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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1  Why Evaluation Guidelines?

In the preface to the New Council of Europe Evaluation Policy the Secretary General emphasises the importance
she places on Evaluation:

“The new Evaluation Policy approved by the Committee of Ministers in November 2019 reflects international
norms and standards, in particular as regards the independence, credibility and utility of the evaluation function
and the transparency of evaluation results. It is a decisive step forward towards a strengthened organisational
culture of evaluation, learning and accountability.

| consider the policy to be a milestone in enhancing the Organisation’s capacity to assess its performance and
demonstrate its comparative advantage and value. At a strategic level, evaluation can help us debate, set
priorities and take decisions on the best way forward for achieving the Council of Europe’s goals. At programme
level, it can help us to further increase the impact of our support to member States and to ensure the continued
confidence of our member States and donors in the Organisation’s work.

Making use of evaluation reports may bring innovative thinking, improve existing ways of working, promote
internal collaboration and thus coherence, while at the same time enhancing dialogue with our partners. | trust
that senior management and staff across the Organisation will fully embrace and implement the new policy.

For my part, | will continue to foster an enabling environment for the further development of the evaluation
culture within the Organisation.”

In particular the Secretary General mentions the importance to “fully embrace and implement the new policy.”

The updated guidelines reflect changes made in the new Evaluation Policy (Paragraphe 2 CoE Evaluation Policy)
as well as additional practical information on how the policy will be implemented. They will be submitted to the
Committee of Ministers (CM) for them to take note of and will be regularly updated to introduce new processes
and procedures related to evaluation or that are relevant to it.

The updated Evaluation Guidelines serve:

e To have a common organisational approach in the application of procedures and to assure quality of
evaluations;

e To explain concepts, principles, processes, procedures and tools to be used throughout evaluations;

e To take into account the new Evaluation Policy approved by the Committee of Ministers in November 2019
and to update the Evaluation Guidelines of 2014.

The Committee of Ministers takes note of the Guidelines.?

1 The Committee of Ministers decision of 8 December 2020 (CM/Del/Dec(2020)1391/11.5).
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1.2 Which evaluations do the Evaluation Guidelines concern?

They cover evaluations in relation to all the pillars of the biennial Programme and Budget financed by ordinary
budget, other budgets, including partial agreements and extrabudgetary resources.

1.3 Who are they addressed to?

There will be multiple users of the Guidelines:

- Staff of the Directorate of Internal Oversight;

- Council of Europe staff;

- Committee of Ministers concerning procedure for consideration of evaluation reports in the CM;

- Secretary General (SG) for ensuring compliance with the Evaluation Policy;

- Senior management to oversee their staff’s evaluation practices and take into account the results of
evaluations;

- Oversight Advisory Committee (OAC) to provide assurance to the CM in respect of the adequacy of the
evaluation function;

- Consultants, to abide by quality assurance checklists and code of conduct;

- Donors and other stakeholders to be informed on how evaluations are undertaken in the Organisation;

- Peer reviewers to assess the evaluation function.?

1.4 How to use the Evaluation Guidelines?

The Evaluation Guidelines are organised in a number of easy-to-use sections that can be used in sequence or as
individual references:

e Section 1: Introduction to the Evaluation Guidelines;

e Section 2: The role of evaluation in the Council of Europe (CoE);

e Section 3: Information on the evaluation system;

e Section 4: Evaluations managed by Directorate of Internal Oversight (DIO) - also interesting for staff whose
area of work is being evaluated by DIO;

e Section 5: Evaluations managed by Major Administrative Entities (MAEs).

Both Sections 4 and 5 include sub-sections on the identification of topics to be evaluated, the planning,
preparation and implementation of an evaluation and the evaluation follow-up. External evaluation consultants
can find guidance on the evaluation process in Section 4 or Section 5, depending on whether their respective
evaluation is commissioned by DIO or an MAE.

2 CoE’s evaluation function represents both the DIO at central level and MAEs at a decentralised level.

-6-
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2. ROLE OF EVALUATION IN THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE

Section 2 presents the general role and concept of evaluation in the CoE including its legal basis, definition,

objectives and principles. This section is expected to be of importance to all readers of the Guidelines.

2.1 Background: Evaluation Culture and Policy

2010

Establishment of the Evaluation Division in the Directorate of Internal Oversight to enhance accountability by
reporting on results to member states, donors and partners in order to:

AN

help take better decisions by informing the planning, programming, budgeting, implementation and
reporting cycle;

v"learn and share knowledge for improving results by a commitment to act on feedback;

v" improve working methods and internal co-ordination;

v" make better assessments for cost-efficiency;

v" support critical and creative thinking, reform and innovation;

v alert and address potential risks.

2017

Initiatives were taken for developing the evaluation culture in the Council of Europe further:

v Independent peer review of the Evaluation function calling for its reinforcement, for a new Evaluation Policy
and for the development of a stronger evaluation culture;

v In the context of the Programme and Budget cycle for 2018-2019, the Secretary General made proposals to
reinforce the evaluation function and recognised the role of evaluation in the on-going reform: “during the
biennium, a renewed focus will be placed on evaluating activities and programmes for their efficiency,
effectiveness and impact [and] the Organisation’s Evaluation Policy will be reviewed and updated as
necessary, taking into account the peer review exercise”;3

v" The Committee of Ministers invited the Secretary General to develop an effective evaluation culture within

the Organisation, with a view to further rationalising activities as appropriate.*

2019

v"In May 2019, Helsinki Ministerial session adopted the following decision: “Acknowledging the results of the
reform process achieved to date, the Committee of Ministers invited the Secretary General and the incoming
Secretary General to continue the structural and administrative reforms, including further strengthening the
Organisation’s independent evaluation function, to ensure even greater efficiency, effectiveness, flexibility
and value for money.”*®

v" The new Evaluation Policy was approved by the CM in November 2019 (CM(2018)159-final). The Secretary
General in its preface states: “It is a decisive step forward towards a strengthened organisational culture of
evaluation, learning and accountability.”

2020

v’ Evaluation Guidelines are updated as required by Paragraph 2 of the CoE Evaluation Policy.

35G/Inf(2017)28-rev.
4 Committee of Ministers’ decision CM/Del/Dec(2017)1300/11.1-Part1, paragraph 12.
5 CM/Del/Dec(2019)129/2a.
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2.2 Results Based Management and Evaluation

What is RBM?

The Practical Guide on Results Based Management - Approach of the Council of Europe defines RBM on page 23
as follows:

“Results-based Management (RBM) is a management strategy aiming at changing the way institutions operate.
RBM helps shifting from a logic of resources and activities to a logic of results. This is done through the production
of programmes and budgets structured around public policy objectives and the development of monitoring and
evaluation systems. They are less concerned with the volume of expenditure than with the results achieved.”

Evaluation is an integral part of the RBM approach and assesses whether the topics evaluated have contributed
to make the intended change.

In an RBM framework, evaluation contributes to learning and accountability of the organisation in terms of
“accountability for results”, not only for spending resources or implementing activities, but primarily for
achieving the set objectives. It does so by applying the OECD DAC criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness,
efficiency, impact, sustainability and added value defined in the next Section.

By making such an assessment, evaluation “feeds [...] information into decision-making processes”® by way of
independent judgement and provides actionable recommendations for the management. Evaluation also makes
essential contributions to RBM by informing its planning, programming, budgeting, implementation and
reporting cycle.”

Evaluation helps assess whether this “shift” from the logic of resources and activities towards results has been
achieved at different levels such as at the level of strategies, policies, programmes and projects. It checks how
RBM is operationalised.

2.3 Definition of evaluation and criteria for its application?®

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) Network on Development Evaluation (EvalNet) revisited the definitions and use of the OECD DAC
evaluation criteria in 2018-2019 and adapted definitions which were adopted and declassified by the DAC at its
meeting on 10 December 2019.° As the evaluation criteria of the Council of Europe were based on these criteria,
the Guidelines have been adapted to take into account these
changes following the approval of the Evaluation Policy in
November 2019 by the Committee of Ministers.

Definition of Evaluation \
Evaluation is a systematic and impartial
assessment of an activity, project,
programme, strategy, policy, topic,
theme, sector, operational area or
institutional performance.

These criterial® are the following:

» relevance: the extent to which the intervention objectives
and design respond to beneficiaries, global, country, and
partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and
continue to do so if circumstances change;

6 Results-Based Management. Approach of the Council of Europe. Practical guide (March 2020. Version 1.1), p. 31.
7 1bid., pp. 41 and 45.

8 Evaluation Policy (CM(2018)159-final), evaluation criteria adapted to those of the OECD DAC.

° For a summary of key changes please see Global Consultation on Adapting the Evaluation Criteria.

10 Updated OECD DAC Evaluation Criteria.
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> coherence: the compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country, sector or institution;

> effectiveness: the extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and
its results, including any differential results across groups;

> efficiency: the extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic and
timely way;

> impact: the extent to which the intervention has generated or is expected to generate significant positive
or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects;

> sustainability: the extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue;

> added value: ability of the Council of Europe, through its specific approach, composition and working
methods to make a significant contribution.

Evaluation should be distinguished from: 1

o Self-assessment: reporting on progress in the achievement of results. It is conducted by the management
of the intervention itself with the purpose of adapting activities to changing circumstances. Self-assessments
feed into evaluations but do not follow evaluation standards and processes and are not covered by CoE’s
Evaluation Policy;

e  Project monitoring: continuous examination of progress achieved with an on-going intervention by its
management in order to track compliance with a plan and take corrective action if necessary. Monitoring is
not to be confused with the monitoring mechanisms of the CoE that assess member States’ compliance with
Conventions;

e  Results-oriented monitoring of the EU: external monitoring system of DG DEVCO*? and DG NEAR,*? aimed
at enhancing the European Commission's internal control, accountability and management capacity with a
strong focus on results;

e Internal audit: an entity of the Organisation independent from its management and operations. It is
designed to look at the key risks facing the Organisation, which may have an adverse effect on the
achievement of the Organisation’s objectives, and on how the Organisation is managing those risks. Internal
audit also looks at the adequacy of governance of entities and functions and at the efficiency and
effectiveness of internal controls. Internal audits usually result in recommendations for improvement across
the Organisation;

e  External audit: a provider of audit services external to the Organisation (e.g. the National Audit Office of a
Member State or an audit firm), which focuses on finance and the key risks associated with the
Organisation’s financial management.

2.4 Evaluation principles: how are the evaluation function and evaluations
assessed?

In accordance with the OECD DAC-UNEG Framework for Peer Review,* evaluation functions and their products
must be independent/impartial, credible and useful. These are also among the key principles that are set out in
the CoE Evaluation Policy.

v Independence and impartiality: evaluations deliver objective assessments;
v Credibility: robust evidence-based findings, evaluations conducted in an impartial, professional,

11 please see Annex: Relation to other oversight functions; A.1, p.30 of UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016) for
further examples.

12 European Commission’s Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development.

13 European Commission’s Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations.

14 DAC-UNEG Framework for Peer Review, p. 8.
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technically competent and transparent manner;
Utility: evaluations inform decisions, contribute to accountability for results and organisational learning.

The Council of Europe is committed to apply the guiding principles above as stated in the Evaluation Policy.*

Credibility

Figure 1: Evaluation Principles'®

Independence

Relevance
Timeliness

Accessibility

Accountability
and learning

2.4.2 How are these principles guaranteed in practice?

Independence and impartiality?’

v

The DIO/Evaluation Division is established independently from strategic and operational management
functions;

In both DIO and MAE evaluations, independence is also assured by involvement of independent consultants
who provide their unbiased judgement and impartial advice;

The DIO reports directly to the Secretary General;

The Director of DIO has the authority to initiate, carry out and report on any action within his/her mandate.*
The Director of DIO informs the Oversight Advisory Committee and the Committee of Ministers of any
restrictions and limitations in the conduct of his/her duties;

The DIO carries the responsibility of developing the evaluation work programme;

The DIO has full discretion to directly interact with all relevant stakeholders and to publish and disseminate
its evaluation reports to the decision-makers;

Evaluation staff and evaluation team members must demonstrate professional integrity and not have been
(or expect to be in the near future) directly involved in the policy setting, design or management of the
evaluation subject nor have any other form of conflict of interest;

Evaluators carrying out CoE evaluations apply the CoE Charter on professional ethics of 15 July 2005 and the
CoE Code of Conduct for Evaluation (Appendix 1). This is to ensure the integrity and impartiality of the

8

15 Evaluation Policy, paragraphs 11, 12 and 14. In addition, para 23 states that the Council of Europe evaluations, where
appropriate, assess whether and how evaluees strengthen human rights and address issues of discrimination and gender
inequality. Furthermore, cross-cutting dimensions such as gender mainstreaming, civil society participation and, as
appropriate, attention to other relevant groups are incorporated in the evaluation process. Evaluations should encourage
and enhance participation, tackle discrimination and enable inclusion.

16 Based on model in WPF Evaluation Policy (2008), p.9.

17 Established by DIO mandate and the CoE Evaluation Policy.

18 CoE Evaluation Policy, paragraph 16.
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evaluators on the one hand, and on the other hand, the quality and validity of the evaluation work.

The credibility of evaluation depends on:

4

AV

The expertise and independence of the evaluators: DIO evaluators undergo continuous professional
development and training, external consultants are selected on the basis of their expertise;*°

The soundness of the methodological approach: checked by independent quality assessors;

The adequacy of resources: assured by the SG and the CM;

The transparency of the evaluation process: as described in the Evaluation Guidelines;

The participation of stakeholders: an inclusive data collection process;

The impartiality and factual accuracy of reporting: the reference group made up of stakeholders which
follows the evaluation process and checks the accuracy of information.

The utility of evaluation is related to its :

v

v

relevance for decision-making: the needs of the SG, CM and senior management are taken into account
during the preparation of the work programme;

timeliness for decision-making: DIO submits evaluation reports to the SG for ensuring the preparation of an
action plan and management response and subsequently transmits published evaluation reports and related
action plans to the Chair of the Ministers’ Deputies for consideration to support decision-making;
Contribution to organisational learning:

o Follow-up of recommendations. DIO reports annually on the implementation of accepted evaluation
recommendations to the SG and presents its annual report to the CM, including information on the
implementation of recommendations;

o Internal Network of CoE evaluation practitioners to exchange experience;

o Events to disseminate results with consultants/subject matter experts and all stakeholders;

Transparency - timely publication of evaluation reports and management responses.

% |bid., paragraph 12.

-11 -
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3. THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE'S EVALUATION SYSTEM AND ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES OF OTHER ENTITIES

Section 3 describes the Council of Europe’s evaluation system represented both by the Directorate of Internal

Oversight at central level and Major Administrative Entities at a decentralised level. It explains the CoE’s
evaluation architecture and the role of the different parts of the Organisation in it.

3.1 Types of evaluations

The Council of Europe’s evaluation system consists of:
» DIO-managed evaluations,
» Decentralised evaluations.

The Evaluation Policy also foresees “joint evaluations” which are funded and managed jointly by DIO and donors
or partner organisations.?

Evaluation process is inclusive and participatory at all stages.

3.1.1 DIO-managed evaluations

- Funded by DIO’s resources;

- Managed by DIO using internal capacities and expertise of DIO and/or external consultants;

- Typically assess areas of high significance or strategic importance or specific programmes within the
organisations programme and budget;

- DIO assures the quality of the entire evaluation process, including the final report and tracks the
implementation of recommendations;

- All completed evaluations are submitted to the Secretary General and transmitted to the Chair of the
Ministers’ Deputies.

3.1.2 Decentralised evaluations

- Managed by MAEs other than DIO and funded through the Ordinary Budget, partial agreements or extra-
budgetary resources;

- Assess a single programme, funding agreement, strategy, entity, or other area of action;

- Submitted to the donor who requested it, steering committee, or relevant Committee of Ministers’
rapporteur group through the Secretary General and take into account the requirements of donors and/or
of a governing body;

- Conducted by external and independent consultants/evaluators who have not been involved in the design,
implementation or management of the subject under evaluation or expected to be so in the near future;

- Meet the same level of norms and standards as independent evaluations, including CoE Evaluation
Guidelines and ethical guidelines,? as well as the Code of Conduct for Evaluation (Appendix 1);

- According to the new Evaluation Policy, the recommendations of decentralised evaluations are formally
followed up on. As per Section Il of the Evaluation Policy, decentralised evaluation reports and their action
plans shall be submitted by the MAE to the SG. They shall also be submitted to the DIO at the latest within
two months of the receipt of the final report and provide information on the MAE’s plans for their
publication and dissemination. They shall be published on the DIO Internet and Intranet sites of the CoE.?

20 |bid., paragraph 31.
21 Charter on professional ethics of 15 July 2005.
22 CoE Evaluation Policy, Section Il, pp. 14-15.
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In line with the requirements of the Evaluation Policy, page 16, DIO is responsible for assurance of the quality of
decentralised evaluations. A Quality Assurance Framework has been established (see Section 5.6) that provides
guidance, technical assistance and professionalisation support, as well as regular reviews of its implementation
for advising on the selection of consultants, on the terms of reference and on draft evaluation reports.

3.2 The Directorate of Internal Oversight (DIO)

Section Il of the Evaluation Policy outlines the responsibilities and tasks of the DIO Evaluation Division with regard
to normative work, planning, design/implementation, use and support to decentralised evaluation.

Evaluations are conducted or managed by DIO staff and assisted by external consultants as necessary. Internal
DIO team arrangements are decided on a case by case basis depending on subject matter of the evaluation,
expertise requirements and budgetary considerations. The process for the selection of external consultants is
carried out following CoE’s procurement procedures based on the ToR drafted by DIO in consultation with
stakeholders.

DIO staff engaged in designing, conducting and managing evaluation activities should possess the relevant

professional and technical competencies:

- university degree in a relevant field;

- substantial professional experience in managing and conducting evaluations;

- good knowledge of evaluation methodology, recognised evaluation standards, techniques (including for
conducting interviews and establishing samples and surveys), procedures and reporting, including projects
funded by extra-budgetary resources;

- analytical thinking, problem solving and judgement skills.

In terms of personal values, evaluators are expected to demonstrate integrity, loyalty and discretion. The UNEG
Evaluation Competency Framework can be consulted for a more detailed competency profile of evaluators.

As a policy of DIO, all staff are expected to regularly follow trainings and update their qualifications. The DIO
Evaluation Division also participates in meetings of various international bodies and professional evaluation
networks.

The annual evaluation budget of DIO with the planned results and performance indicators is included in the
Internal Oversight Section of the Council of Europe’s biennial Programme and Budget document. In accordance
with Section VI of the Evaluation Policy, these resources may be supplemented by voluntary contributions and
in-kind non-monetary contributions such as secondments.?

3.3 Other Stakeholders in the Evaluation System

In the new Evaluation Policy the roles of the Committee of Ministers, Secretary General, Oversight Advisory

23 CoE Evaluation Policy, paragraph 48: DIO and MAEs can receive financial voluntary contributions, and in kind non-
monetary contributions (e.g. in the form of secondments and short-term expertise); any such voluntary contribution should
be made respecting the norms and standards applicable to independent evaluations, including DIO Evaluation Guidelines
and ethical guidelines as well as the code of conduct for evaluators.
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Committee, CoE management and staff have been more clearly defined.?*

Responsibilities of CoE entities, other than DIO are defined in Section Il of the Evaluation Policy which are
summarised in Figure 2 below. This section highlights only the main responsibilities. Figure 2 shows that all
entities are involved in the process of planning and also in making use of the evaluations depending on their role
and responsibilities.

The Committee of Ministers, approves the Evaluation Policy and the appointment of the DIO Director, provides
sufficient resources for evaluations and takes note of the evaluation work programme.

The Ministers’ Deputies can contribute to the development of the work programme in different ways, such as:

a. Through informal collective meetings organised with DIO where the permanent representations have the
occasion to express their needs for decision-making before the DIO work programme is developed (e.g.
before renewing a programme, a Country Action Plan, a Strategy or a Policy);

b. Taking a formal decision that an evaluation should be undertaken;

c. Taking a formal decision to include an evaluation component in a new intervention (such as a programme,
policy, strategy).

The Ministers’ Deputies also have a role in discussing evaluation reports, their recommendations and following
up on their implementation.

Two months after an evaluation report is declared final by its Director, the DIO transmits published evaluation
reports and, if available, the related action plan to the Chair of the Ministers’ Deputies and makes proposals for
consideration in what way the report might be of interest to the Ministers’ Deputies and its rapporteur groups.
The DIO presents findings, conclusions and recommendations to the relevant governance bodies.?® The
Minister’s Deputies take note of and/or consider the published evaluation reports and the proposed follow-up.
Of particular importance are the recommendations that require budgetary allocations for their implementation.
The Committee of Ministers may decide to follow the implementation of evaluation recommendations of
individual evaluation reports or through the DIO annual report to the Ministers’ Deputies.

The Secretary General, in addition to her/his responsibilities outlined in the Evaluation Policy, is responsible for
ensuring that management responses are prepared, by the Secretariat, for each evaluation report and for the
implementation of the action plans to address recommendations. The DIO submits to the Secretary General an
annual report on the state of implementation of recommendations to facilitate her/his decision-making on
accepted recommendations that are yet to be implemented.

The Oversight Advisory Committee is governed by its own Terms of Reference, which are regularly reviewed
(CM/Res(2018)5). It serves in an advisory capacity and reports to the Committee of Ministers and may advise the
Secretary General on the independence, credibility, performance and value added of the evaluation function as
well as on the appointment of the Director of Internal Oversight.

It advises the Secretary General as necessary on the work programme and budget of the evaluation function and
reports to the Committee of Ministers in accordance with its terms of reference. It also advises on the timely and
effective implementation of evaluation recommendations.

24 CoE Evaluation Policy, pp. 14-15.
% |bid., p. 16.
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3.3.4 CoE Management and Staff
The CoE Management, in addition to its responsibilities outlined in the Evaluation Policy, is requested to appoint
members to the reference groups senior enough to take position on behalf of their MAEs.?® Decentralised
evaluations have to follow the Evaluation Guidelines as well as the organisation’s quality assurance framework
and are subjected to the same rules of dissemination and publication as DIO evaluations.?’

Figure 2: Stakeholders and their roles??

v v v

Design/

Implementation

Evaluability v v
Normative work v v v v

Planning 4 4 v 4 4 4
Resourcing v v v v
Support to

decentralised 4 v

evaluation

Use v v v v v v

3.4 CoE Evaluation quality assurance system

DIO has established quality assurance mechanisms in line with the OECD DAC evaluation quality standards® and
UNEG norms and standards® for the purpose of continuous improvement of the quality and usefulness of its
evaluation processes and evaluation reports.

The principal components of the quality assurance mechanism are outlined in Appendix 3 and involve the

following responsibilities of the DIO:

- sets the standards for the Council of Europe for planning, conducting and using all evaluations in the form
of guidance material and methodological tools available on its website;

- assures the quality of DIO-managed and decentralised evaluations in accordance with the aforementioned
standards and Guidelines; consults with stakeholders concerned on the terms of reference/inception
reports as well as draft evaluation reports;

- makes use of reference groups and, if relevant, of subject-matter experts, to ensure that the evaluation
process meets quality expectations;

26 The composition of the reference group is decided on the basis of the topic to be evaluated.

27 CoE Evaluation Policy, pp. 14-15.

28 |bid., pp. 14-17.

2% OECD DAC (2010). Evaluating Development Co-operation — Summary of Key Norms and Standards, Second edition. Paris:
OECD.

30 UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016).
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- may commission periodic meta-evaluations to assess quality of DIO managed evaluation reports and/or
those of decentralised evaluations; 3!

- periodically commissions an external peer review of the Evaluation Policy and evaluation function;

- provides staff with relevant training/coaching advice and guidance material to strengthen the necessary
skills and knowledge required to carry out evaluations and evaluability assessments of programmes, policies
and strategies.>?

For an independent quality assurance of the Evaluation Function, a peer-review>? exercise is conducted by
external experts approximately every 4-5 years.

The detailed process for quality assurance of decentralised evaluations is described in Section 5.

31 CoE Evaluation Policy, Chapter IV, p.11.

32 Evaluability is defined as the “extent to which an activity or a programme can be evaluated in a reliable and credible
fashion”. An Evaluability Assessment “calls for the early review of a proposed activity in order to ascertain whether its
objectives are adequately defined and its results verifiable”. (OECD DAC (2002). Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and
Results Based Management. Paris: OECD).

33 Based on DAC-UNEG Framework for Peer Review.
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EVALUATIONS MANAGED BY DIO

Section 4 provides an overview of the preparation, conduct and finalisation process of DIO-managed

evaluations. This section is of importance to all readers of the guidelines.

4.1 Preparation of the DIO Evaluation work programme

4.1.1 What is the CoE evaluation universe?

A general definition of what is to be evaluated is provided under Paragraph 6 of the Evaluation Policy:

Evaluation is a systematic and impartial assessment of an activity, project, programme, strategy, policy, topic,
theme, sector, operational area or institutional performance.

Paragraph 27 of the Evaluation Policy sets out the areas that can be assessed by DIO managed evaluations:

a)

b)

The biennial Programme and Budget:

- Projects, programmes/sub-programmes;

- Thematic and cross-cutting evaluation;

- Regional or country programme evaluation.

Organisational evaluation:

- The functioning of the Council of Europe;
- Institutional arrangements;

- Council of Europe offices;

- Partial agreements.

4.1.2 How is the work programme developed?

Consultation process

DIO follows important decisions, debates, events and developments in the Council of Europe throughout
the year such as ministerial sessions, meetings of ministers’ deputies, rapporteur groups, PACE sessions and
activities of other MAEs to have a good understanding of organisation’s key concerns;

DIO consults with the SG/DSG, PO, Senior Management, permanent representatives in order to understand
the decision-making needs. In addition, permanent representatives could propose decisions to be taken by
the CM for evaluations and also propose to integrate evaluations into programmes or any areas of action
by the CoE. Specific proposals concerning evaluation topics to be considered for inclusion in the Work
Programme may be transmitted to the Director of DIO by MAEs. Requests arising once a work programme
has begun to be implemented would have to be considered in the light of resources available to carry out
any request.

DIO consults with donors as well as the EU when needed.

Drafting the Work Programme

Bearing in mind the selection criteria for evaluation topics attached to the Evaluation Policy, such as the
weight to be given to the contribution to decision-making, strategic significance, feasibility, significance of
investment, coverage and diversity, organisational learning and assessment of risk to organisation’s
mandate and reputation;

Bearing in mind the consultation process above and having followed developments in the CoE, DIO selects
topics to be evaluated;

Consults the MAEs in charge of their topics for the feasibility of evaluations:
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o data collection is feasible (i.e. documentation is available for the chosen intervention and relevant
staff is accessible);

o the timing of the evaluation is appropriate (i.e. no overlapping evaluation efforts are being
undertaken);

o the chosen intervention lends itself well to providing valuable lessons for the organisation and to
facilitate strategic decisions.

Finalising the work programme and endorsement by the SG

- DIO submits the work programme to the SG;

- SGreviews and endorses the work programme;

- The Oversight Advisory Committee may report to the CM and advise the Secretary General as appropriate
on the work programme in accordance with its terms of reference;

- GR-PBA takes note of the work programme.

4.2 Planning and scoping

Each evaluation starts with the creation of an initial planning for the evaluation. The plan is prepared and
validated prior to commencing the work, indicating the key milestones and deadlines. The plan is regularly
reviewed and updated during the course of the evaluation process to take account of any factors which may
affect the plan. Any changes to the initial plan are validated as part of the management process of the
assignment. Evaluators record the time spent on each evaluation and on other tasks (Appendix 4).

Detailed planning is included in the ToR of each evaluation. The ToR are shared with the reference group and
other stakeholders in order that they are aware at what points during the process their input will be required.

In the initial stage of planning an evaluation, a meeting is held by DIO with CoE evaluation stakeholders in order
to learn about their expectations for the evaluation exercise in terms of:

- key issues the evaluation should address;

- stakeholders to be consulted, their accessibility;

- possible methodological issues in data collection;

- possible risks and how to mitigate them;

- political and other considerations to bear in mind.

Following the consultations, the relevant MAEs are asked to prepare a set of documentation for DIO. An

“evaluation dossier” prepared by the MAE can consist of:

a. Any preparatory work such as needs assessments, feasibility studies or other documents (stakeholders
meeting reports, preparatory missions reports, e-mails, etc.) prepared before the beginning of activities by
CoE staff, donor staff and other partners and stakeholders that contributed to take the decision of
conceiving and launching the intervention;

b. Programming documents (Logical Framework, “Description of the action” or other “design” documents) and
other contractual documents;

c. Information related to any relevant previous interventions, evaluation reports, or recommendations of
advisory groups;

d. Interim reports, monitoring and progress reports, relevant parts of CoE Progress Review Reports, financial
reports, mission reports, providing information on inputs used, activities implemented, outputs produced,
results achieved and any issue or problem encountered during the implementation;
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e. Other documents, as relevant.

After scoping interviews and desk study of documents, DIO prepares the ToR for the evaluation that clearly set
out purpose, objectives, scope, evaluation questions and the criteria the evaluator must meet.

DIO Guidelines for Developing Terms of Reference for Evaluations, including a Quality Checklist for ToRs, will
be made available as a separate document on the DIO Website.

In certain circumstances, a concept note may also be prepared to clarify how entities and processes work in
more detail.

All MAEs concerned are informed of the launch of the evaluation and are requested to appoint a senior member
and a substitute member to the reference group. The members of the RG represent their MAE and speak on
their behalf. They are therefore advised to consult with their hierarchy and inform them of the evaluation and
decisions taken.

A representative of PO is always invited to join the reference group. The initial composition of the RG in terms
of entities is proposed by DIO on a case-by-case basis, usually including evaluation stakeholders in CoE
headquarters, but this does not exclude representatives from the field offices. Depending on the evaluation’s
country/regional and thematic focus, the RG may also include country representatives and/or representatives of
donors.

The mandate of the RG is to advise the evaluation team on matters related to the evaluation (such as its scope
and objectives), to facilitate the evaluation team’s access to relevant information and to provide feedback on
findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation by commenting, in particular, on the ToR/concept
note, inception report and draft final report.

A concept note is prepared at the outset of an evaluation in complex evaluations. It outlines the purpose and
objectives of the evaluation, key stakeholders, possible evaluation questions, budget, estimated timeline and
activities/deliverables.

An inception report is prepared after the initial review of relevant documentation. It sets out the conceptual

framework to be used in an evaluation, the key evaluation questions and methodology, including information

on data sources and collection, sampling and key indicators. The inception report also includes a timeline for
| the evaluation project and drafts of data collection instruments.

The first evaluation reference group meeting is organised to receive feedback on the ToR/Concept Note or
Inception Report. The reference group members are provided with the documents and asked to prepare their
feedback for the meeting within a specific timeframe. The feedback can refer to the scope and objectives of
evaluation and evaluation questions, appropriateness of case studies (specific themes and countries selected),
but can also provide suggestions on methodology. The conclusions are circulated after the meeting and the
ToR/Concept Note or the Inception report is taken into account accordingly.
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The need for the recruitment of external consultants is decided on a case-by-case basis and depends on the
volume of evaluation tasks, the substance matter and specific expertise required for the evaluation, as well as
the availability of resources.

In case of contracting an external consultant, the type of tendering procedure is decided according to the budget
allocated to the evaluation. The tendering procedure is organised in accordance with CoE Procurement
procedures* and takes into account the rules and regulations of the Tenders Board using the Model for the
issuing of calls for tenders.

For a list of external consultants, DIO maintains a database of evaluation consultants, which may be referred to.

The Call for Proposals is announced on the website of Council of Europe using the Model website notice for a call
for tenders. Usually, the call for proposals is also announced on the website of the European Evaluation Society.
The answers to questions posed by tenderers are made available to all tender participants. For this purpose, a
Q&A link is created on the webpage of the relevant call for tenders where a document can be accessed containing
all questions posed and answers given. The document is updated for each question received.

The best tender proposal is selected based on the selection and adjudication criteria outlined in the Call for

Tenders using a scoring system. The tender is awarded to the proposal which receives the highest total score

calculated from overall scores of the Technical and Financial Proposals. The technical proposals will be evaluated

on the basis of selection criteria such as:

- suitability of methodological approach;

- consultants’ experience and knowledge of evaluation, in particular, within the context of international
cooperation;

- experience and knowledge of the evaluators in the thematic areas covered by the present call for tenders;

- experience and knowledge of the evaluators in the countries concerned.

The financial proposals will be considered only for submissions that passed a minimum technical score. Once the
best tender proposal is selected, the results of the tender are communicated to all of the tender participants.

Final payment will be dependent upon satisfactory quality of the deliverables.

4.3 Conduct and management of evaluation by DIO

Evaluators can be taken to refer to DIO staff or externally contracted consultants, depending on the needs of the
evaluation. An opening meeting is held to assure a common understanding of the evaluation purpose, questions
and tasks and to agree on the evaluation schedule.

During the desk research phase, evaluators collect information from the dossiers provided by MAEs. In addition,
at this stage, evaluators might carry out scoping interviews and consult other relevant CoE documents. The
information is then analysed with a view to adjust the evaluation questions and to develop an appropriate
evaluation methodology (methods of data collection, criteria for sampling). The findings of the desk study phase
are presented in an Inception Report.

34 Different procedures are foreseen for services below 5.000 Euro (direct negotiations), between 5.000 and 150.000 €
(direct negotiations incl. consultations with at least three potential suppliers), and above 150.000 € (international public
tender).
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4.3.3 Inception Report
The Inception Report reiterates the purpose of the evaluation, its objectives, its context and its scope. Further,
the Inception Report elaborates the evaluation criteria, specifies tailored evaluation questions and the evaluation
methodology using an Evaluation Matrix3> and presents the evaluation work plan. The evaluation team may
organise written consultations with stakeholders on the Inception Report, in particular on the proposed
methodology.

A Quality Assurance Checklist for the Inception Report is in Appendix 5.

The inception report is presented to the Reference Group for feedback.

Evaluation
Report

2nd Reference
Group
Meeting

Management
Response

4.3.4 Data Collection and Analysis Methods
The evaluation methodology must be sufficiently rigorous to ensure a complete, fair and unbiased assessment.
Data should ideally come from a variety of sources to ensure their accuracy,>® validity>” and reliability.3®

The evaluator develops the evaluation methodology based on the evaluation criteria and questions determined
in the ToR. The time for collection, the cost, and the usefulness of the data must be considered in deciding what
data to collect. For quantitative data collection, different methodologies can be used, such as surveys, desk study
research or structured interviews. Qualitative data is collected through methods such as semi-structured
individual interviews or focus group discussions.

CoE data protection rules are applied in all situations. Advice of the organisation’s Data Protection Officer will be
sought by evaluators as necessary.

In some cases, data collection requires missions (official journeys) to field offices or other locations. The CoE
Heads of Offices, are informed and consulted on the organisation of the mission and may be asked for logistical
assistance.

35 see DIO Guidelines for Developing Terms of Reference for Evaluations.

36 The exactness or precision of an assessment.

37 The extent to which the assessment methods and resulting data measure what was intended.

38 The degree with which repeated observation and/or measurements taken under identical circumstances will yield the
same results.
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To make sure that biases and technical gaps are minimised, the method of data triangulation® is used, which
implies that several data collection methods are employed. Any limitations of each data collection method
should be stated in the report. Among the methods that
may be used are the following:

Desk reviews
Desk reviews - provide useful baseline information and an
historical perspective of the project or programme. They

. . . . Case stud Dl'rect_
include written documentation, but also videos, y observation
electronic data or photos. The documentation review is Data

not limited to the project’s or programme’s activities and Collection

can cover any information on the strategy or global
approach, closely related or not.

Tools

Brenchmarking Interviews

Direct observation - consist mainly of what can be seen
during field missions and project sites visits, as well as
events such as conferences, trainings and seminars. They Focus groups
can be subjective as human vision and perception is
selective, based on fields of interest or cultural
sensitivities. It is important to cross-validate facts and elements collected.

Interviews - an important methodology for collecting data and information. An Interview Guide should be
developed providing the interviewer with an outline of topics or issues to be covered, but letting him/her vary
the wording and order of the questions to some extent. A template for an Interview Guide is in Appendix 6. There
are several types of interviews:

- Structured/strict interviews require an interview’s guide, following strictly and systematically questions
prepared in advance. Same questions are asked of all interviewees, implying a diminished risk of
“manipulating” the questions;

- Semi-structured interviews explore the possibilities for new questions that can emerge during the interview;

- Conversational interviews remain very open in asking questions or in formulating them.

Focus groups - Interviewing a group of persons through brainstorming or group discussions. They require specific
techniques and the selection of the groups should follow precise criteria and procedures. Two persons should
manage the discussion, one taking notes and the other guiding the debate and observing people’s behaviours.

Questionnaires and surveys - Important tools to gather data from a large number of people in a structured way
that allows for statistical analysis. They can be short and simple, with ‘yes-no’ answers, or long and complex using
open questions, numerical scales or ‘agree-disagree’ scales. The more extended the survey is, the more complex
its analysis and interpretation are. Questionnaire/survey questions are prepared and formulated based on the
objective(s) and scope of the evaluation. Before and after surveys are also used, especially to measure
awareness-raising activities.

Case study - The selection of a particular story, specific events or of projects/programmes activities that can give
aninsight of a project’s effectiveness and impact. The case study in isolation does not necessarily prove anything,
it helps to illustrate data and find commonalities. Only when using several cases, one can extrapolate some
common principles.

39 Triangulation is a technique that facilitates validation of data through cross verification from two or more sources. In
particular, it refers to the application and combination of several research methodologies in the study of the same
phenomenon.

40 Dillman DA., Tortora RD, Bowker D. (1998). Principles for Constructing Web Surveys.
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Benchmarking - Involves a process of comparing one’s own performance to an appropriate comparison which
might be the industry standard or a similar organisation. It is a continuous process of research, comparative
analysis, adaptation and implementation of best practices to improve the performance of processes in an
organisation.*

Sampling** methods also play an important role in ensuring validity of data. There are two major categories of

sampling methods:

- Random sampling means that each object of the sample has an equal chance to be selected for assessment.
It is used mainly in surveys or other quantitative data when there is a need for generalising from the sample
to the study population.

- Purposeful sampling is used in interviews focus groups, case studies and other qualitative data when the
sample is established for a specific purpose and focuses on the importance of selecting information-rich
examples from which one can draw findings for the study.

Some criteria for selection of interviewees may be:

a) Interviewees who represent the “typical” user or participant of the intervention;

b) To illuminate the potential of the intervention: interview people who have made the most out of the
training/service which have been offered;

c) To explore challenges to strategies and activities: interview those who did not seem to get as much from
the intervention or chose not to participate in activities;

d) For diversity of views: interview representatives from all of the different stakeholder groups in the
intervention, including gender balance;

e) Forin-depth experience and institutional memory: interview long-term participants;

f)  For critical observer’s viewpoint: interview stakeholders, who are external to the intervention such as civil
society organisations, domestic authorities, other international organisations etc.

Particularly in cases where there is an overall interest, before carrying out interviews with permanent
representations, evaluators shall offer the possibility of an interview to all representations.

The draft evaluation report synthesises all the results of the work conducted in the framework of the evaluation.
The report should be concise, structured, logical, clear and complete. It should present information on:

- object of the evaluation,

- evaluation purpose,

- objective(s) and scope,

- evaluation methodology,

- findings,

- conclusions,

- recommendations/lessons learnt.

The criteria to assess the quality of the report*® are as follows:
1. the report is well structured, logical, clear and complete;

2. thereport presents a clear and full description of the 'object' of the evaluation;
3. the evaluation's purpose, objectives and scope are fully explained;

41 http://www.qualiteperformance.org/comprendre-la-qualite/outils-d-evaluation-le-benchmarking.

42 sampling is concerned with the selection of a subset of individuals or files from within a study population to extrapolate
characteristics of the whole population.

43 Based on UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports (2010).
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4. the report presents a transparent description of the methodology applied to the evaluation that clearly
explains how the evaluation was specifically designed to address the evaluation criteria, yield answers to
the evaluation questions and achieve evaluation purposes; the limitations of the methodology are made
explicit;

5. findings respond directly to the evaluation criteria and questions detailed in the scope and objectives section
of the report and are based on evidence derived from data collection and analysis methods described in the
methodology section of the report;

6. conclusions present reasonable judgments based on findings and substantiated by evidence, and provide
insights pertinent to the object and purpose of the evaluation;

7. the report contains a section on lessons learnt and best practices, which are relevant and applicable to the
organisation as a whole;

8. recommendations are relevant to the object and purposes of the evaluation, are supported by evidence and
conclusions, and were developed with the involvement of relevant stakeholders;

9. the connection between findings, conclusions and recommendations is demonstrated through graphic
means;

10. recommendations may be supplemented with suggested modalities of implementation and opportunities
for improvement;

11. the report illustrates the extent to which the design and implementation of the object, the assessment of
results and the evaluation process incorporate a gender equality perspective and human rights based
approach.

A Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation reports is in Appendix 7. The DIO also maintains a roster of external
quality checkers who may be contracted for strenghthening quality assurance process.

The second evaluation reference group meeting is organised approximately two to three weeks after the DIO
sends out the Draft Evaluation Report. The reference group members are asked to prepare their comments on
the report and send them back prior or after to the meeting. The feedback should concern the relationship
between findings, conclusions and recommendations, the relevance, usefulness and implementability of
recommendations as well as identifying any factual errors. The results of the reference group meeting are to be
summarised in Reference Group Meeting conclusions. After the meeting, the conclusions can be sent to the RG
for further written comments. The comments of the reference group will be considered when finalising the
report.

Other relevant stakeholders may also be consulted when appropriate and will be given the opportunity to
comment on the draft report. The final evaluation report will acknowledge any substantive disagreement. In
disputes about facts that can be verified, the evaluators do further investigations and change the draft where
necessary. In case of conflicting views stakeholders comments are reproduced verbatim, in an annex or footnote,
to the extent this does not conflict with the rights and welfare of stakeholders.*

The Director of DIO declares the report final and on the same date submits it to the Secretary General with
reference group members in copy, together with an Action Plan template for preparation of the Management
Response, in accordance with paragraphs 44 and 45 of the Evaluation Policy. The final report is published within
two months of finalisation and transmitted to the Chair of the Ministers’ Deputies.

4 Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, DAC Guidelines and Reference Series, OECD, 2010, section 3.15, p. 14.
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4.4 Evaluation follow-up

Council of Europe evaluation reports require a management response.* The Secretary General has the
responsibility to ensure that the Secretariat prepares a management response, including an Action Plan. In
practice, MAEs to whom evaluation recommendations are addressed are required to prepare the management
response and an action plan that describes the activities that they commit to carry out in order to implement the
recommendations. DIO sends an action plan template to the entities together with instructions on how to
complete it (Appendix 8). Depending upon the nature of the evaluation and the recommendations, the Private
Office may arrange a meeting with entities concerned in order to facilitate the process of identifying actions
required for the implementation of the recommendations, particularly if they require actions at an organisation-
wide level.

The entities concerned are requested to return the completed action plan template to DIO within two months
after receiving it. In the management response and action plan, they state whether they accept the
recommendations or not, by which date they intend to implement accepted ones and what actions are envisaged
to be taken for their implementation. In case a recommendation’s implementation is spread over a substantial
time period, the entities can propose milestones.

The options for recommendations in the action plan are the following:

- Accepted - actions to implement the recommendation should be indicated;

- Rejected - the reason for rejecting the recommendation should be stated;

- Under consideration - the reason why the recommendation is under consideration should be stated and the
deadline for decision on the recommendation be indicated.

In case of diverging views on recommendations between the Major Administrative Entities (MAEs), the Secretary
General takes a decision on the issues raised and is the final arbiter on the adequacy of proposals for the effective
implementation of recommendations and management responses by the MAEs. The completed management
response and action plan shall be sent to DIO within two months after the report having been declared final.
They are published on the DIO intranet and internet sites and transmitted to the Chair of the Ministers’ Deputies
together with the final report.*® In case of a delay in submitting the management response within the set
deadline (two months), the report will be published without it.%

The Secretary General is responsible for the implementation of action plans to address recommendations.®

For learning and accountability purposes, evaluation products should be actively disseminated. As per Paragraph
42 and 43 of the Evaluation Policy, the DIO is responsible for making completed evaluations accessible to key
partners and stakeholders. They are further published together with the related management response and
action plan on DIO’s intranet/internet webpages.

DIO Evaluation reports and Management Response are prepared in one of the official working languages of the
CoE. DIO translates executive summaries, recommendations and management response into the official
language that is not the language of the report.

45 CoE Evaluation Policy, paragraph 44.
46 |bid., paragraph 40.

47 |bid.

% |bid., p. 14.
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< 2 months STEP

STEP2 I i STEP6

== STEP1 | STEP3 STEP5

4.4.3 Follow-up Reports
In order to promote evaluation usage and strengthen accountability within the CoE, DIO systematically follows
up on the implementation of evaluation recommendations by management.

MAEs are required to provide information to DIO on the status of the implementation of all outstanding
recommendations on annual basis.

Introduce Communication Dlssemlnatlng the
recommendations/ with MAEs/ action follow- uE ort to
actions in follow-up tool s/

MAEs update the
recommendations
implementation

fol[ow-up report

DIO follows up on recommendations that have either been accepted or are under consideration. DIO will collect

evidence and assess whether completed actions sufficiently address the implementation of recommendations.

DIO may request further information. Following this review, the status of recommendations will be one of the

following:

- Accepted: actions to implement the recommendation are underway or are planned;

- Implemented: The implementation of the recommendation has been completed and the recommendation
will be closed. This recommendation will be removed from the report for the subsequent follow-up process.

During the follow up process, in addition to recommendations that have been implemented/are being

implemented, DIO will consider along with MAEs any particular factors affecting a recommendation and consider

whether there are justifiable reasons to change the status of an accepted recommendation as follows:

- Obsolete: This recommendation is no longer relevant as it has been overtaken by events. The
recommendation will be closed,
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- Closed without Implementation: The recommendation is not considered obsolete and the implementation
of recommendation will not take place. The SG may decide on whether efforts to implement these
recommendations should be increased or whether DIO should close these recommendations without
implementation.

In line with the current practice, certain recommendations that have not been implemented (high risk and/or
long outstanding) may also be brought to the attention of the Secretary General in order for her/him to take
decisions on the follow up to be given to them. The DIO will also advise the SG on any issues they consider
relevant in respect of the adequacy of the implementation of action plans to address recommendations.

DIO reports to the Secretary General annually on the state of implementation of recommendations as well as to
the Committee of Ministers on the function, findings and recommendations of evaluations, on compliance,

quality assurance, and follow-up to evaluations conducted (see paragraph 46 of the Evaluation Policy).

The OAC also advises on the timely and effective implementation of evaluation recommendations.*

DIO sends request SG decides on steps to

to MAEs to ugdate DIO sends to SG annual : 125
the progress on

implementation of

take in respect of high
risk/long outstanding
recommendations

follow-up report on
implementation of

recommendations recommendations

MAE report on
the progress on
implementation of
recommendations report

4.4.4 Promotion of learning and dissemination of good practices
Evaluation can make an important contribution to organisational learning if key lessons generated by evaluations
are easily accessible for stakeholders. When an evaluation report is finalised, DIO extracts the lessons it contains
and can communicate them to stakeholders. DIO may also integrate lessons learnt from decentralised evaluation
reports in the dissemination activities. Each evaluation report should have a Lessons Learned section.

4.4.5 Responsibility of Evaluees
A good evaluation process also depends on responsibility of the evaluees. Evaluees are respectful of evaluators
and the evaluation process. They do not seek to put undue pressure, engage in disrespectful behaviour or
attitude that jeopardises the carrying out and completion of the evaluation exercise.® Evaluees fully co-operate
during the evaluation process and actively contribute to their design, preparation and implementation, including
by: a) providing the evaluators with a complete information dossier, b) facilitating access to stakeholders, and c)
commenting on the draft terms of references and draft reports (including the feasibility of recommendations).*!

4 Ibid., p. 15.
%0 |bid., paragraph 22.
51 bid., p. 15.
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5. EVALUATIONS MANAGED BY MAEs: DECENTRALISED EVALUATIONS

Decentralised evaluations are evaluations which are managed by MAEs other than DIO and funded through the
Ordinary Budget or extra-budgetary resources. They typically assess a single programme, funding agreement,
strategy, entity, or other area of action and are submitted to the relevant Committee of Ministers’ rapporteur
group through the Secretary General, steering committee or donor who requested it. Decisions to launch
decentralised evaluations at entity/programme/project level take into account the requirements of donors
and/or of a governing body. Decentralised evaluations are conducted by external consultants/evaluators who
have not been involved in the design, implementation or management of the subject under evaluation. They
shall meet the same level of norms and standards as independent evaluations, including DIO Evaluation
Guidelines and ethical guidelines as well as the CoE Code of Conduct for Evaluation (Appendix 1).

Under the Evaluation Policy, DIO is responsible for assurance of the quality of decentralised evaluations. DIO has
an obligation to establish a framework that provides guidance, quality assurance, technical assistance and
professionalisation support, as well as for regularly reviewing its implementation and for advising on the
selection of consultants, on the drafting of terms of reference and on draft evaluation reports.>? As part of the
quality assurance framework, and as specified in the Evaluation Policy, all staff members are required to seek
DIO’s support during the evaluation process on the definition of the Terms of Reference (ToR), selection of the
external consultants and the quality check of the draft evaluation report.>

DIO will monitor the application of the Guidelines in respect of decentralised evaluations, and review as
necessary, to ensure that quality standards are satisfactorily met.

5.1 Evaluation planning and preparation

As part of the growing evaluation culture®® in the CoE, all staff members may be involved in initiating/managing
an evaluation at some point. The evaluations could be related to a programme of activity (financed by OB, partial
agreements) or a cooperation activity, such as a joint project (JP/VC). The decision whether to evaluate may be
decided in agreement with donor organisations, or the decision may be made by entities/managers or other
bodies as part of a continuous reflection process to examine results. Concerning CoE-EU Joint Programmes,
evaluation is distinct from Results-Oriented Monitoring> (ROM) exercises carried out by the European
Commission.

Entities/managers may initiate an external evaluation, taking into account the relevant governance aspects of
the organisation and the programme/project. Decentralised evaluations should follow the quality assurance

52 |bid., Section IV, p. 17.

53 The quality assurance framework to be put in place is developed on the basis of the findings of the report on Stocktaking
of Decentralised Evaluations with a view to establishing an evaluation framework and designing a quality assurance system,
prepared by DIO in 2019.

54 “An evaluative culture denotes an organizational culture that deliberately seeks out information on its performance in
order to use that information to learn how to better manage and deliver its programmes and services, and thereby improve
its performance.” (Mayne, J. (2008). Building an evaluative culture for effective evaluation and results management. ILAC
Brief No. 20).

55 ROM exercises are frequently carried out by the European Commission for CoE-EU Joint Programmes (JPs) and can be
situated in between traditional monitoring exercises and evaluations. The EU ROM system conducts monitoring missions
using a standardised methodology to rapidly assess selected projects. The system is based on regular on-site assessments
of ongoing projects that are given simple scores against the evaluation criteria (efficiency, effectiveness, potential impact,
relevance and sustainability) using a strongly structured methodology. ROM exercises monitor ongoing projects financed by
the EU with a contribution of at least €1 million, and assess a sample of 10% of projects below this threshold.
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framework in order to determine the most appropriate evaluation approach.

When deciding whether to evaluate, care must be taken to avoid the duplication of efforts. As part of the quality
assurance framework, DIO and the MAE concerned will inform and consult each other at an early stage of an
evaluation. Equally, if a project is being evaluated as part of a larger programme facility, then a project-specific
evaluation may not be needed.

It may be particularly appropriate to conduct an evaluation:

- For a project or programme with unknown/unclear or disputed outcomes/results;
- For large and expensive interventions (2 Million EUR and above);

- For pilot initiatives or innovative projects or programmes;

- Where an extension or a 2™ phase of a project is being considered;

- Where CoE has a strategic interest;

- Where donors/stakeholders are interested in an evaluation.

When deciding on whether to evaluate, the following factors should also be considered:
- Whether it will add new knowledge;

- Whether security issues or lack of data would undermine its credibility;

- Whether it is clear how the process or the results will be used;

- Whether it is clear who the intended users are.>®

Before deciding whether to evaluate an intervention, evaluation managers®’ should consider the following:

- Is the evaluation required by the donor as part of the programme/project intervention? Is it part of the
contractual agreement?
> Notall project interventions need to be evaluated, especially when they are a part of larger programme
facility, unless there is a strong interest for all stakeholders to do so.

» What resources are available for the evaluation in terms of budget and staff? The Stocktaking of
Decentralised Evaluations Report®® showed that 60% of all decentralised evaluations in the CoE cost
between €10 000 and €20 000. The evaluation budget will depend on the methodology selected, the
number of service days, need for travel and the level of experience of the consultant. DIO recommends
to have an evaluation budget of at least 1% of the total intervention budget.

> Staff time spent on preparing for an evaluation, liaising with consultants, and reviewing deliverables
can be considerable.

- What type of evaluation would be most appropriate? (ex-ante, mid-term, final (ex-post), impact)
» Timing and delivery of an evaluation are of key importance. If the report is delivered too late, it may
not be useful for future planning. Mid-term evaluations are useful in such cases.

- How long will the evaluation take? Is there sufficient time to complete it?
» DIO recommends that evaluations of JP or VC interventions for carrying out all stages of a project
evaluation should be no less than three months. The average duration of a decentralised evaluation in
the CoE is 6 months, from the ToR drafting stage to the finalisation of the report.

56 Based on SIDA’s Evaluation Handbook: Guidelines and Manual for Conducting Evaluations at SIDA, April 2020.

57 Project Managers in MAEs managing the evaluations.

58 Stocktaking of Decentralised Evaluations with a view to establishing an evaluation framework and designing a quality
assurance system, DIO, 2019, p. 12.
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- DIO Website contains a regularly updated page for decentralised evaluations with additional information
resources made available to all staff.

- Repository of Decentralised Evaluation reports and ToRs (in development).>®

- MSA Multiservice Assistant (Ref. 9400) provides the following types of support to MAEs:

o Explanation of evaluation standards and processes,

o  Advice on budgets required for evaluations,

o Review of the draft Terms of Reference (TOR) of the evaluation,

o Provision of CVs and contacts of external consultants who can be engaged for conducting the
evaluation,

o Assistance to apply the human rights approach in evaluation in order to promote the rights of the most
disadvantaged,

o Support regarding the evaluability of interventions (e.g. theories of change, programme logics,
indicators, monitoring, research methodology, etc.).

- ODGP’s PMM Website provides guidance for programme/project evaluations. PMM IT tool has a new option
for uploading evaluation reports in the “Documents” section.

- Community of Practitioners: as part of the quality assurance framework, a community of practitioners, an
informal group composed of staff members with experience and/or interest in evaluations, will meet
regularly. The aim of the group is to facilitate the support to decentralised evaluations and further promote
the evaluation culture in the CoE. Participation in the community is open to all staff members on a voluntary
basis. DIO organises meetings of the group 2-3 times per year to discuss evaluation-related topics in the
organisation, share good practices and receive first-hand feedback from staff. Staff members will be
welcome to propose evaluation topics.

- Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Focal Points in MAEs: the stocktaking exercise on decentralised
evaluations® undertaken to identify the detailed elements necessary to apply the requirements of the
Evaluation Policy, proposed an action to MAEs to appoint Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) focal points in
DGs which deal with a high output of projects and decentralised evaluations (DGI, DGII and ODGP). Focal
points would receive additional M&E training and be available, alongside DIO, to provide direct assistance
to their colleagues. This will improve monitoring knowledge within the organisation, strengthen the
thematic context of evaluations, as well as expertise. Focal points also act as liaisons with DIO, when any
additional assistance is needed. DIO remains available to provide direct advice on evaluations to all staff.

- For staff members who are interested in learning more about the theory and best practices in evaluations,
there are various useful external resources available, for example:
o  https://www.betterevaluation.org/
o http://www.uneval.org/
o  http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/

59 DIO will work with DIT to examine the possibilities of collaborative spaces within the new document management system
(DMS) to ensure that document sharing is handled in the most efficient and effective way.

60 Stocktaking of Decentralised Evaluations with a view to establishing an evaluation framework and designing a quality
assurance system, DIO, 2019, p. 40.
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5.2 Preparation

STEPS IN PREPARING AN EVALUATION

Assess need for Develop the Terms
Evaluation of Reference

Prepare
evaluation
dossier

5.2.1 Preparation of evaluation dossier
The evaluation dossier contains all relevant information on the intervention to be evaluated as well as other
relevant information and documentation such as relevant decisions of CoE bodies or reports of CoE monitoring
mechanisms on particular topics.

All staff should ensure that all relevant documents are properly stored and made available during the evaluation,
especially related to project interventions where project staff may have left the organisation. Lack of relevant
documents can affect the findings of the evaluation.

Please refer to Section 4.2.3 for a list of types of documents to be included in an “evaluation dossier” prepared
by the relevant MAE.

5.2.2 Preparation of terms of reference (ToR)
The evaluation manager prepares the ToR for the evaluation that clearly sets out purpose, objectives, scope,
evaluation questions and the criteria the evaluator must meet and provides guidance on expectations concerning
the final evaluation report, i.e. by appending the Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation Reports (see
Appendix 7). ToRs also need to include expected skills and competencies of the evaluation team.

Selecting the appropriate methodology is the key element of the ToR. ToRs should include envisaged evaluation
design and approach, not only data sources and data collection techniques.

Once the draft ToR has been prepared, the Quality Assurance Checklist for ToRs should be applied by staff
managing the evaluation. DIO’s Guidelines on the Development of the ToRs are available on the DIO Website.

All draft ToRs are required to be quality checked by DIO.®! Evaluation managers should allow up to 10 working
days for DIO to review the ToR.

If applicable, evaluation managers are encouraged to consult donor organisations and ask for comments on the
draft ToR, as there may be specific evaluation questions donors may be interested in.

5.2.3 Selection of Consultant
In case of contracting an external consultant, the type of tendering procedure should be decided as per article

61 As part of the quality assurance framework for decentralised evaluations, an evaluation handbook will be made available.
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40 of the Financial Regulations according to the budget allocated to the evaluation and will be organised in
accordance with CoE Procurement procedures and as outlined in the Procurement quidelines.

A transparent and open procurement procedure is used for selecting the evaluation consultants. The evaluation
consultants possess a mix of evaluative skills and thematic knowledge. Gender balance and geographical
representation are considered when making the selection.®?

Evaluators are independent from the programme intervention, including its policy, operations and management
functions, as well as intended beneficiaries. Possible conflicts of interest are addressed openly and honestly. The
evaluation team is able to work freely and without interference. The team is assured of co-operation and access
to all relevant information.®

In addition to the regular procurement procedure for intellectual services that can be applied by MAEs, DIO has
established a pool of evaluation experts, whose services can be requested by all MAEs by contacting DIO. The
DIO database of experts consists of experts with both thematic and geographic focus and is updated by DIO
regularly. DIO will provide feedback on consultants latest within 10 working days of the request for consultants
made by MAE staff. DIO can provide advice on suitable consultants, but the final decision on selection remains
with the MAE.

The best tender proposal is selected based on the selection and adjudication criteria outlined in the Call for

Tenders, such as:

- suitability of methodological approach;

- consultants’ experience and knowledge of evaluation, in particular, within the context of international
cooperation;

- experience and knowledge of the evaluators in the thematic areas covered by the present call for tenders;

- experience and knowledge of the evaluators in the countries concerned;

- drafting skills demonstrated through a written sample submitted as part of the bid.

In case the MAE, or a particular service within an MAE, has a frequent need for evaluation consultants, then a
Framework Agreement should be considered.

Staff are required to systematically apply the principle of impartiality when selecting consultants. Consultants
should not have been previously engaged, formally or informally, in the programme activity they are evaluating
or expect to be so in the near future.

Evaluation managers should apply for a VAT exemption, as applicable, prior to concluding the contract with the
selected consultant, by following the VAT exemption guidelines.

62 Based on OECD/DAC Quality Standards section 3.1.
63 |bid., section 3.2.

-32-


https://wcd.coe.int/ViewDoc.jsp?Ref=FinancialRegulations&Language=lanEnglish&Ver=consolidated&Site=COE&BackColorInternet=C3C3C3&BackColorIntranet=EDB021&BackColorLogged=F5D383
https://rm.coe.int/090000168094853e
https://intranet.coe.int/en/group/dla/procurement
https://cs.coe.int/team11/legal_advice/Modeles_a_usage_externe/Procurement%20-%20Achats/Guidelines/Factsheet%20FRAMEWORK%20AGREEMENT.docx

COUNCIL OF EUROPE EVALUATION GUIDELINES
5.3 Managing the evaluation

STEPS OF MANAGING AN EVALUATION

Preparatory Data collection & Acceptance
meeting analysis phase of final report

Inception phase

5.3.1 Preparatory meeting
The evaluation exercise usually starts with a preparatory meeting between the evaluation manager and the
external evaluation consultant. This can be done remotely (phone, video-call etc.) or in person. In case of donor-
funded and jointly managed evaluations the meeting may be also attended by representatives of the donor.

For larger evaluations (programme lines, Country Action Plans, OB evaluations), the evaluation manager may
consider establishing a steering committee or a reference group for the evaluation, which consists of the main
evaluation stakeholders. The reference group advises the evaluation team on matters related to the evaluation,
facilitates the evaluation team’s access to relevant information and provides feedback on findings, conclusions
and recommendations of the evaluation by commenting in particular on the ToR and draft final report. In cases
of smaller project evaluations, reference groups are not advised. Project steering committees can act as
reference groups, if needed.

5.3.2 Inception phase
During the inception phase, evaluators collect information from the dossiers provided by the MAE. It is of great
importance for the quality of the evaluation that staff ensures all relevant documents are stored and managed
in and organised a systematic way, and that they are readily available at the request of the evaluator.

In addition, evaluators might consult other relevant CoE documents. The information is then analysed with a
view to adjust the evaluation questions and to develop an appropriate evaluation methodology (methods of data
collection, criteria for sampling). The desk study is to be concluded by the production of an Inception Report. In
case of smaller evaluations (under €10 000 in value), an Inception Report is not necessary.

For Evaluations of interventions of 3 million Euros and above, an Inception Report is advised. Inception Report
reiterates the purpose of the evaluation, its objectives, its context and its scope, as set out in the Terms of
Reference. Further, the Inception Report elaborates the evaluation criteria, specifies tailored evaluation
questions and the evaluation methodology possibly using an Evaluation Matrix (see template in ToR Guidelines)
and presents the evaluation work plan.

A Quality Assurance Checklist for the Inception Report may be consulted in Appendix 5.
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During the data collection phase, the evaluation manager supports the evaluator(s) with access to data and
relevant stakeholders. In case of missions, the evaluation manager usually provides logistic support and assists
in the organisation of the mission following standard CoE procedures (e.g. GDD).

The draft report synthesises all the results of the work conducted in the framework of the evaluation. The report
should be concise, structured, logical, clear and complete. It should present information on the object of the
evaluation, the evaluation purpose, objective(s) and scope, the evaluation methodology, findings, conclusions,
recommendations and lessons learnt. In addition, the evaluation manager should check the report for any
language issues, factual inaccuracies, correct use of CoE terminology and overall presentation while following
the CoE visual identity guidelines and/or donor’s visibility requirements.®*

The evaluation manager may see fit to organise written or oral consultations with stakeholders on the Draft
Evaluation Report, in particular on the conclusions and recommendations.

Other relevant stakeholders may also be consulted when appropriate and will be given the opportunity to
comment on the draft report. The final evaluation report will acknowledge any substantive disagreement. In
disputes about facts that can be verified, the evaluators do further investigations and change the draft where
necessary. In case of conflicting views, stakeholders comments are reproduced verbatim, in an annex or
footnote, to the extent this does not conflict with the rights and welfare of stakeholders.5°

The criteria to assess the quality of the report®® are as follows:

1. the report is well structured, logical, clear and complete;

2. thereport presents a clear and full description of the ‘object’ of the evaluation;

3. the evaluation’s purpose, objectives and scope are fully explained;

4. the report presents a transparent description of the methodology applied to the evaluation that clearly
explains how the evaluation was specifically designed to address the evaluation criteria, yield answers to
the evaluation questions and achieve evaluation purposes; the limitations of the methodology are made
explicit;

5. findings respond directly to the evaluation criteria and questions detailed in the scope and objectives section
of the report and are based on evidence derived from data collection and analysis methods described in the
methodology section of the report;

6. conclusions present reasonable judgments based on findings and substantiated by evidence, and provide
insights pertinent to the object and purpose of the evaluation;

7. the report contains a section on lessons learnt and best practices, which are relevant and applicable to the
organisation as a whole

8. recommendations are relevant to the object and purposes of the evaluation, are supported by evidence and
conclusions, and were developed with the involvement of relevant stakeholders;

9. the connection between findings, conclusions and recommendations is demonstrated through graphic
means;

10. recommendations may be supplemented with suggested modalities of implementation and opportunities
for improvement;

64 Depending on contractual arrangements.

85 Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, DAC Guidelines and Reference Series, OECD, 2010, section 3.15, p. 14.
56 Based on UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports (2010). Available at:
http://www.iom.int/jahia/webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/shared/mainsite/about iom/eva techref/UNEG Eval Report.
pdf.
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11. the report illustrates the extent to which the design and implementation of the object, the assessment of
results and the evaluation process incorporate a gender equality perspective and human rights based
approach.

The entity that commissioned the report should apply the Quality Assurance Checklist for the Draft Evaluation
Report, as in Appendix 7. DIO carries out an additional quality check and indicates any issues that need to be
addressed before publication.

Staff are required to immediately notify the Director of DIO of any undue pressure from any source to influence
the results of an evaluation.

The final report is accepted by the MAE commissioning the evaluation and submitted to the Secretary General.
It is made available to DIO for publication along with the Management Response and Action Plan, if available,
within two months of finalisation®” (see Section 5.4.2).

Concerning programme/project evaluations, all final evaluation reports should also be uploaded into the PMM
IT tool under the “Documents” tab, and marked as PER — Project Evaluation Report. This functionality has been
put in place by ODGP and will allow for all programme/project evaluation reports to be stored and searchable in
one place.

5.4 Dissemination and publication

After the acceptance of the final evaluation report by the MAE concerned, the report is also sent to the relevant
Committee of Ministers’ rapporteur group through the Secretary General, steering committee or donor who
requested it.®®

The final report should be disseminated internally to all relevant CoE entities (e.g. DIO, PO, ODGP, DPA, CoE
external offices etc., as appropriate), as well as externally, to the donors and key stakeholders
(governing/management boards, government counterparts, beneficiaries, interviewees etc.). Where applicable,
the executive summary of the final report should be translated into the local language, before being sent to local
stakeholders, provided there are sufficient funds available.

A brief outline of the plan for dissemination should be included in the management response/action plan
template, as in Appendix 8. The MAE commissioning the evaluation may consider dissemination activities, such
as news items, presentations/events, workshops, informal meetings, public discussions, etc.

As specified under Paragraph 42 of the new CoE Evaluation Policy, all final decentralised evaluation reports and
their action plans shall be published on the DIO Internet and Intranet sites.

Reports or their findings may also be made public in ways considered appropriate by the MAE (i.e. website of
the project/programme, information brochures, news items on the MAE’s website etc.). In case of donor-funded
evaluations, publication requirements of the donor as well as visibility requirements should be followed.

57 CoE Evaluation Policy, paragraph 41.
%8 |bid., paragraph 28.
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5.5 Preparing the Management Response and follow-up

As set out in the new Evaluation Policy, Section V, all CoE evaluation reports require a management response.
The management response consists of : (i) a general statement providing management’s overall view on the
report findings and recommendations, and (ii) details on whether management accepts individual
recommendations and how it intends to address accepted recommendations (action plan). It should be
accompanied by a brief plan for dissemination (see template in Appendix 8).

The response should be prepared no later than two months after an evaluation report has been declared final
by the MAE and shall be published at the same time as the evaluation report or once it is received, if this is after
the publication of the report.

MAEs are required to make available the final decentralised evaluation reports and action plans to DIO and to
the SG within two months of the receipt of the final report.®®

Management response and action plan template are available in Appendix 8.

A Management response signals a strong commitment to follow-up on recommendations. MAEs should aim to
implement evaluation recommendations as soon as is possible from the date of the acceptance of the final
report, although some may take a significant amount of time if they look to address organisational/transversal
issues. The progress on the implementation of recommendations should be documented and made accessible
to DIO upon request for the preparation of the DIO annual follow-up report, which is presented to the Secretary
General and information on follow up is provided to the Committee of Ministers. The follow-up report includes
information in respect of acceptance and non-acceptance of recommendations, and highlights success stories,
lessons learned and areas for improvement, as necessary. Section 4.4 provides more information.

5.6 Quality assurance framework for decentralised evaluations

A quality assurance framework for decentralised evaluations, in line with the requirements of the Evaluation
Policy,” has been established with an aim to ensure that MAEs receive all the necessary support to carry out
evaluations while allowing the organisation to have a complete overview of all evaluations, ensure their quality
and subsequently collect lessons learned and help improve organisational learning. All staff members should
seek DIO’s support during the evaluation process on the definition of the Terms of Reference (ToR), selection of
the external consultants and the quality checking of the draft evaluation report.”*

The framework comprises of a three-level approach:

1. First level of quality assurance comprises of self-assessment carried out by all staff members involved in
managing evaluations. Staff members will carry out quality checks of ToRs, consultants and draft evaluation
reports by using the tools provided by the DIO:

- Basic guidance tools with standardised elements for all decentralised evaluations are made available
on the DIO website.

% |bid., Section II, p. 15.

70 |bid., paragraph 29.

" The quality assurance framework to be put in place is developed on the basis of the findings of the report on Stocktaking
of Decentralised Evaluations with a view to establishing an evaluation framework and designing a quality assurance system,
prepared by DIO in 2019.
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- MAEs should systematically quality check ToRs at the drafting stage using checklists provided in the
Guidelines, with particular attention to methodology.

- When applicable, donors should be consulted on draft ToRs, and where appropriate other relevant
stakeholders.

- All staff involved in evaluations need to ensure quality assurance of evaluation reports following the
procedure set out in these Guidelines.

Second level of quality assurance is carried out by DIO in terms of ToRs, consultants and draft reports:

- Staff members who are involved in an evaluation are required to contact DIO to quality check the ToR
and evaluation reports.

- DIO will establish a pool of evaluation consultants who would have to meet certain quality criteria to
be put at the disposal of MAEs.

- DIO will provide advice and support on the selection of consultants.

Third level of quality assurance concerns only draft evaluation reports and can be applied when DIO staff
resources are limited. In such cases, the quality check of draft reports is provided by an external consultant,
commissioned by DIO. DIO will maintain a pool of quality check experts for this purpose, to be renewed
every two years.

DIO will regularly carry out a review of decentralised evaluation reports to ensure that the quality of reports
is maintained and that findings and lessons learned are collected at the level of the whole organisation.

Ensure impartiality

(consultants +
/ recommendations)
SELF Quality check of ToR and drafts reports carried out by

Report potential
ASSESSMENT aII.staff members in\{olved in manag.ing .evaluations by —> corE)ﬂictsF)ofinterest
using DIO’s basic guidance tools/guidelines

+ Review all ToRs

p]le)elEANER R4 - Establish an organization-wide pool of evaluation
02 consultants

+ Quality check of all draft evaluation reports OR

Pay attention to
document management

CHECK

In case of unavailability of DIO resources, quality check
of draft evaluation reports is carried out by external
evaluation experts, as needed
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 - Council of Europe Code of Conduct for Evaluation??

1. The conduct of evaluators in the Council of Europe (CoE) should be beyond reproach at all times. Any deficiency in
their professional conduct may undermine the integrity of the evaluation, and more broadly evaluation in the CoE
itself, and raise doubts about the quality and validity of their evaluation work.

2. The CoE Code of Conduct applies to all DIO staff, staff in other MAEs who manage evaluations and consultants
working for the CoE (all of which are referred to as “Evaluator”). In addition, the CoE staff must abide by the general
Ethical Framework of the CoE and the consultants on the terms of their consultancy agreements.

3. The provisions of the CoE Code of Conduct apply to all stages of the evaluation process from the conception to the
completion of an evaluation and the release and use of the evaluation results.

4. By confirming their participation in an evaluation, evaluators are deemed to agree with, respect and comply with
the CoE Code of Conduct for Evaluation. Guidance and advice may be sought at any time from the Ethics Officer. To
promote trust and confidence in evaluation in the CoE, all CoE staff engaged in evaluation and evaluation consultants
working for CoE are required to commit to the following obligations:

Respect of Fundamental Values
5. The Council of Europe upholds certain fundamental values and principles such as gender equality, non-
discrimination, prohibition of sexual and other forms of harassment, prohibition of ill-treatment of human beings.
These shall be adhered to at all times by the evaluators. It is recalled that evaluators and members of the Secretariat
themselves enjoy protection against any form of harassment. (See also Rule No. 1292 on the protection of human
dignity at the Council of Europe)

Independence
6. Evaluators shall ensure that independence of judgment is maintained and that evaluation findings and
recommendations are independently presented.

Impartiality
7. Evaluators shall operate - and be seen to operate - in an impartial and unbiased manner and give a balanced
presentation of strengths and weaknesses of the policy, program, project or organisational unit being evaluated.

7.bis Evaluators shall assess the information and facts presented to them in the context of an evaluation objectively,
without bias or prejudice, or considerations of a political nature. Evaluators should not accept any external instruction
and should not be influenced by considerations which are unrelated to the evaluation (e.g., belonging to the same
professional category as the one under evaluation).

Conflict of Interest

8. When confirming his/her participation, the evaluator shall disclose any potential conflict of interest or
incompatibility that may hamper, or be seen as hampering his/her role as an evaluator. This requirement applies also
at any later stage of the evaluation process should any change in situation occur.

9. Before undertaking evaluation work with CoE, each consultant will complete a Declaration of Honour which is
integrated in the Act of Engagement.

10. CoE staff involved in evaluation have to complete a Declaration of Interests in the Context of Procurement and

72 Drafted on the basis of UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System.
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Grant Award.
11. Evaluators shall not accept any gifts or other forms of advantages in relation to an evaluation.

Honesty and Integrity

12. Evaluators shall show honesty and integrity in their behaviour, when determining the evaluation costs, tasks,
limitations, scope of results likely to be obtained and presenting their procedures, data and findings, including any
limitations or uncertainties of interpretation within the evaluation.

Competence

13. Evaluators shall accurately represent their level of skills and knowledge and work only within the limits of their
professional training and abilities in evaluation, declining assighnments for which they do not have the skills and
experience to complete successfully.

Accountability
14. Evaluators are accountable for the completion of the agreed evaluation deliverables within the timeframe and
budget agreed, while operating in a cost effective manner.

Obligations to participants

15. Evaluators shall respect and protect the rights of human subjects and communities, in accordance with the
European Convention of Human Rights and other human rights conventions. Evaluators shall respect differences in
culture, local customs, religious beliefs and practices, personal interaction, gender roles, disability, age and ethnicity,
while using evaluation instruments appropriate to the cultural setting. Evaluators shall ensure prospective participants
are treated as autonomous agents, free to choose whether to participate in the evaluation, while ensuring that the
relatively powerless are represented. Evaluators shall make themselves aware of and comply with legal codes
(whether international or national) governing, for example, interviewing children and young people.

Confidentiality
16. Confidentiality must be preserved throughout the process, before, during and after the evaluation. This applies to
information received and the various versions of the draft report.

Avoidance of Harm
17.Evaluators shall act to minimise risks of and avoid harms to, and burdens on, those participating in the evaluation,
without compromising the integrity of the evaluation findings.

Accuracy, Completeness and Reliability

18. Evaluators have an obligation to ensure that evaluation reports and presentations are accurate, complete and
reliable. Evaluators shall explicitly justify judgements, findings and conclusions and show their underlying rationale,
so that stakeholders are in a position to assess them.

Transparency

19. Evaluators shall clearly communicate to stakeholders the purpose of the evaluation, the criteria applied and the
intended use of findings. Evaluators shall ensure that stakeholders have a say in shaping the evaluation and shall
ensure that all documentation is readily available to and understood by stakeholders.

Omissions and wrongdoing

20. Where evaluators find evidence of wrong-doing or unethical conduct, they are obliged to report it to the proper
oversight authority such as the Internal Audit, Investigation Unit or the Ethics Officer.
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Independence

« Evaluators comply with Code of Conduct
for Evaluation

- Critical analysis do not lead to repercus-

sions or negative performance assessment

of evaluators

» Gender-balanced team
+ Sampling criteria are applied
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Appendix 3 - Quality Assurance Checklist for DIO-managed Evaluations

Quality Checklist for Evaluation

Evaluation Title: Evaluation Of.........ccovvivenneiiie v Check Date [Cross reference
1. Independence
. . . Signature of the Act of Engagement with the Code of
QA 1.1 |Evaluators complied with CoE Code of Conduct for Evaluation. & L gag .
Conduct for Evaluation in the appendix
Evaluation critical analysis did not lead to repercussions for the evaluation function staff and
QA 1.2 (did not impact negatively on their performance assessments. Evaluation Policy paragraphs 14; 16; 18; 22
QA 13 Evaluators and the DIO Director did not encounter restrictions and limitations in the conduct of Evaluation Policy paragraphs 16; 22
™ their duties, including undue pressure and disrespectful behaviour.
2. Impartiality
Evaluation Policy paragraph 19
Selection of evaluation team
QA 2.1 Evaluation team was not involved in any activities under the evaluation object and is not in a Signature of the certificate of conflict of interest, which
"~ situation of conflict of interest or a potential conflict of interest. could be included in the Act of Engagement
Call for proposals, and if needed, external quality
assurance
. . . . Call for proposals, and if needed, external qualit
QA 2.2 [External expertise was involved for the evaluation exercise. prop q ¥
assurance
QA 2.3 |Evaluation team consisted of at least two team members. Selection of evaluation team
QA 2.4 Evaluation team is gender-balanced. Evaluation Policy paragraph 23 /Selection of evaluation
team
QA 25 To minimise possible bias and misrepresentation, sampling criteria were applied. Potential bias Use of data triangulation
"~ were identified and stated. Limitations section of evaluation report
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3. Transparency
Evaluation Policy paragraph 26
QA 3.1 |Evaluation process followed CoE Evaluation Guidelines. Reference to Guidelines in ToR
QA 3.2 [ToR and/or Inception report for evaluation were prepared. ToR and/or Inception report
QA 3.3 [ToR/Inception report were shared with key evaluation stakeholders to receive input. ToR and/or Inception Report sent to Reference Group
QA3.4 Evaluation Reference Group was established and was composed of the main evaluation Evaluation Policy paragraph 36
" stakeholders to accompany the evaluation process.
QA 3.5 [External consultants were selected in accordance with CoE tender requirements. Tender file
Methodology for evaluation included a sound explanation of data collection and samplin . .
QA 3.6 &Y . P piing Methodology section of the evaluation report
methods and the limitations of those methods.
. . . . - . Findings, conclusions and recommendations section of
Clear linkage is demonstrated between evaluation questions, findings, conclusions and .
QA 3.7 . the evaluation report.
recommendations. .
External quality assurance.
The evaluation report/action plan and management
response are transmitted to the Chair of the Ministers’
QA3.8 [Evaluation Report is transmitted to the Chair of Ministers’ Deputies. Deputies with French/English translation of executive
summary, management response and action plan,
depending on the language of the report
4. Credibility
. . . . Evaluation Policy paragraph 12. Method of data
QA 4.1 |Evaluation methods were appropriate to answer evaluation questions. . Lo y paragrap
triangulation is used
The ToR/Inception Report/Draft evaluation report was
Reference Group has been consulted on Terms of Reference or Inception report and draft / P port/ . P
QA 4.2 . . . sent to Reference group and their feedback/comments
Evaluation Report and their feedback incorporated. . .
were taken into account in the report
The Terms of Reference/ Inception Report Quality Assurance Checklist has at least 80% of . .
QA 4.3 / P port Q ¥ ’ Quality assurance of the ToR/Inception report

checks.
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The external consultant has been selected based on his/her level of experience and knowledge

The final score is calculated from overall scores of the

QA 4.4 . . . . . Technical and Financial Proposals. Best proposal is
of international cooperation, relevant geographic area and/or relevant thematic sector. . .
selected on this basis.
The Final Report Quality Assurance Checklist has a satisfactory result. Quality assurance checklist for evaluation report
QA 4.5
5. Timeliness
Evaluation is planned to be used to inform decision-making or to facilitate a process of reform . s . .
,V uationis p . Y ,I 15! . ng » . p . Evaluation Guidelines 4.2.1. Evaluation logbook (planning
QA 5.1 |(i.e. to prepare follow-up interventions or strategies, or to develop or revise interventions or .
. template Appendix 4) was used
strategies).
Evaluation does not coincide in time with evaluations of the same intervention conducted b
QAS5.2 . . 4 Consultation with the CoE evaluation stakeholders
MAEs and/or donors and with audits.
QA 5.3 |Evaluation has been completed in accordance with the schedule. The report is declared final by the Director of DIO and
sent to SG
6. Accessibility
. . . . S . . The final report is accepted by the Director of DIO and
QA 6.1 |Evaluation Report is clear and concise and information is presented in a user-friendly format. cent to SG P P ¥
. . . . . . Evaluation reports are disseminated among all
Results of evaluation are accessible to all evaluation stakeholders (i.e. evaluation report is . . .
QA 6.2 . . . stakeholders who participated in the evaluation.
published and disseminated). . . .
Evaluation reports are published on the DIO website
. S . - . e When evaluation report is finalised, DIO extracts the
A strategy for dissemination of main lessons learnt is in place (i.e. events, briefings, workshops, . . .
QA 6.3 lessons it contains and communicates them to
posters etc.).
stakeholders
QA 6.4 |Information on contact person for questions on evaluation is provided to evaluation users. Title pages of the evaluation report
7. Relevance
Evaluation Policy Chapter Il: The committee of ministers
QA 7.1 [The evaluation is included in the current (or amended) DIO Work Programme. Evaluation Policy paragraph 14
Drafting ToR / Consultation with CoE evaluation
QA 7.2 [The ToR feature a rationale for the evaluation. & /
stakeholders
QA 7.3 |At least 90% of recommendations are accepted by relevant stakeholders. Acceptance rate in Management Response/Action Plan
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completed.

8. Usefulness
ns. aon s usedto o decionmaking ot e srocess of o et prvare cauaton Pl prsgap 1
QA 8.2 |Evaluation Report has been disseminated to decision-makers. I&i:mﬁiﬁ:}ggjgat was disseminated among the
QA 83 Based on evaluation report, follow-up actions have been agreed and management response Evaluation Policy paragraphs 38 and 45.
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Appendix 4 - Evaluation Planning Template Example

Preliminary Work

Desk research/ Concept note

Draft ToR

Final ToR and Tender File

Consultation of suppliers and selection

Start of contract with consultant

Inception Phase

Initial Analysis of Available Documentation

Scoping interviews

Inception Report 1

DIO comments for Inception report sent

Inception Report 2

Inception report sent to reference group

Comments received from reference group

Reference group meeting 1

Final Inception report

Data Collection and Analysis

Analysis of documentation

Missions

Working paper on Field visit

Interviews in Strasbourg

Survey

Data analysis

Synthesis of results presentation

Report and Action Plan

First Draft report

DIO comments for draft report sent

Second Draft report

Draft report sent to Reference Group

Comments received form Reference Group

Reference Group meeting 2

Final Draft report

Final Evaluation Report

Management Response

Draft Management response sent

Final Management response received and published

Publication of Final Report
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Appendix 5 - Quality Assurance Checklist for Inception Report”

Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation Inception Report

Evaluation Title:

1. Evaluation Purpose - The Inception Report specifies the purpose of the evaluation and how it will be used.

2. Evaluation Objectives - The Inception Report includes clearly defined, relevant and feasible objectives.

3. Evaluation Context - The Inception Report includes sufficient and relevant contextual information.

4. Evaluation Scope - The Inception Report includes the scope of the evaluation.

5. Evaluation Criteria

5.0 The Inception Report specifies the criteria that will be utilised to guide the evaluation.

5.1 The Inception Report specifies the evaluation criteria against which the subject to be evaluated will be
assessed, including, for example, relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and/or sustainability.

5.2 The Inception Report spells out any additional criteria of relevance to the particular type of evaluation
being undertaken, such as evaluations of development, humanitarian response, and normative
programmes.

5.3 The scope of the evaluation is feasible given resources and time considerations.

5.4 The Inception Report includes an assessment of relevant human rights and gender equality aspects

through the selection of the evaluation criteria.

6. Tailored Evaluation Questions

6.0 The Inception Report includes a comprehensive and tailored set of evaluation questions within the
framework of the evaluation criteria.

6.1 The Inception Report contains a set of evaluation questions that are directly related to both the
objectives of the evaluation and the criteria against which the subject will be assessed.

6.2 The set of evaluation questions adds further detail to the objectives and contributes to further
defining the scope.

6.3 The set of evaluation questions is comprehensive enough that they raise the most pertinent
evaluation questions, while at the same time being concise enough to provide users with a clear
overview of the evaluation’s objectives.

6.4 Given the information available and the context of the evaluation, it will be possible to collect
sufficient, evidence in order to answer the evaluation questions.

6.5 The Inception Report includes an assessment of relevant human rights and gender equality aspects
through the selection of the evaluation questions.

7. Methodology

7.0 The Inception Report specifies the methods for data collection and analysis, including information on
the overall methodological design.

73 Based on UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Terms of Reference and Inception Reports (2010).
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7.1

The Inception Report contains a clear and accessible methodological plan. Preferably, a standalone
section, such as an Evaluation Matrix that is clearly delineated from other information contained in
the Inception Report.

7.2

The Inception Report states the overall methodological approach and design for the evaluation.
Examples of approaches include participatory, utilization-focused, theory-based and gender and
human rights responsive. Examples of overall design include non- experimental, quasi- experimental
and experimental.

7.3

The Inception Report specifies how a human rights and gender perspective will be incorporated in the
evaluation design.

7.4

The Inception Report specifies an evaluation approach and data collection and analysis methods that
are human rights based and gender sensitive and for evaluation data to be disaggregated by sex,
ethnicity, age, disability, etc.

7.5

The data collection and analysis methods in the Inception Report are sufficiently rigorous to assess the
subject of the evaluation and ensure a complete, fair and unbiased assessment. For example, there
will be sufficient data to address all evaluation questions.

7.6

The evaluation methodology includes multiple methods (triangulation); preferably with analysis of
both quantitative and qualitative data and with a range of stakeholders covered by the data collection
methods.

7.7

Logical and explicit linkages are provided between data sources, data collection methods and analysis
methods. For example, sampling plans are included.

7.8

The evaluation methodology takes into account the overall purpose of the evaluation, as well as the
needs of the users and other stakeholders.

7.9

The evaluation methodology explicitly and clearly states the limitations of the chosen evaluation
methods.

7.10

The Inception Report specifies that the evaluation will follow CoE ethical guidelines.

8. Evaluation Work Plan

8.0 The Inception Report includes a work plan.

8.1 The Inception Report work plan states the outputs that will be delivered by the evaluation team,
including information on the degree to which the evaluation report will be disseminated to
stakeholders.

8.2 The Inception Report work plan describes the key stages of the evaluation process and the project
timeline.

8.3 The Inception Report work plan establishes clear roles and responsibilities for evaluation team
members, the commissioning organisation and other stakeholders in the evaluation process.

8.4 The Inception Report work plan describes the evaluation quality assurance process.

8.5 The Inception Report work plan describes the process, if any, for obtaining and incorporating
evaluand comments on a draft evaluation report.

8.6 The Inception Report work plan includes an evaluation project budget.
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Appendix 6 - Template for interview/focus group guide

NAME OF EVALUATION
Date: DD Month YEAR
Name(s) and function(s) of interviewee(s):

Evaluation phase (inception/data collection):
In-person/phone interview (please specify)
Location (for in-person interviews/focus groups):
Name(s) of interviewer(s):

In confidence/quotable (please specify)

Standard introduction by interviewer(s): thanks, self-introduction(s), introduction of evaluation purpose,
clarification of quoting policy and data protection considerations. The standard text below is to be adapted to
the context.

“Thank you for taking the time to meet me/us [/to participate in this focus group]. | am an independent
consultant hired by [/an evaluator belonging to] the Council of Europe’s Evaluation Division. As a part of an
evaluation team, | am conducting the evaluation of [name of the evaluation topic]. The purpose of this evaluation
is to better understand how [name of the evaluation topic] has worked over [period covered by the evaluation],
to assess its impact and whether it was useful to its beneficiaries. This exercise is not an audit: our aim is to learn
from this experience and identify how our own performance as an organisation can be improved in the future.
We will be grateful for your open feedback. Our notes will not be shared with the persons who have implemented
the program, and unless you authorise us to quote you by name, they will not be quoted in a way that can be
attributed to you.”

Example of typical questions for semi-structured interviews:

1. Role of interviewee(s) in the evaluated action XYZ
- Please describe your role in XYZ.
- Within XYZ, who were your main contact points?

2. Description of the action XYZ from the interviewee’s point of view
- Please describe XYZ from your point of view: what did it consist of?
- Were there different stages, and which ones?

3. Process evaluation assessment

- How did you feel about the implementation of XYZ?

- What is your opinion about the way the Council of Europe conducted it?

- Were you properly informed of the developments of XYZ?

- Were you properly consulted, was your needs/your opinions taken into account, and at which
stages?

- [If relevant] How did coordination with/among [list of partners] go?

- If you had been in charge of it, what would you have done differently? Why?

- If you were to advise our Council of Europe colleagues implementing a similar action in another
country, what would you tell them? What should they keep in mind?

- To what extent did the process of implementing XYZ take into consideration the needs of less
powerful/disadvantaged stakeholder groups?

- What lessons have you learnt when implementing XYZ?

- What, if any, was the competitive advantage/added value of the CoE in implementing XYZ?
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Results and impact assessment

- How do you use [outputs of XYZ]?

- As far as you know, how do [other stakeholders] use [outputs of XYZ]?

- Inthe end, what were the results of XYZ?

- What did it change for you personally?

- How do you feel about these results?

- Do you think these results were intended? Do you think they were in line with the objectives of
[name of relevant Council of Europe Entity]?

- Would you have had different objectives?

- What results would you have liked XYZ to have for you?

- To what extent have different groups of stakeholders benefited differently from the results of XYZ?

Sustainability
- Inthe future, what do you intend to do with [outputs of XYZ]?
- How do you see [results of XYZ] in five years? Why?

Closing of the interview

- “Thank you again for your time, and for sharing your opinion with me/us. This is very valuable for
us/the Council of Europe to continue improving its performance. Should you have questions, or
remember of some further information you might have not have thought of today, you may reach
me/us with the following contact details.”

-50-



COUNCIL OF EUROPE EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Appendix 7 - Quality Assurance Checklist for Final Evaluation Report”

Quality Assurance Checklist for Evaluation Reports

This checklist is intended to help evaluation managers and evaluators to ensure the final product of the
evaluation - evaluation report - meets the expected quality. It can also be shared with the evaluation
consultants as part of the TOR prior to the conduct of the evaluation or after the report is finalised to assess its
quality.

Evaluation Title:

1. The Report Structure

1.0 The report is well structured, logical, clear, concise and complete.

The report uses gender sensitive and human rights-based language throughout, including data
11| disaggregated by sex, age, disability, etc.

Report is logically structured with clarity and coherence (e.g. background and objectives are
presented before findings, and findings are presented before conclusions and recommendations).
The report follows the proposed structure:

e Executive Summary (maximum two pages);

Introduction:

o Purpose and scope of the evaluation (what is the intended use of the evaluation?);
Description of the intervention; Evaluation methodology incl. limitations; Difficulties
encountered during the evaluation;

e Findings:
o Findings related to each evaluation question; Findings related to additional evaluation
guestions that came up while carrying out the evaluation;
e Conclusions;
e Recommendations, possibly including suggested modalities of implementation;
e Lessons learnt;
e Annexes (including list of interviews and of documents reviewed, questionnaires, formats for|
structured and semi-structured interviews, etc.).
The title page and opening pages provide key basic information:
e Name of the evaluation object;
e Timeframe of the evaluation and date of the report;
e Locations (country, region, etc.) of the evaluation object;
13/e Names and/or organisations of evaluators;
e Name of the organisation commissioning the evaluation;
e Table of contents which also lists Tables, Graphs, Figures and Annexes;
e List of acronyms.

1.2

The Executive Summary is a stand-alone section of 2-3 pages that includes:
e Overview of the evaluation object;

Evaluation objectives and intended audience;

Evaluation methodology;

Most important findings and conclusions;

Main recommendations.

14

74 Based on UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports (2010).
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1.5

Annexes increase the credibility of the evaluation report. They may include, inter alia:
e TOR;

List of persons interviewed and sites visited,;

List of documents consulted;

e More details on the methodology, such as data collection instruments, including details of their
reliability and validity;

e Evaluators biodata and/or justification of team composition;
e  Evaluation matrix;

e Results framework.

2. Object of Evaluation

2.0

The report presents a clear and full description of the 'object’ of the evaluation.

2.1

The logic model and/or the expected results chain (inputs, outputs and outcomes) of the object
is/are clearly described.

2.2

The context of key social, political, economic, demographic, and institutional factors that have a
direct bearing on the object is described. For example, the partner government’s strategies and
priorities, international, regional or country development goals, strategies and frameworks, the
concerned agency’s corporate goals and priorities, as appropriate.

2.3

The scale and complexity of the object of the evaluation are clearly described, for example:

¢ The number of components, if more than one, and the size of the population each component is
intended to serve, either directly or indirectly;

e The geographic context and boundaries (such as the region, country, and/or landscape) and
challenges where relevant;

e The purpose and goal, and organisation/management of the object;

e The total resources from all sources, including human resources and budget(s) (e.g. concerned
agency, partner government and other donor contributions.

2.4

The key stakeholders involved in the object implementation, including the implementing agency(s)
and partners, other key stakeholders and their roles.

2.5

The report identifies the implementation status of the object, including its phase of
implementation and any significant changes (e.g. plans, strategies, logical frameworks) that have
occurred over time and explains the implications of those changes for the evaluation.

3. Evaluation Purpose, Objective(s) and Scope.

3.0

The evaluation's purpose, objectives and scope are fully explained.

3.1

The purpose of the evaluation is clearly defined, including why the evaluation was needed at that
point in time, who needed the information, what information is needed, how the information will
be used.

3.2

The report should provide a clear explanation of the evaluation objectives and scope including main
evaluation questions and describes and justifies what the evaluation did and did not cover.

3.3

The report describes and provides an explanation of the chosen evaluation criteria, performance
standards, or other criteria used by the evaluators.

34

As appropriate, evaluation objectives and scope include questions that address issues of gender
and human rights.
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4. Evaluation Methodology

4.0

The report presents a transparent description of the methodology applied to the evaluation that
clearly explains how the evaluation was specifically designed to address the evaluation criteria, yield
answers to the evaluation questions and achieve evaluation purposes.

4.1

The report describes the data collection methods and analysis, the rationale for selecting them, and
their limitations. Reference indicators and benchmarks are included where relevant.

4.2

The report describes the data sources, the rationale for their selection, and their limitations. The
report includes discussion of how the mix of data sources was used to obtain a diversity of
perspectives, ensure data accuracy and overcome data limits.

4.3

The report describes the sampling frame — area and population to be represented, rationale for
selection, mechanics of selection, numbers selected out of potential subjects, and limitations of the
sample.

4.4

The evaluation report gives a complete description of stakeholder’s consultation process in the
evaluation, including the rationale for selecting the particular level and activities for consultation.

4.5

The methods employed are appropriate for the evaluation and to answer its questions.

4.6

The evaluation approach and data collection and analysis methods are gender equality and human
rights responsive and appropriate for analysing the gender equality and human rights issues identified
in the scope.

4.7

The report presents evidence that adequate measures were taken to ensure data quality, including
evidence supporting the reliability and validity of data collection tools (e.g. interview protocols,
observation tools, etc.)

4.8

The report illustrates the extent to which the design and implementation of the object, the assessment
of results and the evaluation process incorporate a gender equality perspective and human rights
based approach.

5. Findings

5.0

Findings respond directly to the evaluation criteria and questions detailed in the scope and objectives
section of the report and are based on evidence derived from data collection and analysis methods
described in the methodology section of the report.

5.1

Reported findings reflect systematic and appropriate analysis and interpretation of the data.

5.2

Reported findings address the evaluation criteria (such as efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability,
impact and relevance) and questions defined in the evaluation scope.

53

The report assesses if the design of the object was based on a sound gender analysis and human rights
analysis and implementation for results was monitored through gender and human rights frameworks,
as well as the actual results on gender equality and human rights.

5.4

Findings are objectively reported based on the evidence.

5.5

Gaps and limitations in the data and/or unanticipated findings are reported and discussed.

5.6

Reasons for accomplishments and failures, especially continuing constraints, were identified as much
as possible.

5.7

Overall findings are presented with clarity, logic, and coherence.

6. Conclusions

6.0

Conclusions present reasonable judgments based on findings and substantiated by evidence, and
provide insights pertinent to the object and purpose of the evaluation.

6.1

The conclusions reflect reasonable evaluative judgments relating to key evaluation questions.
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6.2

Conclusions are well substantiated by the evidence presented and are logically connected to
evaluation findings.

6.3

Stated conclusions provide insights into the identification and/or solutions of important problems or
issues pertinent to the prospective decisions and actions of evaluation users.

6.4

Conclusions present strengths and weaknesses of the object (policy, programme, project or other
intervention) being evaluated, based on the evidence presented and taking due account of the views
of a diverse cross-section of stakeholders.

7. Lessons learnt and best practices

7.0

Lessons learnt are specific and relevant to the topic of the evaluation.

7.1

Lessons learnt and best practices are clearly linked to specific findings.

7.2

Lessons learnt and best practices are tied to clearly identified factors.

7.3

Lessons learnt and best practices are replicable in the organisational context.

8. Recommendations

8.0 Recommendations are relevant to the object and purposes of the evaluation, are supported by
evidence and conclusions, and were developed with the involvement of relevant stakeholders.

8.1 The connection between findings, conclusions and recommendations is demonstrated through
graphic means.

8.2| The report describes the process followed in developing the recommendations including consultation
with stakeholders.

8.3] Recommendations are firmly based on evidence and conclusions.

8.4/ Recommendations are relevant to the object and purposes of the evaluation.

8.5 Recommendations clearly identify the target group for each recommendation.

8.6, Recommendations are clearly stated with priorities for action made clear.

8.7/ Recommendations are actionable and reflect an understanding of the commissioning organisation
and potential constraints to follow-up.

8.8 Reported findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons provide adequate information on
gender equality and human rights aspects.

8.9 Recommendations are supplemented with suggested modalities of implementation and opportunities

for improvement.
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Appendix 8 - Instructions for Preparing an Action Plan and Template for Action
Plan

Evaluation can play an important role in organisational learning and accountability. It can provide evidence-based
information that is credible, reliable and useful for the CoE’s operations. For evaluations to be effective, the
recommendations they produce need to be incorporated into decision-making processes. In order to promote
evaluation usage, DIO systematically follows up on issued recommendations.

The management of the organisational entity to which a recommendation is addressed is responsible for
establishing an action plan that states whether the recommendation is accepted and what actions are envisaged
to be taken for its implementation. In the case of recommendations being addressed to several entities,
managers concerned prepare the action plan either individually or as a joint effort depending on the nature of
the recommendation. In any case the action plan should be the result of extensive formal and informal
discussions of the main findings and recommendations of the evaluation among relevant decision-makers.

In order to assist managers in prioritising action for an effective implementation of recommendations, DIO

evaluation recommendations are classified as follows:

e Recommendations address an important deficiency or weakness in an intervention’s design, delivery,
performance, or achievement of results, which, if not remedied, will put at risk the likelihood of the
intervention achieving its mandated objectives.

e Opportunities for improvement address a deficiency or weakness in an intervention’s design, delivery,
performance, or achievement of results, which may not necessarily impact the achievement of the
intervention’s mandated objectives, but which, if remedied, would add value to overall implementation of
the intervention or increase its efficiency. Opportunities for improvement are not being followed up on by
DIO.

Action plans are prepared in line with the instructions provided by DIO. The following information is required in

respect of recommendations:

1. Recommendation ID: This field is completed by DIO with a unique identifier for each recommendation.

2. Recommendation: This field is completed by DIO. It contains the text of the recommendation.

3. Management Decision: Indicate here whether the recommendation is accepted, rejected, or under
consideration (this option should be selected in case decisions need to be taken by governing or executive
bodies regarding political issues, resource allocation, etc.).

4. Proposed actions (for accepted recommendations): Please provide details on all the actions that you are
intending to take for the implementation of this recommendation. If several actions are required, identify
several milestones within the implementation process and provide target dates (month and year) for their
completion.

5. Justification (for recommendations that are rejected, or under consideration): If a recommendation is
rejected or part of it is, provide the reasons for this decision. If the recommendation is under consideration,
provide the reasons for this and the date by which the management decision (accept or reject the
recommendation) will be able to be taken.

6. Person in Charge: Indicate the person who is responsible for implementing the accepted and partially
accepted recommendations.

7. Target Date: Indicate the date (month and year) in which the completion of the implementation of the entire
recommendation is expected

DIO will follow up on the implementation of the action plan on an annual basis.

The state of follow-up of recommendations is reported to the Secretary General and the Committee of Ministers.
Recommendations that have been accepted, but not fully implemented in line with the action plan, may be
submitted to the Secretary General for a decision on further action.
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Template for Management Response and Action Plan

Name of Evaluation
Report:

Date of Evaluation
Report:

Date of Action Plan:

Overall management response to the evaluation:

[FOR DECENTRALISED EVALUATIONS] Dissemination plan for the evaluation: please briefly explain
with whom the report will be shared (internally, other CoE entities, donors, beneficiaries etc.), methods
(email, events, website etc.), resources, timeframe and person responsible.

Management | Entity in | Planned Actions’®
Decision”® Charge | (determined by Entity)

Justification”’
for Non-
Acceptance

Target
Date for
Action

Person
Responsible
for Action

Recommendation 1:

CJAccepted
[ Rejected
CJUnder
consideration

Recommendation 2:

CJAccepted
[ Rejected

Ounder
consideration

7> The management decision is in relation to the Recommendation (Accept, Partially Accept, Reject, Consider).

76 For implementing accepted recommendations.

77 For recommendations that are rejected or under consideration.
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