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I. IOCE Strategic Objectives 2009-10

This report describes the work undertaken by the current Board for the year 2010. This Board consists of representatives from Africa, Latin and Central America, Australasia, North America and Europe.  The Executive Committee was elected at the IOCE meeting in January 2008. The terms of many of us on the Board are ending in December 2010 and a new Board and Executive Committee will take over from January 1st. For several of us, 2010 was a transition year, a third additional one for two Executive Officers with a major mandate to identity and bring on board a new IOCE Leadership to ensure the continuity of the organisation.

This Annual Report is complemented by two separate documents: 1) the financial report to provide the details of the financial situation of the IOCE, and 2) a detailed workplan that presents the main strategic priorities we are working on for the next period.

The IOCE Board continues to support the IOCE aims and mission to advance evaluation around the world, as stated in the bylaws: 

 “... to legitimize evaluation and to support evaluation societies, associations and networks so that they can better contribute to good governance and effective decision making, as well as strengthen the role of civil society.” 
The current Board’s operational priorities and work as set for 2009-10 were as follows:

1.
Provide leadership in evaluation worldwide

2.
Encourage and support organizational capacity building for evaluation organizations 

3.
Facilitate improved communication and sharing of ideas across the global evaluation community, and in particular among IOCE members

4.
Effective governance, management, and strategic support

II. Activities Report

A.
General Work Plan follow-up

Discussion items will include:

(1) what we achieved this year, and

(2) what’s left on our work plan that still needs to be done.  

A.1.
Summary of what was achieved 
In general, the board believes that we have made progress on:

· Enhancing stability and effective governance structure and leadership turnover

· Engaging IOCE into the debate around important evaluation issues such as (i) pprofessionalization, (ii) impact evaluation, (iii) financial reporting, with clear financial statements and an external review of financial records;

· Improved communication with the release of the 1st issue of the IOCE newsletter in September and its wide dissemination (electronic and hard copies); also the EvaLeaders forum is operating to keep some level of communication and will again support the Annual General Meeting (AGM); an updated flyer and PowerPoint presentation on IOCE

· More accurate and extensive listing of evaluation organizations on the website (110 national, regional or international professional evaluation organizations on the database at this time) to keep information flowing and up-to-date and continue the building of a global community of practice.

· Effective collaboration with member and non-member organizations thru our participation at many conferences. 
A.2.
What was left

We also would like to highlight what we did not achieve as at December 2010:

· A more dynamic EvaLeaders web-based discussion forum that will take on lively discussions on key evaluation issues we believe IOCE should facilitate or take a lead on;

· More effective engagement into the debate and action around important evaluation issues and platforms such as (i) impact evaluation, (ii) support to evaluation networks worldwide, (iii) initiatives to promote evaluation use and culture such as NONIE, the OECD-DAC, etc.
· More adequate communication from the Board to IOCE members and others in need of support and planning – for example, greater sharing of timely information with members on NONIE and IDEAS.

The Board discussed:

· The quality of the action plan and feel it could be improved by making the activities more specific which would result in the IOCE work being more effective and useful for our existing and potential members.
· The action plan was seen to be “unrealistic” given the resource capacities.

· The need for individuals outside of the Board, or organizations, to volunteer to lead specific activities deemed of value to IOCE and the international evaluation community.

B.
Internal organization and management issues

B.1.
IOCE membership base and developments

IOCE currently has 13 paid-up members in 2010 (compared to 12 last year); plus one institutional partner providing financial support (UNICEF). (The full list is in the Appendix to this report). Current member organizations have the privilege of participating with other groups in their regions to identify and select their regional representatives to the IOCE Board. 

Each Board member is appointed from his or her organization/region for the length of time that exists in the sending member’s organizational policy. This differs from IOCE by-laws where Board members were to be elected for two-year terms.  For practical reasons the process described has not been scrupulously practiced.  Though local policy driving the appointments presents some challenges to succession and Board sustainability and corporate memory, it is the reality we need to accept.  The Executive officers are elected by the Board members, as specified in the by-laws. 

The review of the by-laws was expected to take place last year, and a volunteer was identified. However discussion showed that the time and effort this would take could be better spent on other work plan items. The current Board advises that a team be set to take the revision of the by-laws forward, with a full mandate to review the different by-law sections against current practice and provide suggestions on how to improve efficacy and compliance. 

It should be noted that one of the Asia regional seats was filled but the second one is still currently vacant. The IOCE Board has been working with the local organizations in Asia to fill this vacancy.

B.2.
Organization and management 

IOCE board developments

Internal organization of IOCE: The Executive Committee (ExecCom) of the IOCE Board of Trustees (President, Vice-President, Secretary, and Treasurer) leads the day-to-day interactions, closely involving the full Board in communications and the decision-making process.

The forums: There were three forums that were set up on our behalf by Benoit Gauthier using the Circum Network Inc. platform.  These include: 

1. the EvaLeaders Forum, to which each member organization is invited to include four members or more in some cases;

2. the AGM (Annual General Meeting) Forum, to which representatives of all evaluation groups are invited to participate; and

3. the Board Forum, for communications among Board members.

Those web-based forums are still accessible to us and contain an archive of important and interesting information on IOCE.  However, starting from last year (2009 AGM), the ExecCom determined that YahooGroups could serve IOCE needs better than the previous web-based discussion forum, and asked Jim Rugh to set up two YahooGroups listservs, one (IOCE-Board@yahoogroups.com) to host the board discussions and virtual meetings, and another (IOCE-EvaLeaders@yahoogroups.com) to host the e-mail phase of the AGM as well as other discussions during the year. Individuals were identified by member organizations as their representative on the YahooGroups EvaLeaders listserv and to participate in the IOCE Annual General Meeting. The 2009 AGM was considered a success and discussions and interactions proved to be easier to manage and were used as the basis of the 2010 IOCE Work Plan.

The secretariat:  The Willow Group (TWG) (www.thewillowgroup.com), who also serve the Canadian Evaluation Society, have acted as the secretariat for the IOCE since its initiation. The Board made the decision in 2009 to update and extend the 2004 contract between IOCE and The Willow Group. Prior to that decision, discussions were held to explore alternative options such as open bids for another entity to serve the role of IOCE Secretariat. It should be noted that we have noticed a substantial increase in the quality and timeliness of services from TWG, although we are still looking ways to involve them more in other ways, in order to facilitate the work of the Board.

Using the Willow Group in a broader Secretariat function could result in higher costs to IOCE. The Board may want to consider this given its current financial situation but also consider asking the Secretariat to more proactively assist in providing “value” to IOCE members, recruiting new members and fundraising. 

How to expand our “Human Resource Capital” to support the current board

Speaking of voluntary resources, we need to consider setting up working groups to build on available human resources among member organizations and individuals. We managed to keep outgoing Board members when this was possible, giving them roles - for example, last year, the ExecCom nominated Marco Segone and Jean Quesnel as Senior Advisors to the Executive Committee, following the example of Ross Conner who was appointed as Special Advisor to the IOCE President and the Executive Committee after he completed his term as President. Both Marco Segone and Jean Quesnel have been recognised for their outstanding contributions and support in many ways to the promotion of evaluation capacity building in general and the work of IOCE and its members in particular.

B.3.
IOCE leadership turnover and upcoming board
As a reminder, during last year’s AGM we agreed to extend President Oumoul Ba Tall’s and Vice-President Burt Perrin’s terms to December 2010 to allow time to identify and implement a succession plan. However, we were then facing the possibility of all of the Executive officers completing their terms in 2010 

The current board noted some challenges in the IOCE leadership turnover, as it is set by our bylaws, as mentioned above. Unless member organisations agree to extend their nominees from time to time, succession planning could lead to weakening IOCE institutional stability should most of its board members leave without proper overlapping terms. It is suggested that the bylaws be revised to properly account for a more effective succession strategy.

Fortunately AEA agreed to extend Jim’s term as their Representative to the IOCE for another year (ending Dec. 2011). Frankie will be replaced by François Dumaine to represent CES (with effect from January 2011), and AfrEA identified two new representatives to replace Simon (ended since January 2009) and Oumou (ending December 2010): Nermine Wally and Issaka Traoré (with terms ending Dec. 2012). IPEN named Lyuba Palyvoda to replace Nino Saakashvili.  EES named Murray Saunders to replace Burt Perrin. ReLAC nominated Marcia Paterno to replace Pablo Rodriguez Bilella.  Sergio Martinic (ReLAC), Scott Bailey (AEA) and Soma de Silva (South Asia) are all staying on the board for at least another year.

To recapitulate: The new Board that will be effective from January 1, 2011 is as follows:

1. Africa: Nermine Wally (AfrEA) 

2. Africa: Issaka Traoré (AfrEA)

3. Asia: Soma de Silva  (SLEvA)

4. Australasia: Scott Bailey (AES)

5. Central-South America: Sergio Martinic (ReLAC)

6. Central-South America: Marcia Paterno (ReLAC)

7. Europe: Murray Sanders (EES)

8. Europe: Lyuba Palyvoda (IPEN)

9. North America: Jim Rugh (AEA)
10. North America: François Dumaine (CES)
11. (2nd Asia position still vacant)
At its annual face-to-face meeting held in Prague in October, 2010, the Board elected its new Executive Committee for 2011 as follows:

· Président: Soma De Silva

· Vice-President: Jim Rugh

· Secretary: Nermine Wally 

· Treasurer: François Dumaine

We extend our heartfelt thanks for the service to IOCE provided over the past few years to the outgoing IOCE board members: Oumou, Burt, Frankie, Pablo, Nino, and Simon.
C.
Strategic Orientation

C.1.
IOCE Role and Value added

We have engaged into deep thinking on what IOCE’s Role and Value Added should be and would like to share the following:

· The Executive believes that IOCE leadership is an issue, and what that leadership looks like or exists as is an issue for discussion.
· Some Board members believe this may be an important topic of the IOCE AGM, as it was last year.
· The IOCE needs to consider its role and the practicalities relating to what we need to do to be more visible and seen as a useful contributor in all parts of the world, especially given the changing external environment (e.g., better methods of communication, improved training courses).
· The IOCE has a unique role and adds value because it has information about global associations and the capacity to link evaluators in developing countries.
· The IOCE is a partnership of organizational members.  As such we need to consider the value added to those organizational members by having a hub organization that (in ways we need to be more conscious of) serves to provide a “UN-type” cooperative role. 
· The core question of IOCE's value-added requires that we question the very rationale of IOCE's existence. While there is a whole range of initiatives promoting knowledge and practice of evaluation especially at (sub)national, (sub)regional and continental levels, IOCE is THE GLOBAL NETWORK that works with and through evaluation associations, societies and networks to strengthen their contribution to good governance and decision making. Hence, IOCE's value-added should be based on and pitched at the entry-point/core strategy with evaluation networks. 
· IOCE could play an assertive linking role between Evaluation Capacity Development (ECD) actors, emerging evaluation networks, established evaluation associations, multilateral, bilateral and UN agencies (e.g. OECD/DAC and NONIE), and also foundations and other donors. 
· Clarity is required on what IOCE is obligated/mandated to do. Given the IOCE mandate, current (or potential) resources, and the nature of the external environment, how best can the IOCE add/create value for the international evaluation community? 
· One Board member asked If IOCE ceased to exist whether or not its role could be taken over by one of the large, well-established national evaluation associations with generous resources, such as AEA?  If so, how would other associations/societies feel?  The ‘political’ implications point to the value of having a neutral “UN-type” hub to promote over-all cooperation among (if not actual coordination of) the global evaluation community.

· As another Board member said, the value-added can be described in three ways:  the effectiveness of the Board, the operationalization of IOCE workplans and the perceived and real value of IOCE. Indeed, discussion at last year’s (2009) AGM confirmed that IOCE does play a unique role, as the only organization representing regional and national evaluation organizations around the world, and that this is a valuable role.
· Finally, Board members feel that the IOCE Board and IOCE members need to have a common vision and goal with respect to IOCE’s role and function in order to make others believe and consider IOCE as an organization that has merit and value.
C.2.
Resourcing issues 

· IOCE's resourcing limitations were raised by several Board members, in terms of the IOCE Board's workload, the currently limited role of paid support staff.
 
· Board members believe that donors are more likely to give scholarships and other forms of financial aid directly to individuals and national associations than they are to give through IOCE.  It may be unrealistic for us to aspire for IOCE to be a channel for such funding.  However, we can and should continue to be a broker and advocate on behalf of our colleagues.

· In our case the IOCE Board not only defines the strategy, policy, etc., but takes responsibility for the strategy implementation (or at least tries to take this responsibility). If we want to activate all the functions/roles/responsibilities or activities in our work plan it will take more time and dedication by more people (e.g. voluntary human resources).
· The question is do we, as busy individuals, have time to do more?  The consensus of the Board appears to be “no”. The individuals on the Board are very active professionals and it takes time to run an organization.  It may be unrealistic to expect much more from volunteers.
· In more than six years of IOCE existence, its effectiveness (and perhaps even its purpose and, value-added) is still questioned by some of its members, other individuals and even some of its Board members.

C.3.
Possible options for moving forward 

· Board members suggested the following options:

i. Try harder (or get more focused);

ii. Obtain additional financial and human resources (if so, how and from where?);

iii. Encourage involvement by a wider pool of volunteers, in addition to those serving on the IOCE board

iv. One Board member suggested that perhaps establishing a small staff of two or three people would make the organization “real and active” as an easy solution to the identity problem IOCE appears to have. [See previous footnote regarding the role of TWG.]

v. Ask the hard question – Is it really possible for IOCE to make a significant contribution?  If so, what changes would need to be made? And, if not, consider either merging with some other association, getting someone else to pick up what we believe are our key resources and comparative advantages (e.g., directory of evaluation associations, occasional support to newly emerging groups, sharing information related to evaluation network building, operations and management, co-editing of publications on carefully selected evaluation themes, etc.), or even just shut down.
vi. The question that would remain, in the minds of those who established IOCE and those who still believe that there needs to be some entity that provides a global perspective on organizations of professional evaluators, is “What would replace IOCE?”  Or, “How can IOCE more effectively play the roles that were envisioned for it to play?”
D.
Operational activities

D.1.
Maintaining an up-to-date database on IOCE members and evaluation organizations

Work in progress: We have set up a more systematic process of updating contact information for evaluation organizations, and we are constantly adding to the list (accessible on the www.IOCE.net website). Jim Rugh is in charge of keeping up with the evaluation networks and associations as well as maintaining the website information. The latest count is a total of 110 national, regional and international associations/ societies/ networks of professional evaluators. Jim also developed a survey form to provide a profile of basic information about these groups.  Thirty-three such profiles have been submitted and are available on the website.

Challenges: Contact information for the individuals responsible for these organizations is constantly changing.  We rely on our networks of known contacts to keep us informed when new groups are formed or leadership changes.  Some of the groups on our list are nascent, or even dormant.  One of the goals of IOCE is not only to identify what groups are out there, but to do whatever we can to strengthen them. We rely on regional and other international organizations and committed evaluation colleagues to do most of such strengthening and capacity building, through partnerships, training opportunities and other means. 

D.2.
The EvaLeaders Forum

IOCE launched the EvaLeaders Discussion Forum in December 2007. Unfortunately during the past two years, other than serving as the e-mail discussion phase of the AGM, the Forum has not been as actively used as is could be, despite several attempts to make it more active. 

We still believe the EvaLeaders forum is the way to go to overcome some of the communication issues being faced: involve our members in a more interactive way, be closer and more useful to our members and the wider evaluation community targeted by the IOCE mandate, and build a vibrant and truly international community of evaluators. We believe that IOCE’s future lies in part with the success of this forum, and this was the reason why it was agreed, among Board members, to invite other leaders in the international evaluation community, including past IOCE Board members, to participate in this year’s AGM, the webinar and subsequent participation in the EvaLeaders listserv on YahooGroups. In the invitation that went out, it was clearly stated that the aim is to engage AGM participants to be more active in EvaLeaders, beyond and above the time and topics of the AGM itself.  In many ways the IOCE Board relies on the members of the EvaLeaders listserv to serve as our Advisory Committee, not only during the AGM but, hopefully, throughout the year.
D.3.
IOCE participation at important evaluation network events and inititiatives
D.3.1. Member organizations

There has been increasing collaboration with national and regional partner organizations to plan and hold events and activities

In conjunction with their attendance at their association’s conferences, IOCE Board members have made presentations, held discussions, organized conference sessions, or undertaken related activities to explain IOCE’s goals and activities to member societies and associations and to receive feedback from them. 

This year, these meetings included, among others:

· The 2010 CES evaluation conference in Victoria, BC, in May.  Frankie and Jim organized a panel session to discuss collaboration with the international evaluation community.
· President Oumou was invited to chair a panel at the first Benin Evaluation Conference on June 14 - 16, 2010 in Cotonou. The theme was “Evaluation des Politques Publiques: Enjeux et Défis pour le Benin” / “Public Policies Evaluation: Stakes and Challenges for Benin” 
· ReLAC organised its third conference on 26-30 July in San José, Costa Rica.
· IOCE organised sponsored sessions during the 9th European Evaluation Society (EES) annual conference held in Prague October 6-8.  That conference also provided the opportunity for the annual face-to-face meeting of the IOCE Board

· The 2010 AEA evaluation conference, held in San Antonio, Texas, on November 10-14: this year's Presidential Theme was Evaluation Quality.
Upcoming events of particular pertinence to IOCE
· NONIE meeting next March in Paris

· SLEvA conference in June 2011 – to which President Soma has invited IOCE Board members 
· And, of course, the annual meetings of many evaluation associations/societies.  We hope that there will be IOCE presence at most if not all of them.
D.3.2. Other networks events

Board members have been maintaining contacts, consulted with or held meetings with other evaluation groups and networks that are not currently IOCE members but are interested in learning more about its work and would like to understand better what is the value for them to be part of IOCE: 

· UNICEF, IOCE and DevInfo, in partnership with UNDP, WFP and UNIFEM, organized a series of live webinars on “Developing capacities for country M&E systems” from June 2010 – September 2011. Authors of the newly published book "From policies to results. Developing national capacities for country M&E systems" are invited in different sessions to present and discuss their contributions with participants online (see IOCE website).

· Burt Perrin represented IOCE at the Malaysian Evaluation Society’s (MES) international conference in March-April 2010.  It also included a workshop on networking of evaluation organisations that included representatives from a number of Asian and African countries, as well as from other parts of the world.
· The Evaluation Conclave was organised by the South Asian Community of Evaluators 25-28 October in New Delhi, India, on the theme “Making Evaluation Matter”, with the active participation of Jim Rugh and Soma de Silva, among others.

D.3.3. IOCE participation in NONIE 

NONIE is the Network of Networks for Impact Evaluation comprised of four sets of networks: 1) the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) Evaluation Network; 2) the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG); 3) the Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG) of the World Bank and other multilateral development banks; and 4) the International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE), representing evaluation professionals, especially those in developing countries. NONIE was formed to promote quality impact evaluation, and is considered as part of the international consensus on the “Results” agenda. 

At the 3ie-AfrEA Conference in Cairo in March 2009, discussions took place on how to design the network for its new phase, as members were facing organisational and budgetary constraints. The Chair, Nick York (DfID, also head of the OECD/DAC Evaluation Network) engaged a consultation amongst members to define their views on the next phase of NONIE. IOCE coordinated the response of the 4th network, responses were compiled and submitted by the IOCE President on 30 April 2009.

Our intention was to follow on the reflection we have engaged earlier to (i) better involve evaluation leaders and key resource persons to increase our understanding of the true status of Impact Evaluation (IE) experience in the developing world, (ii) to improve information and knowledge sharing among the 4th network members and towards our constituencies, and to (iii) reflect on how to increase the value of our participation to NONIE and the IE agenda in general.

The IOCE Board discussed how to pursue this agenda given the new situation of the network after the publishing of the NONIE guidance paper on Impact Evaluation and how IOCE’s views were represented (or not) in the paper that several members did not find to be accurate, or at least overly focused on one particular methodology.

There was agreement that IOCE must be constructive in its criticism and take a leadership role in identifying what the term impact evaluation means for the international evaluation community, and produce and disseminate complementary or even alternative guidance.  

There was also agreement that IOCE’s views should be represented in the document because it is a partner at the NONIE table, as reminded in IOCE response to the draft NONIE guidance on IE.
IOCE has a clear role to play here as a network of organizations and individuals that truly understand and use evaluation. We know that there are multiple approaches to evaluation and the choice of approach depends on a number of factors.

The Board agreed that the IOCE membership must be engaged in the follow up of the NONIE guidelines, and suggestions were made to prepare papers and publish articles in upcoming newsletters in place of the response that was planned with the help of an outside evaluation expert (Patricia Rogers).
D.3.4. IOCE collaboration with UNICEF 
· The MyMandE initiative.  Thanks to the leadership of Marco Segone, an impressive and comprehensive web portal was set up (see www.mymande.org). It now serves as a very useful “go to” central hub for information about international evaluation, webinars, etc.

· The UNICEF Publication series, in addition to the published books, has been featured in a continuing series of publically accessible webinars led by authors of chapters of the books.  Recordings of those webinars are accessible on the MyMandE website.
D.4.
Publications on IOCE history 

As recommended by the Board, it is expected that all outgoing board members write their “memories of IOCE” as pioneered by Ross Conner, IOCE Past President and Special Advisor, when he left in 2008. This was seen as a way to enable us to reflect further on how to make the most out of IOCE, from its “recent history”. From our interactions with former IOCE Board members we realize that we are still learning about the context and the ideal of IOCE in its early days, which is a confirmation that such memories offer great values to our community. 

Ross’ document titled “Facilitating Evaluation around the World” was finalised on 25 February 2009. It was widely circulated and is accessible on the IOCE website www.IOCE.net . We look forward to similar witnesses from all outgoing Officials.

D.5.
IOCE Engagement with OECD/DAC/EvalNet
The Evaluation Network of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC/EvalNet) is highly influential in setting the parameters in many respects for how evaluation around the world, and particularly with respect to development, is to be carried out. It has issued many influential publications, such as an evaluation thesaurus, very recently Evaluation Quality Standards, Quality Standards for Development Evaluation, definitions of key evaluation terms and many others. 

Very recently, the DAC Evaluation Network has expressed interest in co-operating and strengthening exchange of information with IOCE. The details will need to be worked out, most likely over the course of 2011. At a minimum, this is likely to result in better sharing of information and exchange. IOCE might also be invited to participate in specific meetings or workshops of the EvalNet, where topics of mutual interest will be addressed. There may be other ways in which IOCE could contribute or feed into the work of EvalNet, and facilitate contact as applicable with developing country and regional associations.

This liaison has the potential to represent a “win-win” arrangement. From the perspective of EvalNet, this can provide an opportunity for one-window contact with all evaluation societies and networks worldwide and represent a vehicle to aid in awareness and dissemination of EvalNet's products and ideas. From the perspective of IOCE and the worldwide evaluation community, such an arrangement can provide an opportunity, at a minimum, for greater awareness of the activities of the DAC Evaluation Network along with emerging developments, and perhaps a means to identify where it may be appropriate for greater collaboration in the future.

Again, the details will need to be worked out, and most likely collaboration will start slowly. Yet this represents one way in which IOCE can provide value-added to the worldwide evaluation community. 
D.6.
IOCE Task Force on the Professionalization of Evaluation 
Jean Serge Quesnel has volunteered to lead a task force that will produce an inventory of initiatives being conducted by various evaluation associations and organizations to provide professional standards and criteria for credentialing evaluators.  The initial ToR for this undertaking summarizes its purpose as follows:

The purpose is to examine the present situation worldwide concerning processes supporting the professionalization of evaluation. At the end of the task, there will be a baseline describing the situation of evaluation in 2011, covering the following elements:

A. Missions and roles defined by evaluation associations and networks

B. Evaluation policies

C. Evaluation norms 

D. Evaluation standards 

E. Code of ethics for evaluators

F. Competencies profiles for evaluators

G. Professional recognition initiatives.

The Task Force will do a tally of existing material covering the above mentioned elements. It will also survey the on-going initiatives aiming at improving and adapting these elements.  

The findings will be disseminated to the evaluation community and made available on the IOCE website, and updated as such initiatives continue to evolve.
III. Summary Financial Report

The detailed 2010 IOCE financial report (in pdf format) will be presented separately. 
In brief, a total of CN$16,703.26 ($16,899.51 last year) has been received from membership dues (including US$5,000.00 from UNICEF) through December 10, 2010. Expenses have totalled (CN$ 8,827.68) (compared to $9.438,15 last year) (mostly for management and administration), for a net gain in revenues of CN$7,875.58.  Adding the CN$19,015.70 carried over from 2009, there is currently a net balance of CN$26,891.28  in the accounts held by The Willow Group on behalf of IOCE. (These figures are Canadian Dollar equivalents.) Additional IOCE financial statements are available from Treasurer Jim Rugh for those interested in more details.
Conclusions

The Board has considered the operational realities of IOCE: It is largely a virtual organization dependent on the internet for communication and collaborative work, has a small number of volunteer Board members who undertake most of the organization’s activities, and operates on a very minimal budget. 

Nevertheless we are aware of the important purpose for which IOCE was formed, and proud of the very dynamic, growing and vital network of international evaluation organizations that we are a part of.

Appendix: List of organizations that submitted membership dues to IOCE in 2010

	Organization
	Canadian Dollar equivalent

	African Evaluation Association(AfrEA)
	$435.13

	American Evaluation Association (AEA)
	$3,300.00

	Australasian Evaluation Society (AES)
	$2,105.00

	Bangladesh M&E Network (PDMEN)
	$63.27

	Brazilian Evaluation Society (Agência Brasileira de Avaliação)
	$37.95

	Canadian Evaluation Society (CES)
	$1,125.00

	Development Evaluation Society of India (DESI) (2010 + 2011)
	$1,265.10

	European Evaluation Society (EES)
	$2,040.26

	International Program Evaluation Network (IPEN) (former Soviet Union)
	$253.02

	Pakistan Evaluation Network (PEN)
	$37.95

	ReLAC (Red de Seguimiento, Evaluacion y Sistematización en America Latina y el Caribe)
	$540.00

	Society for Monitoring and Evaluation of Nigeria (SMEAN)
	$165.00

	Sri Lanka Evaluation Association (SLEvA)
	$45.58

	UNICEF (institutional sponsor)
	$4,990.00

	Govt. of Canada Ministry of Finance – HST Transition Support
	$300.00

	Total receipts
	$16,703.26


� As stated in the report “Facilitating Evaluation Around the World” prepared by Ross Conner, past IOCE President, IOCE members are grouped into regional categories, to reflect regional diversity in its governance. Previous boards have defined the IOCE regions as follows: Africa, Asia, Australasia, Central-South America, Europe, and North America. From the same report, we can read “The Board of Trustees is composed of 11 people from these categories: two from Africa, two from Asia, one from Australasia, two from Central-South America, two from Europe and two from North America”.


� The IOCE pays CND 7,000/year to The Willow Group (the CES’ secretariat) to also serve as IOCE secretariat.


� Added note by Oumoul (paraphrased): Though we might not doubt the over-all purpose of IOCE, we need to acknowledge the multiple questions many of us have heard from colleagues, and mobilize all efforts to offer valuable answers. The question of value is, after all, at the core of our business as evaluators, and it may well be that those who question the existence of IOCE do not share the same values as those who still believe that there is a legitimate purpose for IOCE. But it may also be that what they actually question is the “effectiveness” of the organization in carrying out a program of action capable of leading to the expected outcomes/results.  Hence the pertinence of our “three-sided question” above.
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