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SUMMARY 

This note documents the results of the meta-evaluation 

of International Organization for Migration’s evalua-

tions (IOM) during 2017-2019 (from now on, “the meta-

evaluation”). The meta-evaluation was conducted be-

tween November 2019 and April 2020 by an external 

consulting firm (Artival Research & Evaluation).  

The main objectives of the meta-evaluation are: 

- To assess the quality and use of internal and external 

evaluations (centralized and decentralized) conducted 

between 2017 and 2019, with the aim of providing ac-

tionable recommendations to enhance the quality and 

utilization of evaluations. 

- To provide IOM staff and partners with feedback on 

the quality of its evaluations, and determine if capacity-

building efforts to support the conduct of evaluations 

have made a change in its quality. 

- To produce a full-fledged meta-evaluation tool in 

which to base the evolution of IOM´s evaluation quality 

in the mid and long term.    

The key questions of the meta-evaluations made refer-

ence to three main areas, (1) evaluation report quality, 

(2) evaluation process and capacities and (3) evaluation 

dissemination and use. The meta-evaluation assessed a 

total of 88 internal and external evaluation reports 

conducted for/by the IOM in the period 2017 – 2019).   

A meta-evaluation tool was specifically designed for the 

meta-evaluation. Some of the requirements included in the 

tool goes beyond the elements included in the UNEG 

checklist for evaluation reports and the templates included 

in the IOM Project Handbook. Therefore, the evaluations 

conducted in the period 2017-2019 did not have the 

reference quality checklist against which they have now 

been assessed. The consulting team present the results of 

the quality assessment being fully aware of the 

aforementioned situation.  

Meta-evaluation purpose: To assess the quality and use of 
internal and external evaluations conducted between 2017 
and 2019, with the aim of providing actionable recommenda-
tions to enhance the quality and utilization of evaluations; to 
provide IOM staff and partners with feedback on the quality 
of its evaluations, and if capacity-building efforts to support 
the conduct of evaluations have made a change in its quality; 
and to produce a full-fledged meta-evaluation tool in which 
to base the evolution of IOM´s evaluation quality in the mid 
and long term.    

Main areas: Evaluation report quality,; evaluation process and 
capacities and evaluation dissemination and use. 

Meta-evaluation methodology: Assessment with the scoring 
tool specifically designed for the meta-evaluation; semi-
structured interviews and online survey. 

The main users of this evaluation are the OIG Evaluation 

staff and the Regional Monitoring and Evaluation Officers 

(ROMEOs), whom together will be able to strengthen sup-

port and guidance in line with the findings of the report. In 

addition, this evaluation will be relevant for IOM’s senior 

management as a mean of assessing how the Organization 

should improve the quality and use of its evaluation reports.  

Finally, IOM staff in general, and specifically program man-

agers and thematic specialists should take specific look at 

the quality and use of evaluations hence, this evaluation 

provides better understanding of this aspect and how this 

can be improved.   

The main limitation faced was the limited number of evalua-

tions available with information on budget assigned, which  

prevented from fully addressing question 4 of the assess-

ment about the influence of budget on evaluation quality. 
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KEY FINDINGS  

• When it comes to the quality of evaluation reports, 

one third of the evaluation reports assessed meet 

or exceed quality requirements considered. Rough-

ly half of the evaluation reports meet certain re-

quirements but not all of them, and around 20% of 

the reports did not meet the minimum require-

ments of quality established. Moreover, there is a 

positive evolution over time in the quality of evalua-

tion reports. In addition, there are no relevant dif-

ferences on the quality of internal and external 

evaluation reports. However, internally trained eval-

uators reach an overall rating considerably higher 

than the global average.  

• The components of the evaluation reports with the 

highest median score are “conclusions”, followed by 

“findings”, “criteria and questions”, “evaluation 

background” and “project background”. The com-

ponents with the lowest median score are “lessons 

learned” and “good practices”, followed by 

“recommendations” and “evaluation methodology”. 

• The majority of reports include a gender equality 

approach, less than half of reports include Rights 

Based Approach (RBA) issues and mostly all fail to 

include environmental sustainability concerns. ToR 

do not usually make specific reference to cross-

cutting issues, especially RBA and environmental 

issues.  

• Concerning the evaluation process, the decision on 

whether an evaluation should be internal or exter-

nal does not follow a standardized procedure. In 

this line, there is no systematic approach in place to 

define in which evaluations ROMEOs should partici-

pate more, it is mainly a demand driven approach. 

• The global opportunities identified by the analysis 

that help to strengthening IOM´s evaluation quality 

are the strong institutional allegiance and the rising 

network of internal evaluators. On the other hand, 

the main factors affecting the evaluation process 

are the limited funding which thus limits the 

timeframe available to carry out evaluations, to-

gether with the incipient evaluation culture within 

the organization. Concerning specific processes, the 

selection of evaluation criteria and methodology 

was reported very effective and fit for purpose, as 

well as the communication flows with relevant 

stakeholders during the evaluation. On the other 

hand, key specific challenges during the implemen-

tation period include mainstreaming cross-cutting 

issues, the limited availability of M&E data, the diver-

sity of internal evaluation skill levels, the difficulty in 

accessing key informants, and the staff turnover.  

• Regarding evaluation capacities, as the evaluation 

training was intended for internal evaluators, it has 

already reached a significant number of staff. Con-

versely, a considerable percentage of evaluation 

managers have not received any specific training in 

evaluation at IOM yet. The vast majority of IOM staff 

who have been trained are satisfied with the applica-

bility of the training to their daily work. In this line, 

the most consulted evaluation related documents 

are the IOM Project Handbook and the IOM Evalua-

tion Guidelines. The fact that other key documents 

such as the Guidance for Addressing Gender in Eval-

uations are not consistently used might explain some 

of the results of the quality assessment. Both evalua-

tion managers and internal evaluators expressed 

high motivation and commitment to conduct evalua-

tions. Nonetheless, managers perceived themselves 

less skilled than internal evaluators in evaluation.   

• In terms of evaluation dissemination and use, the 

analysis reveals that the dissemination of evaluation 

results has been enhanced recently by introducing 

some new tools such as the evaluation briefs and the 

evaluation repository. The key factors identified in 

facilitating evaluation use are the institutional efforts 

made in recent years toward promoting actionability 

of evaluation recommendations, as well as the new 

PRIMA for all system which was only rolled out in 

2019. On the other hand, key factors hindering eval-

uation use are the limited use of a tracking mecha-

nism for existing recommendations, the reduced en-

gagement of stakeholders during the evaluation for 

ownership and the scarce resources available for 

evaluations. Furthermore, additional management 

and institutional commitment in the promotion and 

use of evaluation results is required.   

CONCLUSIONS 

• On the question of meeting UNEG standards, the 

majority of evaluation reports and ToR satisfactorily 

presented the main section and areas (what is to be 

evaluated and why (purpose and scope), how the 

evaluation is designed and conducted, what was 
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• found and on what evidence (findings) and what 

was concluded from the findings in relation to main 

evaluation questions addressed. On the other hand, 

the majority of ToR and evaluation reports fell short 

in adequately addressing cross-cutting issues 

throughout the process, including comprehensive 

recommendations and including what, if anything, 

could be learned from the evaluations (lessons 

learned).  

• During the evaluation design phase, the use of 

templates for drafting ToR and inception reports is 

widespread, which is very positive to ensure con-

sistency. IOM guidelines include very useful tem-

plates beyond ToR and evaluation report templates 

that could increase the quality of the final evalua-

tion products. One of the key limitations found in 

the design phase was the lack of a systematic ap-

proach to define whether an evaluation should be 

internal or external, as well as a standardized criteri-

on to determine which evaluations are mandatory 

to be followed up by ROMEOs, who usually work 

on a demand-driven basis.   

• As for the implementation of the evaluation, the 

overall key opportunities found are the strong insti-

tutional support toward the evaluation function and 

the richness of the emerging internal network of 

evaluators, which ensures that generated evaluation 

knowledge and skills built remain within the Organi-

zation. Concerning major challenges, the limited 

funding available for evaluations, together with the 

short timeframes usually established and an incipi-

ent evaluation culture  

• The greatest opportunities for improvement lie in 

the adequate inclusion of cross-cutting issues at all 

levels, including specific evaluation questions and 

methodologies, addressing these issues in key find-

ings, and reflecting this analysis in the final set of 

recommendations. Similarly, recommendations are 

also a key component on which to focus  

• There is a positive evolution over time in the quality 

of evaluation reports.  

• There are no relevant differences on the quality of 

internal and external evaluation reports. Internal 

trained evaluators reach an overall rating consider-

ably higher than the global average , which leads to 

conclude that efforts made in terms of capacity 

building appear to be paying off. To complement 

this, surveyed staff expressed their satisfaction with 

the applicability of the training to their daily work, as 

well as their motivation and commitment  

• In terms of evaluation dissemination, recent efforts 

made will help to effectively disseminate evaluation 

results internally, such as the introduction of the 

evaluation briefs and the repository of evaluations, 

and will be further improved with the use of the PRI-

MA for all database where evaluations will be stored. 

Concerning external stakeholders, all evaluations 

reports are publicly listed on the IOM evaluation 

website as per the evaluation policy, and all the eval-

uation reports will be accessible through the new 

website. Despite this, all groups of stakeholders con-

sulted agreed on the need to keep strengthening the 

evaluation dissemination process, as well as promot-

ing clearer guidelines and procedures for dissemi-

nating results.   

• Concerning the use of evaluations, there is a need to 

increase the internal communication and information 

knowledge management to improve the perfor-

mance of the use and dissemination of evaluation 

results.  

GOOD PRACTICES 

• Positive tendency on following the existing key doc-

uments and templates when conducting evaluations. 

• The PRIMA for the IOM Development Fund data-

base, developed as an initiative to deploy an institu-

tional project information management solution. It 

made evaluations accessible, and eventually led to 

the development of the new PRIMA for all system.  

• The Coaching initiative as part of the evaluation ca-

pacity building strategy launched in recent years.  

LESSON LEARNED 

• The scope of the meta-evaluation went beyond as-

sessing quality of evaluation reports (and ToR), and 

also put focus on evaluation processes and use. This 

has given a broader scope of analysis that helped 

understand and explain some of the key constraints 

and limitations identified as a result of the quality 

assessment conducted.  
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. IOM should update the inception, evaluation reports 

and ToR templates, and use the same format under all 

frameworks and donors. This could be done by devel-

oping a standardized format to draft recommenda-

tions, including a specific section on lessons learned 

and good practices in evaluation report templates, and 

ensuring that all evaluations include an evaluation ma-

trix. In addition, evaluation and ToR templates should 

ensure that evaluation costs and duration of the evalu-

ation are specified. Finally, the IOM should use the me-

ta-evaluation tool designed as a checklist to ensure 

that evaluators include all key aspects in the evaluation 

reports. 

2. Evaluations would provide meaningful information 

about cross-cutting issues if gender-responsive actions, 

RBA and environmental sensitivity would be consistent-

ly included in all the phases of the evaluation. taken 

into consideration for all kind of evaluations. In order to 

ensure that, it is proposed to Include an additional cri-

terion on cross-cutting issues in the ToR template, as 

well as in the template for evaluations questions. A link 

or reference to the template on cross-cutting thematic 

evaluation questions already included in the IOM Pro-

ject Handbook should be also made for reference. 

Moreover, Lesson learned and good practices tem-

plates should offer ideas and experiences on how to 

detect and reports cross-cutting themes. 

3. The following strategies should be considered to-

ward strengthening the evaluation process: (1) Establish 

a systematic approach to decide when to conduct in-

ternal or external evaluations; (2) Keep promoting eval-

uative approaches and PPR for evaluations with re-

duced budget, and ensure that evaluations with low 

budgets focus on very specific areas or information 

needs; (3) Keep implementing evaluation capacity 

building activities and the coaching initiative; (4) Estab-

lish clear guidelines to homogenize the involvement of 

ROMEOs in different evaluations; (5) Keep developing 

and expanding a comprehensive and shared pool of 

evaluation experts; (6) Recognizing the role played by 

internal evaluators. 

4.: IOM would enhance evaluation dissemination and 

use by (1) providing access to a systematic classification 

of evaluation results (recommendations, good practic-

es, lessons learned) in the evaluation repository; (2) 

implementing strategies to ensure the inclusion and 

participation of the target population in the evaluation  

process, and (3) continue raising awareness of the utili-

ty and uses of evaluation among staff, as another strat-

egy to build evaluation culture within the Organization. 

More specifically, efforts should be made to engage 

management, such as chiefs of mission, regional direc-

tors and regional thematic experts. 


