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A. Evaluation summary 
 

1. Pilot implementation  

 The VEPR (Voluntary Evaluator Peer Review) model for evaluation professional 
development and accountability was piloted by an EES Working Group (WG) between 
January 2015 and August 2017, under the umbrella of the EES Thematic Working Group-
Professionalisation. 

 From early 2015 to late 2016 the WG developed comprehensive detailed VEPR review 
structures, systems and processes, including review standards and a reviewer training 
programme. 

 All EES members were invited to participate in the pilot as volunteers. Fifty-one people 
sought further information about the pilot, and 15 made review applications. 

 All participating reviewers and completed reviewees were invited to respond to an 
evaluation feedback form; all except one reviewee completed the evaluation forms. The 
evaluation data were analysed independently by an experienced evaluator who had not had 
any other role in the pilot. 

 

2. Pilot outcomes 

 Thirteen EES members from diverse nations and cultures, and representing a range of 
evaluation roles, successfully completed a ‘satisfactory’  VEPR review, each with the support 
of two peer reviewers from a ‘pool’ of eight trained VEPR reviewers. 

 Evaluation ratings on 19 key process and outcomes parameters indicated very high levels of 
reviewee satisfaction with most aspects of the VEPR model and processes. Average 
reviewee rating of ‘overall satisfaction’ with their VEPR review was 4.8, where 5=’highly 
satisfied’.  

 All reviewees identified multiple benefits of practical value to them from their review, as 
well as a range of specified intended changes to improve their evaluation practice through 
ongoing capabilities development, as set out in a personalised professional development 
plan.  

 Based on the review benefits, all reviewees would definitely (75%) or probably (25%) pay a 
fee of 75 euros for such a review once every three years. 

 Reviewers also identified benefits to them of undertaking the reviewer role. All pilot 
reviewers were willing to undertake the reviewer role gratis in a future VEPR service for 
EES members. 

 Reviewees and reviewers suggested some minor improvements in relation to the 
application, portfolio development and reporting processes and guidelines; many of these 
have already been implemented as the pilot progressed developmentally. No improvements 
were suggested to the VEPR model. 

 A feasibility analysis demonstrates that the VEPR could be established effectively, both 
logistically and financially, as a regular EES member service. 

 

3. Conclusions 

 The evaluation data demonstrate that the VEPR pilot and its outcomes met each of the VEPR 
objectives and the pilot objectives.  

 The evaluation findings strongly support the establishment of the VEPR as a regular EES 
service to members. 
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B. Background 
The VEPR (Voluntary Evaluator Peer Review) model for evaluation professional development 
and accountability was piloted by an EES Working Group (WG) between January 2015 and 
August 2017, under the umbrella of the EES Thematic Working Group-Professionalisation.  
 

1. VEPR objectives, model and processes 

VEPR goals 

The key goals of the VEPR are to facilitate improved evaluation practice through: 
 

1. The development of a practice and habit of self-reflection amongst evaluators, through a 
supportive, voluntary (non-mandatory), self- and peer-review process 

2. The development by the reviewee of a personalised professional development plan, 
focusing on self-selected capabilities for strengthening 

3. The participation by evaluation practitioners in supporting peer review as a vehicle for 
professional development 

4. The discussion of quality and ethical practice in evaluation 
5. The promotion of evaluator accountability to the profession through peer review 
6. A professional endorsement system that evaluation practitioners, 

commissioners/purchasers and others may use as an indicator of the maintenance of 
professional standards and accountability by individual practitioners 

7. The identification of common gaps in practitioner capabilities, as indicated in the review 
topics (skills gaps) identified by reviewees, to inform the professional body of priority 
areas for member support and professional development. 

 

VEPR model 

The VEPR is designed to follow the process outlined in the diagram below. 
 

 
 

Key principles 

The EES VEPR is supported by a Charter of Principles developed by the Joint Steering Group. 
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VEPR structures and processes 

A VEPR review has the following key features: 
 

 Participation is voluntary and available to any paid-up EES member 

 A review involves: 
 The reviewee selecting two areas of evaluation skill or capability that they wish to 

strengthen and compiling a ‘portfolio’ that describes those selections in detail 
 The reviewee nominating two reviewers from the reviewer ‘pool’, one of whom is 

invited to be a reviewer, provided no conflict of interest; the other reviewer is selected 
by the VEPR Coordinator; reviewers are confirmed once the reviewee has agreed to 
both selections 

 A ‘to and fro’ via email where a ‘Lead Reviewer’ (LR; normally the person more 
experienced with VEPR reviews) and a ‘2nd reviewer’ (2R) provide questions and 
comments on the reviewee’s portfolio topics, for critical reflection; the LR may invite 
the reviewee to revise their portfolio in response to the reviewers’ written comments 

 A 90 minute discussion, chaired by the LR and involving both reviewers equally, which 
applies a quasi-mentoring medium; normally this occurs by Skype or similar, at a time 
well suited to the reviewee 

 The production of a draft review report by the reviewee, outlining (i) what they have 
learned from the review and (ii) a proposed professional development plan that 
identifies specific actions and skills that they intend to develop 

 Input into that report from the two reviewers, until all three parties are satisfied with 
the report 

 Advice to the VEPR Coordinator that the reviewee has completed a ‘satisfactory’ review 
 Recommendation to the VEPR Committee that the reviewee’s achievements and details 

be listed in the VEPR ‘Index” on the EES website 
 Listing of review completion on the VEPR webpage, including the reviewee’s name, 

location and contact details, and, at the reviewee’s option, their review report.1 

                                                             
1 The VEPR model makes provision for a circumstance where the three parties cannot agree that the review and 
report have achieved the VEPR goals; however that situation did not arise in the EES VEPR pilot. 
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2. Piloting the VEPR model 

Pilot operational structures 

In 2014 the EES Board authorised a pilot of the VEPR model with EES members. A WG was 
established, chaired by Pam Oliver2 (New Zealand) and comprising four other core members – 
Weronika Felcis (Poland/Latvia); Aida El-Khoury de Paula (Spain); Carlos Rodriguez Ariza 
(Spain/Ethiopia); and Maria Gutknecht-Gmeiner (Austria). Maria left the WG after 
approximately 6 months, and Riitta Oksanen (Finland) joined the WG in 2016, also acting as a 
liaison person with the EES Board. 
 
Initially the VEPR pilot included a UKES team working together with the EES WG; however 
these two groups agreed to proceed separately after approximately one year due to emerging 
differences in how the VEPR model needed to be tailored to differences between the 
memberships of the two societies. 
 
At the outset of the joint EES/UKES pilot, a Joint Steering Group was established as a quasi-
governance body, comprising Ian Davies, Bob Picciotto, Helen Simons and Elizabeth Robin. This 
group was disbanded after it became apparent that the EES and UKES pilots would proceed 
independently. The EES VEPR WG continued to include Bob Picciotto in its reporting, in his role 
as Chair of the Thematic Working Group – Professionalisation. Bob was also co-opted onto the 
VEPR WG temporarily during Phase 3, as he took on a VEPR reviewer role. 
 
Part way through the pilot, a webpage was established on the EES website to: 
 

 Make VEPR concept and pilot systems materials publicly available to interested EES 
members and other 

 Promote the pilot 

 Provide a platform for the VEPR “Index” of completed reviews, with reviewees’ contact 
details and (optionally) their VEPR reports. 

 

Pilot objectives 

The objectives of the pilot were to: 
 

 Establish structures and systems sufficient to test the feasibility, relevance and effectiveness 
of the VEPR model as conceptualised 

 Test the feasibility, relevance and effectiveness of the VEPR model within the context of the 
EES membership 

 Report on the feasibility, relevance and effectiveness of the VEPR model as piloted and make 
recommendations to the EES Board as to its suitability as a regular EES member service. 

 

Pilot phases 

The EES VEPR pilot has comprised four main phases: 
 

Phase 1: Establishing the WG, and developing VEPR structures, systems, roles, tasks and 
documentation for the pilot, including WG processes. This phase included the development of a 
VEPR Reviewer Training Module, which was also piloted. 
Phase 2: A ‘pre-pilot’ phase, where WG members trialled the draft VEPR systems by having 
each WG member act as both reviewee and reviewer; adjustments were made to those systems 
following this phase (see Appendix 1).  

                                                             
2 Pam first conceptualised and developed the ‘VEPR’ model in New Zealand in 2010. 
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Phase 3: A pilot of the VEPR model, involving EES members as volunteer reviewees and 
members of the WG and former Steering Group as reviewers. For the purposes of the current 
pilot, the VEPR was available only in English. 
Phase 4: An internal evaluation of Phase 3. 
 
All systems documents are available from the VEPR Pilot Coordinator on request. 
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C. The pilot evaluation 
 

1. Evaluation method 

This internal evaluation of the pilot has comprised the following data collection: 
 

Reviewee and reviewer feedback 

 Evaluation feedback forms (Appendix 2) were sent by the VEPR Pilot Coordinator 
respectively to (i) all people who completed a VEPR review (n=133), and (ii) all VEPR 
reviewers taking part in the pilot. 

 The feedback requested comprised: 
 Ratings of satisfaction (scale of 1-5) with key VEPR systems and outcomes; satisfaction 

ratings have been averaged for reporting. 
 Respondents’ open comments on benefits, enablers, suggested improvements, and any 

other comments that respondents wished to make; data were analysed using thematic 
analysis and the main themes summarised in this report. 

 To ensure confidentiality, feedback was sent directly to independent evaluator Kellie Spee 
(New Zealand), who had no other involvement with the VEPR pilot or development of the 
VEPR model. She undertook an analysis of the reviewee and reviewer data and provided 
that to the VEPR WG. 

 Feedback forms were received from all reviewers and all except one reviewee. 

 The feedback forms were anonymised and sent to the WG. 
 

Additional data 

Additional information in this report comprises: 
 

 Input from Pam Oliver as the Pilot Coordinator in relation to the Coordinator role and VEPR 
systems 

 Comments on the VEPR systems and processes made by pilot reviewees in their review 
reports 

 Feedback from all WG participants in the ‘pre-pilot’, collected through an evaluative 
workshop of that phase, including perceived reviewee and reviewer benefits, enablers and 
areas for improvement, and feedback on the reviewer training undertaken at that stage.  
Some modifications were made to the VEPR pilot documents at that point, prior to piloting 
the VEPR with EES members, while other ideas for potential improvements to the VEPR 
systems were held back until after that phase and are included in this report. 

 
This evaluation has excluded data in the following areas: 
 

 Feedback from WG members on Phases 1 and 2 of the pilot. The WG in fact used an iterative 
evaluative process throughout the planning and development phase, as systems, including 
the WG’s own operations and processes, were fine-tuned and modified as needed. None of 
the WG members identified a need to evaluate the WG processes as such within the pilot 
evaluation (although one member did identify this as potentially useful in their reviewer 
feedback). 

 It was decided not to invite feedback from either (i) the two people who made a review 
application but did not then pursue that application, as they did not progress to submitting a 
VEPR ‘portfolio’, or (ii) the one person who trained as a reviewer but did not ultimately 

                                                             
3 Reviewee feedback was not obtained at this stage from the WG members who undertook a VEPR review as 
reviewees in the ‘pre-pilot’ phase, because that feedback had been obtained in the pre-pilot and used to modify 
aspects of the VEPR processes for the pilot with EES member volunteers. 
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undertake that role (verbal feedback on the reviewer training was obtained from that 
person instead). 

 

2. Evaluation reporting formats 

For efficiency, the following reporting formats have been used: 
 

 Satisfaction and benefits are reported separately for reviewees and reviewers. 

 Factors facilitating effective reviews with positive outcomes are aggregated from reviewee 
and reviewer feedback, because they were similar across both groups. 

 Likewise, suggestions for improvements to VEPR review processes have been aggregated to 
include reviewee, reviewer and Pilot Coordinator data. Note: this information is provided in 
summary form, and greater detail is available for the purposes of refining the piloted VEPR 
systems (e.g. detailed suggestions for refinement of the application form and other 
guidelines documents). 

 Suggestions for improvements to reviewer training include feedback from both reviewers 
and the Pilot Coordinator. 

 The data generally are presented in tabular and dotpoint formats, supported by verbatim 
quotes. 

 All data are anonymised other than some information provided by the Pilot Coordinator in 
relation to that role. 
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D. Evaluation results 
 

1. Pilot participant attributes 

 

Reviewees4 

N = 13 completed reviews 
Age: Range 27 to mid-50s 
Sex: F=8; M=5 
Nationality: West and East European; African; Middle East; UK; US; Scandinavian 
Location: West and East Europe; Africa; Middle East; UK; US; Scandinavia 
Current evaluation role/s: Evaluation providers, managers and commissioners.  
Recruitment: All EES members were invited by email to register their interest in taking 
part as a reviewee by responding to the VEPR Pilot Coordinator. Fifty-one people 
responded to request information and 34 expressed interest in undertaking a review; 
ultimately 15 people completed a review application and 13 of those completed a review. 
Two people withdrew before completion, one due to competing priorities and one due to 
a conflict of interest. 
 

Reviewers 

N = 8 
Age: Range 30-80 
Sex: F=4; M=4 
Nationality: West and East Europe; UK; NZ 
Location: As above 
Current evaluation role/s: Mix of providers, commissioners, educators, and multiple roles 
Recruitment: All WG members (n=5) and three SG members agreed to undertake the 
reviewer role for the purposes of the pilot. Ultimately six of these people undertook the 
reviewer role, and four of them undertook the LR role. Two of the pilot reviewees 
subsequently proceeded to become reviewers for the purposes of the pilot, undertaking 
the VEPR reviewer training and three reviews between them as a 2nd reviewer. 
Training: All except two of the reviewers undertook reviewer training. 
 

Pilot Coordinator 

Pam Oliver undertook the role of Pilot Coordinator throughout all pilot phases. In this 
dual role she coordinated both (i) the planning and development aspects of the pilot and 
(ii) the role of coordinating the pilot reviews, including communications with reviewers 
and volunteer reviewees. She was supported in the coordination role from time to time by 
other Working Group members, in particular Weronika Felcis and Aida El-Khoury de 
Paula. 
 

 

                                                             
4 Excluding the ‘pre-pilot’ reviews undergone by WG members. 
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2. Reviewee data 

 

Reviewee satisfaction 

1=totally dissatisfied to 5=totally satisfied 
 

Parameter  Average 
rating  

1. Application information 4.6 
2. Coordinator communications 5.0 
3. Application form and process 4.5 
4. Portfolio development – process and requirements 4.4 
5. Guidelines documents 4.4 
6. Website accessibility 4.1 
7. Lead Reviewer communications 5.0 
8. Information about reviewers (CVs) 4.5 
9. Reviewer selection process 4.5 
10. Suitability of reviewer allocation 4.6 
11. Reviewer conduct 4.8 
12. Review meeting medium (e.g. Skype/phone) 4.8 
13. Review meeting – structure, process and content 4.9 
14. Timing of the review meeting 4.9 
15. Scheduling of portfolio development, review meeting and reporting 4.9 
16. Report format and requirements 4.4 
17. Reviewer input into the report 5.0 
18. Level of support from the reviewers 4.9 
19. Overall satisfaction with your VEPR review 4.8 

 
Summary 

 Ratings indicate very high levels of satisfaction with most aspects of the VEPR model and 
processes. 

 Reviews typically took 8-10 weeks and moved at the pace of the reviewee. 

 Reviewees suggested some minor improvements in relation to the application, portfolio 
development and reporting processes and guidelines (see below). 
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Benefits for reviewees  

What did you learn or gain from the VEPR processes?  
 

Most common gains and benefits 

 Recognising the value of systematic critical self-reflection - being required, through the 
VEPR model and processes, to examine one’s evaluation practice strengths and 
weaknesses against a framework of core evaluation capabilities parameters 

 Identifying one’s evaluation skills weaknesses in addition to those nominated for the 
review 

 Becoming aware of the multifaceted nature of and links amongst various evaluation 
capabilities 

 Identifying, through the review interactions (‘paper’ and discussion), a process for 
reviewing one’s evaluation capabilities and shortcomings 

 Becoming aware of the EES Capabilities Framework, and some ways in which it might be 
used in one’s work 

 The opportunity to discuss one’s practice with senior evaluation practitioners 

 Becoming aware that one’s practice issues are common amongst other practitioners 

 Increased confidence and optimism to explore ways to address practice issues 

 Identifying solutions to sometimes longstanding practice problems 

 Development of a viable, personalised, concrete professional development plan, including 
specified actions for change that will make reviewee’s practice more effective and build 
capability 

 Learning to problem-solve more creatively 

 Recognising that senior evaluation practitioners are approachable for support 

 Awareness of the lack of relevant, affordable professional development opportunities for 
practitioners 

 Recognising the importance of collegial support in problem-solving practice issues, 
including ethical issues 

 New professional relationships 

 Increased professional visibility through the VEPR Index for completed reviews. 

 

“Participation in VEPR and application process ‘forced’ me for the first time to carefully review the 
EES capability framework. That was a good reason to do a self-assessment.”5 
 
“Already with the application a reflexive process started…” 
 
“Good to know the problems are alike though we live in different countries.” 
 
“Saw how different others approach the same issues… leading me to re-assess some of my 
professional habits.” 
 
“… helped me to realize some ‘blind spots’!” 
 
“I took stock of the actions I had undertook up to that moment and realised I do not really have a 
strategy to tackle things.” 
 
“The review meeting was well structured and very inspirational. I left it with a lot of positive 

                                                             
5 Verbatim quotes have been selected to reflect common comments and are provided with original grammar, spelling 
and author emphasis. 
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energy.” 
 
“Gaining potentially more ‘visibility’ by being listed on the EES website as having undergone this 
process. … Could be valuable to clarify this further… What is the status?” 
 
“The meeting changed the perspective on the topics proposed by me… from pure methodological 
subjects to the subject of ‘evaluation use’. I much appreciated this new angle…” 
 
“I particularly appreciated the different views of the two evaluators on the same topic. I received 
confirmation and was challenged at the same time…” 

 
 
“That [the report] was when things came together nicely - I went through what we had discussed 
and decided what of it to take on board.” 
 
“The report writing process was emotionally difficult as it required to be very honest and critical 
against myself.” 
 
“I particularly appreciated the feed-back round on the first version of the report. I received more 
questions, which facilitated more reflection from my side.” 

 

What reviewees will do differently in their evaluation practice as a result of the VEPR 
review 

 Commit to making time for regular self-reflection 

 Seek formal or informal mentoring 

 Discuss practice issues more with trusted colleagues, rather than trying to solve them 
alone 

 Make one or more specific changes to their current evaluation practices or contexts to 
address the issues focused on in the review 

 
“See report. A LOT of action items both major and minor.” 
 
“Take more opportunities to discuss issues … with peers.” 
 
“I have gained further insights into how very essential it is to work strategically and in close 
collaboration with others.” 
 
“I have taken some actions related to the work of our VOPE.” 
 
“Get on the board of the [national] Evaluation Society.” 

 

What was the greatest value of the VEPR review for you? 

 Understanding the importance of regular critical self-reflection, supported by effective 
mentoring 

 Setting a personalised professional development pathway 

 Developing some specific actions to address immediate practice issues 

 A sense of relief at having identified both solutions to current issues and a process for 
problem-solving. 

 
“Looking from a different perspective at problems I have been dealing with for quite a while. It 
was extremely helpful to discuss these with experts from another context .. to learn that things can 
be done differently.” 
 
“The necessity for deep critical self-reflection. The process forced me to reassess my identity as 
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evaluator and to rethink whether it is the right choice for me.” 
 
“I would say the whole is more than the sum of the parts – (confidential) scrutiny by more 
experienced professionals, actual ideas provided, inspiration to more clearly articulate stances & 
practices, catharsis, added confidence.” 
 

Are reviewees willing to pay an administration fee of 75 euros6 for a VEPR review (e.g. 
every 3 years7)? 

Yes = 9 
Maybe = 3 
 

“Yes! Definitely! … Given the value of the service, it is a modest fee… [even for] members who are 
not getting such cost covered from an employer.” 

 
Summary 

 All reviewees had developed a personalised professional development plan that (i) 
focused on their nominated topics and related issues, and (ii) identified not only some 
specific actions to address their issues but also (iii) specific skills that they needed to 
develop in order to undertake those actions for change. 

 All reviewees had recognised the importance to good practice of regular critical self-
reflection together with mentoring. 

 A common outcome was increased confidence and a sense of purpose to make changes to 
reviewees’ evaluation practice. 

 
 
 

                                                             
6 The figure of 75 euros was based on a ‘ballpark’ estimate calculated by the VEPR Pilot Coordinator to represent 
approximate Coordinator hours plus administration costs per review (assuming reviewer time provided gratis). 
7 Three years was the VEPR ‘renewal’ term recommended by the WG when designing VEPR structures and systems – 
see Appendix A. 
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3. Reviewer data 

 

Reviewer satisfaction 

1=totally dissatisfied to 5=totally satisfied 
 

Parameter Average 
rating 

1. Reviewer application information 4.7 
2. Coordinator communications 4.6 
3. Reviewer application form and process 4.4 
4. Reviewer training – content  4.3 
5. Reviewer training – processes 4.3 
6. Review guidelines documents 4.4 
7. Lead Reviewer communications 4.4 
8. Sufficiency of information about the other reviewers (CVs) 3.8 
9. Reviewer selection process 3.8 
10. Suitability of reviewer allocation to reviewee 4.6 
11. Review meeting medium (e.g. Skype/phone) 4.1 
12. Timing of the review meeting 4.4 
13. Review meeting – structure and process  4.1 
14. Pace of the review, from start to finish 4.0 
15. Report format and requirements 4.1 
16. Reviewer input into the report 4.1 
17. Level of compatibility with the other reviewer, for the purposes of 

the review 
4.1 

18. Overall satisfaction with your VEPR reviews 4.0 
 
Summary 

 Ratings generally were highest for aspects of the VEPR review set-up and coordination, 
and somewhat lower for aspects of the review meeting and reporting. 

 The main concerns identified in relation to reviewer selection were: 
 Provision by some reviewers of CVs that contained minimal information about their 

evaluation experience and areas of practice 
 The limited number of reviewers available for the pilot, limiting reviewee choice. 

However reviewees accepted that this limitation was a function of participation in a 
pilot. One reviewer thought that reviewees should not be permitted to nominate 
reviewers with whom they were “old buddies”. This is covered by the requirement 
for reviewees and reviewers to declare conflicts of interest and did not occur in fact. 
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Benefits for reviewers 

What did you learn or gain from undertaking the role of a VEPR reviewer?  
 

Reviewer application, training and approval process 

 Greater understanding and appreciation of: 
 The value of reflective practice for the evaluation context 
 The value of mentoring for evaluators 
 The differences between mentoring and coaching 
 The importance of training for a mentoring role 

 A recognition of one’s suitability or otherwise for the VEPR reviewer role and 
opportunities to test that suitability in a safe context through role plays 

 
“I learnt how to help people assess their skills in an open environment.” 
 
“Reinforced good listening, difference between coaching and mentoring; made me think about 
why I wanted to be involved in this, and how I would need to control my tendency to give my own 
views vs ask a question.” 

 

Review process – communications with the reviewee; communications with the other 
reviewer; the review meeting 

 The value of the mentor role (versus coaching), and also of some opportunity to 
contribute from one’s own evaluation experience 

 A sense of making a valuable contribution to the profession, and contributing to 
professionalisation 

 Valuable learning from the evaluation practice and experience of the reviewee and the co-
reviewer 

 Reflecting on one’s own (the reviewer’s) evaluation practice issues, strengths and 
weaknesses and clarifying one’s own management strategies for those issues 

 Appreciation of the commonalities in evaluation practice issues across practitioners and 
contexts 

 Identifying specific skills and competencies gaps and practice issues common across the 
EES membership 

 A new awareness of the limited training and professional development opportunities for 
evaluator, and some significant limitations in the capabilities of some practitioners, 
including people in evaluation management positions 

 Identifying the limitations of the EES Capabilities Framework in its current iteration 
 
“Lower my expectations of evaluator competencies.” 

 
“My reviewees were matched very well with my own background, and the review processes were 
an excellent opportunity to reflect on issues I face in my own work and practice.” 
 

Review reporting process 

 The challenge to comment on the reviewee’s plans supportively rather than only critique 
them 

 Opportunities to learn from reviewees’ learning through the review. 
 

“[Learning] how people tend to perceive themselves in evaluation field (which differs for men and 
women!)” 
 

“It was very useful to be encouraged to also reflect on what I had learned in the review process for 
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my own work. Again doing this in writing in the reporting phase added value.” 
 

Other gains or benefits 

 New collegial relationships and networks 

 Developing their own new projects for evaluation professionalisation, personally and for 
the profession (e.g. journal articles; proposals to their VOPEs) 

 
“Meeting inspiring evaluators and establishing new relationships.” 
 
“Most of the reviews were fun!” 

 

Change to the reviewers’ evaluation practice through reviewer participation 

 Use reflective practice more 

 Be more open to diversity of evaluation practice 

 Seeing the value of reflection as an interview tool 
 

“Change my work focus to becoming an evaluation mentor and trainer.” 
 
“I think I am more open and easy on people, understanding the diversity we must take into 
account and not only the merciless division of methodologies.” 

 

What has been the greatest value for you of engaging in VEPR as a reviewer? 

 Opportunity to share in-depth discussion with peers 

 Having open discussion in a context of trust and honesty 

 Understanding the value of supporting people to identify their own solutions. 
 

“A chance to speak with people and listen to their problems, value their trust in safe space and 
honestly sharing many problems, create a trustful environment when they don’t need to impress 
reviewers…” 
 
“Discovering the commonalities in the issues for evaluators across place and roles, and the 
underlying reasons for those issues (e.g. major lack of affordable training opportunities).” 
 
“Inspiration – how to lead people to find their own solution of problems instead of giving advice, 
that might not be the best.” 
 

Reviewer training 

 The Reviewer Training Module was found comprehensive and sufficient by trainees. 
Trainers recommended enhanced assessment of trainee suitability to the role on 
completion of the training module. 

 

Willingness to act as a VEPR reviewer per year without remuneration 

1-2 times = 4 
3-4 times = 2 
5-6 times = 1 
 

Summary 

 All reviewers identified professional benefits for them of being a VEPR reviewer. 

 Most identified ways in which they intended to change their practices in evaluation as a 
result of having undertaken the VEPR reviewer role. 

 All were willing to continue to undertake the VEPR reviewer role gratis for EES. 
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4. VEPR features facilitating positive outcomes and processes – 
Reviewee and reviewer aggregated comments  

 

Enablers 

What aspects of the VEPR systems and processes were the most useful or valuable, at 
all stages, in enabling a constructive review process?  
 

The VEPR model  

 The model requires critical self-reflection and then provides facilitation of that in a 
supportive, confidential and non-judgmental process 

 Mentoring model, not coaching, requiring reviewees to take responsibility for their 
professional development while also allowing for reviewers to contribute from their own 
experience 

 Required outcome to develop a personalised, skills-focused professional development 
plan incorporating specified concrete actions for developing capability 

 Reporting requirement helps to consolidate and demonstrate the reviewee’s learning, 
with a focus on capabilities  

 Flexibility, in relation to the selection of review topics and the potential for those to 
change during the review process 

 Use of Skype as the communications medium – free, simple to use, largely reliable 

 Option to record the review discussion for later reference 

  
“I found it great, even luxurious, to have two experienced professionals think through my issues 
with me!”  
 

“New ideas come when the discussion is summarised [in the report].” 
 

The VEPR systems 

 Application and portfolio development 

 Clear communication to applicants upfront reinforcing the VEPR goals and model (that is, 
not coaching) 

 Applicant opportunity to nominate one preferred reviewer from the ‘pool’ 

 Opportunities for reviewees to video-communicate with the LR to assist portfolio 
development 

 Focus on building trust between the reviewee and reviewers prior to the review 
discussion 

 Using the reviewee’s native language in communications with them to the extent 
possible, as a sign of respect and acknowledgement 

 Thorough analysis of the reviewee’s self-assessment on the capabilities, looking for 
apparent inconsistencies or links amongst capabilities areas 

 

“Clear structured systems. Very supportive reviewers.” 
 

 “I would not have been able to choose the subject of ethics had it not been for the confidentiality 
of the process.” 
 

“Mutual trust.” 
 

“Support from lead reviewer and Pam [Pilot Coordinator].” 
 

“Skype-video was useful for establishing a personal rapport as I didn’t know my two reviewers 
beforehand. I think it would have worked less well with only a voice connection.” 
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Enablers (cont) 

The VEPR systems (cont) 

Review discussion and reporting 

 Coaching by LRs for new second reviewers 

 Multiple stages of input from the reviewers, always focused on encouraging reviewee 
reflection 

General  

 Clear and well structured systems 

 Clear guidelines for all stages of the VEPR 

 The rigour of the model and systems, including: 
 Use of the EES Capabilities Framework as the basis for both reviewee and reviewer 

self-assessment and a structured tool for matching reviewers with reviewees 
 Standards published for what constitutes a ‘satisfactory’ review (see Appendix 3) 
 Reiterations of draft reporting, focusing on the reviewee’s professional development 

plans  

 Regular monitoring of each review by the VEPR Coordinator, to avoid delays in progress. 
 

“I found the documents/templates well written.” 
 

Reviewee attributes 

 Reviewees who were genuinely committed to self-examination and skills development 

 Reviewee availability (compared with competing priorities) 

 Willingness and ability to undertake the review in English 
 

Reviewer attributes  

 Highly motivated and committed reviewers focused on the needs of the individual 
reviewee 

 Senior practitioners with broad experience 

 Supportive attitude and conduct 

 Focus on applying consistent review standards across reviewers, in particular for 
reviewees’ portfolio development and reporting 

 Clarification of roles between the two reviewers prior to the review discussion with the 
reviewee 

 Reviewer adherence to the VEPR goals and model, in particular avoidance of dominating 
the discussion 

 Robust, democratic discussion between the two reviewers, to ensure maintenance of 
standards8 while also maintaining flexibility 

 Equal contribution of the two reviewers in portfolio development and the review 
discussion 

 Reviewer willingness to hold divergent views from each other 

 Coordinator support for LRs new to that role 

 Willingness and ability to undertake the review in English 
 

“Professionalism of reviewers that allowed to stay on the track and promoted the self-reflection 
process.” 
 

“Good reviewers: nothing matters unless you get sagacious people who are really engaged to be 

                                                             
8 See for example the Reviewer Ethical Standards set out in Appendix 4. 
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reviewers.” 
 

“I would not have been able to choose the subject of ethics had it not been for the confidentiality of 
the process.” 
 

“Openness and respect for different levels and sorts of competencies created a conducive 
environment in which one thrives to grow!” 

 

Reviewer application, training and appointment processes 

 Retain the proposed reviewer eligibility requirements (e.g. 8 years experience in a range 
of evaluation roles) 

 Supported training process, with an experienced LR allocated to the trainee and clear 
standards for assessing their appropriateness for the role 

 Willingness of LRs to ‘buddy’ reviewer trainees 
 

Pilot implementation 

 High quality and reliable organisation, coordination and communications 

 The diversity of reviewees, demonstrating broad relevance across nationality, culture and 
evaluation roles 

 Willingness of WG and SG members to train for and undertake the reviewer role 
 

“Documents system Pam [Pilot Coordinator] has prepared – enormous fundamental structure for 
this pilot and the future.” 
 

Pilot resourcing 

The pilot was undertaken on an almost completely no-cost basis, with all of the WG and SG 
activity undertaken gratis by EES members. The only costs were for teleconferencing on 
three occasions when Skype proved inadequate – twice for a review, and once for a WG 
meeting. 

 

Summary  

 The enabling feature identified most commonly across all participants (reviewees and 
reviewers) was the pilot coordination and coordinator, specifically the following factors: 
drive; friendliness; design and systems skills; commitment to the pilot; democratic team 
approach; thoroughness and attention to detail; ongoing support to participants; 
promptness and timeliness; professionalism; extensive evaluation experience; and 
consistent support. Both reviewees and reviewers recognised these features as pivotal in 
the success of the pilot and any future VEPR service.  

 

“Pam [Pilot Coordinator] is fantastic. Lots of energy, deep no-nonsense expertise, fun, and a real 
driver for everything VEPR-related.” 
 

“Excellent technical preparations and lead and energy by Pam as the coordinator.” 
 

 Other features identified as essential were: 
 The core features of the VEPR model, focusing on critical self-reflection through a 

structured process, together with a mentoring support approach rather than 
coaching 

 The establishment of VEPR process and outcomes standards and rigorous systems, 
and adherence to those standards and systems 

 The commitment of reviewers and adherence to the core features of the reviewer 
role 

 The commitment of reviewers and reviewees to honesty and trust in review 
communications, in the interests of optimum reviewee learning. 
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5. Improving the VEPR – Reviewee and reviewer aggregated 
comments and suggestions9 

 

Suggested improvements 

Review application process and portfolio development 

 Promotion of the VEPR service that include Board endorsement and describes the 
benefits for reviewees 

 Online application, portfolio and reporting systems 

 More detailed guidelines for completing the application form, including a checklist of the 
required tasks 

 Clearer guidelines and standards for reviewees for selecting and detailing their two 
selected topics (e.g. must be related significantly to evaluation versus research or 
management) 

 A mandatory initial conversation between the reviewee and LR to provide guidance in 
compiling the portfolio 

 

Reviewer selection for a VEPR review  

 Template for reviewer CVs, to ensure review applicants have sufficient information on 
which to base their reviewer nomination (e.g. reviewer’s experience; previous and 
current areas of practice; evaluation role/s undertaken) 

 Reviewer CVs to include a self-assessment on the EES Capabilities Framework 

 Improved profiling of reviewers on the EES website (e.g. photos) 

 Option for applicants to not nominate preferred reviewers 

 Guidelines for reviewers to assess their suitability to a particular applicant based on their 
topics and area of practice 

 Short discussion between the two selected reviewers before the reviewee is informed of 
the selection, to ensure that they are compatible 

 

Review process  

 More detailed guidelines for LRs 

 Sample email communications for LRs 

 More detailed guidelines on the review discussion process (e.g. not coaching) and 
reporting (e.g. adhering to word limits; focus on professional development plan and 
capabilities development) 

 Possibility for reviewees to send encrypted portfolios, to ensure confidentiality 

 Longer discussion time10 if agreed by the reviewers 

 Follow-up with reviewee by the LR after 6 months to assess progress on the planned 
professional development 

 A certificate of VEPR completion for reviewees 

 
 
 

                                                             
9 Note: Reviewees provided their feedback as each completed their review. Meanwhile improvements were being 
made continuously to the review processes on the basis of reviewee feedback through conversations and review 
reports, so that many of the improvements reported in this section have already been effected. 
10 Currently 90 minutes. 
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Suggested improvements (cont) 

Reviewer application, training and appointment process  

 More structured assessment of reviewer trainees’ learning from the VEPR training 

 More stringent requirement for the trainee’s report, including a structured assessment of 
reviewer suitability by both the trainee and their training coach (an approved LR) 

 Clear standards for assessing trainees’ appropriateness for the role (e.g. willingness to 
undertake minimum 2 reviews per year)  

 

Governance  

 Allocation of VEPR-Board liaison to an EES Board member, to ensure good governance11 
 

Other 

 Reviewees were asked whether having to use English as the language had been 
problematic. None of them saw that as a problem. Some commented that undertaking the 
review in their first language might be an advantage, but would depend on the practice 
experience, skills and suitability of reviewers available in that language. 

 One reviewer was concerned at the lack of clear evaluation practice standards. However 
developing those is outside of the scope of the VEPR. 

 
Summary 

 The majority of the suggestions can be effected easily, and in fact many of them have 
already been undertaken (e.g. improved guidelines for various roles and systems, which 
were modified developmentally as the pilot progressed). Some might be provided as 
options, at the discretion and agreement of participants (e.g. longer discussion time; 
encryption). 

 No changes were suggested to the VEPR model itself (as distinct from systems for 
implementation). 

 

 

                                                             

 11 The VEPR Committee role as such did not occur within the pilot; however it is an important governance role and 

does need to be established if the VEPR becomes a regular EES member service. The role, functions and composition 

of the VEPR Committee as proposed in the systems document (Appendix 1) is seen by the WG as appropriate. 
 



 21 

E. Establishing the VEPR as a member service 
 

1. Feasibility of VEPR as an EES member service 

The feasibility of the VEPR as a regular member service will depend on the following factors: 
 

 The reputation of the model 

 Ongoing support from the EES Board, including governance 

 A carefully planned and implemented service establishment phase 

 Resourcing 

 Sufficient interest and uptake from EES members. 
 
Each of these factors will be scoped in detail in a service establishment phase. 
 

i. Reputation  

The reputation of the VEPR model based on the pilot is high and has spread beyond the 
immediate pilot participants. Enhancing that reputation will require (i) continuing sound 
management of any VEPR service established, and (ii) a strong and unequivocal endorsement 
from the EES Board.  
 

ii. Board support 

Board endorsement for a VEPR service will ideally be communicated clearly through at least the 
following:  

 VEPR profile on the EES website 

 A formal service ‘launch’ (e.g. at an EES Conference or special event) 

 Ideally, uptake of the VEPR review opportunity, and of the VEPR reviewer role, by current 
and previous Board members and other senior and eminent practitioners within the EES, 
during the final pilot phase, as part of service establishment.  

 

iii. Service establishment phase 

Further pilot of the VEPR model and systems 

Effective establishment of a VEPR service will need to include a further pilot of the revised 
systems, for fine-tuning, involving approximately 5-6 new applicants with diverse attributes 
(age, sex, nationality, evaluation role/s). 
 

Scoping the service 

A Steering Group comprising the current WG members and others, including at least one Board 
member, will work to undertake a comprehensive planning exercise to (i) firstly, ensure all 
aspects of the proposed service are viable and (ii) coordinate establishment. 
 

iv. Resourcing  

Financial feasibility 

 A key principle is that the VEPR service should be provided on a cost-recovery basis, not a 
‘for profit’ basis. The objective of VEPR is to enhance professional development by 
evaluators, and therefore the fee to reviewees should be as low as possible, while still 
covering all service costs. 

 The majority of reviewees (9/12) were willing to pay a VEPR fee of at least 75 euros once 
every three years; the remainder were “maybe” willing to pay such a fee (though no 
conditions were identified). 
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 The VEPR reviewer roles can be undertaken without payment. All pilot reviewers were 
willing to undertake at least 1-2 reviews per year gratis; two were willing to undertake 3-4 
per year, and one was willing to undertake up to 6 per year. 

 Eight of the 13 pilot reviewees expressed interest in becoming VEPR reviewers, and their 
interest in doing so increased after they had undertaken a review as a reviewee, having seen 
the benefits. All assumed that this role was unpaid. 

 The VEPR Coordinator needs to be an EES member who is a highly experienced evaluator 
with the skills to manage a team of reviewers as well as coordinate all aspects of the service. 
A suggested Coordinator profile is appended (Appendix 5). It is recommended that the 
Coordinator be paid at a rate of 50 euros per review. It is also recommended that the 
Coordinator be willing to undertake some tasks gratis (as do Board members and others 
involved in EES projects), in particular templated annual reporting to the VEPR Committee 
and engagement in the VEPR Committee meetings (approximately 2 hours X 3 times per 
year). Review coordination tasks can all be covered within the payment per review 
application. 

 

Resourcing the essential VEPR roles 

 Core members of the current WG, including the Coordinator, are committed to undertaking, 
gratis, a revision of the VEPR systems, as indicated from the improvements suggested by 
pilot participants, and then piloting those modifications. 

 An analysis was undertaken of the tasks required of the Coordinator, LR and 2R roles, 
together with a calculation of the time required for each role per review, based on estimates 
provided by pilot reviewers. On average, the hours required per review were: 
 Coordinator = 4 
 LR = 6-8, depending on experience in the role 
 2R = 8-10, depending on experience in the role 

 Reviewer hours per review typically decreased significantly with experience in the role, as 
reviewers became familiar with the systems and processes and gained confidence in the 
role. Increased 2R experience in that role in turn required less time of the LR. Experience as 
a 2R provided a sound ‘apprenticeship’ for the LR role. 

 

Other essential resourcing 

 Other resource needed will include: 
 The establishment of a VEPR Committee, including the assignment of a Board member 

as chair of the VEPR Committee, so that that process can be fully piloted 
 An allocation of approximately one hour per month to the EES Secretariat for VEPR 

tasks 
 The ‘apprenticeship’ of an additional EES member as a volunteer to learn the VEPR 

Coordinator role 
 Recruitment of a volunteer EES member to manage VEPR reviewer recruitment and 

training 
 

Summary of resourcing 

It is envisaged that a VEPR service could be sufficiently resourced as follows: 
 

 A service establishment fund of approximately 500 euros to cover setting up online and 
other systems 

 Charging a fee of 75 euros per review to reviewees, payable on application and non-
refundable if the reviewee decides to withdraw from the process (but credited to future 
resumption of that application) 
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 A payment to the VEPR Coordinator of 50 euros per VEPR application processed, such 
payment to cover all Coordinator tasks (e.g. including attendance at VEPR Committee 
telemeetings) 

 Reviewer contribution provided gratis. In appreciation, reviewers will be listed as such on 
the VEPR webpage and on each relevant Index listing alongside the reviewee’s name, and 
their contributions acknowledged annually in the EES Annual Report. 

 VEPR Committee contribution provided gratis; in appreciation, Committee members will be 
listed as such on the VEPR webpage and their contributions acknowledged annually in the 
EES Annual Report 

 Absorbing the few administrative tasks within the current EES Secretariat role (e.g. 
uploading materials to the VEPR webpage; invoicing review applicants) 

 Reviewer recruitment and training managed gratis by an EES member 

 It is envisaged that the promotional and governance roles for the VEPR as a member service 
can be absorbed within existing EES Board and Secretariat resource. 

 

v. VEPR interest and uptake 

 In response to the invitation by email to EES members to take part in the pilot, replies 
expressing interest in participating or seeking further information were received from 51 
people – nearly 20% of total EES membership (257). Of these, 22 expressed firm interest in 
undertaking a pilot review, and 15 made formal applications; the seven others all found the 
pilot timing unsuitable, due to other commitments, but expressed interest in taking part in 
any future pilot or taking up a VEPR service opportunity. 

 With effective advertising of a VEPR service, including strong Board endorsement and the 
participation in VEPR or senior and eminent practitioners, it is likely that the VEPR can 
become aspirational and attract large numbers of EES members. 

 

2. Steps to establishing VEPR as a member service 

Key steps to establishing the VEPR as a member service will be: 
 

 Establishing a new VEPR Steering Group – ideally this will include the pilot WG members, at 
least one Board member, and two other EES members, ideally pilot reviewees who are 
familiar with the VEPR 

 Reviewing financial feasibility – in particular the availability of Secretariat resource 

 Establishing a VEPR Committee – requiring at least one enthusiastic EES Board member to 
chair the Committee, and optimally comprising: 
 At least one and ideally two Board members 
 The VEPR Pilot Coordinator 
 At least two of the VEPR pilot WG or reviewers 

 Clarifying the governance model and reporting systems – ideally the same Board member 
who chairs the VEPR Committee 

 Developing a promotional strategy 

 Recruiting and training additional reviewers 

 Initial set-up of online application and reporting systems 

 Grand-parenting pilot review achievements - an assurance by the EES Board that all pilot 
reviewees who have completed a satisfactory review will have that status ‘grand-parented’ 
into the formally established VEPR Index. 

 
Each of these tasks will be the responsibility of the VEPR Steering Group and detailed in a 
service establishment plan. 
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It is envisaged that a small service establishment budget will be needed for additional 
Secretariat or contracted support to set up some online and other recording systems. However 
some of that work may be able to be undertaken gratis by EES members donating their time. 
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F. Conclusions 
 

1. Effectiveness of the VEPR – concept, model, systems 

The evaluation data demonstrate that the VEPR pilot outcomes met each of the VEPR objectives, 
as summarised below. These findings support the establishment of the VEPR as a regular EES 
service to members. 
 

VEPR objective Evidence  

1. The development of a practice and 
habit of self-reflection amongst 
evaluators, through a supportive, 
voluntary (non-mandatory), self- 
and peer-review process 

o All reviewees highlighted learning the value of self-
reflection as a benefit of undertaking their VEPR review. 
A majority also commented on aspects of the VEPR 
model that encouraged and facilitated critical self-
reflection in a safe process. 

 
2. The development by the reviewee 

of a personalised professional 
development plan, focusing on 
self-selected capabilities for 
strengthening 

o The feedback from VEPR reviewees was overwhelmingly 
positive, with each person identifying a range of both 
tangible benefits that would support their practice and a 
new motivation for personalised professional 
development in the future.  

 
3. The participation by evaluation 

practitioners in supporting peer 
review as a vehicle for 
professional development 

o The feedback from reviewers uniformly supported the 
VEPR concept and model, and all supported the 
establishment of the VEPR as a regular professional 
development service. 

 
4. The discussion of quality and 

ethical practice in evaluation 
o All pilot reviews focused on improving the reviewee’s 

evaluation practice and capabilities, and the majority 
included a major focus on some aspect of ethical 
practice. 

 
5. The promotion of evaluator 

accountability to the profession 
through peer review 

o Both reviewees and reviewers saw the VEPR review as 
promoting professional to the profession through 
demonstrating a willingness for peer review by senior 
practitioners. 

 
6. A professional endorsement 

system that evaluation 
practitioners, 
commissioners/purchasers and 
others may use as an indicator of 
the maintenance of professional 
standards and accountability by 
individual practitioners 

o A majority of participants saw the potential value of the 
VEPR Index as a vehicle for publicly indicating reviewee 
commitment to critical self-reflection. However this had 
not been their primary motivation for participation. 
Some reviewees commented that the purpose and value 
of the Index needed to be clarified and promoted by the 
Society for it to have the intended effect. 

 
7. The identification of common gaps 

in practitioner capabilities, as 
indicated in the review topics 
(skills gaps) identified by 
reviewees, to inform the 
professional body of priority areas 
for member support and 
professional development. 

o Several areas of evaluation practice were identified as 
occurring repeatedly amongst pilot review topics. These 
included (in roughly this order of frequency):  

 

 Basic competence in qualitative, quantitative and 
mixed method evaluation methods, including 
technical skills 

 Evaluation design, and choosing the best 
methodology 

 Effective communication of evaluation findings 
effectively, including report writing 

 Engaging effectively with diverse stakeholder and 
promoting their responsiveness to evaluations 
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 Evaluation capacity building, with teams and 
commissioners 

 Applying ethics in evaluation practice 
 Facilitating evaluation utilisation by commissioners 
 Evaluation project management, including team 

management. 
 
 

2. Effectiveness of the VEPR pilot 

The VEPR pilot has also been effective in achieving its objectives, as follows: 
 

Pilot objective Evidence  

1. Establish structures and 
systems sufficient to test 
the feasibility, relevance 
and effectiveness of the 
VEPR model as 
conceptualised 

 

o Pilot participants experienced the VEPR pilot systems as mostly 
user-friendly and effective for the purpose. The suggestions for 
improvements to the systems are all feasible. 

 

2. Test the feasibility, 
relevance and effectiveness 
of the VEPR model within 
the context of the EES 
membership 

 

o The VEPR as piloted was evidently feasible and effective in 
achieving the VEPR goals.  

o It was found relevant and effective for the EES members who 
applied to take part in the pilot across a broad range of 
nationalities, cultures, evaluation practice areas and roles, 
including evaluation managers, commissioners and educators.  

o Although the VEPR currently is available only in English, once a 
sufficient pool of reviewers has been built it can be available in 
other languages. Ideally the national VOPEs will become 
engaged in supporting that development. 

3. Report on the feasibility, 
relevance and effectiveness 
of the VEPR model as 
piloted and make 
recommendations to the 
EES Board as to its 
suitability as a regular EES 
member service 

 

o The evaluation findings demonstrate the relevance and 
effectiveness of the VEPR model and systems as piloted. 

o The feasibility analysis undertaken in this report demonstrates 
that the VEPR as a regular member service is viable both 
economically and operationally within the EES’s current 
structures, using volunteer support. It would also align well 
with any expansion of the current mentoring programme for 
emerging evaluators to include established evaluators. 

o There is a good potential for a VEPR service to become 
available in additional languages, through (i) increasing the 
VEPR reviewer pool as a priority, and/or (ii) encouraging VEPR 
adoption in the medium term by the national VOPEs, with EES 
support. 
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Appendix 1: VEPR Systems and Roles – Draft 16111612 
 

1. Summary of key VEPR roles 

VEPR Coordinator 

 Administrative tasks: 
 Receiving and responding to VEPR enquiries 
 Receiving and processing initial VEPR applications 
 Managing VEPR applicants’ records 
 Oversight of the VEPR webpage 

  

 Coordinates the process for a particular review, including: 
 Initial contact with the applicant to clarify the review process 
 Coordinates selection of reviewers 
 Liaises with the two appointed reviewers to determine a first point of contact for the 

applicant (‘Lead Reviewer’) 
 Remains available to all parties for information and advice throughout the review 

 

Administration 

 Administrative tasks: 
 Managing the VEPR webpage 
 Notifying the VEPR Coordinator of new review applications 

  

Reviewers 

General – undertake the review with a particular applicant 

 Collaborate with the applicant to compile the portfolio 

 Undertake the review meeting 

 Collaborate with the applicant to finalise and report on the review 

 Advise the Coordinator of review outcomes (completion or deferral) 
 

Lead Reviewer 

 First point of contact with the applicant, second reviewer and VEPR Coordinator for all 
aspects of the review process 

 

VEPR Committee Convenor 

General – overall management of the VEPR Committee, e.g.: 

 Liaison with the EES Board 

 Convening Committee meetings bi-annually or as required 

 Setting up the Reviewer ‘pool’ 

 Convening the process of reviewing applications to be a VEPR Reviewer 

 Approving all systems and promotional materials for the VEPR website 
 

                                                             
12 This version contains the systems and processes agreed for the purposes of the pilot to be undertaken with EES 
member volunteers. Note that these systems have been adjusted variously through a process of continuous quality 
improvement throughout the pilot. 
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2. The VEPR review process and tasks – At commencement of pilot reviews with EES member 

volunteers 

 

Stage and actions Applicant tasks  VEPR 
Coordinator 
role 

Reviewer role VEPR Committee 
Convenor role 

Administration 
role  

Documents etc for 
development  

Application Applicant Review 
Coordinator 
(RC) 

Reviewers  Committee 
Convenor 

Administrator Documents etc for 
development 

 Full information about 
the VEPR and application 
forms are available on 
the society’s website 

   All reviewers 
undergo initial 
reviewer 
training 

 Approves all 
VEPR website 
materials before 
uploading to the 
website 

 Setting up the 
Reviewer ‘pool’ 

 Maintains all 
VEPR website 
information up to 
date 

COMPLETED 
 Application 

information for 
applicants 

 Application form 
 Template for 

applicant 
portfolio 

 Guidelines for 
applying 

 Job descriptions 
for each role 

 Training module 
for reviewers 

 Systems for 
keeping 
administrative 
records 

 For further information, 
members may contact 
the VEPR Administrator, 
who may refer inquiries 
to the Convenor if 
necessary 

   Receives 
inquiries and 
respond to them 

 Forwards 
inquiries to 
Coordinator 

 Members make 
application through the 
VEPR Administrator 

 Submits 
completed 
application to 
Coordinator 

  Selects a RC for 
each review 

 Notifies  
Coordinator of 
new applications 

 Application referred to a 
Review Coordinator  
(RC) who liaises with the 
applicant throughout the 
process; this person is 
not one of the reviewers 
for this applicant 

 If minimum applicant 
eligibility criteria are 
deemed by the RC to 
have been met, the 
application is accepted 
and the review set-up 
process begins 

  Checks and 
verifies 
applicant’s 
eligibility 

 Contacts 
applicant to 
clarify the 
review 
process and 
begin process 
for selecting 
reviewers 
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Reviewer selection Applicant VEPR 
Coordinator 

Reviewers  Committee 
Convenor 

Administration Documents etc for 
development 

 The applicant nominates 
two preferred reviewers 
from the VEPR reviewer 
‘pool’  

 The Review Coordinator 
selects two  
‘independent’ reviewers 
from the VEPR reviewer 
‘pool’ , each having skills 
relevant to the 
applicant’s evaluation 
sector experience and 
their identified 
capabilities for review 

 The four nominated 
reviewers are contacted 
to (1) ascertain 
availability and 
willingness and (2) 
identify any conflict of 
interest (COI) 

 
 
 
 
 

 Receives 
applicant’s 
two suggested 
reviewers 

 Selects two 
additional 
pool 
reviewers 

 Contacts all 
four 
nominated 
reviewers to 
check 
availability 
and COI 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Liaise with the 

RC in the 
selection 
process 

  COMPLETED  
 
Written instructions 
for selecting 
reviewers, including 
(1) draft 
communications for 
each step and (2) COI 
statement 
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee 

 Once it is established 
that there is no COI: 
 One of the reviewers 

nominated by the 
applicant is selected 
(e.g. on a 
randomised basis) 
and approached for 
agreement to 
undertake that role 
in relation to the 
applicant  

 The second reviewer 
is selected from the 
two independent 
reviewers contacted 
and invited to be a 
reviewer 

  Makes a final 
selection of 
two 
reviewers, 
including one 
of the 
applicant’s 
nominees 

 Advises the 
four nominees 
which two 
have been 
appointed 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The selected 

reviewers 
complete COI 
declarations 
and send to 
the 
Administrator 
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Reviewer selection Applicant/ 
reviewee 

VEPR 
Coordinator 

Reviewers  Committee 
Convenor 

Administration Documents etc for 
development 

 The applicant is advised 
of the two selected 
reviewers and has an 
opportunity to register 
an objection to the 
‘independent’ reviewer if 
they perceive a conflict of 
interest or other bias; if 
such an objection is 
lodged, the applicant will 
be offered another 
‘independent’ reviewer; 
the applicant will not be 
offered more than three 
such ‘independent’ 
reviewer options 

 Applicant’s agreement 
obtained to the review 
team composition 

 The  Review Coordinator 
liaises with all parties to 
set up the applicant-
reviewer contact 

 Sends written 
agreement to 
the two 
selected 
reviewers 
directly to the 
Coordinator 

 Liaises with 
the two 
appointed 
reviewers to 
determine a 
first point of 
contact for the 
applicant 
(‘Lead 
reviewer’) 

 Sends email 
introduction 
to reviewee 
and two 
reviewers 
with 
information 
about the 
VEPR review 
process, 
including 
guidelines 
documents 

 Remains 
available to all 
parties for 
information 
and advice 

   COMPLETED  
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee 
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Review set-up Applicant/ 

reviewee 

VEPR 

Coordinator 

Reviewers  Convenor Administration Documents etc for 

development 

 The applicant completes 
the review portfolio 
(template provided), 
identifying: 
 six capabilities from 

the society’s 
Capabilities 
Framework, from at 
least three 
Capabilities sub-
categories, that they 
see as relevant to 
their intended review 
focus areas 

 two evaluation 
capabilities on which 
they wish to focus 
specifically, for the 
purposes of 
enhancing their 
existing skills 

 1-2 recent practice 
situations on which to 
focus the review 
(note: this may 
require clients’ 
and/or colleagues’ 
permission) 

 six key questions that 
they wish to address 
in the review meeting, 
based on the selected 
capabilities and actual 
practice situations 

 Applicant submits the 
portfolio to the reviewers, 
and copies it to the 
Administrator 

 Completes the 
portfolio 

 Remains 
available to all 
parties for 
information 
and advice 

 Lead reviewer 
liaises with 
the applicant 
to arrange a 
schedule for 
the review 
process – 
deadlines for 
compilation of 
the portfolio, 
the review 
meeting, and 
reporting 
(must be 
completed 
within 3 
months 
maximum) 

 Lead reviewer 
is available to 
applicant for 
guidance in 
completing 
the portfolio 

  COMPLETED  
 
Portfolio template 
and instructions for 
compilation by the 
applicant 
 
Set of instructions 
for: setting the 
review schedule;  
compiling and 
finalising the 
portfolio, in 
negotiation with the 
reviewers; setting a 
time for the review 
meeting; undertaking 
the review meeting 
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee  
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Reviewer selection Applicant/ 
reviewee 

VEPR 
Coordinator 

Reviewers  Committee 
Convenor 

Administration Documents etc for 
development 

 Applicant and reviewers 
consult to refine the 
agreed questions for the 
applicant to address 

 Applicant refines their 
portfolio information and 
sends to reviewers at least 
3 days prior to the 
scheduled discussion 

 Phone contact 
with the Lead 
Reviewer to set 
date for the 
review meeting 

 Liaises with 
reviewers to 
compile the 
portfolio 

 Finalises the 
portfolio, sends 
to reviewers 
and copies the 
Administrator 

 Remains 
available to all 
parties for 
information 
and advice 

 Lead 
Reviewer 
liaises with 
second 
reviewer and 
applicant to 
finalise the 
portfolio and 
summary 
written 
responses for 
discussion in 
the review 
meeting 

   

Review meeting  Applicant/ 
reviewee 

VEPR 
Coordinator 

Reviewers  Convenor Administration Documents etc for 
development 

 The review meeting via 
Skype or teleconference, 
depending on distances 

 The meeting is no longer 
than two hours and no 
shorter than 90 minutes 

 All discussion during the 
meeting remains 
confidential to the 
applicant and the two 
reviewers 

 The reviewers each take 
their own notes of the 
meeting process and 
content 

 The meeting may be 
audio-recorded by the 
reviewee  

 Engage in the 
review meeting 

 Remains 
available to all 
parties for 
information 
and advice 

 Determine 
who will chair 
the review 
meeting and 
who will 
record it 

 Engage in the 
review 
meeting 

  COMPLETED 
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee  
 
Guidelines for the 
review meeting 
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Review meeting (cont) Applicant/ 

reviewee 

VEPR 

Coordinator 

Reviewers  Convenor Administration Documents etc for 

development 

 The reviewers advise the 
Review Coordinator and 
VEPR Administrator that 
the review meeting has 
been completed.  

      

 A short report (4-6 pages) 
of the review is drafted by 
the applicant and  
reviewers in 
collaboration; normally 
the applicant will write 
the first draft for input 
from the reviewers. 

 The report will be in a 
templated format. 

 All parties must agree to 
the final draft (which may 
state areas where views 
differ). 

 Downloads the 
report 
template 

 Compiles the 
first draft of 
the report and 
sends to 
reviewers 

 Reviews the 
report for 
adherence to 
VEPR 
reporting 
standards 

 Sends the 
reviewee: i. 
confirmation 
of completion 
and listing, 
with 
congratulation
s; ii. 
evaluation 
feedback form 

 Completes 
material 
required for 
the listing and 
sends it to the  
reviewee for 
quality check 

 
 

 Review the 
draft report 

 Lead 
Reviewer 
liaises with 
the applicant 
to finalise the 
report 

  COMPLETED 
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee  
 
Report template 
 
Set of instructions for 
submitting and 
finalising the report  

 In the case of a 
‘satisfactory’ review: 
 the applicant’s name 

is listed in the VEPR 
Index  on the society’s 
website, as evidence 
of a ‘satisfactory’ 
review 

 the applicant will be 
invited have their 
VEPR report loaded 
onto the VEPR Index 

 The report, once finalised, 
is the property of the 
reviewee and may be used 
by them for their own 
purposes, provided that 
the reviewers’ identities 
remain anonymous, unless 
otherwise agreed. 

 Advises the 
VEPR 
Coordinator 
whether they 
want their CV 
and review 
report to be 
attached to 
their listing on 
the Index 

 Lead 
Reviewer 
advises 
Coordinator 
EITHER: (i) a 
‘satisfactory’ 
review 
completed; 
reviewee’s 
name be 
added to VEPR 
Index, OR (ii) 
agreement 
with the 
reviewee for a 
further review 
provisional on 
an agreed 
programme of 
learning 

  Uploads 
reviewee details 
and report) if 
agreed) to the 
VEPR webpage 
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Reporting and listing Applicant/ 

reviewee 

VEPR 

Coordinator 

Reviewers  Convenor Administration Documents etc for 

development 

 Where the parties agree 
that the review is not 
satisfactory, a 
recommendation is made 
for a follow-up review 
within a period of no less 
than 6 months and no 
more than 12 months, 
with a specified 
programme of  learning to 
be completed by the 
applicant within that 
period 

 Listing on the VEPR Index 
is dated, and lapses 
automatically after three 
years unless renewed via 
a further VEPR 

Advises 
reviewers what 
steps they wish to 
take, that is, 
either: 

 Specified 

programme of 
learning and 
re-application 
to VEPR (at 
no further 
cost); or 

 No further 
action 
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Reporting to the Board Applicant/ 
reviewee 

VEPR 
Coordinator 

Reviewers  Convenor Administration Documents etc for 
development 

 Review report submitted 
(anonymised data) to the 
VEPR Committee, for 
collation of information on 
practice issues, standards 
and capabilities (strengths 
and gaps), and training 
needs 

 Guidelines would be 
developed for removal 
from the Index where an 
application by a 
complainant is upheld 
following a review 
overseen by the EES 
Board  

 Reports to each 
EES Board 
meeting on agreed 
parameters 
(number of: VEPR 
applications, 
satisfactory 
reviews, deferred 
reviews, and new 
listings; any issues 
in VEPR 
implementation) 
Receives any 
complaints 
received and 
refers them to the 
Committee 
Convenor 

  Liaises with the 
VEPR Committee 
to appoint a sub-
group annually to 
undertake an 
analysis of all 
VEPR reports, to 
identify 
information of 
value to the 
Board/Council  

 Send copies of all 
review reports 
annually to the 
VEPR Committee, 
with all applicant 
identifying 
information 
removed 

 Completes the 
online listing 

 
 Uploads the 

review report  
and CV where 
agreed 

 
 Checks quarterly 

for reviews that 
will lapse in the 
next year and 
invites members 
to reapply 

 
 Updates the 

Index as reviews 
lapse 

COMPLETED 
 
Email 
communications to 
reviewers and 
reviewee  
 
Index structure, 
headings, etc 
 
Web pages for VEPR 
completed reports 
and CVs 
 
Protocol for 
obtaining applicant 
agreement to make 
Index listing and 
upload CV and review 
report 
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3. VEPR roles and functions 

VEPR Committee  

General – overall management of the VEPR service; appointed bi-annually by the EES Board  
 

Functions  

 Elects a Convenor 

 Appoints and manages the VEPR Coordinator 

 Reports to the EES Board annually on VEPR achievements and outcomes, and any issues 
and their management 

 Reviews VEPR review reports annually for data of use to the society and the profession 
(e.g. evidence of common gaps in EES member capabilities) 

 

VEPR Committee Convenor 

General – overall management of the VEPR Committee 
 

Functions  

 Liaises with the VEPR Coordinator as required 

 Convenes VEPR Committee meetings bi-annually 

 Convenes the process of reviewing applications to be a VEPR Reviewer 

 Liaises with the VEPR Committee to appoint a sub-group annually to undertake an analysis 
of all VEPR reports, to identify information of value to the Board/Council 

 Reports to each EES Board meeting on agreed parameters (number of: VEPR applications, 
satisfactory reviews, deferred reviews, and new listings; any issues in VEPR 
implementation) 

 

VEPR Coordinator  

General – a RC is appointed from the Reviewer ‘Pool’ to coordinate a particular review – that 
is, this will be a different person for each review (to share the workload, since it is unpaid, and 
to provide an independent person for reviewers to consult with as needed) 
 

 Approves all VEPR website systems and website materials before uploading  

 Receives and responds to VEPR enquiries and complaints 

 Selects a RC for each review 
 

Functions  

 Receives VEPR applications from the Secretariat 

 Checks and verifies applicant’s eligibility 

 Initial contact with the applicant to clarify the review process and begin process for 
selecting reviewers 

 Coordinates selection of reviewers (see VEPR Process Matrix) 

 Liaises with the two appointed reviewers to determine a Primary reviewer 

 Remains available to all parties for information and advice throughout the review 
 

Reviewer  

Functions  

General – undertake the review with a particular applicant, in particular to: 

 Collaborate with the applicant to compile their portfolio 
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 Undertake the review meeting 

 Collaborate with the applicant to finalise and report on the review 
 

Lead Reviewer 

 Primary responsibility for ensuring that all Reviewer tasks are undertaken to schedule in 
relation to a particular VEPR Review 

 First point of contact with the applicant, second reviewer, RC and Administrator for all 
aspects of the review process 

 

Contextual features and systems 

The VEPR reviewer ‘pool’ 

 A ‘pool’ of voluntary peer reviewers will be established. The reviewer pool will comprise reviewers 
representing diversity in terms of: 

 

 Evaluation roles e.g. provider, purchaser, trainer/educator, adviser/consultant 
 Evaluation expertise sectors e.g. social and health services, international development, 

cultural/indigenous, impact assessment 
 Nationality  
 Language competence e.g. proficiency in the European languages relevant to the 

diverse EES membership 
 Gender  

 

Reviewer systems supports 

 The reviewer role will be supported by: 
 

 A detailed role description 
 A reviewer code of ethics and practice standards 
 A conflict of interest policy and procedures 
 Detailed guidelines for undertaking a review, including: 

o The initial interaction with the applicant to set up the review 
o The review meeting 
o The reporting process and requirements 

 An applications and selection process  

 

VEPR Administration 

Functions  

 Manages the VEPR website – lodging and updating of all website data 

 Responds to enquiries re VEPR and forwards them to the VEPR Coordinator as 
appropriate 

 Receives initial VEPR applications  

 Checks quarterly for review listings that will lapse in the next year and invites members to 
reapply 

 
 

Attachment 1: Reviewer attributes and eligibility criteria 

Reviewer applicants must (1) complete the VEPR Reviewer Application process, which 
includes (2) compiling a ‘Portfolio’ comprising evidence of the skills, experience and attributes 
listed here13. 

                                                             
13 Required reviewer attributes are based on the capabilities framework of the Society and generally agreed ethical 
principles and standards. 
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Expertise Evidence must comprise: 

1. Previous experience in 
mentoring, supervision or 
peer review with evaluation 
practitioners or another 
professional sector 

 List of the applicant’s experience in evaluation or 
other mentoring, supervision or peer review. 

 

2. Minimum 8 years equivalent 
full-time experience within 
the last 10 years in a range of 
evaluation roles, including at 
least evaluation provision 
and evaluation project 
management, or 
commissioning evaluation; 
that evidence may comprise a 
list of projects and dates that 
can be confirmed by the 
commissioners of those 
projects 

 Describe 4-5 major evaluation projects undertaken 
over the past 10 years (and earlier projects if 
wished), detailing (in columns): 

 
Project name 
and date 

Role/s 
undertaken by 
the applicant 

Contacts for 
person/s who 
can verify the 
applicant’s roles 

   
 

3. Exposure to evaluation 
practice and/or management 
including complex and 
demanding evaluation 
interventions  

 

 Description (100 words each) of two complex 
evaluation projects undertaken by the applicant, 
listing (in dotpoints): 
 Aspects of the project that were complex 
 How those complexities were managed by the 

applicant 
4. Demonstrated competence in: 

 Evaluation design and 
methods 

 Data collection  
 Reporting 
 Client relationships 
 Team work (with 

colleagues and/or 
clients) 

 Understanding of 
multicultural evaluation 
(including indigenous 
evaluation where 
relevant)  

 Understanding of 
addressing gender, age, 
sexuality and disability 
factors in evaluation 

 Other competencies 
relevant to the reviewer 
role 

Two-three examples of documents, written or co-written 
by the applicant within the past five years, that 
demonstrate the required skills; these might include: 
 

 Evaluation reports, plans or proposals  

 Academic papers 

 Other reports 

 Training materials (seminars, workshops, lecture 
notes) 

 Conference papers 

 Other, at the agreement of the VEPR Convenor 

5. Language proficiency 
 

 List of languages in which the applicant is competent 
to conduct a VEPR review 

6. References from two Society 
members attesting that the 
person meets the eligibility 
criteria  

 Signed references from any two EES members on the 
required ‘VEPR Reviewer References Form’ attesting 
confirmation that the information in the applicant’s 
portfolio is honest and accurate. 
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Reviewer application and training process 

 The VEPR Committee will extend an invitation annually for members to apply to become 
VEPR reviewers. Completed reviewees will also be invited to apply. 

 Reviewer applicant completes the ‘VEPR Reviewer Application’ process and compiles 
evidence to demonstrate their competencies relevant to each of the VEPR Reviewer 
eligibility criteria. 

 Application materials are sent to the VEPR Coordinator, who contacts the applicant to 
commence reviewer training. 

 When the applicant has completed reviewer training to the satisfaction of the VEPR 
Coordinator,  recommendation for reviewer approval will be sent to the VEPR Committee 
for endorsement. 
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Appendix 2: Evaluation Feedback Form 

 
 

VEPR Pilot Evaluation 
Please note: Your responses to the following questions are completely confidential to the data 
analyst, who will provide only anonymised data to the VEPR Working Group.  
 

A. Roles 

Which VEPR role/s did you undertake in the pilot? (Delete as appropriate) 
 

 Review applicant -  please complete sections B, C and F-H 

 Reviewer -  please complete sections D-H only 
 
 

B. Reviewee satisfaction 

On a scale of 1=totally dissatisfied to 5=totally satisfied, please rate the following aspects of the 
VEPR pilot processes and systems, from the reviewee’s perspective. 
 

20. Application information 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
21. Coordinator communications 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
22. Application form and process 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
23. Portfolio development – process and requirements 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
24. Guidelines documents 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
25. Website accessibility 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
26. Lead Reviewer communications 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
27. Information about reviewers (CVs) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
28. Reviewer selection process 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
29. Suitability of reviewer allocation 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
30. Reviewer conduct 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
31. Review meeting medium (e.g. Skype/phone) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
32. Review meeting – structure, process and content 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
33. Timing of the review meeting 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
34. Scheduling of portfolio development, review meeting and 

reporting 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 

35. Report format and requirements 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
36. Reviewer input into the report 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
37. Overall satisfaction with your VEPR review 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
38. Level of support from the reviewers 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
39. Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
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C. Benefits for reviewees 

4. What did you learn or gain from the VEPR processes? Please give comments on the 
following. 

a. Review application process and portfolio development 

  

  

b. Review process – communications with the two reviewers; the review meeting 

  

  

c. Completing the review report 

  

  

d. Any ‘flow-on’ benefits? 

  

  

e. What, if anything, will you do differently in your evaluation practice as a result of the 
VEPR review? 

  

  

f. What was the greatest value of the VEPR review for you? 

  

  

g. Would you be willing to pay an administration fee of 75 euros for a VEPR review (e.g. 
every 3 years, and given the intention that the review result in a listing as such on the EES 
website)? 

Yes / No / Maybe 
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D. Reviewer satisfaction 

On a scale of 1=totally dissatisfied to 5=totally satisfied, please rate the following aspects of the 
VEPR pilot processes and systems, from a reviewer’s perspective. 
 

1. Reviewer application information 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
2. Coordinator communications 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
3. Reviewer application form and process 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
4. Reviewer training – content  1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
5. Reviewer training – processes 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
6. Review guidelines documents 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
7. Lead Reviewer communications 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
8. Sufficiency of information about the other reviewers (CVs) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
9. Reviewer selection process 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
10. Suitability of reviewer allocation to reviewee 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
11. Review meeting medium (e.g. Skype/phone) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
12. Timing of the review meeting 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
13. Review meeting – structure and process  1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
14. Pace of the review, from start to finish 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
15. Report format and requirements 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
16. Reviewer input into the report 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
17. Level of compatibility with the other reviewer, for the 

purposes of the review 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 

18. Overall satisfaction with your VEPR review 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
19. Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
20. Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
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E. Benefits for reviewers 

5. What did you learn or gain from undertaking the role of a VEPR reviewer? Please give 
comments based on your experience so far. 

a. Reviewer application, training and approval process 

  

  

b. Review process – communications with the reviewee; communications with the other 
reviewer; the review meeting 

  

  

c. Review reporting process 

  

  

d. Other gains or benefits? 

  

  

e. What, if anything, will you do differently in your evaluation practice as a result of 
becoming a VEPR reviewer? 

  

  

f. What has been the greatest value for you of engaging in VEPR as a reviewer? 

  

  

g. How many times per year would you be willing to act as a VEPR reviewer without 
remuneration (but with your name and CV listed in the EES website as an approved VEPR 
reviewer)? 

None / 1-2 / 3-4 / More 
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F. Improving the VEPR 

Please make comments about improvements that you think are needed for each of the 
following components of the VEPR. Please suggest specific constructive changes if possible. Even 
suggestions for minor ‘fine-tuning’ will be useful. 
 

a. Reviewees - Review application process 

[E.g. information provided & guidelines; application form and process; portfolio requirements 
and process; communications with the VEPR Coordinator] 

  

  

b. Reviewers - Reviewer application, training and appointment process  

[E.g. information & guidelines; application form and process; communications with the VEPR 
Coordinator] 

  

  

c. Reviewer selection for a VEPR review  

[E.g. suitability of the reviewers; information provided; communications from the VEPR 
Coordinator] 

  

  

d. Review process  

[E.g. review meeting arrangements, processes and structure; communications between 
reviewers and reviewee; confidentiality; reporting process; communications with the VEPR 
Coordinator] 

  

  

e. Other? 

  

  
 

G. Enablers 

What aspects of the VEPR systems and processes were the most useful or valuable, at all 
stages, in enabling a constructive review process? 

  

  
 

H. About you 

Age: 
Sex: 
Nationality: 
Location: 
Current evaluation role/s: (e.g. provider; commissioner; educator; etc) 
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Appendix 3: VEPR guidelines for determining a 

‘satisfactory’ review 
 
1. In order to determine whether a VEPR reviewee has met a reasonable standard of self-

reflection and learning through the VEPR review process, the reviewers should address 
the following questions.  

 
 Has the reviewee demonstrated the following, either in their application materials, 

compilation of their ‘portfolio’ material, and/or their participation in the review discussion 
and reporting: 
 An ability to identify practice areas where they need to strengthen their capability? 
 An appreciation of the causes and capabilities gaps that underlie the practice issues 

identified by the review 
 A willingness to explore the questions and ideas offered by the reviewers? 
 An increased awareness and readiness, following the review discussion, of how to 

address the issues identified through their professional development? 
 An ability to think laterally about the professional development options and identify 

potential new approaches or solutions to the gaps in knowledge, skills and 
dispositions that they have identified? 

 An ability to propose some relevant actions for their future professional development? 
 
2. If reviewers have any significant doubt as to the reviewee’s achievement of learning 

through the review process, the reviewer should contact the VEPR Coordinator to discuss 
their concerns or doubts. The Coordinator should be contacted in the first instance, rather 
than the co-reviewer, (i) to avoid biasing the co-reviewer and (ii) because the VEPR 
Coordinator’s perspective and experience are grounded in a broader awareness of the 
standards being applied across VEPR reviewers. 

 
3. The reviewers’ consensus decision as to whether the reviewee has met a reasonable 

standard of self-reflection and learning through the VEPR review process cannot be over-
ridden by the VEPR Coordinator. Only if the reviewers cannot reach a consensus may the 
Coordinator be called upon to mediate or arbitrate. 
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Appendix 4: VEPR Reviewer Ethical Standards and 

Conflict of Interest Declaration 
 

VEPR Reviewer Ethical Standards  

Integrity 

 Reviewers will accurately and honestly represent their relevant professional 
qualifications, experience, training, certifications and accreditations to the VEPR 
Committee and reviewees. 

Confidentiality 

 Reviewers will maintain strict confidentiality in relation to all discussions and 
communications relating to a review. 

 Reviewers will store all review communications and records in a manner that promotes 
confidentiality, security and privacy. 

Inappropriate interactions 

 Reviewers are responsible for keeping clear, appropriate and culturally sensitive 
boundaries in interactions with reviewees. 

Conflict of interest 

 Reviewers will share with reviewees, on request, any personal or professional biases that 
they may have in relation to the reviewee’s work, as outlined in the reviewee’s application. 

 To avoid any conflict of interest, reviewers will distinguish a review relationship from 
other forms of relationship, such as a friendship or business. 

 Reviewers will be aware of the potential for conflicts of interest of either a commercial or 
personal nature. 

 Reviewers will disclose any conflict that may arise with the reviewee and agree to 
withdraw from the review process if a conflict arises that cannot be managed effectively. 

Terminating VEPR review relationships  

 Reviewers will respect the reviewee’s right to terminate the review process at any point 
without having to give a reason. 

 Reviewers will offer the reviewee an opportunity to stop the review process if it is 
believed that the reviewee would be served better by another reviewer. 

 Reviewers understand that their professional responsibilities continue beyond the 
completion of the review, including maintaining confidentiality of all information relating 
to the review, secure maintenance of all related records and data, and provision of any 
follow-up that has been agreed to. 

Maintaining the reputation of coaching and mentoring 

 Reviewers are expected to behave in a way that at all times reflects positively upon the 
evaluation profession and the EES. 

Recognising equality and diversity 

 Reviewers will abide by the EES Ethical Standards.  
 Reviewers will avoid knowingly discriminating on any grounds and will constantly seek to 

enhance their own awareness of possible areas of discrimination.  
 Reviewers will be cognisant of the potential for unconscious bias and seek to ensure they 

take a respectful and inclusive approach that embraces and explores individual difference.  
 Reviewers will monitor their language, spoken, written and non-verbal, for inadvertent 

discrimination.  
 Reviewers will engage in professional development activities that are likely to increase 

their self-awareness in relation to equality and diversity. 
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VEPR Reviewer Conflict of Interest Declaration 

I [reviewer name] confirm that: 
 

 I am a current member of the EES, membership number ….. 

 I will abide my the VEPR Reviewer Ethical Standards 

 I do / do not have a conflict of interest in undertaking a VEPR Review with [name of 

review applicant].  

 In particular, I am / am not a relative, employer, employee, current contractor or sub-

contractor, or close friend of this applicant. 

 I will carry out the role of VEPR Reviewer in good faith, objectively and in the time frame 

required, for the benefit of the applicant. 

 I agree to abide by the EES Code of Ethics in undertaking these functions. 

 
If you have declared a conflict of interest, please write in the box below why you believe that 
will not prevent you from undertaking an objective VEPR review with [name of review 
applicant]. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Reviewer name: 
 
Signed:  
 
Date:  
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Appendix 5: Suggested VEPR Coordinator attributes 
 

 EES member 

 Senior evaluation practitioner 

 Experience in a broad range of evaluation roles 

 Committed to evaluation professionalisation and professional development 

 Self-directed and well organised 

 Democratic team worker 

 Skilled in active listening, reflective thinking and democratic evaluation 

 Ability to identify and resolve collectively issues related to conflict of interest 

 Willing to be accountable 

 Adheres to VEPR principles, processes and standards  

 Fluent in English 

 Ideally, experience as an evaluation educator OR comprehensive understanding of 
professional development for evaluators. 

 
Because the Coordinator role can be undertaken via electronic communications, the person 
can be located in any country. 
 


