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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
UNODC’s annual Evaluation Quality Assessment (EQA) Synthesis report provides an overview of the
quality of all published independent evaluations commissioned by the agency each year. Each
evaluation report is reviewed and assessed using an EQA template that aligns with UNODC and UNEG
norms and standards for evaluations. The template is reviewed on an annual basis to improve its
functionality and to incorporate new and emerging good evaluation practice. There were a number of
adjustments made to this tool in 2020, including the addition of elements to capture evaluation
complexity, disability inclusion, and environmental considerations.
A total of 11 evaluations were reviewed in 2020. Three were in-depth evaluations and seven were
independent project evaluations. The reports covered most of UNODC’s subject areas, with the most
frequent being Countering Transnational Organized Crime, distantly followed by those addressing
Justice. All of the evaluations included gender as a cross-cutting theme. The majority (73%) were
determined to be complex evaluations due to the type of intervention(s) being assessed, the nature of
stakeholder engagement, or the environment in which they were conducted.
Overall, the 2020 evaluation reports were well done and generally conformed to the OECD-DAC and
UNEG norms for evaluation practice. Of the 11 reports, four (36%) received a Very Good rating, six
reports (55%) were rated as Good, and one report was rated as Fair. The number of Very Goodreports
was lower than in 2019. However, the relatively low number of evaluations commissionedin 2020, the
changes to the EQA template, the high number of complex interventions evaluated, and the additional
challenges of conducting robust assessments during the COVID-19 pandemic all limit direct
comparability with previous years.
In respect to the ten sections of criteria within the EQA template, the strengths found in 2019 have
carried over to 2020. These include Reliability of Data, Findings, Conclusions, and Lessons Learned. The
2020 reports are notable for showing improvements in the scores for Gender Equalityand Empowerment
of Women (GEEW) that are part of UN-SWAP reporting with nine (82%) of reports scoring seven or higher
– meaning that these Meet Requirements for UN-SWAP. UNODC evaluationreports continue to follow
formatting standards; this and the increasing number of useful visual aids assist in readability.
Weaker areas observed in some reports tended to be found in elements within the sections of:
Context, Purpose, Scope; Design and Methodology; Recommendations; and Executive Summary. In a
minority of cases this was due to persistent issues such as evaluations not being guided by atheory or
change or logic model, minimal descriptions of methods of data analysis, no discussion of stakeholder
involvement in the development of recommendations, or exceeding the preferred number of pages.
However, there were also issues with some of the new elements introduced in the EQA template
including (i) referencing use of UNEG’s Ethical Code of Conduct for Evaluators,
(ii) use of rights-based terminology, iii) consideration of No One Left Behind and, within this, peoplewith
disabilities, and; iv) consideration of the physical environment.
Recommendations for the IES to consider include:
1. Providing brief guidance for evaluators and evaluation managers on the newly introduced
elements of the EQA template.
2. Consider moving and further developing the recommendations matrix currently found in
the Executive Summary to the main report.
3. Minimizing further adjustments to the EQA template for the next 1-2 years.
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INTRODUCTION
The Independent Evaluation Section (IES) is leading and guiding evaluations in order to provide objective
information on the performance of United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC). Evaluation is one of
the key factors in the Secretary-General’s UN reforms that were considered by the General Assembly in 2019.1
While most evaluations in the Secretariat are done by the Office of Internal Oversite Services (OIOS), only a few
entities considered to be part of the Secretariat have independent evaluation offices. UNODC is one these and
its progress in undertaking quality evaluations is an important contribution to the larger effort.
As a member of the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), the IES is following its Norms and Standards. IES's
work is based on three pillars: 1) National Evaluation Capacity Building and SDGs; 2) Evaluation results; 3)
Evaluation knowledge products, communication and innovation.
As part of its efforts to ensure the office’s independent evaluations (pillar 2) are providing credible information
to inform planning processes, the IES has commissioned independent evaluation quality assessments of
evaluation reports produced since 2014. The IES also seeks to improve evaluation practice and to create better
mechanisms for tracking and using the knowledge gained from evaluations as part of ongoing organizational
learning.
Building on the previous Evaluation Quality Assessment (EQA) report, this document synthesizes the EQA results
of all published UNODC evaluation reports in 2020 (the list of reports is provided in Annex 1) and makes
comparisons with EQAs since 2014/15.
This assignment was carried out from mid-January 2021 to end-March of 2021 by two independent consultants
- Ann Sutherland (Team Leader) and John Mathiason (Team Member). Both have extensive experience in
conducting evaluations and meta-evaluations for international organizations. They are Director and Board
Chair, respectively, for DeftEdge Corporation (formerly AIMS).

1

Eighth progress report on the accountability system in the United Nations Secretariat: strengthening accountability
under the new management paradigm (A/73/688)
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METHODOLOGY
EQA Template: The first deliverable on the annual evaluation quality assessment review was to assess the EQA
template used for the 2019 reports and to propose any needed modifications.

The changes, more substantial than in previous years, were mostly informed by recommendations from the
UNODC 2019 EQA Synthesis Report and implemented in agreement with IES. They affected 20 questions and
the weightings of two sections. In nine cases, the wording was sharpened to further clarify the intent of the
question. In six cases, questions were combined as part of efforts to shorten the EQA tool. However, another
three questions were added. Two of these were pulled out of other questions to better highlight their
importance: i) on stakeholders, their role and linkages, ii) on methods of analysis. Another was a new area,
Innovation, introduced to recognize and encourage evaluations using innovative practice in design or sharing
of results. In another six cases, elements were added to existing questions to reflect emerging areas of emphasis
and good practice in UN evaluations – i) use of UNEG ethical standards in evaluation processes and adherence
to UNEG ethical obligations for evaluators, ii) use of rights-based terminology, iii) consideration of No One Left
Behind and, within this, people with disabilities; iv) consideration of the physical environment, and; v) the
addition of the new OECD/DAC criterion of Coherence. Structural changes were also made to the template.
Consideration of evaluation Scope was moved from the Methodology section to the section on Context and
Purpose. A more significant change was to the section weightings. The weighting for Methodology was
increased from 10% to 15% of the overall score, and the weighting for Findings was reduced from 30% to 25%.
The overall effect of these changes has been to raise the bar for what are considered high quality evaluations.
The final version of the template used for the 2020 review is attached as Annex 2.
2020 EQA Process: The reviewers then examined the quality of all of the evaluation reports published during
2020. The total number of evaluations for the year was 11. Three were in-depth evaluations and eight were
independent project evaluations. One area that was rated more thoroughly this year was Assessment of the
Integration of GEEW which are used for UN- SWAP reporting. The UN-SWAP ratings guidance, which has a total
of 13 sub-criteria for the three GEEW criteria, was included in the template. Although the UNODC evaluations
were not rated according to each of the sub-criteria, they were used as general guidance for the reviews and,
as such, they did facilitate a somewhat more rigorous assessment of GEEW than in previous years.
Limitations: There are two limitations in presenting this analysis, particularly in drawing comparisons with
previous years. One is the small number of evaluation reports which enables a single evaluation report to have
a significant impact on average ratings. The second is the adjustments made to the template each year which
have an impact on comparability, particularly for this year when the changes have been more substantial. As
such, the cumulative ratings of any one year are not necessarily indicative of an overall trend. It is also important
to recognize that most 2020 evaluations were conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic which added to the
challenges of conducting robust processes.
Consideration of HRGE and Disability, SDGs and Environment: The reviewers were requested to pay specific
attention to the extent to which these four themes were considered as part of evaluation processes. This report
includes a separate section on each theme.
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FINDINGS
2020 EQA Ratings
Overall, the 2020 evaluation reports were well done. Figure 1 shows that of the 11 reports, four (36%)
received a Very Good rating and six reports (55%) were rated as Good. There was one report rated as Fair
and none were Unsatisfactory.
Even though most were rated relatively highly (90% or
higher), this was less than in 2018 and 2019 as can be
seen in Figure 2. Figure 3 shows that the percent of Very
Good reports decreased from 2019 but is still higher than
in previous years. The decrease from 2019 can be partly
attributed to the changes made in the current template
that made achieving a very high score more difficult and
to the increased challenges of conducting a robust
evaluation process during the pandemic.
It is also feasible that the percent of Very Good
evaluations in 2019 was an anomaly, particularly given the relatively small sample size for both years.

While the quality of evaluations has improved substantially over time, Table 1 also shows that the number of
commissioned evaluations has decreased substantially in both 2019 and 2020 compared with the period
between 2016 – 2018 when there was an average of over 16 evaluations each year.
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Table 2 shows the scores by type of report: Independent Project Evaluations (midterm and final) and
programmatic In-depth Evaluations. The mid-term In-depth Evaluation was Very Good as were three of the
Independent Project finals. A notable change from 2019 is the difference in the number of In-depth and
Independent Evaluations (figure 4). Of the 11 evaluations in 2019, 82% were In-depth and 18% were
Independent. In 2020, those percentages were 27 and 73 respectively. Another difference from last year is that
both of the 2020 In-depth Final Evaluations were rated as Good, while in 2019, five of the seven of these
evaluations were Very Good.
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The type of evaluation is one factor in assigning the budget for the evaluation. In 2020, the cost of the evaluation
ranged from USD 26,000 to 200,000 for interventions that ranged from USD 300,000 to almost USD 73,000,000.
There was not a clear connection between the evaluation budget and the quality rating of the evaluation
although the lower rated report did have a smaller budget.
Table 3 shows the scores by subject area. A given project could be in several subject areas, so the total is larger
than the number of evaluations. There were too few reports in any of the subject areas to draw conclusive
findings about which had the strongest reports, although those that addressed transnational organized crime
and those that addressed technical cooperation and field support tended to have higher ratings.

Table 4 looks at the ratings by criteria in 2019 and 2020. It shows that the drop in scores in 2020 were seen mostly
in Structure and in Design & Methodology. These are both areas where there were more substantial changes to the
template. The new expectations for Structure are of use of rights-based terminology and reference to UNEG ethical
standards and obligations for evaluators are required). Within Design and Methodology are the new requirements
for describing the application of ethical safeguards, for being more specific about methods of data analysis, and for
introducing innovative elements to the evaluation.
Table 4 also shows that scores were lower in 2020 for Consideration of GEEW, and this would align with the
somewhat more rigorous review of the GEEW criteria this year. However, as can be seen in section 3.4 Mainstreaming
Gender and Human Rights, the average scores for UN-SWAP were actually higher in 2020. This is due to the EQA
template assigning Very Good for GEEW scores of 8 or 9 (9 being the highest rating). In 2020 only two reports had
GEEW scores of 8 or 9, with six reports having scores of 7.
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General Strengths and Improvements of the 2020 Evaluation Reports
As has been the case in previous years, the 2020 reports were mostly well done and generally conformed to
the DAC and UNEG norms for evaluation practice. On the whole, the strengths found in 2019 have carried over
to 2020. These include Reliability of Data, Findings, Conclusions, and Lessons Learned. Table 5 shows the full
range of ratings for each criterium in the 2020 reports. Nine of the 11 reports (89%) rated Good or Very Good
in eight of the ten sections.

In spite of the limitations on conducting evaluations during the pandemic, most evaluators were able to carry out
reasonably robust data collection. An example of where this is noted in EQA summary statements include:
•

GLOZ82 - Notable elements of the methodology include the number of data collection methods, the
quantitative results drawn from the KIIs, and the extensive number of stakeholders consulted even
when planned field missions were cancelled due to the pandemic.

•

GMCP - The evaluation uses all of the main tools in the data collection methods including extensive
use of a survey, coupled with observations.

•

Southeast Asia RP - The evaluation included extensive data collection, gender was well integrated
throughout the process, and there was very good use of visual aids to convey key information.

Another practice that stands out is the clear format of the reports. Evaluators are using or following the UNODC
report template, and this is particularly helpful in the Findings section where the evaluation questions are clearly
highlighted, and a concise summary of findings presented, for each criterium.
Also important to highlight, is the continued increase in use of visual aids to explain aspects of the intervention,
the evaluation process, and evaluation results. Two good practice examples are provided below. Figure 5
succinctly shows the links the Southeast Asia Regional Programme’s nine activity areas have to the specific
drivers of instability in the region, including corruption and fragile state institutions. Figure 6, from the GLOZ32
evaluation report, goes beyond presenting the average results of survey questions to also depict the mean and
range of responses.
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Weaker Areas of the 2020 Evaluation Reports
Context, Purpose, Scope: This section had the highest number of reports scoring less than Good. This was largely
because the evaluations did not describe the programme or project being evaluated in specific enough terms
to be clear what results were expected to be achieved and therefore evaluated. One element that was noted,
as in the past, was the absence of a clear theory of change or logic model in some reports that would be
summarized in the text (and often also shown in detail as an annex). The logic model specifies the results that
were promised by the programme or project that the evaluation should measure, mostly in terms of the
criterion of effectiveness. In several cases, the relevant SDGs were not identified and/or their connection to the
intervention was not discussed. In some reports there was insufficient clarity about the main stakeholders
involved in the intervention, including their roles and linkages. This is where a brief stakeholder mapping
process can be helpful.

On the other hand, some evaluations did well in either developing a programme theory when one didn’t exist
or improving upon it. The UNDA Evaluation was notable in this regard. The evaluators assessed and revised the
project’s results matrix and then proposed a comprehensive theory of change that showed how higher-level
results linked to SDG 11 and 16 and included specific assumptions and risks. These tools were then well-used in
10

the analysis process.
Design and Methodology: While many reports were strong in multiple aspects of this section, none had a Very
Good rating. There was considerable variation in the question ratings as shown in Table 6. Worth mentioning
are those where 50% or more of the reports were not Yes, and where ratings of No appeared. One case is b.,
which asks about methods being human rights and gender-responsive, and the main problem was ethical
safeguards not being described. There were also issues with d., which asks about methods of analysis. Although
in one case data analysis was not mentioned at all, the more common concerns are that analysis is only
mentioned for one type of data or that the process is identified but not explained. An example of an EQA
comment for this situation is: “Data analysis practices were noted as including team discussions, media analysis,
process tracing and contribution analysis. It would be helpful to have more information on how these approaches
were applied.” Question g. about stakeholder participation also had reports that rated No. This wasdue to there
being no mention of the CLPs and their roles in the evaluation process.

The range of ratings in these questions is more evident in a new element, f. “Innovative practice is used to
improve the quality of evaluation process.” Most evaluations use what could be called standard methodology
and the use of “innovative practice” in evaluation design, implementation, or reporting of results is encouraged
by UNODC. Innovation is broadly defined; it can be exemplified in a number of different ways and examples are
given in the template. Practices identified as innovative in EQAs comments for 2020 reports included:
•

“Innovative practice is evident in respect to the evaluators having to find ways to conduct the
evaluation remotely. Although the approach was standard, they did have to be persistent to reach
the range of stakeholder groups.”

•

“Innovation is shown in use of visuals to succinctly depict the somewhat complex architecture,
activities, linkages, and findings of the RP and CPs. For example, diagram 8 which shows UNODC
activities mapped against the regional drivers of instability and table 4 which shows the extent the
11

RP and CPs meet criteria for sustainability.”
•

“Notable elements of this evaluation include the number of data collection methods used and
extensive number of stakeholders consulted even when field missions were cancelled, and well as
the large number of visuals used throughout. The evaluation also looked at innovation within the
programme.”

Recommendations: This is another area where some weakness was shown. As in 2019, most evaluations were
rated as “Good” rather than “Very Good”, although in 2020, only one evaluation had a “Very Good” rating for
recommendations. Table 7 shows there are two questions where issues are more apparent. One is “d. Are
clustered and prioritized, and clearly identify who is responsible and timeframe for action.” Although the
responsible party was usually noted, there was less consistency in reports addressing clustering and/or
prioritizing, and timeframe.

Another contributing factor to lower scores here is that most evaluations do not e., reflect stakeholders’
consultations. The key is for the evaluation to describe how consultations, particularly on draft
recommendations, take place. This means more than stating that there is a CLP, but rather describing how the
group was engaged.

Executive Summary: This section has the biggest range of ratings for all sections. Executive Summaries are
important elements of an evaluation report since they are intended to provide information for users who do
not want to read the full report. That is one reason that their length is specified as four pages for UNODC and
that they should contain a brief summary of the programme or project being evaluated, the methodology used,
the main findings, the conclusions, and a summary of recommendations. The problem is sometimes one or
more of these elements, especially methodology, are not included, or are too long. A good executive summary
reads like a story about the evaluation. There was only one “unsatisfactory” executive summary (noted above)
because it did not include i) Purpose, including intended audience(s); ii) Objectives and brief description of
intervention; iii) Methodology). Another issue is that the intended audience for the evaluation is often not
specified.

The recommendations themselves are in a separate matrix which is not counted in the length, and often runs
over two pages with considerable blank space, mainly due to the formatting used with separate columns for
findings, data sources, and recommendations. Another common issue seen with the matrices is that text in the
column for data sources is often generically stated as "interviews, desk review, field observation", and with the
same information appearing for each recommendation. For that column to be meaningful, the sources should
be a bit more tailored, for example, by specific stakeholder group and type of documents.

Mainstreaming Human Rights and Gender Considerations
Human rights in the broadest sense were mentioned in all of the evaluations. This was mostly in the findings,
since human rights is mainstreamed and therefore there was usually a section that described what was found
generally. In only four evaluations was there a discussion of human rights in the conclusions and in only two
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evaluations (XAMX59 – Human Trafficking in Arab States and GLOZ31 – Fishnet) were there recommendations
about dealing with human rights.
On the specific issue of disability as a rights issue, which is growing in importance, only two evaluations had a
specific mention. One of these was MEXX48 – Human Trafficking in Mexico, where there were some 11
mentions in the general category of vulnerable groups. The other was GLOZ82 on Implementation of the Doha
Declaration: Towards the promotion of a culture of lawfulness, where there were four. In the latter evaluation,
one recommendation was that “UDP should continue adopting a more nuanced approach to human rights,
gender and vulnerable groups. Relatedly, UDP also needs to extend the same considerations to other vulnerable
groups (for instance internally displaced persons, refugees, persons with disabilities) maintaining effortstowards
gender equality and gender mainstreaming.”
All evaluation reports are rated specifically on the extent to which they meet the UN-SWAP criteria. The SWAP
tool assesses the extent to which gender equality and the empowerment of women (GEEW) is integrated into
evaluation processes. Each criterion is rated on a scale of 0 - 3 with 0 being awarded when there is no integration
of gender, 1 when gender issues are partially integrated, 2 when it is satisfactorily integrated, and 3 when
gender is fully integrated.
Table 8 shows that the average scores for considering GEEW have continued to hover around 7.0. As with the
previous three years, all UNODC evaluation reports have included specific sub-sections on Human Rights &
Gender or mainstreamed GEEW into multiple criteria under Findings. Although fullmainstreaming of gender may
be held up as the gold standard, the provision of a sub-section on GEEW has been a factor to ensure that the
issue is always considered in UNODC evaluation reports and, in many cases, itappears that GEEW has been more
fully assessed when it is done in a dedicated section.
Table 8: Average scores for the integration of GEEW (UN-SWAP)2

Table 8 shows that most evaluators are integrating GEEW into the evaluation scope (or objectives) as well as
the questions and indicators. This is an improvement from the 2019 reports when just three of the 11 reports
rated as Fully Integrated here with the remainder rating as Satisfactorily Integrated. On the other hand, the
2020 reports did not perform quite as well as in 2019 on the last criterium where gender-related findings are
expected to be carried through into the conclusions and recommendations.
Table 9: Number of reports achieving scoring requirements for each criterion
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Table 10 provides the overall EQA rating and the GEEW category scores for each report. It shows that nine of
the eleven reports from 2020 Met Requirements (which is the highest category). The cumulative GEEW score
for the 2020 reports is 7.0 which shows that, overall, UNODC evaluations Met Requirements.
Table 10: GEEW scores by evaluation report

Observations about the way that each criterium was addressed in the 2020 evaluations are as follows:
Design (Scope and Indicators): There was a notable improvement in this sub-criterion with scores increasing by
almost half a point (from 2.27 in 2019 to 2.6). All evaluation teams incorporated GEEW into the evaluation
design by including gender-related questions and dedicating a section of the findings to HRGE issues. To achieve
Fully Integrated, gender needed to be reflected in the objectives and/or scope of the evaluation (this was done
in seven reports) and show that gender-related data was collected. However, it was not always possible to see
if gender-related indicators were specified, given that logical frameworks or evaluation matrixes were not
consistently included in the reports.

2

In 2018 the number of UN-SWAP criteria were reduced from four to three.
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Methodology: Scores for this sub-question showed a slight increase from the previous year. To fully align with
UN-SWAP guidance, it should be clear that the evaluation process was HRGE-responsive - for example a mixedmethods appropriate to evaluating GEEW was used, a diverse range of data sources and processes was
employed to enable triangulation, an appropriate diversity of stakeholder affected by the intervention was
consulted, and ethical practices were followed to facilitate safe participation of all.

In 2020, nine of the 11 (90%) reports reflected practices to show consideration of gender in the methodology
section beyond having one or more gender-related question). In all reports the stakeholders consulted as part
of the evaluation were gender disaggregated. Six reports noted that gender was integrated in the evaluation
processes and provided some explanation of how this was done. One report had a standalone paragraph that
was more explicit about how a gender-responsive approach was applied and in this case a gender expert was
part of the evaluation team (GMCP Evaluation). This was one of five reports that showed evaluation participants
disaggregated by gender and stakeholder group which is particularly helpful in demonstrating the extent of
diversity within the consultation process.
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations: To fully align with UN-SWAP guidance here, there should be
reference to GEEW dimensions of the context of the intervention, there should be a solid analysis of the extent
to which gender was taken up by the intervention within the findings section (and women’s perspectives should
be evident), and the issue raised should be carried through to the conclusions and recommendations.

All of the evaluation reports included gender-related findings, although the level of analysis varied. Reports that
were noted in the EQAs to be strong in this regard included GLOT60, GMCP, Southeast Asia RP, and MEXX48.
Nine reports mention gender in the conclusions (although most quite briefly), and eight also had gender related
recommendations.
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Assessing Contributions to SDGs
As one of the means of linking UNODC activities to the broader context of the Sustainable Development Goals,
the evaluations were rated in terms of the SDGs or SDG targets to which they were related. Table 11 shows the
SDG targets that were addressed in the eleven evaluations. As can be seen, there was considerable coverage
and all 11 dealt with SDG 16, for which UNODC is the UN system lead. Also, SDG 17 was dealt with by most of
the evaluations, focusing on implementation measures.
Table 11. SDG Targets Covered by UNODC Evaluations, by Type, 2020

The Environment
The physical environment is another area where connections with UNODC work are related and where
evaluation practice itself can be examined. The 2020 EQA template attempted to capture the extent to which
both aspects were reflected in the evaluations. Environment is not a new phenomenon within UNODC
programming, but it is one that is growing because of the importance of climate change and connections
between that and crime prevention. In 2020, four evaluations discussed the connection with the physical
environment, mostly because of the projects being evaluated. One of these, on maritime crime, had references
to this in the context of the SDGs. Another, on Fishnet, had a whole section of findings that "Illegal commercial
fishing is one of the world’s most serious and complex transnational environmental crimes." The evaluation of
the programme on transnational organized crime noted that “Member States have access to relevant tools,
services and easy-to-understand information in order to address emerging crimes, such as trafficking in cultural
property, cybercrime and trafficking in organs and environmental crimes, within the framework of the UNTOC.”
The environmental impact of evaluation processes was not discussed in the 2020 reports even though there
was much less travel this year and an increased reliance on remote methods of data collection. The lack of
reference to this topic was undoubtedly due to it being a newly introduced element to the EQAs and limited
availability of relevant guidance.
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Evaluation Complexity
Based on a review of the complexity of UNODC evaluations in 2019-2020, the 2020 EQA template included a
basic checklist to capture whether one or more of the following categories of factors may have made the
evaluation process particularly challenging to undertaken. These were:
1.
The intervention itself is complex. For example, it may have multiple and interacting
components (such as training, advisory support, intergovernmental aspects), be implemented in
multiple countries and levels, or the results chain may be multi-faceted or unclear.
2.
The composition of stakeholders creates complexity. Development partners, other duty
bearers and rights-holders may have different agendas, requirements, expectations, levels of trust, or
understandings of the intervention that have to be included in the evaluation, taking up additional time
and requiring more complex analysis. Similarly, the number, distribution, and languages of beneficiaries
may create issues for sampling that need to be addressed in an environment in which resources for
evaluation are limited.
3.
The environment in which the intervention takes place involves challenges and risks that add
complexity to, and possibly disrupt or curtail, the evaluation process. For example, the dynamic and
adaptive nature of the issues UNODC is mandated to address often necessitate revisions to the design
of interventions which the evaluation then has to take into account. As well, there are cases where
interventions are implemented over an extended timeframe, and in environments with frequent staff
rotations, making it difficult to access key informants. In some cases, there may be a need for extensive
mitigation to address the probability of risks in data collection in places where the safety of stakeholders
and/or evaluators is a concern.
In reviewing the 2020 reports, the EQA review discerned that one or more of these factors was evident in at
least eight of the evaluations as shown in table 11. Five evaluations were of complex interventions. As can be
gleaned from their titles, these were of broad global programmes of challenging issues (GLOZ82, FishNET),
notably ambitious (GLOT60), and/or included multiple interventions bundled into one evaluation object (RP for
Southeast Asia, GMCP). Two evaluations were noted as being complex because of the environment in which
they were conducted (security issues related to data collection), and one because of the nature of stakeholder
involvement (UNDA). It is possible that there were fewer cases of environmental and stakeholdercomplexity in
2020 due to travel restrictions.
Table 12 also shows the overall EQA rating for each report. As was the case in 2019, this limited sample does
not suggest a link between complexity and the quality of evaluations (although the three Very Good
evaluations involved complexity).
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Table 12: Factors Noted as Increasing the Complexity of 2020 Evaluations
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The recommendation for IES to consider are as follows:
Guidance for the newly introduced EQA elements of innovation, rights-based terminology, disability inclusion,
and environment: It would likely be helpful to have a brief guidance note as an accompaniment to the template
to flag and briefly explain new elements to evaluators and evaluation managers.
Requirements for the presentation of recommendations: The need for the summary matrix should be revisited.
It can often be quite long, in some cases more than doubling the overall page length of the Executive Summary.
An alternative would be to extend the allowable number of pages for the Executive Summary from four to five
in order for recommendations to be presented in text form. A template (or specific directions) could instead be
included in the main recommendations section of the report to help guide good practice there – with specified
space for timeframe, priority, to whom directed, link to or summary statement of relevant findings/conclusions,
operational suggestions, etc. If the matrix is kept then, to be meaningful, the sources should be more tailored,
for example, by specific stakeholder group and type of documents.
Changes to the template: Since there were multiple changes made to the 2020 template it is suggested that,
for the next year, substantive adjustments be kept to a minimum and only be made where additional
clarification is needed or where functional aspects can be improved. One functional change to consider is that
the section rating for the GEEW section be changed to align with the UN-SWAP ratings of Fully Met,
Satisfactorily Met, etc.

19

Annex 1
List of evaluations reviewed
All reports are published on UNODC website at www.unodc.org/unodc/en/evaluation/reports.html

Project Number

Project Title

GLOT60

Support to the work of the Conference of the Parties to the UNTOC
Convention

QZA-15/0519 (GLOZ31
and GLOG80)

Mid-term Evaluation of the Fisheries Crime Imitative 'FishNET'

GLO/Z82

Implementation of the Doha declaration: Towards the promotion of a
culture of lawfulness

GLOX99,
GLOZ06,
GLOW63,
GLOZ81,
GLOZ80, XEAX94

Global Maritime Crime Programme

Regional Programme for Southeast Asia (including Country Programme
Myanmar and Country Programme Indonesia)
MEXX48

Asistencia técnica a México para la implementación del Protocolo de
Palermo contra la trata de personas

UNDA-2019-001 -

Evidence-based policies for improved community safety in Latin
American and African cities

XAMX59

The Arab Initiative to Build National Capacities to Combat Human
Trafficking in the Arab Countries

XEEZ84

Action on Measuring and Assessing Organized Crime in the Western
Balkans

GLOZ31

Global Programme for Combating Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic
Toolkit
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Annex 2
UNODC EQA Template as Used in the Review
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