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Disclaimer

This document, the UniHouse Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0), is the proprietary
intellectual property of UniHouse Global Ltd. It has been developed as a guiding framework to support the
monitoring, evaluation, and continuous improvement of scholarship and capacity development programs.

While this framework reflects UniHouse’s best practices, research, and experience in educational and institutional
evaluation, it is intended as a general reference tool. The methodologies, indicators, and examples contained
herein may be adapted to fit specific client objectives, contractual requirements, or contextual conditions.

The information presented does not constitute legal, contractual, or financial advice and should not be interpreted
as creating obligations or warranties beyond those defined in formal agreements between UniHouse and its
clients.

UniHouse reserves the right to update, refine, or modify this framework as part of its ongoing commitment to
innovation and quality improvement. Unauthorized reproduction, distribution, or alteration of this document, in

whole or in part, without prior written consent from UniHouse Global Ltd, is strictly prohibited.

© UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved.

Framework Development Context
& Institutional Expertise

The Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0) was developed through the engagement of
more than 60 international consultants, technical advisors, and subject-matter experts across the fields of
education policy, monitoring and evaluation, workforce development, governance, and digital transformation.

Their combined experience, drawn from over two decades of practical implementation across government,
private-sector, and development-partner programs, forms the empirical foundation of the framework’s
methodology and evaluation tools.

The framework builds upon an extensive portfolio of global engagements with organizations including the World
Bank, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS), Shell,
BP, LUKOIL, Gazprom, Sonangol, Abu Dhabi Islamic Bank, and Hyundai Engineering & Construction, among others.

It also reflects experience supporting ministries and national scholarship agencies that have collectively managed
and processed thousands of scholars and trainees to major international destinations across the United Kingdom,
United States, Canada, Europe, Asia, and the Middle East.

Across these contexts, common challenges have emerged:
= Aligning scholarship programs with national workforce priorities.
= Standardizing governance, quality-assurance, and operational processes.
= Ensuring equitable access and transparency in selection and support.
= Managing complex cross-border operations efficiently.
= Measuring institutional performance, knowledge transfer, and long-term developmental impact.

SMEF 2.0 consolidates these lessons into a unified, adaptable, and evidence-based framework. It integrates
Results-Based Management (RBM) principles and aligns with 1ISO 21001, ISO 29993, and ISO 9001 standards, while
incorporating insights from the Capacity Development Evaluation Framework (CDEF).

Through this foundation, SMEF 2.0 provides a practical, verifiable, and context-responsive system for evaluating
scholarship management, institutional capacity, and human-capital development in line with global quality and
accountability standards.
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Executive Summary

UniHouse Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0) provides a comprehensive and systematic
approach to monitoring, evaluating, and continuously improving scholarship management systems. Designed to
ensure accountability, learning, and measurable outcomes, the framework reflects UniHouse’s global expertise in
scholarship governance, institutional strengthening, and capacity development.

Building upon the foundation of SMEF Version 1.0 and drawing on the UniHouse Capacity Development Evaluation
Framework (CDEF), this second generation integrates both individual (scholar) and institutional (system)
perspectives. It enables clients, ministries, and educational agencies to evaluate scholarship programs not only by
the success of their students but also by the effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of the institutions
managing them.

SMEF 2.0 aligns with Results-Based Management (RBM) principles and internationally recognized standards,
including ISO 21001:2018 (Educational Organizations), ISO 29993:2017 (Learning Services outside Formal
Education), and ISO 9001:2015 (Quality Management). It introduces an adaptable evaluation logic grounded in the
Kirkpatrick Model and strengthened by evaluation science, ensuring reliability, validity, and evidence-based
decision-making.

Through a structured set of evaluation domains, standardized metrics, and integrated data systems, SMEF 2.0
helps organizations to:
= Assess performance across all stages of the scholarship lifecycle — from selection and pre-departure to
post-scholarship reintegration.
= Evaluate the operational capacity, service quality, and governance of scholarship management entities.
= Measure the effectiveness of partnerships, digital systems, and knowledge-transfer initiatives.
= Capture both quantitative results and qualitative insights to support adaptive management and strategic
planning.

Ultimately, SMEF 2.0 supports organizations in transforming scholarships into sustainable investments in human
capital, ensuring that the benefits extend from individuals to institutions, and from institutions to national
development outcomes.

1. Introduction

The Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0) is UniHouse’s integrated approach to evaluating
the effectiveness and impact of scholarship programs. It provides a structured mechanism for assessing not only
student-level outcomes but also the broader ecosystem that enables program success — governance systems,
institutional capacity, partnerships, and operational models.

This framework is flexible and scalable, applicable to:
= National scholarship programs administered by ministries and government agencies.
= Institutional and private-sector sponsorship schemes.
= Development partner-funded scholarship and fellowship initiatives.

It is designed to:
1. Measure performance and impact at multiple levels — individual, institutional, and system.
2. Ensure accountability through evidence-based monitoring and transparent reporting.
3. Promote continuous improvement through structured feedback loops.
4. Enable adaptive management aligned with organizational strategy and national objectives.

By combining the logic of Results-Based Management (RBM) with ISO-aligned evaluation standards, SMEF 2.0
functions as both a quality assurance framework and a capacity-building instrument, ensuring that scholarship
systems operate efficiently, equitably, and sustainably.

1.1 Evolution from SMEF 1.0

SMEF 1.0 focused primarily on monitoring scholar experience and program outcomes across the scholarship
lifecycle. SMEF 2.0 expands this scope by integrating evaluation of:

= |Institutional and sponsor performance

= QOperational efficiency and service delivery

= Capacity development and knowledge transfer

= Digital platforms and communication systems

This expansion was informed by UniHouse’s Capacity Development Evaluation Framework (CDEF), which provides
the methodological backbone for assessing institutional and facilitator-level performance.

1.2 Scope of Application

SMEF 2.0 applies across the entire scholarship lifecycle, including:
= Pre-Scholarship: Selection, nomination, readiness, and pre-departure orientation.
= In-Study: Academic monitoring, wellbeing, service responsiveness, and partnership performance.
= Post-Scholarship: Reintegration, alumni tracking, and longitudinal impact assessment.
= Institutional-Level: Governance, HR capacity, digital systems, and knowledge transfer sustainability.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 1



2. Framework Foundations and
Guiding Principles

SMEF 2.0 is grounded in international evaluation theory and practice, combining the rigor of evaluation science
with the practicality of organizational management frameworks.

2.1 Theoretical Foundations

The framework draws from several established models and standards:
* Results-Based Management (RBM): Linking inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impact through
measurable indicators.
»  Kirkpatrick Model (Levels 1-4): Assessing satisfaction, learning, behavioral change, and systemic results.
= CDEF Alignment: Integrating capacity-building and institutional performance evaluation, particularly for
sponsor and counsellor roles.
* |SO Standards Integration:
0 1SO 21001 — Management systems for educational organizations.
0 ISO 29993 — Quiality of learning services outside formal education.
0 1SO 9001 — Quality management and continuous improvement.

2.2 Guiding Principles

The implementation of SMEF 2.0 follows these guiding principles:

1. Results-Based Management (RBM):

Focus on clearly defined outcomes — academic success, program efficiency, institutional capacity, and
developmental impact.

2. Gender Equality & Social Inclusion (GESI):
Ensure equity in access, participation, and outcomes through disaggregated data and inclusive evaluation
practices.

3. Utilization-Focused Evaluation:
Design evaluation outputs to be timely, practical, and actionable, enabling evidence-based decision-making.

4. Evaluation Rigor & Ethics:
Maintain methodological rigor, objectivity, informed consent, and confidentiality across all data collection and
reporting processes.

5. Participation & Shared Accountability:
Engage scholars, program staff, institutional partners, and sponsors in evaluation processes to enhance ownership
and relevance.

6. Sustainability & Knowledge Retention:
Assess the long-term application of learning, institutional memory, and system resilience beyond program
completion.

7. Continuous Improvement:
Embed feedback loops into all program stages to identify lessons learned, promote innovation, and refine program
design.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 2

3. Theoretical Alignment &
Framework Logic

The UniHouse Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0) is grounded in globally recognized
theories of evaluation and quality assurance. It merges the logic of Results-Based Management (RBM),
Kirkpatrick’s Model of Learning Evaluation, and capacity development theory to ensure that every scholarship
program is evaluated both for its immediate performance and its long-term developmental contribution.

SMEF 2.0 recognizes that scholarship programs are not only mechanisms for individual learning but also
instruments for institutional capacity building, cultural exchange, and national talent development. For that
reason, the framework evaluates performance across two interconnected dimensions — the Scholar Layer and the
Institutional Layer — each with defined domains, metrics, and evidence requirements.

3.1 The Dual Evaluation Logic: Scholar and Institution

Layers Associated SMEF Domains Key Focus

5.1 Selection & Onboarding Learner experience,
5.2 Pre-Departure readiness, wellbeing,
5.3 In-Study Support satisfaction

5.4 Operational Efficiency Governance, HR,

5.5 Institutional Capacity systems, partnerships,
5.6 Partnership Effectiveness learning culture

5.7 Digital Systems

5.8 Counsellor Effectiveness

5.9 Capacity & Knowledge

Sustainability

Institutional
Layer

System / 5.10 Post-Scholarship Alignment with
y Outcomes & System national goals, ROI,
Impact Layer S
Impact sustainability

SMEF 2.0 Evaluation Layers

(1) The Scholar Layer
Focuses on the individual journey and learning outcomes, capturing all stages from selection through
post-graduation. It evaluates:

* Fairness and inclusivity of selection processes.

= Effectiveness of pre-departure preparation and orientation.

* Quality of academic and personal experience abroad.

= Access to support systems and counsellor responsiveness.

= Employability, reintegration, and contribution after return.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 3



The scholar layer reflects Kirkpatrick Levels 1-3: SMEF 2.0 is structured on a logic model that connects activities to measurable results at multiple levels.

Level Focus SMEF 2.0 Application RBM Level Description Illustration in SMEF 2.0
Level 1 - Scholar satisfaction and perceived Pre-departure and in -study support Inputs Resources, systems, and expertise Staffing, partnerships, digital tools, budgets,
Reaction relevance domains mobilized to manage the scholarship and counsellor deployment
Level 2 — Knowledge, skills, and qualification Academic experience and program
Learning attainment competency outcomes Activities | Core processes and services delivered Selection, counselling, academic
Level 3 — Application of learning and early Post -scholarship follow -up and throughout the scholarship lifecycle monitoring, reporting, and training
Behaviour professional outcomes alumni tracking Outputs Direct, tangible results of program Scholars placed, p artnerships activated,
implementation systems operationalized
Outcomes | Medium-term effects on scholars, Improved scholar success rates, enhanced
(2) The Institutional Layer institutions, and systems institutional capacity, quality service
Assesses the organizational, managerial, and system-level components that determine scholarship success. This delivery
layer is informed directly by UniHouse’s CDEF principles, extending the evaluation beyond beneficiaries to include: Impact Long-term developmental contribution Strengt'hened national culturgl or
= Effectiveness of governance and coordination mechanisms. professional workforce, sustainable
= Clarity of HR structures, job descriptions, and role alighment. knowledge ecosystems

= Efficiency of operational and administrative processes.

= Strength and relevance of local and international partnerships. This RBM logic underpins the entire evaluation process and ensures alignment with international development
= Functionality of digital and communication platforms. partner frameworks (World Bank, UNDP, EBRD, etc.), enabling SMEF 2.0 to fit seamlessly within multi-agency
= Quality and sustainability of knowledge transfer programs. reporting structures.

These elements correspond to Kirkpatrick Level 4 (Results), measuring institutional and systemic outcomes such

as: 3.3 Alignment with International Standards
= Improved governance and process integration.
= Enhanced capability of staff to manage scholarship operations independently.
= Strengthened partnerships, data systems, and service quality.

= Demonstrable contribution to national or sectoral human capital objectives.
~%$ RBM QA & GES|
o . . . . . Izi? :Egsgg 19§010 & Cycle Integration
In addition, SMEF 2.0 integrates a structured Service Catalogue framework, which defines and standardizes the
full range of services offered within scholarship operations. The Service Catalogue specifies each service’s
purpose, procedural steps, and corresponding service-level agreements (SLAs) that govern delivery quality and .
response timelines. It functions as both an operational reference and a student-facing guide, ensuring transparen- ISO & RBM Alignment

cy, accessibility, and accountability in how support and administrative services are delivered throughout the

scholarship lifecycle . . . . . .
SMEF 2.0 embeds internationally recognized quality assurance and learning service standards to ensure

(See Annex K — Institutional Service Catalogue Framework for detailed service descriptions and SLA standards) consistency, comparability, and credibility of evaluation results.

Standard Relevance to SMEF 2.0
3.2 Results-Based Management (RBM) Integration ISO 21001:2018 (Educational Guides learner -centred management, stakeholder
Organizations Management engagement, and performance monitoring of educational
Systems) entities.
* * * ISO 29993:2017 ( Learning Services | Ensures transparent delivery, evaluation of learning
Inputs Activities / Processes Outputs Outcomes Impact outside Formal Educ§hon) outcpmes, and qualltY of learner support services.
ISO 9001:2015 (Quality Provides the overarching structure for continuous
Funding, Scholarship Trained Scholars, Improved Sustainable Management Systems) improvement, d ocumentation, and risk -based decision -
Policy Operations, Strengthened Program Quality, Human-Capital making.
Mandates, Counselling, Institutions, Evidence-Based Development, Evaluation Science Principles Supports reliability, validity, triangulation, and the ethical use
HR, Digital Institutional Performance Decisions Instlt.u‘tlonal of data
Systems Governance, Data Reports Resilience - - . — _ _
Management CDEF Methodological Logic Integrates assessment of institutional readiness, operational
efficiency, facilitator effectiveness, and long -term impact
A A sustainability.

Learning & Improvement Loop

Core Logic Flow
2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 4 © 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved



This alignment reinforces UniHouse’s commitment to both educational quality and institutional excellence,
ensuring that scholarship programs are managed and evaluated to internationally auditable standards.

SMEF 2.0’s structure is underpinned by a synthesis of organizational behavior, learning evaluation, and
capacity-development theories, ensuring that institutional and human factors are measured alongside operational
results

In addition to RBM and ISO-aligned quality frameworks, SMEF 2.0 draws upon selected organizational and
behavioral models to strengthen its institutional and team evaluation dimensions.

Belbin’s Team Role Theory emphasizes balanced team composition and behavioral diversity across leadership, SMEF 2.0 Integrated Framework Map—Linking
coordination, and implementation roles. When applied to SMEF, it supports the evaluation of institutional : . . . . . .
Scholarship, Institutional Capacity, and System Impact (with CDEF Alignment)

cohesion and role complementarity (Domains 5.5 and 5.8).

A holistic model for evaluating scholarship effectiveness, institutional performance, and sustainable capacity development.
Similarly, Tuckman’s Group Development Model illustrates how teams evolve through adaptive learning
stages—Forming, Storming, Norming, Performing, and Adjourning—informing SMEF’s continuous improvement

cycle (Section 8). Core Logic Flow

Finally, Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Learning Evaluation Model provides a reference for assessing outcomes across * *
scholars, institutions, and systems—from reaction and learning to behavioral change and long-term results— o
i o , i Inputs Activities / Processes Outputs Outcomes
directly linking to SMEF’s Results-Based Management logic.

Sustainable Human
Capital Development,

Improved Program
Quality, Evidence-Based
Decisions

Scholarship Trained Scholars,

Funding, . : e
& Operations, Counselling, Strengthened Institutions,

Policy Mandates,
HR, Digital Systems

Institutional Governance, Performance Reports Institutional Resilience

Data Management

3.4 Framework Interaction Model

The interaction between the two evaluation layers (Scholar and Institution) creates a closed learning loop that
drives improvement at every level.

Learning & Improvement Loop

Cycle of Learning and Accountability:

MEF 2.0 Evaluation L r
1. Scholar Feedback informs service design and operational adjustments. S 0 Evaluation Layers

2. Institutional Evaluation identifies structural or resource gaps.

3. Partnership Review ensures alighment between external collaborators and institutional goals. Layers Scholar Layer Institutional Layer System / Impact Layer

4. Capacity Development Monitoring ensures knowledge transfer and staff empowerment. Associated 5.1 Selection & Onboarding 5.4 Operational Efficiency, 5.5 Institutional Capacity, 5.6 5.10 Post-Scholarship Outcomes

5. Impact Tracking measures long-term returns and guides strategic investment. SMEF 5.2 Pre-Departure Partnership Effectiveness, 5.7 Digital Systems, 5.8 Counsel- & System Impact

Domains 5.3 In-Study Support lor Effectiveness, 5.9 Capacity & Knowledge Sustainability
This cyclical StrUCtur_e transforms SMEF .2'0 .fror.n a static monltorlng framework into a dynamic management Key Focus Learner experience, readiness, wellbeing, satisfaction Governance, HR, systems, partnerships, learning culture Alignment with national goals, ROI, sustainability
system for scholarship governance and institutional learning.
e Alignment Stri CDEF Domains Linked SMEF Sections i

3.5 Deﬁnltlon of Success g P Embedded Indicators Panel

) ) . L 1 — Operational Efficiency 5.4 Program Delivery
A successful scholarship management system, as defined by SMEF 2.0, demonstrates the following characteristics: 2 — Facilitator Effectiveness = @ Conmealler Eieateness SPI IPI. SPPD

= Scholars achieve strong academic outcomes and meaningful professional integration. CDEF - Institutional Strengthening Continuum 3 — Knowledge Transfer 5.9 Capacity & Sustainability KPIs, ROI, GESI.
» |Institutions operate efficiently, transparently, and equitably. 4 - Contribution to Development Outcomes 5.10 Impact
. . . 5 — Continuous Improvement Sections 7 & 8 (Data + Learning)
=  Support services are timely, accessible, and learner-focused.
=  Partnerships and digital tools function as enablers, not bottlenecks.
= Capacity development is institutionalized, ensuring sustainability beyond external support.
* The program contributes measurably to national or sectoral human capital development goals.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 6



4. Evaluation Methodology and Process

The UniHouse Scholarship Management & Evaluation Framework (SMEF 2.0) employs a structured, multi-phase
methodology that ensures systematic assessment of scholarship programs at both the individual (scholar) and
institutional (system) levels.

It is designed to capture short-term results, medium-term outcomes, and long-term developmental impact
through continuous monitoring, evaluation, and learning cycles.

This methodology draws on Results-Based Management (RBM) principles and evaluation science, ensuring that
data collection, analysis, and reporting processes are credible, inclusive, and aligned with global quality standards.

4.1 Core Components

SMEF 2.0 operates through three interlinked core components that together create a consistent and
evidence-based evaluation structure:

Component Definition Purpose

Domains Thematic areas representing key Ensure comprehensive coverage across
performance dimensions of scholar lifecycle, institutional capacity,
scholarship programs. partnerships, and governance.

Metrics Quantitative and qualitative Provide measurable and comparable
indicators within each domain. benchmarks for performance.

Scales Standardized rating scales (e.g., 1 — Facilitate consistency and comparability
5) applied to qu antitative metrics. across cohorts, institutions, and time periods.

Each component is adaptable and contextualized to fit the specific scope and objectives of a scholarship program
or institutional system.

4.2 Methodological Approach

The framework integrates mixed-methods evaluation, combining quantitative and qualitative techniques to ensure
triangulated, balanced insights.
1. Quantitative Methods
=  Surveys and structured questionnaires administered to scholars, staff, and partners.
= Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) such as completion rates, satisfaction levels, SLA compliance, and
employment outcomes.
= System-generated data (digital platform analytics, response time records, budget utilization rates).

2. Qualitative Methods
* Key informant interviews, focus groups, and reflective dialogues.
= Thematic analysis of stakeholder feedback, success stories, and case studies.
=  Observation and participatory assessments during in-country reviews or workshops.

3. Triangulation
= All findings are validated through multiple data sources — scholar surveys, institutional reports, counsel-
lor evaluations, and partnership feedback — to strengthen credibility and identify discrepancies or
emerging trends.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 7

4.3 Evaluation Phases

Baseline Review

Implementation Monitoring Completion Evaluation Longitudinal Impact

Evaluation Methodology Timeline

SMEF 2.0 applies a cyclical four-phase approach that mirrors the scholarship lifecycle and institutional learning
process.

Phase 1: Baseline & Design Review

Conducted before or at the start of a scholarship cycle.

Establishes benchmarks for scholar readiness, institutional capability, and partnership functionality.
Includes HR capacity assessment, digital system readiness, and alignment of governance structures with
program objectives.

Outputs: Baseline Evaluation Report and Institutional Readiness Matrix.

Phase 2: Implementation Monitoring

Conducted periodically during active program operation.

Tracks academic performance, scholar satisfaction, operational efficiency, and adherence to service-level
standards.

Includes counsellor evaluations, administrative audit checks, and digital platform analytics.

Outputs: Quarterly or Bi-Annual Progress Reports and Continuous Improvement Notes.

Phase 3: Completion Review

Conducted at the end of the scholarship or training cycle.

Evaluates learning outcomes, scholar experiences, service quality, and immediate institutional perfor-
mance.

Integrates end-of-scholarship surveys, client satisfaction feedback, and operational data.

Outputs: End-of-Program Evaluation Report and Institutional Performance Summary.

Phase 4: Longitudinal & Institutional Assessment

Conducted 1-3 years post-program.

Measures sustainability, reintegration success, and organizational maturity.

Includes alumni impact surveys, employer feedback, and institutional capacity tracking.
Outputs: Impact and Return-on-Investment (ROI) Report and Institutional Maturity Assessment.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved



4.4 Data Collection and Timing

Data are collected at strategic points in the scholarship and institutional cycle:

Stage Focus Area Primary Tools & Output
Methods

Pre-Award / Pre- | Selection fairness, scholar Selection review forms, Baseline

Departure readiness, institutional readiness assessments Report
preparedness

During Study / Academic performance, service Surveys, KPls, interviews, | Progress

Operation quality, counsellor support, operational logs Report
partnership effectiveness

End of Learning outcomes, satisfaction, End- of-program Completion

Scholarship / system performance surveys, client reviews, Report

Completion case studies

Post-Scholarship | Career progression, alumni Alumni surveys, Impact

/ Longitudinal engagement, institutional employer interviews, ROl | Report
sustainability analysis

4.5 Evaluation Levels and Stakeholder Roles

SMEF 2.0 clearly defines who evaluates what, ensuring distributed ownership and consistent accountability.

Stakeholder Role in Evaluation Primary Responsibility
Scholarship Program Oversees full SMEF implementation Integrates M&E activities into
Manager operational workflow
M&E Specialist / Designs tools, ensures data quality, Produces evaluation reports and
Evaluation Lead leads analysis lessons -learned summaries
Scholar Support Administer surveys, collect scholar Provide qualitative insights for
Officers / Counsellors data, identify emerging issues continuous improvement
Institutional Ensures internal processes and HR Implements corrective actions
Management Team systems meet performance and process enhancements

standards
Partners / Host Contribute academic and program Provide validatio n and
Institutions data stakeholder feedback
Scholars & Alumni Participate in surveys and interviews Offer reflections and data on
learning outcomes and impact
External Evaluators (if Conduct independent reviews of Provide objectivity and
applicable) system performance methodological validation

4.6 Use of Key Performance Indicators (KPls)

SMEF 2.0 employs a standardized yet flexible set of KPIs linked to each domain. Indicators are selected based on
relevance, measurability, and alignment with program objectives.

Examples include:
= Scholarship Delivery KPls:
o Application-to-acceptance ratio
o Pre-departure orientation satisfaction
o Academic performance rate
o Service-level agreement (SLA) compliance

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved

= Institutional Performance KPlIs:
o Staff-to-scholar ratio
o Timeliness of disbursements and reporting
o Partnership activation rate
o Knowledge transfer completion percentage

= Impact KPlIs:
o Alumni employment within field of study
o Institutional self-sufficiency rating
o Return-on-investment (ROI) index
o Policy or program innovations post-engagement

4.7 Quality Assurance and Ethical Standards

Every evaluation activity under SMEF 2.0 adheres to strict quality and ethical guidelines, including:
Data protection under GDPR and national laws.

* Informed consent for all participants.

=  Anonymity and confidentiality in reporting.

= Impartial analysis free from institutional or political bias.

=  Continuous validation through internal audits and peer review of evaluation findings.

4.8 Continuous Feedback and Adaptive Management

Evaluation under SMEF 2.0 is not a one-time event — it is a learning system. Findings are systematically fed back
into management and planning processes to ensure continuous improvement.

Adaptive management is achieved through:
=  Mid-cycle reflection workshops with institutional stakeholders.
= Digital dashboards displaying real-time performance indicators.
* Periodic updates to policies, manuals, and processes based on findings.
= Integration of lessons learned into future scholarship cycles and training programs.

Outcome:

This methodology ensures that every stakeholder — from scholars and counsellors to ministries and partner
institutions — contributes to a data-driven culture of accountability, learning, and sustainable impact.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved



5. Evaluation Domains in Detail

The evaluation domains of SMEF 2.0 represent the core performance dimensions across the full scholarship
ecosystem — from individual scholar experience to institutional systems and long-term impact. Each domain
contains quantitative and qualitative indicators, ensuring comprehensive assessment and continuous improve-
ment.

5.1 Scholar Selection, Onboarding & Readiness

Purpose:
To evaluate fairness, transparency, and effectiveness of scholar selection, nomination, and onboarding processes,
ensuring alignment with program goals and equity standards.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Clarity and fairness of eligibility and selection criteria.
* Inclusiveness of selection (gender, geography, socioeconomic background).
= Efficiency and transparency of the application process.
= Scholar preparedness and understanding of program expectations.
* Adequacy of pre-departure documentation and communication.
= Effectiveness of outreach and awareness efforts to attract qualified, diverse applicants

Sample Metrics:
* Percentage of applicants meeting published criteria.
=  GESI representation ratios across selected cohorts.
= Average processing time per application.
*  Scholar satisfaction with onboarding communication.
= Number and diversity of applicants per awareness channel (campaign, website, events)

Data Sources:
Application records, selection panel reports, scholar feedback, administrative audits.

5.2 Pre-Departure Support & Preparation Quality

Purpose:
To assess the quality, completeness, and accessibility of pre-departure support services and orientation programs.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Relevance and clarity of orientation content (academic, cultural, logistical).
= Timeliness and accuracy of pre-departure information.
= Effectiveness of visa, travel, and insurance assistance.
*  Preparedness for cultural adaptation and personal safety.
= Effectiveness of early counselling and mentorship arrangements.

Sample Metrics:
= Scholar rating of orientation relevance (scale 1-5).
=  Proportion of scholars completing all pre-departure steps before travel.
= Average time between approval and full travel readiness.
* Frequency and resolution rate of pre-departure queries.
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Data Sources:
Orientation evaluations, support records, helpdesk logs, scholar surveys.

5.3 Academic Experience & In-Study Support

Purpose:
To evaluate the academic, personal, and social experience of scholars during their studies, ensuring
responsiveness and quality of support.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Academic performance and progress monitoring.
= Accessibility of academic and pastoral support.
= Responsiveness of counsellors, administrators, and host institutions.
=  Wellbeing and integration into host communities.
= Effectiveness of grievance, feedback, and escalation mechanisms.

Sample Metrics:
= Semester GPA or completion rate.
= Scholar satisfaction with academic support (scale 1-5).
= Average response time to scholar inquiries.
=  Number of issues resolved within SLA timeframe.

Data Sources:
Academic transcripts, periodic surveys, counsellor logs, institutional progress reports.

5.4 Program Delivery & Operational Efficiency

(CDEF-aligned: mirrors CDEF Domain 5.4 — Operational Efficiency & Delivery Mechanism)
Purpose:

To measure how efficiently and transparently scholarship operations are implemented, including financial and

administrative performance.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Timeliness and accuracy of payments, logistics, and documentation.
= Efficiency of operational workflows and communication lines.
= Adherence to SLAs and budgetary frameworks.
= Risk management, issue tracking, and resolution quality.
= Consistency of delivery across program cycles.

Sample Metrics:
= % of financial transactions completed within SLA.
= Average administrative turnaround time.
=  Compliance rate with established SOPs.
= Frequency and severity of operational non-conformities.

Data Sources:
Finance logs, operational audits, quality assurance reports, client feedback.

2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved
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SMEF 2.0 incorporates an institutional Service Catalogue as a key reference for evaluating program delivery. The
catalogue outlines the full range of scholarship-related services—covering pre-departure orientation, placement
coordination, in-study support, academic monitoring, and alumni reintegration—alongside the corresponding
service procedures and service-level agreements (SLAs). Evaluation under this domain measures how effectively
these services are implemented, monitored, and communicated, ensuring operational delivery aligns with defined
service standards and supports student outcomes

(See Annex K — Institutional Service Catalogue Framework for detailed service descriptions and SLA standards)

5.5 Institutional Capacity & Role Alighment

Thinking

Plant @ Specialist

Monitor
Evaluator

Belbin Team Role Framework

(CDEF-aligned: extends CDEF logic on institutional assessment and governance)

Purpose:

To evaluate whether the organizational structure, human resources, and internal governance mechanisms are fit
for purpose.

Key Evaluation Areas:
=  Role clarity, reporting lines, and functional accountability.
* Adequacy of staffing levels and technical competencies.
= Effectiveness of management oversight and coordination.
= Existence and application of manuals, process documentation, and HR frameworks.
= Strength of governance and decision-making mechanisms.

Sample Metrics:
= Staff-to-scholar ratio by function.
= % of key roles with clear job descriptions.
* Internal performance review frequency.
* Institutional capacity score (based on assessment rubric).
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Data Sources:

Organizational charts, job descriptions, HR audits, governance reviews.

Concept Reference — Belbin Team Role Framework SMEF applies Belbin’s principles of balanced team composition
to evaluate institutional effectiveness.

A well-functioning scholarship team demonstrates the right mix of Action-Oriented, People-Oriented, and Think-
ing-Oriented roles, ensuring collaboration, accountability, and innovation.

Evaluators may use this perspective to identify strengths and gaps in role distribution—such as coordination,
implementation, or analytical capacity—when assessing institutional sustainability

5.6 Partnership & Stakeholder Effectiveness

Purpose:
To assess the performance and value of partnerships — academic, governmental, private, or international — in
delivering scholarship and training outcomes.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Clarity of partnership objectives and mutual benefits.
= Compliance with partnership agreements or MoUs.
= Frequency and quality of partner communication and reporting.
=  Contribution of partners to scholar outcomes or system strengthening.
= Sustainability and scalability of collaboration models.
= Collaboration with media, educational institutions bodies in promoting scholarship opportunities

Sample Metrics:
= % of partnerships meeting performance targets.
= Number of joint initiatives successfully implemented.
= Partner satisfaction index (qualitative).
= Timeliness of partner reporting.

Data Sources:
MoUs, meeting minutes, partner feedback surveys, partnership progress reports.

5.7 Digital Systems & Communication Platforms

Purpose:
To evaluate the functionality, accessibility, and effectiveness of digital platforms used for scholar management,
communication, and reporting.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= User-friendliness and reliability of digital interfaces.
= Data security, privacy, and backup protocols.
= System integration across departments and stakeholders.
= Efficiency of information dissemination and feedback loops.
= Accessibility for users with diverse technical or linguistic needs.

2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved 14



Sample Metrics:
= System uptime percentage.
»  User satisfaction with platform usability (scale 1-5).
=  Number of communication errors or missed updates.
= Response rate to digital notifications or surveys.

Data Sources:
Platform analytics, IT logs, user feedback, digital audits.

5.8 Counsellor & Support Team Effectiveness

(CDEF-aligned: mirrors CDEF Domain 5.3 — Facilitator Effectiveness & Knowledge Transfer)

Purpose:

To assess the professionalism, communication skills, and impact of counsellors, coordinators, and other support
personnel.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Subject-matter expertise and responsiveness.
= Effectiveness of academic and emotional guidance.
= Communication quality with scholars and institutions.
= Adherence to ethical and confidentiality standards.
=  Contribution to scholar motivation and retention.

Sample Metrics:
=  Average scholar satisfaction score per counsellor.
=  Number of successful resolutions per reporting cycle.
*  Frequency of follow-ups and proactive check-ins.
= Peer and supervisor evaluation outcomes.

Data Sources:
Scholar feedback, counsellor self-assessments, supervisor evaluations, case logs.

5.9 Capacity Development & Knowledge Sustainability

(CDEF-aligned: extends CDEF Domains 5.2 and 5.7)

Purpose:

To measure how effectively the program builds institutional knowledge and capacity, ensuring long-term sustain-
ability after external support ends.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Quality and regularity of knowledge-transfer activities.
*  Application of acquired skills by institutional staff.
* Integration of new processes and tools into daily operations.
= Improvement in institutional independence and performance.
* Retention of trained personnel and documentation of learning.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved
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Sample Metrics:
= % of training sessions completed vs. planned.
= Post-training competency improvement rate.
= Retention rate of trained staff after 12 months.
= Number of updated or institutionalized procedures.

Data Sources:
Training attendance logs, skills assessments, institutional reviews, post-training evaluations.

5.10 Post-Scholarship Outcomes & System Impact

(Extends SMEF 1.0 and aligns with CDEF’s longitudinal assessment model)
Purpose:
To evaluate the long-term impact of scholarship programs on individuals, institutions, and national systems.

Key Evaluation Areas:
= Alumni career progression and reintegration success.
= Application of learning to professional practice and innovation.
= Institutional improvements resulting from returning scholars.
=  System-level contribution to national human capital or policy goals.
= Return-on-investment (ROI) and impact sustainability.

Sample Metrics:
= % of alumni employed in relevant fields after 1-3 years.
= Number of institutional improvements linked to alumni expertise.
= ROl ratio (economic and developmental).
= Alumni engagement and mentorship participation rate.

Data Sources:
Alumni surveys, employer feedback, national labor data, institutional performance reviews.

Cross-Domain Themes:
Each domain is evaluated through cross-cutting lenses that ensure inclusivity, transparency, and alignment with
quality standards:

= Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI): Ensures equitable outcomes across gender, geographic, and

socio-economic lines.

=  Sustainability: Focuses on the continuity of benefits and institutional resilience.

=  Ethics and Confidentiality: Ensures data integrity and protection of all participants.

= Continuous Learning: Promotes adaptive management and iterative program enhancement.

Outcome:

Together, these 10 domains create a 360-degree evaluation model — balancing the quantitative rigour of M&E
systems with the qualitative depth of institutional learning, ensuring scholarship programs are efficient, equitable,
and sustainable.
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6. Rating Scale & Performance

Interpretation

To ensure consistent and comparable assessment across programs, cohorts, and institutions, SMEF 2.0 applies a

standardized five-point performance scale.

1-Poor

Major deficiencies or
systemic gaps that
compromise
program quality,
compliance, or
impact.

3-Satisfactory

Acceptable
performance with
some gaps or
inconsistencies
requiring attention.

4-Good

Fully achieves
objectives with minor
or non-material areas

for enhancement.
Processes are stable

alignment.

and well-managed.

Rating Scale Visualization

This scale converts both quantitative and qualitative findings into clear performance categories that inform
decisions, corrective actions, and strategic planning.

The scale may be applied to surveys, audits, institutional reviews, or aggregated indicators across evaluation

domains.

6.1 Standardized Rating Scale

5—Excellent

Demonstrates
outstanding quality
and best-practice

are stable and well - managed.

Rating Descriptor Interpretation Action Implication

5 — Excellent / Demonstrates outstanding Represents Maintain and

Exceeds quality and best - practice international or document as best

Expectations alignment. Processes are sectoral benchmark practice; share
efficient, proactive, and performance. internally and
consistently deliver above - externally as a model.
target outcomes.

4 — Good / Fully achieves objectives with Performance meets Continue standard

Meets minor or non-material areas all contractual and operations; consider

Expectations for enhancement. Processes quality expectations. minor refinements.

3 — Satisfactory
/ Partially Meets
Expectations

Acceptable performance with
some gaps or inconsistencies
requiring attention.

Program outcomes
are achieved, but
process efficiency or
quality can be
improved.

Action plan required;
short-term remedial
measures
recommended.

2 — Fair / Below

Noticeable weaknesses

Objectives not fully

Corrective action plan

Expectations affecting performance or achieved; quality or mandatory;
compliance with st andards. timeliness concerns management
evident. oversight required.
1- Poor / Major deficiencies or Represents critical Immediate corrective
Significantly systemic gaps that failure points measures; potential
Below compromise program qualit y, | requiring urgent external review or
Expectations compliance, or impact. intervention. restructuring.
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6.2 Application of the Rating Scale

The SMEF 2.0 scale can be applied in three complementary contexts:
1. Quantitative Measurement:
o Survey responses and KPIs are aggregated to produce mean scores per domain.
o Thresholds are set for “acceptable” vs. “alert” levels based on targets defined in the program’s
M&E plan.
o Example: 4.0+ = High performance; 3.0-3.9 = Moderate; below 3.0 = Requires improvement.

2. Qualitative Assessment:
o Themes from interviews, focus groups, and open-ended surveys are categorized against the 1-5
scale using keyword mapping and sentiment scoring.
o For example, feedback classified as “frequent delays” or “unclear communication” would
correspond to Level 2-3.

3. Composite Domain Scoring:
o Each evaluation domain (Section 5) generates an average domain score.
o Domain-level scores are then aggregated into Scholar Performance Index (SPI) and Institutional
Performance Index (IPl), each represented on a 0-5 scale.
o Combined results create a holistic Scholarship Program Performance Dashboard (SPPD),
enabling at-a-glance insight into program health and progress.

6.3 Performance Thresholds and Alert Mechanism

To ensure early detection of issues, SMEF 2.0 incorporates performance thresholds and a color-coded alert system
applicable to both scholar-level and institutional indicators.

Performance Score Color Meaning
Band Range Code
Excellent 45-50 Green Best practice performance; continue operations and

share lessons.

Good 3.8-4.4 Green Acceptable and sustainable; monitor for consistency.

Moderate / 3.0-3.7 Yellow Requires targeted improvement; management

Watch oversight needed.

Low 2.0-2.9 Orange Deficiencies identified; corrective action plan
required.

Critical <2.0 Red Immediate intervention required; potential

compliance or operational risk.

These thresholds are customizable according to project type, client requirements, and country or institutional
context.

6.4 Interpretation Across Domains

Scholar-Level Domains (5.1-5.3):
= Scores 24.0 indicate high scholar satisfaction, strong academic progress, and effective support.
= Scores between 3.0-3.9 suggest mixed satisfaction or emerging challenges (e.g., delayed responses,
cultural adjustment).
= Scores <3.0 require rapid review of counselling, onboarding, or host coordination systems.
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Institutional Domains (5.4-5.9):
= Scores 24.0 indicate strong governance, efficient processes, and effective coordination.
= Scores between 3.0-3.9 flag inconsistencies in workflows or HR capacity.
= Scores <3.0 indicate operational inefficiencies, role misalignment, or insufficient knowledge transfer.

System-Level Domain (5.10):
= Scores 24.0 reflect measurable long-term outcomes (e.g., alumni employed in priority sectors, institution-
al strengthening).
=  Scores between 3.0-3.9 indicate partial impact realization.
= Scores <3.0 highlight weak reintegration systems or limited national relevance.

6.5 Link to Continuous Improvement

SMEF 2.0 ratings are not punitive — they are diagnostic. The framework’s interpretation model feeds directly into
adaptive management and continuous improvement cycles:

1. Identify - Analyze domain-level ratings to detect patterns of underperformance.

2. Interpret - Examine qualitative data to understand underlying causes.

3. Respond - Develop targeted improvement actions, updated SOPs, or capacity-building interventions.

4. Reassess - Conduct follow-up assessments to confirm effectiveness of corrective measures.

This iterative loop ensures that the evaluation process actively drives operational excellence and institutional
learning.

6.6 Integration with ISO Quality Management Principles

In line with 1ISO 9001, SMEF 2.0 promotes:
* Evidence-based decision making: All judgments are data-driven.
*  Process approach: Evaluation results are linked to specific operational workflows.
= Customer focus: Scholar and stakeholder satisfaction are primary indicators of quality.
* Continuous improvement: Rating trends guide future program enhancements and resource planning.

6.7 Benchmarking and External Validation

SMEF 2.0 encourages benchmarking against:
= Internal trends: Year-on-year performance comparisons.
*  Peerinstitutions: Comparative analysis of similar scholarship programs.
* International best practices: Reference to global scholarship standards (e.g., Chevening, Erasmus+,
Fulbright).

External validation (through independent reviewers or auditors) can be commissioned to verify SMEF 2.0 results
and strengthen institutional credibility.

Outcome:

The SMEF 2.0 rating system transforms evaluation findings into actionable intelligence — creating a transparent,
standardized, and internationally credible mechanism for quality assurance, performance management, and
strategic learning across scholarship programs.
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7. Data Management, Analysis
& Visualization

The UniHouse SMEF 2.0 embeds a rigorous, technology-enabled data management process to ensure that all
evaluation findings are credible, verifiable, and ethically obtained. The framework treats data as a strategic asset
— not only for monitoring performance but also for informing decision-making, risk mitigation, and institutional
learning.

Data collected through SMEF 2.0 are managed in accordance with 1ISO 9001, I1SO 21001, I1SO 29993, and GDPR
principles, ensuring compliance with international quality and data protection standards.

7.1 Data Management Principles

All SMEF 2.0 data activities adhere to the following principles:
1. Accuracy:
Data must reflect the real status of scholar and institutional performance without manipulation or bias.

2. Confidentiality:
All personal, academic, or institutional data are handled under strict confidentiality protocols with controlled
access permissions.

3. Integrity:
Data verification, traceability, and validation mechanisms are in place to prevent loss, duplication, or tampering.

4. Timeliness:
Data must be collected and reported within the prescribed evaluation cycle to ensure relevance and actionability.

5. Transparency:
Methods, indicators, and results are clearly documented, enabling auditability and replication.

6. Ethics & Consent:

Informed consent is mandatory for all participants, and all data usage complies with ethical research and evalua-
tion standards.
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METHODOLOGY, DATA, AND

LEARNING CYCLE

Evaluation Methodology Timeline

Baseline Review Implementation Monitoring

Data-to-Decision Flow
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SMEF 2.0 operates within international quality frameworks, ensuring consistency, transparency, and equity.
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7.2 Data Collection Framework

SMEF 2.0 uses multi-source, mixed-method data collection to ensure robustness and triangulation of findings.

Data Type Primary Tools & Platforms Purpose
Quantitative Data | KoboToolbox, SurveyMonkey, Google Collect standardized responses on
Forms, Power Bl integra tion satisfaction, performance, and
impact.
Qualitative Data Key informant interviews, focus Capture contextual insights,
groups, digital transcripts, feedback narratives, and experiential depth.
sessions

Operational Data | ERP systems, HR databases, partner
reports, financial logs

Track process efficiency,
compliance, and performance
indicators.

Monitor user engagement, system
uptime, and respons iveness.
Assess long -term outcomes and
return on investment.

Platform Data LMS or digital communication
platform analytics
Alumni & Alumni tracking systems, LinkedIn

Longitudinal Data | analytics, employer surveys

Data are collected in structured cycles (baseline, midline, endline, longitudinal) according to the evaluation plan.

7.3 Data Processing & Quality Assurance

All collected data undergo standardized quality checks before analysis.
Key Quality Assurance Steps:
1. Validation: Automatic checks for completeness, duplicates, and logic inconsistencies.
Cleaning: Removal of incomplete or erroneous entries while maintaining an audit trail.
Coding: Systematic assignment of numeric or thematic codes for efficient analysis.
Storage: Secure cloud or institutional servers with role-based access controls.
Review: Periodic internal audits by UniHouse Quality Assurance (QA) team to ensure adherence to SMEF
methodology.

e N

Quality Indicators:
= Data completion rate > 95%
* Verification rate > 90%
= Timeliness of uploads < 5 working days post-collection

7.4 Quantitative Analysis

Quantitative data are analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics to identify performance patterns and
trends across scholars, domains, and time.
Key Analytical Techniques:

* Descriptive statistics (mean, mode, standard deviation, frequency).

= Correlation and regression analysis (e.g., linking support quality with academic performance).

= Cross-tabulation by gender, region, or academic field to assess GESI impacts.

= Trend analysis for longitudinal tracking across scholarship cohorts.

* Index generation (Scholar Performance Index and Institutional Performance Index).
Outputs:

»  Statistical summaries for each evaluation domain.

= Comparative dashboards across program cycles or institutions.

= Alerts for significant deviations from baseline benchmarks.
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7.5 Qualitative Analysis

Qualitative analysis enriches quantitative findings by capturing context, perception, and experiential detail. Data
are systematically analyzed using thematic and content analysis techniques, supported by digital qualitative data
analysis software (QDAS) such as NVivo, MAXQDA, or Atlas.ti.
Process Steps:
1. Transcription & Organization: Convert interviews, focus groups, and narrative feedback into analyzable
text.

2. Coding: Identify recurring themes, sentiments, and success/failure factors.

3. Categorization: Group themes under the 10 SMEF 2.0 domains.

4. Synthesis: Summarize key insights and illustrative quotes.

5. Validation: Cross-check findings with quantitative data and stakeholder reviews.
Outputs:

*  Thematic matrices by domain and stakeholder type.
* Case studies illustrating success stories or systemic challenges.
* Consolidated insights for recommendations and learning.

7.6 Data Triangulation

Triangulation strengthens credibility by comparing results across:
= Data sources: (e.g., scholar surveys vs. institutional reports).
* Data types: (quantitative vs. qualitative).
= Stakeholder groups: (scholars, counsellors, partners, administrators).
=  Timeframes: (baseline vs. endline vs. longitudinal).

Findings are only validated as “high confidence” once multiple independent data sources support the same
conclusion.

7.7 Visualization & Reporting Tools

SMEF 2.0 integrates dynamic visualization techniques to communicate results clearly to stakeholders.
Tools & Platforms:

= Power Bl and Tableau for interactive dashboards.

= Excel-based performance trackers for field and institutional users.

* Infographics and heat maps for domain-level performance.

* Radar and bar charts for satisfaction, efficiency, and impact indices.

Core Visualization Outputs:
*  Scholar Performance Dashboard (SPD): Aggregates academic, wellbeing, and satisfaction metrics.
* Institutional Performance Dashboard (IPD): Tracks operational, HR, and governance results.
= Knowledge Transfer Tracker (KTT): Monitors training outcomes and staff competency gains.
* Longitudinal Impact Dashboard (LID): Visualizes alumni progress and ROl trends.
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7.8 Data Ethics, Security, and Governance

All SMEF 2.0 data operations adhere to international standards of data ethics, privacy, and governance.
Security Controls Include:

= Password-protected systems and encrypted databases.

=  Two-factor authentication for access to sensitive datasets.

= Data anonymization prior to reporting.

= Backup and disaster recovery protocols.

*  Full compliance with GDPR and equivalent data protection laws.

Ethical Safeguards:
= Informed consent statements in all evaluation tools.
*  Optional anonymity for scholars and staff.
*  Non-attribution of sensitive feedback.
= Secure deletion of personal data after analysis lifecycle closure.

7.9 Institutional Data Ownership & Access

SMEF 2.0 promotes transparent data governance. All client institutions retain ownership of primary data collected
through their programs, while UniHouse ensures responsible custodianship during implementation.
Data access levels are categorized as:

= Operational Users: Internal program managers and counsellors.

*  Strategic Users: Ministry or institutional leadership.

= Analytical Users: M&E teams and quality assurance specialists.

= Public / Limited Disclosure: Aggregated or anonymized datasets shared for reporting or research.

7.10 Data-to-Decision Framework

The final step of SMEF 2.0’s data management process is translation of findings into action. This ensures that
insights are not only reported but embedded into management practice.
Key Mechanisms:

= Quarterly Learning Reviews: Present evaluation results and recommendations.

* Annual Strategy Alignment Sessions: Integrate evaluation findings into institutional planning.

= Action Logs & Improvement Plans: Track implementation of corrective actions.

= Knowledge Repository: Archive all data, reports, and lessons learned for future reference.

Outcome:

Through advanced analytics, ethical governance, and clear visualization, SMEF 2.0 transforms raw data into
strategic intelligence — enabling continuous improvement, transparent accountability, and evidence-driven policy
development across scholarship programs.
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8. Reporting, Utilization & Learning

The UniHouse SMEF 2.0 transforms evaluation from a compliance activity into a strategic management tool.
Findings generated across the 10 evaluation domains are used not only to demonstrate accountability but also to
guide continuous learning, operational refinement, and long-term institutional growth.

SMEF 2.0 ensures that data-driven insights reach decision-makers at all levels — from counsellors and program
managers to senior leadership and partner organizations — enabling responsive, evidence-based governance of
scholarship programs.

SMEF’s adaptive cycle mirrors Tuckman’s team development stages, recognizing that institutional teams progress
through evolving phases of performance maturity. Effective evaluation thus considers not only outcomes, but also
the stage of organizational evolution along this learning continuum

8.1 Purpose of Reporting

The primary objectives of SMEF 2.0 reporting are to:

1. Enhance Accountability: Provide transparent evidence of performance, effectiveness, and impact to
stakeholders, funders, and partners.

2. Support Adaptive Management: Enable real-time adjustments to strategies, processes, or resource
allocations based on emerging data.

3. Facilitate Institutional Learning: Capture lessons, best practices, and challenges to inform future planning
and capacity development.

4. Ensure Compliance: Demonstrate adherence to contractual, regulatory, and 1SO-aligned quality standards.

Reporting
& Feedback
Loop

Continuous
Learning & Quality

Enhancement '

1. Forming 2. Storming 3. Norming 4. Performing 5. Adjourning

High

Time/Team Maturity High

Tea Performance Level

Low I Mmodrate

Tuckman Group Development Curve
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8.2 Reporting Structure and Frequency

SMEF 2.0 reporting is modular and scalable, tailored to client requirements and program complexity. Reports are
produced at four key levels of the evaluation cycle.

Report Type Timing Primary Focus Key Users

Baseline Report Start of program Readiness, resource mapping, Senior management,
HR structure, system implementation team
preparedness

Progress Report Quarterly / Bi- Scholar progress, operational Program managers,

Annually efficiency, partnership partners, quality teams

effectiveness

Completion End of scholarship | Overall performance, Donors, institutional

Report / training cycle satisfaction, learning leadership
outcomes

Longitudinal 13 years post - Alumni employment, Policymakers, funding

Impact Report program reintegration, institutional partners, strategy units
capacity growth

8.3 Report Content Framework

Each SMEF 2.0 report follows a standardized structure to ensure clarity, comparability, and alignment with interna-
tional reporting norms.
Core Components:
1. Executive Summary: Key highlights, findings, and recommendations.
Context and Methodology: Summary of evaluation design, tools, and scope.
Findings by Domain: Quantitative and qualitative results, visualized with charts and tables.
GESI Analysis: Disaggregated data on gender, inclusion, and diversity outcomes.
Lessons Learned: Identification of success factors and systemic challenges.
Recommendations: Practical actions for short- and long-term improvement.
Annexes: Detailed data tables, evaluation instruments, and references.

NouhkwnN

This modular format enables integration into donor, ministry, or partner-specific reporting templates without
altering the underlying SMEF structure.

8.4 Knowledge Utilization Pathways

SMEF 2.0 embeds clear mechanisms to ensure that evaluation findings translate into actionable improvements.
1. Adaptive Management
Evaluation results are used to modify policies, workflows, and processes in real time. Examples:

= Adjusting counsellor caseloads based on performance data.

= Revising orientation content after low pre-departure satisfaction scores.

= Reallocating resources to underperforming service areas.

2. Continuous Learning Workshops
Quarterly or bi-annual “Learning and Reflection Sessions” convene program staff, partners, and stakeholders to:
= Review key findings and success stories.
= Analyze trends and cross-cohort comparisons.
* Identify root causes of performance gaps.
= Co-design improvement measures and new initiatives.
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3. Strategic Decision-Making
Findings feed into higher-level planning, including:
*= Annual budget reviews and resource prioritization.
*= HR and training strategy updates.
=  Partnership renewal or restructuring decisions.
*  Policy and regulatory reform inputs.

4. Knowledge Sharing & Dissemination
Lessons and success stories are captured and shared through:
= Knowledge briefs and infographics for public dissemination.
= Internal newsletters and capacity-building notes.
=  Contributions to conferences, policy dialogues, or academic publications.
= Cross-program learning exchanges within UniHouse’s global portfolio.

8.5 Feedback Loops and Continuous Improvement

SMEF 2.0 operates as a closed feedback loop, where each evaluation cycle strengthens the next.

Cycle Overview:

1.Data Collection = 2. Analysis & Interpretation = 3. Action Planning - 4. Implementation of Improvements - 5.
Follow-up Evaluation

Each step is documented and reviewed by UniHouse’s Quality Assurance (QA) team to verify that corrective
actions are completed and sustained.

Examples of Continuous Improvement Outputs:
* Revised Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).
* Updated counsellor or staff training content.
*  New partnership performance indicators.
* Enhanced digital communication protocols.

8.6 Integration with Institutional Planning and ISO Standards
SMEF 2.0 reporting and learning mechanisms are designed to align with key clauses of international standards:
= |SO 9001: Management review, corrective action, and continual improvement.
* |SO 21001: Learner and stakeholder satisfaction analysis.

= SO 29993: Service quality review and feedback integration.

This alignment enables institutions to use SMEF 2.0 findings as direct evidence of compliance during audits,
accreditations, or donor reviews.

8.7 Knowledge Management Systems

To ensure institutional memory and prevent knowledge loss during staff transitions or project handovers, SMEF
2.0 incorporates a digital Knowledge Management Repository (KMR).
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Core KMR Features:
= Centralized archive for reports, manuals, and lessons learned.
= Searchable tagging by domain, cohort, or year.
= Access-controlled interface for authorized users.
* Integration with data dashboards for real-time updates.
=  Export options for donor or policy reports.

The KMR becomes the institutional “single source of truth” for program evaluation and performance intelligence.

8.8 Learning at Multiple Levels

SMEF 2.0 fosters learning across three interconnected levels:

Level Focus Learning Outcome
Individual Scholars, counsellors, and Improved performance, awareness, and
administrators professional growth.
Institutional Departments and Strengthened systems, improved efficiency,
management units data-informed decisions.
Systemic / Partner ministries and policy Evidence for policy design, funding
National bodies prioritization, and strategic reform.

This multi-level learning ensures that scholarship programs contribute meaningfully to broader development and
capacity-building agendas.

8.9 Accountability and Transparency

SMEF 2.0 promotes transparency and accountability through:
=  Clear communication of findings to all stakeholders.
*  Publication of anonymized data summaries when appropriate.
* Transparent documentation of methodologies and limitations.
= Recognition of both achievements and challenges in reports.

These practices reinforce trust among stakeholders and position SMEF 2.0 as a credible, responsible evaluation
model.

8.10 Value Proposition of SMEF 2.0 Reporting

By embedding learning and reporting into a single cycle, SMEF 2.0 delivers measurable benefits:
=  Strategic Insight: Empowers leadership to make data-driven decisions.
= Operational Excellence: Provides feedback for process optimization.
*  Sustainability: Builds institutional resilience through structured learning.
= Reputation: Demonstrates transparency and commitment to quality assurance.

Outcome:

SMEF 2.0’s reporting and learning architecture converts evaluation results into a living knowledge ecosystem —
driving evidence-based reform, empowering local teams, and ensuring the long-term sustainability of scholarship
programs.
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9. AnneXxes

The annexes included in SMEF 2.0 provide practical tools, reference materials, and templates that facilitate direct

application of the framework within scholarship programs. Each annex can be tailored to reflect institutional
needs, cultural contexts, or donor requirements while maintaining alignment with SMEF 2.0’s methodological
standards.
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Annex A:

Sample Scholar Selection & Onboarding Review Checklist

Purpose:
To assess the equity, transparency, and efficiency of nomination and selection processes.
Sample Checklist Items:

Eligibility criteria published and accessible to all applicants.

Selection panel composition reflects gender and regional diversity.

Selection scoring and justification are documented.

Feedback provided to unsuccessful applicants.

Onboarding orientation materials provided within one week of selection confirmation.

Output:

Completed checklist with quantitative and qualitative comments, feeding into Domain 5.1 indicators.
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Annex B:

Sample Pre-Departure Orientation Feedback Form

Purpose:

To evaluate the relevance, accessibility, and quality of pre-departure support services.

Sample Indicators (Scale 1-5):
1. Orientation content was relevant to my academic and personal preparation.
2. Cultural adaptation guidance was comprehensive.
3. Communication regarding travel and visa procedures was timely.
4. Overall, | feel prepared to begin my studies abroad.

Output:
Aggregated satisfaction scores and qualitative feedback integrated into Domain 5.2.
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Annex C:

In-Study Scholar Progress & Wellbeing Survey Template

Purpose:

To monitor academic progress, wellbeing, and support quality during scholarship tenure.

Survey Sections:

Academic experience and relevance of program.
Accessibility of counsellors and response time.
Emotional wellbeing and sense of community.
Issues reported and resolution satisfaction.
Suggestions for improvement.

Output:

Periodic (quarterly/biannual) scholar performance snapshots aligned with Domains 5.3 and 5.8.
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Annex D:

Institutional Capacity & Role Alignment Assessment Tool

Purpose:

To evaluate HR structure, staffing adequacy, and institutional performance.

Tool Components:

Staff-to-scholar ratio metrics.

Job description and responsibility review.
Management coordination effectiveness.
Role clarity and decision-making efficiency.
Capacity development needs identification.

Output:
Institutional Capacity Scorecard contributing to Domain 5.5.

© 2024 UniHouse Global Ltd. All rights reserved

32

Annex E:

Partnership & Stakeholder Effectiveness Matrix

Purpose:

To assess partnership relevance, performance, and mutual value.

Key Metrics:
= Alignment of partner objectives with program goals.
*  Frequency and quality of collaboration meetings.
=  Achievement of joint milestones.
*  Partner satisfaction (qualitative).

Output:
Partnership Performance Report supporting Domain 5.6.
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Annex F:

Digital Systems & Communication Platform Evaluation Template

Purpose:

To assess usability, functionality, and reliability of digital systems supporting scholarship management.

Evaluation Dimensions:

Output: Digital Systems Evaluation Summary under Domain 5.7.

User interface quality and accessibility.
System uptime and response rate.

Integration with other institutional databases.
Data protection and privacy features.
End-user satisfaction rating.
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Annex G:

Counsellor & Support Team Effectiveness Evaluation Form

Purpose:

To evaluate performance of scholarship counsellors and support staff in providing academic and administrative

assistance.
Sample Metrics:

Communication clarity and empathy.
Responsiveness to scholar concerns.

Proactivity in issue prevention.

Adherence to ethical and confidentiality guidelines.
Professional development participation.

Output:

Individual and aggregate counsellor performance ratings under Domain 5.8.
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Annex H:

Knowledge Transfer & Training Effectiveness Survey

Purpose:
To measure institutional learning outcomes, sustainability of capacity building, and effectiveness of training
interventions.
Sections:
= Relevance of training content.
= Applicability of acquired skills.
=  Post-training behavior change and performance improvement.
* Quality of facilitation and materials.
= Recommendations for future sessions.

Output:
Capacity Development Evaluation Report under Domain 5.9.
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Annex I:

Post-Scholarship Alumni Follow-Up Survey

Purpose:

To track post-program employment, reintegration, and long-term contribution to institutional and national goals.

Core Questions:
= Current employment and sector relevance.
= Application of skills gained during study.
= Continued engagement with program or alumni network.
=  Career progression since completion.
=  Perceived contribution to organizational or sectoral outcomes.

Output:
Longitudinal Impact Report feeding into Domain 5.10.
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Annex J:

Reporting Templates

Includes:
* Baseline Evaluation Report Template (readiness and institutional assessment).
» Quarterly Progress Report Template (operations and scholar tracking).
= Completion Report Template (program performance summary).
* Longitudinal Impact Report Template (ROl and long-term sustainability).

Each template includes sections for narrative summaries, domain-based tables, graphs, and recommendations.
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Annex K:

Institutional Service Catalogue Framework

Purpose:
To define and standardize the range of services, processes, and service-level standards that guide scholarship
operations within the institutional layer of SMEF 2.0.

The Service Catalogue provides a unified operational reference outlining all student-facing and administrative
services, their procedures, and the service-level agreements (SLAs) governing quality, timeliness, and accountabil-

ity.

Sections Include:
= Service Categories and Descriptions — Defines the main service areas (e.g., application support, counsel-
ling, academic monitoring, financial assistance, reintegration, and alumni engagement).
=  Procedural Workflows — Maps the operational steps for each service, including responsible units and
sequence of actions.
= Service-Level Agreements (SLAs) — Establishes measurable standards for timeliness, responsiveness, and

quality.

= Roles and Responsibilities — Clarifies institutional accountability for service delivery, escalation, and
reviews.

=  Performance Indicators — Lists core metrics for evaluating each service area, linked to SMEF Domains 5.4
and 5.5.

* Feedback and Complaint Mechanism — Describes channels for students to provide feedback, ensuring
transparency and continuous improvement.

= Review and Update Cycle — Defines how frequently the catalogue should be reviewed, validated, and
updated to remain relevant and responsive to stakeholder needs.

Data Sources:
Operational manuals, institutional SOPs, student surveys, quality assurance reports, and administrative service
logs.

Output:
An approved Institutional Service Catalogue Document that forms part of the organization’s operational frame-
work.

This catalogue functions as both:
1. A management tool for monitoring service quality and consistency.
2. A student-facing guide that explains available services, access procedures, and expected delivery
standards.
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Annex L:

Glossary of Key M&E and Scholarship Terms

Purpose:

To define key terminology and concepts used throughout the Scholarship Management and Evaluation Frame-
work (SMEF 2.0).

This glossary ensures consistency of understanding across stakeholders, institutions, and evaluators involved in
the implementation, monitoring, and reporting of scholarship programs.

Key Terms and Definitions:

Adaptive Management:

A cyclical process of adjusting program activities and strategies in response to real-time evaluation findings and
changing contextual factors to improve outcomes.

Baseline Assessment:
An initial measurement of conditions and capacities before program implementation, used as a reference point
for evaluating progress and impact.

Capacity Development:
A structured approach to enhancing the abilities, skills, systems, and resources of institutions or individuals to
achieve sustainable performance improvement.

CDEF (Capacity Development Evaluation Framework):
A UniHouse-developed framework for evaluating institutional performance, operational efficiency, facilitator
effectiveness, knowledge transfer, and sustainability.

Continuous Improvement:
An ongoing process of identifying, analyzing, and implementing opportunities to enhance efficiency, effectiveness,
and quality across program operations.

Data Triangulation:
The use of multiple data sources, tools, or perspectives to validate findings and strengthen the credibility of
evaluation results.

Evaluation:
A systematic process of collecting and analyzing data to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact,
and sustainability of a program or intervention.

GESI (Gender Equality and Social Inclusion):
An approach ensuring equitable access, participation, and benefits for all individuals regardless of gender, back-
ground, or socio-economic status.

Impact Evaluation:
An assessment that measures the long-term effects or changes directly attributable to a program, including its
broader developmental and institutional outcomes.

Indicator:

A measurable variable that provides evidence of progress or achievement toward an objective within a specific
domain of evaluation.
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Institutional Capacity:
The collective ability of an organization to perform its functions effectively through competent personnel, clear
governance, efficient processes, and sustainable systems.

ISO Standards:

International standards for quality management and education service delivery, including 1ISO 9001 (Quality
Management), ISO 21001 (Educational Organizations), and ISO 29993 (Learning Services).

Key Performance Indicator (KPI):
A quantifiable measure used to track and assess the performance of specific program activities or institutional
functions.

Longitudinal Study:
An evaluation conducted over an extended period to measure the sustainability and long-term outcomes of a
program or intervention.

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E):
An integrated process for systematically collecting data, analyzing performance, and informing decision-making to
improve accountability and learning.

RBM (Results-Based Management):
A management approach linking inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes to strategic objectives, ensuring
evidence-based performance tracking and accountability.

Return on Investment (ROI):
A financial and developmental measure assessing the efficiency and value generated from resources invested in a
program.

Service-Level Agreement (SLA):
A defined standard specifying the expected level of service performance, timeliness, and quality between a
service provider and beneficiary.

Triangulation:
The process of cross-verifying results by using different data collection methods, stakeholder perspectives, or
evaluation tools to ensure accuracy and reliability.

Application:

This glossary should be used as a reference throughout the implementation and reporting of SMEF 2.0 to main-
tain consistency in communication, documentation, and evaluation interpretation across all program partners and
stakeholders.
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Annex M:

Sample Evaluation Plan Template

Purpose:

To guide the structured design and implementation of the Scholarship Management and Evaluation Framework
(SMEF 2.0) at program inception.

This template ensures alignment between evaluation objectives, domains, data sources, and reporting require-
ments, promoting consistency, accountability, and comparability across all evaluations.
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Annex N:

Visual Framework Summary

Purpose:

To provide a visual summary of the SMEF 2.0 framework, illustrating how scholarship management, institutional
capacity, and system-level outcomes are interconnected through a Results-Based Management (RBM) logic
model.

The visual shows the flow from inputs to impact, links evaluation layers across scholar, institutional, and system
levels, and aligns SMEF 2.0 domains with UniHouse’s Capacity Development Evaluation Framework (CDEF) for
continuous learning and improvement.
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Annex O:

Reference Documents
Core Frameworks and Standards
=  UniHouse Capacity Development Evaluation Framework (CDEF)
= |SO 21001:2018 - Educational Organizations Management Systems
= 1SO 29993:2017 - Learning Services outside Formal Education
= |SO9001:2015 - Quality Management Systems
=  Results-Based Management Handbook (adapted for education programs)
= Kirkpatrick Model Reference Sheet
=  GESI Integration Guide
= Data Protection and Ethics Policy
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