simply mention the names of partners without describing the role of each.
Standard 5 Purpose has shown little improvement over time - 60% in 2000 to 59% Poor or missing in 2003.  Reviewers agreed with the Meta-evaluation that a general weakness is the lack of explanation of turning points or decisions to be made which sparked the need for an evaluation and clearly indicate how the evaluation will be used.  For example, a report may state that an evaluation is being done at the end of a five-year programme.  The reader is left wondering if the evaluation is to assist the programme for its next cycle; or to determine how to hand the programme over to the government or another NGO; or for general lessons learned for similar programmes now that this particular programme has finished.  It is likely that such decision points are self evident at the country level but not conveyed in the evaluation report.  For outside readers, this is essential information that aids understanding of the focus, objectives and recommendations.  This is a key results area for the current plan of action created in response to the Meta-evaluation.
	
	Prog Description

Standard 3
	% of Total Evals
	Description Stakeholders

Standard 4
	% of Total Evals
	Purpose Context

Standard 5
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	7
	4%
	1
	1%
	3
	2%

	Very Good 4
	44
	28%
	15
	9%
	29
	18%

	Satisfactory 3
	53
	33%
	46
	29%
	45
	28%

	Poor 2
	49
	31%
	66
	41%
	52
	32%

	Missing 1
	7
	4%
	32
	20%
	32
	20%

	Poor + Missing
	56
	35%
	98
	61%
	84
	52%


Objectives and Evaluation Design TC  "Objectives and Evaluation Design" \l 3 
Standards regarding Objectives and Evaluation Design

6.  The evaluation used standard OECD/DAC evaluation criteria as per UNICEF PPPM
 and/or provided an explanation for criteria that was considered not applicable and not used.

7.  Objectives were realistic and achievable in light of the information that can be collected in the context of the programme/project.  The scope of the evaluation was defined clearly.  

8.  The evaluation design considered programme/projects’ incorporation of the UN and UNICEF’s commitment to human rights-based approach to programming.

9.  The evaluation design considered programme/projects’ incorporation of results based management.

The data here agrees with the 2003 Meta-Evaluation finding that Objectives are an overall strength of UNICEF Country Office commissioned evaluations.
  However other areas of evaluation design are a challenge for the future.  No region had a majority of evaluations receiving Satisfactory or better for standard 6, 8, and 9.  There are also a small number of Excellent examples for these standards.

The main finding concerning Standard 6 OECD DAC criteria is that evaluation reports do not clearly present criteria which is consistent with the meta-evaluation.
  They are either missing or criteria is given with no explanation of how it will be used in this particular context. 
The use of standard criteria must be stressed and the inclusion of OECD DAC criteria has been a part of UNICEF evaluation guidance for several years.  If the report is to be understood, considered convincing, and accepted by stakeholders, the basis of the value judgments must be transparent.  Additionally, by considering each DAC criteria in turn, it is ensures that basic evaluation question are covered and decisions to limit evaluation scope through dropping one or more of these criteria are conscious and considered.  Evaluations that lack depth in analysis often also lack strong criteria.  Because of this, evaluations are required to explain any OECD DAC criteria that are not used.  
For Standard 8 concerning HRBAP, most evaluations are missing this element.  Although a part of UNICEF programming for sometime, it is only recently that the organization has begun discussing HRBAP in the evaluation process.  The standard is not an assessment of the programme’s implementation of HRBAP but rather the quality of the evaluator’s analysis of the implementation of HRBAP.  It basically asks did the evaluators look at whether or not the programme undertook a human rights based approach.  Evaluators are instructed to look for: programme’s assessment of human rights claims and capacities; planning, monitoring and evaluation guided by that assessment; and that programming was informed by recommendations of international human rights bodies and mechanisms.  .The excellent evaluation to reference is Zimbabwe Country Programme 2000-2004 End Cycle Review, Sequence number 2004/025.
One of the five strengths uncovered by the meta-evaluation conducted in 2003 was that evaluation objectives often reflected UNICEF’s mission, including protection of child rights.
  The standard used by the meta-evaluation is quite different from the standard used here.  The evaluation subject matter may be relevant to the realization of children’s rights but it does not necessarily follow that the evaluation team considered whether a human-rights based analysis was used to plan that programme/project.
Likewise, Standard 9 RBM has a somewhat new focus.  The standard does not ask if the evaluation itself is results focused – that is covered under another standard (#15).  This Standard asks the evaluators see if there was a RBM framework, analyze how it was designed and how it was used.  Evaluations tend to limit their comments to programme’s monitoring without considering the entire framework of management and how adjustments to programming are made.  The excellent evaluation for this standard is UNICEF - Government of India's Child Environment Programme, 2004/801.  
	
	OECD/DAC Criteria

Standard 6
	% of Total Evals
	Objectives

Standard 7
	% of Total Evals
	HRBAP

Standard 8
	% of Total Evals
	RBM

Standard 9
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%

	Very Good 4
	5
	3%
	34
	21%
	3
	2%
	7
	4%

	Satisfactory 3
	55
	34%
	65
	40%
	15
	9%
	39
	24%

	Poor 2
	68
	42%
	42
	26%
	19
	12%
	35
	22%

	Missing 1
	33
	20%
	19
	12%
	123
	76%
	79
	49%

	Poor + Missing
	101
	63%
	61
	38%
	142
	88%
	114
	71%


Methodology TC  "Methodology" \l 3 
Standards regarding Methodology

10.  Transparent description of methodology

11.  Evaluation methods were appropriate and adequate providing a complete and fair assessment.  Consideration was given to limitations of the methodology.

12.  A complete description for stakeholder participation was given.

13.  Where information was gathered from those who benefited from the programme/project, information was also gathered from eligible persons not reached.

14.  The evaluation design was ethical and included ethical safeguards where appropriate, including protection of the confidentiality, dignity, rights and welfare of human subjects, particularly children, and respect for the values of the beneficiary community.

The standards for this evaluation area should be treated with caution.  In this particular area, the cause of low scores is most likely poor description instead of poor practice.  It is only with the introduction of the Standards that a description of the rationale for stakeholder participation and a statement of ethical considerations is explicitly required to be a part of the evaluation report.  (On the other hand, such descriptions are part of standard evaluation practice regardless of UNICEF specific guidance.)

Standard 10 and 11 are separate to try to address the above issue.  Standard 10 asks if the description of the methodology is complete.  Standard 11 asks if the methodology itself is appropriate and adequate.  There is usually some leeway on Standard 11 when Standard 10 is poor.  Although poorly described, the methodology may indeed be valid.  
The meta-evaluation used quite different criteria than the two standards here that make a direct comparison difficult. 
  Their criteria includes Standard 3 on a clear description of programme logic and Standard 6 on the use of OECD/DAC criteria.  Where this review tends to rate higher on Standard 11 when description is poor, it can be said that the meta-evaluation took the opposite point of view.
  In the final analysis, the meta-evaluation does conclude that the information gathered by the evaluations was adequate to answer the questions posed and cites this as one of the five strengths of UNICEF reports.

For the most part, methodology is valid.  Evaluations do not often suffer from serious methodological design flaws. Standard 11 is the only standard in this area to have a majority of evaluations Satisfactory or above.  WCARO and ROSA did a particularly good job with 25 and 27% respectively.  The two model (Excellent 5) evaluations here are Primary School Sanitation Research, Uganda, 2000/013 and again the Mine Risk Education (MRE) Project.
Standard 10 Description may receive a high rating while Standard 11 Appropriateness receives a low one.  Methodology may be flawed but if it is well described so that the reader understands the flaws and how they limit the conclusions drawn from the findings, the evaluation can still be valuable.  Evaluations were mostly lacking a description of limitations.  Both standards place a heavy emphasis on describing limitations and how the limitations affect the analysis of data.  This emphasis certainly contributed to the lower marks in this area.
Both standard 10 and 11 show some improvement over time – for Standard 10 poor or missing fell from 85% to 69% during 2000 to 2003; and from 64% to 45% for Standard 11.  The Excellent evaluation for Standard 10 is Mine Risk Education (MRE) Project of UNICEF:  A Formative Evaluation, Sri Lanka, Sequence number 2004/800.  
As noted above, the description and rational for stakeholder participation is a new UNICEF standard and this certainly contributes to the high number of Missing ratings.  A widespread problem with the evaluations reviewed is equating interviewing primary stakeholders as a data source with stakeholder participation.  This is participation in its most limited sense and justification for not using a higher degree of participation is now a necessary element for evaluation reports.  The two model evaluations for this standard are Multi-Donor Evaluation of the Acid Survivors Foundation, Bangladesh, 2003/034 and Participatory Evaluation for the "Women and Children at Risk" Project of St. Francis Xavier, Guyana, 2002/800

Another new UNICEF area, Standard 13 asks evaluators to assess how and why the programme/project did not attain its full potential. To provide a complete assessment, people who were eligible to participate in or benefit from the programme/project but did not should be included in the evaluation.  This includes children or adolescents who were eligible to benefit from the programme/project.  It is not to be confused with a “control group” – evaluation methodology that compares the programme/project area to an area explicitly not involved in the programme/project by design.  To note - there may be very good reasons why direct beneficiaries were not contacted for certain situations. As long as the rational seems reasonable to the reader, the evaluation report would meet this standard.  However most evaluation did not provide such explanation and were consequently rated as Missing.
Standard 14 regarding ethical considerations is a standard element of good practice.  Out of 161 evaluations, only 5 were not missing this element and out of those 4 were considered Poor.  These Poor evaluations usually noted an ethical concern in passing - such as a reference to interviewee confidentiality - without describing the issue or what was done to address the concern.  As the Meta-Evaluation also highlighted, this should be an area of great concern for UNICEF
.  Starting in April 2005, offices that commissioned evaluations which are lacking in this area will receive a letter from the Evaluation Office stressing the importance of this issue.  

	
	Description Method

ology

10
	% of Total Evals
	Complete Method

ology

11
	% of Total Evals
	Partici

pation

12
	% of Total Evals
	Coverage

13
	% of Total Evals
	Ethics
14
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	1
	1%
	2
	1%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	Very Good 4
	4
	2%
	10
	6%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%

	Satisfactory 3
	42
	26%
	75
	47%
	8
	5%
	10
	7%
	1
	1%

	Poor 2
	107
	66%
	67
	42%
	29
	18%
	15
	11%
	4
	2%

	Missing 1
	7
	4%
	7
	4%
	120
	75%
	116
	82%
	156
	97%

	Poor + Missing
	114
	71%
	74
	46%
	149
	93%
	131
	92%
	160
	99%


Findings TC  "Findings" \l 3 
Standards regarding Findings

15.  In presenting the findings, inputs, outputs, and, where possible, outcomes/impacts were measured (or an appropriate rationale given why not).

16.  To the extent feasible, the report includes cost analysis.

17.  Analysis of results includes appropriate discussion of the relative contributions of stakeholders to results.

18. Reasons for accomplishments and difficulties, especially continuing constraints, were identified as much as possible.

19.  Conclusions were substantiated by findings consistent with data and methods and represent insights into identification and/or solutions of important problems or issues.
ESARO and WCARO were particularly strong in this topical area with a majority of evaluations receiving Satisfactory or better on Standards 15, 18 and 19.  MENA had a majority of Satisfactory or better for Standards 15 and 19 and EAPRO for Standards 18 and 19.

Standard 15 Findings had exactly 50-50; half below Satisfactory and half Satisfactory or better.  On the positive side, this is mainly due to poor presentation and readability.  The link from activities to outcomes was not well described.  Very few evaluations confuse inputs with outputs or outcomes.  An additional challenge is to provide an explanation when measurement is not provided.   
As a new requirement, it is understandable that most evaluations do not meet Standard 16 Cost Analysis.  A vast majority are missing because of the failure to provide a reasonable rational for not including this analysis.  UNICEF Evaluation Office would like to increase the number of evaluations looking at cost analysis and expects to develop technical notes and other guidance on this issue.  This issue was also underlined by the recent meta-evaluation.
  

Standard 17 Contribution of Stakeholders to Results also represents new emphasis which may prove challenging.  As noted above, UNICEF is increasingly programming with partners and conducting joint evaluations.  Reports are generally missing this analysis or, for Poor reports, they  simply indicated who the implementing organization was when describing outputs.  Results should be related back to the contributions of different stakeholders accurately with a sense of proportionality between the relative contributions of each and the results observed.
Almost a majority of evaluations were Satisfactory or above for Standard 18 Reasons for Findings.  For the most part, evaluations describe contextual factors well but lack analysis of programmatic factors or the interplay between the two.  Excellent evaluations to go beyond a description of programme implementation and outcomes to analyze what underlying elements are leading to the results (or lack of results).  The excellent evaluations are UNICEF Health and Nutrition Programmes in Somalia, Sequence 2000/004 (with USAID) and again the Zimbabwe Country Programme 2000-2004 End Cycle Review, 2004/025.
The meta-evaluation also determined that half of the reports did well on context and attribution analysis.  (To note - the focus of their criteria was on context attribution - not partner or stakeholder attribution and should not be considered the equivalent of Standard 17 of this report.)
 

Standard 19 Conclusions is one of the overall strengths of UNICEF evaluations.  The feature that prevents evaluations from moving from Satisfactory to Very Good is the ability to go beyond a simple presentation of results consistent with data to conclusions that represent insights into identification of problems or issues.  Excellent evaluations are Child Protection Network:  Findings and Recommendations of the External Evaluation, Cambodia, Sequence number 2003/010 and again UNICEF - Government of India's Child Environment Programme, 2004/801.
	
	Findings 15
	% of Total Evals
	Cost Analysis

16
	% of Total Evals
	Contribution of Stake

holders

17
	% of Total Evals
	Reasons for Findings

18
	% of Total Evals
	Conclu

sions

19
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%
	2
	1%

	Very Good 4
	22
	14%
	6
	4%
	3
	2%
	29
	18%
	29
	18%

	Satisfactory 3
	58
	36%
	16
	10%
	40
	25%
	47
	29%
	71
	44%

	Poor 2
	70
	44%
	13
	8%
	64
	40%
	57
	36%
	49
	31%

	Missing 1
	10
	6%
	125
	78%
	53
	33%
	25
	16%
	9
	6%

	Poor + Missing
	80
	50%
	138
	86%
	117
	73%
	82
	51%
	58
	37%


Recommendations and Lessons Learned TC  "Recommendations and Lessons Learned" \l 3 
Standards regarding Recommendations and Lessons Learned
20.  Recommendations were firmly based on evidence and analysis; they were directly relevant and realistic with priorities for action made clear.

21. Lessons learned, when presented, were generalized beyond the immediate intervention being evaluated to indicate what wider relevance there might be.

Standard 20 Recommendations is another strength of UNICEF evaluations as also cited by the meta-evaluation.
  The excellent evaluations are Evaluation of the Government of Pakistan-UNICEF Advocacy and Social Mobilization Strategy, Pakistan, Sequence 2001/009 and again Mine Risk Education (MRE) Project of UNICEF:  A Formative Evaluation, Sri Lanka.

In the future, this standard may be a difficult one to rate as many evaluations are using stakeholder workshops or similar forums to develop recommendations.  It is ideal if the evaluation report includes the results of these workshops.  However a description of the process and the general areas the evaluation team is suggesting for recommendations to the group is an adequate substitute.   
In ESARO, all 3 evaluations that identified lessons learned received a Satisfactory; other regions were either mixed or all Poor.  Poor lessons learned tend to be generally accepted good practice that is presented as a new finding when it is truly just confirmation of the value of good programming.  The meta-evaluation also noted that lessons learned were often not generalised beyond the immediate intervention being evaluated to indicate what wider relevance to UNICEF there might be.
    
	
	Recommendations

Standard 20
	% of Total Evals
	Lessons Learned

Standard 21
	% of Total Evals

	# of Evals: Excellent 5
	2
	1%
	0
	0%

	Very Good 4
	28
	18%
	1
	5%

	Satisfactory 3
	61
	38%
	8
	40%

	Poor 2
	55
	35%
	11
	55%

	Missing 1
	13
	8%
	0
	0%

	Poor + Missing
	68
	43%
	11
	55%


ANALYSIS OF AVERAGE RATING TC  "Analysis of Average Rating" \l 2 
A weighted average of all 22 ratings was computed for an overall rating for the evaluation report.  According to a regression analysis of the 161 average ratings, the most significant factors for quality are the region, year and whether there is a dedicated M&E staff member or whether the job title of the M&E staff included the word “evaluation.”  For most regions there was a significant relationship between the region and the rating although there was little significance between the different regions.  There is a slight positive correlation between year and quality – as time went on, the ratings increased.  
The level of the staff position – P1, P2, L1, L2, etc. – was not significant.  Also not apparently relevant were the length of time at the position or the number of M&E staff in the Country Office.  
However, the staff title was highly significant.  A large negative correlation was found when a staff member was listed on the M&E roster but no title was given – implying that Country Office only has a focal point and not a dedicated M&E staff member.  A positive correlation is found for a dedicated M&E officer or assistant officer.  The number of staff members with the title “Senior Project Officer” or “Chief” was too small to deduce anything.

Related to the above, a small  - but highly significant - positive relationship was found if the staff member’s title included the word “Evaluation” as opposed to simply being a “Monitoring” officer or a “Planning and Monitoring” officer.
Another finding from the regression is that the expenditure allotment for the year of the evaluation, expenditure allotment for the year prior to the evaluation, and the entire Country Programme allotment were all not related to evaluation quality with a high significance for this finding.  There was also no significance found for Country although this is probably due to the limited number of evaluations for each country.  To illustrate, the chart below shows data for Country Offices where data was available for both 2000 and 2003.  The first set of columns shows the change in rating while the second shows the change in expenditure allotment.  There is no clear correlation that can be draw – Bangladesh and Namibia had somewhat similar ratings but quite different allotments.  
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Themes TC  "Themes" \l 2 

For the evaluations that were rated, thematic areas which are currently areas of strength
 are Capacity Building and Gender Equity with all evaluations for these themes receiving a Satisfactory or above.  Other areas with high percentages of Satisfactory or above ratings are Education – Girls, Emergency, Nutrition and Programme Review (includes major multi-sectoral reviews such as a Country Programme Evaluation or donor reviews that cover more than one major thematic area.)  
Areas of concern are those where less than 50% of the evaluations are Satisfactory; currently ECD and WES.  Interestingly, WES evaluations had the highest number of 5s - or standards for which the evaluation is considered a model.  The number of WES evaluations that are Poor and Satisfactory are quite close; underlining the influence that a small sample size can have on percentages.
	Theme
	# of Evals Rated Very Good
	# of Evals Rated Satisfactory
	# of Evals Rated Poor
	% of Evals rated Very Good or Sats
	# of Evals that recvd a 5 on one standard

	Advocacy and Communication
	1
	2
	2
	60%
	1

	Capacity Building
	
	5
	
	100%
	1

	Child Protection
	1
	12
	6
	68%
	2

	ECD
	
	5
	6
	45%
	

	Education Girls
	
	8
	1
	89%
	

	Education Other
	
	15
	10
	60%
	1

	Emergency
	1
	3
	1
	80%
	3

	Gender Equity
	
	3
	
	100%
	1

	Health
	
	13
	7
	65%
	1

	HIV/AIDS
	
	10
	4
	71%
	

	Immunization
	
	5
	2
	71%
	2

	Income Generation
	
	3
	1
	75%
	

	Nutrition
	1
	5
	1
	86%
	1

	WES
	
	7
	8
	47%
	4

	Programme Review
	1
	9
	2
	83%
	2

	Total
	5
	105
	51
	68%
	


Submission Rates TC  "Submission Rates" \l 2 
Submission rates of evaluation reports were discussed in the Methodology section above.  Findings are presented here to alert the reader to the seriousness of this situation.  Reviews of this sort are quite valuable to the Evaluation Office and Regional Offices to assess areas of strength and weakness.  The small sample size threatens the accuracy of these reviews which in turn may lead to inefficient resource allocation and development.
	as of 30-11-04
	CEE/CIS
	EAPRO
	ESARO
	MENA
	ROSA
	TACRO
	WCARO
	Total

	Cancelled
	
	
	1
	2
	
	1
	
	4

	Not Submitted
	93
	90
	116
	76
	72
	78
	128
	653

	Pending
	4
	2
	5
	1
	1
	7
	9
	29

	Submitted
	45
	50
	68
	52
	35
	67
	61
	378

	Total*
	142
	142
	189
	129
	108
	152
	198
	1060

	% submitted**
	32%
	35%
	36%
	40%
	32%
	44%
	31%
	36%

	

	* does not include cancelled

	** pending are counted as not submitted
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As highlighted earlier, the EO should consider moving this review to February to help improve this situation.  The EO received 32 evaluations from November 31 to December 15, 2004 – which is the same amount received in a good month.  It is also reasonable to expect a spike in submissions towards the end of the year as Country Offices write their Annual Report which reminds them to submit evaluations to the EO.  Of course, this will need to be balanced against the timing needed to feed into decisions regarding the EO’s work program.

Submission rates are also influence by the language of the report.  Evaluations in languages other than English have not been featured in “Lessons from Evaluation” and the Evaluation and Research Database is only in English.  It is very likely that this underutilization of non-English evaluations causes submission rates to be low.  (The EO is aware of this problem and has plans to address the issue.)  

RECOMMENDATIONS TC  "Recommendations" \l 1 
The finding of this review that one-third of evaluations are Poor confirms the main finding of the 2003 Meta-Evaluation.  Findings on specific standards of quality give support to the Evaluation Office’s current work plan in general and also specifically to the results areas in improving evaluation design and better focus of evaluation resources on priority questions of decision-makers.  The regional annexes that follow will provide more specific data for Regional Offices to utilize in their own work plans.

1. Complete Reporting

There are several areas where information is simply lacking and by including all the details the ratings will be immediately increased.  This may not just improve readability but hopefully will also improve performance in the conceptual issues.  By providing further description, the writer is asked to justify the choices they have made, raising awareness about the issues and hopefully leading to improvements in these areas over time.  The items below are first steps towards the long term goal of improving evaluation design:

· complete Executive Summary

· outline of partners roles and contributions 

· description and rational for level of stakeholder participation

· description and analysis of project/programme coverage

· description of limitations and how they were handled

· description of ethical considerations and how they were handled

· description of how results were measured (or why they could not be measured)

· description of cost analysis (or why it could not be done)

· adding project/programme logic framework to annexes

· including all necessary elements on Title Page and in Annexes

2. Attention to Evaluation Practice

Overall improvement in the following areas will move UNICEF evaluations to a higher level of analytical rigor and constructive analysis:  

· Standard 5 - Purpose and Context

Evaluation reports are lacking in a description of the larger decision making and planning process that they are a part of.  This resonates with recent EO initiatives to conduct fewer but more significant evaluations with a better focus of evaluation resources on priority questions of decision-makers.
  
· Standard 6 and 13 - Use of Standard OECD/DAC Criteria and Analysis of Coverage

OECD/DAC
 criteria has been established through consensus of experienced evaluation offices and organizations.  These common criteria are generally understood and accepted by an outside reader.  More importantly, the criteria provide an excellent framework; they work together to offer a complete and rigorous analysis.  By consciously going through the criteria as the standards require, the evaluation should have an analytical rigor that will allow it to provide key information for decision makers.  

UNICEF evaluations also do not often address questions of coverage – analysis of persons eligible to participate but not reached by the programme.  Adding this element will also enhance the evaluations contribution to improving programming.

· Standards 8 and 9 – Analysis of Programmes Use of RBM and HRBAP

Evaluation design also must include an analysis of core elements of UNICEF programming – results-based management, human rights based approach to programming and gender analysis.  These are standard programme requirements for UNICEF since the 1990s yet evaluations often do not comment on whether programmes are using these tools effectively.  

· Standard 10, 11, and 14 - Attention to Limitations and Ethical Considerations

UNICEF evaluations infrequently describe methodological limitations, how the evaluation addressed those limitations, or how the limitations may affect the conclusions drawn.  This clearly risks the credibility and accuracy of the reports.  Ethical considerations are also a critical element of good evaluation practice.  As the Meta-Evaluation highlighted, this should be an area of great concern for UNICEF to ensure that children’s rights are protected.

· Standard 4, 12, 17 - Inclusion of Stakeholders and Analysis of Their Relative Contributions to Results

Evaluation reports received low ratings on including stakeholders activities in the analysis of findings and results, and on providing a description of the evaluation’s level of stakeholder participation.  It is widely accepted that UNICEF will be called upon to participate in joint programming and evaluation more and more.  Weak analysis of stakeholder involvement will threaten the credibility and even the accuracy of the organization’s evaluations.  

3. Recommendations Related to Methodology

· Adjust timing of review to capture most recent reports

Since many offices are inspired to submit evaluation reports at the end of the year, this review should be shifted to February.  Additionally the Annual Reports will have been received by then to allow the review to compute the submission rate for the most recent year.  Of course, this will need to be balanced against the timing needed to feed into decisions regarding the EO’s work program.

· Expand review to include other languages
This will not only improve the sample but may also encourage more submissions to the Evaluation Office. 

· Work with Programme Division to improve information on Country Office expenditure on evaluation

This will assist the Evaluation Office in monitoring and planning overall in addition to providing further data for these reviews.

· Track M&E staffing levels 
It is recommended that the Evaluation Office start a simple list of Country Offices with staff member coverage that is added to (rather than changed) over time to provide historical data for future reviews and analysis.
ANNEX TC  "Annex - List of UNICEF Evaluation Report Standards" \l 2 
 List of UNICEF Evaluation Report Standards

1.  Completeness of Title Page and Opening Pages


2.  Assessment of Executive Summary


3.  The project/programme to be evaluated was clearly described, including the logic of the programme design or expected results chain.


4.  The role and contributions of UNICEF and other stakeholders to the project/programme were clearly described.


5.  Purpose and context provided a specific justification for undertaking this evaluation at this time.


6.  The evaluation used standard OECD/DAC  evaluation criteria as per UNICEF PPPM and/or provided an explanation for criteria that was considered not applicable and not used.


7.  Objectives were realistic and achievable in light of the information that can be collected in the context of the programme/project.  The scope of the evaluation was defined clearly.


8.  The evaluation design considered programme/projects’ incorporation of the UN and UNICEF’s commitment to human rights-based approach to programming.


9.  The evaluation design considered programme/projects’ incorporation of results based management.


10.  Transparent description of methodology


11.  Evaluation methods were appropriate and adequate providing a complete and fair assessment.  Consideration was given to limitations of the methodology.


12.  A complete description for stakeholder participation was given.


13.  Where information was gathered from those who benefited from the programme/project, information was also gathered from eligible persons not reached.


14.  The evaluation design was ethical and included ethical safeguards where appropriate, including protection of the confidentiality, dignity, rights and welfare of human subjects, particularly children, and respect for the values of the beneficiary community.

15.  In presenting the findings, inputs, outputs, and, where possible, outcomes/impacts were measured (or an appropriate rationale given why not).

16.  To the extent feasible, the report includes cost analysis.

17.  Analysis of results includes appropriate discussion of the relative contributions of stakeholders to results.

18. Reasons for accomplishments and difficulties, especially continuing constraints, were identified as much as possible.

19.  Conclusions were substantiated by findings consistent with data and methods and represent insights into identification and/or solutions of important problems or issues.

20.  Recommendations were firmly based on evidence and analysis; they were directly relevant and realistic with priorities for action made clear.

21. Lessons learned, when presented, were generalized beyond the immediate intervention being evaluated to indicate what wider relevance there might be.

22.  Completeness of Annexes
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� Watson, K. et al. (2003) The quality of evaluations supported by UNICEF Country Offices, 2000-2001.  UNICEF Evaluation Office: New York, p. ii.


� Two standards - #1 and #22 – are not included in the analysis for this section because they represent simple check lists concerning the title page and annexes.


� Standard 15 on presenting findings.


� Strengthening the Quality of Evaluations in UNICEF: An Evaluation of Evaluation and Next Steps, Draft 11.5.04, UNICEF, 2004


� OECD/DAC evaluation criteria are: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  Evaluations of humanitarian assistance should also include: coverage, co-ordination, coherence and protection.


� K. Watson. The Quality of Evaluations Supported by UNICEF Country Offices 2000 - 2001, Watson, 2004, p. 34.


� Watson, K. et al. (2003) The quality of evaluations supported by UNICEF Country Offices, 2000-2001.  UNICEF Evaluation Office: New York


� Ibid, p. ii.


� Strengthening the Quality of Evaluations in UNICEF: An Evaluation of Evaluation and Next Steps, Draft 11.5.04, UNICEF, 2004


� Typical DAC evaluation criteria of efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability and relevance is not considered as they are appropriate to programme or project evaluations and not meta-evaluations of this type.


� Country Programmes are given a “Board Approved Ceiling” or budget that is sometimes much higher than they actually use or, in cases of emergencies, much lower.  A better estimate is the “Allotment” or what was actually spent.  


� Country Programmes have different start and stop dates.  Generally they are five years however for countries in transition they will be shorter.  


� Two standards - #1 and #22 – are not included in the analysis for this section because they represent simple check lists concerning the title page and annexes.


� Standard 15 on presenting findings.


� All of the evaluations rated in this review were written before the release of the Evaluation Report Standards. 


� Programme Policy and Procedures Manual, http://www.intranet.unicef.org/Policies/DHR.nsf/Manual%20%5CProgramme%20Policy%20and%20Procedure%20Manual%3A%20Programme%20Operations?OpenView


� Watson, op. cit., p. 15.


� Ibid, p. 13.


� Ibid, p. iii.


� Watson, op. cit., pp. 12 - 13.


� Ibid, p. 13.


� Ibid, p. iii.


� Watson, op. cit., pp. 15 - 17.


� Watson, op. cit., pp. 27 - 28.


� Watson, op. cit., p. 27.


� Watson, op.cit., p.p. 34 - 35.


� Watson, op.cit., p. iii.


� As in the previous sections, a “strength” is defined as a topic area or standard where at least 51% of the evaluations received Satisfactory or above (2 or greater.)  Ideally, 100% of evaluations should meet this minimum cut-off.  


� Strengthening the Quality of Evaluations in UNICEF: An Evaluation of Evaluation and Next Steps, Draft 11.5.04, UNICEF, 2004


� OECD/DAC evaluation criteria are: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  Evaluations of humanitarian assistance should also include: coverage, co-ordination, coherence and protection.
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