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1. Background 
 
GA resolution 64/289  

Recognizes that the current multi-tiered evaluation system of operational activities for development 
within the United Nations consists of a number of entities with distinct roles and responsibilities, 
including the United Nations Evaluation Group, the evaluation offices of individual United Nations 
organizations, the Office of Internal Oversight Services, the Department of Economic and Social Affairs 
and the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs of the Secretariat and the Joint Inspection 
Unit;  

Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with the United Nations Evaluation Group and the Joint 
Inspection Unit, to commission a comprehensive review of the existing institutional framework for the 
system-wide evaluation of operational activities for development of the United Nations system, and to 
submit a report, with recommendations, to the General Assembly at its sixty-sixth session; 

Affirms, in this regard, that the establishment of an independent system-wide evaluation mechanism 
within the United Nations system should be aimed at fully utilizing and strengthening the existing 
institutional framework and capacities (July 2010, paragraphs 11-13). 
 

 
Strengthening capacity for system-wide evaluation of the work of the United Nations (UN) 
system at country and global levels has been the subject of significant debate at the 
intergovernmental level, as well as among UN entities themselves, in the past few years. 
 
The General Assembly, in resolution 59/250, on the triennial comprehensive policy review 
(TCPR)1 of UN operational activities for development, for example, “encouraged ………..the 
systematic use of monitoring and evaluation approaches at the system-wide level and the 
promotion of collaborative approaches to evaluation, including joint evaluations………” In 
resolution 62/208, the GA also “requested the UN development system to further develop 
guidance and oversight mechanism for the funding, planning and implementation of the 
monitoring and evaluation of UN Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs), with a view 
to assessing their contribution to national development and the achievement of the 
internationally agreed development goals (IADGs), including the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs)”.   
 
Since 2007, an important driver of the debate on strengthening system-wide evaluation of UN 
operational activities for development has been intergovernmental deliberations on system-
wide coherence. 2 During the 63rd session, for example, the co-chairs of the GA consultations 
on system-wide coherence pointed out in a report to Member States dated 7 August 2009 that 
“the need to assess system-wide efficiency, effectiveness and performance of the UN system 
at the country and global levels also met with general support”.   

As a result, the GA, in resolution 63/311, paragraph 8, reaffirmed: 

The importance of strengthening evaluation as a United Nations system function and the guidance 
contained to this effect in its resolution 62/208, and in this regard requests the Secretary-General, in 

                                                 
1  Has since become the Quadrennial Comprehensive Policy Review of the GA.  
2 The High-level Panel of the Secretary-General on UN System-wide Coherence, in its November 2006 report, recommended that a 
UN system-wide independent evaluation mechanism should be established by 2008, and taking into account the evolving role of 
the OIOS, to monitor how system-wide goals are being delivered. The panel also made several other recommendations to 
strengthen evaluation across the UN system, see HLP report, page 56.  
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consultation with the members of the United Nations System Chief Executives Board for Coordination, to 
propose modalities to the General Assembly at its sixty-fourth session for the establishment of an 
independent system-wide evaluation mechanism to assess system-wide efficiency, effectiveness and 
performance, bearing in mind the evaluation functions carried out by respective United Nations 
organizations, the Joint Inspection Unit and the United Nations Evaluation Group.  

 
Prior to the adoption of GA resolution 63/311, significant dialogue had taken place within the 
UN system on the issue of system-wide evaluation. In March 2007, the Chief Executives Board 
for Coordination (CEB) endorsed the recommendation of a joint meeting of its High-level 
Committee on Management (HLCM) and High-level Committee on Programmes (HLCP) taking 
place in the same month, to request the UN Evaluation Group (UNEG), in cooperation with the 
CEB secretariat, to develop a detailed proposal on the possible scope, funding and governance 
of a system-wide evaluation unit.  
 
UNEG recommended that the UN-wide evaluation system would consist of: 

(a) A new independent unit driving the programme of work for system-wide evaluation; 

(b) Evaluation functions in each of the organizations of the UN system; and 

(c) The professional network of UNEG. 
 

At the September session of the HLCM in 2007, UNEG was requested to continue to work on 
the development of the proposal for the establishment of a system-wide independent 
evaluation unit for consideration at the committee’s next session.  
 
The UNEG proposal was further developed in a paper submitted to the HLCM in September 
2008. In the absence of any system-wide governing arrangement, the UNEG proposal 
mentioned linking the new unit to the CEB. The Joint Inspection Unit on the other hand 
pointed out that the JIU already has a mandate for independent system-wide evaluation. 
Within the CEB, there was general support for the strengthening of system-wide evaluation, 
but the idea of establishing an independent unit was not endorsed, suggesting instead that 
UNEG could become such a mechanism. This proposal was rejected by UNEG because the 
Group is a professional network and has no mandate to conduct evaluations.   
 
This view was echoed in a December 2008 report of a UNEG evaluability study of the 
“delivering-as-one” pilots. The report highlighted that “in the absence of a system-wide 
evaluation mechanism, UNEG had developed ad-hoc arrangements to manage, fund and 
perform quality assurance of the evaluability exercise”. This arrangement, the report 
concluded, did not represent a sustainable methodology for system-wide evaluations.   
 
In response to GA resolution 63/311 on system-wide coherence (see above), the CEB 
secretariat prepared two notes, one in December 2009, and one in  May 2010 that was 
submitted to the GA. These notes were intended to further facilitate intergovernmental 
deliberations on this issue.  The CEB notes highlighted three key principles for establishing a 
system-wide evaluation mechanism: (a) the importance of strengthening evaluation capacities 
in programme countries; (b) building on the evaluation functions already provided by UN 
organizations and by existing oversight and professional bodies; and (c) full independence of 
any new mechanism.   
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In accordance with these principles, the CEB secretariat offered three options for 
strengthening system-wide evaluation in the UN system for consideration by Member States: 3 
 

A. The JIU with its independent mandate for system-wide evaluation, inspection and 
investigations and the appropriate governance arrangements. Recognising the 
challenges identified by the JIU, the GA could review its mandate, operations, job 
descriptions, way of working, resources, capacity etc. to ensure that it had the 
necessary senior professional evaluation capacity to be able to ensure that its 
evaluations were in line with norms and standards. 
 
B.  A new unit to conduct system-wide evaluation, linked to the CEB secretariat, but 
with reporting lines independent of UN system organizations. Issues related to the 
secretariat, the development and approval process of its programme of work, its 
resources etc. would have to be determined if this option were to meet the favour of 
the GA. Such issues are contained in the above-cited earlier proposal presented by 
UNEG. 
 
C. Ad-hoc arrangements such as Evaluation Management Groups of professional 
evaluators within the system could be established, if and when the need for a system-
wide evaluation arises. Within such a scenario, the most appropriate evaluation unit in 
the UN system would provide secretariat support. The evaluation functions in each of 
the UN system organizations with the mandate and the capacity could take the lead 
co-ordinating role for system-wide evaluation of certain sectors or types of activities. 

 
During the consultations of the GA on system-wide coherence in the 64th session, Member 
States generally felt that a new unit linked to the CEB secretariat would not provide for 
sufficient independence of the system-wide evaluation function and would therefore weaken 
its credibility. Some Member States inquired whether it was possible to strengthen the existing 

                                                 
3 The note pointed out that although no independent professional UN-wide evaluation unit exists within the UN system, some 
contributory elements are in place: 

(a) The Triennial Comprehensive Policy Review of the GA of UN operational activities for development with analytical work 
undertaken by UNDESA;3 

(b) The Joint Inspection Unit with its longstanding mandate on evaluation activities; 

(c) The Office of Internal Oversight Services with an evaluation mandate covering the UN Secretariat, but not the funds, 
programmes and specialized agencies; and  

(d)  The Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), which since 2002, in the context of GA resolution 42/182, has 
developed capacity to coordinate joint system-wide evaluations of humanitarian interventions. Such system-wide evaluation 
activities and reporting and reporting in the humanitarian context also includes the NGO sector, and are therefore not limited 
to the UN system.  

In the humanitarian sector, the use of independent system-wide evaluations (ISWEs) has been expanded to support policy-
making and improve humanitarian operations. Since 2005 the GA has requested three independent evaluations of the 
operations of the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) while a number of ad-hoc evaluations have been conducted on 
pooled funding arrangements.  The Inter Agency Standing Committee (IASC), the main forum for policy co-ordination across the 
sector, has also commissioned several ISWEs focussing on system-level co-ordination arrangements including a new series of 
mandatory inter-agency real-time evaluations in the case of very large operations. Humanitarian system-wide evaluations are 
implemented through joint management arrangements typically involving the evaluation offices of several UN agencies.  Given 
the difficulties which single agency evaluation functions face in focussing on issues of broad systemic concern, OCHA has as a 
gap filling measure assumed a lead role in providing the required evaluation services.  In this role, OCHA typically serves as the 
main contracting entity for hiring the services of independent evaluators and in providing a quality control function. OCHA 
currently has in place an evaluation policy and strategy to expand its capacities to provide ISWEs to both the UN system and to 
the global humanitarian community.    
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system and mechanisms (e.g. joint evaluations). Some pointed out that the JIU has a mandate 
to conduct independent system-wide evaluations, while others stressed the need to address 
issues of capacity and working method identified in JIU’s own report of A/58/343/Add.1.  
 
This understanding among Member States led the GA in resolution 64/289 (see above) to 
request the Secretary-General to undertake a thorough review of the existing mechanisms for 
system-wide evaluation as well as the capacity of individual evaluation entities to contribute to 
such undertakings. This is the focus of the present exercise.  
 

2. Scope and use 

The comprehensive review of the existing institutional framework for system-wide evaluation 
of operational activities for development, mandated in GA resolution 64/289, is expected to 
provide recommendations to Member States on how to further strengthen this important 
function in the work of the UN system. The establishment of an independent system-wide 
evaluation mechanism within the UN system should also be aimed at fully utilizing and 
strengthening the existing institutional framework and capacities.   
 
(a) Definitions 
 
For the purpose of this review, the key terms used in this TOR are defined as follows: 
 

System-wide  
System-wide refers to all relevant member organisations of the UN system involved in a 
specific area, effort, issues or sector, at country/regional/global level.  It usually implies a focus 
on how effectively the different parts of the system are working together.  
 

Evaluation 
An evaluation is an assessment, as systematic and impartial as possible, of an activity, project, 
programme, strategy, policy, topic, theme, sector, operational area, institutional performance 
etc. It focuses on expected and achieved accomplishments, examining the results chain, 
processes contextual factors and causality, in order to understand achievements or lack 
thereof. It aims at determining the relevance, impact, effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability of the interventions and contributions of the organizations of the UN system. An 
evaluation should provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful, 
enabling the timely incorporation of findings, recommendations and lessons into the decision-
making processes of the organizations of the UN system and its members.4  
 

Independence 
An evaluation function has to be located independently from the other management functions 
so that it is free from undue influence and that unbiased and transparent reporting is ensured. 
It needs to have full discretion in submitting its reports for consideration at the appropriate 
level of decision-making pertaining to the subject of the evaluation.5  
 

                                                 
4 UNEG Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. 
5 Ibid. 
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To avoid conflict of interest and undue pressure, evaluators need to be independent, implying 
that members of an evaluation team must not have been directly responsible for policy-
setting, design, or overall management of the subject of evaluation, nor expect to be in the 
near future.  
 
Operational activities for development 
Operational activities for development of the United Nations are defined as those activities of 
funds, programmes and agencies which promote sustainable development and welfare of 
developing countries. Operational activities for development relate to the work of those 
United Nations entities that have a specific mandate in this regard. 
 
(b) Users 
 
The primary users of system-wide evaluations would be the General Assembly and ECOSOC 
which have been mandated to establish, monitor and evaluate system-wide policies on UN 
operational activities for development.   
 
Another important user of system-wide evaluations would be key UN system inter-agency 
mechanisms such as the CEB and its three pillars: UNDG, HLCP and HLCM, as well as the Inter-
agency Standing Committee for Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance (IASC, and the 
Executive Committee for Humanitarian Affairs (ECHA).  
 
An independent system-wide evaluation would be undertaken when legislative bodies such as 
GA and ECOSOC, or key UN system inter-agency mechanisms, call for a comprehensive and 
impartial assessment of operational activities for development of entities of the UN system, 
including the implementation of normative mandates, focused either on a particular system-
wide development and/or humanitarian issue or a geographically-defined area. System-wide 
evaluations will contribute to enhanced public accountability of the UN system. 

 

3. Evaluation questions and methods 

The study will seek to answer the following overarching evaluation questions: 

1. What is the demand for independent system-wide evaluation, and how would it be 
used? 

2. What constitutes a good independent system-wide evaluation and what kind of 
mandates and capacities would be required to do one? 

3. What capacity exists to manage, conduct and contribute to an independent system-
wide evaluation (based on past experiences [validation through review and 
interview])? 

4. How could the UN system address capacity gaps in independent system-wide 
evaluation in the future building on existing mechanisms? 

The following outlines the principal methods for the comprehensive review. The review team 
upon initial research, interviews and document review may propose changes to the 
methodology, provided that the research and analysis suggests changes and that the above 
questions will be addressed, the purpose of the review fulfilled and the expected outputs 
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produced at the required quality. Such changes should be discussed with and approved by the 
ODSG.  
 

(a) Data collection 

The review team will collect data through various means that may include but are not 
necessarily limited to the ones listed below. The methods will be used selectively to collect 
data and respond to the four overarching questions. 
 

Desk review 

The team will review all relevant documentation, such as UN resolutions requesting and/or 
examining system-wide evaluations and reviews, existing system-wide and joint evaluation 
reports; lessons learned documents regarding joint/system-wide/sector-wide evaluations; 
experience with undertaking joint evaluations by non-UN actors (e.g. OECD-DAC, EU etc.). 
 

Case studies 

The team will review system-wide evaluations undertaken in the past 5 years to identify 
lessons on the process of conducting, managing or supporting system-wide evaluation 
activities. The team will examine relevant evaluations (e.g. Tsunami Evaluation Coalition, 
Delivering-as-One, South Africa, South-South and Triangular Cooperation, and Real Time 
Evaluations for Pakistan and Haiti).   
 

Institutional self-assessments 

Self-assessments will be carried out by the UN system evaluation offices to map and identify 
existing capacity and practice with specific focus on their ability to engage in system-wide 
evaluation activities. The evidence provided by the entities in their self-assessments will be 
analyzed by the review team and reported capacity will be explored through visits and 
interviews, with a particular focus on the following five entities: JIU, OIOS, DESA, OCHA and 
UNEG. The summary findings and conclusions from the self-assessments will be incorporated 
into the final report.  
  

Interviews and surveys 

The team should interview members of the UN evaluation community (UNEG, secretariat and 
agency evaluation offices, JIU) as well as internal and external potential recipients and users of 
system-wide evaluations (Member States/CPC/CEB/UNDG/IASC).  
 
The review team will conduct interviews with Member States groups who have shown active 
interest in this review to answer the following broad questions:  

 What is their understanding of the terms “independent” and “system-wide”? 

 Which governing bodies would most likely require evaluations? 

 How would governing bodies use such evaluations, for what kind of decisions? 

 How often would such evaluations be required? 
 
The review team may also consider conducting internet-based surveys as deemed desirable. 
(b) Stakeholder workshops 
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Stakeholder workshop on preliminary findings 

The review methodology includes a one-day workshop in New York to be attended by 
members of the Reference Group, members of the individual evaluation offices of the UN 
organizations, CEB, UNDG, JIU and IASC. The workshop will be conducted to identify data gaps 
and to present and validate preliminary findings and conclusions of the review. The workshop 
will also be an opportunity for the UN evaluation community to examine the gaps in mandates 
and capacities that would need to be addressed to achieve, high quality independent UN 
system-wide evaluations. Member States representatives will be invited to join the second half 
of the meeting so as to build confidence in the findings and recommendations emerging from 
this review. 
 
The workshop will be facilitated by the review team. The review team leader should work with 
the Reference Group in organizing the workshop, including drafting the agenda, drawing up 
the methodology and identifying participants. 
 

Stakeholder workshop on draft report 

A second one-day stakeholder workshop will be organized towards the end of the review 
process with the participation of Member States. The draft report will be presented at the 
stakeholder workshop, which will discuss the draft conclusions and recommendations of the 
review flowing from evidence-based findings. The stakeholders will be invited to provide 
verbal and written comments to the team. The review team will be responsible for 
consolidating and considering these comments on their merit in finalizing the report. 

 

4. Review team, process and timeline 

The review will be carried out by a team of two highly qualified and internationally-recognized 
evaluation experts, known for their professionalism, independence and ability to complete 
assignments within a given timeframe, with one serving as the team leader. The two 
consultants would come from different regions with at least one from a developing country. To 
avoid conflict of interest, the review team should not be reliant on income from the five main 
entities which institutional capacity is being reviewed, with full freedom to conduct their 
evaluation work to high standards of professionalism and impartiality.   
 
The review team will jointly review and validate the findings of the self assessments 
undertaken by evaluation entities; review documentation from earlier system-wide evaluation 
efforts as well as other material mentioned here above; interview staff of UN evaluation 
entities as well as Member States; design and help organize two stakeholder workshops; 
conduct an independent assessment of the existing institutional framework for system-wide 
evaluation of UN operational activities for development; and prepare a report to serve as the 
basis for intergovernmental deliberations as mandated in Assembly resolution 64/289. As a 
background document for the first stakeholder workshop, the review team will produce an 
inception report with adequate details about the proposed approach to the exercise.   
 
For quality assurance purposes, two external expert readers will be engaged to comment on 
the draft report of the review team prior to finalization. The members of the Reference Group 
will also be invited to comment on the draft report as part of the quality assurance process.  
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Below is an indicative timeline for completing the review exercise: 

Completion date Task(s) Responsibility 

11 Mar. ‘11 Finalize TOR ODSG 

30 Mar. Circulate self assessment tool 
to relevant UN evaluation 
entities 

ODSG 

30 Mar. Finalize selection of two 
consultants 

ODSG 

20 Apr.  Return self-assessment 
questionnaire 

Respective entities 

1 May  Start documentation review, 
interviews, analysis of self 
assessments etc.  

Review team 

30 Jun. Convene 1-day stakeholder 
consultation to validate 
accuracy of preliminary 
findings of self-assessments 
and documentation review 

Review team with support 
from ODSG 

1 Jul. – 15 Sep. Undertake analysis; 
interviews; documentation 
review; drafting of report 

Review team 

3 Oct.   Convene 1-day stakeholder 
consultation to discuss 
findings & recommendations 
of review team 

Review team with support 
from ODSG 

24 Oct.  Draft report sent to “Expert 
Readers” 

ODSG 

30 Oct.  Finalize report and send for 
official editing and circulation 
to Member States 

ODSG 

 

5. Management and resources 

Management 

The Office of the Deputy Secretary-General (ODSG) will oversee the management of the 
review process within the UN system. A Reference Group, composed of experts from JIU, 
OIOS, UNEG, DESA, and Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance (OCHA), will be 
established to advise the ODSG and to facilitate effective engagement of UN evaluation 
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entities in the review process. UNEG will also keep its member organizations informed of 
progress in the review exercise.  
 
Resources 

The cost of participation of evaluation units and the organizations constituting the Reference 
Group for the review exercise will be provided in-kind.  
 
The cost of conducting the review is estimated at $169.500, broken down as follows:  
 

Consultants   
Two senior consultants for 3 months each over a 6 months’ period (1 May–30 Oct.’11). 

 Lump sum fee  $112.000 

Expert readers 

Two evaluation experts to review final draft report.  

 Honorarium  $2.000 

 
Travel 
Consultants would be expected to travel three times to NY and once to Geneva for 
analytical work, consultations and the organization of stakeholder workshops.  

 Air tickets  $18.000 
 DSA   $14.000 
 
Stakeholder Consultations (2) 

 Meeting costs  $2.000 
 

Supplies and materials  $4.000 

 

Programme support cost (13%) $19.500 


