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Follow-up on completed evaluations 2008 

I Background and Introduction 

1. In October 2007, OSUEVA conducted a review • of the progress towards the 

follow-up to recommendations on evaluations carried out during 2006/2007. At that 

time, following the introduction2 of the management response system and the related 

electronic follow-up scheme made available by OSUEVA on the intranet, the system 

of management response had been used for a total of 14 independent evaluations 

and five evaluations had completed the one-year follow-up cycle. 

2. Since the October 2007 review, the Evaluation Group completed 17 

independent evaluations and two independent reviews. These are posted under the 

respective entries on both the UNIDO intranet3 and the public website4 • 

3. In the current report, OSUEVA presents the progress made towards the 

follow-up on recommendations, for evaluations carried out during 2008. The report 

also provides an overview of recommendations considered complete and of those 

that are still outstanding. These outstanding recommendations will be followed up 

and reported on electronically, on the OSL/EVA intranet5. 

4. Recommendations contained in the respective management response sheets 

(MRSs) from recently completed evaluations will be added to the list of outstanding 

recommendations as they are approved. It should be noted that this process is 

regular and ongoing. Recommendations are considered to be implemented or 

complete when all steps towards the completion of a management response sheet 

have been taken by the projecVprogramme managers and OSUEVA has verified 

completion. 

' Evaluaoon G roup. Rev•ew of managemenl reSponSe to evatualions •ncluoed on tho OSlJEVA WOfl( Programme IOt 2001 3nd .10<J8 
p1October2007) 

The sysrem of manaqPment r<'sponso Vl'lS Introduced rn UNIDO on 2006 
' hUpJ/on!!anel un«:to.org11n1ra.EvdlUollon Group °'o280SUEVA'll.2Y. 
• hllpJ/www.unodo 01qllndo• php'loO ·05 1 ~ 
' htlpJ11nlraner.un1do orQ11nrrlliEv11h.1311011/Follow·up_on_reconmendahOns 
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II Status of management response to evaluations 

5. Table 1 below provides a snapshot of the follow-up on recommendations for 

evaluations carried out during the reporting period. The stage of implementation 

depends on the date on which the evaluation report was issued and when action for 

implementation was taken. It should be noted that most of the "recommendations in 

progress" require long lead times since they are often dependent on fund-raising, 

formulating new programmes/activities and sometimes implementation is not 

possible because a next phase is not foreseen , or possible. 

N,,._ ol ....,.,_ 

Table 1. Snapshot of follow up on recommendations (as at 31-12-08) 

(2008) 
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6. Table 1 above provides details on the total number of recommendations (387) 

made by the evaluators for the 19 independent evaluations (Including two 

independent reviews). These recommendations are contained in the management 

response sheets of Individual evaluations. 

7. Project/programme managers responded on the management response 

sheet (MRS) to 318 recommendations and indicated their acceptance (252) and 

partial acceptance (54) of recommendations. Out of the 318 recommendations, 12 

recommendations were either not accepted (9), or the comments received were not 

clearly identifiable/understood (3). 

8. With regard to the status of the implementation of the 19 independent 

evaluations (including two independent reviews), the one-year cycle was completed 

for two projects. The response cycle for the remaining projects is still ongoing and 

this information was not requested at their stage of reporting. However, some 

• rnclU<les l>M> indopondon1 10•i£lw roporrs. 1.0 . IP tr an and IP Mali. 
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projecVprogramme managers already provided information with regard to the status 

of implementation of recommendations. which is also reflected in table 1 above. 

9. The above table also includes information on the number of responses 

received for Annex 1 - Feedback on the evaluation process for the use of OSUEVA, 

which is part of the management response sheet. Annex 1 is a questionnaire that 

gives projecVprogramme managers the opportunity to provide feedback on the 

evaluation process. Client feedback received in this form is taken into consideration 

when reviewing the evaluation process. From the 19 management response sheets 

sent out, six projecVprogramme managers availed themselves of the opportunity to 

provide OSUEVA with feedback on the evaluation process. 

10. Annex I of this report provides tabular, detailed information on the follow-up to 

recommendations for each individual evaluation. It also gives an overview of general 

timelines for the follow-up, the number of recommendations for each project, the 

acceptance rates, and - to the extent available, the percentage rate of 

recommendations considered complete and/or that are still under implementation. 

Additional information is provided on the composition of the evaluation team 

(OSUEVA responsible officer and international consultant) of a particular evaluation. 

11 . During the reporting period, the one-year follow-up cycle was completed for 

11 projects, including one Country Service Framework. Table 2 below contains 

summary information on the review of the relevant management responses. 

12. It shows that 48 per cent of the recommendations, responded to, were 

completed and 35 per cent were still under implementation one year after the 

issuance of the management response sheet. A total of 17 per cent of the 

recommendations have not been implemented. The reasons for not implementing a 

recommendation vary (e.g., a recommendation had originally not been accepted, 

financing of response action did not materialize, a projecVprogramme was not 

extended). 

Follow-up on completed evaluations 2008 Page 4 



rt!(p .. y, 

•" 

Table 2. Management responses with follow-up cycle completed in 2008 

Of which 
Number of Of which Of which No. of recs. !J.Q! 

Project 
Total No. recs. No. of recs. No. of recs. with implemented I 
of recs. responded Implemented Implementation In recs. not 

to (percentage) progress applicable 
(percentage) (percentage) 

UNIOQUNOP 
CQru2!!'ali2!J Agr~!!ment 23 23 35 65 0 
pllotphase 

CSF India 73 73 59 32 9 

Vici Nrun/PrQj, r::!Q, 9 9 44 0 56 
TF,NIE/041002 

Y.iftt NRnJ/Pro1. NQ£, 
TENIE/031001 

22 22 46 36 18 
TFIVIE/041001 
TFNIE/06i092 

VI!;!! Nnrn1Pro1. No. 16 16 75 25 0 
USNIEJQ3f083 

~outh AS1.'.ln LDC~; 
~'lngla!!Qlih r;R]utao, 17 17 53 47 0 
Aaigi~~. N§Qi!IJPrQj. No. 
TFtnASIW001 

Gl~I. Q~F-funded 
UNIDO.UNEP Qroi~l/ero1 4 4 100 0 0 
NQ QP~LQ!~Q12 

5 (from 

lta~ruNlQQ Investment 
previous 55 (from previous 40 (actual 

and T ~QQ!Qm'. Promotion 20 20 
reporting): reportrng): actual infonnation 

Office Ill llaly 
actual lntormatlon 

pending)' 
information pending• 
pending' 

0 (from 

Fr11n2~1UNIOO Investment 
previous 13 (from previous 87 (actual 

<t!JSI T ~hQQ!29lr'. Pr2m2t1QD ! 16 16 reporting); reporting); actual 
information 

QfflQ!!S iQ Frli}n!i~ j 
actual Information 

pending '2 

information pending" I 
pending'0 

I . -··· ·- ·-· ... ·-··. . ,_.. .. -· - -··· . -··--- - . 
Arnentlna/Pro!. Nos. 
!.l~ARQ/Q4/l~fl. 11 10 80 0 20 
U§iAR~Q2/129, , 
!./S/ARG/Q4/129 i I 

I 

Ja~n/Uf:':!IDQ hJve~lment i .! ,-
i 

and Technology Promotion ! 24 I 24 54 46 0 ! : Offices on Ja@n I ... 'I" 
TOTAL 235 I 234 48 : 35 17 

. . 

• The ITPO retreat that Wiii be hold during the Cleaner tild>nOIOg1os lor oconomic dcvctopmont forum on Bahrain (2 to 4 February 
2009) woll 91ve the ITPO Coordina1100 Untt 1he opportunity to follOW·UP on recommeNSations. Thus. onabling the llPO Coordination 
UNIT 10 provide con::ohdated inputs on the ou1stand1ng w.:iMgament <01.ponse $heOIS 101 lh41 If POs In Italy, FrMce al'd Japao and 
allow eompletion of the management response cycle. 
4 //)Id 
•Ibid 
'" lb<d 
" fC)J(j 

'-' Jtwd 
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Ill System of management response: Observations 
and changes 

13. With some exceptions. compliance by projecVprogramme managers in 

following up on recommendations has not significantly improved since the previous 

review, indicating that the system of management response has not been fully 

accepted, or adhered to. 

14. Despite continuous efforts on the part of OSUEVA and by using all means of 

communication, submission delays between one and seven months have been 

experienced. The average delay in the delivery of a management response was 2.4 

months. The major reasons for delays remain unchanged (i.e., staff turnover, heavy 

workload. implementation pressure, low priority for this exercise). One case - the 

follow-up on the IP Ghana evaluation - needs specific attention. OSUEVA has 

frequently requested - but not yet received - an indication of who will assume the 

function of the team leader for this programme and for follow-up on the 

recommendations of the evaluation. Thus the follow-up on this particular evaluation 

is recorded in Annex I as pending. 

15. It should be noted that very often the usefulness of the management 

response exercise is questioned by projecVprogramme managers. In particular, the 

perceived usefulness is weighed against their time available for post­

projecUprogramme completion work, the pressure to advance implementation of 

ongoing projects/programmes and the development of new projects/programmes . 

16. The described reactions indicate a need to create awareness about the 

usefulness of the follow-up process. In parallel. the onus is on management to 

ensure that projecVprogramme managers complete management responses as part 

of their responsibilities. 

17. OSL/EVA observes that there is a need to inform people on the management 

response system when training new staff or briefing staff about evaluation activities. 

18. In the light of UNIDO's commitment to RBM, as confirmed by the RSM 

implementation plan, OSUEVA considers the management response sheet to be an 

important RSM tool as the MRS enables projecUprogramme managers to follow-up 
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recommendations in a systematic manner and, in parallel, provides a monitoring 

framework. 

19. OSUEVA considers the management response sheet a living document and 

it has undergone improvements during the reporting period. This has resulted in a 

better environment for entering inputs into the MRS and the subsequent monitoring 

of recommendation compliance, thus making it more user-friendly. To this effect, 

pages 1 and 2 and the following response matrix (table) of the MRS have been 

amended. Page 1 now includes, inter a/la, an overview on: the staff directly, or 

indirectly responsible for the evaluated projecVprogramme; and the evaluation team 

(including an evaluation steering committee/group used. if applicable) . In case of an 

integrated programme evaluation. all staff directly/indirectly responsible for the 

follow-up on recommendations is listed on a new page 3. The management 

response procedures (p. 2) was adapted in line with the changes made to the MRS 

table columns. The MRS consists of five columns, of which columns 1 and 2 (to be 

completed by OSUEVA) remained unchanged. Column 3 to 5 are to be completed 

by the project/programme manager made responsible for the collection of 

responses). Column 3 - Response by project/programme manager with inputs from 

other responsible officer(s) was recently introduced and requires an indication on the 

acceptance (fully, partially, not accepted) of the individual recommendation. To 

complete the one-year reporting cycle, the project/programme manager has to 

describe, in column 4, the action taken and in column 5 the status of implementation 

in relation to the recommendation (e.g., completed, ongoing, not implemented, etc.). 

20. With regard to the Intranet entry on follow-up to evaluation recommendations, 

OSL/EVA has made efforts to direct staff to this site with a view to create greater 

awareness of the information available through this link. The page content was 

further improved during the reporting period by providing additional information 

entries (i.e., extracted executive summaries and lessons learned). 

21 . In addition. separate. categorized entries have been made for accessing and 

viewing executive summaries (extracted from evaluation reports issued during 2006-

2008) from the OSUEVA intranet page, under the header Evaluation reports : 

Executive summaries. Similar entries have also been made for lessons learned, 

which can, likewise, be accessed from the OSUEVA intranet page, under the header 

Lessons learned. 
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IV lnstltutlonallzlng organlzatlonal leamlng from evaluations 

Effective use of evaluation findings 

22. Results-based management should serve. inter alia, as a system to ensure 

that recommendations and lessons learned from evaluations are considered in future 

projects and programmes. For this purpose. OSUEVA has further developed its 

online follow-up (monitoring) system by (a} making the lessons learned from a given 

evaluation available on the follow-up entry for that evaluation and (b) presenting a 

compilation of all the executive summaries and lessons learned. This source covers 

evaluations from 2006 onwards and should be particularly useful for strategic 

planning purposes and management, or for designing new projects and programmes. 

23. OSUEVA has begun work on a taxonomy to enable classification and 

electronic distribution of lessons learned. In the future it is foreseen that for each 

evaluation report a "lessons learned" form will be developed. The data thus compiled 

will be entered in a lessons learned-specific database that will subsequently be made 

available on the UNIDO intranet. 

Operational practices 

24. Since March 200613 designated staff members of the Evaluation Group 

participate in the capacity of advisors in meetings of the Programme Approval 

Committee and the Quality Advisory Group. This participation enables further 

dissemination of findings and conclusions from evaluations. 

v Concluslon 

25. With the exception of two, all management responses have been collected, 

but with delays. Given the present circumstances, OSUEVA will continue to further 

advocate the use of the management response system and take steps to further 

increase its usefulness. 

'' UNIOO/DGB/p 96 3 March :?OOO. 
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