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EVALUATION GOALS DEFINED AT START OF 
THE PROCESS
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Assess and improve normative & strategic functions of SAGE for evolving immunization / health agenda

Ensure effectiveness of SAGE working processes 

Ensure effective presentation and dissemination of SAGE outputs

Ensure appropriate broad “Secretariat” support

Ensure optimal links and coordination with other WHO advisory bodies, regions and countries, key 
partners and stakeholders 

Develop recommendations to make SAGE fit-for-purpose for the next decade



             

EVALUATION UNFOLDED OVER A12 MONTHS 
PERIOD
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• Survey 
• SAGE 

Retreat 

Phase 1
Kick-off

• Project Setup 
• EAGSE 

meeting 

Phase II
Set Up

• Evaluation
• Analysis of 

findings
• EAGSE meeting 

and TCs 

Phase III 
Evaluation

• Discussion and 
Action Lab 

• Draft report
• SAGE discussion 

Phase IV 
Recommendations 

• Finalization 
• Final Report
• Implementation

Phase V 
Implementation

April 2018

May-July2018

July-December 2018

January-April 2019

From May 2019
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A FIVE-STEP PROCESS ALLOWED TO CAPTURE 
INSIGHTS, PRIORITIZE AND IDENTIFY 

RECOMMENDATIONS
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Descriptive 
analysis, 

Desk review,  
Secretariat 
interview

Key Technical 
Partners* & 
Stakeholders 

surveys

EAGSE 
Prioritization of 
Areas of Focus

Action Lab Report & 
Recommendations

* SAGE members, RITAG chairs, WHO Regional Advisors, Representatives of UNICEF Program and Supply Division, Gavi, Civil Society Organizations. 



             

TOPICS DISCUSSED AT SAGE MEETINGS, 
2010-2017
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Topic # sessions % # for Decision # for Discussion # for Information

Vaccine-specific 68 40% 51 (75%) 14 (21%) 3   (4%)

Reports 54 32% 0   (0%) 7 (13%) 47 (87%)

Programmatic challenges 20 12% 5 (25%) 14 (70%) 1   (5%)

DoV / GVAP 12 7% 7 1 4

Financing 4 2% 0 4 0

Vaccine safety 4 2% 1 3 0

General policy 3 2% 0 3 0

Surveillance 2 1% 0 2 0

SAGE processes 2 1% 0 2 0

TOTAL 169 64  (38%) 50 (30%) 55 (32%)



             

MORE THAN 100 RESPONDENTS PROVIDED 
FIRST VIEW ON AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
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Stakeholders Survey

Responders Finished Survey

37%

• Relationship with RITAGs / considering regional needs

• Relationship with other WHO advisory bodies

• Meeting format and conduct 

• Agenda setting / topics selection

• Working group setup / access to external resources

• Process leading to formulation of recommendations

• Dissemination of recommendations / SAGE outputs

• Inclusion of implementation needs

• Responsiveness to emerging issues

• Engagement in non-immunization matters
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SURVEYS AND INTERVIEWS HIGHLIGHTED 
14 AREAS DESERVING FURTHER DISCUSSION

7

62

40

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

In-depth Interviews

Responders Finished Survey

65%

• Mission and scope

• SAGE in the next decade

• Research and development 

• Other WHO Advisory Committees 

• Work with regions and countries

• SAGE – RITAG – NITAG policy making chain

• Relations with global stakeholders
• Membership and chair selection
• Agenda setting
• Decision-making and Working Group processes
• Meetings setup and modus operandi
• Conflict of interest management
• Dissemination and communication of SAGE output

• Secretariat role and resources



             

A DIVERSE SAMPLE RESPONDED TO THE 
EVALUATION 
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Industry*
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NGOs
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Research organisations

RITAG Chairs

SAGE Member

WHO Staff (HQ)

WHO Staff (Regions)

Surveys

IC Stakeholders
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*Industry associations consolidated input  **BMGF, Gavi, UNICEF, US CDC



             

ACTION LAB: FACILITATED ITERATIVE APPROACH 
MOVING BETWEEN BROADER POLICY DIMENSION 
AND TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE CHALLENGES
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Action Lab recommended concrete actions to move forward to both 
WHO/IVB and to SAGE, with steps to be implemented immediately and 
continued work in other areas. 

Input and evidence collected during all phases of the evaluation, combined 
with participants’ specific knowledge and insights.

• Validate and adapt findings from the SAGE evaluation desk review, 
workshops, surveys and interviews; 

• Identify success areas and their main drivers;
• Identify key challenges to be addressed;
• Develop recommendation for identified themes and challenges; 
• Create a shared understanding of implications for action.

22 Stakeholders (WHO, Gavi, UNICEF, RITAGs) with detailed knowledge 
of SAGE, including several SAGE members, plus 7/8 EAGSE members.

Output

Input

Goals

Participants


