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EVALUATION OF THE OAS SCHOLARSHIP AND TRAINING PROGRAM

(Document prepared by the Department of Planning and Evaluation in Collaboration with the Department of Human Development, Education and Employment based on the guidelines provided by member states. The evaluation period was changed to 2000-2017 based on the decision of CIDI of December 14, 2017)
1. introduction

1.1. This document presents the Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of the OAS Scholarship and Training Program which was mandated by the Special General Assembly in October 2013 (CP/CAAP-3264/13 rev. 1). In accordance with the mandate, the consultancy will conduct a programmatic evaluation of the OAS Scholarships and Training Program (hereinafter “the Program”) by assessing the relevance, sustainability, efficiency, effectiveness and probability of contributing to the final outcome [level of impact} of the Program to reach its stated goal of supporting human resource development in member states.
1.2. Evaluation should provide a credible, evidence-based and neutral assessment of the relevance and performance of OAS General Secretariat’s programs and projects. In this sense evaluation is not only a management tool but the means to obtain credible data to inform not only expenditure management but also policy decisions. Accountability is enhanced by providing impartial, unbiased information, which is accessible to the member states, donors, counterpart agencies, and the general public.  
2. Background

2.1. PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

Since its inception in 1958, the OAS Scholarship and Training Program has evolved from a Graduate Scholarship Program to a Partnerships Program offering scholarships for graduate, undergraduate and professional development scholarships. In its first year of existence, approximately 165 scholarships were awarded for graduate studies; while in 2013 over 1,000 scholarships were awarded for graduate and undergraduate studies and professional development training.

The OAS Partnerships Program for Education and Training (PAEC) was developed in 2010 to support a more sustainable Scholarship and Training Program. It should be noted that the OAS had been partnering with Governments, educational institutions and other partners long before the formal establishment of the Partnerships Program for Education and Training in 2010. The main difference was that before 2010 the partnerships were considerably fewer because they were executed without a monetary contribution from the OAS. With the small seed fund that was approved in 2010 to develop partnerships, the OAS Department of Human Development, Education and Employment has been able to maximize resources and increase the number of partnerships and, consequently, the number of academic and professional development scholarships awarded has significantly increased, despite the gradual decrease of the traditional academic and professional development scholarships budgets. 

2.2. program objectives 

The OAS Scholarship and Training Program supports citizens of member states pursuing higher education opportunities, thus contributing to human resource development in member states. OAS scholars contribute to the integral development of member states by returning to their home countries and applying the knowledge and skills acquired through their studies.  

The OAS Scholarship and Training Program includes three scholarship programs: the OAS Academic Scholarship Program of which the Special Caribbean Scholarship Program (SPECAF) is a part, the Professional Development Scholarship Program (PDSP) and the OAS Partnerships Program for Education and Training (PAEC). 
a. The OAS Academic Scholarship Program, established in 1958, grants scholarships every year for the pursuit of master’s degrees, doctoral degrees and research leading to a degree. The Program is intended to support the completion of advanced university degrees and foster intercultural exchange for an equitable number of outstanding candidates from each OAS member state each year. The OAS Special Caribbean Scholarships Program (SPECAF), established in 1983, grants scholarships for the last two years of undergraduate studies to citizens and residents of the English-speaking Caribbean OAS member states. OAS Academic Scholarships are complementary and are not intended to completely cover all expenses a scholarship recipient may incur.
b. The Professional Development Scholarship Program (PDSP) was inaugurated in 1962, in order to take advantage of scholarships for short-term specialized training offered by nonmember states and their institutions. The program was later expanded to incorporate offers made from OAS member states as well. Offering countries or institutions pay the costs of tuition, materials, room and board while the OAS covers the cost of international travel to and from the course or program. 
c. Launched in 2010, the OAS Partnerships Program for Education and Training (PAEC) is an innovative partnerships program intended to tap into scholarships, tuition waivers and other offers made by governments and educational institutions around the world.  This program is guided by the principles of the Manual of Procedures for the Scholarship and Training Programs of the Organization of American States and allows the OAS to cooperate with diverse institutions to provide citizens of the region with greater access to quality higher education opportunities including academic degrees, professional development and technical/vocational training.

3. THE OBJECTIVES OF THE CONSULTANCY

3.1. The consultancy will evaluate the relevance, sustainability, efficiency, effectiveness and probability of contributing to the final outcome (level of impact) of the Program to reach its stated goal of supporting human resource development in member states.
3.2. In order to achieve the objectives, the consultancy shall:
3.2.1. Conduct a formative evaluation in order to identify program results, “bearing particularly in mind, the efforts made in the past to preserve the quality and quantity of scholarships, boost the Program’s efficiency, and increase the size of the fund with external sources of financing”
3.2.2. Determine the relevance  of the Program to align with the training priorities of members states;
3.2.3. Determine the relevance of current policies, processes and procedures in accordance with the Manual of Procedures of the Scholarship and Training Program of the OAS to successfully manage the Scholarship Programs. This would include an assessment of how applicants’ personal information is protected and shared.
3.2.4. Conduct an efficiency and effectiveness assessment. With respect to the efficiency, the consultancy shall look at the use of human and monetary resources as well as the implementation of processes and procedures. In particular the evaluation should assess the reliability, consistency and transparency of information provided to applicants and member states via the OAS website and application platform, and harmonization of and potential to streamline the selection processes across the National Liaison Offices. With respect to the effectiveness, the consultancy should collect and analyze reliable and valid information regarding the recipients of the program; more specifically the evaluation should provide answers on how effective the selection process was and what transformations took place by conducting a tracer study on program beneficiaries as well as unselected candidates, the purpose of which is to “systematically analyze the lasting or significant changes – positive or negative, intended or not – in people’s lives brought about by a given action or series of actions”.  The consultancy shall also look at the management of the Scholarship Fund and its effect on the Scholarship Program.
3.2.5. Evaluate the institutional and financial sustainability of the Program.  This will include an analysis of the allocation of funds and timing of the approval of resources for scholarships. 
3.2.6. Conduct a comparative analysis with other similar scholarship programs, emphasizing strengths and weaknesses and possible adjustments to improve execution.
3.2.7. Identify and document lessons learned and make recommendations in order to improve the Program, particularly regarding efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability.
4. Scope of the Consultancy, sources of information and relevant actors

4.1. The Consultancy will cover the Scholarship and Training Program period: 2000-2017.
4.2. For the follow up of beneficiaries, the geographic scope will be determined by a representative sample.  The selection criteria should include geographical representation of all the sub-regions of the Americas as well as take into account member states of various sizes in terms of population. 
4.3. Sources of information: 
4.3.1. PROGRAM-BUDGET OF THE ORGANIZATION FOR 2014 (OEA/Ser. P/AG/RES. 1 (XLV-E/13) (Operative paragraph 10b on page 13) 

4.3.2. MANUAL OF PROCEDURES FOR THE SCHOLARSHIP AND TRAINING PROGRAMS OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES (OEA/Ser.W/CIDI/doc.61/13)

4.3.3. STATUTES OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE CAPITAL FUND FOR THE OAS SCHOLARSHIP AND TRAINING (CIDI/doc.55/13)
4.3.4. Fifty years of the OAS Scholarships (Publication issued on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the Organization of American States Scholarship and Training Program in fulfillment with resolution  AG/RES. 2495 (XXXIX-O/
O9), “Celebrating Fifty Years of Scholarship Awards:  Reaffirming Support for the OAS Scholarship Program and Institutional Cooperation in Higher Education”) (CIDI/CPD/INF. 4/13) 

4.3.5. REPORT TO CIDI ON THE OAS HUMAN DEVELOPMENT AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS (OEA/Ser.W/CIDI/doc.32/13) 

4.3.6. OAS PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING (PAEC) (OEA/Ser.W/CIDI/doc.11/12) 
4.3.7. REPORT TO CEPCIDI ON THE OAS PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING (PAEC) (OEA/Ser.W/IV/CEPCIDI/doc.1009/11 corr. 1) 

4.3.8. COMPARISON BETWEEN THE OAS ACADEMIC AND  PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM (PDSP) AND THE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING (PAEC) (OEA/Ser.W/IV/CEPCIDI/INF.137/11) 

4.3.9. REPORT TO CEPCIDI ON THE OAS ACADEMIC SCHOLARSHIP AND TRAINING PROGRAMS (OEA/Ser.W.IV/CEPCIDI/doc.950/10) 

4.3.10. FINAL REPORT OF THE GENERAL SECRETARIAT TO CEPCIDI ON COMPLIANCE WITH ARTICLE 11.2 OF THE MANUAL OF PROCEDURES OF SCHOLARSHIPS AND TRAINING PROGRAMS OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES (OEA/Ser. W/IV/CEPCIDI/doc. 905/09 rev 1) 

4.3.11. ANNUAL REPORT TO CEPCIDI ON THE OAS ACADEMIC SCHOLARSHIP AND TRAINING PROGRAMS (OEA/Ser.W/IV/CEPCIDI/doc.869/08 rev. 1) 

4.3.12. REPORT OF THE GENERAL SECRETARIAT TO CEPCIDI ON THE EFFORTS TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVE IN ARTICLE 11.2OF THE MANUAL OF PROCEDURES OF SCHOLARSHIPS AND TRAINING PROGRAMS OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES (OEA/Ser.W/IV/CEPCIDI/INF.21/07 rev. 2) 

4.3.13. REPORT ON THE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM FOR THE PERIOD 2006 – APRIL 2007 (OES/Ser.W/IV/CEPCIDI/SCSD/doc.392/07) 

4.3.14. List of names of OAS scholarship recipients from 2000-2017
4.3.15. Audit reports completed between 2000 and 2017
4.3.16. Any other relevant document.

4.4. Relevant Actors:
4.4.1. Program coordination staff (DHDEE personnel)

4.4.2. Government counterparts (National Liaison Offices-ONEs, permanent missions)

4.4.3. Universities and partner institutions

4.4.4. Scholarship recipients and their current and former employers

4.4.5. Candidates that were not awarded a scholarship within the same time frame. 

4.4.6. Any other relevant actor.

5. Evaluation Questions: the suggested list of questions  includes, but is not limited to:
5.1 
Is there an explicit theory of change or results chain for the Program?  If the answer is yes, it is adequate and relevant?

5.2
 Are the objectives clear for each scholarship program?

5.3 Are the Program Objectives being met?

5.4 
How efficient is the management of the Program?

5.5 
Are there obstacles to achieving the management goals of the Program? If so, what are they?

5.6 
What are the added benefits of the Program?

5.7 
Are the selection and award processes fair and transparent?

5.8 
Analyze how the scholarship program budget was used over time--Was it used efficiently? Were proper procedures followed to manage the Scholarships Program Budget to achieve the Program goals? Which cost-saving strategies were applied and was the size of the fund (budget) increased with external sources of financing?

5.9 
Have the changes in funding during the period of 2000 to 2017 affected the Scholarship Program?

5.10 
Do OAS Scholarships provide value for the investment? To answer this question absolute and relative program costs would have to be determined and programs with similar objectives and student populations would have to be compared.

5.11 
What could be the possible effects for the sustainability of the overall program if any of its three components were to be phased out?  

5.12 
Were the programs of study of the beneficiaries relevant to the priority training needs of the countries?

5.13 
Were the beneficiaries able to apply the knowledge acquired upon completion of their studies?

5.14 
Were there lasting and/or significant changes for beneficiaries as a result of being awarded an OAS scholarship?

5.15 
Were there lasting and/or significant benefits at the national and regional level as a result of the scholarships awarded? 

5.16 
What were the lessons learned? Among others, examine potential lessons to be taken from the analysis of program management as well as the theory of change identified by the Consultancy.

6. ACTIVITIES
6.1. Among other duties, the consultant shall: 
6.1.1. Review all information and documentation to conduct the Consultancy.

6.1.2. Develop a detailed work plan of the Consultancy, including a description of the activities to be carried out, outputs to be delivered and a timetable of activities and delivery dates.  The consultancy shall also include recommendations for the TOR, as deemed appropriate. 

6.1.3. Develop an evaluation framework.  The evaluation framework shall include, but is not limited to: 

i. A description of the evaluation design methodology or strategy, including the sampling framework to be used to gather the information; 

ii. A plan for gathering and analyzing the information generated; 

iii. Identifying initial, intermediate, and final outcomes

iv. Information-gathering instruments include: qualitative and quantitative measuring tools/techniques. Consideration should be given to  conducting a tracer study to obtain information on scholarship recipients as well as unselected candidates; 

v. A timetable for collection, analysis, and reporting; 

vi. A table of contents of the final evaluation report, and other items.

6.2. Gather and analyze the information, including results from on-site visits, surveys, interviews etc.

6.3. Prepare and present a mid-term progress report and a final report.  The latter including recommendations for improvement. Prepare a power point presentation of the results of the consultancy.

7. Outputs, delivery requirements and Schedule of payment
7.1. The consultant must generate the following outputs: 

i. A detailed work plan.

ii. An evaluation framework to assess the relevance, sustainability, efficiency, effectiveness and probability of contributing to the final outcome (level of impact) of the Program to reach its stated goal of supporting human resource development in member states. The evaluation will also include an assessment of the institutional and financial sustainability of the Program.

iii. A proposed table of contents for the final evaluation report. 

iv. A mid-term progress report.  If the theory of change of the Program is not explicit and/or adequate and relevant, the results chain should be reconstructed and included in this report.

v. A final evaluation report on the OAS Scholarship and Training Program, including lessons learned and recommendations for improvement.

vi. A PowerPoint presentation of the results of the consultancy’s work.

7.2. The consultancy shall have the following payment schedule and shall provide the following deliverables: 

i. 10% immediately after contract is signed.

ii. 20% upon delivery of: The work plan and the evaluation framework including a proposed table of contents for the final report within the first 3 months after contract signing. 

iii. 30% upon delivery of the mid-term progress report: A brief summary of the progress made in applying the methodology  including, but not limited to: the protocol and instruments developed for gathering and analyzing data;; a brief summary of planning and progress in measuring program outcomes; and a PowerPoint presentation on the results achieved by the consultant to date. 6 months after contract signing.
iv. 40% upon delivery and approval of:  A final report with the results of the management assessment and program performance evaluation and a final PowerPoint presentation. 9 months after contract signing.
8. CONSULTANCY PROFILE

8.1. The consulting firm shall have at least 7 years of experience in using qualitative and quantitative methodologies for the evaluation of program and projects for multilateral organizations in the region; and command of written and spoken English and Spanish.  Preference will be given to consulting firms with personnel with experience working on projects related to scholarship programs, higher education, and development in the region.

9. SUBMISSION OF BIDS AND EVALUATION CRITERIA

9.1. The consulting firm selection will follow the procurement bidding process outlined in the various policy documents of the GS/OAS, thereby ensuring the application of the principles of competition and transparency with the ultimate goal of awarding the contract to the firm or individual with the most merit. The method used to evaluate the proposals will be to Quality- and Cost- Based Selection (QCBS). QCBS uses a competitive process among participants, which takes into account the quality of the proposal and the cost of services. The weight given to the quality and the cost is respectively 90% and 10% of the total.
9.2. The Department of Planning and Evaluation will form a team of at least four members, including staff from DHDEE, to rate the technical and price proposals.   This rating will be submitted with the proper documentation to the Awards and Contracts Committee of the General Secretariat of the OAS.  The team will assess the following criteria:
i. Specific experience of the team/individuals relevant to the tasks outlined  in the terms of reference;
ii. Methodology and work plan in response to the proposed terms of reference,
a) Technical approach and methodology,

b) Work plan, and

c) Organization and staffing level; and

iii. Key professional staff ratings and competency for work assessing the following sub-criteria: 

a) General qualifications,

b) Competency in evaluation and/or subject matter,

c) Experience in the region.

ANNEX 1:  Code of Conduct

UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System

Foundation Document - UNEG/FN/CoC(2008)

UNEG, March 2008

The Code of Conduct was formally approved by UNEG members at the UNEG Annual General Meeting 2008. 

Further details of the ethical approach to evaluation in the UN system can be found in the Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation in the UN System (UNEG/FN/ETH[2008]).

1. 
The conduct of evaluators in the UN system should be beyond reproach at all times. Any deficiency in their professional conduct may undermine the integrity of the evaluation, and more broadly evaluation in the UN or the UN itself, and raise doubts about the quality and validity of their evaluation work. 
2. 
The UNEG
 Code of Conduct applies to all evaluation staff and consultants in the UN system. The principles behind the Code of Conduct are fully consistent with the Standards of Conduct for the International Civil Service by which all UN staff are bound. UN staff are also subject to any UNEG member specific staff rules and procedures for the procurement of services. 
3. 
The provisions of the UNEG Code of Conduct apply to all stages of the evaluation process from the conception to the completion of an evaluation and the release and use of the evaluation results. 
4. 
To promote trust and confidence in evaluation in the UN, all UN staff engaged in evaluation and evaluation consultants working for the United Nations system are required to commit themselves in writing to the Code of Conduct for Evaluation
 (see Annexes 1 and 2), specifically to the following obligations: 
Independence 
5. 
Evaluators shall ensure that independence of judgment is maintained and that evaluation findings and recommendations are independently presented. 

Impartiality 

6. 
Evaluators shall operate in an impartial and unbiased manner and give a balanced presentation of strengths and weaknesses of the policy, program, project or organizational unit being evaluated. Conflict of Interest 

7. 
Evaluators are required to disclose in writing any past experience, of themselves or their immediate family, which may give rise to a potential conflict of interest, and to deal honestly in resolving any conflict of interest which may arise. Before undertaking evaluation work within the UN system, each evaluator will complete a declaration of interest form (see Annex 3). 

Honesty and Integrity

8. 
Evaluators shall show honesty and integrity in their own behavior, negotiating honestly the evaluation costs, tasks, limitations, scope of results likely to be obtained, while accurately presenting their procedures, data and findings and highlighting any limitations or uncertainties of interpretation within the evaluation. 

Competence 
9. 
Evaluators shall accurately represent their level of skills and knowledge and work only within the limits of their professional training and abilities in evaluation, declining assignments for which they do not have the skills and experience to complete successfully. 

Accountability 

10. 
Evaluators are accountable for the completion of the agreed evaluation deliverables within the timeframe and budget agreed, while operating in a cost effective manner. 

Obligations to participants 

11,
Evaluators shall respect and protect the rights and welfare of human subjects and communities, in accordance with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other human rights conventions. Evaluators shall respect differences in culture, local customs, religious beliefs and practices, personal interaction, gender roles, disability, age and ethnicity, while using evaluation instruments appropriate to the cultural setting. Evaluators shall ensure prospective participants are treated as autonomous agents, free to choose whether to participate in the evaluation, while ensuring that the relatively powerless are represented. Evaluators shall make themselves aware of and comply with legal codes (whether international or national) governing, for example, interviewing children and young people. 

Confidentiality 

12.
Evaluators shall respect people’s right to provide information in confidence and make participants aware of the scope and limits of confidentiality, while ensuring that sensitive information cannot be traced to its source. 

Avoidance of Harm

13. 
Evaluators shall act to minimize risks and harms to, and burdens on, those participating in the evaluation, without compromising the integrity of the evaluation findings.  
Accuracy, Completeness and Reliability

14. 
Evaluators have an obligation to ensure that evaluation reports and presentations are accurate, complete and reliable. Evaluators shall explicitly justify judgments, findings and conclusions and show their underlying rationale, so that stakeholders are in a position to assess them. 

Transparency
15. 
Evaluators shall clearly communicate to stakeholders the purpose of the evaluation, the criteria applied and the intended use of findings. Evaluators shall ensure that stakeholders have a say in shaping the evaluation and shall ensure that all documentation is readily available to and understood by stakeholders. 

Omissions and wrongdoing
16. 
Where evaluators find evidence of wrong-doing or unethical conduct, they are obliged to report it to the proper oversight authority. 
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�.	UNEG is the United Nations Evaluation Group, a professional network that brings together the units responsible for evaluation in the UN system including the specialized agencies, funds, programmes and affiliated organizations. UNEG currently has 43 such members.





�.	While the provisions of the Code of Conduct apply to all UN staff involved in evaluation, only UN staff who spend a substantial proportion of their time working on evaluation are expected to sign the Code of Conduct, including staff of evaluation, oversight or performance management units directly involved in the management or conduct of evaluations. All evaluation consultants are required to sign when first engaged by a UNEG member.





