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ANNEX A:  TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Background  

The crisis.  Between February and May 2003 the long civil war in Liberia changed gear significantly with two rebel groups -- Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) and the newer Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) -- progressively taking control of two-thirds of the country.  The flow of IDPs into Monrovia increased dramatically. While insecurity increased, the widespread assumption of the humanitarian community in Monrovia and presumably most Liberians was that government forces would hold the city.  It became clear that this expectation was incorrect only in late May.  By this time, there were some 500,000 IDPs in the country of which 300,000 had crowded into Monrovia.  On 6 June UN international staff members were evacuated.  Between June and early August there were two major offensives launched against the capital by rebels: one in late June and one mid- to end-July. Peace talks were initiated and broke down but eventually succeeded in bringing about the departure of Charles Taylor on 19 August. On 1 August, the U.N. Security Council voted to authorize a multinational force and Nigerian troops arrived three days later as the lead of what is to be a 3,250-strong peacekeeping force.  On 12 August UN international staff members returned to stay.  Through the remainder of 2003, insecurity has continued though access has gradually opened up. 

Programme context. The CO had been operating a CP resembling a small pilot style integrated programme in identified communities and some IDP camps, with a total CP budget of just under US$ 5.4 million per year.  As the country instability had increased prior to the evacuation of internationals, activities had turned more towards servicing IDP camps but still at a very small scale due to both capacity and insecurity.  

During the evacuation of the CO internationals, a humanitarian response was formulated as expressed in the CAP 2003 Revision, launched 8 August, and subsequent specific proposals including for BTS, Measles and WES.

Overall objectives were to
:

· Reduce vulnerability of war-affected population to excessive morbidity and mortality with focus on the most vulnerable children and women; 

· Enhance the protection of vulnerable children, youth and women against violence, abuse, exploitation, HIV/AIDS and sexually transmitted infections; and

· Get children back to school, restoring access to basic education and establish safe environments for children for learning, recreation and psychosocial support.

Health interventions focused on basic health care services including: measles vaccination for 1.5 children aged 6 months to 14 years and vitamin A doses for children 6 to 59 months; provision of essential supplies, and later provision of longer term support to re-establish the cold chain structure.

Nutrition interventions included various material support to supplementary and therapeutic feeding programmes, and later the development of standards for supplementary feeding.

Water and environmental sanitation interventions included: wells and boreholes construction and rehabilitation; emergency water stations; hygiene maintenance and behavioural change; and latrines construction, maintenance and ‘desludging’.  In addition, UNICEF supported a mass chlorination to control cholera in Monrovia and surrounding IDP camps.

Child protection focused on comprehensive support to the Disarmament Demobilisation Rehabilitation and Reintegration (DDRR) of child soldiers.  Interventions included support and care Children Associated with Fighting Forces (CAFF) as well as other separated children, and tracing and reunification as well as prevention and response to sexual gender-based violence.

The education response focused on the Back to School (BTS) Campaign intended to increase access to education for all through introduction of a Rapid Education Response, teacher training, identifying learning spaces, social mobilisation and supply of teaching materials.  BTS also brought together WES installations for learning spaces, food-for-work for teachers in one county provided by WFP and reconstruction of schools by UNDP/OPS.

Stakeholders. The emergency response was led from the CO with significant support from WCARO and in headquarters PD, EMOPS, SD, DHR, DOC, PFO, GRO, DFAM, ITD.    

Purpose of the evaluation

The purpose of the Liberia real-time evaluation is 

· To provide a quick and light, but systematic and well-structured assessment of CO performance -- programme design and performance, operational strategies and management systems – to feed-back immediately into programme improvement and learning at CO level as well as learning for UNICEF globally.

· To provide or facilitate immediate hands-on support to COs to address problems identified.

It is also noted that the exercise should contribute to team-building at the CO level.

Finally the Liberia real-time evaluation is also an opportunity for EO/OIA to test and refine a methodology and tools for what is a new type of evaluation – designed specifically to follow a major humanitarian crisis, a time where UNICEF currently has no systematic evaluative exercise established.

Primary users will be the CO, WCARO and the Inter-Divisional Standing Committee on Children Affected by Armed Conflict and EMOPS/PD-FSIAC/EO, the latter two as the primary champions for follow-up to lessons of relevance to the organisation globally. 

The timing of the evaluation is intended to come as early as logistically possible under the new Representative, to contribute to CO learning and team-building and forward-looking programming and operational decisions.  Note that in terms of broader organisational learning, it is recognised that the timing is later than ideal, in that the peak of headquarters attention to the Liberia crisis is likely to have passed.

Scope and focus

The scope of the real-time evaluation will necessarily be limited by the design – the exercise is intended to be fast and light, with no more than 10 days in the CO. 

What is assessed?  The evaluation focuses on the UNICEF performance in Liberia following the most recent crisis (peaking May 2003).  In necessarily involves examining not only the CO response but also on Regional Office and headquarters support functions.

The evaluation focuses on the humanitarian response, and from this perspective will examine the Country Programme in terms of actual and potential linkages – i.e. how it was used to support humanitarian action and how it will be transformed in the follow-up to the crisis. 

The evaluation will focus on design and management of the humanitarian response (process) and will attempt to examine results in as far as data is available.  (Given the 9-month lapse since the beginning of the crisis, results are expected to be measurable and will be measured more than would be the case in a real-time evaluation earlier after a crisis.) 

Timeframe. This real-time evaluation will focus on the period from May 2003 to present, though for some issues it will be necessary to examine the pre-crisis context.  Both in assessing CO performance in programmes and advocacy, as well as performance in terms of programme and management controls, the exercise will trace the evolution over the 9 month period.  

Evaluation criteria. The exercise will entail reference to selected standard evaluation criteria -- relevance, effectiveness, coverage, coordination, coherence, protection, connectedness (as opposed to sustainability)
.  Application of all of the above criteria is necessarily limited by time and methods.  See limitations below.  The scope of these criteria is described more specifically in evaluation questions below.

In addition, the exercise will also entail assessing the humanitarian response in terms of application of results-based management and human rights-based approach to programming – two newly introduced UNICEF evaluation criteria.  Applied to humanitarian response, each of these merits some qualifications.  In terms of results-based management, the full range of logical approaches and tools are not expected.  Rather the focus will be on the bare minimum elements – clear articulation of immediate and higher level results intended (outputs logically linked to outcomes), some form of information system however rudimentary to assess actual results (at least inputs traceable to a population group, some form of reporting on or verification of outputs), decisions in allocation of resources made based on priority results.  

Similarly, examining how well the humanitarian response took into consideration human rights-based approach to programming is limited.  As stated in a recent discussion paper “although the rights-based approach is not explicitly mentioned in the CCCs, some of the characteristics of the HRBAP, such as an integrated approach and a focus on advocacy, are part of the CCCs.”  It is recognised by the organisation that clear guidance on how to apply HRBAP in emergencies is needed and this is now being developed.  Without holding the LCO to account for standards that did not exist at the time of the crisis and mindful that the CO may not have had sufficient guidance in this area, for the purposes of forward looking learning, the evaluation will explore the CO performance with regard to some of the basics of HRBAP in emergencies:

· that the CO approached humanitarian response with attention to broader protection needs (i.e. protection considerations were integrated in programmatic response),

· that the CO was aware of the situation of children’s right, and documented and reported this appropriately (i.e. maintaining a wider perspective beyond immediate life-saving interventions),

· that the CO advocated on human rights issues emerging, 

· that the CO used as a reference the norms of humanitarian law and humanitarian principles,

· that the CO took appropriate positions in terms of calling for accountability for those who have committed crimes against children and women, as well as for child-sensitive protocols in any truth and justice-seeking mechanisms,
· that the CO made efforts to build linkages between emergency response and longer-term development work.
Note that some of the above overlaps with other evaluation criteria: protection, connectedness.
The exercise will not attempt any assessment of impact or cost analysis given time limits.

Evaluation questions.  
The depth to which the above criteria are addressed is traced out in the following questions and will be limited by the fast-track methodology: 

· Programme performance (relevance, effectiveness, coverage, protection, human right-based approach, connectedness)
· How well did the programme response – as planned and implemented -- correspond to the nature and magnitude of the humanitarian crisis as it evolved, and specifically to the situation of children’s and women’s rights? Was UNICEF addressing priority issues and in a way that was appropriate for the context, especially taking into account the protection of affected populations and longer term response?    

· How well did UNICEF humanitarian response correspond to the programme CCCs (2000 and 2004)?  In areas not covered by UNICEF, sectoral and geographic, how well were these covered by partners and to what degree did the CO know of this coverage or had the CO advocated for intervention?
· How well did the CO perform vis-à-vis its intended results (i.e. what UNICEF was accountable for) and how well did the overall programme with partners perform?  (Note that this is the question that will be most limited by availability of data.) What factors most facilitated or constrained results?

· Human rights, humanitarian principles/ policy issues (especially humanitarian access) (relevance, effectiveness, protection, coordination/coherence)
· How well did UNICEF identify and anticipate threats to human rights, humanitarian principles and policy as they emerged in the crisis (especially humanitarian access)?
· How well did UNICEF respond at CO level – in programmatic response and in advocacy? (Was there a response? Was the intended result relevant to the issues and context?  Was it likely to have the intended effects? Did it have the intended results?)  Consider cross-border options to ensure access in Liberia.
· How well did CO-RO-HQ roles complement each other (in identifying issues, in developing strategies, in terms of what was actually undertaken by whom)?  To what degree was there a shared analysis? How sound and effective was the multi-level effort?
· How did the interagency context (and broader context of donors, INGOs) and relations with partners help and hinder UNICEF and broader response? – coordination, policy coherence across partners and agencies
· How well did UNICEF use interagency and other global, regional, national fora to involve other actors in a response?
· Programme planning processes -- internal and with partners  (results-based management, coordination, future effectiveness)
· See preparedness below
· How well did the CO articulate and prioritise specific intended results for its humanitarian response?
· To what degree were these developed with a perspective on other agencies contributions?
· How did the CO balance the short-term humanitarian response and the ongoing efforts under the Country Programme?  How was the initial direction of the CP factored into humanitarian response – supporting activities or strategies or partner networks?  

· Assessment/monitoring systems, ongoing evaluation (relevance to date and future, results-based management to date and future)

· Has the CO had the information necessary to guide its response – assessment of the situation, assessment of operational considerations for implementation including security, monitoring of implementation, measuring of results (including negative impact)?

· Does the CO have an adequate data collection or M&E plan covering assessment of the situation, programme monitoring (with partners and of CO accountabilities) and some evaluative review activities.

· Assessments – How well have assessments and other information on the situation of the children helped guide programme response vis-à-vis CCCs, other child rights issues?  To what degree have the CO and its partners in-country shared a common analysis and to what degree have the CO-RO-HQ shared a common analysis of the situation?

· How well can the CO demonstrated the results of its action (input, output data with some information on coverage, negative impacts, i.e. from field monitoring)

· Ongoing preparedness 
· How well prepared was the CO and what is the status of preparedness now? What were the key factors shaping the level and direction of preparedness plans?  

· How relevant were preparedness plans with respect to policy and guidance and the eventual realities of the context and situation of the population? 

· How well had preparedness activities been implemented prior to the crisis and what facilitated and/or constrained this (including training needs identified)?  

· What were the effects of the above UNICEF preparedness efforts on the eventual response?  

· How well did UNICEF coordinate with and/or involve partners in preparedness planning?

· Communications -- media, donors  (input to resource mobilisation below, also human right-based approach, relevance vis-à-vis CCCs)
· How well were communications with the media used to support advocacy for human rights and humanitarian principles/policy issues?
· How well were communications with the media used to promote visibility for UNICEF?  (Was visibility appropriately balanced with performance?)
· How well were communications with donors covered -- donor reporting, proposal writing, other presentations -- and were they consistent with UNICEF policy and the situation? 

· How well did CO/WCARO/HQ roles complement each other in these areas?
· Planning and management of resource mobilisation  (input to effectiveness, coverage)
· How effectively did the CO mobilise resources for humanitarian response in early months?  (reprogramming /EPF /CERF)
· How effective was fundraising (and/or leveraging of funds) and what were the contributing/constraining factors?  How well did CO/WCARO/HQ roles complement each other?
· How well did the CO manage the donor relations?  (see above, under Communications)
· Planning and management of security (input to effectiveness)
· To what degree was/is the CO MOSS compliant? 
· To what degree were national staff and their particular risks addressed in the security plan?
· How effective were provisions for protecting international staff, national staff, protection of assets?

· To what degree did security provisions support/constrain humanitarian response?

· To what degree did security planning and provisions at the interagency help or hinder UNICEF planning and management of security?

· How well did CO/WCARO/HQ roles complement each other in ensuring the above?

· Planning and management of human resources (staff and consultants) (input to effectiveness)
· How well did the CO anticipate and cover staffing needs to ensure the humanitarian response?

· What outside support was sought (regional/HQ surge capacity, secondments, etc.)?  How well did RO- and HQ-provided support complement each other and how did external support fit with CO needs?  How well were accountabilities and responsibilities established and managed?  What were facilitating and constraining factors?

· How well were staff support and stress management interventions covered for both national and international staff?  (particularly for national staff on evacuation of international staff, what benefits, provisions and other less tangible forms of support were organised?)
· Management of finance/cash and supply assistance & logistics (input to results-based management and effectiveness)
· How well did the CO anticipate and meet cash and supply needs and logistics requirements?  To what extent did CO meet planned implementation schedules of activities?  What were the constraining/facilitating factors?

· To what degree and how did the CO maintain sound financial management (segregation of financial responsibilities, timely processing of budgetary allotments and related transactions, monitoring cash flow)?  What adaptations were introduced to accommodate the humanitarian response?
· How timely were supply deliveries to end users effected?  What were the major constraints and facilitating factors?

· To what extent were independent and transparent peer review procedures for sourcing goods and services to UNICEF followed during the response? If not what were the alternative mechanisms to ensure transparency and competitiveness in selection? 
· How well did the CO monitor its input management mechanisms (e.g. mechanisms for funds dispersement, cash transactions, supply transportation, etc.)?

· To what degree did interagency arrangements pursued (e.g. combined requisitioning, shipping, clearing, disbursement, assessment of counterpart capacity) help or hinder efficiency and effectiveness of cash and supply/logistics management?

· Office management and operations
· How did CO governance structures (CMT, CRC, APC and other) function during the immediate response and following months?  Were they in place (composition)? How were they adapted? How effective were they in terms of supporting the humanitarian response?
· How well did the CO ensure adequate flow of information on the crisis internally between CO management and staff?  Any facilitating/constraining factors?

· Similarly, how well were communications assured between CO-WCARO-HQ and by what mechanisms?  What were the facilitating and constraining factors?

· How well did the CO manage a culture shift, to support gearing up of operations and systems with a clear sense of priorities and urgency?  What were the facilitating and constraining factors?

· Interaction CO/RO/HQ/other UNICEF offices  
· See above under human rights/humanitarian principles (advocacy), communication, security, human resources 
· How clearly did CO/RO/HQ establish coordination and information networks (focal points, etc.)?
· To what degree were accountabiltiies and responsibilities clear and complementary?  Where were there overlap and/or gaps? 
· Interaction at interagency level (w/o extensive interviews at interagency level)
· See above under programme response, humanitarian principles, preparedness,  security, cash and supply management

Limitations.  
The exercise will be limited above all by the availability of data on outputs and outcomes attributable to UNICEF performance.  Given time limits, no new field data will be collected in these areas.  (If field visits are included outside Monrovia, they will only be able to verify existing information as opposed to fill in gaps in data on results.)

The exercise will also be limited in that data collection will be largely internal.  Documentary review will include external data on the situation of the population and some few selected interviews of partner organisations will be included.

The tools developed for the evaluation will provide a concrete framework – breaking down each of the above broad questions into specific priority issues to be verified.  As part of the methodology described below, the exercise will at different stages involve key informants and RO, CO in prioritising which of these issues were most critical in the Liberia case.  In this way, the data collection and analysis will be focused on the areas of greatest strength and weakness. 

Policies and performance standards or benchmarks.  The following are key references for judging programme and management performance:

· 2000 Core Corporate Commitments, though for forward looking purposes the 2004 version newly approved by the GMT will also be a reference.  

· Technical Notes on Special Considerations for Programming in Emergencies will be a further reference.

· Draft Technical Notes on Emergency Operations

· UNICEF Field Security Manual

· UNICEF Book J: Administration Manual – Chapter 2: Security and Safety

· Book G: Supply Manual, Chapter 12: Emergencies (additional chapters 11, 13-14)

· Financial Circular 34 Financial Implementation Control
· Financial Circular 9, Rev 3 Management of UNICEF Local Bank and Cash Accounts
· Financial Circular 16, Rev 1 Currency of Payment for Procurement of Goods and Services
· Financial Circular 33 (01/04/03) Authorization of Advances or Progress Payments for Goods or Services
· Financial Circular 38, Rev 2 Other Resources PBA Expiry Dates
Evaluation process and methods

The process and methods are all oriented to reducing the burden on the CO and ensuring a fast but focused process of analysis.

Flow and sequencing.  The exercise will entail three stages:

· a preparation phase for desk review and HQ interviews

· field visits for data collection/analysis phase to the RO in Dakar (2 days) and the Liberia Country Office (10 days Monrovia -- with field visits [still to be decided with CO]) 

· final debriefings on findings and recommendations at three successive levels – the LCO on the final day of the field visit there, the RO on the subsequent day and HQ on returning to NY.   

An assessment of the real-time pilot will follow by conference call. 

Methods for field phase.   

The RO and CO visits will involve the following:

· Participatory analysis with staff in larger groups – programme and operations – as well as in smaller groups around particular themes to identify and prioritise key issues and deepen analysis.  (These will be focused and will not overlap with interviews.)

· Internal individual interviews

· Interviews of selected few external informants for validation on issues of coordination and coherence.

· Systematic analysis of constraints and risks in all key management functions as per tools developed

· Actual testing of management controls in critical areas to determine if they function properly

· Further documentary review (in addition to preparatory desk review)

· Observation

· Field visits in Liberia 

· Involvement of relevant staff in developing solutions to problems identified and identifying resources to implement solutions.

Field visit methodology under further development including detailed tools and group analysis process designs.

Tentative calendar.

	Milestone
	Tentative Dates

	Preparation
	

	- Desk review
	9 Feb. – to field visits

	- Draft tools shared for comment
	Mid-February

	- NYHQ interviews
	23 Feb. – 5 March

	- Tentative scheduling for field visit interviews (60%)
	by 5 March

	WCARO field visit
	

	- Introduction & discussion workplan  -- 9 am day 1
	8 March

	- Individual interviews – mostly day 1
	8 March

	- Group analysis – am day 2
	9 March

	LCO field visit
	10-19 March

	- Introduction all staff – am day 1
	10 March pm

	- Meeting steering committee – confirm responsibilities
	10 March pm

	- Participatory analysis of key constraints & risks
	11 March

	- Individual interviews (concentrated in first days but thruout)
	10-12 March

	- Update steering committee
	12 and/or 15 March

	- drafting and interviews as possible– 
	13-14 march

	- field visits?
	15-16 March?

	- group interview/analysis – programme group 
	15-17 March

	- Prep for debriefing with steering committee
	18 March

	- Final debriefing 
	19 March

	WCARO exit debriefing
	21 or 22 March 

	HQ debriefings (fora?)
	

	
	


Stakeholder participation & Accountabilities 

Reference group

An HQ-RO-CO reference group is responsible for reviewing ToRs design, ensuring the review of final products as well as assessing the pilot experience.   Participants include:

CO -- Angela Kearny, Rep; Sam Momanyi, SPO; others to be defined
WCARO -- Jean Dricot, Abdoulaye Sadio, Adriana Zarrelli and others to be defined
EMOPS -- Peter Crowley, Dermot Carty

PD-FSIAC -- Simon Strachan

DHR -- Penelope Curling on staff support; other to be defined

ITD – Leila Ismail-Khan; other to be defined 

ODED – Hannan Sulieman

GSA – Agostino Paganini

Country Office evaluation steering committe

A CO steering committee will be responsible for regular interface with the real-time evaluation team to advise them process and input to the ongoing development of the ToRs.  They will also be involved in the assessment of the pilot experience.

CO staff relations focal point

A representative of the staff association or otherwise representative of staff below senior management who will be a member of the CO evaluation steering committee with the responsibility to ensure that the process adequately encourages staff participation and to advise on issues of concern to staff.    

CO logistics focal point

One CO focal point is needed as a liaison on all logistics matters – e.g. preparation of meetings, laison for interview agenda, etc.

Real-time evaluation team

The team will be comprised of ? members:

Kate Alley, EO

Betty Mukiibi, OIA

Abdoulaye Sadio, WCARO
The team will be ultimately responsible for the findings and conclusions in the report.  The team will be independent in their final assessment, but is by the same token responsible for ensuring adequate validation by key stakeholders. 

Follow-up to recommendations

Responsibility for follow-up to recommendations by CO, RO and relevant headquarters offices will be as in any evaluation.  Usual procedures for response to Audit recommendations will not apply.

Resource requirements

	Item
	Cost in wks or $
	Office responsible

	Team member – evaluation
	7 wks including prep & field
	EO

	Team member -- audit
	5 wks including prep & field
	OIA

	Research assistant
	2 wks
	EO

	Flights & DSA
	--
	EO/OIA  

	Local transport 
	--
	LCO


ANNEX B:  METHODOLOGY

Evaluation frameworks and tools used in this first pilot Real-time Evaluation are being developed further and are available from EO and OIA.  This annex covers:
· Evaluations framework

· Overview of methods (sources, sampling, analysis, validation)

· Limitations

· Tools (interview checklists and participatory sessions)

· List of interviewees 

Evaluation Framework

The RTE data collection was focused first by the evaluation criteria and questions defined in the TORs.  These were further defined in terms of specific “elements” for each area to be examined, and specific criteria, which draw from commitments established in the CCCs (2000 and 2004), other defined UNICEF performance criteria and expected positive management practices.  These are presented in the report for each area of the 
As explained in the introduction of the report, a framework was developed taking each of the areas covered by the RTE (i.e. from. Programme Performance vis-à-vis CCCs, Emergency Preparedness Planning, through to IT/Telecommunications/ProMS, and Office Coordination and Communications), specifying key “elements” to be examined within that area, and specifying assessment criteria for each element.  The criteria draw from commitments established in the Core Corporate Commitments (both 2000 and 2004 versions), other defined UNICEF performance criteria, and expected positive management practices.  The framework is made evident through each section of the RTE report.   
Methods

Data sources and sampling

The RTE draws on the following sources (sampling described in each case):

· Documentary review covering a combination of internal UNICEF and interagency programme proposals, plans and reporting; internal UNICEF correspondence; as well as publicly available literature from a wide range of organisations to assess the evolving context.  Documentation used to verify key functions at CO level was semi-random with numbers of files verified following an adaptation of Office Internal Audit guidelines.
· Participatory analysis sessions with RO and CO staff.  The RO participatory analysis session was first data collection activity on arrival at the RO and preceded the visit to Liberia.  It followed a general briefing on the purpose and process of the RTE.  It involved most RO staff involved in the Liberia response (exceptions due to travel and high profile media activities).  Using techniques from Visualisation in Participatory Planning (VIPP), the session started with a brainstorming on strengths and weaknesses of UNICEF response structured largely according to the areas covered by the RTE (See below: Tools -- RO Participatory Analysis Session Design).  Participants then split up to group issues identified, provide examples and challenge issues that were unclear.  In plenary, each group fed back, with participants adding or questioning and faciliators probing for underlying issues, examples, and respective CO-RO-HQ roles.  The emphasis was to identify areas where views converged without eliminating differing views.   A similar process was followed at the CO level (see below Tools: CO Participatory Analysis).  Almost all CO staff attended (estimated 70 participants) with few exceptions necessary for programme and operations support to a scheduled programme field visit.  The processes was modified to control for the size of the group, focusing more time on eliciting, clustering and clarifying issues, leaving deeper analysis for follow-up interviews.
· Internal individual, key informant and group interviews.  Key informants included: 
· UNICEF staff representing all HQ units and divisions involved in the Liberia response (selection of staff most involved; see interviewee list)
· RO senior managers and advisors involved in the Liberia response (all staff involved with the following exceptions: in the RO health section, only the advisor for EPI was interviewed and the regional communications officer was consulted via e-mail).  
Individual interviews were carried out with CO staff at senior levels and pivotal roles including:  CO representative, senior programme officer, operations officer, emergency project officer, international staff member of the executive of the staff association, the national staff member who acted as OIC during the evacuation of international staff.  

Group interviews were carried out only at CO level and were structured to cover all key functional groups: Health & Nutrition, WES, Education, Child Protection, Administration and Accounts, Budget Support, IT, Supply, the Staff Association.  Some functional areas were covered with individual interviews for various practical reasons – Communications (scheduling conflicts), Personnel (one staff member), Security (one staff member).   Further group interviews were organised around key issues emerging as critical at mid-point of field visit in Liberia.  The selection was validated with the Steering Committee.  These were: analysis of existing data and priority gaps,  and analysis of information flows.

Individual interviews were also carried out with 4 ex-CO staff members considered to have useful and potentially different perspective on the CO performance during the crisis and its follow-up.  
· External key informant interviews.  Key informant interviews also included heads of 3 partner organisations selected as the most likely to be frank and critical of UNICEF – a representative of the national NGOs, SCF-UK and MSF-B –  as well as a few additional partners in the course of two one-day field visits – Don Bosco and Ministry of Health.   

· Field trips.  The RTE divided to cover three one-day field trips.  Two field trips were designed to cover a selection of programmes activities, representing both the strongest and weakest.  The selection was made by the CO and did correspond to representative selection according to the RTE team assessment.  The field trips were designed to cover both activities in Monrovia and beyond.  The selection included: BTS, WES and Health activities in IDP camps and primary schools, clinics (closed), an Interim Care Centre for CAFF supported by Don Bosco, the Fiama garbage dumping ground,  cholera activities supported through MERLIN and therapeutic feeding activities supported in Buchanan.  An additional field visit was made to the warehouse in Monrovia.
Data analysis 

Data analysis was quick-and-dirty.  Interview notes were typed, sorted according to the structure of the evaluation framework and shared among team members.  Evening sessions were used throughout the RO and CO field trip phases to discuss emerging issues.
Validation/feedback

Initial conclusions on specific issues were tested with key actors in the CO in the final days of the Liberia field visit – the representative, the SPO, the Operations Officer, the Emergency PO.  An all-staff meeting was organised to debrief on the final day of the Liberia field visit – the RTE team presented conclusions on  strengths and weaknesses and recommendations (VIPP was used to provide a visual reference for discussion); discussion and comments followed; a write up of the presentation was left with the CO. The RTE team returned immediately to the RO for a debriefing (brief powerpoint presentation, same handout as for the CO and discussion).  The debriefing at headquarters was made to the Interdivisional Standing Committee on Children in Emergencies on 12 May with a full draft report already in circulation and preceded by debriefings with key actors in most divisions.  Drafts of the report were circulated to the CO and RO first for comment and then to all offices – HQ-RO-CO.  Further exchange followed by E-mail.    
Management of the evaluation process

A number of mechanisms were set up to guide the evaluation process, to ensure all the right actors were involved and to allow concerns to be raised and addressed for greatest objectivity.  A CO-RO-HQ informal reference group was established and served to guide the initial development of the TORs, outline of evaluation questions and design of the process.  At CO level, a Steering Committee was formed and tasked with guiding the team on process and raising any concerns emerging to the team.  At CO level, open door hours were also established to ensure that CO staff members who wanted to raise issues individually could.  A number of mechanisms were made available for staff members to do so discretely (E-mail and phone access, and contact via the staff association).
Key limitations

As noted in the report, major limitations included:
· Time constraints -- The 10 days planned for the CO segment of field data collection had to be reduced to 9 days due to travel complications.  Further, two of the days in which the team was in country were national holidays – this increased the availability of international staff for those days but limited access to national staff.  This was largely accomodated in rescheduling.
· Field visits --  One of the planned field visits fell on a national holiday limiting interaction with UNICEF partners and observation of the CO field monitoring approach.  It was also decided with the Steering Committee that field visits could not be organised to allow effective consultation with affected populations.  The Liberia experience suggests that this may be the case for real-time evaluations in other contexts as well.
· Methods/Bias – The phasing of the data collection, starting in HQ for purely practical reasons, moving to RO and the CO could introduce some bias in that headquarters perceptions might shape the way in which field level data is collected.  This is likely balanced to some degree by the longer time spent in field level data collection.  There is also a bias in that external data collection is very limited.  For this reason it is focused on key informants who are more likely to be critical.  
· Methods/Validation -- Some confusion in the scheduling of interviews at CO level meant that programme communications issues were not fully discussed with concerned staff during the field visit.  The findings were validated by E-mail, but ownership of conclusions was limited.
· Analysis – Related to the time constraints and the pilot nature of the exercise, the RTE team found time inadequate for processing and sharing information internally.  These limitations could be easily addressed in a subsequent RTE: allowing more time between RO and CO visits to process data; using voice-to-text recording equipment to speed typing up of interview notes; use of standard tables for data analysis prior to country visits (programme results, programme funding, human resources), among others.

· Follow-up – Finalisation of the report was delayed as the formatting and mechanism for finalising were worked out.  Much of this was due to the pilot nature of the report.
Tools
The following are the key tools as used.  This section covers interview checklists and session design for major participatory sessions.
Generic HQ/RO interview checklist

The following list was adapted accordingly for key informants in the different functional area and depending on issues emerging from documentary review or previous interviews:
· Unit/staff member involvement

· When did you/your unit get involved in organisations response to crisis? 

· What prompted involvement?

· Scope – what support was provided, in what role
· What were the strengths/weakness in support

· Anaysis of the situation (for interviewees in programme functions – sectors, desk, EMOPS)
· To what degree did you share CO assessment of key issues in yr area.
· What sources guided your assessment
· Standards expected

· What references do you expect CO to know of, standards implement to?

· Perceived strengths/weaknesses of the response in yr functional area and/or overall response
· Check specific elements and criteria for function at HQ, RO level

· For functional areas, consider issues of: timeliness, quality, adequacy of support and eventual CO performance in area  

· For overall and/or overall response (depending on interviewee for programme staff consider: coverage/coordination, links to past programming

· Preparedness of CO, RO, HQ in your area

· Check specific elements and criteria for function at HQ, RO level

· Future – most critical issues for the CO going forward
· CO capacity issues
· Explore relevance of old CP (programme staff)
· New directions of humanitarian response (programme staff)
CO staff interview checklists

Checklists varied for each staff member but covered strengths/weaknesses and causes with reference to CCCs.  Group interviews for the programme areas started with a ranking of performance against programme CCCs in three phases of the time period covered as a means of focusing discussion.  
Partners interview checklist

· Coordination

· Overall lead role -- How well is UNICEF playing coordination role in what ever sector partner knows (WES, Protection, Nutrition, Education, HIV/AIDS)

· Issues addressed – what is covered compared to what you think should be addressed?  Is there room to push forward?  What on?

· UNICEF focus

· Focus of programmes – Is UNICEF focused on the right programme areas -- now?  In the first couple of months after its return?

· Focus of advocacy – Is UNICEF advocating on the right issues – now? In the first months after the crisis (after UN return)?

· Partnership agreements

· What is the benefit for your organisation?

· What are the constraints?

· What role do you see UNICEF having in term of national capacity building (civil society and gov’t)?   Are we performing as you would see us?

RO Participatory Analysis Session

Session objective -- Initial analysis allowing clear identification and initial discussion of priority issues.

1. Introduction (5 min.)  -- Cover objectives and process.
2. Identifying priority strengths/weaknesses (20 min.) --  Have VIPP boards prepared with big headings: Programme CCCs, HP/HR, Planning/EPRP, External Communications, Resource mobilization, Human Resources, Security/IT, Supply (possibly w. planning), Other.  Review VIPP rules.   Provide participants with rectangular VIPP cards in two colours – strengths/blue, weakness/pink, examples on green ovals.   Invite participants to write up as many strengths/weaknesses as they could think of on appropriate coloured cards, and post cards under the appropriate categories.  
3. Grouping (15 min.) -- Participants are assigned to work in pairs on one-two themes (ideally one they have some responsibility for or contribute to) to review cards and cluster.  (Merge groups as follows:  Prog. CCCs and HP/HR; Planning/EPRP; External Communications and Resource Mobilisation; Security/IT; Supply, and review Other in plenary.)   Instruct participants to group, watching for the following:

· If same, reiteration – place them together

· If same issue is seen as strength and weakness by different people, place side by side

· Issues that are closely related – place clusters close

· If one card indicates a broad issue, and others break it down, place broad card with big circle behind it.

Ask those clustering to be ready to lead the group through the cards, reading them out and of course checking understanding, allowing questions from other participants and facilitators.

4. Priority issues analysis – review & identification of HQ/RO/CO roles (2 hrs) -- With participants standing around, one person presents what is on board, going over each card, adding what they understand of issue and asking others for clarification.  Facilitator probes – underlying issues, examples, and respective CO-RO-HQ roles.   Use the following notations to track discussion: dissenting views are marked with a small white circle; clarifications are added on ovals of same colour; any examples are added on pink; CO, RO, HQ responsibilities on small circles.

5.
Review process (5 min)  -- Open discussion – How well did this work to draw out your analysis at an initial level – completeness, participation, learning?

CO Participatory Analysis Session

Session objective --  Initial analysis allowing clear identification and initial discussion of priority issues

1.
Introduction – Cover objective of session and general considerations (5 min) – focus on (a) diffusing evaluation-tensions and (b) establishing recognition of context issues so that participants need not restate
2.
Analysis of strengths and weaknesses of CO response
· Explain VIPP (flip chart intro) (5 min.)
· Strengths/weaknesses exercise (15 min.) 

· 3 cards per person, 1 strength/1 weakness, 1 your choice  

· Specific examples on pink ovals.  

· Note: we will review at the end to check if any major priority issues missing.  

· Clustering – done by functions groups plus others distributed evenly.  Ask them to note if a particular issue is specific to a time period.  (20 min.)

· Feedback to plenary (2 hours)

· Check in plenary to ensure no major issues missing considering (a) analysis of past and (b)  current concerns to be addressed.
· Check in plenary if there is any major issue for the future that isn’t represented.

3. Rating of HQ and RO performance against new CCCs (on exit) -- Participants were asked to carry out a matrix ranking of accountabilities (2000 and 2004) using dot voting and voting only on issues where participants felt they had adequate knowledge to make the assessment.  The results of this step were note used by the RTE team -- participants themselves challenged validity and the RTE team concurred that more participants actually voted than could have experienced RO and HQ performance.

4. Closing/next steps – Recap on process while RTE in country and mechanisms for contacting team and feedback RTE team-CO staff.
Interview list

Individual/group interviews
(Group interviews listed together under one bullet)

HEADQUARTERS

EMOPS 
· Dermot Carty, Senior Officer, EMOPS Geneva
· Peter Crowley, Principal Officer EMOPS
· Chris Maxfield, Security Officer, EMOPS-OPSCEN
· Humanitarian Policy and Advocacy Unit -- Nici Dahrendorf/ Geeta Narayan/ Hazel De Wett, Chief and officers of Humanitarian Policy and Advocacy Unit, EMOPS
· Isabelle Roy, Project Officer, EMOPS
PD 

· Pilar Aguilar, Senior Programme Officer, Education, PD
· Manuel Fontaine, Senior Programme Officer, Child Protection, PD
· Mark Henderson, Senior Programme Officer, WES, PD
· Edward Hoekstra, Senior Programme Officer, Health, PD
· Kopano Mukelabai, Senior Programme Officer, Health, PD

· Simon Strachan, Chief Humanitarian Response Unit, Field Support and Interagency Coordination, PD
· Marjatta Tolvanen, Senior Programme Officer, Nutrition, PD
DOC  

· Alfred Ironside, Chief Media Section, DOC 

· Gordan Weiss, Communications Officer, Media Section, DOC
ITD 

· Laila Ismail Khan, Deputy Director, Steve Fasio, Chief Global Telecommunications Section, ITD, Mark Beatty, Chief Systems Integration/PROMS, ITD, Angela Ramesh, Data Administrator, 

· Telecoms -- Steve Fazio, Chief Global Telecommunications Section, ITD, Sammy Njoe, Regional TD Officer, Runar Holen, IT Officer (Radio & Emergency)

SD 

· Mahfoud Bouhembel, Field Logistics Officer, Soren Hansen, Chief, Warehouse & Logistics Centre

DHR 

· Doris Bartholomew, Human Resources Officer, WCARO-CEE/CIS, DHR; A.H.M. Farook, Human Resources Officer, WCARO-CEE/CIS, DHR
· Penelope Curling, Stress Counsellor, DHR
PFO 

· Dan Rohrman, Deputy Director, PFO
DFAM  

· Colette Turmel,Senior Finance Officer,  Ziad Nabulsi, Assistant Finance Officer, Robert Pashayan, Finance Officer 
· Budget -- Francisco Sanchez, Budget Officer, Violet Sempele, Budget Assistant
GSA 

· Agostino Paganini, President, GSA
REGIONAL OFFICE

· Marguerita Amodeo, Regional Communications Officer (by E-mail)
· Andy Brooks, Emergency Programme Officer
· Ives-Marie Cilote, Telecommunication Officer

· Dina Craissati, Regional Education Officer
· Deborah Dishman, Regional Supply Planning Officer
· Paul Farrel, Regional Security Officer
· Aboudou Karimou Andele, Regional EPI Officer
· Jean Claude Legrand, Regional Child Protection Officer
· Sam Njoe, Regional IT Officer
· Rima Salah, Regional Director

· Liselotte Woltmann, Regional Operations Officer
· Adriana  Zarrelli, Emergency Programme Officer
COUNTRY OFFICE

All CO staff with the exception of a 7-person team involved in an EPI field visit attended the Participatory Analysis session.  The following covers only participants in individual and group interviews.

· Ahoua Bertin Ehouan, Operations Officer

· James S. Flomo, Asst. Admin & Accounts Off.

· Bjorn E.V. Forsen, Emergency Officer

· MacArthur S. Hill, Programme Comm. Officer

· Fatuma Ibrahim Hamidali, Disarm/Demo&Reintegra. Off;
· Angela Kierney, Representative
· J. Klah Wilson, Senior Personnel Assistant
· Carmen Michielin, Staff Security Officer

· Samuel N. Momanyi, Programme Officer    

· Emmett M. Watson, Jr., Project Off/Mont & Eval.

· Durudee Sirichanya, Communications Officer

· Education -- K. Dormu Farwenee, Database Admin. (SSA); Hawa Massaquoi-Neufville, Project Assistant/Education; Musu J. Kiazolu, Asst. Project Officer/ECD; Joseph W. Nyan, Consultant/Data Specialist; John Y. Sumo, Asst. Project Officer/Education; Lucrezia Thomas-Anderson, Secretary/TFT

· Protection -- Rebecca Allison-Kollie, Secretary/Child Protection; Selassie Atadika, Consultant/Protection; S. Kukubo Barassa, Protection Officer (Seconded); Eudora D. Blay, Project Asst/Protection; Edwin P. Dorbor, Asst Project Officer/ICC; Benetta Joko Tarr, Asst Proj Off/Protection; David Moussa Ntambara, Emergency Protection Officer 
· Health & Nutrition -- Ismaila Nuhu Maksha, Project Officer/PHC; Boubacar Dieng, EPI Officer; Isabel V. Simbeye, Project Off/Health & Nutrition; Mardia N. Woods-Russ, Project Assistant/Health; M. Bendu Sheriff, Senior Secretary/Health
· WES -- Sonpon Blamo Sieh, Data Monitoring Asst/WES; Elmos B. Glay, Consultant/WES; Elfadil H. Mohamed, Consultant/WES; Salome M. Mwendar, Project Officer/WES; Ismaila Nuhu Maksha, Project Officer/PHC; N. Hun-Bu Tulay, Consultant/WES; Beauford O. Weeks, Assistant Project Officer/WES
· Administration and Accounts -- Paye Flomo Asst Finance Officer; Olivia B. Williams, Administrative Assistant IV; Oretha V. Snyder-Davis,  Finance Assistant III; 
· Budget Support -- S. Vicente Arandia, Asst Budget Officer

· Operations -- Ahoua Bertin Ehouan, Operations Officer

· Human Resources-- Ahoua Bertin Ehouan, Operations Officer, Klah Wilson, HR Assistant, 

· IT -- Johnny Z. Kortee , IT Asst, Jerome H.N. Kikeh, Information Technology Asst III,   

· Supply -- Pierre Marc Carriapen, Supply Officer; Ruth N.W. Kwabo, Assistant Supply Officer; Ben K. Yekeson, Supply Assistant IV; Albert B. Johnson Jr, Shipping Assistant II; Henry Geegbe, Warehouse Assistant II; Judy E. Nyangbe, Secretary (Temporary)

· Staff Association -- Ruth N.W. Kwabo, Chairperson, Olivia B. Williams, David Moussa Ntambara, Paye Flomo, Benetta Joko Tarr
Former CO staff
Cyrille Niameogo, former Representative

Sarah Gudyanga, former Chief of Education
Nancy Hebeisen, former Chief of Child Protection
Paul Molinaro, secondee Logistician

Summary calendar for RO-CO field visit 

	8 March
	9 March
	10 March
	11 March
	12 March
	13 March
	14 March

	RO intro and participatory analysis session
	Individual interviews
	Travel
	Steering Committee

CO intro and participatory analysis session
	Group & individual interviews
	Documentary review, analysis & drafting
Phone interviews ex staff
	Documentary review, analysis & drafting
Phone interviews ex staff

	Individual interviews
	Travel
	Intro CO Senior Management

Individual interviews
	Group interviews
	Individual interviews 

Documentary review
	
	

	Team meeting
Analysis
	Prep CO session
	Team meeting
	Debriefing Rep

Team meeting
	Team meeting
	Team meeting
	Team meeting

	15 March
	16 March
	17 March
	18 March
	19 March
	20 March
	

	Team member 1: Field trip -- urban

Team member 2: Interviews with external partners 

Staff Association group interview

Documentary review

Analysis

	Team member 1: Field trip -- rural

Team member 2: Interviews with external partners  

Documentary review

Analysis

	Team member 1: Field trip to warehouse

Team member 2: Group interviews; interviews with external partners & analysis/drafting
	Preparation
	Follow-up documentation
	RO feedback/ validation session


	

	
	
	
	CO feedback/ validation session


	Travel
	
	

	Team meeting
Analysis/drafting
	Team meeting
Analysis/drafting
	Team meeting
Analysis/drafting
	
	Preparation
	
	


Annex C: Summary data on effectiveness of response

The following table presents a comparison of objectives and targets in as far as they were defined, results, UNICEF contribution and partners.  Results include outcomes in as far as these are reported and outputs.  UNICEF contribution is descriptive where aggregate details on inputs were not obtained due to time contraints.
Table 2: Effectiveness of response by UNICEF and partners – 12 August 2003 – 15 March 2004

	Health & nutrition

	Objectives & targets
	Results
	UNICEF contribution
	Partners

	Establish 95 % coverage of measles vaccination and one dose of Vitamin A in children 6 months to 14 years of age (1.4 million)  (Measles proposal USAID, Aug. 2003)

Targets:

· 450,000 vaccinated by end 2003 (Donor Update Oct 2003)
	· 1 million as of 10 March 2004 (Sitrep 15 March) vaccinated against measles;

· Estimated 270,000 children received doses Vitamin A.

· National Drug Service (NDS) equipped with new cold storage facility ( 3 million dose capacity, Sitrep 8 March) and equipment for a decentralised national cold chain (CO Annual Report 2003)
· MOHSW staff trained in micro-planning, injection safety, cold chain maintenance, waste disposal and supplemental immunisation activities.
	· technical support in coordination, planning and social mobilisation 

· all vaccines 

· other critical inputs (syringes, cold boxes, etc.)

· cold chain equipment  

· Additional freezers, refrigerators, cold boxes, vaccine carriers and generators
	MOH Country Health Teams, SCF-UK, WVI, IRC, MERLIN, MSF, Caritas; WHO also provides some complementary supplies and technical support

	Support to PHC in camps

Targets

· Rehabilitation of 20 health centres will be supported (UNICEF Appeal for Liberia’s Children Aug –Dec 2003)
	· Health care services for more than 150,000 IDPs and host communities in Monrovia and its environs and 7 counties (CO Annual Report 2003) Note support to Phebe hospital serves 100,000.

· Over 100 nurses, midwives and other health workers trained on reproductive health and case management of malaria, ARI and other childhood diseases. (CO Annual Report 2003)
	· Provision of drugs, basic equipment and medical supplies 
· Technical and financial support was provided for training
	MOH, MERCI, IOM, MERLIN and World Vision

	Support to supplementary and therapeutic feeding

Targets:

· BP5, Vitamin A, ORS, Iron and Folate supplementation 80% coverage among the displaced population (Donor Alert, July 2003)

· Supplementary and therapeutic feeding for 18,000 U5s, pregnant and lactating women (Donor Update 30 October)
	· Supplementary feeding were procured and distributed to 10,000 vulnerable families in Monrovia and its environs.

· Supplementary feeding programmes functioning benefiting just over 5,200 malnourished under 5s in Monrovia, Totota, Salala, Kakata, and Buchanan 


	· Supplies including BP5 compact food, UNIMIX for supplemental feeding and F100 milk for therapeutic feeding 

· Screening and feeding equipment, blankets and tarpaulin sheets for supplementary feeding programmes


	

	WES

	Objectives & targets
	Results
	UNICEF contribution
	Partners

	Clean Up Monrovia Secondary solid waste disposal for population of 1.3 million in the city
	· Collected/disposed of more than 12,000 m3 of garbage and other solid wastes,  September 2003- January 2004 (CO Annual Report 2003); apparently continues at same pace

· Benefits approximately 400,000 (Appeal Update, February 2004)
	· Technical support and funding to identify and maintain a safe waste removal site and to transport waste to the site
	· Monrovia City Corporation 

· Oxfam

	Mass chlorination to control cholera in Monrovia and surrounding IDP camps 
	· Cholera outbreak controlled

· over 5600 open wells in Monrovia serving an estimated population of 400,000 regularly disinfected

· Bucket chlorination at water stations in Buchanan benefiting est. 50,000 IDPs and host communities.  .  
	· Technical support in coordination and planning.  

· Chlorination and water purification supplies 


	· WHO and the Ministries of Lands, Mines and Energy, Health and Social Welfare and Rural Development and eight local NGOs for disinfection of open wells

· Merlin as implementing partner in Buchanan 

	Water supply

Targets:

July 2003 – 13 water bladders in 9 IDP camps; 2 wells rehabilitated; continued water trucking


	· Est. 20,000 IDPs  in 9 camps in Monrovia and 50,000 IDPs and host communities in Buchanan with new access to safe water supply

· 10 water bladder stations established in Buchanan

· 5 new wells and 37 wells rehabilitated in 9 camps in Monrovia, complemented by tankering of water 
	· Technical support and coordination

· Water bladders, materials, incentives

· Contracting of tankering
	· In IDP camps in Monrovia, Concern, Zoa Refugee Care, JUWADA, Gold Child

· Merlin in Buchanan

	Environmental sanitation
	· 220 latrines benefiting an estimated 4400 persons, 110 baths houses, 130 hand washing facilities and 100 garbage bins constructed; 150 latrines regularly de-sludged, all in 9 IDP camps (CO Annual Report 2003)
	· Technical support and coordination

· materials, incentives

· Contracting of de-sluding
	· In IDP camps in Monrovia, Concern, Zoa Refugee Care, JUWADA, Gold Child



	Child protection

	Objectives & targets
	Results
	UNICEF contribution
	Partners

	15000 children associated with fighting forces (CAFF) disarmed, demobilised, reintegrated and rehabilitated; reunified with families where-ever possible
	· 1955 CAFF in 25 Interim Care Centres (ICC)

· 28 Child Welfare Committees

	· Technical support in coordination and planning

· Training

· Materials 
	· Implementing partners SCF-UK, Christian Children’s Fund, CAP, Don Bosco Homes, Samaritan’s Purse, WVI, IRC

	Establish 4 Child Friendly Spaces/ also unspecified number of  Youth Friendly Corners
	· Just under 2300 children benefiting CFS established in 2 camps; 150 mothers trained in IECD (CO Annual Report 2003)
· 1125 youth reached by HIV/AIDs educational activities in 8 Youth Friendly Corners; 26 peer educators trained.
	· Construction materials, IECD materials

· HIV/AIDs education materials, condoms
	· UNFPA

	Raise awareness of child rights and child protection with peacekeepers, military observers and UN Civilian Police
	· 233 peacekeepers, military observers and UN Civilian Police trained (CO Annual Report 2003 & CP Sitreps through to 16 Feb.)
	· Trainers

· Materials
	· Children Christians Fund

	Back to School (BTS) Campaign

	Objectives & targets
	Results
	UNICEF contribution
	Partners

	Increase access to education for all 

Targets:

· Est. 750,000 children with access

· 7000 teachers oriented in Rapid Educational Response

· Materials for 180 temporary learning spaces for 9000 children in IDP camps
	· Over 7,200 kits distributed for est. 563,499 children in 9 counties  (CO E-mail)
· 7211 teachers oriented in Rapid Educational Response (Sitrep 4 Dec.)

· 3 temporary learning spaces in IDP camps
	· 7200 kits

· 54 tents & plastic sheeting for temporary learning spaces in 2 IDP camps

· Tools, technical assistance, data management and incentives for Rapid Assessment of Learning Spaces (RALS)

· Staff for teacher training

· Model curriculum for Rapid Educational Response 
	· Ministry of Education 

· Danish Refugee Council working in 3 counties,

·  IRC, UNHCR, CAP. 

· WFP for school feeding  in Montserrado County since November 2003

· UNDP/OPS infrastructure rehabilitation

	· 227 wells and 156 latrines constructed
	· 28 wells and 27 latrines completed (Sitrep 16 Feb.)
	· Construction materials, water pumps, incentives
	· Zoa, Concern, Mercy Corps, EQUIP, GTZ, Oxfam, LWF, MSF, INTERSOS, CAP, COHDA


ANNEX D:  ANALYSIS OF EXISTING DATA & PRIORITY GAPS

The following is the output of a brief participatory analysis with selected staff members involved in M&E:

Existing data on situation of children and women

· Pre-crisis studies, data: DHS, National Nutrition Survey, Micronutrient Survey, EPI coverage survey 2002,  1984 Census and MoP extrapolations

· Rapid assessments

· VAM (November 2003 survey Monrovia and 2 camps)

· BTS – schools/spaces; school age children

· SCF database on separated children in programmes

· NIDs – population estimate using standard age curve (upper range)

· LRRRC data on IDP camps – by camp, age, origin – not reliable

· Camp monitoring of inflow-exit – very weak

· WFP verification of camp figures – used as ceiling for population estimates

· WES infrastructure data

· Nutrition status surveys – past and ongoing by location

· IDP Survey forthcoming – will include demography and intention for return

Key data gaps for planning ( with options prioritized)

	Type of data
	Discussion

	· Population figures – varies by as much as 100% and basis for all planning
	· Difficult to improve without $$$.  Only worth it once stable.  When it is considered total accessible population is reached with measles vaccination, measles coverage survey could be used with careful interpretation depending on population flow to cross-check population estimates.

	· CAFF – figures from factions, guesstimates, observation of proportion in assessment trips
	· HH survey in camps could add question on whether a family has had a child taken, missing or known to have joined (HH survey in camps)

	· Separated children out of camps
	· Census at cluster points.  Difficult.  Very fluid in current context. Will include ex-CAFF

	· Birth registration
	· Will take many years before useful.  Undertake only for longer term value but not for data now.

	· Seroprevalence
	· WHO committed to screening in hospitals in CAP.  Will not produce meaningful data for some time.  Under-reporting.  Use old data and justify assumption that much higher through qualitative of factors influencing the situation and any data in neighbouring countries

	· FACPEL baseline
	· School based survey

	· No of trained/untrained teachers – with careful attention to categorization of teachers
	· 


Data available for performance monitoring

· Input data available by geographic site and population

· ICC, EPI, Health kits, WES, BTS, Nutrition inputs

· Outputs

· WES, EPI, kits, ICC

· Output data missing

· BTS no. schools open, working, children attending (spot check)

ANNEX E:  ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FLOWS 

The following is the output of a brief participatory analysis with staff members cutting across all sections and levels/types. The session was structured around a series of questions:

· What types of information are most critical to circulate quickly in an emergency?

· Where did we encounter the biggest constraints/bottlenecks and what were they?

· Are there any cross-cutting bottlenecks that we can resolve?  Can they/how can they be resolved?

· What are the bottlenecks that are the easiest to resolve and biggest impact?

	Info that needs to move fast
	Bottlenecks encountered

	Sitreps – within CO; to NY
	- Need set format

	Funding requests from partners
	- Problem in work process

	SMT/CMT decisions
	-Assumption is made that info will trickle down, but it doesn’t

- Minutes produced after some time

- Minutes not shared with all those responsible for action

	Conference call decisions
	-Assumption is made that info will trickle down, but it doesn’t 

- Key people were missing from conf calls

- CO waiting for minutes to be produced in HQ

- Minutes not shared with all those responsible for action

	UNCT and other external meetings
	-Assumption is made that info will trickle down, but it doesn’t

- CO waiting for formal minutes

- Different staff approach internal minutes differently; need common format for reporting on external meetings

	Assessment information

- COs

- partners assessment reports

- partners ‘bits of info’
	- Hard copies only

- Slow to write up orally transmitted info; better for sharing in meeting, but not everyone in meetings.

	Resource needs (to Ops)
	- Ops not involved in planning meetings

	Security clearance
	- Problem in work process

	Security information
	- Not all staff included, filtering of information

	(cross-cutting bottleneck – E-mail


Possible solutions

CMT, SMT, RO/HQ conf. calls and interagency coordination meetings 

· Establish practice of common short format for reporting to be done electronically as meeting proceeds AND same day circulation.  

· Establish transparent circulation pattern.

· Possibly send E-mail highlights with full text on common share drive.

· Store minutes in a known generally accessible spot, ideally electronic.

General update mechanism for all staff

· Daily stand-up meetings (at least in peak of emergency or in high insecurity) 

· Can cover security, procedures, staffing changes, other

· Bulletin board

· Follow-up to stand-up meeting (e.g. bullet points)

· Social information

Standard information mechanism for new staff members and staff on mission

· Establish kit for arrival (all basic info and covering all things new staff members must do/have, who they must contact for what they need)

· Also in peak crisis, establish system for ‘check in’, i.e.  time each day for new staff members security briefing; place to pick up radio, phone/phone card

E-mail

· Establish agreed practice on who should be copied on e-mail around standard procedures.  

· Establish agreed practices on subject lines so emails are clearly labelled for senior management action.

· Establish agreed practices to eliminate some types of E-mail.

· E.g. social announcements on bulletin board

· Establish common storage for reports – e.g. PROMS for trip reports, a share drive for coordination meeting minutes – eliminates E-mail attachments and/or lets people quickly delete knowing they can rely on common system.

ANNEX F:  BIBLIOGRAPHY

� UNICEF Liberia, “Emergency Response Plan”, draft August 2003.


� The full set of OECD-DAC evaluation criteria, adopted also in the UNICEF PPPM, are for stable contexts: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability; and for humanitarian contexts the following are standard additions: coverage, coordination, protection, coherence, the latter two being more applicable for multi-agency and system-wide evaluations.  OECD-DAC (1999). Guidance for Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance in Complex Emergencies. OECD, Paris. � HYPERLINK "http://www1.oecd.org/dac/htm/pubs/p_eval.htm" �http://www1.oecd.org/dac/htm/pubs/p_eval.htm�  This evaluation will not attempt to cover efficiency as the time costs for such data collection do not fit with the quick light format intended.  Similarly, this evaluation will focus on a quick assessment of potential coverage of UNICEF response as opposed to more detailed impact assessment.  





� 16 of these are actually sub-committees under a central committee.
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