


A thank you note from the UN
Secretary-General’s Envoy on Youth

The COVID-19 pandemic has shown us that more than ever before, we need a United Nations
that is able and ready to empower and engage with young people to deliver the Sustainable
Development Goals.

Youth 2030, the United Nations Youth Strategy, puts young people at the center of an
intergenerational and action-oriented Decade of Action. Working with and for young people,
the global implementation of the Youth Strategy is gaining momentum to expand global,
regional, country, and community-level action and accelerate impact.

| am delighted to present the report of the field validation of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard,
a tool for strategic planning, performance measurement, and accountability for UN Country
Teams. The successful completion of the field validation in just seven weeks, in the backdrop of
COVID-19, is remarkable. This was only possible because of the amazing enthusiasm,
remarkable flexibility, adaptive skills of team members, and the exceptional teamwork.

[ would like to place on record my sincere appreciation to the members of the Joint Working
Group, the technical leadership team of Youth 2030, for the design and development of the
Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard and shaping its testing in the field, before wide implementation .
My special thanks are to the team in the United Nations Development Coordination Office for
their active role in planning, organizing, and coordinating the field validation.

My sincere appreciation and gratitude are to the United Nations Resident Coordinators of the
three Fast Track Countries for Youth 2030, Ms. Helena Fraser (Uzbekistan), Dr. Catherine Sozi
(Ethiopia), and Ms. Alice Shackelford (Costa Rical) for their leadership and commitment to
implementing Youth 2030 and for hosting the field validation of the scorecard in challenging
times.

| express my heartfelt appreciation to the members of the UN Country Teams and the youth
networks of Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, and Costa Rica for their time and active, online engagement
and meaningful discussions during the validation. These insights have greatly strengthened and
helped fine-tune the UNCT Scorecard for field implementation.

None of this would have been possible without my dedicated team in the Youth 2030
Secretariat, in particular, Dr. Sudha Balakrishnan, the Head of the Secretariat, who with her
able team, Ms. Maanishaa Jessani and Ms. Anca Gliga, has led, inspired, and steered the Youth
2030 implementation with utmost passion and dedication. My special appreciation goes out to
them and the broader team who supported their work along the way.

Last but not the least, | take this opportunity to express my deep gratitude to the Assistant
Secretary Generals in the High-level Steering Committee (HLSC) of Youth 2030, for their
strategic guidance, constant encouragement, and support to make this vision a reality.

This is an important milestone in the joint inter-agency and multi stakeholder work of the UN
with young people on the road to achieve the SDGs. I'm convinced that other exciting
milestones await us on this journey. Onwards and upwards!

Jayathma Wickramanayake
United Nations Secretary-General's Envoy on Youth
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Global implementation of Youth 2030, the United Nations’ system-wide strategy on youth, is
gaining good momentum. Guidance and tools for implementation and performance
measurement are in a phase of accelerated development. The first tool developed and field-
tested is a 19-indicator scorecard, a strategic planning, performance measurement, and
accountability tool for United Nations Country Teams (UNCTs). This report presents a
summary of the Youth 2030 Scorecard for UN Country Teams (Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard)
field validation, the process, lessons learnt, and feedback received, and outlines the next

steps.

Set in the backdrop of the COVID-19 pandemic, Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard was validated
through a fully online exercise in Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, and Costa Rica, three countries
designated as fast-track countries for accelerated action on the strategy. Youth 2030 UNCT
Scorecard components (a two-page integrated guidance, 19 indicators, scoring criteria for
the indicators, thresholds for scoring, COVID marker, excel version), were reviewed to
understand if they were sufficient, relevant, if they measured what they set out to measure,
clarity of language, and ease of use (excel version). Through a structured survey, the
feedback was collected from 118 participants (UN Country Team members and young people)

spanning 28.5 hours of active, online engagement over a seven (7) week period between July
and September 2020.

The fully online field validation was a new, intense, and challenging but successful exercise.
The first exercise in Uzbekistan established several sound practices that were continued
during field validation in Ethiopia and Costa Rica; limitations that were identified were
reworked and improved. Seven (7) key lessons learnt included i) the need to adopt a flexible
approach for engagement, based on country needs and convenience, ii) the importance of
in-depth, joint planning and preparation, iii) the need for tailoring ‘content’ of the exercise to
field context, iv) giving due consideration and time to both content and online working,

v) understanding that structured, online surveys are a great way to get feedback,

vi) the need for contextualizing the expectations from and engagement of young people to

country realities, and vii) the value of continuous learning and adaptive management.

The integrated guidance scored high (=70%) on sufficiency and clarity. All nineteen (19)
indicators scored high on relevance. While seventeen (17) indicators scored high on if they
measured what they set out to measure, indicators on policy alignment and youth workforce
scored the lowest. While twelve (12) indicators scored high on the clarity of language,
indicators on youth workforce and internships scored lower. Eighteen (18) scoring criteria
scored high on relevance, fourteen (14) on indicator measurement. On clarity of scoring
criteria language, fifteen (15) scoring criteria scored high and scoring criteria on policy
alignment and investments for youth-led solutions scored lower. Respondents agreed that

thresholds across 15 indicators are reasonable.
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For a few indicators and scoring criteria with scores below 70%, an examination of country-
level differentials revealed higher scores in Ethiopia or Costa Rica compared to Uzbekistan,

confirming the benefits of detailed briefing on programming content.

Some of the key recommendations included simplifying language, strengthening reporting
accountabilities in the guidance, defining terms used (e.g., fairness, quality), further aligning
terminologies in the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard to UNCT-specific guidance, revisiting
indicator on youth workforce and specific scoring criteria (investments for youth-led
solutions, knowledge exchange, communication, and advocacy), clarifying UNCT support to
national governments, adding sources of data as well as positively framing of the
terminology for the scoring system (missing, approaching and meeting requirements). There
was a request for translation of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard to official UN languages,
and training of youth focal points in UNCTs on Youth 2030.

The feedback and key recommendations from the field validation exercise are being
reviewed and incorporated to generate the final Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard. The scoring
criteria are also being structured as questions for inclusion in the United Nations Sustainable
Development Group Information Management Systems (UNSDG IMS) to enable routine
annual reporting by UNCTs.
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Youth 2030, the UN's system-wide strategy for and with youth, launched in 2018, by the
Secretary-General, outlines achieving impact on priority issues for young people through

joint action of the United Nations, together with young people.

The implementation of Youth 2030 benefits from the strategic guidance of a High-Level
Steering Committee (HLSC), at the level of UN Assistant Secretary-General and is chaired
by the Secretary-General’s Envoy on Youth. The Youth 2030 Secretariat, established in
the Office of Secretary General’s Envoy on Youth (OSGEY), supports the HLSC and the

overall coordination of Youth 2030 implementation.

Global implementation of Youth 2030 is gaining good momentum, under technical
leadership of the Youth 2030 Joint Working Group (JWG) and several Task Teams (TT),
advancing the development an implementation package consisting of guidance and tools for
implementation and performance measurement. Ten (10) fast-track countries envisaged as
leaders in the implementation of the UN Youth Strategy, are the field test areas to trial and

fine-tune the implementation package.

Drawing lessons from the UN System-Wide Action Plan (UN-SWAP) on Gender Equality
and the Empowerment of Women (GEEW) and UN Disability Inclusion Strategy (UNDIS),
a set of two Youth 2030 scorecards are being advanced, one for UN Country Teams
(UNCTs) and one for UN Entities, for strategic planning, performance measurement, and
accountability. The Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, drafted by the JNG between
September 2019 and April 2020, with nineteen (19) indicators was validated in three fast-
track countries - Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, and Costa Rica. This report provides an overview of
the field validation process for the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, describes the lessons learnt,

summarizes the feedback received, and outlines the next.
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2.1 Objectives
The main objectives of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard field validation were to:

e Test appropriateness of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard for use at the UNCT level
as a tool for strategic planning, performance measurement, and accountability;

¢ Review relevance and clarity of indicators, their scoring criteria and thresholds to
UNCTs' work; and

e Gather any additional feedback on the tool in advance of UNCT-wide

implementation.

2.2 COVID-19 pandemic and key considerations for the field validation
The Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard was ready for field validation by end-April 2020, when the

COVID-19 pandemic was rapidly expanding across the world. Balancing the momentum
around the Youth 2030 implementation and the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic, the
JWG made the following decisions on the field validation:

i) Proceed with the field validation, but adopt a fully online format; and
ii) Restrict the field validation to three UNCTs, representing different regional and
programming contexts and where the field validation could be completed in a

reasonable timeframe.

Three fast-track countries, namely Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, and Costa Rica, with different youth
programming settings in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, and the Caribbean, expressed
interest and confirmed the ability to host the field validation in an online format, within the
end of the third quarter of 2020.

2.3 Preparing for the field validation

The fully online format of field validation was a novel exercise for the JNG and required

deliberate planning and preparation.

Realizing the importance of getting the online platform right, the JNG explored several
options and decided on an accessible, easy-to-use, and intuitive platform for the exercise.
Several members of the core validation team were also familiar with the use of the platform,

making it an optimal choice.

While the platform decision was critical, substantial uncertainty still existed on how best to
manage online working dynamics in the fully online format. It was decided to take an
adaptive management approach to the field validation, i.e., an intentional approach to

iterative learning and management, in response to new information and experience.

In addition, the team decided to move away from paper-based tools and developed e-tools
for the field validation, including a) agenda and planning tools and b) structured, online

feedback surveys.
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The team meticulously planned and assembled the field validation package, which included
the following:

i) Agenda and planning tool' (Please refer to Annexes 1-3);

ii) UNCT Scorecard, test-ready version, with 19 indicators (word, excel)? - (Please
refer to Annexes 4 and 5);

iii) Mock-up of Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard (pdf) - (Please refer to Annex 6);

iv) A structured, online feedback survey tool, with 59 questions (Please refer to
Annex 7);
v) Slide deck, to serve as visual aids and included content slides, dynamics of online

working” (Please refer to Annex 8);
vi) Background documents (Youth 2030, UNSDCF guidance).

2.4 Field validation process

The UNCTs with the JWG structured the field validation as a five (5) step process. The steps
included planning and preparatory sessions®, briefing of UNCT facilitators and rapporteurs?,
UNCT field validation (full) team briefing and deep-dives on Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard
indicators, followed by structured feedback through online surveys, section-by-section.

UNCT Field

Planning UNCT Feedback
= idati S d
meetings Facilitators va.ll:::"l'l‘on ccrﬁc'ﬂ . ft:;;:'geh
with UNCT Briefing o Deep Dives

Briefing surveys

Fig.1 - Field validation process

Includes agenda for each session (facilitators’ briefing, team briefing, deep dives), list of preparatory tasks, participants’ and
facilitators’ list.

2Includes 19 indicators organized in 4 sections - i) Youth focus in Cooperation Frameworks (4), i) UNCT support to governments
{6), iii) UNCT supported innovation, knowledge exchange, communication & advocacy (4), iv) organizational culture, policies,
architecture, capacities for youth (5); includes COVID marker in some indicators.

5Includes 59 questions on internal guidance (clarity and sufficiency for use of scorecard), indicators (relevance, clarity of
language, measurement of section of scorecard), scoring criteria (relevance, clarity of language, measurement of the indicator,
reasonableness of thresholds); COVID marker {relevance across Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard); excel (ease of use, relevance).
4Includes i) Briefing on Youth 2030, ii) UNSDCF- Youth2030 crosswalk i} online working, iv} Youth 2030 scorecard- indicator by
indicator with detailed guidance.

5Two sessions, to schedule dates for the pilot, discuss participants’ criteria, division in breakout groups, identify
facilitators/rapporteurs, identify the platform for the exercise and adapt the process based on the UNCTs individual needs
{number of sessions for the country and finalizing agenda and run of session for each of them).

SProviding an overview of the field validation process and a focused discussion on the specifics of breakout group dynamics and
facilitators’ roles.
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2.5 Summary of field validation

The Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard was validated in the three countries over a seven (7) week
period, between 20" July and 4" September 2020. Feedback was received from 118
participants including members of UN Country Teams and youth, organized in eleven (11)
teams. A total of 28 hours and 30 minutes was dedicated to the field validation.

Field validation in 3 UNCTs : Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, Costa Rica
20t July 2020 - 4t September 2020

Fully online sessions

®_0
.&. # of UNCT and Youth participants: 118

# of field validation hours: 28 h 30 min

# questions for Scorecard review and feedback : 59

Fig. 2 - Overview of field validation

2.5.1 Uzbekistan field validation
In Uzbekistan, the field validation took place between 20™ July and 3 August 2020, and

took & hours and 30 minutes:

Field validation overview - Uzbekistan

Plannin Facilitators| Team Deen dives Youth Total
9 briefing | briefing P consultation | hours
Online Offline
20-Jul, 29-Jul, 30-Jul,
23-Jul 24-Ju 3-Aug
1h 30m 3h 2h 6h 30m

Fig. 3 - Field validation overview - Uzbekistan
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A total of thirty-six (36) participants, including twenty (20) UNCT members, six (6) youth

participants, and ten (10) JNG members were involved.

Field validation participants - Uzbekistan

Details
Total Participants + Facilitators 36
UNCT participants (other UNCT participants < 35) 20
Youth participants (including Young UN/in-country networks/individuals) )
Youth 2030 JWG members (from UN Entities + Youth Networks) 10

Fig. 4 - Field validation participants - Uzbekistan
The twenty (20) UNCT participants represented ten (10) in-country UN agencies, the six
(6) youth participants represented five (5) youth networks from Uzbekistan, while the ten
(10) IWG members were from five (5) UN agencies at headquarters (HQ) level and one (1)

youth network.

Field validation participating agencies/networks: Uzbekistan

Daycare
Center for
children and
families
affected by HIV}
in Tashkent
and Karshi U-Report
Youth
Commitiee
Istigbolli
Avlod
NGO
Center of Uzbekistan
youth and Medical
children with Students’
disabilities Association

Youth networks (formal/informal) 10 UN Agencies, 5 Youth Networks

Joint Working Group in the Uzbekistan field validation

Mm

Fig. 5 - Participating agencies and youth networks - Uzbekistan
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2.5.2 Ethiopia field validation

In Ethiopia, the field validation took place between 29 July and 13 August 2020, over a total

duration of 8 hours and 30 minutes.

Field validation overview - Ethiopia

. Facilitators| Team . Youth
Rl e briefing | briefing 2UICN T consultation Totalhours ‘
Online | Offline
29-Jul, 10-Aug,
03-Aug 04-Aug | 06-Aug 13-Aug
1Th 30m Th Th 5h 8h 30m

Fig. 6 - Field validation overview - Ethiopia

A total of sixty-two (62) participants, including forty (40) UNCT members, nine () youth
participants, and thirteen (13) JNG members were involved:

Field validation participants - Ethiopia

Details
Total Participants + Facilitators 62
UNCT participants (other UNCT participants < 35) 40
Youth participants (including Young UN/in-country networks/individuals) 9
Youth 2030 JWG members (from UN Entities + Youth Networks) 13

Fig. 7 - Field validation participants - Ethiopia
The forty (40) UNCT participants represented twenty (20) in-country UN agencies, nine (9)

youth participants represented five (5) youth networks from the country, while the thirteen

(13) JWG members were from six (6) UN agencies at HQ level and one (1) youth network.

Field validation participating agencies/networks: Ethiopia

20 UN Agencies, 5 Youth Networks
© @ o O ©

o208 aEe=atas

o @ (&

=
Q@@ Q@O
0 @ ® @ @

Youth network (formal/informal)

Joint Working Group in the Ethiopia field validation

) o © @ @ © @
3 £ 3 B3 BN K3

Fig. 8 - Participating agencies and youth networks - Ethiopia
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2.5.3 Costa Rica field validation
In Costa Rica, the field validation took place between 24 August and 4 September 2020,

over a total duration of 13 hours and 30 minutes.

Field validation overview - Costa Rica

Facilitators ‘ Team Youth Total

Planning Deep dives

briefing briefing consultation | hours

Online | Offline
24-Aug, 1-Sep 27-Aug 28-Aug, 4-Sep 03-Sep
2h30 2h 6h 3h 13h 30m

Fig. 9 - Field validation overview - Costa Rica

The process involved a total of 52 participants, including twenty-one (21) UNCT members,

twenty-two (22) youth participants, and nine (9) JNG members.

Field validation participants - Costa Rica

Details
Total Participants + Facilitators 52
UNCT participants (other UNCT participants < 35) 21
Youth participants (including Young UN/in-country networks/individuals) 22
Youth 2030 JWG members (from UN Entities + Youth Networks) 9

Fig. 10 - Field validation participants - Costa Rica
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The twenty-one (21) UNCT participants represented eleven (11) in-country UN agencies, the
twenty-two (22) youth participants represented four (4) youth networks from Costa Rica,
while the nine (9) JWG members were from four (4) UN agencies at HQ level and one (1)

youth network.

Field validation participating agencies/networks: Costa Rica

Programa °

”soy E
Joven Valentia” °
Champion
del Acuerdo,
de Escazi o
Iniciativa

RET Inter-

nacional®* g Jévenesy
Programa
sobre el

Hombre y la
Biosfera MAB -
Reservas de
Biosfera

Youth networks (formal/informal) TMUN Agencies, 4 Youth Networks

Joint Working Group in the Costa Rica field validation

() @) @ ) &)
1 3 3 B N

Fig. 11 - Participating agencies and youth networks - Costa Rica
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The online field validation exercise, set in the backdrop of the COVID-19 pandemic as
described earlier, was a novel experience, both for the headquarters team who shaped the
exercise and the participating country teams. Successful completion of the field validation in
seven (7) weeks across three (3) countries was only possible because of the amazing
enthusiasm, remarkable flexibility, and adaptive skills of team members and exceptional

teamwork.

The fully online format of teamwork was a new, intense, and challenging exercise. The first
exercise in Uzbekistan established several sound practices that were continued during field
validation in Ethiopia and Costa Rica; limitations that were identified were reworked and
improved. Detailed country-specific information, on what worked well, what needed
improvement, and the key recommendations, is available in the annex. (Please refer to
Annexes 9-11).

In all, seven (7) key lessons were identified for a successful online exercise, that can be
applied to activities that require the active and online engagement of participants over a

few to several hours. These include:

1. Aflexible approach to the overall exercise, based on country needs and
convenience;

2. In-depth, joint planning and preparation is critical;

3. Tailoring content to field context is highly important for the success of the field
validation;

4. Due consideration and time need to be given to both content of field validation and
the context of online working;

5. Online, structured surveys are a great way to collect detailed feedback from multiple
teams;

6. Expectations from and engagement of young people should be contextualized to
country realities; and

7. An intentional approach to iterative learning, adapting, and implementing changes,

in response to new information and learning is vital.

A flexible approach to the exercise based on country needs and convenience was critical to
ensure the availability and engagement of the country teams. For example, adjusting the
dates and timelines for the exercise in countries, within the overall July-August 2020
timeframe of the field validation, based on the availability of teams and access to the
internet (issues of internet black-out) as well as structuring sessions - one session on one day
(single-session) or split sessions (multi-touch sessions over several days), based on country
realities (and factoring in exhaustion from online working) was vital for the success of the

exercise.
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Online exercises add an additional layer of complexity. To ensure seamless organization of
the sessions, in-depth, joint planning and preparation by the headquarters and the country
teams was critical. A contextualized and meaningful field validation package (agenda,
planning tool, test-ready scorecard, online survey forms, slide deck, and background
documents), clear division of roles and responsibilities within the joint planning team, near-
real-time communication between teams for rapid trouble-shooting and decision-making,
were all critical. The comprehensive orientation of facilitators and rapporteurs on content

and working online ensured good engagement of participants in the breakout sessions.

The Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard indicators cut across diverse domains and included several
‘new' concepts and ‘not-so-new’ concepts that were not widely implemented within UNCTs

(e.g. investments in youth-led solutions, knowledge exchange plans, etc.).

Due to varying degrees of UN staff involvement in UNSDCF processes and the linkages with
Youth 2030, it was necessary to include an additional orientation session and guidance,
which helped bring participants on the same page and strengthened meaningful
participation of the group in the review of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard.

Adding a section on the linkage between UN's Sustainable Development Cooperation
Framework development process and Youth 2030, with a detailed explanation on the
concepts before each indicator made a significant difference in bringing participants to the

same page, for meaningful review of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard.

Working entirely online (sharing screens, toggling between documents, filling out online
forms) required a range of tech-skills that varied among participants and facilitators.
Investing time to enable participants to understand and practice online working was critical
for the seamless organization of breakout sessions. The addition of content and details of
online working (which was new to many participants), resulted in the exercises needing much
more time than was originally planned. Structured online surveys, through a mix of closed and
open questions, were useful to get structured feedback from various teams and synthesize

feedback rapidly.

Young people’s involvement in the UNCT processes varied greatly across countries. Guided
by the UN country teams, the expectations from and engagement of young people in the
validation exercise was tailored. While youth were included as a part of the main validation
team in Uzbekistan and Ethiopia, in Costa Rica, young people had the opportunity to voice
their views on their current and ideal engagement with UNCTs on Youth 2030

implementation, in a youth- specific session.
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In all, an intentional approach to iterative learning, adapting, and implementing changes, in

response to new information and learning, was critical for the successful completion of the
field validation. The following table captures the eight (8) key shifts that were made from
Uzbekistan to Ethiopia to Costa Rica.

Details Uzbekistan Ethiopia Costa Rica

Organisation of session(s) One MUITI_TOUC:;]::H addi Multi-touch, over several days
Facilitator's briefing Included in overall session Dedicated 1-hour session Dedicated 2-hour session
Content -
UNCT processes,
instruments + Basic Detailed Detailed
Substantive areas
Dynamics of online working Short description Detailed segment Detailed segment
First per themes
(relevance, language, By indicator first and then By indicator first and then by
R G LS thresholds etc) and then by by themes themes
indicators in each section
Youth engagement With UNCT team With UNCT team Dedicated 3-hour youth session
Access to documents Emailed to participants Online, C;ZIE;::OP_ShOP Online, one-stop-shop folder
Total field validation time 6.5 hours 8.5 hours 13.5 hours

Fig. 12 - Adaptive management - Eight shifts
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As described in Section 3, the field validation participants reviewed the Youth 2030 UNCT

Scorecard through the structured 59-question feedback survey.

Responses from the online, structured survey form were exported to an excel worksheet. The
data from the Uzbekistan survey was aligned to Ethiopia and the Costa Rica survey. The raw
data across the three countries was cleaned and consolidated into one sheet per section of
Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard.

The responses were analyzed in two separate categories. First, the scores of each question
were analyzed as a proportion or percentage of the participants that responded “yes” or
agreed to and synthesized as quantitative feedback. Second, the qualitative feedback

provided by participants were reviewed and synthesized.

Indicators with low scores across the various themes were further analyzed by

disaggregating responses at the country-level to examine country differentials in responses.
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This section of the report presents the results of the field validation and the key

recommendations from the country teams.

5.1 Feedback on integrated guidance

The scores for the questions on clarity and sufficiency of the integrated guidance are
presented below.

Does the guidance set out the process of _
27%
the Scorecard use clearly?
Is the integrated guidance sufficient for you 0% _
to use the Scorecard? °

MYes No

Fig. 13 - Feedback on Integrated guidance
73% of respondents agreed that the guidance sets out Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard’s

process clearly. 91% of respondents agreed that the integrated guidance was sufficient for

using Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard. Key recommendations included clarifying the language

on joint programmes/joint programming and clearly describing the reporting accountabilities

for Youth 2030 in UN Country Teams.

5.2 Feedback on indicators

The feedback on indicators- relevance, if it measures what it set out to measure, and clarity

of language for all 19 indicators are presented below.
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5.2.1 Feedback on indicator relevance

Is the indicator relevant?

I IR T S S-S AR SN S S S VR, AR S S VS TP S
S N N N N G N ., C O, A O S O AN SO L

A A
HYes " No Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Responses

Fig. 14 - Feedback on indicator relevance

The scores for indicator relevance ranged between 75% and 100%, with 14 indicators scoring
100%. Two indicators with the lowest scores were indicator 2.2.2 (Knowledge exchange) with
80% and 2.3.3 (Youth workforce) with 75%.

5.2.2 Feedback on indicator measurement

Presented below is a synthesis of the feedback on indicator measurement, i.e., if they
measure what they set out to measure, namely, for Section 1- Youth focus in Cooperation
Framework; for Section 2.1 - Support to National Governments, for Section 2.2. - UNCT-led
innovation, knowledge exchange, advocacy, and communication; for Section 2.3. - UNCT's

organizational policies, architecture, capacities for youth.

Does the indicator measure what it sets out to measure?

NN N O S AN IIRN NN Y LA LS EIIT L SN S G SR SN

W q).N. Vv R LR LR R 4 4 4 a4 R 4 a4 a4 a4

Responses

MmYes [No

Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Fig. 15- Feedback on indicator measurement

The scores for this category ranged between 62% and 100%, with 15 indicators scoring
greater than or equal to 80%. The modal score was 91%.
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The lowest score was for indicator 2.3.3 (62%) on Youth workforce. The recommendation
was “the measurement of the indicator is beyond the UNCT's decision-making capabilities
and due consideration needed to be given to measuring what is operationally feasible at the

country level”.

The score for indicator 2.2.2 on knowledge exchange was 80%. The recommendation was to
include national and local exchange plans as well, as “not many UNCTs have north-south,

south-south, etc. programmes.”

The score for indicator 2.2.3 on communication and advocacy was 70%. The
recommendation included the addition of an indicator on accessibility to communication

strategies/campaigns, focusing on young people with disabilities and the digital divide.

5.2.3 Feedback on clarity of indicator language

Is the indicator language clear?

I II 55% I IIIIII 63-/.|
30% 259,
9% 18% 18% 20% 13%

Responses

369, % 369 369 38% 38%
% % % 70, 30% 30% P

S I TN TS N N T N T S S ST T
mYes No

Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Fig 16 - Feedback on clarity of indicator language

The scores for this category ranged between 38% and 100%, with 12 indicators scoring
greater than or equal to 70%. The lowest scores were for indicator 2.1.1a (64%), indicator
2.1.1.b (55%), indicator 2.1.2 (45%), indicator 2.1.3 (64%), indicator 2.1.5 (64%), indicator
2.3.2 (62%), indicator 2.3.3 (62%), indicator 2.3.4 (38%).

A common suggestion for improving the clarity of indicator language in Section 2.1 was to
explicitly state UNCT support to Governments. There was a request for clarifying further, the
difference between policy alignment' and ‘policy coherence’, for indicator 2.1.1. For indicator
2.1.5, the recommendation was to “not restrict the indicator to monitoring and review only
but also to include design and implementation stage.” Recommendations for indicator 2.3.2
included clarifying what the capacity building /training would focus on, who were the target
group for the training, and who would deliver the training: “It may be left to interpretation if
it is measured by agency, or if it is measured by the entire UN System.” Suggestions for

indicator 2.3.3 included reviewing the “50% percentage increase of youth from 2019 levels”
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and replacing with a “fixed quota” or taking a flexible approach to target setting. For
indicator 2.3.4, the recommendation was to “define fairness and quality.”

5.3 Feedback on scoring criteria

i) if it measured the indicator, and iii) clarity of language).

5.3.1Feedback on relevance of scoring criteria

0 0
S I N R

mYes [No Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

The results and recommendations for the scoring criteria are described below (i) relevance,
Is scoring criteria relevant?

0 0
I T IR T T DTS PR T S S S SR SR
S R I A L SN SN, L LR S

VT 7 o7

n
"]
7]
=
o
=3
0
)

=7

Fig. 17- Feedback on scoring criteria relevance

The scores in this category ranged between 62% and 100%, with 18 indicators scoring greater

than or equal to 70%. The modal score of scoring criteria for relevance was 91%.

5.3.2 Feedback on scoring criteria measuring the indicator

Does the scoring criteria measure the indicator?

0
% ™ ™
NN N I IR AN N, NN SRR T A O AP S A N A

N O A O I N SN

n
"]
7]
=]
=]
=3
I
(]

&~

mYes [ No

Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Fig. 18 - Feedback on scoring criteria measuring the indicator

The scores for this category ranged between 40% and 100%. 70% or more respondents

agreed that scoring criteria across 14 indicators measured their respective indicators. Low
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scores were for 5 scoring criteria namely 2.1.1.a (64%), 2.1.1.b (55%), 2.1.2 (64%), 2.2.3 (60%),
2.2.4 (40%) and 2.3.2 (62%).

The recommendation for the criteria for 1.3 was to “include spent budget in addition to
planned budget’. A common suggestion across the scoring criteria in section 2.1 was to
include further guidance. The recommendation for indicator 2.2.4 was to combine reporting

on results and resources.

5.3.3 Feedback on clarity of scoring criteria language
Is the language in scoring criteria clear?

I II IIIIII500/ 5()./IIIII I
9% 9% 9% 0 13% 13%

Responses

36% 299, 279% 27% 27% 27% 30% 30% 25% 25% 25% 25%

lYes No

Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Fig. 19 - Feedback on clarity of scoring criteria language

The scores for this category ranged between 50% and 100%. Low scores were for 4 scoring
criteria namely 2.1.1a (64%), 2.2.1(50%), 2.2.4(50%) and 2.3.5.b (62%).

The key recommendations on scoring criteria for 2.2.1 on investments for youth-led solutions
were i) to reformulate the last criterion- ‘at least 10 solutions funded'ii) “Not all country teams
have a full understanding of what innovation means; this indicator might be confusing.
Propose to add option "there are no such activities" and iii) “It would be nice to get more
guidance for the UNCTs and agencies to recognize and identify youth funding and to get
tips on how to engage with stakeholders, how to map them, to get better input.”

For 2.3.5b, the recommendation was to clarify “vulnerable groups” and offer flexibility for

different countries to select vulnerable groups based on country context.
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5.4 Feedback on thresholds

The results and recommendations on thresholds (if they were reasonable or not) are given

below:

Are the thresholds reasonable?

|36°/IIIIIIII50% III38'/III I
0 0
18% 9% 9% 18% 18% 18% 9% 18% 18%

Responses

0 25% 25%
10% 20% 139, 13% 13%
NN N N A TN AN RN YT S R A R LY S NG G SR LRI

R A R R S SO LA A

Indicator Number-UNCT Scorecard 23rd July 2020

Fig. 20 - Feedback on thresholds

The scores for this category ranged between 50% and 91%. Low scores were for 4 thresholds
namely 1.3 (64%), 2.2.1(50%), 2.3.2(62%), 2.3.5.b (62%). The recommendation for the lowest
score (2.2.1, Investments for youth-led solutions) was to review and assign different weights

for the 5 scoring criteria.

5.5 Feedback on relevance of COVID-19 marker

Is the COVID-19 marker relevant across Youth 2030 UNCT
Scorecard?

M Yes No

Fig. 21 - Relevance of the COVID-19 marker

88% of respondents agreed that the COVID response and recovery marker was relevant. No

recommendations or suggestions were provided on the marker.

5.6 Feedback on the excel version of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard

The feedback on the excel version of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, on ease of use and

sector selection, are presented below:
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5.6.1 Feedback on sector selection in excel version of Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard

Sector selection in the excel tool was evaluated across 5 indicators of section 2.1, namely
indicators 2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 2.1.4, and 2.1.5.

Sector Selection for Section 2 Indicators

Does the total number of selected sectors reflect as

0
denominators in indicators 2.1.7 sl

Are you able to easily edit the names of the sector? 0

Is the drop-down menu for sector selection easy to

ek ) ‘ . 18%
navigate? If suggesting changes, please insert below:

M Yes No

Fig. 22 - Feedback on sector selection (excel version)

82% of respondents agreed that sector selection and drop-down menu were easy to
navigate; all agreed that youth-relevant sector names could easily be customized for country
context. The key recommendation was to highlight the selected denominator after sector-

selection in the reporting tool.

5.6.2 Feedback on ease of use of excel version of Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard
Respondents rated the ease of use of the excel version of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard

on a scale of 1(easy) to 3 (difficult).

Ease of use of excel version of the UNCT Scorecard

Responses

13%

Easy-1 Average-2 Difficult-3
Rating Scale

Fig. 23 - Feedback on the ease of use (excel version)

38% of respondents rated the excel tool as easy, 50% as average, and 13% rated it as

difficult to use.
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5.7 Feedback from the youth session in Costa Rica

Feedback from the youth-specific session in Costa Rica included young people’s views on
current engagement and ideal engagement with UNCTs on Youth 2030 implementation.

The current engagement of young people in UNCT Costa Rica’s work included involvement in
communication and awareness-raising campaigns (UN-agency run), capacity building

activities, and engagement in educational, cultural, and community-based UN-run projects.

Recommendations on the ideal engagement of young people in Youth 2030 activities
included “spaces for real youth participation for youth groups or networks, but also for young
people as individuals”, “being involved in dialogues for decision-making" and "being part of

planning, execution, monitoring, and evaluation at all levels.”

Additionally, young people considered that UNCT could facilitate their engagement in
national and global processes by i. “fostering intergenerational dialogues”, ii. ensuring their
meaningful participation when issues that impact them are being discussed at national level,
iii. “facilitating participatory spaces, strengthening networks in the regions (rural areas)”,

iv. partnering with youth-led organizations, v. doing more awareness campaigns on Youth
2030 at national level on Youth 2030, “including through the Ministry of Education (schools,
universities), social media, radio, etc. with due consideration for digital divide”. They also

emphasized the need for tailored approaches to reach diverse groups of young people.

5.8 General recommendations

Some of the general recommendations included simplifying or providing additional clarity on
language where needed, defining terms where applicable, and further aligning terminologies
in Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard to UNCT-specific guidance like UN Sustainable Development
Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF), Business Operations Strategy (BOS), Leave No One
Behind (LNOB).

Recommendations were also to specify the term ‘UNCT' in the indicators on support to
national governments, revisit indicator on youth workforce and specific scoring criteria
(investments for youth-led solutions, youth workforce), featuring youth engagement earlier in
the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard sequence so that the cross-linkage with other indicators

was visible and clear and adding indicator definitions and sources of data.

Other recommendations included positive framing of the terminology for the scoring system
(to change missing, approaching, meeting requirements), ensuring further ease of filling in
the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, for example, through the inclusion of measurable tick-
boxes and providing space for uploading country-specific documents. There was a request
for translation of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard to official UN languages, and training of
youth focal points in UNCTs on Youth 2030.
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The indicators and scoring criteria with the lowest scores were for policy alignment (2.1.1 a),
policy coherence (2.1.1b), public finance (2.1.2), investments for youth-led solutions (2.2.1),
and results and resources for youth programming (2.2.4). In order to understand patterns of
feedback and the causes of the lower score as well as to enable appropriate adjustments in
the final scorecard, the feedback data for the low scoring indicators/ scoring criteria were
further disaggregated by country. The country differentials for the five sets of indicator-

scoring criteria are presented below:
6.1 Country differentials in feedback for indicator and scoring criteria on policy
alignment (2.1.1a)

Significant differences were observed in the responses for highlighted questions (in blue) on
policy alignment between Uzbekistan and Ethiopia/ Costa Rica.

Feedback survey data disaggregated by country:

Indicator 2.1.1a (policy alignment)

17a. 17a. 3 18a. 18a. 18a. 18a.
Please Please Please Please Please Please

evaluate [|evaluate evaluate EZCI[0EIEN Nevaluate  |evaluate

the the the the scoring {3 the
indicator |indicator indi scoring (A1l scoring [scoring
from a from a criteria [/ ] criteria [criteria

policy policy from a policy from a

alignment |alignment policy alignment i policy
viewpoint: viewpoint: i inf: (elf viewpoint: [eli alignment
[Is the [Does the i liifll[Does the i int: \viewpoint:
indicator  |indicator [isW scoring [Are the
relevant to [measure UNCTILIE 5 iteri criteria thresholds
your UNCT [support to indicator measure | i reasonable?
context?] [National clear?] the iteri |
Governments? (il indicators
] under this

section?]

Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan

_ _‘ Yes Just rlgh‘r
__-_-

_ Yes Just right
Uzbeistan __-_- Just right
Ethiopia _ _‘ Yes Yes

Ethiopia Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ethiopia Yes Yes Yes Yes ‘ Yes Yes

Ethiopia Yes Yes Yes Yes ‘ Yes
Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes Yes

Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes ‘ Yes Yes
Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes ‘ Yes Yes
82% 82%

Fig. 24 - Country differentials in feedback of Indicator 2.1.1a
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While none of the Uzbekistan respondents agreed that the indicator language was clear for

policy alignment, all respondents from Ethiopia and Costa Rica agreed that it was clear.

Similarly, while only a quarter of the respondents agreed that the scoring criteria measured

the indicator in Uzbekistan, three-fourths of the respondents from Ethiopia and all

respondents from Costa Rica agreed.

6.2 Country differentials in feedback for indicator and scoring criteria on

policy coherence (2.1.1b)

Feedback survey data disaggregated by country:

19a.
Please
evaluate
the
indicator
from a
policy
coherence
viewpoint:
[Is the
indicator
relevant to
your UNCT
context?]

Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan

Ethiopia
Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Ethiopia
Costa Rica
Costa Rica

Costa Rica

Indicator 2.1.1b (policy coherence)

19a. 19a.

Please Please
evaluate [ [ITe1 )
the the
indicator [/ l-/1--1 )¢
from a from a
policy policy
SLEINI- Y coherence
viewpoint: \ZETTI I H
[Does the [[EF/ 13
lateltsteii-'aM language
measure (&1
UNCT indicator

support to (LT
National
Govern-
ments?]

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
82%

Yes
Yes
Yes

20a.
Please
evaluate
the
scoring
criteria
from a
policy
coherence
viewpoint:
[Is scoring
criteria
relevant to
your UNCT
context?]

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
82%

20a.
Please
evaluate
the
scoring
criteria
from a
policy
coherence
viewpoint:
[Does the
scoring
criteria
measure
the
indicators
under this
section?]

Yes
Yes
Yes

20a.
Please
evaluate
the
scoring
criteria
from a
policy
coherence

es

| No | Mo
-----

es

----- st

es
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

73%

Fig. 25 - Country differentials in feedback of Indicator 2.1.1.b

20a.
Please
evaluate

the

iscoring
criteria

from a

policy
coherence
viewpoint:
[Are the
thresholds
reasonable?]

Just rlgh’r

Just right

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
82%
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None of the Uzbekistan respondents agreed that indicator language on policy coherence
was clear, whereas all the respondents from Ethiopia and two-third of respondents from
Costa Rica agreed that the language was clear.

Similarly, half of Uzbekistan respondents agreed that the scoring criteria for policy

coherence was relevant, while in both Ethiopia and Costa Rica all the respondents agreed.

While only a quarter of the Uzbekistan respondents agreed that the scoring criteria
measures the indicator on policy coherence, half of the respondents from Ethiopia and all

respondents from Costa Rica agreed.

6.3 Country differentials in feedback for indicator and scoring criteria on

public finance (2.1.2)

Feedback survey data disaggregated by country:

Indicator 2.1.2 (public finance for youth development)

2la. 2la. Vil-B 22a. 22a. 22a. 22a.

Please Please Please  [HELRS Please Please Please
evaluate  |evaluate I Elevaluate 10T EMlevaluate  |evaluate
the the the the the the the
indicator: |indicator: [T ILTdscoring LI )¢} scoring [scoring

[Is the [Does the  [IEXL I criteria: [Jii- B criteria: [criteria:
indicator  |indicator (LT T Is scoring [RLEER! MM |s the [Are the
relevant to |measure L8 TEMcriteria ELXI 1l MEMllanguage [thresholds
your UNCT [UNCT indicator [EIEYClN BT criteria in scoring [reasonable?

context?] |support to  [SELTEIMMlyour UNCT [LELETTEMcriteria ]

National context?] L4l clear?]
Governments indicators
7] under this

section?]

Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan

\ BT v BETE veo st

\_----

‘ ‘ Yes Yes Just right

\_---- Just right

 Yes Yes
Ethiopia Yes ‘ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ethiopia Yes ‘ Yes Yes Yes

Ethiopia Yes ‘ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes Yes

Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ethiopia

Costa Rica Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

82% 82% 73% o1%

Fig. 26 - Country differentials in feedback of indicator 2.1.2
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A similar pattern of country differentials was seen for the indicator and scoring criteria for

public finance. While a quarter of the Uzbekistan respondents agreed that the indicator

language was clear and the scoring criteria measured the indicator, three-fourths of

respondents from Ethiopia and two-thirds (indicator language)/ all (scoring criteria

measuring the indicator) from Costa Rica agreed.

6.4 Country differentials in feedback of Indicator 2.2.1 (Investments for youth-

led solutio

Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan
Ethiopia
Ethiopia

Ethiopia
Costa Rica
Costa Rica
Costa Rica
%

ns)

Feedback survey data disaggregated by country:

Indicator 2.2.1-Investments for youth-led solutions

33a.
Please
evaluate

the

indicator:
[Is the
indicator
relevant to

your UNCT

context?]

330.
Please
evaluate

the

indicator:
[Does the
indicator
measure
UNCT-led
innovation,
knowledge
exchange,
advocacy and
communication
(Youth 2030
Foundational
areas - 1)7]

Yes

80%

330.
Please
evaluate
the
indicator:
[Is the
language
for this
indicator
clear?]

Yes
Yes
70%

34a. 34a. 34a.

34a.

Please Please @ Please  Please
SVeliei-MM evaluate evaluate evaluate
the the the the

S\ Mlscoring scoring scoring

(A Clil-M criteria:  criteria: criteria:

[Is scoring [[LLER] M IERLT [Are the
Siit-l<Ml scoring language thresholds
EVelhiRiNcriteria  in scoring reasonable
YOS\ [®AM measure criteria 7]
context?] (LT clear?]

indicators
under this
section?]

Too high

80% 70% 50%

Too high
Too high

50%

Fig. 27 - Country differentials in feedback of Indicator 2.2.1

A similar pattern of large differentials was evident between Uzbekistan, Ethiopia, and Costa

Rica for the feedback on scoring criteria for investments for youth-led solutions.
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6.5. Country differentials in feedback of Indicator# 2.2.4 (Results and resources

for joint youth programmes)

Feedback Survey Response data disaggregated by country:

Indicator 2.2.4- Results and resources for youth programmes

39a. 39a. 39a. 40a0. 40a. 40a. 40a.
Please Please Please Please Please Please Please

evaluate evaluate SVCINCICN el ieil-Sl evaluate | evaluate evaluate
the the the the the the the
indicator: |indicator: [GEI TSI LT " Bl scoring  scoring  scoring

[Is the [Does the [Is the Gl criteria:  criteria: criteria:
indicator  |indicator language |[[Is scoring [[2LEER] M [0 RN VYR T
relevant fo  |measure for this - MMM scoring  language thresholds

your UNCT  [UNCT-led eI S elsigi N criteria  in scoring reasonable
context?]  |innovation, clear?] YOS\ (GAM measure criteria 7]

knowledge context?] (LT clear?]
exchange,
advocacy and
communication
(Youth 2030
Foundational
areas - 1)7]

Uzbekistan Just right
Uzbekistan Too high
Uzbekistan - Just right

Uzbekistan Just right

Ethiopia
Ethiopia
Ethiopia

Costa Rica
Costa Rica

Costa Rica

Fig. 28 - Country ditferentials in feedback of Indicator 2.2.4

The pattern was similar for the scoring criteria for results and resources for joint youth

programmes.

43



6.6 Interpreting the country differentials

Uzbekistan was the first country for field validation and a real learning ground. Based on
lessons learnt in Uzbekistan, additional content was included for the briefings in Ethiopia and
Costa Rica, both for facilitators and the participants.

An extensive crosswalk on the linkages between UNSDCF guidance and youth 2030 was
included. This helped bring participants from various entities on the same page, on UNCT
processes. In addition to the overview of Youth 2030, the programming significance of each
domain captured in the 19 indicators of the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, was elaborated in-
depth in Ethiopia and Costa Rica. This helped introduce several ‘new' concepts and ‘not-so-
new’ concepts that were not widely implemented within UNCTs (e.g. investments for youth-
led solutions, north-south, south-south cooperation, etc.) that the Youth 2030 UNCT
Scorecard indicators were based on. The extended online engagement in each country
resulted in progressively increasing investment of time (6.5 hours in Uzbekistan compared to
8.5 hours in Ethiopia ad 13.5 hours in Costa Rica).

There was another important difference in process between Uzbekistan and Ethiopia / Costa
Rica. Due to lack of time, Uzbekistan UNCT had three self-administered, deep-dive sessions
(described as offline sessions in the tables), on Section 2.1 and Section 2.3 of Youth 2030
UNCT Scorecard (whereas every deep-dive was fully supported technically in the latter two

countries). This also affected the quality of understanding and scoring.
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The final Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard will be generated incorporating feedback from the
field validation exercise. Some of the key changes that would be reflected in the final Youth
2030 UNCT Scorecard include i) revision and positive framing of the nomenclature used in
the scoring system (Red - from ‘missing requirements’ to ‘Getting ready’; Yellow from
‘approaching requirements to ‘Moving forward’; Green - from ‘meeting requirements’ to ‘At
milestone’, ii) moving the indicator on meaningful youth engagement to an earlier section of
Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard, iii) COVID-19 marker organized as a separate section for ease
of use iv) overall simplified language and minimal jargon, v) closer alignment of terminology
in the indicators and the scoring criteria to several UNCT guidance documents,

vi) addition of definitions and guidance for specific indicators, vii) introduction of skip logic/
conditional branching in scoring criteria selection viii) revision of specific thresholds and

ix) addition of data sources.
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The final Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard will be adapted for the UNCT reporting in the UNSDG
IMS.

The indicators will be transformed to questions and the scoring criteria as options for

selection in a drop-down menu, in line with the rest of the reporting in the IMS system.

Next steps include integrating sessions on sensitization on Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard into
broader UNSDG IMS training (November 2020), organizing dedicated clinics on Youth 2030
(Planned/ On-demand; Regional / Country cluster clinics) and developing pre-recorded,
short training videos with language subtitles (French, Spanish) on the Youth 2030 UNCT
Scorecard. Additionally, on-demand support will be offered during the high reporting period
(November 2020), including office hours troubleshooting and e-mail support, to support the
first reporting on the Youth 2030 UNCT Scorecard across the 131 United Nations Country
Offices in November- December 2020.

The Youth 2030 full baseline will be established, using the first report, which will feature
prominently in the first Youth 2030 Stocktake report. The data will also be linked to a public-
facing dashboard that is being developed (January 2021).
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