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Section 1. Background  
 
UNICEF’s work in emergencies is growing in volume and complexity. To improve its emergency 
response, UNICEF relies on strong evidence of what works and what does not work in its 
humanitarian action. Evaluations of humanitarian action help to ensure that UNICEF is constantly 
learning from and improving its humanitarian interventions by providing critical information on the 
organization’s emergency response. Evaluations of humanitarian action also ensure UNICEF’s 
accountability to affected populations, partners and donors. 
 
The UNICEF Executive Board, UNICEF senior management and staff in the UNICEF Evaluation 
Office have observed that the results of traditional evaluations come too late in the process to be 
useful in emergencies. Humanitarian evaluations can take more than 18 months to complete, by 
which time the programmes being evaluated have changed significantly or been significantly 
scaled down. Reflecting this concern, the UNICEF Evaluation Policy (2018 revision) states: 
“Evaluations should yield evidence quickly enough to enable timely decision-making. 
Humanitarian evaluations should focus on yielding rapid and timely evidence to support decision-
making in fast-changing humanitarian contexts.”1 
 
In 2017 and 2018, to meet this demand for rapid and timely evidence – including the more specific 
requirements of the Evaluation Policy, which stipulates the frequency of evaluations of emergency 
responses2 – the Evaluation Office undertook a reflection on how to improve evaluation 
approaches and procedures. After initial discussions were held at the UNICEF Global Evaluation 
Network Meeting in November 2017, the Evaluation Office then commissioned an external 
reflection paper, authored by the team leader of two of the humanitarian evaluations, and based 
on numerous interviews with UNICEF staff and evaluation team members. The paper considered 
what worked well, what worked less well and lessons for future evaluations of this nature and was 
presented to the Evaluation Advisory Panel (October 2018) and at the UNICEF Global Evaluation 
Network Meeting (November 2018). 
 
Four humanitarian evaluations have so far piloted a variety of modified characteristics of this 
approach and learning through their implementation has shaped this guidance.  These 
evaluations included the ‘Evaluation of the UNICEF Level 3 Response to the Cholera Epidemic 
in Yemen’ (published in June 2018); the ‘Evaluation of UNICEF’s response to the Rohingya 
Refugee Crisis in Bangladesh’ (published in November 2018); the ‘UNICEF South Sudan Level 3 
Evaluation: Part 1 Child survival – WASH, health, nutrition and related issues’ (published in 
January 2019) and ‘Evaluation of UNICEF’s Level 3 Response in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (published in June 2019).  
 
This guidance note documents the knowledge generated and identified as part of this process to 
date. It serves as an internal reference for future humanitarian evaluations at UNICEF. Given that 
the learning process is still ongoing, the guidance note should be considered a living document; 
further revisions should and will be made to the current version. The note was primarily conceived 
for UNICEF’s evaluation managers and evaluands, as well as evaluators working on UNICEF’s 
humanitarian evaluations (some sections of this guidance note will be more relevant to particular 
audiences). The note should be read in conjunction with the UNICEF Evaluation Policy (2018 
revision). 
 

                                                 
1 The assumption is that the evaluations in question are crisis-specific rather than global/thematic. 
2 Short-term Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies must be evaluated at least once. Protracted Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies must 
be evaluated once every three years. Protracted Level 1 emergencies should be evaluated every three to five years. 
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The guidance note is organized into three sections and annexes. Section 2 defines the RTE plus, 
its characteristics, a comparison between RTE Plus vs. other kinds of evaluative work; its 
applicability, purpose and scope and the general timelines. Section 3 details the implementation 
of RTE Plus, from the planning stages to producing the final report; and the roles and 
responsibilities of various stakeholders in the evaluation. The annexes contain tools that can be 
adapted for the management and implementation of an RTE Plus.  
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Section 2. Defining RTE Plus 
 
The RTE Plus approach builds on the literature and established practice of RTEs and is adapted 
to the specificities and needs of UNICEF’s humanitarian evaluation portfolio. This section provides 
an overview of RTE Plus and its characteristics and key features vis-à-vis other kinds of evaluative 
work; its applicability, purpose, scope and objectives; and its implementation cycle. Once the 
piloting of RTE Plus is finalized, the expectation is that UNICEF’s humanitarian evaluations will 
follow this approach, as relevant, to ensure the balance between speed and rigour that is required 
when evaluating UNICEF’s humanitarian response.  

 

2.1 Characteristics  
 
Many characteristics of RTE Plus are similar to those of other evaluations of humanitarian action. 
The following is a list of RTE Plus characteristics, noting that the list of characteristics varied for 
each of the pilot evaluations.  
 

o As in other major evaluations, evaluations using the RTE Plus approach need substantial 
preparation during the planning phase to ensure that the time taken for the evaluation 
process is reduced. For example, it is possible to plan for rapid inception and data 
collection phases by initiating planning/preparation before contracts for the evaluation 
team are issued. 

o Some evaluation stages (in particular the scoping and inception phases) may be 
shortened, run in parallel or combined with the data collection phase. For example, four 
to five days can be allocated for the inception phase during the in-country data collection 
mission, prior to in-depth data collection.  

o The evaluation scope is narrow and focused, meaning that not all sectors, geographical 
regions and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) criteria 
should be included. Focused priority questions should yield answers that can have a 
significant impact on the response.   

o The evaluation should focus on the results achieved for children through the various 
interventions, rather than on process. The implication is that the data collection phase 
should obtain feedback from the affected population as much as possible.  

o In designing the evaluation, time is a key constraint that needs to be taken into account 
while determining the evaluation methods. More rapid fact finding and analysis should be 
used, as opposed to more traditional methods. 

o The evaluation team should include an embedded UNICEF staff member (from the 
evaluation function and independent of the response in which she/he will participate in all 
phases of the evaluation). 

o An RTE Plus is typically utilization-focused and as such takes a participatory approach. 
An in-country recommendations workshop should be organized to discuss the key 
findings, conclusions and recommendations and discuss their implications for the 
management response.  
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2.2 RTE Plus vs. other kinds of evaluative work  
 
The RTE Plus approach is so named because it falls between a real-time evaluation and a 
standard evaluation (see Figure 1). In RTEs, a report is usually delivered before the evaluation 
team has left the field.3 The report aims to “look at today to influence this week’s programming.”4  
 
More traditional evaluations can deliver their reports several months after the evaluation team has 
left the field. This can be due to the large scope of work, the use of multiple sources to triangulate 
findings, the need to collect primary data that did not exist during the response and the long time 
periods dedicated to analysis and report writing.  
 
In contrast, RTE Plus generally looks at six to nine months of programme implementation to 
influence the next 12 to 18 months of programme implementation. In so doing, RTE Plus includes 
elements of mid-term evaluations, which look at the first phase to influence programming in the 
second phase.  
 

Figure 1: RTE Plus on a scale of evaluative work 

 

 
   

2.3 The applicability of RTE Plus 
 
RTE Plus could be a natural choice for an evaluation during the early stages of response. Given 
the requirement that all short-term Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies must be evaluated at least 
once (as per the 2018 Evaluation Policy), RTE Plus will generally be commissioned when a Level 
2 or Level 3 emergency is declared. The evaluation of the UNICEF response to the Rohingya 
refugee crisis in Bangladesh, which began six months after the crisis was declared, is an example 
of an appropriate use of the RTE Plus approach.  
 
RTE Plus is a good fit for looking at a crisis within a crisis, or part of a response that needs 
improvement. The UNICEF response to the cholera epidemic in Yemen is an example of a 
response for which an RTE Plus was appropriate. Newly scaled-up Level 2 and Level 3 
emergencies, which should be evaluated once every three years according to the 2018 Evaluation 
Policy, can equally be the object of an RTE Plus. Protracted Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies 
would need to be evaluated using other approaches.   

                                                 
3 Cosgrave, John, Ben Ramalingam and Tony Beck, ‘Real-Time Evaluations of Humanitarian Action: An ALNAP guide – pilot 
version’, ALNAP, 2009.  
4 Ibid. 
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RTE Plus will not be the most appropriate choice for a summative evaluation that needs to assess 
several years of emergency programming in a protracted complex crisis. Furthermore, it will 
neither be the most appropriate choice if multiple dimensions of accountability are the primary 
purpose of the evaluation, nor if the evaluation should be conducted jointly with United Nations 
sister agencies or other partners. In such instances, the scope, time and resources allocated will 
need to be expanded accordingly.  

 

2.4 The purpose of RTE Plus 
 
The primary purpose of an RTE Plus is learning and contributing to accounting for the results of 
UNICEF’s emergency response over a relatively compact timeframe. Much like RTEs, RTEs Plus 
should look at past and current emergency programming in order to improve the future of the 
response.  
  

2.5 The scope of RTE Plus 
 
The evaluation scope of an RTE Plus is generally narrow and focused, meaning that not all 
sectors, geographical regions and OECD-Development Assistance Committee criteria 
necessarily need to be included. Along these lines, a typical terms of reference of an RTE Plus 
will only cover two to three major intervention areas with a limited number of cross-cutting 
interventions. Focused priority questions should be those with answers that can lead to the 
greatest impact on the response. To identify the results that the response achieved for children 
and women, RTE Plus should be driven by UNICEF’s Core Commitments for Children in 
Humanitarian Action (CCCs).  
 

2.6 The general timeline of RTE Plus 
 
While the exact timeline that an RTE Plus follows will ultimately be determined with the director 
of the Evaluation Office (DEO) (in the case of Level 3 emergencies), the regional director (in the 
case of Level 2 emergencies) and the country representative (in the case of Level 1 emergencies), 
RTE Plus is generally finalized within 14 months from the declaration of a Level 2 or Level 3 
emergency. Figure 2 offers a snapshot of key milestones of the evaluation cycle of the RTE Plus. 
Section 3 unpacks this timeframe and elaborates on the key steps of the RTE Plus 
implementation. 

 

 
Figure 2: General timeline of an RTE Plus (example of a Level 3 RTE Plus) 
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Section 3. Implementing RTE Plus 
 

3.1 Triggers, roles and responsibilities for RTE Plus 
 
Within two months of the declaration of the emergency, the DEO will email the global emergency 
coordinator in the case of a Level 3 emergency and the regional director in the case of a Level 2 
emergency, indicating that the RTE Plus needs to be initiated. The DEO will provide details of the 
preparedness required and request that funding be set aside for the evaluation. As per the 
Evaluation Policy, the management responsibility for an RTE Plus of a Level 3 emergency lies 
with the Evaluation Office; the DEO will therefore appoint the manager in such cases. For an RTE 
Plus of a Level 2 emergency, the regional evaluation advisor will serve as manager; and for an 
RTE Plus of a Level 1 emergency, the country office evaluation specialist/evaluation focal point 
will serve as manager. 
 
An RTE Plus can also include an embedded UNICEF staff member (from the evaluation function 
and independent of the response) who will participate in all phases of the evaluation. The 
embedded team member should be a UNICEF staff member at professional level 3 or 4. The 
presence of this member will increase the efficiency of the evaluation cycle through targeted 
preparation and analyses prior to the kick-off of the evaluation and, subsequently, for a smooth 
unfolding of the exercise until (and including) its final dissemination stage, which generally 
extends well beyond the contractual timeline of the team of consultants hired to conduct the 
evaluation. Examples of key tasks of the embedded team member are: support the evaluation 
team in developing the evaluation design, collecting data, accessing internal data systems and 
tailoring the recommendations to be most useful to UNICEF.  
 
Table 1 indicates where the management responsibilities of an RTE Plus lie, depending on the 
level of the crisis.  

 
Table 1: Roles and responsibilities for an RTE Plus 

 Emergency Evaluation manager of RTE 
Plus 

Quality assurance of 
RTE Plus 
 

Accountability for 
management response 
and use of evaluation 
results5  
 

Level 1 Country office evaluation 
specialist/staff member 
responsible for evaluation  
 

Regional evaluation 
adviser  
 

Representative, regional 
director, relevant division 
directors  

Level 2 
 

Regional evaluation adviser  
 

Evaluation Office – 
can embed in the 
evaluation team 

Same as above, plus the 
emergency management 
team  

Level 3 
 

Evaluation Office  
 

Evaluation 
Office/external experts 
– Evaluation Office 
can embed in the 
evaluation team 

Same as Level 1 and 
Level 2; plus the global 
emergency coordinator 

 
 

                                                 
5 United Nations Children’s Fund, ‘Revised Evaluation Policy of UNICEF’, E/ICEF/2018/14, UNICEF, 12 April 2018, 
<https://undocs.org/E/ICEF/2018/14>, accessed 24 June 2019, p. 10. 
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3.2 The RTE Plus evaluation cycle  
 
The following section elaborates on the RTE Plus evaluation cycle and highlights key tasks and 
deliverables across the following phases: 1) preparation/planning scoping; 2) inception; 3) data 
collection; 4) analysis and reporting; and 5) finalization. Figure 3 presents the key stages of an 
RTE Plus and its indicative timelines.    

 
Figure 3: RTE Plus evaluation cycle with associated timelines 

 
 
Phase 1: Preparation/planning/scoping 
 
An RTE Plus will not be initiated immediately after the DEO announces it. In the case of newly 
declared emergencies, this allows for the response to unfold over the necessary amount of time 
for lessons to be learned through the evaluation, while adequately preparing for the exercise. 
Even in the case of protracted emergencies, the time-lag between the announcement of the RTE 
Plus and the recruitment of the evaluation team is appropriate, given the specific preparations 
that are unique to RTE Plus.6 This phase should be led by the evaluation manager, with support 
from the embedded member from the evaluation function (who should be selected at this time).  
 
For example, for a newly declared Level 3 emergency, the key tasks to be conducted and 
deliverables to be produced, prior to the recruitment of the evaluation team, include the following:   

o The evaluation manager will initiate discussions with the regional/country office to ensure 
preparedness for the evaluation, including clarity on funding amounts and sources. 

o The evaluation manager will liaise with the Office of Emergency Programmes (EMOPS), 
the Programme Division, the Supply Division, the Field Results Group, etc. at the 
headquarters level on available data, dashboards and documents; and planning staff and 
monitoring and evaluation specialists at the regional/country office level on existing data 
sources and the key stakeholders to engage.  

o The evaluation manager will also participate in emergency management team meetings 
and any relevant meetings related to the response that are regularly scheduled by 
EMOPS/the UNICEF Operations Centre. Throughout this process, background 
documents and data will be compiled and saved on a shared drive, and initial analysis of 
available evidence will be undertaken. This will constitute a repository of useful 
information to share with the evaluation team, once on board. 

o A reference group for the evaluation must be established. For an evaluation of a Level 3 
emergency response, the DEO will email a request to relevant directors to nominate 

                                                 
6 Preparation for the RTE Plus includes activities such as early inception, collating available documentation and data as part of 
scoping, etc., which can happen before the evaluation team has been contracted.    
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members for the reference group. For a Level 2 response, the regional director may 
designate members of the reference group from the regional office or request 
nominations from relevant directors via email. See Annex 2 for a sample reference group 
terms of reference. 

o The scope of the evaluation should be discussed among the evaluation manager, the 
global emergency coordinator/regional director, the country representative and the 
reference group. Evaluation terms of reference will subsequently be drafted and agreed 
upon. See Annex 3 for a sample evaluation terms of reference. 

o Once the terms of reference are endorsed, they should be advertised, and the team 
leader should be recruited first. In consultation with the team leader, the evaluation team 
members will then be selected, and corresponding contracts issued. 

 
Phase 2: Inception 

 
Once the evaluation team is on board, initial briefing sessions will be arranged with the evaluation 
manager, the embedded team member and key stakeholders in the evaluation. The aim of this 
phase is for the evaluation team to offer their views on any revision that should be made to the 
evaluation terms of reference and ensure a common understanding between the evaluation team 
and the evaluation manager on what will be evaluated and how. An inception mission can help 
achieve this. In some cases, this can take the form of a one-week mission to the country of the 
emergency response, including the evaluation manager and embedded team member, and 
approximately one month prior to data collection. The inception phase can also be carved out of 
the subsequent in-country data collection. In such cases, four to five days can be allocated for 
inception and data collection could start shortly thereafter (as opposed to conducting separate 
missions for the two phases). Combining these two phases can help compress both the timeline 
and the cost of the exercise. Either way, this phase should allow for refining and finalizing all of 
the following (prior to proceeding to in-country data collection):  

o Evaluation scope and questions; 
o Methodology, including site selection for primary data collection methods; and 
o Ethical clearance.  

 
An inception report must be produced at the end of this phase, commented upon and validated 
by the reference group before the data collection begins. Annex 4 provides template/outline for 
the inception report. 
 
Phase 3: Data collection  

 
Following the inception phase, the evaluation team will engage in primary and secondary data 
collection through the methods identified and outlined in the inception report. Field missions will 
be a key source of data collection. They should have an adequate length of time, in line with the 
requirements set out in the draft inception report and include a visit to the relevant regional office 
for briefing and interviewing stakeholders. To the extent possible, populations affected by the 
crisis should be primary key informants of any RTE Plus, and both quantitative and qualitative 
data collection methods should prioritize this. Along these lines, innovative methods for gathering 
and conveying the views of local communities are welcome and should be explored in phase 1 
and finetuned during phase 2.  
 
An exit briefing for the country office, which regional and headquarters colleagues can join, should 
be planned before the evaluation team leaves the country. If any issue of significance is identified 
during the data collection mission, within one week of departing from the country, these issues 
can be brought to the attention of the DEO through an internal memo from the team leader. The 
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internal memo should be formulated in consultation with all team members. The DEO will consider 
the memo and identify its most relevant internal audience. To ensure a rapid response to the 
issue(s) identified, the DEO may decide to share the memo with senior managers, as relevant.  
 
Phase 4: Analysis and reporting  
 
Once data collection is finalized, the evaluation team will delve into the analysis of the information 
and data gathered during the previous phases. The first full draft report will be shared with the 
reference group for comments and feedback within four months of the recruitment of the 
evaluation team. In the case of a Level 3 evaluation, the Evaluation Office will undertake7 an initial 
quality check of the draft evaluation report prior to sharing it with the reference group.8 Regional 
offices will be expected to do the same for Level 2 evaluations. 
 
The report and its annexes should be shared in portable document format (PDF), together with a 
feedback table featuring appropriate columns to facilitate the management of the process. See 
Annex 6 for a template for the feedback/comments table. Reference group members are expected 
to circulate the draft evaluation report within relevant offices/divisions/sections; however, each 
reference group member is responsible for compiling all responses received and submitting one 
feedback form to the Evaluation Office. The Evaluation Office will then consolidate the 
submissions received from the reference group members, quality check the feedback and, in turn, 
share it with the evaluation team. 
 
A workshop should be organized in the country office, with the participation of regional and 
headquarters staff, as appropriate. The purpose of the workshop is to present the evaluation 
findings to key stakeholders and facilitate the process of co-creating evaluation 
recommendations. It should also be conceived as an opportunity for both the evaluation team and 
evaluation stakeholders to clarify key messaging that might not have been conveyed clearly 
through the first draft report and the comments process. Annex 7 provides a suggested agenda 
for the workshop.  

 
Phase 5: Finalization9 
 
Following the workshop, the evaluation team will produce a second draft of the report, which will 
incorporate any agreements made at the workshop. Annex 5 presents a suggested outline for the 
final evaluation report. In the second draft of the evaluation report, the evaluation team should 
ensure that the comments received from the reference group and the Evaluation Office are clearly 
addressed and either incorporated into the revised version of the report (if accepted) or, 
alternatively, rejected with sufficient reasoning provided in the feedback/comments form. The 
evaluation team must ensure alignment between their response to the comments received (as 
per the evaluation team column in the feedback form) and the second draft of the evaluation 
report. If there are any feedback rejections that the Evaluation Office does not agree with, further 
discussions with the team lead and the evaluation team will take place and common ground 
established. If further modifications are required, a third draft of the evaluation report should be 
produced. 
 

                                                 
7 See Table 1 – quality assurance responsibilities. 
8 In cases where there have been delays and the timeline does not permit an initial quality check, the Evaluation Office will 
undertake a quality check at the same time as the reference group review. This point must be clearly indicated to the reference 
group. 
9 These will need to be customized depending on the level of responsibility. For a Level 2 emergency, this will be the regional 
director.  
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The revised version of the evaluation report will then be shared with the reference group and 
stakeholders for a final check for factual errors and subsequently submitted for copy-editing. The 
DEO will approve the copy-edited version and request a management response from the global 
emergency coordinator or UNICEF senior manager of the emergency response. The copy-edited 
version will be submitted for layout and design and subsequently uploaded to the Evaluation 
Office databases (internal and external). Finally, a Global Evaluation Reports Oversight System 
(GEROS) review of the report will be commissioned. 

 
 
  

https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/index_GEROS.html
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There are a variety of tools available at the Evaluation Office intranet site. The tools provided in 
the following annexes may be of particular importance during the planning and implementation of 
an RTE Plus evaluation.  

 

Annex 1. Work flow process for RTE Plus (… to be 
developed….) 
 
  

https://unicef.sharepoint.com/sites/EO/SitePages/ToolsGuidelines.aspx
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Annex 2. Sample terms of reference for an RTE Plus 
reference group 
 
This terms of reference may be reviewed and modifications suggested prior to the first 
meeting of the reference group. The terms of reference will subsequently be endorsed by 
members during the first meeting of the reference group. Items highlighted in yellow should 
be modified to suit the particular evaluation. 

 

Background 
 
This terms of reference expands on the section on governance and management arrangements 
in the terms of reference for ‘Evaluation of the UNICEF Level 3 Response to the Cholera Epidemic 
in Yemen’.10 It clarifies the management and governance of the RTE to ensure ownership and a 
high level of quality of the assessment process and its outputs.  

 

Management 
 
The Evaluation Office will manage the RTE. The senior evaluation specialist, responsible for 
humanitarian evaluation, will lead the process under the guidance of the director of the Evaluation 
Office (DEO). The Evaluation Office will commission a team of three individuals – an evaluation 
team leader, a senior expert and a national consultant – to undertake the assessment.  

 

Reference group membership 
 
Reference group members will be from the Evaluation Office, the Programme Division, the Office 
of Emergency Programmes (EMOPS), the XX Regional Office (i.e., please indicate the relevant 
regional office) and UNICEF XX (i.e., please indicate the relevant country office). The reference 
group will be chaired by the senior evaluation specialist in the Evaluation Office. In addition, 
alternate members may be nominated from the Evaluation Office, the Programme Division, 
EMOPS, the regional office or the country office.  
 
It is expected that members from headquarters and regional and country offices will represent 
their division/office. Therefore, the necessary communication with and circulation of documents 
to their respective teams (such as to section colleagues in water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), 
health, emergencies, communication for development (C4D), monitoring and evaluation, 
operations, supply, etc.), should take place when feedback is required on the evaluation outputs.   
 

Reference group purpose and responsibilities  
 
In guiding the work of the consultants, the reference group will help ensure a high level of quality 
and accuracy of the assessment process and its outputs, and thereby improve the credibility and 
utility of the evaluation. The reference group will also improve ownership of and accountability for 
the results of the assessment.  
 

                                                 
10 United Nations Children’s Fund, ‘UNICEF’s Response to the Cholera Outbreak in Yemen: Terms of reference for a real-time 
evaluation’, <www.unicef.org/evaluation/files/RTE_for_the_Yemen_Cholera_Response_Final_TOR_16_Oct_2017.pdf>, accessed 
21 June 2019. 
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To safeguard the independence and credibility of the RTE, members of the reference group will 
serve in an advisory capacity to the Evaluation Office. The reference group members’ main 
responsibilities will include the following:  

o Ensure the exercise progresses as planned and in line with its terms of reference. 
o Ensure that adequate support is provided in each phase of the assessment. 
o Facilitate access to key relevant documents and provide lists of key informants. 
o Review and provide comments to the Evaluation Office on the deliverables (i.e., the 

inception report and the first and second drafts of the RTE report). 
o Coordinate the distribution of outputs to key stakeholders in his/her respective office 

(i.e., in WASH, health, emergencies, C4D, monitoring and evaluation, operations, 
supply etc.) and compile feedback on all RTE outputs. 

o Ensure that the overall quality of the analysis, on which the conclusions and 
recommendations are based, are as robust as possible. 

o Participate in meetings with the consultants to provide direction on the evaluation. 
o Support the framing of key messages and the findings of the evaluation.  
o Review and support the communication and dissemination plan.  
o Support the transition between the end of the evaluation and the management 

response process (i.e., identifying key stakeholders in the management response 
preparation, coordinating timely inputs, etc.). 

 

Time commitment  
 
The duration of this engagement will be from XX to XX. For each reference group member, the 
engagement will entail approximately 24 working days during this period. The estimated schedule 
of deliverables, level of effort and due dates are as follows: 
 

Deliverable (level of effort from the reference 
group) 

Submission 
date* Due date* 

Terms of reference (two days)     

Inception report (four days)     

First draft of report (9 to 11 days)     

Second draft of report (four days)     

Workshop to co-create recommendations (three days)     
Support to the transition between evaluation and 
management response (one day)   

* Submission date by evaluation manager and due date from members of the reference group 

 

Quorum  
 
To ensure the assessment is completed rapidly, the attendance of all reference group members 
is not required at meetings before providing advice. Instead, three staff will form the quorum. This 
must include one member from headquarters (XX or alternate), one member from the regional 
office (XX* or alternate) and one member from the country office (XX or alternate).  
 

Independence 
 
To safeguard the independence of the assessment, the final decision on the process and quality 
assurance of the outputs rests with the Evaluation Office. The reference group is an advisory 
body.  
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Members, alternates and voting 
 
The list of members and alternates for the reference group is as follows: 
 

UNICEF entity Staff member Alternate 

Country office Name Name 

Regional office Name Name 

Headquarters – Evaluation 
Office 

Name Name 

Headquarters – EMOPS Name Name 

Headquarters – Programme 
Division 

Name Name 

Headquarters – Field Results 
Group 

Name Name 

Headquarters – Supply Division Name Name 

 
Please note that each UNICEF entity mentioned above will only have one vote during the advisory 
meetings.  
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Annex 3. Sample terms of reference for an RTE Plus and 
links to generic terms of reference 
 
For a sample terms of reference for an evaluation of an RTE Plus, see: 

Yemen Cholera 

RTE_16 Oct 2017 a.pdf  Evaluation of UNICEF’s response to the Cholera Outbreak in Yemen 
 
For a generic terms of reference, see: Better Evaluation, ‘Terms of reference’.  
 
The following points can be included in the terms of reference, if applicable: 
 

o Considering the context and the interventions being implemented, has UNICEF been 
doing the right things?  

o How well has UNICEF been doing them? 
o Have they worked (i.e., achieved intended results)? 
o For each of the above questions: How do we know (i.e., adequate monitoring 

systems)? 
o With an overall view to identifying: What might work better? 

 
Source: Presentation by James Darcy 
 

 
  

https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/files/Yemen_Cholera_RTE_1_Nov_2017.pdf
http://www.betterevaluation.org/evaluation-options/terms_of_reference
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Annex 4. Inception report outline/template  
 

 
1. Introduction and context   
2. Purpose, intended use, target audience  
3. Scope and objectives 
4. Description of inception phase and issues to consider  
5. Evaluation design and framework 
6. Evaluation questions (explanation of deviation from terms of reference, if necessary) 
7. Data collection methods (and sampling details)  
8. Sources to be used  
9. Data analysis methods   
10. Identification of limitations and methods to mitigate these  
11. Work plan and allocation of work within the team and UNICEF support required 
12. Identification of ethical considerations  
 
Annexes  
13. Evaluation matrix 
14. Data collection tools  
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Annex 5. Final report template and standards 
 
Refer to following links: 
 

1. UNICEF-Adapted UNEG Evaluation Reports Standards 
 

2. UNEG Quality Checklist for Evaluation Reports 

 

  

https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/files/UNICEF_adapated_reporting_standards_updated_June_2017_FINAL%282%29.pdf
http://www.unevaluation.org/document/download/853
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Annex 6. Template for the feedback/comments table  
 

Comments from reference group and internal stakeholders 
 
Evaluation title: 
Date of submission:  
Submitting office: 
 
Please check (by clicking on the box) if comments include those from other members of your 
section/division:  ☐ 

# Page and 
section no. 

Comment from reference group / 
stakeholder 

Office Evaluation team’s response  

 General comments  

1     

2     

3     

4     

5     

6     

 Comments relating to specific sections of the report  

7     

8     

9     

10     
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Annex 7. Sample recommendations workshop agenda  
 

Evaluation of UNICEF’s Response to the Rohingya Refugee Crisis in Bangladesh 
Outline of Workshop 

 
8.30  AM WELCOME rEMARKS – 15 MINUTES 

EDOUARD  
 

8:45 AM Introduction – 15 minutes 
Purpose of the day, outline of the workshop, and overall guidance 
Jean, George 
 

9:00 AM Presentation of findings followed by discussions – 60 minutes 
Objectives: to have a mutual understanding on key findings and their associated causes 
Participants reflect on findings and supporting observations, ask for more information/clarifications where 
needed, agree to disagree, identify causes of observed deficiencies.  

1. Preparedness, scale up and leadership 
2. UNICEF’s sector leadership and quality and use of information 
3. UNICEF’s strategies and priorities, overall effectiveness and other criteria, cross-cutting issues, 

working with partners 
4. Support to the programmatic response 

 
Output: list of agreed findings, and related causes 
Chaired by George, presentation by Ed 
 

10:15 AM Coffee break – 15 minutes 
10.30 AM Presentation of findings followed by discussions (continued) – 30 minutes 

Objectives: to have a mutual understanding on key findings and their associated causes 
Participants reflect on findings and supporting observations, ask for more information/clarifications where 
needed, agree to disagree, identify causes of observed deficiencies.  
 
Chaired by George, presentation by Ed 
 

11:00 AM Presentation on principles of formulating recommendations within an real-time humanitarian 
evaluation approach – 15 minutes 
Objectives: to clarify the expectations with respect of real-time humanitarian evaluation and guiding 
principles for formulating recommendations. 
 
Chaired by George, presentation by Koorosh 
 

11:15 AM  Recommendation development – 75 minutes 
Objectives: Development of recommendations to improve response 
Break into work groups to develop recommendations 
 
Sessions facilitated by Koorosh and Laura 
 

12.30 PM Lunch – Half an hour lunch 
13:00 PM Presentations by groups to plenary on potential recommendations and discussions (90 minutes) 

 
Sessions facilitated by Koorosh and Laura 
 

3:30 PM  Running coffee break (5-minute health break) 
 

3:35 PM  Looking forward 
4:00 PM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Closing 
Suggested work groups: 
Divide into small groups for the propose of developing recommendations stemming from conclusions: 
Suggested grouping 

1. Preparedness, scale up and leadership 
2. UNICEF’s sector leadership and quality and use of information 
3. UNICEF’s strategies and priorities, overall effectiveness and other criteria, cross-cutting issues, 

working with partners 
Support to the programmatic response 

  
 

 
 
 



Guidance and Procedural Note on Managing Real-Time Evaluations Plus (RTE Plus) – June 2019 

20 | P a g e  

 

Annex 8. Other reference materials 
 
How to manage an evaluation: 
 
BetterEvaluation, ‘Manage an Evaluation or Evaluation System’, May 2013, 
<https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Manage%20-%20Compact.pdf>, accessed 
21 June 2019. 
 
Planning tool: 
 
BetterEvaluation, ‘Rainbow Framework’, August 2014, 
<http://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Rainbow%20Framework.pdf>, accessed 21 
June 2019. 
 
ALNAP guide on RTE: 
 
Cosgrave, J., B. Ramalingam and T. Beck, ‘Real-Time Evaluations of Humanitarian Action – An 
ALNAP guide’, ALNAP, March 2009, <http://www.alnap.org/help-library/real-time-evaluations-of-
humanitarian-action-an-alnap-guide>, accessed 21 June 2019. 
 
RTE vs. accountability: 
 
Humanitarian Practice Network, ‘Special Feature: Humanitarian accountability’, Humanitarian 
Exchange, no. 52, October 2011, <https://daraint.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/12/humanitarianexchange0521.pdf>, accessed 21 June 2019. 
 
Example videos for dissemination: 
 
Pakistan Real Time Evaluation, video, Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, 2011, 
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qW-XR14k4NQ&app=desktop>, accessed 21 June 2019. 
 
The Inter-Agency Humanitarian Evaluations, video, Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs, 2016, <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qW-
XR14k4NQ&app=desktopwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DMaRn-5pzzRo>, accessed 21 
June 2019. 
 
UNICEF 2018 Evaluation Policy: 
 
United Nations Children’s Fund, ‘Revised Evaluation Policy of UNICEF’, E/ICEF/2018/14, 
UNICEF, New York, 12 April 2018, <https://undocs.org/E/ICEF/2018/14>, accessed 21 June 
2019. 

 
 
  

https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Manage%20-%20Compact.pdf
http://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Rainbow%20Framework.pdf
http://www.alnap.org/help-library/real-time-evaluations-of-humanitarian-action-an-alnap-guide
http://www.alnap.org/help-library/real-time-evaluations-of-humanitarian-action-an-alnap-guide
https://daraint.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/humanitarianexchange0521.pdf
https://daraint.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/humanitarianexchange0521.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qW-XR14k4NQ&app=desktop
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qW-XR14k4NQ&app=desktopwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DMaRn-5pzzRo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qW-XR14k4NQ&app=desktopwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3DMaRn-5pzzRo
https://undocs.org/E/ICEF/2018/14
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Annex 9. Sample email for the director of the Evaluation 
Office to send  
 
To: Global emergency coordinator; country representative; emergency coordinator 
CC: [regional office]: deputy regional director; regional evaluation advisor; regional emergency 
coordinator….; [country]: deputy representative; monitoring and evaluation specialist; emergency 
coordinator; [EMOPS]: EMOPS director; evaluation focal point; [Evaluation Office]: Jane Mwangi; 
Laura Olsen 
 
Dear (global emergency coordinator) 
 
Re: Formal requirement for a humanitarian evaluation for the crisis in Iraq 
 
Greetings from the Evaluation Office. 
 
From June 2014 to December 2017 Iraq was a Level 3 emergency; for all of 2018 it was a Level 
2 emergency. As per the revised Evaluation Policy, I am writing to inform you that a humanitarian 
evaluation of UNICEF’s response to this crisis will need to be conducted. The new Evaluation 
Policy requires that all Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies be evaluated at least once and that 
protracted Level 2 and Level 3 emergencies be evaluated once every three years. Such 
evaluations are expected to foster not only organizational learning but also accountability to 
management, partners and affected populations. 
 
The Evaluation Policy establishes that the regional director is responsible for commissioning 
evaluations of Level 2 emergencies and that the regional evaluation advisor, in close collaboration 
with the concerned country offices, is responsible for managing them. The Evaluation Office will 
provide quality assurance as per the policy and remains available to provide any technical support 
required. Further details on evaluation roles and responsibilities could be found in the Evaluation 
Policy. The evaluation should be funded using funds from the emergency appeals.    
 
Once I hear back from you, Jane Mwangi from the Evaluation Office will get in touch with the 
regional evaluation advisor and the country office team for initial discussions.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries. 
 
Regards, 
George 
 
Director of Evaluation 
UNICEF Evaluation Office 

 

  

http://undocs.org/E/ICEF/2018/14
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For further information, please contact:  
Evaluation Office 
United Nations Children’s Fund 
Three United Nations Plaza 
New York, New York 10017 
evalhelp@unicef.org  
www.unicef.org/evaluation 
 
© United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 
June 2019 
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