
Terms of Reference 
Final evaluation of UNODC project 
“HIV/AIDS prevention and care among injecting drug users and in prison settings in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania”

1. PROJECT OVERVIEW
	Project Title:
	HIV/AIDS prevention and care among injecting drug users and in prison settings in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania

	Project Number:
	XEE/J20

	Duration:
	November 2006- June 2011

	Executing Agency:
	UNODC

	Government Focal Implementation Agencies:
	Estonia: Ministry of Social Affairs
Latvia: Ministry of Health

Lithuania: Ministry of Health

	Total Approved Budget:
	US$ 
USD 5,768,300

	Donors:
	The Netherlands

	Project Manager:
	Signe Rotberga


2. 
PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The HIV epidemic peaked in the Baltic States in the years 2001 to 2002 and until now HIV prevalence rates remain one of the highest in the European Union. Different from other EU countries, the main HIV transmission mode is injecting drug use. All three countries have concentrated epidemics with HIV prevalence among injecting drug users (IDUs) ranging from 8% in Vilnius to more than 50% in Tallinn. HIV prevalence among the general population is 1.3% in Estonia, 0.8% in Latvia and 0.1% in Lithuania.
UNODC project XEE/J20 – “HIV prevention, treatment and care among injecting drug users and in prison settings in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania” was approved by UNODC Executive Director in November 2006 and signed by the Governments of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania during the period from November 2006 till January 2007. Duration of the project is 4.5 years (till 30 June 2011). The total budget is USD 5,768,300. Funding for the project is secured by the Government of the Netherlands. 

The Executing Agency is UNODC, and day-to-day execution is ensured through the UNODC project office in Vilnius, Lithuania, and sub-office in Riga, Latvia. The Government Focal Implementation Agencies are the Estonian Ministry of Social Affairs, Latvian Ministry of Health and Lithuanian Ministry of Health. These focal implementing agencies serve as the key points of contact, liaison, information and communication with UNODC, local stakeholders and other interested parties for the purposes of this project. 

The overarching goal of the project is to establish a favourable environment in all project countries to better implement HIV/AIDS prevention and care activities among injecting drug users and in prisons through addressing normative policy, capacity building and programmatic aspects of national HIV/AIDS prevention activities. The implementation strategy involves the development of a sustainable and ongoing enabling political environment, increasing capacity to provide quality interventions, and the introduction of comprehensive interventions targeted to injecting drug users and prisoners. 

Project Objectives

	Overall goal
	To assist Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania to halt and reverse the HIV/AIDS epidemics among injecting drug users and in prison settings.

	Objective 1: 

Build national and regional consensus on effective implementation strategies to address HIV/AIDS among injecting drug users and in prisons.


	Output
	Activities

	1.1. National HIV/AIDS strategies and action plans amended
	1.1.1 Establish national, regional project steering committees and conduct stakeholders and commencement meetings. Develop and agree with the stakeholders of  the three countries  a detailed budgeted work plan with achievement indicators and verification  methods

	
	1.1.2. Conduct national rapid HIV/AIDS situation and response assessments related to injecting drug use and in prison settings and set coverage targets

	
	1.1.3. In each country, conduct and consolidate reviews of policy, administrative and operational provisions related to HIV/AIDS prevention and care among injecting drug users and in prison settings

	
	1.1.4. Provide assistance in amending national HIV/AIDS strategies and action plans based on national situation assessment and policy reviews to reach coverage targets

	Objective 2:

Increase coverage of comprehensive HIV/AIDS prevention and care services among injecting drug users and in prison settings.


	Output
	Activities

	2.1 Improved institutional and professional capacity to address HIV/AIDS among injecting drug users and in prisons
	2.1.1 Conduct training needs assessment of service providers from both government and civil society organizations

	
	2.1.2. Identify and support a regional training centre for HIV/AIDS prevention and care service provision for injecting drug users and in prisons

	
	2.1.3. Develop curricula, training modules and materials for HIV/AIDS prevention and care for injecting drug users and in prison settings

	
	2.1.4. Train a critical mass of professionals from both government and civil society organizations involved in service delivery

	2.2 Increased access to HIV/AIDS prevention and care services for injecting drug users and in prison settings
	2.2.1. Carry out a needs assessment of service provision sites to scale up the provision of comprehensive HIV/AIDS services for injecting drug users and in prisons

	
	2.2.2. Provide, where necessary, financial support for provision of services to both government and non-governmental organizations

	
	2.2.3. Assist governments in securing sustainable funding for sufficient access points to meet the targets

	
	2.2.4. Carry out ongoing, mid-term and end-of-project monitoring and evaluation

	Objective 3: 

Generate and share strategic information to keep the programme on track and to respond appropriately to the evolving HIV/AIDS epidemics among injecting drug users and in prison settings.


	Output
	Activities

	3.1 All stakeholders are provided with strategic information and analysis on which they can base policy decisions concerning HIV/AIDS prevention and care among injecting drug users and in prison settings
	3.1.1. Establish a regional information centre to collect and analyse project related information

	
	3.1.2. Document and share lessons learnt and experiences at various forums

	
	3.1.3. Participate in various technical and professional networks at the national, regional and global levels


The following performance indicators are formulated for the project:

· Decreasing or at least stable HIV prevalence and incidence rates among injecting drug users and prison inmates;

· Countries adopt national HIV/AIDS strategies which include comprehensive HIV/AIDS prevention and care measures for injecting drug users and inmates;

· Increasing number of injecting drug users and inmates are provided with services;

· Training/workshops implemented with full participation of key service providers;

· Increasing number of sites providing comprehensive HIV/AIDS prevention and care services;

· Increasing number of prisons offering comprehensive HIV/AIDS prevention and care services for inmates;

· Annual project progress reports and other strategic information is documented and disseminated.
In 2010, a project revision was done to increase the overall budget from USD 5,000,000 to USD  5,768,300 and to extend the project duration till 30 June 2011.  The project objectives and outputs remained unchanged. 

The main challenge is sustainability of activities and systems established during the course of project implementation, particularly in the context of the global economic crisis. The scale and severity of the economic crisis in the Baltic States is many times higher than in other countries. In 2009, GDP in Estonia decreased by 14.1%, in Lithuania by 15%, and in Latvia by 18%. During the economic crisis, the governments of the Baltic States have introduced tough austerity measures. Significant budget cuts have been made for all sectors, including health and social sectors, and this undermines governments’ capacity to fully take over harm reduction services establishes under UNODC project. In Latvia and Lithuania, major reforms of the health sector have been started, and there is a danger that preventive services and programmes are seen as an easy target for reducing spending. In 2010, the total public health care budget in Latvia has been decreased by 14% comparing with 2009, and by 25% comparing with 2008. The total budget for prisons has been decreased by 30.5 % comparing with the previous year. Unemployment rate in Estonia has risen from 5.5% in 2008 to 19.8 in March 2010, in Latvia from 7.5% to 20.4%, and in Lithuania from 5.8% to 18.01% during the same period. According to EC estimates, Latvia, Lithuania and Bulgaria will be the last states to recover from the global recession.

3.
PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION

As foreseen in the project document as well as per the rules of the UNODC Evaluation Function, a final independent evaluation of the project needs be conducted in order to(1) assess the impact of the project and the investment made (2) assess the results of the project and demonstrate to what extent it has achieved its objectives and has been relevant, efficient, cost effective and sustainable, (3) provide information for better decision-making of UNODC management (best practices and lessons learned), (4) serve as a mean to empower project stakeholders of HIV prevention among injecting drug users and in prisons. The proposed final evaluation has been initiated by UNODC Project Office for the Baltic states and it is agreed with UNODC Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU), HIV Unit and the Donor Government.  The final evaluation will be managed by the project team.
Core Learning Partnership (CLP) is proposed to encourage a participatory evaluation process from the beginning to the end of the evaluation. The CLP will participate and have the ability to provide comments at each stage of the evaluation.  Members of the CLP will be the Ministries of Health in Latvia and Lithuania, the Ministry of Social Affairs in Estonia, the Ministries of Justice in all three countries, co-operating governmental and municipal institutions, service providers and civil society organisations. A proposed list of CLP members is attached in Annex 2.  

4. EVALUATION SCOPE

The evaluation will cover the project life span from November 2006 till December 2010. The geographical scope of the evaluation is Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. 

Key questions to be answered by the evaluation: 

· Relevance:

· Are the project objectives relevant to the actual HIV situation in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania?

· Does the project address needs of injecting drug users and prisoners?

· Does the project address needs of policy makers, health and social care professionals, criminal justice system personnel and civil society organizations active in the field of HIV prevention and care?

· Efficiency:

· Have the outputs been delivered in a timely manner?

· Has project funding been spent as planned?

· Could the project outputs been delivered with fewer resources without reducing the quality and quantity?

· What measures have been taken during project planning and implementation to ensure that resources are efficiently used?

· Effectiveness:

· Has the project achieved its foreseen objectives and results (outputs, outcomes, and activities)? If not, has some progress been made towards their achievement?

· What are the success factors for the achievement or reasons for non-achievement of project objectives?

· What are the major challenges, opportunities and obstacles encountered by the project as a whole?

· Is the project cost-effective, i.e. could the outcomes have been achieved at lower cost through adopting a different approach and/or using alternative delivery mechanisms?

· Impact:

· What are the intended and unintended, positive and negative, long term effects of the project on drug users, prisoners, individuals and institutions working in the field of HIV prevention and care?

· To what extent can the identified changes be attributed to the project?

· Sustainability:

· What is the likelihood that the benefits from the project will be sustained after the end of the project?

· Are the beneficiaries committed to continue working towards project objectives after it ends? Do institutions and professionals have motivation and capacity to efficiently administer HIV prevention and care among IDUs and prisoners? 

· Are services developed under the project likely to continue, be scaled up or replicated after the project funding ceases?

· Gender equality:

· Did the project identify gender issues? 

· What results has the project achieved addressing gender sensitivity?

· Could the project have been more gender-sensitive?

· Partnerships:

· Have coordination mechanisms between UNODC, relevant other partners or non-UN-Institutions been successfully established?
· Have partnerships with civil society organizations been established? What is the likelihood that these partnerships will be sustained after the end of the project?
· What are the opportunities, achievements and/or challenges of the partnerships?

· What are the comparative advantages of UNODC and was the project implemented with these in mind?

5. EVALUATION METHODS 

Evaluator will review available key documents and conduct a thorough desk review. These documents encompass the ones closely related to the project as well as context-specific ones from the government and other organizations. Preliminary list of documents to be consulted is attached in Annex 1. The desk review is of primary importance as information contained therein will be cross-checked by primary research methods. 

The evaluation should include but not necessarily be limited to the following methods:

· desk review of relevant documents (project document, quarterly, semi-annual and annual project reports, minutes of technical meetings, reports on project activities, relevant national policy documents etc.);

· individual and/or group interviews with members of the Project Steering Committee, National HIV Coordination Commissions (main governmental stakeholders and civil society), representatives of the counterparts and implementing partners;

· interviews with a representative sample of the project beneficiaries based on a pre-designed questionnaire;

· meeting with representatives of  UNAIDS co-sponsors present in the Baltic States;

· field visits to services developed/supported under the project;

· conference calls with representatives from the UNODC HIV/AIDS Unit;

· questionnaires 
The evaluator has to take into account the Guiding Principles for Evaluations at UNODC (Annex 4) and provide a detailed description of evaluation methods (for example, in the shape of an evaluation matrix) in an inception report that will be reviewed by the Regional Project Coordinator, HIV Unit and the IEU prior to the field mission (see Inception Reports guidelines in Annex 6). The inception report will (i) summarize the desk review findings, (ii) specify and elaborate on the evaluation methodology (evaluation matrix) relating evaluation questions to evaluation criteria, indicators, sources of information and methods of data collection, and (iii) develop data collection tools and instruments.
6.
EVALUATION TEAM COMPOSITION AND QUALIFICATIONS

Evaluation will be conducted by an independent international expert without prior involvement in the project. The evaluator will not act as representative of any party and should remain independent and impartial throughout the evaluation.

The evaluator should demonstrate: 
(i) advanced university degree in social sciences, medicine, public health or related field, with specialized training in evaluation and project/program management;

(ii) extensive knowledge of, and experience in applying, qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods; 
(iii) at least five years of international experience in designing and implementing evaluations; 
(iv) technical competence in the area under evaluation – HIV prevention among injecting drug users (advanced university degree or practical experience); 
(v) excellent communication and drafting skills; 

(vi) language skills: English proficiency; knowledge of another language relevant to the evaluation might be an asset (Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian or Russian)
(vii) previous working experience in East European region might be an asset. 
7. 
PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

7.1. Management arrangements and logistical support
The evaluation should be planned and conducted in close consultation with UNODC Project Office for the Baltic States. The evaluation tools and methodology must be agreed with the UNODC Project Office for the Baltic States. Project Office will provide the necessary substantive support, including travel arrangements, transportation during the field missions, organisation of meetings, translation and submission of all documents for desk review. The UNODC Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) will provide quality assurance and ensure compliance with the Norms and Standards of the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) and UNODC guidelines by providing comments on evaluation tools and methods, the draft report and clearance of the final report.
Although the evaluator should be free to discuss all matters relevant to this assignment with the authorities concerned, he/she is not authorized to make any commitment on behalf of UNODC. 

The evaluator reports directly to UNODC Project Office for the Baltic States. The report will contain the findings, conclusions and recommendations as well as a recording of the lessons learned during project implementation. The draft report must be disseminated for review to UNODC Project office for the Baltic States, UNODC IEU and the identified CLP members.  In addition, to the extent possible, the draft report will also be circulated to the project counterpart agencies, the representative of the donor and, with other parties involved in the project for review. While considering the comments provided on the draft, the evaluator would use his/her independent judgment in preparing the final report.  The final draft will be an independent and impartial evaluation of the project and will meet all UNEG and UNODC evaluation requirements. 
7.2. Indicative timeframe for the evaluation process 
Expected duration: 10 January – 31 March 2011. 
	Tasks
	Number of w/days
	Tentative dates
	Location
	Expected result

	Desk review of project document, reports and other background documents
	7
	10-18 January
	Home based
	Inception report containing work plan, key findings of desk review and evaluation methodology 

	Development of evaluation methodology
	
	
	
	

	Briefing of evaluator by the responsible official at the HIV Unit, UNODC HQ (Vienna)  and Regional Coordinator for the Baltic states (by phone)


	1
	21 January
	Home-based
	

	Mission to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania: 

meetings and interviews with identified stakeholders, identified beneficiaries and collaborative partners; debriefing with the Regional Coordinator 
	14
	31 January - 17 February
	Vilnius, Riga, Tallinn
	Data from major stakeholders collected; Exit minutes prepared and discussed

	Data analysis and preparation of the draft report
	9
	21 February – 3 March
	Home-based
	Draft evaluation report  with findings, lessons learned and results submitted to UNODC for review 

	Collecting comments on draft report from UNODC Project Office, UNODC IEU and CLP (performed by UNODC Project Office)
	
	7-14 March
	
	

	Finalization of the report on the basis of comments received
	3
	16-18 March


	Home -based
	Evaluation report 

	Presentation of final evaluation report in the project final conference in Riga 
	2
	24-25 March
	Riga
	Evaluation report presented 

	Total working days(incl. travel)
	36


	
	
	


7.3. Expected deliverables
Expected deliverables: 

1. Inception report 
2. Draft evaluation report in line with UNODC evaluation guidelines.

3. Final evaluation report and presentation.

The final report should not be longer than 25 pages, excluding the annexes and the executive summary (Annex 3). The report should be developed with respect to the following chapters:

· executive summary (maximum 4 pages)

· introduction
· analysis and major findings

· outcomes, impacts and sustainability

· lessons learned and best practices
· recommendations
· overall conclusions.

Annexes to the evaluation report should be kept to an absolute minimum. Only those annexes that serve to demonstrate or clarify an issue related to a major finding should be included. Existing documents should be referenced but not necessarily annexed. Maximum number of pages for annexes is 15. 

After completing the evaluation process, consultant should fill in the Evaluation Assessment Questionnaire (Annex 5).
8. 
PAYMENT
Evaluator will be issued consultancy contract and paid in accordance with United Nations rules and procedures. Payment will be made in two instalments: 30% upon completion of inception report, and 70% upon clearance of the final report. Travel and accommodation expenses during the field mission will be covered by UNODC in accordance with the UN rules and regulations.

9. 
ANNEXES
Annex 1. Reference to desk review (list of documents)
Annex 2. Core Learning Partnership (CPL)  members 
Annex 3. UNODC standard format and guidelines for evaluation reports 
Annex 4. Guiding principles for evaluation at UNODC
Annex 5. Evaluation assessment questionnaire

Annex 6. Guidelines for Inception Reports

Annex 1

Reference to desk review (list of documents)

I. Project reports:

1. Project document;

2. Annual Project Progress Report 2006;

3. Annual Project Progress Report 2007;

4. Annual Project Progress Report 2008;

5. Annual Project Progress Report 2009;

6. Annual Project Progress Report 2010;

7. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2007 IQ;

8. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2007 IIQ;

9. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2007 IIIQ;

10. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2007 IVQ;

11. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2008 IQ;

12. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2008 IIQ;

13. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2008 IIIQ;

14. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2008 IVQ;

15. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2009 IQ;

16. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2009 IIQ;

17. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2009 IIIQ;

18. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2009 IVQ;

19. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2010 IQ;

20. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2010 IIQ;

21. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2010 IIIQ;
22. Quarterly Project Progress Report 2010 IVQ;

23. Mid-term evaluation of the project XEEJ20; 

24. Mid-term evaluation of UNODC small grants programme in Latvia; 

25. Evaluation of UNODC small grants program in Lithuania;

26. Data on project activities;

27. Data on grants.
II. Selected reports on training activities:

1. “Pre- and post- HIV test counseling”;

2. “Motivational interviewing”;

3. “Medical and psycho-social aspects of the pharmacotherapy for opioid dependence”, 2009;

4. “Medical and psycho-social aspects of the pharmacotherapy for opioid dependence”, 2010;

5. “Opioid substitution therapy for specialists of penitentiary institutions of Estonia”;

6. “Arrest and dependence diseases: medical treatment and pharmacotherapy in  police guard house”;

7. „Treatnet Addiction Severity Index (ASI)“.
III. Latvia:

1. “Evaluation of Access to HIV/AIDS Treatment And Care in Latvia” (Kees de Joncheere, Irina Eramova, Jenni Kehler, Ulrich Laukamm-Josten, Signe Rotberga, Anna Zakowicz and Roger Drew);

2. National HIV/AIDS programme;

3. UNGASS report.

IV. Lithuania:

1. “International Consultant on Estimation of the Prevalence of Problem Drug Use in Lithuania” (Gordon Hay);

2. “Rapid Assessment and Response on Drug use in Marijampolė Correction House” (Birutė Semėnaitė, Rūta Janulevičienė, Gintaras Kėžys, Rolandas Čepulis, Elžbieta Rapcevič, Vytautas Ilevičius, Richard Braam);

3. “Lithuanian legislation and policy analysis on HIV/AIDS prevention and care among injecting drug users in prison settings” (Dovilė Juodkaitė, Rokas Uscila, Heino Stöver);

4. National HIV/AIDS programme;

5. UNGASS report.
V. Estonia:

1. “Evaluation of fighting HIV/AIDS in Estonia” (Roger Drew, Martin Donoghoe, Agris Koppel, Ulrich Laukamm-Josten, Claudio Politi, Signe Rotberga, Anya Sarang and Heino Stöver);

2. “HIV/AIDS Interventions for Injecting Drug Users in Estonia: Evaluation and Recommendations” (Anya Sarang and Martin Donoghoe);

3. “Evaluation of National Responses to HIV/AIDS in Prison Settings in Estonia 2008” (Heino Stöver);

4. Report from visit to Tartu prison;

5. “HIV/AIDS prevention, care and support in prison settings: the case of NGO Convictus, Estonia”;

6. National HIV/AIDS programme;
7. UNGASS report.
Annex 2

Core learning partners

I. Lithuania:

1. Viktoras Meižis (Head of EU Affairs and Foreign Relations Division, Ministry of Health of the Republic of Lithuania)

2. Rima Vaitkienė (Deputy Head of EU Affairs and Foreign Relations Division, Ministry of Health of the Republic of Lithuania)

3. Audronė Astrauskienė (Director, Drug Control Department under the Government of the Republic of Lithuania);

4. Emilis Subata (Director, Vilnius Centre for Addictive Disorders);

5. Marius Rakštelis (Head, Division of Criminal Justice, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Lithuania);

6. Vladas Kasperūnas (Head, Health Care Division, Prison Department under the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Lithuania)

7. Jurgita Poškevičiūtė (Director, The "I Can Live" Coalition);

8. Jurgis Andriuška (Head, PLWHA Association "Pozityvus gyvenimas");
9. Kęstutis Petrauskas (Deputy Director, Health Care Service Division, Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Lithuania)
10. Saulius Čaplinskas (Director, Centre for Communicable Diseases and AIDS under the Ministry of Health)
II. Latvia:

1. Inga Šmate (Director, Health Policy Planning Department, Ministry of Health of the Republic of Latvia);

2. Inga Upmace (Head of the HIV/AIDS Programme Coordination Unit, Infectology Centre of Latvia);

3. Olga Zeile (Director of the Sectoral Policy Department, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Latvia);

4. Kristīne Ķipēna (Head of Punishment Execution Policy Unit, Sectoral Policy Department, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Latvia);
5. Regīna Fedosejeva (Head of the Medical Unit, Prison Administration);

6. Ilona Spure (Head of Re-socialisation Unit, Prison Administration)

7. Iveta Ķelle (Director, Association for Family Planning and Reproductive Health "Papardes Zieds");

8. Aleksandrs Molokovskis (Head of the Board, Association HIV.LV);

9. Astrīda Stirna (Head, Drug Addiction Unit, Riga Centre of Psychiatry and Addiction Disorders);

10. Ruta Kaupe (Board Member, NGO Dia+Logs);

11. Aija Pelne (Head of the Epidemiological Surveillance of Addiction Disorders Unit).

III. Estonia:

1. Maris Salekešin (Chief Specialist, Public Health Department, Ministry of Social Affairs of the Republic of Estonia);

2. Aljona Kurbatova (Head, Department of Health Strategy and Planning, National Institute for Health Development);

3. Ave Talu (Head, Estonian Drug Monitoring Centre, National Institute for Health Development);

4. Rait Kuuse (Director, Rehabilitation Division, Prisons Department, Ministry of Justice);

5. Tarmo Pruuli (Adviser, Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Estonia);

6. Kristina Joost (Manager, MTU Convictus Estonia);

7. Nelli Kalikova (Medical Doctor, OÜ Elulootus).

IV. International organizations:

1. Dagmar Hedrich (Scientific analyst, EMCDDA); 

2. Asta Minkevičienė (Executive Director, EHRN);

3. Robertas Petkevičius (Head, WHO/EURO Country Office in Lithuania);

4. Aiga Rūrāne (Head, WHO/EURO Country Office in Latvia);

5. Wil de Zwart (Senior Policy Officer, Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport, the Netherlands).
Annex 3
UNODC standard format and guidelines for evaluation reports
The model evaluation report contained in this Annex is intended to assist the evaluation team in drafting its evaluation report.
The evaluation report should contain the findings (clearly supported by evidence), conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation.
Although the structure of the report may be adapted to the particular circumstances of an evaluation exercise (for example, several projects may be covered by a joint report), major headings should be retained, while sub-headings may be added, as necessary. 
Information should only be included in the report if it significantly affects the analysis and serves to clarify issues. Rather than repeating information already provided, references should be made to annexes, other parts of the report or documents used to obtain information. Sources of information used should be referenced in a consistent manner throughout the report.

A standard evaluation report starts with a sample cover page, a table of contents, a list of abbreviations and acronyms and an executive summary. 

The main body of the report should not exceed 25-50 pages depending on the scope of the evaluation exercise. Annexes should be kept to an absolute minimum (no longer than 15 pages). Only those annexes that serve to demonstrate or clarify an issue related to a major finding should be included. Existing documents should be referenced but not necessarily annexed.

The report should be typed. Text lines should be spaced at 1.5 and be formatted top fit A4 paper. Pages should be numbered consecutively using Arabic numerals, with the numbers appearing in the lower right hand corners of the pages. Paragraphs should be numbered. 

The report should be submitted in electronic format.

Date:

FINAL or MID TERM EVALUATION 
Project number

Project title

Thematic area

Country

Report of the evaluation team

Names, titles

UNITED NATIONS OFFICE ON DRUGS AND CRIME

Vienna

CONTENTS

Paragraphs      

Page

Abbreviations and acronyms

Summary matrix of findings, supporting evidences and recommendations 

Executive summary

I. Introduction

A. Background and context of the programme or project

B. Purpose and scope of the evaluation. 

C. Executing modalities of the programme or project

D. Evaluation methodology 

E. Limitations to the evaluation

II. Major findings and analysis 

A. Relevance of the programme or project

B. Attainment of the programme or project objectives

C. Achievement of the programme or project outputs  

D. Institutional and management arrangements and constraints 

III. Outcomes, impact and sustainability. 

A. Outcomes

B. Impact

C. Sustainability

IV. Lessons learned and best practices 

A. Lessons learned

B. Best practices 

V. Recommendations 

A. Issues resolved during the evaluation

B. Actions recommended

VI. Conclusions  

Annexes, including at least 

· Terms of reference of the evaluation

· List of persons interviewed and field visit schedule

· Evaluation assessment questionnaire
Summary matrix of findings, supporting evidences and recommendations
	Findings: problems and issues identified
	Supporting evidences
	Recommendations

	1. 
	
	

	2. 
	
	

	3.  
	
	

	4. 
	
	

	5. 
	
	

	6. 
	
	

	
	
	


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The section should consist of a concise executive summary of no more than four pages, that includes:

a) A short description of the project or programme evaluated including its objectives;
b) The major findings of the evaluation;

c) Lessons learned and best practices;

d) Recommendations and conclusions.
The summary should be crisp and clear, communicating the most important information about the evaluation.   

Evaluation reports written in a language other than English should be accompanied by an English translation of the executive summary prepared by a United Nations translator and cleared by the responsible backstopping office within UNODC.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background and context
This sub-section should summarize the overall concept and design of the project or programme and include an assessment of the its strategy, the planned time and resources and the clarity, logic and coherence of the project document.
B. Purpose and scope of the evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation (objective) and its scope (what it has covered) must be clearly stated in this sub-section, in line with the terms of reference. 
C. Executing Modalities of the programme or project

This sub-section should briefly describe implementation and management modalities used throughout the project or programme cycle. More details on potential issues that arose during implementation should be given in sub-section 2.D below).

D. Methodology

This is a brief statement of the methods used to obtain and collect the data, as well as the approach and methods used to analyze the data. This sub-section is important, as it provides the basis for the credibility of the evaluation results.

E. Limitations to the evaluation

The report should highlight major constraints that have had an impact on the evaluation process (for example, limited field missions due to security constraints, limited budget, limited time and unavailability of some major stakeholders for interviews) .

II. MAJOR FINDINGS and ANALYSIS 

This section is the most important since it covers the analysis of information and articulates the major findings of the evaluation. It is the longest and most detailed section of the report. It should be based on facts. The other sections of the report draw on and reference to it.
A. Relevance of the programme or project

This part should address the relevance of the project or programme in meeting the needs, in solving the problems identified and in contributing to relevant national and international programmes and policies..

B. Attainment of the programme or project objectives 

The report should show whether and how the objectives have been achieved. 
Where objectives have been fully met the report should show how these are contributing to the attainment of the results, in line with the strategy for the period 2008-2011 for UNODC in the case of major evaluations, and in line with the relevant UNODC country strategic framework in the case of project evaluations.

Where some of the objectives have not been attained, the report should show what progress has been made towards achieving them and how they contribute to the attainment of the results, in line with the strategy for the period 2008-2011 for UNODC in the case of major evaluations, and in line with the relevant UNODC country strategic framework in the case of project evaluations.
C. Achievement of the project or programme outputs  

The report should indicate the extent to which the planned outputs have been delivered and how they have contributed to the attainment of the objectives. 
This sub-section should also show how the outputs have been delivered within the planned time frame and with the resources available to the project or programme.
D. Institutional and management arrangements and constraints

This part of the report should address how the project or programme has been implemented, noting any constraints. In particular, it should examine the following: 

· The appropriateness and effectiveness of overall institutional and management arrangements and the impact that these have had on the implementation and delivery of the project or programme;

· The coordination and collaboration arrangements that have been made with implementing partners and other stakeholders;

· The kind of backstopping received from the relevant units and sections at UNODC headquarters or the relevant field office; 

· Whether and how the project or programme was monitored during implementation. 

The report should also highlight major constraints and problems that have impacted the implementation and delivery of the project or programme. The aim is to learn from these constraints and hence avoid them in the future, or find solutions to improve performance.

III. OUTCOMES, IMPACT AND SUSTAINABILITY

A. Outcomes

The report should cover the outcomes of the project or programme and demonstrate the short and medium-term effects that the project or programme outputs are likely to achieve or have already achieved, e.g. whether the outputs have made a difference; how they have made a difference, etc.
B. Impact

This sub-section should try to capture the intended and unintended, positive and negative, long-term effects produced or expected to be produced by the project or programme, whether directly or indirectly. 

C. Sustainability

This sub-section should deal with the extent to which the benefits of the project or programme will last beyond the end of the project or programme and, in particular, state whether the project or programme has created sufficient institutional and human capacity to sustain the benefits.

IV. LESSONS LEARNED AND BEST PRACTICES

A. Lessons learned

The lessons learned from a specific project or programme should highlight the strengths and weaknesses in preparation, design and implementation that affect performance, outcomes and impact. They are also applicable to other projects and programmes, as well as policies, and have the potential to improve future actions.

Lessons learned should be based on findings and evidences presented in the report. Lessons learned should not be written as recommendations, nor as an observation or description.

B. Best practices

This part of the report should identify specific experiences (planning, organizational, managerial and operational) gained from a project or programme that worked well in particular circumstances and that can have both specific or wider applicability in a similar development context.
V. RECOMMENDATIONS

This part of the report should provide clear, useful, time-bound and actionable recommendations aimed at enhancing the project or programme performance and improving the sustainability of results. Recommendations should be linked to the findings.

A. Issues resolved during the evaluation

Several issues that come up during an evaluation might be resolved, and decisions might be taken or implemented during the evaluation. 

This part of the report should summarize all such issues (which should not be included again in the section below).

B. Actions recommended

The report should clearly present major recommendations that are aimed, for example, at improving project or programme design, delivery and overall management or at changing policy. 

Each recommendation should clearly indicate the action to be undertaken or the decision to be made, as well as the body to which the recommendation is addressed. 

VI. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

The report must draw overall conclusions based on all the information presented above (findings, outcomes, best practices, lessons learned, recommendations etc.). There must be a clear link between the overall conclusions, the findings and the recommendations.

Annex 4
Guiding principles for evaluation at UNODC
Introduction

These principles for evaluation are a set of guidelines for professional practice of evaluators who undertake evaluations of the activities of UNODC. They should guide the professional practice of evaluators and the evaluation function as well as inform the UNODC, other stakeholders and the general public about the principles that they can expect to be upheld by the professional practice of evaluation in UNODC.

There is a great diversity in the evaluation profession, with practitioners coming into the profession from different training backgrounds, experience, work settings and hence the perceptions about the primary purpose of evaluation is also diverse. Despite this diversity, evaluators should be bound by one common desire “to construct and provide the best possible information and advice that might bear on the value of what is being evaluated”. These principles must foster this primary aim.

Principles

Independence and impartiality

Independence, objectivity and impartiality of evaluators and the evaluation process provides the credibility and legitimacy to the evaluation: 

1. The evaluation process should be independent and impartial with regard to the activities being evaluated and free from any pressure or influence that evaluators may receive in carrying out an evaluation. Impartiality enhances the credibility of evaluation and avoids bias, and independence provides legitimacy and helps to reduce the potential for conflicts of interest. Policy makers and programme managers should not evaluate their own work or manage the evaluation process. The requirement for independence and impartiality must transcend all stages of the evaluation process including planning, formulation of terms of reference and the selection of the evaluation team.  Evaluators should enjoy the full independence in carrying out evaluations. In cases where evaluators are exposed to pressure or influences as to the findings, analysis or conclusions of the evaluation, they should inform the Independent Evaluation Unit at UNODC as soon as possible.  

2. The evaluation process should be independent from programme/project delivery and the management of the activities being evaluated, including the management and administrative structures that are responsible for programme/project delivery. 
3. The institutional and management arrangements at UNODC therefore must ensure the independence of the Evaluation Unit from the line management functions of programme delivery. Impartiality and independence will be achieved by separating the evaluation function from the line management responsible for programme management as well as separating programme line management from evaluation management. 
Stakeholder Participation in Evaluation

Participation of various stakeholders in the evaluation process is paramount.

1. The various stakeholders must participate in the evaluation process in order to ensure that the evaluation findings fully reflect the different interests and needs of the many partners that are involved in the UNODC activities. In this regard, it is important that various stakeholders and other partners participate in the evaluation process by providing their views and interests on the evaluation in question. The terms of reference should address the concerns of all stakeholders. The roles of each stakeholder during the evaluation must be clearly defined. 

2. In the case of the evaluation on activities financed by the extra-budgetary resources, it is particularly important that both donor and recipient countries are involved in the process of evaluation by providing inputs to the formulation of terms of reference. They should also express their views on the impact of the programme/project activities as well as discuss the results of the evaluation. 

Competence

Evaluators should remain competent and rigorous in their practice of evaluation, and fairly represent their competence and experience to UNODC and other stakeholders.

1. Evaluators should possess the education, knowledge, expertise, abilities, skills and experience appropriate to undertake the proposed evaluation of a particular field.

2. Evaluators should professionally represent their competence and should not practice beyond the limits of their professional training and competence. In this regard evaluators should decline to conduct evaluations that fall substantially outside those limits.  

3. Evaluators should continually seek to improve their competences in order to remain relevant and to provide the highest level of performance in their evaluation work. 

Integrity/Honesty

Evaluators must show honesty, integrity, objectivity and fairness in the entire evaluation process. 

1. Evaluators should discuss honestly with the UNODC and other relevant stakeholders issues concerning costs, tasks to be undertaken, limitations of methodology, scope of results likely to be obtained and uses of data resulting from a specific evaluation. It is the primary responsibility of the evaluators to initiate discussions and clarifications on these matters. 

2. Evaluators should record all changes made in the originally agreed evaluation plans and the reasons why the changes were made. If those changes would significantly affect the scope and likely results of the evaluation, the evaluator should inform UNODC Independent Evaluation Unit in a timely fashion of the changes and their likely impact. If the changes are likely to increase the evaluation costs, then authority must be sought from UNODC before the work can proceed. 

3. Evaluators should disclose any roles or relationships they have concerning the activities being evaluated that might pose a significant conflict of interest with their role as an evaluator. Any such relationships that pose potential conflict should be raised with IEU at the time when the assignment is being offered to avoid proceeding with an evaluation where there may be conflict of interests.

4. Evaluators should not misrepresent their findings or views of those they interview. They also should not knowingly make, prepare or certify as true any oral or written statement, which is false, incorrect, misleading or incomplete. Evaluators must always acknowledge or cite sources of information and avoid plagiarism or other unethical behaviour. 

5. Evaluators should not receive any instructions, pressure, or influences from any person, which may distort the objective findings, analysis or conclusions of the evaluation. Evaluators should also enjoy access to any sources of information or data, which they find necessary for the evaluation. They should not be deliberately prevented from such an access, and where this happens they should immediately inform UNODC- IEU. Evaluators should inform UNODC Independent Evaluation Unit in a timely manner if undue pressure is brought to bear on them during an evaluation. 

6. If evaluators determine that certain procedures or activities seem likely to produce misleading evaluative information or conclusions, they have the responsibility to communicate their concerns, and the reasons for them, to UNODC. If discussions with UNODC do not resolve these concerns, so that a misleading evaluation is then implemented, the evaluator may legitimately decline to conduct the evaluation if that is feasible and appropriate. Other alternatives include placing a dissenting cover letter or appendix that explains the circumstances. 

7. Evaluators should only use reasonable criticism and should not attempt to maliciously damage the professional reputation, practice or prospects of professionals whose programmes and projects they evaluate or others in the field of evaluation. Evaluators must avoid using offensive or demeaning language. 

8. All evaluation reports, results and other findings should be held as confidential until released by UNODC. Confidentiality arrangement should extend to the storage and disposal of all information collected. 

Systematic Inquiry

Evaluators conduct systematic, databased inquiries about the activities evaluated. 

1. Evaluators should identify themselves to potential informants or respondents and advise them of the purpose of the evaluation. Normally evaluators should produce some identification or a letter that shows that they have been contracted by UNODC. 

2. The informed consent of those directly providing information should be obtained. They should be advised as to what information will be sought, how the information will be recorded and used, and the likely risk and benefits arising from their participation in the evaluation. In the case of minors and other dependents informed consent should also be sought from parents or guardians. 

3. Evaluators should adhere to the highest professional standards in conducting their work, whether that work is quantitative or qualitative in nature, so as to increase the accuracy and credibility of the evaluative information they produce. 

4. Evaluators should explore with the UNODC about sensitivities when doing fieldwork and ensure that protocol is followed and that the conduct of fieldwork is culturally sensitive, respectful and socially appropriate and acceptable. 

5. An evaluation should ensures that the judgements that are made as a result of the evaluation and any related actions are based on sound and complete information. This principle is particularly important for those evaluations that have the capacity to change the total quantum and/or distribution of programme benefits or costs to stakeholders in the project/programme. 

6. Evaluators should ensure responsible use of information obtained in the course of their evaluation practice, and respect confidentiality undertakings. 

7. If evaluators discover evidence of an unexpected and significant problem with the project/programme under evaluation or related matters, they should report this as soon as possible to the UNODC-IEU unless this constitutes a breach of rights of those concerned. 

8. When presenting their work, evaluators should communicate their methods and approaches accurately and in sufficient detail to allow others to understand, interpret and critique their work. They should also make clear the limitations of an evaluation and its results. Evaluators should discuss in a contextually appropriate way those values, assumptions, theories, methods, results, and analyses that significantly affect the interpretation of the evaluative findings. This principle applies to all aspects of the evaluation. 

9. Evaluation reports should present evidence and conclusions fairly and include sufficient details of their methodology and findings to substantiate their conclusions. Evaluators should report success as well as failures. Relevant information to support findings must be included in a way that does not compromise sources. The findings and conclusions determined by the evaluators should not be amended without the evaluators’ consent.  

Respect for People

Evaluators respect the rights, security, privacy, dignity and self-worth of respondents, programme participants, members of UNODC and other stakeholders with whom they interact. 

1. Evaluators must abide by current professional ethics and standards regarding risks, [harms and burdens] that might be engendered to those participating in the evaluation; regarding informed consent for participating in the evaluation; and regarding informing participants about the scope and limits of confidentiality. 

2. Justified negative or critical conclusions from an evaluation must be explicitly stated, even though evaluations can sometimes produce results that harm the interests of UNODC or other stakeholders. Under these circumstances, evaluators should seek to maximize the lessons learned and reduce any unnecessary damage that might occur, provided this will not compromise the integrity of the evaluation findings. [Evaluators should carefully judge when the benefits from doing the evaluation or in performing certain evaluation procedures should be foregone because of the risks. Where possible, these issues should be anticipated during the negotiation of the evaluation.

3. Evaluators should seek to ensure that those who bear the burdens of contributing data and incurring any risks are doing so willingly, and that they have full knowledge of, and the maximum feasible opportunity to obtain any benefits that may result from the evaluation. 

4. Evaluators should identify and respect differences among participants, such as differences in their nationality, culture, religion, gender, age, sexual orientation and ethnicity, and be mindful of potential implications of these differences when planning, conducting, analysing and reporting their evaluations. 

Responsibility for the interests of the international community 

Evaluators articulate and take into account the diversity of interests and values that may be related to the interests of the international community.  

1. When planning and reporting, evaluators should consider important perspectives and interests, social and cultural environment, the potential impacts of differences and inequalities of the range of regional groups and stakeholders in the activities being evaluated. Evaluators should carefully consider the justification when omitting important value perspectives or the views of important regional groups. 

2. Evaluators should consider not only the immediate operations and outcomes of the activities evaluated, but also the broad assumptions, implications and potential side effects of it. 

3. Evaluators should maintain a balance between the needs of UNODC and those of others. They must strive to meet legitimate needs of UNODC whenever it is feasible and appropriate to do so. However, that relationship can also place evaluators in difficult dilemmas when the client interests conflict with other interests, or when the interests of UNODC conflict with the obligations of evaluators for systematic inquiry, competence, integrity and respect for people. In these cases, evaluators should explicitly identify and discuss the conflicts with UNODC, resolve them when possible, determine whether continued work on the evaluation is advisable if the conflicts cannot be resolved.

Accountability

Evaluators are accountable for the results of the evaluation and for the advice they provide to UNODC and other stakeholders. 

1. Evaluators are accountable for the findings, the analyses and the results of the evaluation as well as recommendations, the resources spent and any other information related to the exercise of the evaluation that they have undertaken. Evaluators will provide information to other stakeholders only through UNODC or relevant contracting partners. 

2. When requested, evaluators should be able to present UNODC with any data and information obtained in the course of the evaluation exercise.  

3. Evaluators are accountable for the quality of advice that they provide to UNODC and other stakeholders. 

Professional Objectivity

Evaluators should maintain professional objectivity when conducting the evaluation.

1. Objectivity is required at all the processes of the evaluation. Evaluators should endeavour to attain the maximum level of objectivity when carrying out evaluations. Conclusions of the evaluations should strictly be based on the factual data and evidence that is collected in a balanced manner.

2. Evaluators should employ an evaluation methodology that allows the collection of data/information, in such a manner that would lead to the most objective analysis and conclusions.  In this regards, evaluators should take due account of the need for balance in the regional, gender and other interest groups whose views are reflected in the evaluation exercise. 

CONCLUSION

These guiding principles must be used together with other UNODC instructions and contracting agreements such as consultant contracts, TORs etc. Further, these guiding principles are subject to revision from time to time to reflect developments and new challenges.

Annex 5 

Evaluation assessment questionnaire

Programme/Project Title:



Programme/ Project Number:



Introduction:

This assessment form must be completed by the evaluator or evaluation team and submitted to the Independent Evaluation Unit.  The purpose of the assessment is to provide information for UNODC evaluation database.  This information will be used to provide an overview of UNODC’s overall performance of programmes and projects. 

Ratings:

The evaluators are required to give a rating to each of the items shown below.  The ratings are on a scale of 1 – 5 (1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest). Ratings are based on the following criteria:  

Excellent 
=
5

Very good
=
4

Good

=
3

Fair

= 
2

Unsatisfactory
= 
1

The ratings must reflect the level of achievement, completion, attainment or impact depending on what is being measured.  These ratings are base on the findings of the evaluation and hence are a translation of the evaluation results.

	A.
	Quality Performance Items
	Ratings

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.
	Project Design (clarity, logic, coherence)
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Appropriateness of overall strategy
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	Achievement of objectives
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Prerequisites fulfilment by Government
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	Adherence to Project Duration
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Adherence to Budget
	
	
	
	
	


	B.
	Implementation
	Ratings

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7.
	Quality and timeliness of UNODC inputs
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	Quality and timeliness of Government inputs
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	Quality and timelineness of Third Party inputs
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	UNODC HQ Support (administration, management, backstopping)
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	UNODC FO Support (administration, management, backstopping)
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	Executing Agency Support
	
	
	
	
	


	C.
	Results
	Ratings

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13.
	Achievement  of results
	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	Timeliness and quality of results
	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	Attainment, timeliness and quality of outputs
	
	
	
	
	

	16.
	Programme/project impact
	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	Sustainability of results/benefits
	
	
	
	
	


	D.
	Recommendations
	Ratings

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	18.
	Continue/extend no modifications
	
	
	
	
	

	19.
	Continue with modifications (minor, extensive)
	
	
	
	
	

	20.
	Complete Project Revision
	
	
	
	
	

	21.
	Terminate
	
	
	
	
	


	D.
	Recommendations
	Ratings

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	22.
	Continue/extend no modifications
	
	
	
	
	

	23.
	Continue with modifications (minor, extensions)
	
	
	
	
	

	24.
	Complete Project Revision
	
	
	
	
	

	25.
	Terminate
	
	
	
	
	


	E.
	Comments

(provide relevant explanations as well as issues of clarification, replicability, best practices etc.)




Annex 6

Guidelines for Inception Reports

An Inception Report summarizes the review of documentation undertaken by an evaluator mandated by UNODC and specifies the evaluation methodology determining thereby the exact focus and scope of the exercise, including the evaluation questions. Consequently, the evaluator is expected to deliver an Inception Report as one of the key deliverables, which is shared with the project management, the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) and the Core Learning Partners (CLP)
. 

The following template serves the evaluator or evaluation team in preparing the Inception Report, which is not to exceed six pages. Proceed by elaborating on each point of the document by addressing the guiding comments in the grey textboxes. Delete the text boxes afterwards

The Inception Report is already the first step towards the Final Report. It will be shared for comments with the project management, IEU and CLP. The evaluator will discuss and consider these comments for inclusion. 











Date:










        Date:



Inception Report

for

Final or Mid Term Evaluation

Project/Programme Number

Project Title

Country

Report of the Evaluation Team

Names, Titles

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime

Vienna

Table of Content

I. Introduction











A. Background and Context











B. Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation

II. Methodology

A Evaluation Questions 

B. Indicators

C. Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

D. Sampling

E. Preliminary Findings

F. Limitations

III. Work Plan

IV. Logistics and Support

Annexes

I. Work Plan (mandatory)

II. Evaluation Matrix (mandatory)

III. Terms of Reference (mandatory)

IV. Documents reviewed (mandatory)

V. Draft Data collection instruments (mandatory)



Questionnaires (if used)

Interview Questions (if used)

Abbreviations and Acronyms

ToR



Terms of Reference

UNODC


United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime

I. Introduction

A. Background and Context

commence writing here
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B. Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation
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II. Methodology

A. Evaluation Questions
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B. Indicators
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C. Methods of Data Collection and Data Analysis

commence writing here
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D. Sampling
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Summarize all content presented so far in the section “II. Methodology” in the matrix tables

(Annex Section of this document)

E. Preliminary Findings

commence writing here


[image: image7]
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III. Work Plan

commence writing here


[image: image9]
IV. Logistics and Support
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Work Plan

	Evaluation phases
	Deliverables
	Responsible person
	Location
	Timeline/unit days

	
	
	
	
	

	Data Analysis
	Inception Report
	Consultant
	Home Based
	7 days

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Relevance

	Main Evaluation Question
	Specific Evaluation Question
	Indicator
	Data Source
	Data Collection Method
	Sampling
	Method of Data Analysis
	Limitation/Risk

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Effectiveness
	Main Evaluation Question
	Specific Evaluation Question
	Indicator
	Data Source
	Data Collection Method
	Sampling
	Method of Data Analysis
	Limitation/Risk

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Efficiency

	Main Evaluation Question
	Specific Evaluation Question
	Indicator
	Data Source
	Data Collection Method
	Sampling
	Method of Data Analysis
	Limitation/Risk

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Impact

	Main Evaluation Question
	Specific Evaluation Question
	Indicator
	Data Source
	Data Collection Method
	Sampling
	Method of Data Analysis
	Limitation/Risk

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Inception Report: Structure and Content


(details in these Guidelines/Template)








Cover





Table of Content





Abbreviations and Acronyms




















I. Introduction





	A. Background and Context (sketched)


	


B. Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation


	











II. Methodology


	


	A. Evaluation Questions 





B. Indicators





C. Methods of Data Collection and Analysis





D. Sampling





	E. Preliminary Findings





F. Limitations to the Evaluation





	


III. Work Plan





IV. Logistics and Support


	


Annexes (example)





	I.   Work Plan (mandatory)


	II.  Evaluation Matrix (mandatory)


	III. Terms of Reference (mandatory)


	IV. Documents reviewed (mandatory)


	V.  Draft Data collection instruments (mandatory)		Questionnaires (if used)


		Interview Questions (if used)


		….





Final Report: Structure and Content


(see Annex V of the UNODC Evaluation Handbook for details)








Cover





Table of Content





Abbreviations and Acronyms





Summary Matrix of Findings, Supporting Evidences and 


Recommendations





Executive Summary





I. Introduction





	A. Background and Context (in detail)


	


B. Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation


	


C. Executing Modalities of the Programme 


     or Project (in detail)


	


D. Methodology





E. Limitations to the Evaluation








II. Major Findings and Analysis





III. Outcomes, impact and Sustainability





IV. Lessons Learned and Best Practices





V. Recommendations





VI. Conclusions





Annexes (example)





	- Terms of Reference (mandatory)


	- Work Plan (mandatory)


- Interview Guidelines (if used)


	- List of Persons interviewed and field 


   visit schedule (mandatory)


- Evaluation Assessment Questionnaire    


   (mandatory)


	- Data collection instruments (mandatory)		    	Questionnaires (if used)


	    	Interview Questions (if used)





		





Briefly sketch the overall concept and design of the project or programme. Include information such as the project background, project objective, project timeframe and invested resources. If multiple actors are involved in the process, please specify who and to which extend.





Clearly and thoroughly state, in line with the Terms of Reference, the purpose of the evaluation (objective) and its scope (geographical coverage/time period covered).





Usually, the ToR already provide a set of Evaluation Questions. They are not to be regarded as exhaustive and are meant to guide the evaluator in finding an appropriate evaluation methodology. Consequently, proposed Evaluation Questions can be further elaborated.





Usually the Project Document or other project-related sources studied in the Desk Review already provide a set of Indicators. If regarded as feasible, develop new Indicators or specify already existing Indicators for the Evaluation Questions. Please make sure that all indicators match the SMART criteria (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, time bound).





Introduce all data collection methods you plan to implement in the field (e.g. questionnaires, surveys, interviews, direct observation). Methods that will assess the counterfactual should be preferred where possible. In your elaboration, group methods to the evaluation questions they address. Further explain, how you plan to triangulate the data. As a final step, introduce the methods of data analysis that will be applied when processing the obtained data sets.





Elaborate on the sampling techniques that will be applied for the different data collection methods (for example Random Sampling/Stratified Random Sampling or Broad-Based Sampling). Critically discuss, if the chosen sample size is statistical relevant and what sampling errors might occur.


Critically discuss the sampling methods used by the evaluator/evaluation team.





Elaborate comprehensively on the results of the desk study and other preparatory work carried out to this point. Where already possible, present the findings in context to the presented evaluation methodology. Focus especially on any relevant findings in fields not or only indirectly addressed by the ToR.





Present and give reasons for risks and limitations of the evaluation framework based on the applied methodology and the information obtained and analysed so far. Also try, as accurately as possible, to deduce the consequences for and anticipated shortcomings of the Final Evaluation Report from these risks and limitations. If possible, make propositions how these risks and shortcomings can be overcome (e.g. through more resources, more time in the field, evaluation team composition).





Develop a timeline which shows the evaluation phases (data collection, data analysis, and reporting) with their key deliverables. Also give reference in this paragraph of the Inception Report to the evaluation team composition and the distribution of duties and responsibilities.


If the ToR themselves propose a timeline, propositions and reasons for amendments can be presented in this section together with a short report in how far the work of the evaluator/evaluation team has proceeded according to the proposed timeframe.





Specify responsibilities and deliverables for each evaluation phase as accurately as possible.





Summarize the work plan in a matrix:


Find the corresponding spreadsheet (which provides examples) in the Annex section of this document.








During his/her mandate, the evaluator will rely on infrastructure and expertise of UNODC. This applies to his/her work in the field; UNODC, especially the IEU, will provide as much assistance as possible to facilitate the evaluation.


Please specify all assistance needed in addition to that which is already listed in the ToR.





Work Plan (mandatory)


Evaluation Matrix (madatory)


Terms of Reference (mandatory)


Documents reviewed (mandatory)


Draft Data collection instruments (mandatory)		





Questionnaires (if used)


		


Interview Questions (if used)


		…








� How the Inception Report interrelates with a typical UNODC Evaluation Process is presented comprehensively in a table which can be found in the UNODC Handbook of Evaluation as ANNEX XYZ.








