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		yes		To a very large extent		All listed elements are present, complete and interconnected		Highly satisfactory

		no		To a large extent		All listed elements are present and complete		Satisfactory

				To some extent		All listed elements are present but not all of them are complete		Somewhat satisfactory

				To little extent		Some listed elements are present and complete		Somewhat unsatisfactory

				To no extent		At least one listed element is present but incomplete		Unsatisfactory

						The listed element(s) are not present		Highly unsatisfactory

		**(0) Highly unsatisfactory: None of the required elements are present.
    (1) Unsatisfactory: Not all of the elements are present, and at least one of the elements present is incomplete
    (2) Somewhat unsatisfactory: Not all of the elements are present, but those present are complete.
    (3) Somewhat satisfactory: All of the elements are present but not all of them are complete
    (4) Satisfactory: All of the elements are present and complete.
    (5) Highly satisfactory: All elements are present, complete, interconnected and the report excels in covering the item.











QC reports

				QUALITY CONTROL TOOL - EVALUATION REPORTS

				This quality control tool is to be used by the evaluator and the evaluation manager to ensure that all quality requirements are met, while indicating the extent to which each listed element is included and aligned with the terms of reference. The quality of the Executive Summary will be reviewed separately and should be in line with the content of the final report (no summary is done for the draft report).

The IOM House Style Manual and the IOM Publication Layout Manual should be applied for all evaluations, noting also the specific requirements concerning references to some countries and use of maps.

				Evaluation Title:

				Project code				Eval. conducted by:

				Date:				Rated by:

		I		ITEM		SCORING CRITERIA		USER COMMENTS				RATING*		filt

		1		Section 4.1: CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND  (Weight 7.5%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				CB1. Outline of contextual factors 		1. Provides relevant context (e.g. socio-economic, political, environmental, social, technological, legal...)								0

				CB2. Clear and relevant description of key stakeholders 		1. Rightsholders
2. Implementing agency(ies)
3. Duty bearers/Responsibility holders								0

				CB3. Explanation of the evaluation subject  background 		1. Brief description of the evaluated subject (project, programme, strategy, policy or thematic area). i.e. purpose, objectives, outcomes, time period, geographical scope, etc. 
2. Context and present situation of the subject, including references to relevant programmatic, policy or strategic frameworks  (SDGs, GCM, SRF, etc.).								0

				CB4. Description of intervention logic 		1. Logical/results framework of the evaluated subject (project, programme, strategy, policy or thematic area). 
2. The description of the causal logic and assumptions is accurate and complete  - Theory of Change -.								0

				CB5. Funding arrangements 		1. Reference to funding arrangements.
2. Specific contributions of the IOM.								0

		1		Section 4.2: EVALUATION BACKGROUND, SCOPE AND PURPOSE (Weight 5%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				EB1. Explanation of the purpose/objective of evaluation 		1. Purpose (s)/objective.
2. Explanation of the evaluation purpose(s) /objective (why it is being done) and how it will be used (e.g. accountability, project improvement, organizational learning, promotion, steering and/or fundraising).								0

				EB2. Description of evaluation scope 		1. Geographic coverage
2. Timeframe
3. Thematic coverage								0

				EB3. List of evaluation clients and main audiences of the report 		1. Intended users (donors, implementing partners, etc.) 
2. Intended use per client								0

		1		Section 4.3 (a): EVALUATION APPROACH: CRITERIA & QUESTIONS (Weight 5%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				CQ1. Evaluation criteria		1. Evaluation criteria used in line with ToR and Inception report, with justifications if not all criteria are used – main reference are the OECD/criteria. 
2. Justification for the use of criteria if different from OCED/DAC (relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact or sustainability). E.g. Use of ALNAP criteria for humanitarian interventions such as appropriateness, coverage, coordination, connectedness or other.								0

				CQ2. Relevance of evaluation questions		1. The evaluation questions addressed the goals and purpose of the exercise.
2. Questions include cross-cutting issues. 								0

				CQ3. Inclusion of an evaluation matrix		1. Evaluation matrix, including evaluation indicators and benchmarks).
2. Methods and sources of data per question are included in the evaluation matrix.								0

		1		Section 4.3 (b): EVALUATION METHODOLOGY (Weight 7.5%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				EM1. Statement of the evaluation design/approach.		1. Approach used (e.g. formative/summative evaluation, utilization-focused evaluation, participatory evaluation, process evaluation, real-time evaluation, theory-based evaluation, synthesis evaluation, etc.)
2. Justification.								0

				EM2. Type of analysis considered		1. Type of analysis (e.g. qualitative data analysis, quantitative analysis, etc.).
2. Reliability assurance (e.g. triangulation of data collection methods, diverse evaluators, sources of sampling strategies, etc.) and how diverse perspectives are captured to ensure credibility.								0

				EM3. Description of data collection methods and sources.		1. List of data collection methods used (e.g. document review, interviews, observation, surveys), primary and secondary sources, and why they were selected.
2. Description of different primary and secondary data sources.								0

				EM4. Sampling procedures		1. The sampling procedures are described, including sample sizes and the mechanics for selecting the subjects.
2. Justification for the selection. 								0

				EM5. Inclusion of relevant cross-cutting issues		1. Gender
2. Rights-based approach (RBA)
3. Environmental sustainability
4. Disability
5. Protection
6. Accountability for Affected Populations (AAP)								0

				EM6. Stakeholder participation		1. Include a description of the stakeholders and the rationale for their participation.
2. Indicate stakeholders' participation level during the evaluation (design, implementation, plans for feedback, dissemination and use).								0

				EM7. Limitations of the evaluation		1. Explains limitations of the evaluations due to the context, methodology, data sources, sampling, team, bias (e.g. selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between comparator groups, etc.).
2. Mitigation strategies for the identified limitations.								0

				EM8. Description of evaluation norms and standards		1. Describe how the UNEG ethical principles of respect and beneficence were applied.
2. Describe how the data protection principles were explicitly addressed, including how informed consent was obtained and how personal identification data was removed.								0

		1		Section 5: EVALUATION FINDINGS (Weight 25%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				F1. Completeness		1. All evaluation criteria and questions are addressed.
2. Findings aligned with purpose, questions and approach.
3. Evidence can be traced through the analysis. Findings are presented as analysed facts, evidence, and data, and not based on anecdotes, hearsay, or a compilation of people's opinions.								0

				F2. Robustness		1. Findings are specific, concise, and justified by evidence and valid analysis and interpretation.
2. Data is disaggregated by key variables. 
3. All calculations have been verified.
4. Any omission of baselines and targets is justified								0

				F3. Identification of causal factors leading to accomplishments and failures		1. The causal factors leading to achievement or non-achievement of results are clearly identified.
2. Description of unintended effects whenever identified during the evaluation.								0

				F4. IOM Cross-cutting issues are adequately addressed		1. Reflect how gender, disability, rights-based approach and environmental issues and other relevant cross-cutting  dimensions were incorporated in the data collection and analysis.								0

		1		Section 6.1: CONCLUSIONS (Weight 25%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				C1. Value		1. Conclusions are clearly linked to findings.
2. Provide insights and add value to related findings.								0

				C2. Reasoned		1. Conclusions are grounded in facts and reflect reasonable critical thinking and evaluative judgments to withstand criticism generated by value judgments.
2. Judgments are to the extent possible objective.								0

		1		Section 6.2: RECOMMENDATIONS (Weight 25%)								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				R1. Clarity		1. Are clear and concise (i.e. one or two sentences followed by explanatory text, if needed).
2. Are based on and directly linked to findings and/or conclusions of the report.
3. Are clustered and prioritized.								0

				R2. Relevance		1. Address key issues and are useful, tied to the subject and purposes of the evaluation.
3. Are fair, unbiased, impartial, practical, will cause no harm, and are not excessively prescriptive.
2. Take into account the context.
3. Address cross-cutting issues.								0

				R3. Responsibility		1. Specify who is called upon to act (office, unit, department, etc.).
2. Identify means for achievement (human, financial, material, etc.).
3. Specify priority or importance (low, medium, high). 								0

				R4. Actionability		1. Recommendations are practical, action-oriented, specific, and time-bound.
2. Indicate the specific courses of action needed to remedy/or continue with the current situation.
3. Recommend a time frame.		 						0

		1		Section 6.3 (a): LESSONS LEARNED - (Weight 0% - Optional) Lessons learned are generalizations based on evaluation experiences that abstract from specific circumstances to broader situations.								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				LL1. Relevance		1. Lessons learned are derived from findings.
2. Lessons learned represent a relevant (non-trivial)/ new piece of information to be considered in the future.								0

				LL2. Delimitation		1. The lessons concisely capture the context from which they were derived.
2. lessons learned target specific users.								0

				LL3. Applicability		1. The lessons suggest what should be repeated or avoided in future contexts to guide action.
2. The lessons learned include causal factors.								0

		1		Section 6.3 (b): GOOD PRACTICES  (Weight 0% - Optional) A good practice has been proven to work well and produce good results and is therefore recommended as a model. It is a successful experience which has been tested and validated.								Highly unsatisfactory				FALSE

				GP1. Delimitation		1. The good practices concisely capture the contexts from which they were derived.
2. The good practices specify target users.		 						0

				GP2. Applicability & replicability		1. The statements describe how the good practices should be implemented and by whom.
2. The good practices explore the applicability in different contexts.								0

				GP3. Impact		1. The good practice demonstrates a link to specific impacts.
2. The different impacts identified are viable / possible (realistic)								0

				Overall rating:								Highly Unsatisfactory				TRUE

				% of satisfactory or highly satisfactory sections:								0%		0		TRUE

				Overall comments:

				Adapted from the IOM Meta-evaluation 2017-2019 (2020), and from the IOM M&E guidelines (2021),  section 5,8.

				*Selected options are rated from zero to five as follows: "5" if all listed elements are present, complete and interconnected; "4" if all listed elements are present and complete; "3" if all listed elements are present but not all of them are complete; "2" if some listed elements are present and complete; "1" if at least one listed elements is present but incomplete; and "0" if the listed element(s) are not present. Items are weighted equally within each section, and each section has a different weight as shown in the table. The overall rating is calculated as follows: Highly satisfactory (from 4.13 to 5); Satisfactory (from 3.33 to 4.13); Somewhat satisfactory (from 2.5 to 3.33); Somewhat unsatisfactory (from 1.67 to 2.5); Unsatisfactory (from 0.83 to 1.67); and Highly unsatisfactory (from 0 to 0.83).
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Evaluation Brief Template.pub
Evaluation type:	Internal independent final evaluation
Evaluator(s):	Sarah Harris, Regional M&E 	Officer, 
	IOM Regional Office in Vienna
Field visit dates:	25-29 November 2017
Final report date: 	15 January 2018
Commissioned by: 	[	e.g., IOM Mission in Ukraine]
Managed by: 	[e.g., Jane Doe, Project Manager]
Evaluation purpose: [Describe the intended use and users, e.g., “To support IOM and the donor in assessing progress, to ensure accountability; in determining what is working and what is not, to inform future phases; and, to identify knowledge, best practices, and lessons learned.”]
Evaluation criteria: [e.g., “Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability”.]
Evaluation methodology: [e.g., “Document review, semi-structured interviews, and direct observations.”]


Project information:
Geographical coverage:		[e.g., Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus]
Project type:	[e.g., Counter-trafficking]
Project code: 	[e.g., CT.0001]
Gender marker:	[e.g., 2a]
Project period: 	[e.g., 31 January 2017 to 31 March 2018]
Donor: 	[e.g., Government of Japan]
Budget:	[e.g., USD 200,000]
PROJECT SUMMARY
Provide here a summary of the project. Summarize the most relevant background/context needed for the audience to understand the findings, conclusions, and recommendations that follow in the next section.
Content can include listing the need the project is designed to address, the intended results, changes to project implementation period such as no-cost extensions, main project partners, etc. 
Optionally, you can choose to bold certain words or phrases. 
For example:
This regional counter-trafficking (CT) project was designed with dual intentions. 
First, it was intended that assessment reports would be useful and used by IOM and other stakeholders in the three countries. Rapid assessment of the CT landscape resulting in evidence-based recommendations was identified as a useful approach for supporting CT efforts in the region. 
Though the intention was to create one assessment report with a comparative analysis, it was later decided to produce three separate reports due to geopolitical issues in the region, which had some implications in terms of the stated aims to support regional analysis and cross-border initiatives. 
At the same time, the project’s secondary objective was to develop an assessment tool that could be replicated globally, based on experience of piloting in the South Caucasus. To this end, a Counter-Trafficking Response Needs Assessment Tool (CT-NAT) was developed as a standardized rapid assessment tool with instructions for its local adaptation and application, to support the global replication of the methodology.

[Date]
1
This evaluation brief presents a summary of the key findings, conclusions, and recommendations, as identified by the evaluator(s) for use by key stakeholders, including internally by IOM staff and externally by project partners. More details can be found in the full evaluation report. 
International Organization for Migration (IOM), Mission in [XXX]
[ADDRESS / CONTACT INFO]
EVALUATION BRIEF
[Title of the evaluation, e.g. Final evaluation of the project “Comparative Assessment of Counter Trafficking Efforts in Countries in the South Caucasus”]



KEY FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS
Summarize here the key findings and/or conclusions of the evaluation, including cross-cutting issues (gender, human rights, and environment). As appropriate, cross-cutting issues can be explained in a separate section below, or alternately integrated with the other findings and conclusions.
All key findings, conclusions, recommendations must fit on this page. This is to ensure that only the most significant results are shared, and to promote easier sharing and use of the most important evaluation results. 
Optional: List key good practices and lessons learned identified by the evaluator in the course of the evaluation. Not all evaluations will have these, as they may or may not be relevant in each evaluation and require specific approach and questions to get to. Therefore, these should only be included if they were carried out as part of the evaluation.
CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES
Optional (see note above).
GOOD PRACTICES
Optional (see note above).
LESSONS LEARNED
Optional (see note above).














KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
Summarize here the key recommendations. Optionally, recommendations can be organized by the audience category (e.g., IOM project staff, IOM senior management, MPA division at HQ, etc.), or else by evaluation criteria or other relevant categorization.
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX


2
International Organization for Migration (IOM), Mission in [XXX]
EVALUATION BRIEF
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Evaluation Brief Template - Espa�ol.pub
Tipo de evaluación:		[	e.g., Final externa]
Evaluador(a):	[e.g., Centro Nacional de Evaluación]
Fechas recolección:	[	e.g., 25-29 noviembre 2021]
Fecha reporte final: 	[	e.g., 15 enero 2022]
Encargada por: 	[	e.g., OIM Uruguay]
Gestionada por: 	[e.g., Juana Diaz, Oficial de S&E]
Propósito de la evaluación: [Describa los usos y usuarios esperados de los resultados de la evaluación, e.g., “Apoyar a la OIM y al donante en: la valoración del progreso en la intervención y la rendición de cuentas; determinar las acciones que están dando resultado y las que no; e identificar conocimientos, buenas prácticas y lecciones aprendidas.”]
Criterios de evaluación: [e.g., “Pertinencia, coherencia, eficacia, eficiencia, impacto y sostenibilidad. Además de los criterios se tuvieron en cuenta de manera transversal los enfoques de género y Derechos”.]
Metodología de evaluación: [e.g., “Revisión documental, entrevistas semi estructuradas y observación directa.”]


Información de proyecto:
Cobertura geográfica:		[e.g., Argentina, Uruguay y Paraguay ]
Tipo de proyecto:	[e.g., Counter-trafficking]
Código de proyecto: 	[e.g., CT.0001]
Marcador de género:	[e.g., 2a]
Periodo del proyecto 	[e.g., 1 enero 2019 a 30 enero 2022]
Donante: 	[e.g., USAID]
 Presupuesto:	[e.g., USD 2.200.000]
RESUMEN DEL PROYECTO
Proporcione un resumen de proyecto. Sintetice los antecedentes y elementos del contexto necesarios para que el lector entienda los hallazgos, conclusiones y recomendaciones que se incluyen en la segunda hoja.
Esta sección puede incluir las necesidades para las que se diseñó el proyecto, resultados esperados, cambios durante la implementación –como por ejemplo extensiones-, socios principales, etc.
Se puede optar por resaltar palabras o frases para destacar puntos clave.

[Fecha]
1
Este es un resumen de los hallazgos, conclusiones y recomendaciones de la evaluación -tal y como fueron formuladas- para su uso por todas las partes interesadas internas y externas, incluyendo al personal de la OIM y a los socios del proyecto. Para mayor detalle, consultar el reporte de evaluación.
Organización Internacional para las Migraciones (OIM), Misión en [XXX]
[Dirección / Información de contacto]
Resumen de evaluación
[TÍTULO DE LA EVALUACIÓN, e.g., evaluación ex post del proyecto  “implementación del PROTOCOLO REGIONAL DE ASISTENCIA INTEGRAL A PERSONAS VÍCTIMAS DE TRATA”]



HALLAZGOS Y CONCLUSIONES CLAVES
Resume los hallazgos y/o conclusiones claves de evaluación, incluyendo las relacionadas con temas transversales (e.g., género, Derechos y ambiente). Alternativamente, estos temas pueden ser abordados en una sección separada. 
Tenga en cuenta que todos los hallazgos, conclusiones (siguiente columna) y recomendaciones clave deben caber en esta página. El propósito es asegurar el acceso amigable y sintético por parte del lector(a) a los resultados claves.
Opcional. Liste las buenas practices y lecciones aprendidas identificadas por el evaluador(a). Puede ser el caso que estas no sean relevantes para algunas evaluaciones o que se requiera un enfoque y preguntas específicas para llegar a ellas. Así, estas practicas y lecciones deben incluirse solo si fueron identificadas como parte de la evaluación. 
TEMAS TRANSVERSALES
Opcional como sección independiente
(ver notas previas).
BUENAS PRÁCTICAS
Opcional según diseño de la evaluación 
(ver notas previas).
LECCIONES APRENDIDAS
Opcional según diseño de la evaluación.
(ver notas previas).














RECOMENDACIONES CLAVES
Presente las recomendaciones claves. Las recomendaciones puede ser organizadas según a quienes vayan dirigidas (e.g., equipo de proyecto, División XYZ, jefatura de Misión, etc.), criterio de evaluación, etapas de gestión, etc.
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX
 XXX


2
Organización Internacional para las Migraciones (OIM), Misión en [XXX]
RESUMEN DE EVALUACIÓN
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Evaluation Brief - Guidance.pdf
@ |OM

UN MIGRATION

29 July 2021 OIG/M&E

M&E Guidance:
Developing an Evaluation Brief

An ‘evaluation brief is used to promote the findings, conclusions and recommendations of an
evaluation to all relevant stakeholders within and outside of IOM. This type of brief is different from
an ‘evaluation learning brief which is a separate document designed to describe lessons learned from
conducting the evaluation that could be useful for future evaluation processes.

After finalizing an evaluation report, IOM promotes the use of a separate summary document
called an ‘evaluation brief' that can be used to easily share information and results from
evaluations and be more accessible to our staff, donors, partners, and other stakeholders. This brief
should be included as a specific deliverable in the evaluation Terms of Reference (TOR). Plans for
sharing the evaluation products, including the audience and format of communication products,
should also be made clear from the start and included in the TOR.

Distribution of the evaluation report and evaluation brief needs to be discussed between the project
manager, commissioner, donor and government, especially for external distribution. For internal
distribution, the following people need to be included:

*  Chief of Mission;

* Other Chiefs of Mission who may benefit from the information;
* Regional Monitoring and Evaluation Officers;

* Regional Directors;

* Relevant RTSs;

* OIG/Evaluation; 0O ODG RBM; and,

« Director(s) and HQ staff of related thematic areas.

At a minimum, each evaluation carried out by IOM, whether internally or externally, should have an
accompanying evaluation brief. Additional communication products can be developed to promote
learning, such as videos, PowerPoints, infographics, etc. All planned products for sharing the
evaluation results should be included in the list of deliverables in the TOR and should be developed
by the evaluator, rather than later by the Project Manager or others. Taking these steps can help
prevent bias such as the exclusion of negative findings, since the creation of such products entails
decision-making on the content to be included.

A clear plan from the start about how to share the evaluation report will improve transparency during
the evaluation process. If a communication plan has not been specified, the evaluator should refer





stakeholders to the Project Manager for requesting a copy of the report. The plan for sharing the
evaluation report and related communication products will inform the data collection and data
analysis stages, and then feed into the reporting stage. The communication plan will guide the
evaluator when describing the scope of the evaluation and expectations during the data collection
process, including responding to stakeholder requests to receive a copy of the final evaluation
report.

For internal evaluations carried out by IOM staff, it is recommended to always use the Publisher
template provided as an Annex to this guidance note. For external evaluations, the Project
Manager can still share the template attached as a suggestion to the evaluator. Though an external
evaluator may choose to use a different format, the TOR should clearly specify the content and
length of the learning brief in line with the following points:

+ Identify the audience for the learning brief at the start of the document;

* Project information: project title, countries covered, project type and code, project duration,
project period, donor(s), and budget;

» Evaluation background: evaluation purpose, evaluation team, evaluation timeframe, type of
evaluation’, and methodology;

* Evaluation results: Key findings and conclusions including lessons learned and best practices
(optional, if they were identified and part of the original ToR), and key recommendations, if
any; and,

* Length: Two-page maximum:

a. Page one: Summary of evaluation design and project background.
b. Page two: Key findings, conclusions and recommendations.

Annex: Evaluation Brief Template (Microsoft Publisher)

Note: Although the evaluation brief template is designed for projects, it can be adapted to other types
of evaluations such as programme, thematic, or sectoral. For instance, the title sections “Project
Summary” and “Project Information” can be changed to “Programme Summary” and “Programme
Information”.

! Identify whether the evaluation is: a) internal or external, b) independent or self-evaluation, and c) mid-term
or final.
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IOM Management Response and action plan matrix (2022).docx
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Description automatically generated]	

[bookmark: _Toc102646274]MANAGEMENT RESPONSE AND ACTION PLAN MATRIX



“Evaluation title”

Name and function of the management response coordinator (MR coordinator): Insert the name and title of the person responsible for managing the management response (MR) process and matrix.

[bookmark: _Hlk102667633]Date of publication: Insert the date of publication of the evaluation report, which will be used to monitor the timeframe of implementation of recommendations. The date of publication is when the report is officially released. 

Overall comment on evaluation process (optional): Insert an overall opinion (affirmative or adverse) on the evaluation process as an introduction to the detailed recommendation follow-up proposed in the management response.

		



		Evaluation recommendation # 1: (Time 0) Cut and paste the first recommendation from the evaluation report. Note that the recommendations cannot be changed once an evaluation report has been accepted and finalized. Lessons learned and good practices identified in the report and related to the recommendation, if any, can be listed for information in this section (no specific follow-up required).



		Responsible unit(s): (Time 0) Specify to whom the recommendation is assigned for implementation. Usually, this will be one or more of the following: project management, senior management (including financial and human resources managers), project implementation and oversight bodies such as the project steering committee, or a specific department/division/unit in IOM Headquarters.



		Management response - accept/partially accept/reject: (Time 1) Indicate if management (i.e., the responsible unit) accepts, partially accepts or rejects the recommendation. Provide an explanation if management only partially accepts or rejects. 

Key actions: (Time 1) The key actions for implementation, entities to be involved as well as expected deadlines must also be specified in the section by responsible unit(s). 



		Implementation monitoring status - discarded/open/completed: (Time 2) Complete this field when following up for the first time on the management response and key actions. Indicate if the implementation of the recommendation is discarded, open or completed. “Discarded” should be used if the recommendation is no longer relevant or applicable. E.g., if the recommendation suggests preparing a second phase of the project with the donor, which is however confirmed as not possible by the donor in the meantime, then the recommendation can be discarded. The “completed” option should be used if all actions are implemented, or at least part of the key actions are implemented and there are no further plans to implement the remaining key actions for this recommendation. The “Open” option should be used if still relevant but not yet implemented or in process.

Comments on implementation status: (Time 2) Add brief explanations and/or description of the status of actions taken. For instance, if partially completed, or no longer applicable; if insufficient support is received to implement the recommendation; if some actions go beyond the sphere of the responsible unit(s), and therefore need to be reassigned; if there is any outstanding issue or delay in the implementation of the recommendation.

These fields are to be completed by the responsible unit(s) and coordinated by the MR coordinator. Complete the field when following up and monitoring the implementation of the key action described in the previous box.



		Final implementation monitoring status - discarded/open/completed: (Time 3) Specify the final status of the implementation of the key actions according to the definitions provided above. The final status section does not need to be completed if all recommendations have been completed and closed at Time-2 above. 

Final comments on implementation status: (Time 3) Use the field to provide further clarifications on the final implementation monitoring status. If a recommendation is still open after 15 months, considerations will be given on the status related to the closure of the MR process.

The ’Time-3’ fields are to be completed by the Responsible Unit(s) and coordinated by the MR coordinator as the second and final round of monitoring between 12 and 15 months after the publication of the evaluation report.



		



		Evaluation recommendation # 2: (Time 0)





		Responsible unit(s): (Time 0)





		Management response - accept/partially accept/reject: (Time 1)



Key actions: (Time 1)





		Implementation monitoring status - discarded/open/completed: (Time 2)



Comments on implementation status: (Time 2)





		Final implementation monitoring status – discarded/open/completed: (Time 3)



Comments on implementation status: (Time 3)









(…)

Template Version: 08/2022

2
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Formato para Informe de Inicio de Evaluación.docx
Informe de Inicio

Ver. Dic. 2017
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EVALUACIÓN Choose an item DEL PROYECTO “Click here to enter text.”

Informe de inicio



[Nombre del /de la evaluador-a]

[Fecha del informe]



[image: ]



El informe de inicio (inception report) es generalmente el primer producto documental generado por el evaluador. Típicamente refleja en gran medida los términos de referencia y tiene como propósito mostrar como el evaluador entiende el ejercicio y dará respuesta a las preguntas de evaluación de tal forma que se cumplan sus objetivos. Un elemento central de este informe es la matriz de evaluación. El formato de informe de inicio pretende señalar la información mínima necesaria que debe contener cada una de las secciones.



1. Introducción



Se incluye generalmente la siguiente información: el título del proyecto que se evalúa; el nombre de la organización que solicita la evaluación; el alcance de la evaluación. La sección de introducción también puede presentar de manera general las secciones y anexos que contiene el informe. 



2. Contexto de la evaluación



Descripción breve del contexto social, económico, político y otras condiciones relevantes del proyecto y de todas aquellas que hayan motivado el surgimiento del proyecto. También incluye información sucinta sobre cómo el proyecto responde a esas situaciones, las fechas claves en su implementación, el objetivo y resultados esperados, y puede señalarse también su presupuesto.  



3. Propósito de evaluación. 



Esta sección refleja lo establecido en los términos de referencia, específicamente: por qué se realiza evaluación; por qué se realiza en este momento; audiencia objetivo del ejercicio; cómo se utilizarán sus resultados.  Se incluye también los criterios de evaluación que serán tenidos en cuenta y las correspondientes preguntas de evaluación. La matriz de evaluación que generalmente incluye los criterios, las preguntas, las sub-preguntas, los indicadores, las fuentes datos y los métodos de recolección puede presentarse acá o como un anexo. A continuación, un ejemplo de estructura de esta matriz: 



		Criterio

		Pregunta de evaluación

		Sub-pregunta

		Indicadores

		Fuentes de datos

		Métodos de recolección de datos



		Relevancia



		Pregunta 1



		Sub-pregunta 1.1

		Indicador 1.1.1

Indicador 1.1.2

		Fuentes de datos para 1.1.1

Fuentes de datos para 1.1.2

		Métodos para 1.1.1

Métodos para 1.1.2



		

		

		Sub-pregunta 1.2

		Indicador 1.2.1

Indicador 1.2.2

		Fuentes de datos para 1.2.1

Fuentes de datos para 1.2.2

		Métodos para 1.2.1

Métodos para 1.2.2



		

		Pregunta 2



		Sub-pregunta 2.1

		Indicador 2.1.1

Indicador 2.1.2

		Fuentes de datos para 2.1.1

Fuentes de datos para 2.1.2

		Métodos para 2.1.1

Métodos para 2.1.2



		

		

		Sub-pregunta 2.2

		Indicador 2.2.1

Indicador 2.2.2

		Fuentes de datos para 2.2.1

Fuentes de datos para 2.2.2

		Métodos para 2.2.1

Métodos para 2.2.2



		Criterio 2



		Pregunta 1



		Sub-pregunta 1.1

		Indicador 1.1.1

Indicador 1.1.2

		Fuentes de datos para 1.1.1

Fuentes de datos para 1.1.2

		Métodos para 1.1.1

Métodos para 1.1.2



		

		

		Sub-pregunta 1.2

		Indicador 1.2.1

Indicador 1.2.2

		Fuentes de datos para 1.2.1

Fuentes de datos para 1.2.2

		Métodos para 1.2.1

Métodos para 1.2.2



		

		Pregunta 2



		Sub-pregunta 2.1

		Indicador 2.1.1

Indicador 2.1.2

		Fuentes de datos para 2.1.1

Fuentes de datos para 2.1.2

		Métodos para 2.1.1

Métodos para 2.1.2



		

		

		Sub-pregunta 2.2

		Indicador 2.2.1

Indicador 2.2.2

		Fuentes de datos para 2.2.1

Fuentes de datos para 2.2.2

		Métodos para 2.2.1

Métodos para 2.2.2







4. Metodología 



4.a Métodos de recolección y análisis de datos



Esta sección generalmente señala una combinación de algunos de los siguientes métodos: revisión documental, entrevistas, encuestas, observación en campo; grupos focales o estudios de caso. Para mayor detalle sobre estos y otros métodos consultar el Módulo 4 de la segunda edición del Manual de Proyectos de OIM, https://intranetportal/Pages/ControlNo.aspx?controlNo=IN/00250.  Todos los instrumentos de recolección de datos (e.g. cuestionarios, guía para grupo focal, etc.) deben ser diseñados por el evaluador e incluidos en el reporte de inicio como anexos. 



En esta sección también se describe como la información recolectada será analizada. Los métodos de análisis pueden ser cualitativos (e.g. análisis de contenido) o cuantitativos (e.g. regresión) pero general el evaluador debe recurrir a una combinación de los mismos.  



4.b Muestreo



En caso de que la evaluación implique recolectar datos de solo un grupo de la población de interés relacionada con el proyecto el evaluador debe plantear los métodos de muestreo que serán utilizados, así como el marco muestral y el tamaño de la muestra. 



4.c Limitaciones y medidas de mitigación 



En esta sección el evaluador presenta las limitaciones a la evaluación que haya identificado y las estrategias previstas para mitigarlas. Algunas de las limitaciones más comunes pueden ser: tiempo (e.g. solo dos semanas se previeron para la evaluación, pero cuatro semanas serían necesarias para lograr el objetivo de la evaluación), acceso (e.g algunos de los sitios de implementación del proyecto no podrán ser visitados por motivos de seguridad o clima, o el acceso a las contrapartes gubernamentales, beneficiarios  o partes interesadas es limitado) y datos (e.g el equipo del proyecto no completó las actividades de monitoreo y no existe por tanto una línea de base). 



En esta sección se debe explicar también las acciones previstas para evaluador para reducir el efecto de estas restricciones sobre la evaluación, por ejemplo, realizando entrevistas telefónicas o aplicando encuestas on-line a personas que no puede participar en sesiones presenciales, o usando fuentes alternativas de datos. 



5. Plan de trabajo 



Presenta el plan de trabajo final para la evaluación que debe incluir las actividades que se realizarán, la cantidad de tiempo que se dedicará a cada tarea, la persona responsable por completarla y el lugar en que se llevará a cabo (para diferenciar aquellas que implican desplazamiento a campo, por ejemplo). 



6. Anexos



6.a Términos de referencia.  Versión final de los términos de referencia 

6.b Matriz de evaluación. En caso de que no se haya incluido en el cuerpo del documento.

6.c Instrumentos de recolección de datos. En caso de que no se haya incluido en el cuerpo del documento.
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Sheet3

		yes		To a very large extent		All listed elements are present, complete and interconnected												Highly satisfactory

		no		To a large extent		All listed elements are present and complete												Satisfactory

				To some extent		All listed elements are present but not all of them are complete												Somewhat satisfactory

				To little extent		Some listed elements are present and complete												Somewhat unsatisfactory

				To no extent		At least one listed element is present but incomplete												Unsatisfactory

						The listed element(s) are not present												Highly unsatisfactory

		**(0) Highly unsatisfactory: None of the required elements are present.
    (1) Unsatisfactory: Not all of the elements are present, and at least one of the elements present is incomplete
    (2) Somewhat unsatisfactory: Not all of the elements are present, but those present are complete.
    (3) Somewhat satisfactory: All of the elements are present but not all of them are complete
    (4) Satisfactory: All of the elements are present and complete.
    (5) Highly satisfactory: All elements are present, complete, interconnected and the report excels in covering the item.





QC Inception Report

		QUALITY CONTROL TOOL - INCEPTION REPORTS

		This quality control tool is to be used by the evaluator and the evaluation manager to ensure that all quality requirements are met as per defined rating, while indicating the extent to which each listed element is included and aligned with the terms of reference. 

The cover page of the inception report includes the title of the project, programme, thematic area, strategy, policy or framework being evaluated, name of the evaluator or firm, name of the evaluation commissioner, county(ries) covered (when applicable) and date.

		Evaluation Title:

		Project code:

		Date:				Rated by:

		ITEM		ELEMENT				RATING*

		1. Introduction (5%)		- An introduction of the evaluation assignment is provided.						0

		2. Evaluation context (10%)		- The context is examined and analysed in sufficient detail (e.g. migration/mobility patterns, humanitarian issues, national policies, institutional capacities and priorities, etc.) 
- Summarizes the project or programme, thematic area, strategy or policy that will be evaluated.
- Identifies key linkages with relevant projects/programmes, thematic areas, strategies, policies or frameworks.
- The objectives and purposes or theory of change of the project, programme, policy, thematic area or strategy are mentioned as references for the evaluation.						0

		3. Evaluation purpose, criteria and questions (20%)		- The evaluation purpose/objective and scope are clearly articulated, achievable and consistent with the terms of reference, or any divergences are explained and well justified. 
- It provides the underlying rationale, why the evaluation will be undertaken (why it is relevant) and by whom it will be used (intended users).
- The evaluation criteria and questions are aligned with the Terms of Reference and meet the needs of the objective/purpose of the evaluation, and any adjustments and divergences are explained and justified. 
- Incorporate an assessment of relevant human rights, gender equality aspects and other IOM defined cross-cutting issues relevant to the evaluation through the selection of the evaluation criteria and questions (i.e., protection, disability inclusion, environmental sustainability, accountability to affected populations).						0

		4. Methodology (50%)		- The proposed methods are adapted to cover the evaluation questions and objectives described in the terms of reference and are appropriate for the evaluation design.
- The evaluation matrix indicates what information should be collected, from which source(s), for what purpose and how the collected data will be analysed to answer the evaluation questions. 
- Complex questions are broken into sub-questions.
- The design provides multiple lines of inquiry and/or data triangulation and explains how this will be approached. If not, there is a clear rationale for doing otherwise.
- The burden of the proposed methodology on the object of the evaluation and on the stakeholders and affected parties is proportionate to the anticipated benefits of the evaluation.
- Primary and secondary data sources are appropriate, adequate and reliable.
- Sampling frame, methods and size(s) are adequate, robust and impartial.
- Relevant methodological limitations, evaluability challenges, ethical issues and risks are described, and mitigation strategies proposed.
- The testing and validation of data collection tools are included if relevant.
- The proposed evaluation approach and methods of data collection and analysis are rights-based and gender-responsive.
- Specify how data will be disaggregated by social criteria (e.g. sex, ethnicity, age, disability, geographic location, income or education).
- The approach to adhere to the UNEG Norms and Standards on evaluation and ethical guidelines for evaluation is described.
- Highlights and explain any issues or gaps observed during the inception phase that still require discussion with and/or clarification from the Evaluation Manager. 						0

		5. Workplan (10%)		- Detail the estimated dates for each evaluation task and deliverable, and who is supposed to do what.
- The timeline is sufficient enough to deliver the expected products.						0

		6. Annexes (5%)		- Includes the annexes required in the terms of reference such as the evaluation matrix, data collection instruments, list of people interviewed and bibliography.						0		0

		Overall Rating*:						Highly unsatisfactory		0

		Comments:

		Adapted from the IOM Meta-evaluation 2017-2019 (2020), and from the IOM M&E guidelines (2021),  section 5,8. 

		*Each level is rated from zero to five, zero if the listed element(s) are not present, and five if all elements are present, complete and interconnected. 
Based on the selected levels the weighted average is calculated and rated as follows: highly satisfactory (from 4.13 to 5); satisfactory (from 3.33 to 4.13); somewhat satisfactory (from 2.5 to 3.33); somewhat unsatisfactory (from 1.67 to 2.5); unsatisfactory (from 0.83 to 1.67); and highly unsatisfactory (from 0 to 0.83).
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TITLE

[bookmark: _GoBack][Midterm/Final/Other evaluation for title of “Intervention”]



The final report is usually the most important deliverable provided by the evaluator. The final report should provide a full description of the evaluation, how it was conducted, and its main findings and recommendations. Many evaluators have their own standard templates for final reports, and it is not necessary to demand that they follow this proposed template. However, it is important to ensure that their formats follow the same presentation logic and that the final report includes, at a minimum, the information described in this template. 

1. Title page

The title page should include the title of the evaluation, date of completion (such as the date that the draft report is submitted), as well as the name of the evaluator(s) or evaluation firm(s). 

2. Executive summary

An executive summary is a brief overview of the contents of the evaluation report. It should include an explanation of the project background, an overview of the evaluation background, a concise description of the evaluation methodology, a summary of all lessons learned and good practices, as well as a summary of all recommendations. Ideally, it should not be more than three to five pages long. 

3. List of acronyms

This presents the acronyms list. 

4. Context and purpose of the evaluation

4.1. Context/Project background

This section describes the context of the evaluation. Typically, it includes the following: (a) general description of IOM; (b) few paragraphs about the project that is to be evaluated (including the intervention logic and funding arrangements); (c); general description of the relevant contextual factors (political, environmental, social, economic and/or legal context) in which the project is being implemented; and (d) description of key project stakeholders. 

4.2. Evaluation background, scope and purpose

In this section, the evaluator presents an explanation of the evaluation purpose (why the evaluation is being conducted, who commissioned it and why it is being conducted at this time).  



The evaluation scope should be provided, describing what the evaluation covered, the time period, geographical scope and phase of projects (if relevant). Any specific exclusion in any of these areas should be clearly stated.



A list of evaluation clients and the main intended audience for the report, as well as the use of the evaluation should be described here. Typically, the information in this section reflects some of the information in the evaluation ToR, perhaps in an expanded form.    

4.3. Approach and methodology 

This section highlights the evaluation approach and methodology used. The following information may be included here: 

· Evaluation criteria that were considered in the evaluation and the questions that were being answered.

· Methodology used, including the data collection methods and sources, how the data was analysed and the sampling methods used (which also includes a description of the population, the sampling frame and the sampling size). 

· Cross-cutting themes, including how they were considered throughout the evaluation.

· Stakeholder participation, describing who was consulted and how were they consulted.

· Limitations of the evaluation, outlining any challenges or limitations identified, to what extent were they mitigated and how.

· Description of evaluation norms and standards, providing information about the extent to which the evaluation design included ethical safeguards.

  

5. Evaluation findings

In this section, the evaluator presents the findings of the evaluation. Typically, the findings are clustered into the evaluation criteria being applied. Findings must be complete, in that they address all proposed evaluation criteria and questions, and are aligned with the evaluation purpose, questions and approach outlined in the previous sections. Findings must also be robust, meaning that they are justified by the evidence, which is also to be presented in this section, and using relevant data disaggregated by key variables. Findings should further identify the causal factors that lead to both accomplishments and failures, including a description of unintended effects. Finally, findings should ensure that IOM cross-cutting themes are adequately addressed. 

6. Conclusions and recommendations

Lessons learned and good practices may be included in this section as well. See below.

6.1. Conclusions

In this section, the evaluator presents any conclusions derived from the evaluation. Conclusions are to be based on the evidence presented in the Findings section of the evaluation and, to the extent possible objective and clearly justified. 

6.2. Recommendations

In this section, the evaluator presents any recommendations derived from the evaluation. Recommendations are to be clear, concise, based on findings and/or conclusions of the report, relevant, actionable and identify the person responsible for the implementation. 

6.3. Lessons learned and good practices

In this section, the evaluator should identify and provide lessons learned that surfaced through the evaluation. A lesson learned should include a description of the specific circumstances in which it emerged and an explanation of the link between the identified action or practice and its effect (negative or positive). It should also describe how it can be applied outside of its original circumstances, where and by whom. A lesson learned, which has identified a practice that, over time, produces satisfactory results and that is worthy of replicating and possibly scaling-up, may also be included as a good practice. Good practices should concisely capture the context from which they are derived, specify the target users and demonstrate a realistic link to the specific effects of the intervention. 

7. Annexes

The following are standard annexes for evaluation reports.   



· Evaluation terms of reference   

· Inception report or evaluation matrix (if an inception report was not done)

· List of documents reviewed

· List of persons interviewed or consulted

· Data collection instruments
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