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GLOSSARY

Basgline Study: An analysis describing the situation prior toeawe€lopment intervention, against
which progress can be assessed or comparisons made.

Beneficiaries: The individuals, groups or organisations — whetaegeted or not — that benefit,
directly or indirectly, from the development intention.

Case-study analysis: A learning tool used in training or group settirtg stimulate the processes of
dialogue, discussion and analysis. Typically baseceal-life incidents, case studies illustrate the
range of possible enabling and inhibiting factora igiven development activity. Case-study group
discussions can increase understanding of broasiees involved in programme and project
development.

Evaluation: The systematic and objective assessment of amirggngr completed project, programme
or policy, its design, implementation and resultse aim is to determine the relevance and fulfiltmen
of objectives, efficiency, effectiveness, impaat aastainability. An evaluation should provide
information that is credible and useful enabling ithcorporation of lessons learned into the deaisio
making process of both recipients and donors.

Ex-ante Evaluation: An evaluation that is performed before implemé&ataof a specific
intervention.

Ex-post Evaluation: Evaluation of an intervention after it has beempleted.

External Evaluation: The evaluation of an intervention conducted bgpbe outside the donor and
implementation organisations.

Evaluator (s): The person or persons charged with undertakingvatuation.

Facilitator: An outside expert in participatory evaluation hzgts, who has the capacity to listen; help
the group to ask key questions; guide and faalith$cussions; encourage trust; delegate tasks and
responsibilities; create an environment of shasingd reflection; and plan actions to help bring
together the viewpoints of the various stakeholders

Feedback: The transmission of findings generated throughabaluation process to parties for whom
it is relevant and useful, so as to facilitate rag. This may involve the collection and dissertioma
of findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessfmom experience.

Focus group: Small discussion group that concentrates on eifspeopic. A group facilitator assists
in focusing the discussion on strategies for defjrsolutions to particular problems. Used in
evaluation as a means of starting a discussiontifdig needs and clarifying key points.

Impacts. Positive or negative, primary and secondary ltarg: effects produced by an intervention,
directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

Independent Evaluation: An evaluation carried out by people free of cohtf those responsible for
the design and implementation of the interventieimdp evaluated.

Indicator: Quantitative or qualitative factor or variablatlprovides a simple and reliable means to
measure achievement, to reflect the changes catheran intervention, or to help assess the
performance of a particular agency.



Internal Evaluation: Evaluation of an intervention conducted by a anid/or individuals reporting to
the management of the donor, partner or implemgrrganisation.

Lessons Learned: Generalisations based on evaluation experienitbgwojects, programmes or
policies that abstract details from the specificutinstances to broader situations. Frequentlyoiess
highlight strengths or weaknesses in project/pnogna preparation, design and implementation that
affect performance, outcome and impact.

Mid-term Evaluation: An evaluation performed around the middle ofplkeiod of implementation
of an intervention.

Monitoring: A continuous process that uses the systematiectioin of data on specific indicators to
provide management and the main stakeholders ofgaing intervention with indications of the
extent of progress and achievement of objectives paogress on the use of allocated funds.

Participatory Evaluation: The collective examination and assessment obgramme or project by
the stakeholders and beneficiaries. Participatesjuations are reflective, action-oriented and geek
build capacity.

Qualitative M ethods: Methods that minimise the use of numerical ansg)ysich as interviews,
observation, testimonials and various PRA methodditit information from stakeholders.
Information obtained in this way can help to illuraie data and numbers.

Random Sampling: A selection made without method or conscious @hoi

Self-evaluation: An evaluation by those who are entrusted withdégign and delivery of a specific
intervention.

Secondary Sources. Sources such as periodic progress reports, angpailts, memos, sectoral
studies and baseline data. They serve as backgemdhtbundation material and resources for an
evaluation.

Stakeholder: An actor that has a vested interest in a givejept, activity, or issue. Stakeholders may
include groups affected by development actionsh stscthe poor, women, workers, farmers or the
community at large, as well as other actors thatagtect the outcome of a project, i.e., government
officials, institutions, project personnel or tleedl government. In participatory evaluations,
stakeholders assume an increased role in the ¢islymocess as question-makers, evaluation
planners, data gatherers and problem solvers.

Stratified Sampling: A selection that ensures representation of esesestion of a community
according to such characteristics as age, genolgigl £lass or race.

Triangulation: A process of cross-checking and cross-validaiyngalking with and referring to
various sources.



1. INTRODUCTION

11 WHAT ISEVALUATION?

valuation is a time-bound exercise which attempiazssess systematically and objectively the

relevance, performance and success of ongoingnopleted projects or programmes. An

evaluation is undertaken to answer specific questianswers to which should help guide

decision-makers, managers and individual actodetarmining what worked and did not
work, and why this was so.

Evaluation is also a means to extract — in thig easross-cutting lessons from humanitarian relief
operations, and determines the need for changgsetofic activities, programmes or overarching
strategies. An evaluation should provide informatimat is credible and useful, enabling the
incorporation of these lessons learned into théseemaking process. In this manner, an evaluation
also introduces a common language among all thpeecges and individuals involved in a particular
project or programme.

Evaluation is one component of UNHCR’s broaderqreniince review framework which also
includes activities such as inspection, audit, pgogne monitoring and protection oversight.

The main purpose of UNHCR'’s evaluation functiomiprovide UNHCR managers, staff and partner
organisations with useful information, analysis amcbmmendations thereby enabling the
organisation to engage in effective policy makiplgnning, programming and implementation. In
addition to being a means by which project or progne managers can fulfil their duty of
accountability, evaluation is also a managemeritused in decision-making, and is increasingly been
appreciated as a potentially useful learning preéesall parties concerned.

Useful and important as evaluations are, they ltawgever, also be easily misused or abused in a

number of ways, including:

e using them to justify decisions already taken;

e using an evaluation to postpone decisions or daddgns;

e using them to defend or counteract particular ydiecisions; and

e using an evaluation to alter implementation arramgy@s for a project or programme when this is
not the main reason for a project or programmeaeathing its intended outcome.

An evaluation with such an intention has littlenathing to offer stakeholders engaged in a padicul
project or programme.

12 WHY EVALUATE?

Formal evaluations have now become a routine fgmtagect and programme management for most
organisations. Evaluations were introduced to thédd Nations in the 1970s, when member states
felt the need for a more systematic planning ardfbting process and for more comprehensive
information to assist General Assembly decisions.

Among the reasons for conducting an evaluation méasure and be able to demonstrate progress
and effectiveness of a given intervention, but\aadueation can also highlight where performance
might not be as strong as was intended and carshis® if a project or programme is partially or
completely missing the point. Evaluations also camiyfocus on cost-effectiveness, both of finances
and resources. They are also, however, a usefuisrddearning more about how a particular
approach worked or did not work and are thus aulisedl in developing more appropriate responses
to particular situations or problems.



Project evaluation focuses on & Specifiq  qoye FReQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS OF AN EVALUATION
project or development intervention to

attain designated objectives. For this How do | draw up terms of reference for an evaluation?
purpose, a project can be defined as a| What should be evaluated and when?

planned, non-routine intervention for What indicators should be used?

achieving one of more objectives, What is the best method for evaluating?
encompassing a set of internal related | Should the evaluation be quantitative or quantitative?
activities which are undertaken during 4 ho should carry out the evaluation?

specific period of time, using limited How much will it cost?

human, physical and financial resource Answers to these and other questions are found in this

Handbook and elsewhere in this Toolkit.

A programme evaluation, in contrast,
focuses on a less clearly bound entity than a profrogrammes are generally more comprehensive
and long-term and will most often include divenmsteiventions from many agencies and interested
parties.

Evaluations may also be conducted around an itisti@l policy.

SOME TYPES OF EVALUATION

Ex-Ante Evaluation - performed before implementation.

Ex-post Evaluation — an evaluation following the completion of a project/programme.

External Evaluation - the evaluation of a development intervention conducted by people at arm’s
length (i.e. at least not reporting to the same manager) from the implementing organisation and its

partners.

Independent Evaluation — carried out by people free of control by those responsible for the design
and implementation of the intervention.

Internal Evaluation — evaluation of a development intervention conducted by a unit and/or
individual(s) reporting to the management of the donor, partner or implementing organisation.

Mid-term Evaluation — performed towards the middle period of the implementation schedule.

Participatory Evaluation — an evaluation in which representatives of agencies and stakeholders
work together in designing, carrying out and interpreting an evaluation.

Self-evaluation — an evaluation by those entrusted with the design and delivery of a development
intervention.

13 BUT WHY DOESENVIRONMENT NEED TO BE
EVALUATED?

Should environmental projects and programmes stgghdry UNHCR and others in refugee and
returnee situations be required to be evaluated®itthstanding being one of UNHCR’s policy
priorities, environmental initiatives are just &ely to miss their mark as any initiative, uniéissy

are based on good planning and close and app@pn@tagement and monitoring. While the latter
(see Module IVCommunity Environmental Action Planning) should highlight whether a project or
programme is attaining its expected outcomes falliag far short to reaching these, in the allecat
time, there is no substitute for a periodic revmvan evaluation of ongoing activities in order to
reaffirm that things are progressing as anticipafgdevaluation is also often conducted upon
completion of a multi-year project or programmeenfwith the intention of drawing best practices or
lessons learned from the experience. This helgsfwitire project replication elsewhere, but is @so



additional guide to managers and decision-makeeswithcomes to planning future initiatives and
budgets.

Not all projects or programmes, however, shoulduigect to an evaluation as this is a considerable

undertaking in terms of peoples’ time and resourthe size and budget of an environmental activity

is a useful yardstick on which to base decisionsbather a project should be evaluated, but other

considerations should also be borne in mind. A nmgne may, for example, need to be evaluated not

for the activitiegper sebut in terms of management effectiveness, or vérattproject really conforms

to UNHCR’sEnvironmental Policy. Further guidance to help users decide why, winenhaw to

conduct an evaluation is provided in the follows®gtions of this Handbook but the following

pointers should also be considered. An evaluatigihnbe routine required if:

» the project or programme budget is in excess gf,188$200,000;

« if Phase | of a project is reaching completion daked on previous monitoring results, it is likely
to reach its intended outcome and may thereforéragninto a new phase;

» if the project or programme is large in terms & #ize of the target group; and

» ifitis a pilot or demonstration project, as tlesults may have implications for future work in the
same area.

14 LINKSBETWEEN ASSESSMENT, MONITORING AND
EVALUATION

The need for sound and well planned and co-ordinai@nagement of environment-related initiatives
— not just environmentgler sebut those with some degree of dependency or ietationship with
natural resources or ecosystems — has been diddagse Introduction to this Toolkit (Module 1).
Key to this, is consistent, well planned and resgima assessments, monitoring and evaluations, the
links between which are shown in Figure 1 and desdrbriefly below.

An assessment of the physical environment — and the interrelahops between the state of the
environment and the manner or degree to which pesggbend on this — is a basic requirement for
many projects and programmes in relief and humaaitaperations.

Environmental assessments — whether carried oog asiapid environmental assessment (REA) or a
more formal and thorough environmental assessri&jt-{ are also a useful means of gathering
information and establishing baseline conditionslie state of the environment at and around a
particular camp, settlement or community at a paldr point in time. Environmental assessments
also provide decision-makers, in particular, wittakity information that should allow them to weigh
number of options when decisions about the potdotation of a camp or settlement, for example,
are being taken. Costly mistakes have been maithe ipast by failing to carry out such assessments,
costly in terms of squandered resources, inevitaimeronmental rehabilitation, loss of peoples’
livelihoods, and security for refugee families.

Monitoring is a continuous process of data collection andyaissthroughout the duration of a

project or programme. Ideally, information beinghgaied should enable a regular evaluation of
progress to be undertaken by people at differemide allowing adjustments to made where
necessary. Different levels of information will ievant to different groups. People at the fielel

will normally be more concerned with basics suclkrag yield, the degree of pest infestation or the
availability of water or pasture for livestock, whas managers — who will also be keen to understand
these basic conditions but — will be more conceawetb whether the project or programme
response(s) they are managing or supporting atiedéwe desired impacts or are failing to reach the
intended levels..

The FRAME Toolkit advocates the active involvemehliocal communities in developing local
monitoring tools and approaches through the estamblent of a community environmental action plan
(CEAP). This process is especially applicable talwdhe end of an Emergency and the transition to



the Care and Maintenance phase. It also has wiekd@pplication throughout the Durable Solutions
phase.

Evaluation, in contrast to some of the above, is a managearghtearning tool through which an
occasional or periodic review — often entirely emédly conducted — is undertaken of a particular
project, programme or policy. Findings and recomtiag¢ions from an evaluation are used to
determine if a particular approach or set of prigjgogramme activities are having the intended
impact and, if not, to identify what needs to baelto rectify the situation. If a decision is takbat
action is required, such information is then fedkoato the project planning and management cycle
to try and address and resolve the problems. Aoly sbhanges should thereafter be closely and
routinely monitored until such time as a new eviaduemight again be required (see also Project and
Programme Management Cycle in tiiér oduction module of this Toolkit).

Figure 1. The Role of Assessment, Monitoring and Evaluation in the Project/Programme Cycle
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15 KEY PRINCIPLESAND STANDARDS FOR EVALUATIONS

UNHCR's evaluation function is guided by the folliowgy principles, outlined in the organisation’s

Evaluation Policy (2002).

e Transparency: evaluation activities are conducpmhly. Terms of reference, findings and
recommendations are always placed in the publicailtonMajor evaluation contracts are awarded
through a process of competitive bidding.

* Independence: the findings and recommendationsadfiation projects are not subject to the
control or interference of senior UNHCR manageme&he independence of the evaluation
function is ensured through the extensive use t&real evaluators.

» Consultation: UNHCR's stakeholders, including refag whenever possible, participate in the
identification, planning, implementation and ugli®n of evaluation projects. Evaluation findings
and recommendations are never placed in the pdbfiwain without such consultation.



* Relevance: evaluations focus on those operationstibns and operational policy issues that are
of most direct concern to UNHCR, its partners aeddficiaries. Evaluations are used as a means
of enhancing the organisation’s capacity to fulilmandate on behalf of refugees and other
people of concern to the organisation.

« Integrity: staff members and external evaluatogaged by UNHCR will maintain the highest
possible professional and personal standards.rticplar they will ensure the honesty and
integrity of the evaluation process, and respeestturity and dignity of the stakeholders with
whom they interact.

Information and documentation gathered in the @aofsan evaluation project may not be used for
any other purpose without the prior permission DNIHCR. Evaluators who collect significant
evidence on issues which fall beyond their TermReference (TORS) should provide the information
immediately and, on a confidential basis, to thadHef the Evaluation and Policy Analysis Unit or to
the Inspector-General.

While these principles have been compiled to geidduation policy at the overall institutional I&ve
they are equally relevant when it comes to then@tiechnical evaluations, including those relating
to environmental management.






2. HOW TO USE THISHANDBOOK
21 PURPOSE

Evaluation of the impacts of environment-relatedvattds is nothing new to UNHCR but, as with
assessment and monitoring initiatives, evaluatioqsevious years have been conducted oadahoc
basis, often lacking the rigour and structure whikahevaluation process demands.

This Handbook has been prepared for a number sbnsabut primarily to enable users to:

e Dbetter understand the underlying principles of eatibn;

e appreciate the importance of evaluations in thgeptfprogramme cycle;

« help users prepare for and actually conduct aruatiah of environment-related aspects of an
operation; and

» demonstrate how information obtained through evaina can and should be used to enhance
planning and management.

These goals are entirely in keeping with UNHCR'ailzation Policy (2002) which states the
organisation’s commitment to increasing and impngvi

« the level of evaluation activity within the orgaati®n;

* the effectiveness of its evaluation methods andagement; and

* the use of evaluation findings and recommendations.

HOW TO EVALUATE

There are many ways in which an evaluation might be carried out and users are encouraged to
select the most appropriate approach for each particular situation or project/programme. As a
general guideline, however, evaluations may:

e be focused on a policy, a function, a programme, project practice or a set of procedures;

» be conducted at an early stage of an operation (in “real time”, at a mid-point or upon completion
of the operation. Spot checks can also be undertaken when there is evidence that things may
not be going well;

» use a range of different evaluative, analytical and participatory techniques; and

¢ be fully external and independent, or involve UNHCR staff and partners.

As with other guidance provided in this ToolkitistitHandbook has been prepared in an attempt to
ensure that evaluations are routinely and systeaibticarried out on all environmental-related
activities.

In addition, however, this handbook is a delibeedtempt to promote what is known as a “utilisation
focused” approach to evaluation (Quinn Patton, 198¥ch is intended to help ensure that the
recommendations stemming from an evaluation aredddranslated into action. Some evaluation
recommendations go unimplemented as they may niabistic, because they lack support from
senior management, because they are perceivedegistic or inappropriate by programme staff, or
because the situation on the ground may have cHdngthe time the evaluation report is published.

With regards the evaluation of environment-relaetlities, what this means in practise is that:

« discussions and decisions concerning the needhfevaluation, followed perhaps by the
development of terms of reference and the suggesétidodology to be used, would be made in
such a way as to maximise the potential for thdifigs and recommendations of the investigation
to be effectively used,

« a stakeholder analysis would be undertaken atutsebof the evaluation to help identify who
should be involved in the exercise — from staketi®an the ground, through Implementing
Partners and UNHCR management;



e regular consultations during the evaluation timekeashould help ensure that final
recommendations are appropriate, practical angaeteand

« evaluation findings and recommendations will be camicated in a timely and effective manner
to UNHCR management and other key decision-makers.

By adopting this philosophy and approach it is libihat the results of future evaluations will piatevi
practical guidance, will find broader support fromnagement and will be used more rigorously and
systematically in programme management decisions.

2.2 INTENDED AUDIENCE

This Handbook, like others in the FRAME Toolkitiméended for a number of different audiences and
different parts of this volume will be of interestd relevance to certain people. The Handbook is
written for a generalist audience as one of itspairposes is to help users appreciate how an
evaluation might benefit their interests or sitoatibut also to show that an evaluation is notgust
critical investigation of a project or programmeany far-reaching benefits can stem from an
evaluation, providing that it has been well predarmeell executed and that people are prepared and
willing to learn from the experience by considerargl acting upon the findings and recommendations
in the final evaluation report.

In order to understand and help promote the usleeogévaluation process, this Handbook describes the
application of an evaluation in very general ter8@me situations may, however, require more
specialist attention, coverage of which may noinotuded in this Handbook. Nonetheless, in such
cases, the information contained in this volumeughstill assist managers or practitioners in
determining what particular form of assistance rlghrequired from relevant technical experts.

A Project Evaluation Manager will usually be apgethto oversee the evaluation process. S/he, in
turn, may be required to report to an Evaluatiomdggement Team or Steering Committee for further
oversight. These individuals and groups are intdradethe main users of this Handbook, together
with management (UNHCR and its Implementing Paghespecially) and key decision-makers, if
these are not already represented in the groupsaned above.

Local stakeholders — refugees, returnees and marmbércal communities living in refugee-hosting
areas — however, are also considered in this Hankdf@s throughout the entire Toolkit) and their
roles are no less important than those of managenmereality, however, experience shows that when
dealing with evaluations of environment-related atig in refugee-related situations, the call for an
evaluation is almost invariably initiated by UNHCgvernment or one of UNHCR’s Implementing
Partners. What is important for local stakeholdevwgho are the ones working on and hopefully
benefiting from a range of environmental suppaetiventions — is that they understand the basics
behind the evaluation process and are empowenearticipate in the evaluation, or even carry out
periodic self-evaluations of their own work, and able to help translate the outcomes from an
evaluation into practices that will further enhatioe outcome of the projects or programme with
which they are engaging.



2.3 STRUCTURE OF THE HANDBOOK

Following the Introduction and this section, thedliaook is essentially structured around three

sections which:

» provide a broad overview of some of the most conlgnosed methods for conducting an
evaluation (Section 3);

» outline seven key steps to follow when considetindertaking an evaluation (Section 4); and

« practical considerations to help users actuallystgted and to complete an evaluation (Section
5).

A selection of suggested reading materials on ewialn methodologies and other guidance follows
Section 5.



10



3. EVALUATION METHODOLOGIES

A broad range of tried and tested methodologiesagptoaches are available for an evaluator:
knowing which to use in a particular situation &/Kko the effectiveness of the evaluation itselhil/
experience undoubtedly plays a large part in afuat@ knowing which tool and approach — or
which combination of these — might best suit aipaldr situation, information provided in the
following chapters should help most users to attleaow what they might expect from an evaluation
but also how to prepare for and conduct an evalnatn their own account.

31 SOME KEY EVALUATION METHODS

311 Quantitative Methods

A gquantitative approach to an evaluation meansttiiagjs are either measured or counted, or more
precise questions are asked according to a defjuestionnaire so that answers can then be analysed
numerically. If a probability sampling has beend)statistical analysis can then be applied taltta

to give a precise description of the findings, @xgerms of averages, rations, ranges and trends.

Quantitative methods can:

e provide a broad overview of a particular situatimsed on data from a large number of people or
cases about a limited set of questions;

« identify major differences in the characteristi€sar conditions affecting, a population; and

» determine whether there is a statistical
relationship between a problem and an
apparent cause.

USING INDICATORS FOR EVALUATIONS

While serving an important, almost pivotal role, for
monitoring purposes, environmental indicators are

Quantitative methods are therefore especially also a key tool for evaluations. The choice of

useful in:

establishing a clearly measured baseline wh
can be used for subsequent monitoring and
evaluations;

confirming or backing up qualitative
monitoring systems, or quantitative systems
that are service based or otherwise limited ir
their level of representation;

measuring programme impact;

producing hard data to prove that certain

problems exist; or

indicators is normally made during the
project/programme planning phase, but these can
be subject to revision during the course of time.
Knowing what indicatory have been set and
selected, as well as obtaining information on their
current status will be of immense importance to
the Evaluation Team. For further guidance on the
selection and measurement of indicators, users
should refer to the Environmental Indicator
Framework (Module 5) and Community
Environmental Action Planning  Handbook
(Module 4) of this Toolkit.

to justify a particular strategy to donors,
government and other decision-makers.

Quantitative information — including financial reds — is normally available through existing writte
reports and surveys which might be conducted egfyréar the evaluation (see below).

312

Qualitative M ethods

Qualitative methods help build an in-depth pictof@ particular situation or issue among a rel&five
small sample of people. These methods also rewaabre detail how people perceive their own
situation and problems, and allow them to deterrttie@ priorities.

Qualitative methods are flexible, questions beisiged in an open-ended manner. When used
systematically within a given context or situatignalitative methods produce results which are as
reliable and objective as those produced by vt methods.

11




Qualitative methods are useful when:

* planning a programme concerned with social change;

» selecting appropriate indicators for qualitativamge, i.e. is the situation better or worse;

« athorough understanding or a particular contextnaterlying cause of an issue or problem is
needed;

« time or funds are limited — this is often fasted @heaper than a quantitative survey; and

* probability sampling is not possible, e.g. if accissdifficult for one reason or another.

313 Participatory Evaluation

Participatory approaches to evaluations have pravée essential in the refugee-related context,
when dealing with environment-related issues a$ agebther social concerns, in particular. This
method requires that the evaluator(s) talks diyesith refugees, returnees and members of local
communities (if appropriate and relevant to thdatzon), with the evaluator(s) probing and asking
guestions as well as controlling to some degreelifdegue and discussions, mainly to try and keep
these focused to environmental issues and relateckeens. It is an especially good means of gatberin
qualitative information. Meetings can be held amna to one basis or in a larger forum.

Participatory evaluations require quite a differgpproach from the more traditional form of an
evaluation, and requires especially good groupiatedpersonal skills, active listening and a
willingness on the part of the evaluator(s) todu by refugee perspectives in making their
assessments rather than controlling the dialognewkedge of participatory techniques such as
participatory rural appraisal (PRA) is helpful mg approach (see also Annex | of @@mmunity
Environmental Action Planning Handbook in this Toolkit)

Participatory approaches to evaluations, as wittil@i experiences in environmental assessment and
monitoring, have proven to be especially appropréatd appreciated by certain members of the
refugee or returnee community, in particular, feample if women are not allowed to openly voice
their opinions or concerns in public meetings. Tethod can ensure that the right people are
involved and can identify weaknesses in the detigiaking process, allowing managers to then take
corrective action. Participatory evaluations ceaoadrovide useful early warning signs of prograss o
obstacles. It does, however, also lend itself tachmroader application with others, including the
elderly and youth.

The following checklist of key questions and sosgies which need to be discussed is intended to

help users to plan, implement and report on agpatiory evaluation if this is the chosen approach
a given situation.

12



PLANNING

Why?

Why are we thinking of doing an evaluationf te judge the past of
to improve the future, or both? Is it for our leamor for others’
learning, or for both? Is the impetus for evaluattoming from the
community, from a donor agency or from our own tealfhy are we
thinking of doing this evaluation in a participatavay? What are the
advantages and disadvantages of such an approach?

Who?

Who might want to participate? Who definitegeds to participate?
Are there any groups or individuals that will nespetcial
encouragement to participate? Will some people eéd
approached separately if their voices and opingwasot heard? Wil
some people try to dominate the process?

What?

What are we trying to find out — facts, qiiga, opinions,
experiences, intended effects, unintended effdotspature of the

quality of changes that have taken place, the exfeihe benefits, the

costs for different groups of people? Are we conedrwith specific
outputs or with wider outcomes, with more genargdact or with all
of these? Are these summarised in the agree tdrme$evence for the
evaluation?

174

When?

Depending on provisional answers to the afoestions, when
should this evaluation be done? Will it have totstaon so that
findings can be discovered early and changes nuaitheptrove the
project or programme at a still early stage? Orwd have to wait
until the results become clearer before any usefaluation work car
be achieved? Or will the evaluation have to be darmore than one
point in time? If so, when?

How?

In light of the answers to the above, how #hthis evaluation be
carried out? What methods are possible, cost-éffeand
appropriate? How will the necessary facts be dismxy and
interpreted? How will different opinions be heardlaliscussed?
How will different viewpoints be recognised, anther reconciled or
at least recorded?

IMPLEMENTING

What?

What exactly needs to be done? What docurhamésto be obtained

or meetings arranged, or practical resources ssittaasport or funds

secured? What explanations need to be prepareciranthted?

Who?

Who needs to agree or approve certain thigs? might help and
who might oppose the process? Whose participasiafréady agreec
and whose still needs to be negotiated? Who wi#t tesponsibility
for which necessary actions?

)

When?

Has the sequence of preparations, actigitidgeporting been
worked out in detail? Is the timetable adequateraatistic in terms
of recognising that participatory approaches tenhke more time
than non-participatory ones?

How?

Is there agreement on the evaluation methadsatll be used? Are
these realistic in terms of the resources, oppititsrand constraints
within the situation? How will the findings be repused and,

hopefully, resolved?
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REPORTING

Who? Who needs to receive a report? Have we rentechlad the
interested parties, including people or organisatiwho are not
directly involved, as well as those who have atyiyparticipated in
the programme and its evaluation? Who is goingaduyce the
different types of reports which may be required®\khay need to
agree to the content of each report?

What? What will be included in a particular repdffRat should be left out?
What will be the format of the report — a spokemmary, a brief
paper, a letter or a detailed document togethdr stdtistical tables
and graphs, if required?

When? Does any interim reporting have to be maftard¢he evaluation
work is complete, such as preparing a draft ofctireclusions and
recommendations? Do these have to be ready inftimeeparticular
meeting or event, locally or elsewhere?

How? What methods will be used to draft the firggdart or reports? Will
the task be divided between different people ofitnde designated
to one individual? How will different contributiomee edited and
compiled to avoid overlap or gaps? How will anyfeliénces of
opinion be dealt with?

Why? As a final check, does the planned reportiegtrall of the original
purposes of undertaking the evaluation? What aredltues that hav
guided the choices made and the decisions reantaahing to
certain conclusions and making certain recommeonsiti Does the
report adequately address all of the agreed tefmeference for this
assignment?

11%

Source: Modified from Taylor, 2001
314 Surveys

If available data is inadequate in its coveraggeashaps as a means of data verification of at leas
some issues, the evaluator(s) might opt to undepkcific surveys with representative agencies or
stakeholders. This is usually based around a stdrachal, ideally, relatively simple, questionnaire
which is completed either individually with seledtgtakeholders, or during a focus group discussion
(see below) or workshop. Attention needs to bergteeensuring that a representative sample of
individuals and age and gender groups are alloa@atticipate openly and freely in such surveys.

One advantage of this method is that a large amufuttdita can be gathered. This, however, is a time
consuming process — especially if the questionnsidetailed — not only at the time of the survay b
also during later analysis.

315 Focus Group Discussions

Focus groups are group discussions in which aloeatly eight to ten people are gathered together to
discuss a topic of interest. The discussion isepliioly the evaluator who asks questions and tries to
help the group have a natural and free conversatittneach other. Focus groups are aimed at
encouraging participants to talk with each othather than answer questions directly to the evatuat
Specific groups can be established, for exampégradrs’ group, a pastoralist group, a women'’s co-
operative and so on, the important point beinguee that somehow focus group discussions are
made available to all members of society, regasdbésheir status, age or gender.

Ideally, some degree of agreement and consenstdezst some of the major environment-related
concerns and status of activities being implemenii#icemerge from these discussions, but these need
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not necessarily be the same for different groupsairefugee community may well identify different
problems and concerns to the local village commuBitoad consultation is therefore required which
Is why this can be a time consuming process. (Nasetical information and guidance on focus
group discussions can be found in Annex Il of @menmunity Environmental Action Planning
Handbook.)

316 Triangulation

Triangulation — the systematic use and comparisamdependent data collection methods — is an
important method, especially if the evaluator oaldation Team is relying extensively on surveys,
interviews of group discussions as a means ofghettzering.

Triangulation is a means of ensuring that dataegathfrom a range of sources — possibly even
discussions held separately with a group of mervaotden — are cross-checked and verified, making
the data — and thus the findings of the evaluatiomore robust.

Four basic types of triangulation exist:

e data triangulation uses a variety of data soumtesstudy, for example, interviewing different
status levels in society, or those from all pdditiparties or ethnic groups represented,;

* investigator triangulation, which uses differenalesators or social scientists;

* method triangulation, in which multiple methodsisas interviews, observations, questionnaires
or written secondary sources are used to studygiesproblem or programme; and

« theory triangulation which uses multiple perspexgito interpret a single set of data.

3.1.7 Mixed M ethods

A combination of both qualitative and quantitatrmethods is often the most effective approach as
each can complement the other and thus serve additional cross-checking service. Some basic
consideration, however, should be borne in mindnndedecting the approach, such as:

» thepurpose of the evaluation: the situation/issue needs to be well understand,the
expectation for the evaluation clearly determined,;
< information required: the problem/issue to be evaluated needs to laglgldefined. Once the
type of information needed has been determinedifapguestions will then need to be drawn up;
« confidencein resulting data: how accurate and reliable must the information be
* timeframe: when do decisions need to be taken?
« availability of resources: human and financial; and
e presentation of findings: what type(s) and form(s) of data will the maiak&tholders find the
most appropriate and convincing?

As with other tools in this Toolkit, use of parpeitory approaches to evaluation is strongly adviised
environment-related projects and programmes. Hoiwever, may require more time — not
necessarily resources of funds — than the moreestional approach to an evaluation, which often
engages a core team of 2-3 people to conduct tigsis
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4. EVALUATION IN PRACTISE
4.1 BACKGROUND

The nature of an evaluation is often shrouded istigye or gives an impression of power control by
those responsible for calling for the evaluatiothia first place. Unlike a formal environmental
assessment, there is no golden rule to conductireyaluation, but experience from a number of years
and countless evaluations of humanitarian and dpwetnt interventions have resulted in some useful
guidance as to how an evaluation of an environnmsittation or issue might be approached.

4.2 SOME KEY CONSIDERATIONS

Good preparation is essential for all evaluatidiss can be guided by focusing on the following

considerations, each of which is described in naetail below:

1. Why is the evaluation being undertaken at this fpiaitime and who is requesting it to be done?

2. When should the evaluation be carried out — whad@® for example, or at what stage of a
project/programme cycle?

3. What is the precise scope (geographical and thejratd focus of the evaluation?

4. Who is responsible for the evaluation — managemedtimplementation?

5. How will the evaluation be conducted — what methadsto be applied, what information sources

are likely to need consulting?

What resources are needed — financial, human gstits primarily?

Next steps: what will become of the findings frdme evaluation, how will these be shared to

broader audiences and who will be responsiblerisueng that recommendations from the

evaluation will be duly considered and translated action?

No

4.2.1 STEP 1. WHY?

There are a number of positive reasons for conaigietn evaluation, but primarily this hinges on the
desire or need to improve performance and ensatettions being taken or supported are having the
desired effect. By asking the right questions,a@uation also serves as a means of determining
whether those ongoing activities are still on traankd correspond to perceived or determined needs.

Experience and lessons learned from the evaluatiballow the evaluator(s) to form well-founded
recommendations for future action — action whicighmhimerely re-inforce the way an activity or
programme is currently being implemented or hiditlitne need for an alternative action so that the
desired impact might be attained. An evaluatiathésefore not a decision-taking process, but an
indispensable aid to improved decision-making.chlithese actions help improve transparency among
the various stakeholders, but also increases ataaility with donors or between an Implementing
Partner and UNHCR, for example.

It is important that the reason for undertakingeaaluation is made clear from the outset. The agenc
requesting and co-ordinating the evaluation shbalk a well-founded reason for undertaking the
evaluation — a periodic check on progress agalvjsttves, for example, or a desire to learn specif
lessons if a particular project is to be piloteather situations — which should be made evideatlto
those involved. Likewise, even from the outset,aberdinating agency should have some notion of
how it intends to use the recommendations of tiaduetion.
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STANDARD EVALUATION CRITERIA

Effectiveness

* To what extent were the objectives achieved?

*  What were the main issues influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the objectives?
« Did the intervention reach its target population?

* Was the project or programme implemented as envisioned?

Impact

* What has happened as result of the project or programme?

» What real difference has the activity made to the intended beneficiaries?

* What impact has the intervention had on the context and underlying causes of the situation?
* What would have happened if the project or programme had not been implemented?

Relevance/Appropriateness

» To what extent were the objectives of the project/programme relevant to the situation and
peoples’ needs?

* Were the activities appropriate?

» Should the project/programme be continued?

Efficiency

* Were the activities cost-effective?

» Were the objectives achieved at least cost?

» Was the project or programme implemented in the most efficient way? Were objectives
achieved in a timely manner? What proportion of inputs was locally sourced?

Ownership of the results of an evaluation is asoirtgmt as determining, for example, ownership of
certain natural resources such as wild grassdbkditching or wild fruit or trees used for medicinal
purposes. If stakeholders are given a chance patief the evaluation process and to witness how
the work they might be responsible for is doingeirms of meeting prescribed targets, the more
encouraged they will be to ensure that recommenikfrom the evaluation are taken seriously.

4.2.2 STEP 2. WHEN?

Ideally, evaluations should be routine and regutatertakings throughout the life cycle of all paige
and programmes. This provides an opportunity fargudifferent forms of evaluations, for example,
periodic external evaluations using expertise foutside the daily and routine conduct of a
project/programme, supplemented with more regudhi sr internal evaluations by designated
members of the project team, perhaps someone frermiplementing Partner, UNHCR’s
Environmental Co-ordinator of Environmental Focalr® and a representative from the refugee
and/or local community. Multi-year programmes wilNariable require an evaluation upon
completion, this often being a standard requireroédbnors. While an end-of-programme evaluation
on its own will provide little benefit for the prgt itself it should provide a number of usefublass
learned. Ideally, however, an end-of- programméuatesn would be able to call upon the results of
previous mid-term oad hocevaluations carried out during the actual timengpfathe project or
programme.

Evaluating environment-related projects or progra®sims not always as routine as some of the more
classical forms of evaluation. An evaluation shaubti for example, be planned during times of peak
activity such as planting or harvesting when maayeholders will have other priorities and may be
unable or unwilling to answer questions. In somgntides, accessing many camps and settlements
may also prove difficult during the wet season. Sideration should also be given when planning
meetings of stakeholders — not only in terms oif theailability and readiness to participate in
discussions, but also in terms of representatiosyeng that a balance is stuck between gendegs, ag
religious beliefs and welfare/status.
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Improved project/programme planning will ensurd thaaluations feature in the project/programme
cycle: inclusion of an evaluation in project documsesuch as UNHCR’s Sub-agreements will help
ensure that resources are assigned for this gctikieit those responsible for the project/programme
are expecting an evaluation to take place, andithathas been allocated to enable consideration to
be given to the recommendations of the intendetiiatran in future plans.

4.2.3 STEP 3. SCOPE AND FOCUS

The scope of the evaluation needs to be accuratellearly captured in the evaluation TORs.

Essentially, an evaluation should restrict its stigation to the following topics:

* what, if any, change has taken place in a prestipeeiod of time, and how do these changes
relate to the intentions or expectations outlimethe project/programme document?

* what were, or are, the reasons for the apparenessor failure?

« what, if any, obstacles have prevented the prgemgfamme from achieving its stated goal(s)?

* on the basis of the evaluation’s observations, \ababns are needed to either redirect certain
activities which are not and are unlikely to reétodir expectations, or may be required to continue
supporting those which have reached their targets?

« what, if any, lessons can be learned from this gepee?

Alternatively, an evaluation may also need to fogusiarily on a single issue — such as management
— which will require a different approach to thdbpted for a project or programme.

The evaluation TORs should also identify the comedraudience or stakeholders but some flexibility
should be allowed to enable the evaluator(s) terekthe breadth of the investigation should this
prove necessary, e.g. in order to be able to olntaire information on a given subject.

Defining the precise physical area of the evaluneitscalso important, not only as it lends addedi$oc

to the evaluatiomper se but because it in itself will serve as an impot{aoint of reference for any
future monitoring and evaluation. On some occas&mevaluation might be required to cover an
entire camp or settlement area — perhaps as watljaming or nearby communities, or distant sites
where trees might be being harvested, for examplgt -distinct components of a camp or settlement
might also be selected for the evaluation if theraill scale is judged too large. Plotting the a&ka(
being evaluated using a geographical positionirsgesy (GPS) tool is a simple and effective means of
recording these date, which also makes it morelyeapplicable for further, later studies. (For raor
information on the use of a GPS, please refer tdiNoV of this Toolkit.)

4.2.4 STEP 4 WHO ISRESPONSIBLE?

Management of the evaluation process usually ligs tive agency — or in the case of a community,
selected representatives — who has commissionedvéstigation or who was responsible for the
design of the project or programme, at which stagenclusion of an evaluation would most likely
have happened. On occasion, however, a manageoraniittee may be established with
representatives from the main agencies and comiasi@ittively being involved.

Implementation, likewise, can either be carriedlmuinternally, externally or through a combination
of both. A balance, however, should be attainel véspect to the scale of the evaluation: too large
group will make it more cumbersome in terms of @geaments and may give a poor impression to
stakeholders. An external evaluator could, for edanperform the task adequately if given the
required information and allowed to meet with adatoange of stakeholders. This also in many cases
instils a feeling of greater accountability. On tiker hand, involving some of the people who are
actively engaged in project or programme activitias also be beneficial: the programme manager,
and representatives from the refugee and local agrityy as well as UNHCR'’s counterpart agency,
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could also work with a consultant as part of tharigas long as respective roles and responsibilitie
have been clearly defined and agreed upon at tisetou

BASIC SKILLS REQUIRED FOR AN EVALUATION

As a minimum, the evaluation team should have the following skills represented:

» evaluation experience, including proven knowledge of a range of evaluation tools, including
participatory approaches;

» respected leadership and good management;

e good facilitation skills;

» ability to analyse information from many different sources;

» knowledge of the project or programme, including the management and financial requirements
and arrangements of the activity;

» knowledge of the subject being evaluated; and

* good communication skills, including report writing.

425 STEP 5. HOW WILL IT BE CONDUCTED?

The choice of methods, as well as the approacmtakedepend largely on the nature and scale of
the evaluation. An evaluation of the managemeirat foject, for example, will use quite different
approaches and methods to one focussing on the gnity's appreciation for fuel-efficient stoves.
As mentioned earlier (see Section 3.1.7), a conibim&f methods — quantitative, qualitative and
participatory — is generally advisable althougls thill require more time in preparation and exemuti
than a simple straightforward evaluation conductsidg a questionnaire, for example.

Accessing reliable and relevant information is @l any evaluation. Project or programme
documents (past and current) should be providedeisas occasional reports and any previous
evaluations which might have taken place. Earitirenmental assessments should provide essential
baseline information, while periodic monitoring ogs and current workplans should provide insight
as to whether there have been any changes inidindot the project/programme over the years. A
suggested list of possible contacts for the eval@gtis always useful and can save time, althabgh
evaluator(s) should not feel obliged to only cohpebple who have been nominated.

Few evaluations will follow the same pattern ancheaill require consideration of its duration. Time
required, again, will depend on the type of evatuabeing conducted. Ongoing internal or self-
evaluations, for example, should not require mbamtone or two days every other month, provided
that the overall project/programme manager hasod goasp of the situation and receives regular and
reliable updates and feedback from his/her fieddf st

More formal evaluations, however, will require mtiree, both for administrative arrangements
(contracting evaluators, inter-agency discussigm&parations (briefings, logistics, security
clearances), undertaking the evaluation and thigsiaaf findings. A two-month timeframe is
probably around the average time required to et@laa environmental intervention (e.g. fuel
consumption and needs or environmental educaticayagle camp or settlement, so consideration
of timing is important in terms of having resultsrh the evaluation in time for the anticipated next
year’'s programme.

4.2.6 STEP 6. RESOURCES NEEDED

The resources needed for an evaluation — likeessgth — will vary according to the situation and
scope of the exercise. Major costs are usuallyetiobshe evaluator(s), transportation, daily wogkin
expenses and logistics, conference or meetingtfasiand costs associated with the production and
dissemination of the evaluation report. Ideallgisaosts should be factored into the project or
programme budget.
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As with other meetings where individual particigaat groups of people such as the Environmental
Management Group from a camp or settlement magdpained to spend time with the evaluation
team, a decision should be made at the outsetdiegaiemuneration. This should be clearly
articulated either prior to or at the start of negt by the evaluation leader (see @@nmunity
Environmental Action Planning Handbook for additional guidance).

4.2.7 STEP 7. NEXT STEPS

To get the maximum benefit from any evaluation sid@ration of how to use whatever the outcome
of the exercise should begin at the earliest ptessioment of the project or programme planning
cycle. This is especially important when dealinggwgommunity-based activities, such as much of the
environment-based work with refugees, returneedaral communities, as it will ultimately

determine how the evaluation should be conductéd, might participate in the exercise, how the
findings will be shared with participants and hdw hext steps of project or programme formulation
might be carried out.
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S. SOME PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
5.1 GETTING STARTED

The evaluation process generally involves the Yalhg steps:

« clarification of the purpose of the evaluation;

e preparation for the evaluation through the develapnof TORs which will define the purpose of
the evaluation and guide the entire exercise;

< selection of the evaluator or evaluation team wibbe& responsible for carrying out the study;

e preparation of the work plan and methodologiesstaiged;

» identification of information sources and collectimethods;

» data collection; and

e analysis of the information and preparation offthal report.

511 Pur pose of the Evaluation

An evaluation should never be carried out justliersake of being seen to do an evaluation. Some

evaluations are automatically required by donaus noost will probably come about on account of an

evaluation having been identified during the prgogramme planning phase. Certain events,

however, might also trigger the need for a sportas@valuation, including:

« the need to learn more about the success of @ylartproject or programme or a specific
component of one of these, perhaps with a vieveplicating it elsewhere;

* the need to understand the reasons for problefasiares;

« changed circumstances, for example, following anghaf management, hand-over of activities
to new partners, or altered operational priorities;

e project or programme renewal; and

e external pressure, e.g. following an audit report.

Not all projects or programmes, however, may regaiformal evaluation and judgement must be
exercised by either UNHCR, the government, ImpleiingrPartners or participating communities.
Relatively small projects may not require or marformal evaluation. If regular monitoring shows
that a particular project or programme is doinghagd sufficient quality documentation on
project/programme outcomes is being generatedregudar basis, an evaluation may not be needed.

Once a decision has been taken to evaluate a prpjegramme or policy, if it has not already been
done during the initial planning phase, agreembotilsl be reached about the precise purpose and
expected outcome of the evaluation. Transparenegsential at this stage if for nothing else byiub
people at ease concerning the expectations anifgossplications of the evaluation. If the
evaluation is intended to be participatory, inpotd all implicated stakeholders should be obtaied
this stage. This is likely to result in consideeatiebate so negotiation skills and leadership nely w
be needed to arrive at some commonly agreed camsensr the nature and purpose of the
evaluation. This, however, should help clarify despexpectations from the evaluation and should
also help define the scope and focus of the exeeassvell as the broad manner in which it would be
carried out.

512 Preparation
Preparing for an evaluation requires an investroétime and thought.
Once a decision has been taken to undertake anagieal it is important that all stakeholders invexlv

— from the refugee or local community members tpl@menting partners and local government at
least — be informed of the proposed evaluatiorutighould ideally be sought to draft TORs at this
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stage: some individuals from the identified stakdérs may become involved or at least consulted
during the evaluation.

The TORs sets out the plan for the
evaluation in detail. This is a key step il
the whole evaluation process and it is
important that sufficient time is given to
getting this right. Time invested now to
develop a clear focus for the evaluation
will help create a relevant and useable
product at the end.

KEY ELEMENTS OF AN EVALUATION TERMS OF REFERENCE

Project/Programme background
Reasons for the evaluation

Scope and focus

Evaluation team

Timetable

Deliverables

Confidentiality and use of information

An overall Evaluation Project Manager — with ortvaitit the support of a specially formulated
Management Committee — should be appointed to egdtse whole preparation and implementation
process. To help prepare the initial TORSs, thedetdjlanager, at least, must have a clear and agreed
understanding of the following:

« why the evaluation is being conducted,;

* key issues to address during the evaluation anohtbeded scale of the enquiry;
« broad approach to be followed, e.g. participatarysing a single evaluator;

e resources available from the different parties;

e resources (funding, logistical demands) likely éorequired;
e required expertise to undertake the evaluation;

* duration of the evaluation; and
« how the findings will be disseminated and used.

Other activities for which the Project Manager Wil primarily responsible for are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Likely Broad Actions Needed and Responsibi

lities

ACTION

WHAT IT COVERS

WHO IS
RESPONSIBLE?

OUTPUTS

Drafting and planning
original evaluation
concept

The need for an
evaluation; provisional
budget and workplan;
expectations

Project Manager who
will likely assume the
role of Evaluation
Project Manager; field
operations

Concept paper

Identify and contact
possible Management
Committee members

Establishes a small,
formal oversight
committee which can
give added value and
credibility to an
evaluation

Evaluation Project
Manager

Draft TORs

Specific purpose,
objectives, proposed
methodologies,
expected outputs,
timeframe and cost of
evaluation

Evaluation Project
Manager

Review TORs

Sharing draft TORs with

all relevant agencies and
stakeholders — including

evaluator(s) if possible

Evaluation Project
Manager; Management
Committee; field
operations

Evaluation TORs
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Table 1l Contd

ACTION WHAT IT COVERS WHO IS OUTPUTS
RESPONSIBLE?

Set timeframe Management
Committee; field
operations

Identify and contract
evaluator(s)

Identify and arrange for
contractual matters

Evaluation Project
Manager; Management
Committee

Tender documents
prepared;
evaluator(s)
contracted

Assemble
documentation for
evaluation team

Project/programme
documents (original if
still relevant and most
recent); previous
evaluations; monitoring
reports; budgets; maps;
other relevant reports

Evaluation Project
Manager; Management
Committee

Preparation and
research

Project/programme
research; visas;
logistical arrangements;
initial interviews

Evaluator(s); field
operations

Field investigation

Data gathering, analysis,
draft report writing,
workshops, meetings

Evaluator(s); field
operations

Site visits and main
period of consultation
completed

Oversee evaluation

Evaluation Project
Manager

Review evaluation
findings and
recommendations

Circulate to all
stakeholders
participating in the
evaluation with deadline
for receipt of comments;
compile comments for
evaluator(s) review

Evaluation Project
Manager; Management
Committee

Draft evaluation
report

Revision of draft report
an recommendations

Evaluator(s);
Evaluation Project
Manager

Final verification of
TORSs and report

Evaluation Project
Manager; Management
Committee

Dissemination

Public release of the
evaluation report

Evaluation Programme
Manager

Evaluation report

Lessons learned;
possible workshop(s)

Synthesis of best
practices as revealed
through the evaluation

Evaluation Project
Manager

Experience shared;
workshop;
recommendations
implemented

51.3 Scope

Determining the scope of the evaluation not onfgneto the physical or geographical coverage ef th
enquiry, but also to the agencies and individudle would/should be consulted and the precise nature
of activities to be investigated. While it may ksetul and desirable to broaden the scale of the
evaluation as much as possible, it is always ablesa focus the evaluation on a few key topics if
possible and then identify the main actors resgbasor these.

Comments received on the draft TORs will possilel lguide the Evaluation Management
Committee on the scale and scope of the evaluation.
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514 Schedule

While the TOR will normally contain a suggested kpan, the evaluator(s) together with the
Evaluation Project Manager should as part of thaity discussions devise a more detailed work plan,
highlighting in detail what precisely the evaluati@am proposes to do, as well as where, how and
why. A thorough security briefing should be prowddsy the Project Evaluation Manager (or Security
Officer) to the entire evaluation team, and neagdsgistical support, for example, radios, prowde
for the duration of the exercise. Other issuesttsitler might include:

« discussion on broad approach of the team membepggiicable);

« overview of the situation, project, programme oligyoto be evaluated;

« agreement of specific individual and collectivep@ssibilities;

« discussion of appropriate methodologies and agreeai¢hose to be used,

* identification of information needed and possildarses;

e possible contacts;

» logistical arrangements, including office workiragfities;

e report drafting process; and

e reporting to the Project Evaluation Manager.

If the evaluation is being conducted by a groupewple, some of whom might at least be responsible
for a specific sector or activity, then the Teanadler must ensure from the outset that each member
of his/her team is fully aware of what is expedredn them in terms of outputs, including written
outputs to be included in the final report. In seaicumstances it is the responsibility to enshed t

any written contributions from other members aré¢aigtandard, that these are correctly edited ds pa
of a single report, and that the draft report dostscomprise merely a collection of different refpor

by different people.

515 Evaluative Method(s)

Evaluations are commonly carried out under dificainditions: people in the field may be too busy
to spend time discussing issues, some people arathawary of an evaluation and may not be co-
operative, and working conditions in the field afeen quite strenuous. Some evaluations are also
placed under very strict time constraints as a manaay need to have the evaluation team'’s
recommendations in order to be able to submit n®jegt proposals or budgets. All of this makes the
selection of appropriate evaluation methods allntioee important.

Some of the most common generic approaches to ctindwan evaluation have been described in
Section 3. Table 2 outlines a broader range ofiplessiethods as well as some of their key
characteristics, potential sources of informationthese methods and some of the main advantages
and disadvantages of using these. Many experiesadators will have their own preferences: this
table, however, should help some of the less expeed field users to at least identify some possibl
ways of carrying out an evaluation in a manner Wwisigits their own needs.
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516

Team Composition

Although many evaluations can be carried out byerson it is often useful and sometimes more

credible if a team of people perform this exercis#gded accountability may also result from engaging

an external consultant to, at least, lead the etialu process if not conduct it.

As with all such experiences, however, gettinglthlaince of skills, experience and the approach
correct is often the challenge. Local knowledge @an play an important role in the workings and

outcome of an evaluation: its importance shouldogotinderestimated.

The Evaluator or Evaluation Team should be soledponsible for all data collection, data analysis

and the formulation of preliminary conclusions. Haene people should also be solely responsible for

drafting the evaluation report, although some dismns may take place on this between the
evaluator(s) and the Project Manager, for example.

Table 2. Some Evaluation Methods

Method

Characteristics

[

Possible Sources of
Information

Some Advantages and
Disadvantages

Literature search
and file/document
review

Literature searches —
reports, and published
books and papers.

File reviews of project
and programme
proposals; reports.

Related evaluation
reports from other
similar situations.

Feasibility studies
Planning documents
Progress reports
Correspondence

Published papers
Books

v Good for developing
historical perspective and
familiarisation with project or
programme

v" Useful source of
stakeholder information

Key informant
interviews

Individual face to face
interviews

Focus group
consultations on
predetermined issues
or topics

Interview protocol
established for formal
interviews

Interview guide
available for more
open-ended interviews

Sectoral experts

Project or programme
staff

Implementing partners

Local government
authorities

Refugees or returnees

Local community
representatives

HQ and Branch, Field

Office staff

v' Useful for dealing with
small groups, or specific
groups like women on their
own

v A flexible yet in-depth
approach

v Easy to implement

v Can yield considerable
information in a short time
period

x Risk of one-sided
presentation and
interpretation from informants
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Table 2. Contd

Method

Characteristics

F

Possible Sources of
Information

Some Advantages and
Disadvantages

Focus group
interviews or
group interviews

Focus group
consultations on
predetermined issues
or topics

Used for analysis of
specific problems and
to identify attitudes and
priorities in smaller
groups

Key stakeholders

Implementing Partners

v Responsible and efficient
method

v' Generation of new ideas

x Can be very demanding
and needs good facilitation
skills

x Risk of one-sidedness from
participants and leaders of
focus groups

Informal surveys

Quantitative surveys of
small samples of the
population

Non-probability
sampling procedures
used

Stakeholders
Implementing Partners

Local government
authorities

v Low cost

v’ Participants verify the
information

x Discussions can be
manipulated by strong
positioned individuals

x Controversial themes can
be ruled out

Site observations

Involves inspections,
on-site visits and
observations to
understand process,
infrastructure, services
and their use

Project sites and
activities.

Field installations.

Domestic situation, e.g.
for fuel efficient surveys

Markets

v Helps understand the
context and physical
environment

v Simple method, little
advance preparation needed

x Dependent on the
observer’s understandings
and own perceptions

Surveys

Provides quantitative
and qualitative
responses from a
selected list of
respondents.

Suitable where large
numbers of people may
need to be involved:
may need to hire and
train local enumerators

Includes the use of
written oral interviews
and questionnaires

v’ Useful for large audiences

x Response rate can be
difficult to project

x Data collection and analysis
is a demanding process
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Table 2. Contd

Method

Characteristics

F

Possible Sources of
Information

Some Advantages and
Disadvantages

Expert opinion

Uses the perspectives
and knowledge of
experts as indicators of
results and to assess
evaluation issues

Judgements form the
basis of the expert
opinion information
collection method

Recognised experts in
the field, with especial
knowledge of the
particular situation
being evaluated

v Can be quite valid in
assessing interventions with a
high level of scientific or
technical content

x Important to obtain a fairly
wide range of feedback to
avoid biases or rigid schools
of thought

Case studies

Used when an
intervention is
comprised of a series of
projects or cases

A sample of case
studies is selected to
assess results

Project information

Stakeholder interviews
or consultations

v’ Can provide descriptive
information on impacts

v Useful for programme level
evaluations to draw
conclusions

x May be biased towards
successful interventions only

Participant
observation

In-depth observation of
one or a few selected
cases

Observation may or
may not be
participatory

Participants (refugees,
returnees or local
community members,
as appropriate) actively
engaged in specific
projects or programmes

Implementing Partners

Local government
authorities

v Helps to gain deeper
insight into socio-cultural
conditions, processes and
patterns of behaviour

v Provides background
knowledge needed to
interpret other results

v Can help identify
unforeseen effects and
processes

x Time consuming process

x Can lead to
misinterpretation unless
several independent
informants and observers are
used

Source: Adapted from UN-HABITAT, 2003

5.1.7

Reporting Requirements

The evaluation team should be fully aware of thpreéng requirements during and upon conclusion
of the evaluation. Regular communication is advisalring the course of the evaluation, especially
as this will allow the Project Manager to bettemitor progress and allow the team as a whole to
present and discuss progress and any obstacleskonkich might have arisen.

As a norm, the evaluator(s) should give a prelimimaesentation of their findings to UNHCR and
partner staff in the field before departing to it the first draft report. This is important &aliows
the evaluator(s) to present initial findings, alitlie team to have a response from at least some of

those who participated or were consulted in thegss, and it also shows that the evaluation team ha

taken their informant’s input seriously.
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A draft report (see Table 3 for suggested outlofehe evaluation should then also be circulatealto
those who participated in the evaluation. Broadteutation to other agencies or perhaps local
government — if not already consulted — may alsagypgopriate at this stage, as this is the timerwhe
major errors or misunderstandings need to be sortedrhe Project Manager and Management
Committee in particular should pay especial attento the recommendations being put forward as a
result of the evaluation as they will most likely bitimately responsible for trying to put thesmin
practise. The need for clear, simple, achievabtkagpropriate recommendations should be stressed.

Table 3. Suggested Content for an Evaluation Report

Section Sub-section Requirements

Title page Shows the status of the report, e.g. draft or final, and
identifies the author(s) and agencies responsible.
Should also show the date of the report

Table of contents Includes references to workplan, people met, tables,
figures, annexes. Could be followed by a note to
acronyms used

Executive summary Clear stand alone concise summary of key findings
and recommendations (4-6 pages)
Main report Should not generally exceed 30 pages and should be

clearly written and presented. Photographs should be
avoided or limited if possible to allow ease of
transmission by e-mail

Internal context Why this evaluation was undertaken at this time,
including a summary of the purpose of the evaluation
as per the TOR of the evaluation, and a note of any

changes to the TOR
External context The external circumstances and key events against
which this evaluation is taking place
Methodology Describes how the evaluation was conducted
Analysis Comparison of information from various data sources.

Identifies the main issues arising from the data
gathered. Notes any shortcomings in the
methodology

Findings Describes the main conclusions based on the above
analysis. Particular focus should be given to the
project or programme’s impact and the effectiveness
(or lack) of the approach

Recommendations Clear statements of actions recommended, with
possible actors or other means of implementation
possibly identified

Annexes To include: TOR; Evaluation Team members;
Evaluation schedule; List of people met (optional and
with consideration to confidentiality which might have
been requested from certain individuals/agencies);
List of materials and other data sources. Should also
include evaluation materials used, such as
questionnaires

Adequate time needs to be allowed for the evalndagam to review comments received on the draft
and to perhaps allow them to re-engage in dialegtresome individuals or agencies.

Upon revision of the first draft, the Project Maragnd/or Management Committee should once
again review the document along with earlier feelttia satisfy themselves that the current texbis t
their satisfaction. The evaluation’s TORs shoukbdle revisited at this stage to ensure that the
evaluator(s) have fully complied with what was akkéthem. If both of these matters have been
addressed to satisfaction, then the report shaultbbied and distributed to all who contributedito
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participated in the evaluation, as well as othe@nages who might be interested in the outcome.
Alternatively, a copy of the Executive Summary éistlof recommendations might be circulated
broadly, allowing interested parties to then contiae Project Manager should they wish to receive a
full copy of the evaluation.

A copy of the final report should also be sentdoa@r organisations supporting environment-related
activities in refugee-related operations. The fireglort should also be posted on the internet,ilplgss
coinciding with a short press article which coutdhraise awareness of the undertaking. As
UNHCR's policy is to be fully transparent concemthe results of any evaluation, external access to
the report should be made as easy as possible.

518 Follow-up

While some indications of expected follow-up to #waluation will already have been discussed when
planning the evaluation and to some extent dutiegetvaluation itself, only when the final report is
completed will the Project Manager and Manageme&m@ittee be in a position to clearly determine
how to deal with the findings of the investigatiémdoing so, an approach similar to that shown in
Table 4 might provide a useful internal trackingame

Table 4. Simplified Management Response Matrix for ~ Tracking Implementation of an
Evaluation’s Recommendations

Recommendation | Task Unit Management Action Timeframe
Response Planned

MW N =

tc

If the evaluation has unveiled a number of serissges, which for example might risk the closure of
a project or programme, then a meeting should gansed without delay of all stakeholders involved
in the activity. Findings of the evaluation shobl presented and discussed and a decision formulate
on how to respond to the recommendations.

In addition to an evaluation serving as an indispbfe check on progress at the field level, theltes

of an evaluation also offer a useful learning opyaity for the organisations also involved, inclugli
UNHCR if it is the organisation co-ordinating theeecise. Ideally the Evaluation Project Manager
should organise one or more learning meetings okshops to present the main findings, conclusions
and actions following the evaluation, to groupsnéérnal and external stakeholders. Separate
meetings may be necessary with the main decisidtersdo try and ensure that the recommendations
are taken on board and implemented. Dependingsmurees available and the scale of needs
identified through the evaluation, implementatioaynnequire some prioritisation to ensure that the
most urgent issues are addressed first.

Once the evaluation report has been completed gree@ a useful next step — best taken at this stage
while the situation and information is still freshthe mind — would be to identify a number of best
practices or lessons learned as a result of thHeai@n. These should be structured as best #s th
situation, for example being centred on a numbeediinical issues or specific themes or management
strategies. While this may not be required of thedwgator or Evaluation Teaper se it is usually

helpful if at least one person from the team pgudies in this exercise: otherwise, the task wiksim

likely fall to the Project Manager.

A useful way to also conclude a lessons learnirgga@se is to use the occasion of meeting the variou

stakeholders at the end of the evaluation to lthiefih on the outcome of the evaluation and to dsscus
next steps such as implementation of the recomntiemda Including the stakeholders again at this
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stage of the exercise should also help cementithglvement in future work on the project or
programme. While the level of ownership of the aa#ibn’s results will thus be at least shared with
some of the stakeholders, the lessons learnedtfreraxercise should also serve an important
institutional learning function, further directimganagers and decision-makers in the decisions taken
regarding project, programme and policy planning sanagement. Particular attention, for example,
might be shown to topics such as the following:

e preparations made for and required by the evaluatio

« logistics, from consultant recruitment perhapsetdfsupport and needs;

« methods and approaches used; and

< value of the evaluation — did the experience mepeetations and was it worth the effort?

Discussion and answers to questions on these hedissues should help provide useful feedback to

UNHCR and other agencies and thus serve as a usefaolng experience which will enrich future
similar investigations.
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FRAME Toolkit

This toolkit comprises the following modules:

1. Introduction to the FRAME Toolkit
2, Environmental Assessment
3. Rapid Environmental Assessment
4, Community Environmental Action Planning
5. Environmental Indicator Framework
6. Geographical Information System

7. Evaluation

For more information on this Toolkit, please contact:
UNHCR OSTS, Geneva, Switzerland

or

CARE International, Geneva, Switzerland
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