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Executive Summary

1. Many organ�sat�ons supported through donor f�nanc�ng face the dual problem of  sat�sfy�ng donor 
demands for accountab�l�ty and secur�ng cont�nued fund�ng. A f�rst step �n address�ng these problems 
�s to understand the types of  evaluat�ve ev�dence that sat�sfy accountab�l�ty demands and those that 
�ncrease the l�kel�hood of  future fund�ng.

2. Th�s study explores how evaluat�ons are used w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons Env�ronment Programme 
(UNEP) and, to a l�m�ted extent, how they �nfluence donor fund�ng dec�s�ons. It also prov�des �nd�cat�ons 
for future d�rect�on of  the evaluat�on funct�on of  the organ�zat�on. The study �s based on a survey of  
UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l representat�ves, UNEP’s donor agenc�es and UNEP project and programme 
managers. The survey exam�nes preferences for d�fferent types of  evaluat�on approaches and methods as 
well as products, and the�r perce�ved cred�b�l�ty, rel�ab�l�ty and ut�l�ty �n relat�on to the resources requ�red 
to produce them. The f�nd�ngs reveal the relat�ve �mportance of  d�fferent evaluat�on approaches and 
h�ghl�ght �mportant tradeoffs, for example, the need to sat�sfy donor demands for accountab�l�ty wh�lst 
meet�ng management needs for operat�onal �mprovement. The study reveals perspect�ves on the �nfluence 
of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs on resource allocat�on dec�s�ons. 

3. In l�ght of  evolv�ng changes �n the evaluat�on funct�ons w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons System and elsewhere 
UNEP’s Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t (EOU) developed a new Evaluat�on Pol�cy to be cons�dered by 
the organ�sat�on’s sen�or management and the Comm�ttee of  Permanent Representat�ves (CPR) dur�ng 
2006. Th�s study was �n�t�ated after �n-house comments on the draft pol�cy were rece�ved �n order to 
explore broader percept�ons from key stakeholders relat�ng to the major aspects of  the evaluat�on funct�on 
art�culated �n the draft Evaluat�on Pol�cy.

Key Findings and Implications for Evaluation in UNEP

4. The follow�ng represent the key f�nd�ngs of  the study:

�) The �mportance of  the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP �s recogn�zed by the CPR and UNEP staff  
w�th the survey f�nd�ngs reveal�ng strong support for ded�cated evaluat�on budgets at both the 
organ�zat�onal and project levels.

��) The major�ty of  respondents would l�ke to see considerable independence for the evaluation function �n 
UNEP. Th�s f�nd�ng �s cons�stent not only w�th the recently adopted ‘Norms and Standards for 
Evaluation in the United Nations System’ but also w�th the draft evaluat�on pol�cy of  the UN’s Ch�ef  
Execut�ve Board and the World Bank’s cr�ter�a for �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on. 
Respondents also clearly l�nked the �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on to h�gher levels of  
cred�b�l�ty be�ng afforded to the evaluat�ons �t undertakes.

���) UNEP Evaluat�on act�v�t�es need to further emphas�se �mproved programme/project del�very and 
�mpacts of  UNEP act�v�t�es. Over two-th�rds of  all survey respondents agreed that ‘UNEP activities 
like any other forms of  publicly funded development assistance should have discernable benefits that should be 
documented.’ 

�v) The UNEP evaluat�on funct�on further needs to str�ve for excellence by �mprov�ng mechan�sms 
for qual�ty control of  evaluat�on products. The survey revealed that publ�c d�sclosure of  evaluat�on 
f�nd�ngs, appl�cat�on of  �nternat�onal norms for evaluat�on standards, peer rev�ew of  evaluat�on 
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products and the �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on are the key factors that can enhance 
the cred�b�l�ty of  UNEP evaluat�ons. S�m�larly, the most �mportant factors affect�ng the ut�l�ty of  
evaluat�ons are ‘timeliness’, ‘rigour’ and ‘relevance [of  the evaluat�on] to current organisational priorities’. 
EOU needs to ensure that qual�ty control measures appl�ed to UNEP evaluat�ons address these 
key factors.

v) There �s also a demonstrated need for �mproved efforts �n the d�ssem�nat�on of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs 
and products. Spec�f�c �mprovements are requ�red �n upgrad�ng the prof�le of  the UNEP EOU 
web page (to be located on the UNEP’s ma�n webpage l�ke other agenc�es) and better access to 
evaluat�on f�nd�ngs, recommendat�ons and lessons.

v�) There �s strong support for the evaluat�on parameters used by UNEP. Greater focus on such 
evaluat�on parameters as “project �mplementat�on approach”, “f�nanc�al plann�ng and management”, 
“atta�nment of  outputs”, “ach�evement of  object�ves”, “�mpacts” and “susta�nab�l�ty” �mpl�es that 
evaluat�on rat�ng parameters should be we�ghted. 

v��) Furthermore, g�ven the �mportance placed by the respondents on �nd�cators of  �mpact, UNEP 
programmes/projects need to be evaluated more spec�f�cally �n terms of  ‘reduced risk and 
vulnerability’, ‘influence on international environmental policy processes’, ‘changes in human capacities and/or 
levels of  empowerment’, ‘uptake and use of  project/assessment outputs’ and ‘economic valuation of  changes in 
environmental factors’. 

v���) Wh�le recogn�z�ng the �mportance of  current evaluat�on act�v�t�es, add�t�onal demand for stud�es 
that demonstrate uptake of  proven technolog�es, pol�c�es, new knowledge and/or management 
pract�ces and evaluat�ons of  �mpact requ�re the expans�on of  act�v�t�es currently undertaken by 
the evaluat�on funct�on. Th�s �s further re�nforced by the revealed preferences expressed by the 
Govern�ng bod�es as well as UNEP programme and project managers for conduct�ng evaluat�ons 
that determ�ne �mpacts or benef�ts of  UNEP act�v�t�es. Such stud�es are perce�ved as �mportant for 
�nform�ng fund�ng dec�s�on-mak�ng. 

�x) The study found that as currently conf�gured and deployed, the ex�st�ng resources for evaluat�on 
�n UNEP are �nsuff�c�ent to meet the �ncreas�ng donor needs for accountab�l�ty �n terms of  
programme as well as �mpact results. The analys�s shows that wh�le the organ�zat�on establ�shed 
a clear mechan�sm for fund�ng project evaluat�ons, the current levels of  fund�ng for other cr�t�cal 
UNEP evaluat�on act�v�t�es such as themat�c stud�es and �mpact evaluat�ons are far too low g�ven 
the expanded var�ety of  evaluat�on outputs demanded by UNEP staff  and the Govern�ng bod�es. 
Th�s, �n comb�nat�on w�th the requ�rements for very h�gh standards �n the qual�ty and r�gour of  
evaluat�ons, creates a cons�derable challenge for EOU to address as UNEP moves forward. 
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Introduction

5. We have entered an era where development programmes and act�v�t�es are subject to �ntense scrut�ny by 
fund�ng agenc�es. Compet�t�on for fund�ng �s �ncreas�ng and the expectat�ons of  fund�ng agenc�es have 
sh�fted from the product�on of  outputs towards an �ns�stence that the�r contr�but�ons generate measurable 
pos�t�ve �mpacts �n the ‘real world’. Demands for accountab�l�ty and transparency are commonplace and 
th�s �s mot�vat�ng an �ncreas�ng number of  �nst�tut�ons to �nvest �n a r�gorous and comprehens�ve portfol�o 
of  evaluat�ons, - a trend that �s set to cont�nue (Wenar 2006).

6. However, the relat�ve demands for, and the ut�l�ty of, d�fferent types of  ‘accountab�l�ty-or�ented’ and 
‘learn�ng-or�ented’ evaluat�ve products have not been well documented and thus rema�ns unclear. 
Intu�t�vely, one would expect that h�gher standards of  accountab�l�ty and demonstrated benef�ts from 
pr�or �nvestment (e.g. from ex post �mpact assessment) should �ncrease the l�kel�hood of  ma�nta�n�ng 
or �ncreas�ng fund�ng levels. Nevertheless, �nformal d�scuss�ons w�th fund�ng agenc�es suggest that the 
l�nkages between evaluat�on f�nd�ngs and any subsequent resource allocat�on patterns are often �nd�rect or 
weak. However, the organ�sat�ons that are able to demonstrate the�r effect�veness and eff�c�ency are better 
placed than those that are not.

Evaluation in UNEP 

7. The evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP was establ�shed �n 1976 when the organ�zat�on responded to Govern�ng 
Counc�l Dec�s�on 20 (III) �n wh�ch the Counc�l requested the Execut�ve D�rector of  the organ�zat�on to 
“present to the Governing council at its fourth session his views and recommendations regarding the methodology he has 
developed for the evaluation of  projects.”1 In a subsequent GC Dec�s�on (6/13), 1978 the Counc�l recogn�zed 
“the importance of  the evaluation unit being involved at the outset in programme planning but urged that it be made more 
managerially independent of  the programming and project implementation sections and that it be strengthened by reallocations 
of  existing resources to ensure the realization of  its objectives”. The funct�on has undergone numerous changes over 
the years. As currently const�tuted, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t (EOU) �n UNEP �s funct�onally 
located w�th�n the Off�ce of  the Execut�ve D�rector w�th management respons�b�l�t�es delegated to the 
Deputy Execut�ve D�rector. Execut�ve management of  UNEP fulf�ls �ts report�ng requ�rements to the 
Govern�ng Counc�l by subm�tt�ng an �ntersess�onal annual evaluat�on report to the Govern�ng Counc�l. 
The evaluat�on funct�on also conducts br�ef�ngs of  the Comm�ttee of  Permanent Representat�ves on the 
evaluat�on act�v�t�es of  the organ�zat�on.

8. The pr�mary reasons for the ex�stence of  the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP are to prov�de the requ�red 
ev�dence-based �nformat�on for pol�cy dec�s�on mak�ng and to ass�st UNEP project/programme managers 
to measure and demonstrate performance, �dent�fy where �mprovements can be made to des�gn or del�very 
methods, �dent�fy good pract�ces and lessons for the future, and �n general, prov�de a tool for adapt�ve 
management and pos�t�ve learn�ng2. Another key purpose for evaluat�ons �s to determ�ne how UNEP’s 
act�v�t�es have �mpacted env�ronmental pol�cy-mak�ng and management at the, nat�onal, reg�onal and 
global levels. Evaluat�ons also serve as a bas�s for substant�ve accountab�l�ty to the organ�zat�on’s govern�ng 
bod�es and other stakeholders. Bes�des substant�ve accountab�l�ty, evaluat�ons, through d�sclosure, prov�de 

1 Govern�ng Counc�l, Fourth Sess�on, Na�rob�, 30th March-14 Apr�l 1976
2 Regulat�ons and Rules Govern�ng Programme Plann�ng, the Programme Aspects of  the Budget, the Mon�tor�ng of  Implementat�on and the 

Methods of  Evaluat�on ST/SGB/200/8.
 Draft UNEP Evaluat�on Pol�ºcy, August 2006
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a means for transparency �n the way the organ�zat�on �mplements �ts programme act�v�t�es and uses �ts 
resources �n an eff�c�ent and effect�ve manner.

Independence of  the Evaluation function

9. The extent to wh�ch the evaluat�on funct�on needs to be �ndependent has been a focus of  cont�nu�ng debate 
not only �n UNEP but w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons system and the �nternat�onal evaluat�on commun�ty. The 
level of  �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on can be measured aga�nst four cr�ter�a: organizational 
�ndependence; behavioural �ndependence; protect�on from external influence; and avo�dance of  
conflict of  interest.3 The evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP enjoys �ndependence �n the follow�ng areas:

a. develop�ng �ts work program �n collaborat�on w�th var�ous d�v�s�ons;
b. recru�tment of  evaluat�on consultants w�th�n the gu�del�nes of  the organ�zat�on;
c. conduct�ng evaluat�ons w�thout �nterference from management ;
d. report�ng of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs, and 
e. follow-up on the �mplementat�on of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons.

10. However, measured aga�nst the full set of  cr�ter�a for �ndependence, the evaluat�on setup at UNEP fa�ls 
because, as currently const�tuted, the evaluat�on funct�on reports d�rectly to management, and therefore 
lacks ‘organ�zat�onal �ndependence’. It �s clear that �n sp�te of  the level of  �ndependence currently 
enjoyed, the evaluat�on funct�on does not have suff�c�ent �ndependence of  resources to comm�ss�on 
stud�es wh�ch, �n �ts judgment, m�ght ass�st �n prov�d�ng strateg�c adv�ce to sen�or management and 
govern�ng bod�es and contr�bute to pol�cy formulat�on. 

Types of  evaluation activities carried out by EOU

11. UNEP commonly conducts evaluat�ons at the project and sub-programme levels and also undertakes 
management stud�es des�gned to �nform dec�s�on-mak�ng on key �ssues. The evaluat�on funct�on manages 
the process of  conduct�ng evaluat�ons �n the organ�zat�on and has an act�ve mon�tor�ng and follow-
up system �n place to check that agreed evaluat�on recommendat�ons are �ndeed �mplemented. As part 
of  �ts respons�b�l�t�es, the evaluat�on funct�on adv�ses management on key strateg�c �ssues that requ�re 
management act�on and feeds back f�nd�ngs and lessons from evaluat�ons �nto programme plann�ng and 
project development.4 

Staffing and resource allocation 

12. The staff  resources of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t �nclude a Ch�ef  of  Evaluat�on, two Evaluat�on 
Off�cers, a Jun�or Profess�onal Off�cer and three Adm�n�strat�ve Support staff. All evaluat�on and 
overs�ght work related to the Env�ronment Fund, Counterpart Contr�but�on and Trust Funds �nclud�ng 
Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty (GEF) act�v�t�es are managed us�ng the above staff  resources. Evaluat�ons 
of  project act�v�t�es are often supported by external experts wh�le the set-up, adm�n�strat�on and qual�ty 
control of  these evaluat�ons and d�ssem�nat�on of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs are undertaken by EOU staff.

3 World Bank OED cr�ter�a for �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on; Organizational Independence: The evaluat�on off�ce reports to 
a Board of  D�rectors, not management, and needs no management pre-clearance of  reports subm�tted. Behavioural Independence: The 
track record of  cr�t�qu�ng organ�zat�onal work, ab�l�ty and w�ll�ngness to speak out and make recommendat�ons for �mprovement. Protection 
from external influence: For example, by a separate work programme and budget, unrestr�cted access to all records and staff; control of  
h�r�ng, promot�on and f�r�ng of  �ts own staff. Avoidance of  conflict of  interest: �nclud�ng protect�on aga�nst off�c�al, f�nanc�al and fam�l�al 
confl�cts.

4 The Ch�ef  of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t �s a member of  Project Approval Group and the Un�t also prepares a set of  key �ssues for 
cons�derat�on wh�le formulat�ng b�enn�um programme of  work.
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13. Bes�des staff  and adm�n�strat�on of  the off�ce, the bulk of  the resources of  the evaluation function are 
derived from project budgets of  substantive divisions. These are used to conduct project evaluat�ons 
(both m�d-term and term�nal), a substant�al part (75%) of  wh�ch �s der�ved from the resources of  the 
GEF and used exclus�vely to evaluate UNEP’s GEF projects. The rema�n�ng resources are used to prepare 
UNEP’s Annual Evaluat�on Report and conduct management stud�es. In the b�enn�um 2006-2007, the 
proportion of  the budget which represents the core allocation of  UNEP to evaluation is only 
0.32%� of  the total UNEP fund programme budget. Over the same per�od the proport�on of  project 
budgets allocated to evaluat�ons are 0.88% (0.56% for act�v�t�es �n the programme of  work and 1.03% 
for GEF projects). Of  the $1.16 m�ll�on allocated to staff, adm�n�strat�on and travel, approx�mately 27% 
came from the resources of  the GEF and 73% from the UNEP’s core budget for the b�enn�um. Only 
$150,000 of  the core budget �s potent�ally ava�lable for; the preparat�on of  the UNEP Annual Evaluat�on 
Report, conduct�ng management and/or themat�c stud�es, assessment of  uptake, evaluat�ons of  �mpact 
and spec�al stud�es such as th�s. F�gure 1 shows the resource ut�l�sat�on by EOU. 

F�gure 1: D�str�but�on of  evaluat�on funds �n UNEP

5 Calculated from the Env�ronment Fund Budget: Proposed B�enn�al Programme and Support Budget for 2006-2008, UNEP/GC:23/8
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Objectives of the Study

14. Th�s study was �ntended to help UNEP establ�sh a “demand-dr�ven” or�entat�on to the evaluat�on 
funct�on. It a�med to ga�n a better understand�ng of  what k�nds of  �nformat�on are most relevant to the 
needs of  donor/CPR and user (UNEP manager) aud�ences w�th�n the context of  �mprov�ng UNEP’s 
accountab�l�ty and �n the context of  �nform�ng the�r resource allocat�on dec�s�ons. S�m�larly, �t attempted 
to �dent�fy the types of  �nformat�on from evaluat�on products that are most useful for programme/
project managers �n �mprov�ng the eff�c�ency and effect�veness of  the�r work.

15. The report �s organ�sed as follows; a methods sect�on descr�bes the data gather�ng process employed �n 
th�s study, next, the results sect�on prov�des deta�ls �n the trends �n responses, overall and by the two key 
stakeholder groups (CPR members and UNEP managers). F�nally, these results are d�scussed and spec�f�c 
recommendat�ons for the future focus of  evaluat�ve stud�es and organ�sat�on of  the evaluat�on funct�on 
�n UNEP are �dent�f�ed. 

Methods

16. The survey des�gn for th�s study was adapted from Ra�tzer & W�nkel (2005). The purpose and scope of  
the UNEP evaluat�on demand survey was broadened to �nclude the role, scope, allocat�on of  resources 
and organ�sat�onal arrangements perta�n�ng to the evaluat�on funct�on. The profess�onal staff  of  UNEP 
EOU jo�ntly developed the survey �nstruments wh�ch were made ava�lable to respondents by use of  
an onl�ne survey serv�ce prov�der (www.surveymonkey.com). The survey �nstrument conta�ned some 
quest�ons that were mandatory for all respondents, other quest�ons that were opt�onal and quest�ons that 
were cond�t�onal w�th respect to certa�n responses. The survey requ�red respondents to rate or rank the 
�mportance of  var�ous factors or select statements that best reflected the�r v�ews from among a number 
of  cho�ces. Opportun�t�es for respondents to make add�t�onal comments were prov�ded for each quest�on. 
The respondents also had the opt�on to fully or part�ally answer opt�onal quest�ons and, as a result, the 
number of  complete responses var�ed for several of  quest�ons. 

 17. Survey �nstruments cover�ng s�m�lar �ssues were prepared and ta�lored to the role and �nterests of  two key 
aud�ences for UNEP evaluat�on products; CPR members and UNEP staff  respons�ble for project and 
programme management. Inv�tat�ons to complete the survey were sent to the 98 members of  UNEP’s 
CPR and 471 UNEP’s profess�onal staff. The EOU rece�ved 16 responses to the CPR survey and 42 
responses to the UNEP Staff  survey. Response rates were 16% from CPR members and 9% from UNEP 
Profess�onal Staff. The response rates were lower than expected wh�ch may have been assoc�ated w�th 
the busy schedules of  CPR members and UNEP staff  on travel and/or annual leave dur�ng the survey 
per�od. Due to the lower response rates, the data collected from the survey were analysed us�ng s�mple 
descr�pt�ve stat�st�cs rather than stat�st�cal ‘tests of  s�gn�f�cance’. The analys�s was conducted by exam�n�ng 
trends w�th�n each respondent group and also by pool�ng data from the two sources. Common trends and 
key d�fferences �n responses between the CPR and UNEP staff  responses have been h�ghl�ghted.6

18. In summary, the study quer�ed the demands of  a key accountab�l�ty aud�ence for evaluat�on—the 
Comm�ttee of  Permanent Representat�ves (CPR). It also canvassed the op�n�ons of  key �nternal users 
of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs often concerned w�th ‘operat�onal �mprovement’ �ssues – project and programme 
managers w�th�n UNEP.

6 The full survey �nstrument �s ava�lable from http://www.unep.org/eou
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Findings and Discussion

Organisation of  the evaluation function

19. The survey canvassed op�n�ons from both CPR respondents and staff  of  UNEP as to what they 
cons�dered the opt�mum organ�sat�onal arrangement for the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP. F�fty-one 
(51%) per cent of  UNEP respondents and 54% of  CPR respondents stated that they would l�ke to see 
the Evaluat�on funct�on report d�rectly to an Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Board or Comm�ttee establ�shed 
by the Govern�ng Counc�l of  the organ�zat�on (F�gure 1).

F�gure 1. Respondent preferences for organ�sat�on of  the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP

20. Twenty-n�ne (29%) UNEP staff  respondents and 23% of  CPR respondents expressed a preference for 
the evaluat�on funct�on to report through the Execut�ve D�rector to an Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Board 
wh�le 17% of  UNEP staff  respondents and 23% of  CPR respondents preferred the evaluat�on funct�on 
to cont�nue the pract�ce of  report�ng d�rectly to the Execut�ve D�rector7.

Implications

21. The major�ty of  respondents would l�ke to see �mproved organ�sat�onal �ndependence for the evaluat�on 
funct�on �n UNEP. Th�s th�nk�ng �s cons�stent not only w�th the recently adopted ‘Norms and Standards for 
evaluation in the United Nations system’ 8 but also w�th draft evaluat�on pol�cy of  the UN’s Ch�ef  Execut�ve 
Board9 and the World Bank’s cr�ter�a for �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on10.

 7 Currently, EOU reports to the Execut�ve D�rector through the Deputy Execut�ve D�rector.
 8 Un�ted Nat�ons Evaluat�on Group, Norms for Evaluat�on �n the UN System, Standards for Evaluat�on �n the UN System, Apr�l, 2005
 9 Draft proposal for a Un�ted Nat�ons Ch�ef  Execut�ves Board on Coord�nat�on pol�cy statement on “System-w�de collaborat�on �n evaluat�on 

�n the context of  operat�onal act�v�t�es for development, March 2006
10 e.g. IFAD Evaluat�on Off�ce reports d�rectly to the�r Execut�ve Board. IFAD Evaluat�on Pol�cy (2003)
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Perceptions about the purpose of  evaluation

22. Us�ng a f�ve po�nt scale from “not �mportant” to “most �mportant” respondents were asked to rank 
the �mportance of  a number of  evaluat�on purposes (F�gure 2). The responses from both the �nternal 
and external survey were broadly s�m�lar. The h�ghest degree of  unan�m�ty between UNEP and CPR 
respondents was found w�th respect to the �mportance attached to us�ng evaluat�ons to determ�ne the 
�mpact of  UNEP’s act�v�t�es. Seventy-one per cent of  UNEP and 75% of  CPR respondents, respect�vely, 
ranked th�s category as e�ther ‘�mportant’ or ‘most �mportant’ and 38 % of  both groups ranked �t as the 
‘most �mportant’ purpose for evaluat�ve act�v�t�es. Two-th�rds of  the respondents thought that evaluat�on 
was �mportant, very �mportant or most �mportant for �mprov�ng project and programme del�very.

23. Interest�ngly, ‘accountab�l�ty to Governments’ was ranked lowest w�th 53% of  all respondents select�ng 
e�ther ‘least’ or ‘somewhat’ �mportant for th�s purpose. S�m�larly, ‘accountab�l�ty to donors’ was ranked 
as ‘least’ or ‘somewhat’ �mportant by 47% of  all respondents - the second lowest rank�ng. One poss�ble 
explanat�on for these responses �s that ‘accountab�l�ty to donors/ governments’ could be subsumed 
under other evaluat�on purposes that focus on ‘the nature of  the purpose’ (e.g. to determ�ne �mpact, 
to enhance project / programme del�very) rather than the �ntended accountab�l�ty ‘target aud�ences’ 
(governments/donors).

F�gure 2. Responses rank�ng the �mportance of  d�fferent evaluat�on purposes

Implications

24. UNEP evaluat�ons need to �ncrease the focus on demonstrat�ng �mproved programme/ project del�very 
and on evaluat�ng the outcomes and �mpacts of  UNEP act�v�t�es. Th�s focus would largely address 
other �ntended purposes of  evaluat�ons, for example, accountab�l�ty to donors. 
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Levels of  accountability expected of  UNEP 

25. To explore percept�ons regard�ng the levels of  accountab�l�ty expected of  UNEP, respondents were asked 
to select the statement that best reflected the�r v�ew (F�gure 3). Three-f�fths of  UNEP respondents 
and two-th�rds of  the CPR agreed that ‘UNEP activities like any other forms of  publicly funded development 
assistance should have discernable benefits that should be documented.’ The survey seemed to reject the v�ew that 
‘environmental considerations alone justify investments in UNEP’s activities and therefore there is no need to invest efforts in 
determining the impacts of  these activities’. Approx�mately 27% of  the CPR and 37% of  the UNEP respondents 
recogn�zed the d�ff�cult�es �n attempt�ng to determ�ne �mpacts of  env�ronmental act�v�t�es; however, there 
�s an overwhelm�ng consensus on the need to clearly document �mpact (benef�ts) stemm�ng from UNEP 
act�v�t�es. 

Implications

26. Both donors and UNEP programme managers would l�ke to see evaluat�ve ev�dence regard�ng the results 
and benef�ts stemm�ng from UNEP act�v�t�es. Th�s demand has not been addressed and more resources 
need to be allocated for th�s purpose. 

F�gure 3. Expectat�ons for UNEP’s accountab�l�ty

Factors affecting the credibility of  evaluations

27. Whether potent�al users of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs regard UNEP evaluat�ons as cred�ble �s key to ensur�ng 
that UNEP’s evaluat�on funct�on fulf�ls �ts purpose. F�nd�ngs from evaluat�ons that lack cred�b�l�ty 
are unl�kely to be accepted, and less l�kely to be used, underm�n�ng the ma�n evaluat�on purposes of  
enhanc�ng ‘accountab�l�ty’ or ‘operat�onal �mprovement’. Both UNEP and CPR survey respondents were 
asked to rate each of  the factors shown �n F�gure 4 us�ng a four po�nt scale from “not �mportant” to 
“very �mportant”. Almost 50% and 53% ‘UNEP and the CPR respondents, respect�vely, regarded publ�c 
d�sclosure of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs as “very �mportant” for ensur�ng that evaluat�ons are cred�ble and 71% 
of  all respondents regarded th�s factor as be�ng e�ther ‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’. Only 7% rated th�s 
as ‘not �mportant’.

Levels of Accountability Expected of UNEP 
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28. Across all respondents, over 63% regarded compl�ance w�th �nternat�onal evaluat�on standards as e�ther 
‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’. Nearly four-f�fths of  respondents (78%) attached the same levels of  
�mportance, w�th regard to cred�b�l�ty, for evaluat�ons be�ng comm�ss�oned and managed by an �ndependent 
evaluat�on un�t. S�m�larly, 64% regarded ‘peer rev�ew of  evaluat�ons’ as ‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’ for 
evaluat�on cred�b�l�ty. 

29. However, over 57% of  all respondents thought that the use of  ‘external consultants’ was e�ther ‘somewhat 
�mportant’ or ‘not �mportant’ for evaluat�on cred�b�l�ty. The correspond�ng percentage among CPR 
respondents was over 66%.

F�gure 4. Factors affect�ng evaluat�on cred�b�l�ty

Implications

30. Publ�c d�sclosure of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs, appl�cat�on of  �nternat�onal norms for evaluat�on standards, 
peer rev�ew of  evaluat�on products and the �ndependence of  the evaluat�on funct�on appear to be the key 
elements to ensure the cred�b�l�ty of  UNEP evaluat�ons among these stakeholder groups. Furthermore, 
�f  the evaluat�on funct�on �s perce�ved to be �ndependent the need for the use of  external evaluat�on 
consultants, as a means to enhance cred�b�l�ty, seems to be less �mportant. The underly�ng assumpt�on 
here �s that an �ndependent evaluat�on funct�on would be adequately staffed and resourced to conduct 
evaluat�ons that meet �nternat�onal standards and r�gour.

How important are the following factors in ensuring that evaluations are 
credible? (combined data n=56)
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Factors affecting the utility of  evaluations

31. Ensur�ng that evaluat�on products are useful to the�r �ntended aud�ences �s of  key �mportance �f  the 
work of  EOU �s to become truly ‘demand-dr�ven’. To better understand what factors �nfluence the 
ut�l�ty of  evaluat�on products, survey rec�p�ents were asked to rate the �mportance of  a number of  
factors (F�gure 5).

F�gure 5. Factors affect�ng the ut�l�ty of  evaluat�on products.

32. CPR respondents regarded the ‘t�mel�ness’ of  evaluat�ons as the least �mportant factor affect�ng the�r 
ut�l�ty among the cho�ces offered. Nevertheless, 60% of  these respondents regarded ‘timeliness’ as e�ther 
‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’. By contrast, 85% of  UNEP respondents regarded ‘t�mel�ness’ as e�ther 
‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’ for evaluat�on ut�l�ty. One explanat�on for th�s d�fference may be that the 
CPR respondents are more concerned w�th accountab�l�ty-related f�nd�ngs, wh�ch are less ephemeral, 
whereas UNEP respondents are more concerned w�th the operat�onal ut�l�ty of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs wh�ch 
must be made rap�dly ava�lable to be of  operat�onal ut�l�ty. 

33. Th�s explanat�on �s supported, �n part, by the fact that CPR respondents regard the ‘magnitude and distribution 
of  assessed benefits’, a key accountab�l�ty �ssue, as be�ng a more �mportant factor for evaluat�on ut�l�ty than do 
UNEP respondents; 66% and 55%, respect�vely, rat�ng th�s factor as ‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’.

34. CPR respondents also attached greater �mportance to ‘the relevance of  the evaluation findings to Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs)’ (47% ‘very �mportant’) than d�d the �nternal respondents (15% ‘very �mportant’) 
�n affect�ng evaluat�on ut�l�ty. Generally, CPR respondents perce�ved all the spec�f�ed ‘ut�l�ty factors’ to be 
�mportant, and the proport�on of  such respondents rat�ng these factors ‘�mportant’ or ‘very �mportant’ 
ranged from 60% - 73%.

How important are the following factors in determining whether evaluations 
are useful? (combined, n= 55)
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Implications

35. The most �mportant factors affect�ng the ut�l�ty of  evaluat�ons appear to be ‘timeliness’, ‘rigour’ and ‘relevance 
to current organisational priorities’. EOU needs to ensure that that qual�ty control measures appl�ed to UNEP 
evaluat�ons address these key �ssues. For CPR aud�ences, the relevance of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs to the 
MDGs needs to be art�culated.

The importance of  different evaluative parameters

36. UNEP evaluat�ons commonly address a range of  parameters that are des�gned to capture a w�de spectrum 
of  project / programme performance measures. Respondents were asked to rate the �mportance of  a 
number of  evaluat�on parameters that are regularly cons�dered �n UNEP evaluat�ons (Table 1 and F�gure 
6).

37. Both groups of  respondents regarded the evaluat�on parameters of  ‘replicability’ and ‘country ownership’ as 
the least �mportant. The lower �mportance afforded to these parameters �s perhaps because they were 
cons�dered by some respondents as subs�d�ary elements of  ‘sustainability’ and as such were afforded a 
lower rat�ng. Somewhat surpr�s�ngly, ‘cost effectiveness’ was rated as more �mportant among the UNEP 
rather than the CPR respondents (83% and 60% respect�vely). However, UNEP respondents collect�vely 
regarded ‘achievement of  objectives’, ‘impacts’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘attainment of  outputs’ as the four most �mportant 
parameters. Th�s showed some cons�stency w�th the percept�ons expressed by CPR respondents for 
whom the four most �mportant evaluat�on parameters were: ‘achievement of  objectives’, ‘sustainability’, ‘financial 
planning and management’ and ‘project implementation approach’.

F�gure 6. The relat�ve �mportance of  d�fferent evaluat�on parameters
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38. The largest d�fference �n the percept�ons of  �mportance of  evaluat�on parameters were assoc�ated 
w�th ‘cost effectiveness’, ‘impacts’ and ‘attainment of  outputs’. Surpr�s�ngly, ‘impact’ (a key accountab�l�ty �ssue) 
was regarded as an �mportant parameter among a greater proport�on of  UNEP rather than CPR 
respondents.

 Table 1. Percentage of respondents rating evaluation parameters as ‘important’ or ‘very important’

UNEP Evaluation Parameters UNEP % (n=40) CPR % (n=15) Combined % (n=55)

Achievement of objectives and planned results 95 87 93

Attainment of outputs and activities 93 80 89

Cost-effectiveness 83 60 77

Country ownership 65 67 65

Financial planning and management 88 87 87

Impacts/Results 95 80 91

Project Implementation (approach and processes used) 80 87 82

Monitoring and evaluation 75 80 76

Replicability 55 47 53

Stakeholder participation 83 80 82

Sustainability 93 87 91

Implications

39. The �mportance of  evaluat�on parameters used �n UNEP evaluat�ons have been reaff�rmed by both 
groups of  respondents (CPR members and UNEP staff) and hence these parameters should cont�nue 
to form the bas�s for future UNEP evaluat�ons. Although there was relat�vely less recogn�t�on of  the 
country ownersh�p and repl�cab�l�ty parameters by the respondents, both of  these parameters are key 
elements �n ensur�ng susta�nab�l�ty (a parameter recogn�sed to be �mportant by 91 per cent of  the 
respondents).

The importance of  indicators for demonstrating the results of  UNEP activities

40. The respondents were asked to rate the �mportance of  ten selected �nd�cators for demonstrat�ng the 
results of  UNEP act�v�t�es. The �nd�cators were chosen based on an anlays�s of  UNEP’s m�ss�on and 
goals �nclud�ng standard evaluat�ve pract�ces. The responses were recorded as ‘not useful’, ‘somewhat 
useful’, ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’. F�gure 7 summar�zes the responses. The largest proport�on of  respondents 
cons�dered the follow�ng �nd�cators as ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’ for assess�ng the �mpact of  UNEP act�v�t�es 
(a) ‘areas of  adoption (or implementation) of  innovations e.g. land-use / resource management guidelines)’; (b) ‘Influence 
demonstrated on international policy processes’; (c) ‘changes in human capacities and/or level of  empowerment’; and 
(d) ‘Risk / vulnerability reduced (to human health / environment)’. These were closely followed by ‘changes in 
environmental factors (erosion rates changes in species diversity greenhouse gas emissions etc.)’ and ‘uptake and use of  
project / assessment outputs by Governments NGOs or other organizations’. On the other hand, only 38 per cent of  
the respondents thought that ‘quantity of  outputs (numbers of  publications databases CDs ‘tool kits’ etc. aggregate 
number of  ‘person - days’ of  training performed)’ was a ‘useful’ or ‘very useful” �nd�cator to assess the results 
stemm�ng from UNEP act�v�t�es. 
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F�gure 7. The relat�ve �mportance of  d�fferent �nd�cators for demonstrat�ng results

41. The relat�ve �mportance of  the �nd�cators was cons�stent between the two groups of  respondents (CPR 
and UNEP profess�onal staff) w�th a few except�ons (Table 2). For example, ‘the number of  legislative changes’ 
was cons�dered to be a ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’ �nd�cator by 78 per cent of  UNEP staff  respondents 
�n contrast w�th only 47 per cent of  CPR respondents. W�th the except�on of  ‘quantity of  outputs’, at 
three-quarters or more, UNEP respondents cons�dered the stated �nd�cators ‘useful or very useful’. On 
the other hand, the CPR respondents v�ewed ‘reduced risk or vulnerability to human health and environment’ 
and ‘influence demonstrated on international policy processes’ to be lead�ng �nd�cators as ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’, 
closely followed by ‘changes in human capacities and/or levels of  empowerment’ and ‘economic values for changes in 
environmental factors’. 
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 Table 2: Percent of respondents expressing result indicators as ‘important’ or ‘very important’

Result Indicator CPR respondents UNEP respondents

Number of legislative changes 47% 78%

Quantity of outputs 47% 35%

Uptake and use of project / assessment outputs 60% 78%

Areas of adoption (or implementation) of innovations 67% 86% (1st)

Influence demonstrated on international policy processes 80% (2nd) 81% (3rd) 

Changes in environmental factors 67% 81% (3rd)

Economic values for changes in environmental factors 73% (3rd) 73%

Changes in human livelihood status 60% 76%

Changes in human capacities and/or levels of empowerment 73% (3rd) 84% (2nd)

Risk / vulnerability reduced (to human health / environment) 87% (1st) 78%

Implications:

42. The results suggest that UNEP needs to place greater emphas�s on �mpact �nd�cators such as ‘reduced risk 
and vulnerability’, ‘influence on international environmental policy processes’, ‘changes in human capacities and/or levels 
of  empowerment’, ‘uptake and use of  project/assessment outputs’ and ‘economic valuation of  changes in environmental 
factors’. Ind�cators relat�ng to product�on of  quant�tat�ve outputs should be regarded as be�ng of  lower 
�mportance �n assess�ng the performance of  UNEP projects / programmes. The f�nd�ngs from the survey 
are cons�stent w�th the not�on that, �n add�t�on to techn�cal parameters, project results need to take �nto 
account env�ronmental, soc�al and econom�c d�mens�ons. Furthermore, results-based �nd�cators need to 
be �ncorporated �n UNEP programme and project evaluat�ons. For th�s to happen, �t �s �mportant that 
such �nd�cators be clearly �dent�f�ed for mon�tor�ng purposes and assoc�ated basel�ne data be establ�shed 
early �n programmed act�v�t�es. 

Allocation of  resources across different types of  evaluation 

43. Evaluat�on takes place w�th�n the context of  l�m�ted resources, wh�ch means that �t �s not feas�ble to 
comprehens�vely evaluate every act�v�ty of  UNEP. In add�t�on, certa�n types of  evaluat�ons requ�re 
greater resources than others but are assoc�ated w�th d�fferent levels of  accountab�l�ty. In th�s context, 
respondents were asked to allocate one hundred not�onal ‘resource un�ts’ across the d�fferent types of  
evaluat�ve act�v�ty that could be undertaken by UNEP EOU w�th the a�m of  reflect�ng the�r relat�ve 
�mportance.

44. Aggregate resource allocat�on patterns w�th�n both CPR and UNEP respondent groups were fa�rly s�m�lar. 
CPR respondents allocated resources across all evaluat�on types, whereas UNEP respondents tended to 
be more select�ve, preferr�ng to allocate resources to some evaluat�on types to the exclus�on of  others 
(26%). UNEP respondents more frequently allocated resources to ‘Term�nal Evaluat�ons’ and ‘Impact 
Assessments’ than d�d the CPR respondents.
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F�gure 8. Aggregate CPR allocat�on patterns for 100 not�onal ‘resource un�ts’ across d�fferent evaluat�on act�v�t�es.

45. CPR respondents allocated the largest aggregate share of  resources to D�v�s�onal (UNEP sub-
programme) evaluat�ons, but no �nd�v�dual respondent allocated more than one f�fth, or less than one 
tenth, of  the ava�lable resources. Term�nal evaluat�ons rece�ved the second largest aggregate share of  
resources from CPR respondents, w�th �nd�v�dual respondents allocat�ng a max�mum of  one th�rd, 
and a m�n�mum of  one twent�eth, of  the ava�lable resources. Average allocat�ons for both of  these 
evaluat�on types were very s�m�lar.

Implications

46. The survey f�nd�ngs show that both key stakeholder groups express a cons�derable demand for stud�es 
that, due to current resource constra�nts, are not conducted by UNEP EOU; namely, ‘adopt�on stud�es11’ 
and ‘�mpact evaluat�ons’. However, there �s also cont�nued h�gh demand for the types of  evaluat�on 
that EOU has conducted to date. To fully sat�sfy the expressed demands would requ�re a cons�derable 
expans�on of  evaluat�on act�v�t�es supported by necessary resources, �nclud�ng staff�ng at a sat�sfactory 
level.

11 ‘adopt�on stud�es’ establ�sh the uptake and use of  new knowledge, proven technolog�es and / or management pract�ces among key target 
aud�ences. 
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F�gure 9. Aggregate comb�ned (CPR & UNEP) allocat�on patterns for 100 not�onal ‘resource un�ts’ across d�fferent evaluat�on act�v�t�es.

Perceptions on utility of  UNEP evaluative products for resource allocation decisions

47. CPR members (who represent governments) were asked to rate the relat�ve �mportance of  d�fferent 
sources of  �nformat�on �n terms of  the�r �nfluence on (or ut�l�ty for �nform�ng) dec�s�ons for fund�ng 
UNEP (F�gure 10). The responses suggest that the least useful sources of  �nformat�on �nclude ‘ex-ante 
impact projections’, ‘output assessments (numbers of  publications trainees etc.)’ and ‘internally commissioned external 
reviews.’ Respondents selected the ‘UNEP Annual Evaluation reports’, and ‘impact evaluations’ as the two 
most useful sources of  �nformat�on w�th 77% of  respondents regard�ng these as e�ther ‘�mportant’ or 
‘very �mportant’. ‘Technical reports for specific projects and programme’s’, along w�th the ‘UNEP Annual Report’ 
were both rated by 69% of  respondents as be�ng ‘�mportant’ or very �mportant’ for �nform�ng fund�ng 
dec�s�ons. 

 48. However, the nature of  the ‘use’ of  these products �n fund�ng dec�s�ons rema�ns unclear. Add�t�onal 
comments prov�ded by respondents suggest that ‘�nfluence’ 12or ‘symbol�c use’13 may be the most frequent 
means by wh�ch evaluat�ons affect UNEP fund�ng dec�s�ons 

12 The term “�nfluence” recogn�ses that evaluat�on can �ncrementally contr�bute to the body of  knowledge surround�ng a programme or 
pol�cy and gradually �nform the context under wh�ch programmat�c dec�s�ons are taken and there are often �nd�rect pathways through wh�ch 
evaluat�on results affect the act�ons of  dec�s�on-makers.

13 Symbol�c use refers to select�ve appl�cat�on of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs, so as to support a preorda�ned pol�cy preference (Lev�ton and Hughes, 
1981). Hence, such use actually makes l�ttle or no d�fference to programmat�c �mplementat�on, and only serves to make pr�or pol�cy 
preferences appear as the result of  rat�onal del�berat�ve processes.

Combined respondent allocations of 100 'units' across different evaluation types (n = 46)
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F�gure 10. Sources of  �nformat�on to help �nform fund�ng dec�s�ons.

Implications

49. The survey re�nforces the demand for evaluat�on act�v�t�es currently undertaken by the evaluat�on funct�on. 
In add�t�on, �t also suggests that both UNEP Staff/management as well as members of  the Govern�ng 
bod�es would l�ke to see ev�dence-based evaluat�ons wh�ch determ�ne �mpacts or benef�ts of  UNEP 
act�v�t�es no matter how d�ff�cult the determ�nat�on of  such �mpacts or benef�t streams would be.

Perceptions about resourcing evaluation and oversight activities

50. The �mportance of  evaluat�on and overs�ght act�v�t�es �n relat�on to other project and programme 
act�v�t�es are e�ther often m�sunderstood or underest�mated. As a result, the evaluat�on and overs�ght 
act�v�t�es tend to be of  l�m�ted nature due to lack of  a clear buy-�n by the project and programme 
partners and the management. Wh�le there �s no clear benchmark as to what should be the opt�mal level 
of  resources allocated for evaluat�on and overs�ght act�v�t�es, �t �s �mportant to understand percept�ons 
reflect�ng the w�ll�ngness to support such act�v�t�es. The survey spec�f�cally asked the respondents to 
reveal the�r op�n�ons (wh�ch we assume are based on the�r percept�ons of  the �mportance of  evaluat�on 
and overs�ght funct�ons) as to what should be the organ�sat�on’s evaluat�on and overs�ght budget �n 
relat�on to (a) organ�sat�on’s budget and (b) project budget. Based on the categor�cal responses, the 
results are presented �n F�gures 11 and 12, respect�vely. 

51. Forty-f�ve per cent of  respondents suggested that UNEP should allocate between 0.5 to 1.0 percent of  
the organ�sat�on’s budget (F�gure 11). One �n f�ve respondents cons�dered that resources for evaluat�on 
and overs�ght should account for between 1.1 and 1.5 per cent of  UNEP budget and one �n s�x expressed 
the f�gure should be between 1.6 and 2.0 per cent. 

Sources of information to help inform CPR decisions to fund UNEP
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F�gure 11. Preferences for budgetary allocat�on to evaluat�on and overs�ght as percentage of  the total UNEP budget.

52. There was, however, a remarkable d�fference �n the responses between the CPR and UNEP respondents 
(Table 3). Overall, the CPR respondents �nd�cated that more resources should be allocated to the 
evaluat�on funct�on than d�d the UNEP staff. Th�rty-s�x per cent of  CPR respondents �nd�cated that the 
evaluat�on budget should account for between 1.6 to 2 per cent of  UNEPs’ total budget wh�le half  of  
the UNEP respondents cons�dered the level of  fund�ng for evaluat�on between 0.5 and 1.0 per cent of  
UNEP budget. 

 Table 3: Respondent preferences for the level of the evaluation and oversight budget in proportion to UNEP budget 
 (Per cent respondents)

Evaluation budget (% of UNEP budget) CPR respondents UNEP respondents

Less than 0.5% 0% 3%

0.5 - 1.0% 27% 50%

1.1 - 1.5% 18% 21%

1.6 - 2.0% 36% 9%

2.1 - 2.5% 18% 12%

More than 2.5% 0% 6%

53. Responses to the quest�on regard�ng percept�ons about the s�ze of  evaluat�on budget �n proport�on to 
the project costs are summar�zed �n F�gure 13. Sl�ghtly over one-quarter (27 per cent) of  the respondents 
�nd�cated that between 2.5 to 3.5 per cent of  project budget should be allocated for evaluat�on act�v�t�es 
wh�lst nearly one-quarter (24 per cent) suggested that the max�mum allocat�on should be up to 2.5 per 
cent of  the project budget. Twenty-two per cent of  the respondents, on the other hand, supported more 
than 5 per cent of  project costs for evaluat�on act�v�t�es.

Total budget to be allocated to evalution as a percentage of UNEP's 
budget (all respondents n = 45)

1.1 - 1.5% of budget
(20%)

1.6 - 2.0% of budget
(16%)

2.1 - 2.5% of budget
(13%)

More than 2.5%
(4%)

0.5 - 1.0% of budget
(45%)

Less than 0.5% of 
budget
(2%)
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F�gure 12. Preferences for budgetary allocat�on to evaluat�on and overs�ght as percentage of  total project costs.

 

54. The two groups of  respondents d�ffered �n the�r op�n�on �n response to the quest�on on evaluat�on 
budget �n relat�on to project costs. Overall, the CPR respondents were support�ve of  h�gher level of  
fund�ng for project evaluat�on – 54 per cent thought that evaluat�on budget should be between 3.6 and 
5 per cent. On the other hand, the UNEP respondents were relat�vely more conservat�ve and one-
fourth cons�dered evaluat�on budget up to 2.5 per cent of  project costs and another 32 per cent of  
respondents supported between 2.6 to 3.5 per cent of  project costs. L�m�ted support was found for 
evaluat�on budget beyond 5 per cent of  the project costs. The range of  op�n�on reflected �n responses 
to th�s quest�on may reflect the s�ze and var�at�on �n the complex�ty of  project act�v�t�es – wh�ch, �n turn, 
�mpl�es a range of  evaluat�on costs.

 Table 4: Perceived evaluation budget in proportion to UNEP budget (Per cent respondents)

Evaluation budget (% of project costs) CPR respondents UNEP respondents

Up to 2.5% 18% 26%

2.6 - 3.5% 9% 32%

3.6-4.5% 27% 3%

4.6-5% 27% 15%

5.1-6.5% 18% 12%

>6.5% 0% 12%

Implications:

55. There �s strong support for ded�cated budget for evaluat�on both at the organ�zat�onal and project level. 
Moreover, the relat�ve �mportance of  the evaluat�on funct�on �n UNEP �s duly recogn�zed by both external 
(CPR) and �nternal (UNEP project managers) stakeholders and �s reflected by an overall support for 
evaluat�on budgets that exceed current resource allocat�on patterns. The expectat�ons of  both external and 
�nternal stakeholders for evaluat�on products that meet �nternat�onal standards means that the evaluat�on 
funct�on needs to be adequately resourced to fulf�l �ts mandate. 

Evaluation budget as a percentage of total project costs 
(all respondents n = 45)
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3.6-4.5% of 

budget
(9%)
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budget

(13%)

>6.5% of budget
(9%)

Up to 2.5% of 
budget

(24%)
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Readership of  evaluation products

56. E�ghty-two per cent of  UNEP respondents and 90 per cent of  CPR respondents �nd�cated that they had 
read a UNEP evaluat�on product. Those respondents that had read an evaluat�on product were asked to 
prov�de a rough est�mate of  the number of  UNEP evaluat�on stud�es read over the last 2 years.

57. For the CPR respondents the survey captures a number of  potent�al anomal�es. These anomal�es may 
have been as a result of  d�fferent understand�ng and/or �nterpretat�on of  var�ous evaluat�on products. 
For example, accord�ng to these respondents, the average number of  �mpact evaluat�ons read was 3 
wh�le UNEP has, �n fact, only produced one �mpact evaluat�on s�nce 1997. Also, the average number of  
annual and sub-programme evaluat�ons that were read was 3 wh�ch, �f  correct, would suggest that there 
�s a 100 per cent readersh�p of  reports produced �n the spec�f�ed t�meframe. However, sub-programme 
evaluat�ons are normally only shared externally upon request so th�s �s unl�kely to be the case. F�nally, 
UNEP has not produced any themat�c evaluat�ons, however accord�ng to the external respondents the 
average number read was two.

58. The responses from UNEP staff  show more cons�stency w�th what has actually been produced by EOU 
over the past two years. The average number of  annual and sub-programme evaluat�on reports read was 
two, wh�ch matches the number produced over the past b�enn�um suggest�ng a 100% readersh�p. The 
average number of  term�nal evaluat�ons that respondents reported hav�ng read was 5.

59. S�xty-two percent of  CPR respondents reported access�ng EOU evaluat�on reports as pr�nted cop�es and 
38% accessed them through ema�l. None made use of  EOU’s web-s�te. Th�s f�nd�ng �s not surpr�s�ng 
because the EOU webs�te l�nk does not appear on the ma�n UNEP web page. W�th�n UNEP, evaluat�on 
reports were ma�nly accessed by ema�l (46%) closely followed by pr�nted cop�es 42 % but some, albe�t few, 
were accessed through EOU’s webs�te 12%. Relat�vely low use of  the EOU webs�te may be assoc�ated 
w�th �nadequate fam�l�ar�ty.

Perceptions on the quality of  UNEP evaluation reports

60. Survey respondents were asked to rate the qual�ty of  UNEP evaluat�on products �n terms of  the�r 
‘credibility’ / rigour’, ‘comprehensiveness of  coverage’ and the�r ‘relevance and utility for your organisation’s needs / 
interests’. Overall, 54% of  respondents rated the cred�b�l�ty/r�gour of  UNEP evaluat�on reports as ‘good’. 
Eleven percent of  CPR respondents rated the ‘cred�b�l�ty /r�gour’ as ‘poor’ (aga�nst zero �n UNEP) wh�lst 
36 % of  UNEP staff  rated �t as ‘fa�r’. Even though broadly pos�t�ve these results show that there �s st�ll 
room for �mprovement �n the r�gour of  EOU evaluat�ons.

61. There also seemed to be unan�m�ty among CPR and UNEP respondents regard�ng the ‘comprehensiveness 
of  coverage’ of  UNEP evaluat�ons w�th 77% and 72 % respect�vely rat�ng the coverage as e�ther ‘good’ 
or ‘excellent’. Aga�n, there were no UNEP respondents rat�ng the coverage as ‘poor’, 22% of  CPR 
respondents though rated the ‘comprehensiveness of  coverage’ of  UNEP evaluat�ons as e�ther ‘poor’ or ‘fa�r’. 
Correspond�ngly, 28 % of  UNEP respondents thought that the coverage was ‘fa�r’. 

62. The largest d�fferences �n percept�ons between survey groups regard�ng EOU report qual�ty were �n 
relat�on to the ‘relevance and utility of  evaluations to your organization’s needs/interests’. Wh�le 22% of  the CPR 
respondents thought that evaluat�ons reports were of  ‘poor’ relevance to the�r organ�zat�ons needs 77% 
of  them thought that �t was between ‘good’ an ‘excellent’ wh�ch �s a large d�fference and maybe related to 
the d�fferent organ�zat�ons (or types of  organ�zat�on) respond�ng. W�th�n UNEP, none of  the respondents 
rated the relevance as ‘poor’ but 32 % rated �t as ‘fa�r’ and 48 % as e�ther ‘good’ or ‘excellent’.
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Sharing of  UNEP evaluation products 

63. All respondents appear to share evaluat�on reports w�th others. Among CPR respondents, half  reported 
hav�ng shared evaluat�on documents w�th a few other staff  and the other half  were sp�lt between shar�ng 
documents w�th more than 5 staff  and w�th sen�or management. W�th�n UNEP, respondents reported that 
a comb�ned 77% of  evaluat�on products are shared w�th�n the�r respect�ve d�v�s�ons, term�nal evaluat�ons 
be�ng the most frequently c�rculated to profess�onal staff  �n the d�v�s�ons (80%). The sub-programme 
evaluat�ons are not frequently shared outs�de of  UNEP whereas m�d-term and term�nal evaluat�ons are 
fa�rly well d�str�buted outs�de the organ�zat�on. Th�s �s because the sub-programme evaluat�ons are ne�ther 
w�dely publ�c�sed nor uploaded on the UNEP/EOU webs�te. 

Implications

64. EOU needs to make an extra effort to sens�t�se CPR members about the d�fferent types of  evaluat�on 
products �t produces so that they are understood and �nterpreted appropr�ately. Even though CPR and 
UNEP staff  percept�ons of  the qual�ty of  EOU evaluat�ons are broadly pos�t�ve, there �s st�ll room for 
�mprovement �n the r�gour of  EOU’s work. The survey f�nd�ngs also h�ghl�ght low levels of  usage of  the 
EOU webs�te suggest�ng a need ra�se awareness of  �ts ex�stence. The evaluat�on webs�te should appear on 
the ma�n UNEP page for eas�er access.

Conclusion

65. The study draws several conclus�ons from f�nd�ngs of  the onl�ne survey of  key stakeholders and the 
results re�nforce pos�t�ons art�culated �n the Evaluat�on Pol�cy. F�rst, evaluat�on has an �mportant role 
to play �n respond�ng to �ncreased demands for accountab�l�ty by prov�d�ng �nformat�on on programme 
results and the �mpact of  UNEP’s act�v�t�es. There �s broad recogn�t�on that evaluat�on can also help 
�dent�fy where �mprovements can be made to project and programme del�very. Secondly, �n order to ga�n 
or ma�nta�n cred�b�l�ty, the evaluat�on funct�on must be perce�ved to be funct�onally �ndependent of  the 
organ�sat�on’s operat�onal d�v�s�ons. To that end, the study demonstrated that a strong l�nk between the 
evaluat�on funct�on and the organ�zat�ons Govern�ng Body �s requ�red. Th�rdly, the scope of  UNEP’s 
evaluat�on act�v�t�es should expand to cover evaluat�on of  d�scernable benef�ts from the �mplementat�on 
of  �ts act�v�t�es; th�s �s regarded as useful �nformat�on for �nformed fund�ng dec�s�ons. Fourth, UNEP 
evaluat�ons need to apply �nternat�onal norms and standards for evaluat�on, to enhance the�r cred�b�l�ty 
and leg�t�macy. F�fth, evaluat�ons must be relevant and produced on a t�mely bas�s to �nform dec�s�on-
mak�ng and a�d the development and �mplementat�on of  programme act�v�t�es. F�nally, the study h�ghl�ghts 
that resources currently allocated to the evaluat�on funct�on are not suff�c�ent to meet the demands for 
evaluat�ve products and �nformat�on expressed by survey respondents; and hence calls for add�t�onal 
measures to strengthen the funct�on.
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